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postponed elections during the 
COVID-19 pandemic

Tommaso Giommoni1 and Gabriel Loumeau2

Date submitted: 24 July 2020; Date accepted: 29 July 2020

The goal of this paper is to study the impact of the lockdown policy on 
voting behaviour, during the COVID-19 pandemic. We focus on France, 
where a differential lockdown was implemented across departments, 
based on the local diffusion of the disease. In particular, the country has 
been divided in two areas, red and green, subject to a “hard” and a “soft” 
lockdown, respectively. To measure voting behaviour, before and after 
the policy, we rely on 2020 French municipal elections: the first round 
took place before the introduction of the restrictions, while the second 
round was delayed after the end of the lockdown. We estimate a Spatial 
Regression-Discontinuity-Design model comparing the difference in 
outcomes between the two electoral rounds, at the border of red and green 
areas. The main results suggest that lockdown regulations significantly 
affected electoral outcomes. First, in localities under a harder lockdown, 
the incumbent's vote share is higher as well as the consensus for Green 
parties. Second, voter turnout is larger where more stringent restrictions 
are adopted. These results suggest that lockdown measures strongly lead 
citizens to rally around the local incumbent politicians.

1	 Postdoctoral researcher, ETH Zurich.
2	 Postdoctoral researcher, ETH Zurich.
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1 Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic represents an unprecedented global crisis and poses massive chal-
lenges to contemporary democracies. Governments are faced with a global health problem that
threatens the life of millions of people in the world and seriously undermines economic devel-
opment. A common reaction to the insurgence of the pandemic has been the implementation
of a set of social containment measures, known as the “lockdown”, with the goal of limiting
the spread of the disease.1 On the one hand, these measures represent an effective tool to
contain the diffusion of the virus, on the other hand, they limit individual liberty and constrain
economic activity (Fetzer et al., 2020).

There is already evidence that these unparalleled restrictions affect individuals political
preferences, as they raise the support for the incumbent (Bol et al., 2020; De Vries et al., 2020),
as well as social trust and confidence towards the institutions (Amat et al., 2020; Esaiasson et al.,
2020). Nevertheless, due to the impossibility of hosting electoral events during the pandemic,
very little is still known on how lockdown measures impact voting behaviour. Studying the
relation between lockdown restrictions and electoral outcomes is of vital importance in order
to understand who will be in charge of managing the post-pandemic period and, consequently,
which policies will be implemented.

To fill this gap in the literature, this paper studies the short-term effects of lockdown
measures on voting behaviour and electoral outcomes. We rely on a natural experiment taking
place in France during the COVID-19 outbreak. Similarly to the other European countries,
France was severely affected by the pandemic with 173,304 confirmed COVID-19 cases and
30,120 total casualties, on July 15th 2020. The French government introduced the lockdown
before the surge of the pandemic, on March 17th. This consisted of a series of restrictions
which include the closure of most public establishments, such as schools and universities, and
the ban of non necessary movements. After the pandemic reached the contagion peak in April,
the government decided to start loosening the restrictions but the relaxation was not uniform
across French departments. In particular, the French territory was divided into two areas, a
green one and a red one, depending on the local severity of the pandemic. Assignment to either
areas was based on an arbitrary threshold defined by four local health criteria.2 Departments
in the green zone experienced a faster relaxation – “soft” lockdown – than those in the red

1Lockdown measures have been implemented by many European countries: Italy (March 9), Spain (March
15), Austria (March 17), France (March 17), Denmark (March 18), Germany (March 22), Greece (March 23),
the Netherlands (March 24), and the United Kingdom (March 24). Moreover, the recent resurgence of the
disease in specific areas, e.g., Atlanta, Barcelona, two German Kreis, has forced governments to reintroduce
lockdown measures.

2The four criteria are: (i) number of cases per 100,000 inhabitants, (ii) rate of positive virologic tests, (iii)
reproduction number, R0, (iv) hospital bed occupancy rate.
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one – “hard” lockdown. In the green zone, movements within 100 Km were allowed again and
the economic activity restarted, while in the red zone, the standard restrictions remained in
force. This division remained effective from May 11th to June 2nd. Figure 1 shows the map of
France with the border between the red area, North-Eastern France, and the green area. By
focusing on municipalities around the lockdown border, we are able to analyze the impact of
restriction measures on electoral outcomes in areas with a similar local health situation. We
do not observe, indeed, significant differences in the number of cases or deaths by COVID-19
in those departments –in the two zones– that are closely located to the border.3

Figure 1: Differential lockdown from May 11th to June 2nd, 2020

Border
50km bandwidth
Departmental borders
Zone under faster relaxation of lockdown
Zone under slower relaxation of lockdown
Municipalities

¯

0 400200 Kilometers

Notes: The yellow bold line represents the border between the red and the green area, subject to different
lockdown policies. Black borders represent departments and grey ones indicate municipalities. Dotted yellow
lines represent the 50 Km bandwidths from the border.

3More precisely, we formally test for this assumption by looking at the data on the number of cases and
deaths by COVID-19 during the periods preceding the first and second round of elections at the departmental
level. We do not observe large differences in the severity of the health crisis between the two zones for the
departments close to the border. Given that the disease spreads locally in a smooth manner, the absence of
observed differences at the departmental level likely indicates that municipalities at the border indeed experience
similar health situations. Therefore, in the sample of municipalities under consideration, the treatment mostly
captures the difference in lockdown and we can interpret the main results as, primarily, due to the different
containment measures. For more details, see Section 2.
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To measure voting behaviour of French citizens before and after the lockdown, we rely on
the 2020 French municipal elections, whose implementation was interrupted by the pandemic.4

The first round of the polls took place on March 15th, while the introduction of the lockdown
two days after the elections, on March 17th, impeded the conduct of the second round, that
was delayed until the conclusion of the restrictions, on June 28th. This unique setting allows
us to evaluate the voting behaviour of French voters just before –first round– and just after
–second round– the introduction of the lockdown. Furthermore, we naturally control for fixed
local characteristics and, given the short time span between the two rounds and the limit on
mobility, we deem implausible the presence of endogenous spatial sorting as a response to the
lockdown.

Overall, this institutional setting gives rise to two sources of variation we can exploit in
order to estimate the causal effect of lockdown restrictions on electoral outcomes. On the one
hand, the spatial variation between the red and the green zone allows us to study the effect of
the severity of lockdown measures in areas with a similar local health situation; on the other
hand, the time variation between the first and the second round can be used to assess the
impact of the introduction of these restrictions, accounting for fixed local characteristics. Our
identification strategy is structured as a spatial Regression-Discontinuity-Design (RDD), where
the distance to the border represents our forcing variable and the dependent variable is the
difference in outcomes between the two electoral rounds. Therefore, our strategy is based on
the comparison between cities located across the border, and then subject to different rules,
before and after the implementation of the lockdown.

The main results suggest that the severity of the lockdown significantly affects electoral
outcomes and voting behaviour. First, we find that localities subject to “hard” restrictions
have significantly different voting patterns compared to those under “soft” measures. Cities in
the red zone, indeed, support more the local incumbent, whose vote share is between 2 and 4.5
percentage points higher. The higher visibility of the mayors in the red zone and the multiple
contacts with the citizens may have contributed to increase their local popularity and electoral
success. This result is also in line with the “rally around the flag hypothesis” (Baum, 2002;
Mueller, 1970), claiming that the trust in leaders tends to raise in the wake of disasters: voters
in the areas with longer restrictions may either feel safer or be more aware of the health crisis,
and therefore grateful for the policy.5 Moreover, we find that “hard” lockdown measures lead

4The first round of the municipal elections took place after a vivid debate. On the days before the first
round, several parliament members publicly asked to postpone the first round due to contagion risks. However,
on March 12th (i.e., three days before the elections), President Macron consulted the presidents of the main
French political parties who all agreed to maintain the first round on March 15th as initially planned. The
Union of French Mayors also publicly advocated in favor of maintaining the initial calendar.

5Chanley (2002) shows an important example of the “rally around the flag hypothesis” documenting that in
the days following the 11 September 2001 attacks, trust in the U.S. government rose to levels not seen since the
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to stronger support to Green parties, suggesting that a higher awareness of the health crisis
persuade voters to be more concerned about environmental issues, potentially connected with
the pandemic (Grant and Tilley, 2019). Second, we find that the enforcement of the “hard”
lockdown raises political participation, measured with voter turnout. Being subject to a longer
lockdown seems to mobilize voters, motivated to choose the right leader, rather than discourage
them to participate, in fear of the disease.6

This paper relates to several strands of literature. First, we contribute to the recent liter-
ature on the political effect of lockdown measures during the COVID-19 pandemic. Bol et al.
(2020) rely on an online survey covering 15 Western European countries and show that the
lockdown led to higher consensus -vote intention- for the national incumbent, trust in the gov-
ernment and satisfaction with democracy. De Vries et al. (2020) find similar conclusions looking
at the introduction of restrictions abroad. Moreover, Sibley et al. (2020) use experimental data
to show that restrictive measures increased trust in science, politicians and police as well as
patriotism in New Zeland.

More generally, our paper is related to the fast growing literature on the effect of the
COVID-19 pandemic on political outcomes. Merkley et al. (2020) show that the pandemic led
to an increase in consensus for the government in Canada (see also Harell (2020)). Leininger
and Schaub (2020) study the local elections of the German state of Bavaria at the beginning
of the pandemic –before the introduction of the lockdown– and find that the incidence of the
disease advantaged the incumbent party. Moreover, Adam-Troian et al. (2020) study the first
round of 2020 French municipal elections and find that areas more afflicted by the pandemic
showed higher support for conservative parties. At last, there is evidence that the health crisis
positively affected social trust and confidence toward institutions (Esaiasson et al., 2020) as
well as the support for authoritarian and technocratic government (Amat et al., 2020).

Finally, we relate to the contributions studying the impact of natural disasters and catas-
trophic events on political outcomes. A set of studies analyzes the effect of recent epidemics on
political preferences and electoral results: there is evidence on the Ebola outbreak (Beall et al.,
2016; Campante et al., 2020; Maffioli, 2018) and on the HIV/AIDS epidemic (Mansour et al.,
2020). Furthermore, many papers focus on the impact of natural disasters such as earthquakes
and hurricanes. This literature suggests that the policy response is vital in determining the
impact on incumbent’s support: if the reaction is considered to be inadequate, voters tend to
punish the leaders (Akarca and Tansel, 2016; Eriksson, 2016), while a positive response leads
to an increase in their consensus (Bechtel and Hainmueller, 2011; Healy and Malhotra, 2009).

1960s.
6In these regards, Zeitoun et al. (2020) show that there is no association between the level of participation

to the (first round of) 2020 municipal elections in France and the subsequent spread of the disease at the local
level.
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To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to study the causal impact of the COVID-19
lockdown on electoral outcomes, making use of electoral –post lockdown– data rather than
survey or experimental evidence. Moreover, we advance the literature as, thanks to this unique
setting, we study within-country differences in lockdown measures and we are able to assess
the impact of the severity of these restrictions on electoral outcomes. Finally, we are among
the first to focus on local incumbents, rather than on national politicians.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the institutional
setting and the data. Section 3 presents the empirical strategy. Section 4 discusses the main
results and the robustness checks and Section 5 concludes.

2 Institutional background and data

2.1 COVID-19 pandemic in France and lock-down measures

In France, the daily number of confirmed COVID-19 cases started to increase significantly in
the first days of March. Figure 2 display the evolution of the COVID-19 in France from January
1st to July 15th, 2020. Following this increase, the French government announced, on March
16th (i.e., one day after the first round of the municipal elections), a strict lock-down starting on
March 17th at 12am. Individuals were only allowed outside of their homes for specific reasons,
(e.g., grocery shopping), most of public establishments have been closed as well as schools and
institutes of higher education and most of religious gatherings have been forbidden. Police
forces controlled the respect of the lock-down, and non-compliance was fined.7

Thanks to the lockdown measures, the pandemic peak was reach in early April. However,
whereas the situation was mostly under control in the South-West half of France, the number
of cases was still high in the North-Eastern half of the country. Figure 1 displays the two zones.
Consequently, the government decided to relax the lockdown deferentially as of May 11th. The
zones were defined using four indicators at the department level (NUTS3 region): (i) number
of cases per 100,000 inhabitants, (ii) rate of positive virologic tests, (iii) reproduction number,
R0, (iv) hospital bed occupancy rate. The blue vertical lines, in Figure 2, show the evolution
of the lockdown policy over time.

In the green zone, movements were allowed within 100km of one’s residential location and
the economic activity started again. In the red zone, on the contrary, all the restrictions
remained in force and, except for Paris, the lock-down was relaxed only on June 2nd. In Paris’
region, the lockdown was lifted on June 22nd: between June 2nd and June 22nd, the lock-down
in this region only slightly loosened relative to before, and the region was attributed a yellow

7In the standard case, amount of the fine was e135.

74
C

ov
id

 E
co

no
m

ic
s 4

1,
 3

 A
ug

us
t 2

02
0:

 6
9-

99



COVID ECONOMICS 
VETTED AND REAL-TIME PAPERS

Figure 2: Evolution of Covid-19 confirmed cases in France

Notes: The plot shows the total number of confirmed COVID-19 cases in
France starting from January 1st 2020. The red lines indicate the dates of
2020 local elections (first round -March 15th-, runoff -June 28th-), the blue
lines indicate the dates of the modification in the lockdown policy (introduction
of the lockdown -March 17th-, first relaxation of the lockdown -May 11th-).
The source is the French Government data portal (https://www.data.gouv.
fr/fr/).

color by the Health Ministry (Figure 5, Appendix A).

2.2 Municipal election

French municipal elections allow local constituents to elect the city council, with the mayor
chairing the council. Elections take place every six years. The voting procedure differs by
municipality size. On the one hand, in municipalities with less than 1,000 inhabitants, a two
rounds block vote with panachage (or majority-at-large voting) takes place. All candidates
that received more than 50% of the votes are elected to the council. Those that did not reach
this threshold compete in a second round for the remaining seats. On the other hand, in
municipalities with more than 1,000 inhabitants, a proportional representation with a premium
for the majority takes place. Voters choose between different lists and can neither add nor
remove candidates from the lists. If a list obtains the absolute majority from the first round,
no second round takes place. Otherwise, lists that have obtained at least 10% of the vote
remain for a second round. The first half of the seats is attributed to the lists with the most
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vote, whereas the remaining one is attributed proportionally to all lists that received at least
5% of the votes. Due to the highly personalized nature of the elections in municipalities with
less than 1,000 inhabitants (which leads to many candidates being elected in the first round)
and to the substantial differences in the two electoral systems, we focus in this paper only on
municipalities with 1,000 inhabitants or more.

Based on the decision by the Ministry of the Interieur on July 16th, 2019, the 2020 French
municipal elections had been scheduled on March 15th for the first round, and on March 22nd
for the runoff. Regardless of the development of the pandemic in France, the first round was
maintained and took place as planned on March 15th, one day before the lockdown started.
However, given the COVID-19 outbreak, the second round was postponed after the lockdown
on June 28th. All candidates elected during the first round took office immediately, whereas
incumbents remained in power when runoffs were required. Overall, a runoff took place in 14%
of all polling stations, and in 20% of all polling stations located in municipalities with 1,000 or
more inhabitants. The red vertical lines, in Figure 2, show the timeline of the 2020 municipal
elections.

At the time of the first round, the COVID-19 situation was very similar across the future
differential lockdown border, as revealed in Panel a of Figure 3. Except clusters in the north
of Paris and in Alsace, the number of deaths was relatively small (i.e., between 1 and 9 deaths
per 100,000 inhabitants).8 Hence, even if voters could possibly expect the pandemic to de-
velop across the country, they could not reasonably anticipate that France would be divided in
differential lockdown zones; and even less so, forecast the location of the boundary.

Panel b of Figure 3 displays, then, the number of deaths per 100,000 inhabitants by COVID-
19 during the full period between mid-March and mid-July. As one would expect, given that
lockdown zones were defined based on the local evolution of the pandemic, the North-Eastern
half of France is significantly more impacted by the virus. However, although the departments
on the north side of the lockdown border are indeed more impacted, the difference in the number
of deaths per 100,000 inhabitants remains relatively small if we consider departments located
around the border. This observation is worth noting to interpret our results, as it implies that
the health situation did not differ largely around the border, at the time of the second round.
Hence, pure COVID-19 rational, aside from the lockdown, could not reasonably explain large
differences in voting outcomes around the border and we can interpret the main results of this
analysis as, mostly, due to the different lockdown policies.

8Looking at the departmental hospitalization rate per 100,000 inhabitants, instead of the death rate, we
obtain a qualitatively similar picture.
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Figure 3: Number of deaths by COVID-19 (by department)

(a) End of March

Border
Death per 100,000

0 - 9
10 - 19
20 - 28
29 - 38
39 - 47

¯

0 400200 Kilometers

(b) March to July

Border
Death per 100,000

1 - 29
30 - 57
58 - 85
86 - 112
113 - 140

¯

0 400200 Kilometers

Notes: Death count is reported per 100,000 inhabitants. “End of March” corresponds to the period from March
19th until March 31st, whereas “March to July”jee refers to the period from March 19th until July 14th, 2020.
Source: French Ministry of Health.

2.3 Data

The sample in analysis consists in all municipalities that host a runoff in 2020 French munici-
pal elections, with 1,000 or more inhabitants. The data used in this paper comes from mostly
three sources. All elections data is provided by the French centralized public data platform
(https://www.data.gouv.fr/fr/). Election data is recorded at the polling station level. In-
formation about the differential lockdown and health outcomes is obtained from the open data
platform of the Health Ministry (https://www.santepubliquefrance.fr/). Finally, all eco-
nomic and demographic municipal information is provided by the National Institute of Statistics
and Economic Studies (https://www.insee.fr/en/accueil). Based on this data, we use the
geographic information software ArcGIS to derive all spatial information.

Table 6, in the Appendix A, shows the descriptive statistics. Panel A shows the electoral
outcomes expressed in difference between the two electoral rounds: the average difference in
incumbent’s vote share is 6.7%, while the one in turnout is -2.8%. Moreover, the average
difference in margin of victory and number of white votes is 6.4% and 2.4%, respectively.

3 Empirical approach

In this section, we detail the identification strategy used to identify the causal effect of the
lockdown measures on voting outcomes.
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3.1 Estimation strategy

Consider p ∈ P polling stations within i ∈ I municipalities. All polling stations within a
municipality are assigned the same location relative to the border.9 Location of polling stations
within a municipality are defined by the infinite set of municipal border points, L. Further,
consider B as the infinite set of border points constituting the border between the differential
lockdown zones. Let us then define the subsets L ∈ L andB ∈ B of border points lpi = (lxpi, l

y
pi)

and bi = (bx, by), such that the euclidean distance to the lockdown border dpi = ||lpi − bi|| is
minimized. Hence, this distance will be equal to 0 for polling station in a municipality at the
border. Finally, define two zones A+ and A− as the treatment and the control areas.

Location relative to the border acts as the forcing variable. Assignment into treatment is
then a function of a municipality’s location relative to the border. Formally, treatment status
Tpi of polling station p in municipality i is defined as Tpi = 1

[
Lpi ∈ A+

]
. To account for all fixed

characteristics of polling station, and by extension of municipalities, we study the difference in
outcomes between the two electoral rounds, which we denote with ∆Y . We then focus on the
discontinuity of the expected outcomes at the geographical border:

τ(d) ≡ E[∆Y1 −∆Y0|dp = 0] = lim
d→0

[∆Y |lp ∈ A+]− lim
d→0

[∆Y |lp ∈ A−]. (1)

Parametric specification — We approach the spatial RD design in both a parametric and
non-parametric way. In the parametric approach, we define the conditional expectations in (1)
as E[∆Y0|d] = α+f(d) and E[∆Y1|d] = α+τ +f(d), where f(d) refers to flexible polynomials
of shortest distance to the border. Allowing for asymmetric control distance functions insures
that a kink is not misinterpreted as a discontinuity Lee and Lemieux (2010). The regression
model is then:

∆Y = α + T τ + f(d) + ε (2)

The credibility of the model rests on the valid specification of the control functions. There-
fore, we run various specifications with different order of polynomials and with different band-
width sizes.

Non-parametric specification — For the non-parametric specification, we estimate local-
polynomial regression-discontinuities with robust confidence intervals and optimal bandwidth
selection following Calonico et al. (2014). The performance of standard local polynomial esti-
mators may be seriously limited by their sensitivity to the specific bandwidth employed. Hence,

9Given the average size of French municipalities, i.e., approx. 5km2, this assumption is expected to have a
little impact, if at all, on the spatial distribution of polling stations relative to the border.
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we employ mean squared error optimal bandwidths, which are valid given the robust approach
in Calonico et al. (2014).

3.2 Validity of the approach

Causal identification in Regression Discontinuity designs rest on two key assumptions: (i) no
selective sorting takes place, (ii) all underlying variables – besides treatment – vary smoothly
at the border. The spatial RD design is a special case as assignment to treatment is very
difficult to manipulate for municipalities as regional borders are very stable over time. Plus,
the suddenty and unpredictableness of the spread of the COVID19 made it very unlikely for
individuals and municipalities to anticipate and strategically react to the pandemic.

We approach the second assumption in two ways. First, in this paper, our main outcomes of
interest are variable differences between the first and the second round of 2020 French municipal
elections across the lockdown border. Hence, all fixed municipal characteristics are differenced
out by design. Over extensive exploratory balance tests, this approach offers the key advantage
that all fixed characteristics are accounted for as opposed to all observed fixed characteristics.

Second, smoothness tests are nonetheless required to insure the smooth variation of the
underlying voting variables. Two key concerns arise. First, are runoff more likely to occur in
either treatment or control zones? Second, are incumbent more likely to be present in the first
and second rounds on either side of the border? A positive answer to any of these questions
would endanger our estimation strategy. To answer these questions, we run smoothness tests
around the border using 1km and 2km bins symmetrically on both side of the border. Results
are displayed in Table 1. Overall, we observe no significant difference around the border in
the density of runoffs, in the density of incumbent running for reelection, and in the density
of incumbent present in the runoff. As always absence of evidence is not evidence of absence;
however, these results are in line with the assumption of smooth underlying variables.

Table 1: Smoothness tests

Runoff Incumbent runs Incumbent in runoff
Bin size 1km 2km 1km 2km 1km 2km
RD Estimate 6.598 12.313 12.157 13.983 12.462∗ 15.740

(11.452) (24.156) (7.904) (14.461) (7.407) (14.269)
Obs. 88 49 70 47 71 47

Notes: The unit of analysis are bands of 1km or 2km width within 50km of the border
on either side.
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4 Results

4.1 Spatial regression discontinuity design analysis

We start by presenting the results of the spatial RD analysis of incumbent’s vote share and
turnout.10 Following the identification strategy presented in Section 3.1, we compare the dif-
ference in outcomes between the two rounds of the election on both sides of the lockdown
border.

Table 2, Panel a, presents the results for incumbent’s vote share. The sample focuses on
those municipalities where the incumbent runs in the first and in the second round. However,
as tested in Section 3.2, no differences in the likelihood of the incumbent being present in either
the first or second rounds of the election are observed around the lockdown border. Three main
specifications are displayed. Columns (1-3) focus on the parametric estimation of the lockdown
effect without controlling for covariates and using different polynomial orders. Columns (4-6)
adopt a similar strategy but include economic, demographic and geographic municipal covari-
ates.11 It also includes a dummy equal to unity for Paris region, i.e., the “yellow zone” (Figure
5, in Appendix A). The AIC is used to compared the different parametric specifications. Fi-
nally, columns (7-8) present the results of a non-parametric approach à la Calonico et al. (2014)
without and with municipal covariates, respectively. Overall, incumbent’s vote share appears
between 2 and 4.5 percentage points higher in the zone with the longer lockdown. Controlling
for municipal covariates appears to increase the magnitude of the effect. To assess the robust-
ness of the parametric results to the choice of the bandwidth, Table 7 (Appendix A), Panel a,
reports results under the parametric specification using a wider range of bandwidth sizes. The
bandwidth choice appears to have minor impacts on both the estimated coefficients and the
significance levels derived. These results may derive from the higher visibility that the mayors
in the red zone received as well as the multiple contacts with the citizens during the health
crisis. Moreover, these findings argue in favor of the “rally around the flag hypothesis” (Baum,
2002; Mueller, 1970), as trusts in the local incumbent appears to increase in the wake of the
pandemic. In this setting voters subject to longer restrictions could either feel safer or be more
aware of the health crisis, and therefore grateful to the administration for the policy.

Table 2, Panel b, focuses on the voter turnout. Overall, both the parametric and non-
parametric approaches point at a positive effect of lockdown on voter turnout. An estimated
causal effect between 1.5 and 3 percentage points is observed. Controlling for covariates does

10We also studied the local margin of victory and the share of white votes. The lockdown appears to have
had no significant effects on these outcomes. The analysis of these outcomes is available upon request.

11In particular, the following covariates are included: number of old people (those in the age groups 60-74, 75-
89, more than 90), number of female individuals, population growth rate between 2011 and 2016 (in percentage)
and median income in 2017. We also include department fixed effects.
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Table 2: Spatial RD design analysis of turnout

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Approach Parametric Parametric Non-parametric
Bandwidth 50 50 50 50 50 50 Opt. Opt.
Polynomial order 2 3 4 2 3 4 Opt. Opt.
Covariates No No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes

(a) Incumbent’s vote share
Treatment 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗ 4.592∗∗∗ 2.947∗

(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888) (1.753) (1.704)
Adj. R2 0.04 0.10 0.12 0.22 0.29 0.29 - -
AIC 11,084 10,969 10,940 10,742 10,603 10,588 - -
Obs. 1,645 1,645 1,645 1,645 1,645 1,645 2,586 2,586

(b) Voter turnout
Treatment 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗ 1.985∗∗ 3.841∗∗∗

(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829) (0.827) (0.756)
Adj. R2 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.26 0.26 0.26 - -
AIC 22,504 22,505 22,482 21,664 21,658 21,657 - -
Obs. 4,009 4,009 4,009 4,009 4,009 4,009 5,998 5,998
Notes: Unit of analysis is the polling station. Table 7 (Appendix) reports results under the parametric
specification using a wider range of bandwidth sizes.

not appear to have any systematic impact on the estimated coefficients. As for incumbent’s
vote share, we assess the robustness of the parametric results to the choice of the bandwidth
in Table 7 (Appendix A), Panel b, by using a wider range of bandwidth sizes. The bandwidth
choice appears to have minor impacts on both the estimated coefficients and the significance
levels derived. This results further confirm the “rally around the flag hypothesis” in this setting,
suggesting that the longer lockdown seems to mobilize voters, motivated to choose the right
leader, rather than discourage them to participate, in fear of the disease.

Figure 4 present non-parametric discontinuity plots of incumbent’s vote share (Panel a)
and voter turnout (Panel b). A third order polynomial specification using a symmetric 50km
bandwidth is used. Bin size are selected using the IMSE-optimal evenly-spaced method with
spacing estimators. Confirming the results in Table 2, a positive jump at the lockdown border
is observed in both outcomes.
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Figure 4: Non-parametric discontinuity plots

(a) Incumbent’s vote share
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Notes: Third order polynomial with 50km bandwidth used. Bin size selected using the IMSE-optimal evenly-
spaced method with spacing estimators.

4.2 Evolution in vote share by political groups

In our analysis, we have set party considerations aside so far. We now investigate whether the
lockdown has affected parties’ performance heterogeneously. As our estimation strategy relies
on polling stations close to the lockdown border, we can only rigorously analyze parties with
a good spatial coverage in both the first and second round. Extreme left and extreme right
parties in France are highly concentrated in specific locations. The communist party is, for
example, present in former blue collar municipalities at the periphery of the Paris metropolitan
areas. Similarly, the “Rassemblement National”, i.e., the main extreme right nationalist party,
is mostly present in the North and South East of the country. President Macron’s party “La
République en Marche” (center right) is also characterized by a weak spatial coverage in the
2020 municipal elections for mostly two reasons. First, the party is very new as it was created
for the 2017 presidential elections. Second, it performed badly at the 2020 municipal elections
and in many cases was not present in the second round.

For these reasons, we focus on three political groups: (i) left-wing parties; (ii) Greens and
affiliated parties, (iii) right-wing parties.12 All three groups have proposed candidates in most
municipalities studied and have often been able to qualify for the second round. We test for

12“Left-wing” and “right-wing” parties refer to all parties categorized as “diverse left” and “diverse right”,
respectively, by the French Ministry of the Interieur. Green and affiliated refers to the Green party and the
lists labeled “Liste Union de la Gauche” (for which a direct translation would be: List of the United Left) which
regroups left-wing parties alongside the Green party.
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the smoothness of the presence of each party in the second round in Table 8 (Appendix A).
No significant difference is observed around the lockdown border. We also look at different
bandwidth sizes to test the robustness of the results to bandwidth selection. In Table 3, we
display results using 60 km and 50 km bandwidths.

The Green and affiliated parties appear to have gained the most from the lockdown. A
treatment effect between 11 and 22 percentage points is estimated.13 We interpret this very
substantial gains as the result of the perception of the pandemic as a natural disaster. The
possible link between the increased frequency of epidemics in the last 20 years and human
activity would substantiate this perception. Right-wing parties also appear to have gained
vote share between the two rounds. Discontentment against the health crisis may have induced
voters of the presidential party to move to the ideologically nearest party, i.e., right-wing parties.

Table 3: Evolution of the vote share by political groups

Bandwidth 60 60 60 50 50 50
Polynomial order 3 4 5 3 4 5

(a) Left-wing
Treatment 5.522∗∗∗ 5.380∗∗ 3.828 2.782 6.667∗∗ 5.993

(1.858) (2.399) (2.804) (2.601) (2.965) (3.707)
Adj. R2 0.062 0.061 0.062 0.151 0.169 0.187
AIC 15523.89 15527.00 15527.88 6194.26 6178.74 6161.65
Obs. 2,152 2,152 2,152 853 853 853

(b) Green and affiliated
Treatment 6.348 11.190∗∗∗ 22.667∗∗∗ 51.350∗∗∗ 55.147∗∗∗ 68.686∗∗∗

(4.149) (4.272) (5.203) (6.172) (5.245) (8.184)
Adj. R2 0.164 0.192 0.193 0.373 0.580 0.591
AIC 14764.93 14702.01 14701.43 1759.72 1653.38 1647.73
Obs. 1,916 1,916 1,916 271 271 271

(c) Right-wing
Treatment 3.894∗∗∗ 3.723∗∗∗ 3.070∗∗ 5.924∗∗∗ 6.514∗∗∗ 7.839∗∗∗

(1.180) (1.283) (1.367) (1.432) (1.402) (1.822)
Adj. R2 0.080 0.081 0.086 0.136 0.147 0.172
AIC 15625.44 15625.59 15614.78 6303.34 6294.70 6269.39
Obs. 2,188 2,188 2,188 895 895 895

Notes: Unit of analysis is the polling station. Results of smoothness test around the border
by party are displayed in Table 8.

13Preferred specification selected based on the AIC value. Overall, the large coefficient estimated using a
bandwidth of 50km appears to be mostly driven by outliers given the relatively small number of observations
analyzed. Hence, in this particular case, the use of a larger bandwidth appears reasonable.
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4.3 Additional analysis and robustness checks

Local Difference-in-Difference (DiD) analysis — As a robustness check, we run in
this section the main analysis with a local difference-in-differences strategy. More precisely, we
estimate two different models with the general goal of confirming the results obtained with the
spatial RDD analysis. Importantly, in both exercises we only consider municipalities close to
the border that marks the two policy areas.

As a first analysis, we estimate a standard difference-in-difference model relying on the
variation induced by the differential relaxation of the lockdown policy. Therefore, we compare
administrative units located in the red and the green area before -in the first round- and after -in
the runoff- the modification of the measures.14 This analysis allows us to include municipal fixed
effects in order to capture for municipal-specific and time invariant characteristics. Columns
1-3 of Table 4 show the corresponding results using three different bandwidths -50, 40 and 30
kilometers-: Panel a confirms the positive effect on the vote share to the incumbent, although
the effect is not always statistically significant. Further, Panel b reports the same results for
the variable voter turnout and we are not able to confirm the positive effect.15 As a second
analysis, we estimate an OLS model using as dependent variable the difference between the
value in the runoff and the value in the first round.16 The corresponding results are shown in
columns 4-6 of Table 4, Panel a and b: the positive effect of lockdown measures on incumbent’s
vote share is confirmed, while a positive, but weak, effect emerges when we consider voter
turnout as dependent variable.

Naive spatial regression discontinuity design — Instead of using the difference in
outcomes between the first and second round of the municipal elections, we now study the

14The estimated model is as follows:

ypir = βPostr + γRedpir ∗ Postr + δXpir + εpir (3)

where ypir represents the dependent variable, for instance, incumbent’s vote share, of polling station p, in munic-
ipality i in round r, Postr indicates the runoff and Redpir is the treatment dummy indicating the municipalities
in the red zone. Finally Xpir includes municipal fixed effects and a set of controls at the polling station level
(i.e. number of registered voters and turnout during the first round).

15It is important to mention that we obtain similar results if we include polling station fixed effects instead
of municipality fixed effects.

16The estimated model is as follows:

∆ypi = βRedpi + γXpi + ηpi (4)

where ∆ypi is the difference between the value in the runoff and the value in first round (ypi,2 − ypi,1), Redpi is
the treatment dummy indicating the municipalities in the red zone and Xpir includes a set of municipal-specific
or polling station-specific controls (municipal controls include: distance to the border, latitude/longitude, pop-
ulation, age structure, median income in 2017, characteristics of the mayor -gender, year of birth, job category-;
polling station controls include: number of registered voters and turnout during the first round).
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Table 4: Local Difference-in-difference analysis

Bandwidth 50 40 30 50 40 30
DiD OLS

(a) Incumbent’s vote share

Treatment 0.015 2.120∗ 2.306 1.473 2.943∗ 3.692∗∗∗
(1.967) (1.059) (1.794) (1.245) (1.506) (1.137)

N 3290 1602 1078 1645 801 539
R2 0.599 0.632 0.617 0.322 0.181 0.242

(b) Turnout

Treatment -0.781 -0.351 0.877 2.115∗∗∗ 0.521 0.095
(1.312) (0.759) (0.887) (0.672) (0.647) (0.563)

N 8018 2892 1750 3988 1443 875
R2 0.920 0.942 0.941 0.331 0.186 0.220
Municipality FE Yes Yes Yes - - -
Municipal controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: Unit of analysis is the polling station. The sample includes all French municipalities
that experienced a runoff in 2020 municipal election with population higher than 1,000 in-
habitants. In Panel A the sample is limited to cities where the incumbent runs in the first
round and in the runoff. Standard errors are clustered at the department level.

raw results of the second round around the border. To distinguish it from the spatial RDD
specification used above, we label this approach “naive” spatial RDD. As the raw second round
results are used, this approach is more prone to violate the smoothness identifying assumption
due to differences in fixed municipal characteristics. Nonetheless, it is informative to investigate
whether the results in the Table 2 hold under this specification, even if only to know whether
fixed municipal characteristics are indeed a concern in the present setting. Table 5 presents
the results. Two key results appear. First, the magnitude of the estimated coefficients increase
for both incumbent’s vote share and voter turnout relative to the results using the difference
between the election rounds. Second, the parametric approach of the effect of the lockdown on
incumbent’s vote share appears much less precisely estimated. This, however, is not the case
using the non-parametric approach.

Rolling regressions — To assess the robustness of our results to the exclusion of regional
units around the differential lockdown border, we run parametric rolling regressions. We use a
50km bandwidth and various polynomial orders while alternatively excluding all departments
around the border. Results are displayed in Appendices C and B. Overall, results appear robust
to the exclusion of any department.
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Table 5: Naive RD design analysis

Approach Parametric Parametric Non-parametric
Bandwidth 50 50 50 50 50 50 Opt. Opt.
Polynomial order 2 3 4 2 3 4 Opt. Opt.
Covariates No No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes

(a) Incumbent’s vote share
Treatment -2.794∗∗ 0.125 0.678 1.893 -1.424 2.734 17.632∗∗∗ 6.877∗∗

(1.215) (1.877) (2.796) (2.009) (2.619) (3.328) (4.096) (3.201)
Adj. R2 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.12 0.12 - -
AIC 13,078 13,034 13,037 12,964 12,913 12,909 - -
Obs. 1,675 1,675 1,675 1,675 1,675 1,675 2,616 2,616

(b) Voter turnout
Treatment 1.157 3.621∗∗∗ 6.046∗∗∗ 5.523∗∗∗ 7.419∗∗∗ 7.138∗∗∗ 6.241∗∗∗ 5.095∗∗∗

(0.858) (1.213) (1.528) (1.195) (1.538) (1.811) (1.391) (1.243)
Adj. R2 0.08 0.09 0.10 0.23 0.24 0.24 - -
AIC 28,509 28,497 28,420 27,819 27,743 27,743 - -
Obs. 4,009 4,009 4,009 4,009 4,009 4,009 5,998 5,998
Notes: Unit of analysis is the polling station.

Additional analysis — To complete our analysis of the lockdown effects on voting out-
comes, we present two complementary analysis in Table 9 (Appendix A). We first look at
incumbent’s vote share and turnout in all municipalities jointly (i.e., above and below 1,000
inhabitants). Estimated coefficient point in the same direction with similar magnitude as in
Table 2, however, results appear much less significant. Given the electoral rules in small mu-
nicipalities (i.e., two rounds block vote with panachage), this result is not surprising as many
candidates were already elected to the council in the first round. Second, we focus on electoral
outcomes in the yellow zone relative to the red zone. To do so, we consider as treated all mu-
nicipalities in the yellow zone, and as control all municipalities in the green zone within 50km
of the yellow zone. Overall, the lockdown effect in the yellow zone on incumbent’s vote share
and voter turnout is similar in sign and magnitude to the effect on the red zone. However, the
coefficient are less precisely estimated.

5 Concluding remarks

The COVID-19 outbreak represents an unprecedented global crisis which is likely to deeply
affect economic, social and political outcomes. Most governments faced the worst phases of
the pandemic imposing a set of social containment measures, the lockdown. In many countries
different forms of lockdown measures remained in force also after the peak, as the contagion
curve showed weak signs of abating. There are also cases in which these restrictions have
been reintroduced after an initial relaxation, as was recently the case in Atlanta, Barcelona
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or in specific areas of Germany, and we may expect these precautionary measures to be used
extensively in the near future in many areas.17 Nonetheless, despite the relevance of these
policies, very little is still known on their impact on voting behaviour.

This paper is among the first to provide a causal evidence of the impact of the introduction
of lockdown measures on voting and electoral outcomes. We focus on France which introduced
a differential lockdown, dividing the country between a red area, subject to a “hard” lockdown,
and a green area, subject to a “soft” one. Moreover, the occurrence of 2020 French municipal
elections allows us to measure voting behaviour before and after the implementation of the
restriction measures. Therefore, we can exploit this unique setting to estimate a spatial RDD
model using as dependent variable the difference in outcomes between the two electoral rounds:
what we compare are cities located across the border, subject to different rules, before and after
the implementation of the lockdown.

Our findings suggest that the severity of the lockdown significantly affects electoral outcomes
and voting behaviour. First, we find that areas subject to the longer lockdown display higher
support for the local incumbent, as well as for the Green party. Second, it emerges that
municipalities in the red area have a higher level of voter turnout. These results seem to
support the “rally around the flag” hypothesis: voters subject to the “hard” lockdown, indeed,
either feel safer or are more aware of the health crisis, and therefore grateful for the policy.
This reinforces local incumbents and mobilize voters at the polls.

The results of this paper show that voters experiencing containment measures increase their
loyalties for political institutions. This legitimates the imposition of such limitations and may
have important consequences in terms of political stability in the aftermath of the crisis. In
terms of external validity, lockdown policies have been imposed to millions of individuals in
many countries but the impact of these restrictions on the approval for governments clearly
depends on many local factors such as the management of the health crisis as well as the
policies implemented.

17The city of Atlanta was reopened at the end of May 2020, but a new surge
in Coronavirus cases led the administration to reintroduce the lockdown in mid
July (https://www.ft.com/content/255b99c1-c08c-3df9-874b-400a8cf27e04). Simi-
lar episodes happened in Barcelona (https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/jul/15/
global-report-barcelona-facing-new-lockdown-as-tokyo-raises-alert-level) and in the district of
Guetersloh, in the state of North Rhine-Westphalia (https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-53217861).
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A Appendix: Supporting material

Figure 5: Differential lockdown from June 2nd to June 22nd, 2020
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Table 6: Descriptive statistics

Average value Standard deviation N
Panel A: Electoral outcomes (polling station)
Incumbent’s vote share (diff) 6.762 9.581 1,737
Turnout (diff) -2.892 6.334 4,462
Victory margin (diff) 6.436 12.062 4,376
White votes (diff) 2.446 6.287 4,462
Number candidates (diff) -4.417 3.309 4,462

Panel B: Controls variables (municipality)
Population (0-14) 69,713.4 117,554.6 4,525
Population (15-29) 114,806.3 197,925.7 4,525
Population (30-44) 107,374.4 188,941.2 4,525
Population (45-59) 87,667.5 154,789.4 4,525
Population (60-74) 66,597.3 118,610.3 4,525
Population (75-89) 31,981.1 55,902.7 4,525
Population (90+) 5,382.5 9,437.7 4,525
Female population 255,901.8 446,613.9 4,525
Pop. growth rate (2011-2016) 1.640 5.989 4,525
Median income (2017) 23,378.4 4,452.2 4,480

Notes: The sample under consideration includes municipalities with population higher or equal than 1,000
inhabitants that have a runoff in 2020 French municipal elections. The variables in Panel A are expressed
in difference between the two electoral round. The variable Incumbent’s vote share (diff) is only defined for
municipalities in which the incumbent runs in both rounds. Population variables are defined according to
2016 population census.

Table 7: Spatial RD design analysis of turnout

Approach Parametric
Bandwidth 60 60 60 50 50 50 40 40 40
Poly. order 2 3 4 2 3 4 2 3 4

(a) Incumbent’s vote share
Treatment 3.057∗∗∗ 1.541 3.658∗∗ 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗ 2.436 4.597∗∗ 1.414

(0.987) (1.161) (1.574) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888) (1.590) (1.877) (2.215)
Adj. R2 0.21 0.23 0.24 0.22 0.29 0.29 0.11 0.12 0.14
AIC 13,156 13,099 13,081 10,742 10,603 10,588 5,195 5,187 5,176
Obs. 2,019 2,019 2,019 1,645 1,645 1,645 801 801 801
Covariates Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

(b) Voter turnout
Treatment 1.315∗∗∗ 1.999∗∗∗ 2.505∗∗∗ 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗ 1.500∗∗ -0.078 0.033

(0.453) (0.636) (0.763) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829) (0.682) (0.860) (0.954)
Adj. R2 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.09 0.10 0.10
AIC 27,389 27,375 27,375 21,664 21,658 21,657 7,900 7,880 7,884
Obs. 4,927 4,927 4,927 4,009 4,009 4,009 1,446 1,446 1,446
Covariates Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: Unit of analysis is the polling station.
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Table 8: Smoothness test for presence in second round by party

Bin size 1km 2km
Political party Left-wing Greens Right-wing Left-wing Greens Right-wing
RD Estimate 14.541 -0.788 5.057 20.049∗ -3.728 4.425

(8.906) (39.632) (7.924) (10.715) (54.511) (12.023)
Obs. 53 28 61 36 22 42

Notes : The unit of analysis are bands of 1km or 2km width within 50km of the border on either
side.

Table 9: Additional anylsis

Approach Parametric Parametric Non-parametric
Bandwidth 50 50 50 50 50 50 Opt. Opt.
Polynomial order 2 3 4 2 3 4 Opt. Opt.
Covariates No No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Spatial RD design analysis in all municipalities

(a) Incumbent’s vote share
Treatment 2.563∗∗ 5.061∗∗∗ -1.411 0.349 -0.232 0.621 2.936 0.793

(1.231) (1.790) (2.492) (2.005) (2.313) (2.734) (2.923) (2.826)
Adj. R2 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.19 0.22 0.23 - -
AIC 12,697 12,665 12,622 12,353 12,288 12,268 - -
Obs. 1,737 1,737 1,737 1,731 1,731 1,731 2,794 2,783

(b) Voter turnout
Treatment 1.884∗∗∗ 1.187 -0.468 -1.527∗ -1.563 -1.782 1.980 1.137

(0.649) (0.949) (1.240) (0.890) (1.138) (1.329) (1.516) (1.427)
Adj. R2 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.13 0.13 0.13 - -
AIC 29,105 29,062 29,044 28,204 28,197 28,198 - -
Obs. 4,462 4,462 4,462 4,432 4,432 4,432 7,004 6,918
Spatial RD design analysis in the yellow zone

(a) Incumbent’s vote share
Treatment 1.075 6.308∗∗∗ -0.176 0.863 1.679 2.800∗ 7.614∗∗∗ 27.001∗∗∗

(0.703) (0.941) (1.185) (1.088) (1.220) (1.501) (2.539) (5.410)
Adj. R2 0.06 0.11 0.14 0.27 0.33 0.34 - -
AIC 9,639 9,553 9,516 9,272 9,159 9,138 - -
Obs. 1,444 1,444 1,444 1,444 1,444 1,444 2,268 2,268

(b) Voter turnout
Treatment 0.924∗∗ 0.884 -1.594∗∗ 1.989∗∗∗ 2.716∗∗∗ 1.263 0.370 0.486

(0.379) (0.549) (0.653) (0.617) (0.771) (0.880) (1.615) (1.564)
Adj. R2 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.27 0.27 0.28 - -
AIC 20,405 20,408 20,363 19,583 19,583 19,575 - -
Obs. 3,657 3,657 3,657 3,657 3,657 3,657 5,153 5,153
Notes: Unit of analysis is the polling station.
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B Appendix: Rolling regressions on incumbent’s vote share

Parametric regression on incumbent’s vote share (1)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Bandwidth 50 50 50 50 50 50
Polynomial order 2 3 4 2 3 4
Covariates No No No Yes Yes Yes
Excluded department number

Number: 1 1.653∗∗ 5.903∗∗∗ 1.149 3.568∗∗∗ 3.311∗∗ 4.291∗∗
(0.739) (1.120) (1.584) (1.248) (1.464) (1.882)

Number: 3 1.096 5.057∗∗∗ 0.625 3.059∗∗ 2.259 3.532∗
(0.754) (1.135) (1.620) (1.206) (1.434) (1.848)

Number: 14 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 18 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 23 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 26 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 27 3.306∗∗∗ 7.695∗∗∗ 0.970 5.072∗∗∗ 5.142∗∗∗ 5.892∗∗∗
(0.789) (1.183) (1.723) (1.323) (1.518) (2.020)

Number: 28 0.667 5.287∗∗∗ 1.949 2.599∗∗ 3.061∗∗ 5.413∗∗∗
(0.708) (1.115) (1.607) (1.187) (1.439) (1.924)

Number: 36 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 38 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 39 1.456∗∗ 6.098∗∗∗ 1.502 3.045∗∗ 3.834∗∗ 4.875∗∗
(0.729) (1.171) (1.742) (1.349) (1.642) (2.162)
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Parametric regression on incumbent’s vote share (2)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Bandwidth 50 50 50 50 50 50
Polynomial order 2 3 4 2 3 4
Covariates No No No Yes Yes Yes
Excluded department number

Number: 41 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 42 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 43 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 45 1.058 6.817∗∗∗ 1.927 4.666∗∗∗ 4.358∗∗∗ 5.028∗∗∗
(0.745) (1.152) (1.617) (1.330) (1.501) (1.948)

Number: 58 0.967 5.290∗∗∗ -0.505 1.918∗∗ 2.727∗∗∗ 3.126∗∗∗
(0.644) (0.838) (1.032) (0.892) (0.968) (1.202)

Number: 60 1.740∗∗ 6.023∗∗∗ 1.706 3.518∗∗ 3.786∗∗ 5.026∗∗
(0.721) (1.119) (1.628) (1.407) (1.659) (2.066)

Number: 61 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 62 1.606∗∗ 5.894∗∗∗ 1.546 3.050∗∗ 3.269∗∗ 4.722∗∗
(0.717) (1.107) (1.597) (1.220) (1.465) (1.894)

Number: 63 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 69 1.660∗∗ 4.548∗∗∗ 2.076 1.866 4.330∗∗∗ 4.400∗∗
(0.737) (1.147) (1.624) (1.177) (1.447) (1.905)

Number: 71 1.605∗∗ 6.049∗∗∗ 1.734 3.501∗∗∗ 3.580∗∗ 4.980∗∗∗
(0.725) (1.119) (1.613) (1.287) (1.475) (1.917)

Number: 72 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 73 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)
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Parametric regression on incumbent’s vote share (3)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Bandwidth 50 50 50 50 50 50
Polynomial order 2 3 4 2 3 4
Covariates No No No Yes Yes Yes
Excluded department number

Number: 74 1.217∗ 4.919∗∗∗ 3.140∗ 3.820∗∗∗ 3.583∗∗ 5.182∗∗∗
(0.723) (1.109) (1.625) (1.271) (1.430) (1.884)

Number: 75 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 76 2.213∗∗∗ 6.646∗∗∗ 1.297 4.022∗∗∗ 3.580∗∗ 5.670∗∗∗
(0.744) (1.147) (1.678) (1.338) (1.601) (2.125)

Number: 77 1.345∗ 5.566∗∗∗ 1.538 2.900∗∗ 3.127∗∗ 4.988∗∗∗
(0.759) (1.161) (1.658) (1.250) (1.482) (1.932)

Number: 78 1.891∗∗ 6.422∗∗∗ 1.294 3.496∗∗∗ 3.718∗∗ 4.475∗∗
(0.820) (1.354) (1.862) (1.333) (1.629) (2.094)

Number: 80 1.630∗∗ 6.047∗∗∗ 1.647 3.374∗∗∗ 3.655∗∗ 4.950∗∗
(0.722) (1.123) (1.628) (1.225) (1.465) (1.924)

Number: 89 1.397∗ 5.844∗∗∗ 1.661 3.642∗∗∗ 3.464∗∗ 5.123∗∗∗
(0.745) (1.165) (1.642) (1.260) (1.510) (1.956)

Number: 91 1.763∗∗ 6.994∗∗∗ 2.647 3.320∗∗∗ 3.755∗∗ 5.339∗∗
(0.779) (1.260) (1.946) (1.199) (1.514) (2.141)

Number: 92 1.968∗∗∗ 5.247∗∗∗ 1.791 3.167∗∗∗ 2.793∗ 4.701∗∗
(0.724) (1.126) (1.608) (1.219) (1.479) (1.893)

Number: 93 1.585∗∗ 5.904∗∗∗ 1.543 3.303∗∗∗ 3.534∗∗ 4.836∗∗
(0.716) (1.106) (1.597) (1.209) (1.439) (1.888)

Number: 94 2.616∗∗∗ 4.878∗∗∗ 2.395 3.527∗∗∗ 3.676∗∗ 5.032∗∗∗
(0.718) (1.127) (1.620) (1.243) (1.447) (1.925)

Number: 95 0.903 6.234∗∗∗ 1.373 2.590∗∗ 3.895∗∗∗ 4.747∗∗
(0.737) (1.116) (1.622) (1.238) (1.500) (1.922)
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C Appendix: Parametric rolling regressions on voter turnout

Parametric regression on voter turnout (1)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Bandwidth 50 50 50 50 50 50
Polynomial order 2 3 4 2 3 4
Covariates No No No Yes Yes Yes
Excluded department number

Number: 1 1.300∗∗∗ 1.471∗∗ 0.492 2.018∗∗∗ 2.970∗∗∗ 2.393∗∗∗
(0.390) (0.576) (0.746) (0.553) (0.731) (0.850)

Number: 3 1.299∗∗∗ 1.435∗∗ 0.347 1.880∗∗∗ 2.713∗∗∗ 2.097∗∗
(0.394) (0.584) (0.744) (0.548) (0.731) (0.842)

Number: 14 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829)

Number: 18 1.413∗∗∗ 0.987∗ -0.045 1.344∗∗ 1.771∗∗ 1.373∗
(0.361) (0.523) (0.648) (0.544) (0.709) (0.783)

Number: 23 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829)

Number: 26 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829)

Number: 27 0.476 0.645 0.728 1.274∗∗ 2.231∗∗∗ 2.688∗∗∗
(0.401) (0.590) (0.787) (0.560) (0.749) (0.895)

Number: 28 1.399∗∗∗ 1.619∗∗∗ 0.517 2.090∗∗∗ 3.085∗∗∗ 2.449∗∗∗
(0.404) (0.597) (0.795) (0.571) (0.764) (0.904)

Number: 36 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829)

Number: 38 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829)

Number: 39 1.189∗∗∗ 1.187∗∗ 0.001 1.719∗∗∗ 2.539∗∗∗ 1.869∗∗
(0.373) (0.552) (0.720) (0.558) (0.735) (0.845)
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Parametric regression on voter turnout (2)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Bandwidth 50 50 50 50 50 50
Polynomial order 2 3 4 2 3 4
Covariates No No No Yes Yes Yes
Excluded department number

Number: 41 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829)

Number: 42 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829)

Number: 43 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829)

Number: 45 1.591∗∗∗ 1.789∗∗∗ 1.177 2.308∗∗∗ 3.447∗∗∗ 3.297∗∗∗
(0.407) (0.611) (0.800) (0.598) (0.821) (0.940)

Number: 58 1.450∗∗∗ 1.778∗∗∗ 0.730 2.343∗∗∗ 3.596∗∗∗ 3.125∗∗∗
(0.370) (0.540) (0.704) (0.534) (0.699) (0.809)

Number: 60 1.297∗∗∗ 1.419∗∗ 0.440 2.443∗∗∗ 3.435∗∗∗ 2.854∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.553) (0.721) (0.575) (0.762) (0.865)

Number: 61 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829)

Number: 62 1.336∗∗∗ 1.387∗∗ 0.440 1.714∗∗∗ 2.560∗∗∗ 2.135∗∗∗
(0.372) (0.550) (0.716) (0.535) (0.706) (0.827)

Number: 63 1.291∗∗∗ 1.437∗∗∗ 0.410 1.984∗∗∗ 2.917∗∗∗ 2.359∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.551) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.830)

Number: 69 1.338∗∗∗ 1.806∗∗∗ -0.367 1.858∗∗∗ 2.603∗∗∗ 1.453∗
(0.393) (0.586) (0.755) (0.561) (0.717) (0.869)

Number: 71 1.258∗∗∗ 1.483∗∗∗ 0.345 1.968∗∗∗ 2.979∗∗∗ 2.390∗∗∗
(0.377) (0.564) (0.742) (0.564) (0.750) (0.872)

Number: 72 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829)

Number: 73 1.301∗∗∗ 1.438∗∗∗ 0.393 1.990∗∗∗ 2.919∗∗∗ 2.343∗∗∗
(0.373) (0.550) (0.716) (0.543) (0.715) (0.829)
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Parametric regression on voter turnout (3)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Bandwidth 50 50 50 50 50 50
Polynomial order 2 3 4 2 3 4
Covariates No No No Yes Yes Yes
Excluded department number

Number: 74 1.427∗∗∗ 1.499∗∗∗ 0.280 2.369∗∗∗ 3.032∗∗∗ 2.044∗∗
(0.387) (0.554) (0.727) (0.626) (0.741) (0.846)

Number: 75 0.518 1.212∗∗ 1.231∗ 1.966∗∗∗ 2.985∗∗∗ 2.302∗∗∗
(0.375) (0.548) (0.716) (0.544) (0.718) (0.830)

Number: 76 1.414∗∗∗ 1.925∗∗∗ 0.126 1.343∗∗ 2.640∗∗∗ 1.095
(0.370) (0.556) (0.744) (0.534) (0.709) (0.851)

Number: 77 1.265∗∗∗ 1.278∗∗ 0.263 2.132∗∗∗ 2.819∗∗∗ 2.309∗∗∗
(0.378) (0.557) (0.724) (0.551) (0.721) (0.838)

Number: 78 1.825∗∗∗ 2.546∗∗∗ 1.084 2.181∗∗∗ 3.572∗∗∗ 2.991∗∗∗
(0.405) (0.620) (0.797) (0.580) (0.773) (0.903)

Number: 80 1.260∗∗∗ 1.371∗∗ 0.272 2.144∗∗∗ 2.860∗∗∗ 2.285∗∗∗
(0.378) (0.557) (0.720) (0.579) (0.731) (0.843)

Number: 89 1.198∗∗∗ 1.340∗∗ -0.197 1.828∗∗∗ 2.697∗∗∗ 1.729∗∗
(0.374) (0.553) (0.709) (0.548) (0.725) (0.830)

Number: 91 0.711∗ 1.441∗∗ 0.290 1.969∗∗∗ 3.243∗∗∗ 2.631∗∗∗
(0.389) (0.589) (0.766) (0.546) (0.740) (0.865)

Number: 92 1.392∗∗∗ 1.315∗∗ 0.427 1.659∗∗∗ 2.305∗∗∗ 2.262∗∗∗
(0.374) (0.554) (0.718) (0.540) (0.716) (0.829)

Number: 93 1.332∗∗∗ 1.385∗∗ 0.444 2.037∗∗∗ 2.897∗∗∗ 2.376∗∗∗
(0.372) (0.550) (0.716) (0.542) (0.715) (0.829)

Number: 94 1.451∗∗∗ 1.356∗∗ 0.277 1.975∗∗∗ 3.452∗∗∗ 2.134∗∗
(0.375) (0.557) (0.724) (0.556) (0.722) (0.830)

Number: 95 1.771∗∗∗ 1.200∗∗ 0.528 2.582∗∗∗ 2.993∗∗∗ 2.465∗∗∗
(0.376) (0.550) (0.717) (0.549) (0.731) (0.843)
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