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POLITICAL CANDIDACY AND SIBLING SEX COMPOSITION:  

YOUR SISTER WILL NOT MAKE YOU RUN FOR OFFICE 
 

 

ABSTRACT 

Women are less likely than men to run as candidates in political elections. One reason for this is 

gendered upbringing, which depresses political ambition among women and strengthens such 

ambition among men. Furthermore, gendered upbringing can be more pronounced when parents 

have children of both sexes. Based on these previous findings, we therefore test the theory that 

both women and men have a higher likelihood of becoming a political candidate if they have sisters 

rather than brothers. To establish whether the likelihood of running for office is affected by sibling 

sex composition, we utilize the fact that nature randomly assigns the sex of the younger sibling 

when parents decide to have a second child. Using data covering the entire adult Danish population 

and every candidate in national and local elections between 1990 and 2015, we find, however, no 

evidence that men and women with a younger sister are more likely to run for office. These 

findings run counter to previous findings on the effects of siblings and gendered upbringing.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Women remain underrepresented in political bodies throughout the world. While there is 

substantial variation across contexts, women almost invariably constitute a minority among the 

elected politicians in regional, national, and supranational political bodies (Holman, 2017; 

Interparliamentary Union, 2018; Rosenbluth, Salmond, & Thies, 2006; Teele, Kalla, & 

Rosenbluth, 2018; Wägnerud & Sundström, 2016).  

The lack of women in politics is not just the result of gender discrimination among 

voters and political parties. Several recent studies find that female candidates are at least as 

popular as male candidates among voters, and when they do run, women generally win just as 

often as men do (Aguilar, Cunow, & Desposato, 2015; Kjaer & Kosiara-Pedersen, 2019; Teele et 

al., 2018; Wüest & Pontusson, 2017). The relative scarcity of women in politics may therefore to 

a large degree be a consequence of the fact that women exhibit less interest than men in 

becoming candidates for political office. A likely reason for this is that gendered upbringing and 

socialization of girls and boys results in generally lower levels of political ambition among 

women (Fox & Lawless, 2014; Lawless & Fox, 2005, 2013).1 

In this paper, we develop a theoretical framework according to which parents’ 

gendered upbringing may affect interest in running for office. Our theoretical framework 

connects two observations. First, gendered upbringing is more pronounced when parents have 

                                                 
1 In line with previous studies, we use the terms political ambition and willingness to run for 

office interchangeably. While political ambition may be thought of as a broader construct, it is 

generally measured as stated interest in running or actually running for office (Schneider et al., 

2016). 
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children of both sexes (Cools & Patacchini, 2019; Healy & Malhotra, 2013). This is also true in 

Denmark, which provides the context of our study (Brenøe, 2021). Second, political ambition is 

generally associated with masculine traits (Schneider, Holman, Diekman, & McAndrew, 2016). 

Accordingly, women who grow up with brothers could have lower political ambitions due to 

early life experiences.  

We investigate the degree to which this particular aspect of early life socialization, 

namely sibling sex composition, can help explain the underrepresentation of women in politics. 

Our empirical analysis is based on high-quality administrative data covering the entire adult 

Danish population, including the entire universe of candidates from Danish parliamentary 

elections in every election from 1990 to 2015 and Danish municipal elections from 1993 to 2013. 

For causal identification, we use the fact that for the oldest sibling, the sex of the next-born 

sibling is as if random. We investigate, therefore, whether first-born men and women have a 

higher likelihood of running if their younger sibling is a woman rather than a man. Contrary to 

our expectations, these data do not support the hypothesis that younger sisters make the first-

born sibling more likely to run. Instead, the sex of the second-born sibling generally has very 

small and statistically insignificant effects on the likelihood of first-born siblings to run for 

election. In the few instances where the sex of the second-born has a statistically significant 

effect on the likelihood of running, the effect of a younger sister is negative. 

 

WHY ARE WOMEN UNDERREPRESENTED IN POLITICS? – DEMAND AND SUPPLY 

Traditionally, the literature investigating the underrepresentation of women in politics has often 

focused on demand-side explanations, focusing on the relatively low demand for female 

politicians from the voters or the political parties. Women generally constitute a minority of the 
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candidates in elections (Meserve, Pemstein, & Bernhard, 2020), which could be due to women 

not being asked to run for office as often as men (Carnes, 2018, p. 106; Fox, Lawless, & Feeley, 

2001).2 Similarly, earlier studies on gender biases among voters did indicate that the lack of 

female politicians could be due to voters preferring male candidates. Studies found, for example, 

that women were generally perceived to be less competent than men, which might make voters 

less likely to vote for them (Huddy & Terkildsen, 1993).  

However, more recent, mainly experimental studies have shown no general bias 

against female politicians among the voters (Campbell & Cowley, 2014; McElroy & Marsh, 

2010; Pedersen, Dahlgaard, & Citi, 2019). In fact, several recent studies find that voters may, on 

average, have a preference for female rather than male candidates (Aguilar et al., 2015; Kirkland 

& Coppock, 2018; Teele et al., 2018; Wüest & Pontusson, 2017).3 Thus, while demand-side 

explanations may, in some contexts, still help explain the lack of women in politics, the relatively 

high demand for women candidates among voters suggests that it may also be important to look 

closer at the supply-side when explaining the shortage of women in politics. There may be 

relatively few women in politics partly because women, on average, are less likely to have 

political ambitions as electoral candidates (Allen & Cutts, 2018; Fox & Lawless, 2004; Lawless 

& Fox, 2005).  

                                                 
2 Ostensible biases towards male candidates among parties can be due to parties preferring 

incumbents, which are predominantly men (Meserve et al., 2020). 

3 However, voters may prefer male candidates when selecting executives tasked with 

traditionally “masculine issues” such as defense, crime, etc. (Burden, Ono, & Yamada, 2017). 
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Recent studies conducted in the same context as our present study, Denmark, lend 

support to this supply-side perspective. Kjaer & Kosiara-Pedersen (2019) show that, compared to 

men, women are less likely to join political parties, and when they join parties, they are less 

willing to run for office, if they are encouraged to do so by their party.4 Conversely, compared to 

the share of party members willing to run for office, the political parties put a larger share of 

women up as actual candidates, and female candidates tend to do better with the voters, 

compared to the male candidates.  These observational party-member data are also consistent 

with recent experimental results, showing that Danish women are less interested in running for 

office than Danish men are (Dahl & Nyrup, 2021), and that Danish voters are not biased against 

women as candidates (Pedersen et al., 2019). Thus, it seems that at least in the context of this 

study, supply-side explanations may be more relevant than demand-side explanations when 

explaining the underrepresentation of women among elected politicians.  

 Gender differences in political ambition 

On average, women have substantially lower levels of political ambition than men. In their 

seminal study, Lawless and Fox (2005) found that “educated, well-credentialed, professional 

women—as a consequence of long-standing patterns and norms—are substantially less likely 

than men to exhibit political ambition.” This seems to be a highly generalizable pattern. Going 

back in time, Costantini (1990) also found lower levels of political ambition among female 

political activists, and more recent studies similarly show that women are less likely to want to 

run (Carnes, 2018, p. 95; Crowder-Meyer, 2020; Pruysers & Blais, 2019). Furthermore, sex 

                                                 
4 Similarly, women also seem to be far less likely to respond positively to attempted political 

recruitment in the United States (J. R. Preece, Stoddard, & Fisher, 2016).  
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differences in willingness to run for office are pervasive from high-school students to US state 

legislators contemplating whether to run for higher offices (Fox & Lawless, 2014; Fulton, 

Maestas, Maisel, & Stone, 2006). Finally, these gender differences are not just an American 

phenomenon, as studies from multiple countries show that women are ostensibly less interested 

in running for office (Allen & Cutts, 2018; Dahl & Nyrup, 2021; Kjaer & Kosiara-Pedersen, 

2019; Pruysers & Blais, 2017). 

It is possible to explain the gender differences in willingness to run for office by 

pointing to more general trait differences between men and women. Women are, for example, 

generally more risk averse (Booth & Nolen, 2012; Borghans, Golsteyn, Heckman, & Meijers, 

2009), conflict avoidant (Schneider et al., 2016), less competitive (Niederle & Vesterlund, 2007; 

J. Preece & Stoddard, 2015; Tungodden, 2018), and election averse (Kanthak & Woon, 2015). 

However, even when controlling for general personality traits, women still have lower levels of 

political ambitions than men (Dynes, Hassell, Miles, & Preece, 2021). Furthermore, explaining 

gender differences in political ambitions by referring to gender differences on other traits does 

not in itself tell us why any of these gender differences emerge. In the following section, we 

argue that early-life socialization may play an important role in shaping different levels of 

political ambition across genders.  

Family socialization and the decision to run 

It is well-established that childhood experiences and socialization within the family can have 

important effects on adults’ later political attitudes and behaviors (Bougher, 2017; Healy & 

Malhotra, 2013; Jennings & Niemi, 1968, 1981; Jennings, Stoker, & Bowers, 2009). Likewise, 

the intergenerational transfer of gender roles from parents to children also affects children’s 

education and subsequent work behavior (Brenøe, 2021; Farré & Vella, 2013). Based on these 
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findings, it seems probable that family upbringing may also affect children’s desire to participate 

actively in politics. Although childhood experiences and family upbringing encompass a host of 

different factors that affect the political ambition of an individual, we focus on the impact that 

siblings may have on upbringing and how that, in turn, may affect the decision to run for office. 

Siblings constitute an important part of a child’s family environment, both because of the direct 

interactions between siblings, and because parents’ treatment of a child is conditional on 

characteristics of their other children (Smetana, Campione-Barr, & Metzger, 2006).   

The basic theoretical assumption underlying our study is that parents will provide a 

child with a more gendered upbringing if there are both boys and girls in the sibship. There are 

several studies supporting this assumption: the sex composition of siblings affects the chores 

given to children. Boys are for example less likely to be given traditionally female-stereotyped 

tasks such as doing the dishes if they have sisters, while typical female tasks will be split 

between the brothers in families with only boys (Healy & Malhotra, 2013).5 Furthermore, 

sibships with both girls and boys can lead to a more gendered upbringing because mothers and 

fathers engage in differential family specialization, conditional of the gender composition of their 

children. In particular, when they have both boys and girls, fathers spend less quality time with 

their girls (Brenøe, 2021). 

It is important to note, however, that the gendered upbringing is more than just 

distribution of household chores and times spent with the children. In our understanding of the 

                                                 
5 Notably, some studies have found that for girls, sibling sex composition may not have as strong 

effects on chore assignment, as girls tend to be spared from traditionally masculine chores 

(Brody, Steelman, Journal, & May, 1985) 
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term, gendered upbringing encompasses all the ways in which parents may differentiate—

consciously or not—between girls and boys. In this study, we do not directly observe interactions 

between parents and children, but previous studies provides us with several additional examples 

of other specific acts of gendered upbringing that may affect children’s subsequent interest in 

running for office. Parents are, for example, more likely to enroll boys than girls in competitions, 

partly because they assume boys to have stronger preferences for competition (Tungodden, 

2018). Even more to the point, boys are more likely than girls to be encouraged to run for office, 

both by their father and mother (Lawless & Fox, 2013). 

While it seems obvious that upbringing may affect interest in running for office, 

estimating causal effects of upbringing is inherently challenging because so many things go 

together. For example, the association between the political attitudes of parents and their 

offspring may be ascribed to parental socialization, but it may also be ascribed to the impact of 

the family’s broader environment or shared genetic components (Oskarsson, Dawes, & Lindgren, 

2018). Isolating the effect of sibship sex composition on political ambitions is also difficult, as 

siblings share both parents and contextual background. One could try to control for observable 

family background characteristics, but it is virtually impossible to rule out bias from 

unobservable characteristics in such an analysis. For example, when deciding on the number of 

children, parents could use endogenous stopping rules that align with the preferences regarding 

the sex of their offspring. Parents with a preference for a son may, for example, keep having 

children until they have a son. If so, parents with a preference for sons should, on average, both 

have more sons and have a higher proportion of sons compared to parents with a preference for 
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daughters or no gender preference.6 It is easy to imagine that parents with such preferences 

regarding the sex of their offspring would raise their children entirely different from parents with 

other preferences.  

To overcome the challenge of causal identification, we need an instrument that is 

likely to affect parents’ upbringing of their child as well as the sex composition in a sibship. We 

exploit the fact that when parents decide to have a child, nature randomly assigns the sex of the 

child (for similar approaches, see Glynn & Sen, 2015; Healy & Malhotra, 2013).7  Sex 

preferences and a host of other factors may affect whether parents choose to have a second child, 

but conditional on choosing to have another child, the sex of the second child is as if random. 

                                                 
6 Danish parents generally seem to prefer a mixed sex composition of their offspring. If anything, 

they may have a slightly stronger preference for girls than for boys, as couples with two boys are 

slightly more likely to have a third child than couples with two girls (Statistics Denmark, 2014). 

7 The sex ratio at birth varies across time periods and may be affected by socioeconomic factors 

(Bethmann & Kvasnicka, 2014; Chahnazarian, 1988; Fellman & Eriksson, 2011; Grech, 2012; 

Møller, 1996). However, Danish parents are equally likely to have a boy regardless of the sex 

composition of their previous children (Statistics Denmark 2014). The random assignment of sex 

also depends on parents not using sex selective fertility treatment (which is generally illegal 

under Danish law) or terminating a pregnancy due to sex preferences. While sex-selective 

abortions are prevalent in some countries (Hesketh & Xing, 2006), both types of sex selection 

are extremely rare in a Danish context. While we did uncover a few media stories regarding 

women travelling abroad to have sex-selective abortions or receive sex selective fertility 

treatment, Danish medical experts estimate that these cases are extremely rare (Størup, 2015) . 
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Therefore, for the oldest sibling, the sex of the next sibling can be treated as random. In other 

words, comparing first-born women with a brother as their next-born sibling to first-born women 

with a sister as their next-born sibling gives us the causal difference for women between having a 

younger brother and a younger sister. Equivalently, the same comparison for first-born men 

provides us with the estimate for men.  

An important shortcoming of our design is that it only allows us to identify the 

effect on one sibling from a later born sibling. It is easy to imagine that a first-born may have an 

even greater impact on a second born. While we fully acknowledge this, we refrain from 

estimating this impact as it would potentially be biased from unobservable characteristics such as 

parents’ stopping rules.  

In sum, extant research indicates that parents apply gendered upbringing to their 

children and that this is reinforced when they have both boys and girls. Furthermore, the decision 

to run for office is associated with traits conventionally viewed as masculine, for example, 

interest in power (Schneider et al., 2016). This leads to the hypothesis that first-born women have 

a higher likelihood of running if their younger sibling is a woman rather than a man (Hypothesis 

1). In the same vein, assuming that boys will be brought up more gendered when they have a 

younger sister instead of a younger brother leads to the hypothesis that first-born men have a 

higher likelihood of running if their younger sibling is a woman rather than a man (Hypothesis 

2). 

Several existing studies support these expectations. Using a research design similar 

to ours, Healy & Malhotra (2013) found that the sex composition of siblings affects political 

attitudes: having a sister rather than a brother makes young men more likely to hold conservative 

values and to identify as Republicans. Curiously, the same effect was not found among young 
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women, which Healy & Malhotra (2013) explained by referring to the findings that sibling sex 

composition has weaker effects on childhood chore assignments for girls.8 It is important to note 

that Healy & Malhotra (2013) studied effects on political attitudes, not political ambitions and 

behavior. For our study, it is arguably more relevant to look at the studies investigating 

behavioral consequences of sibling gender, such as choice of occupation. Here, studies with 

similar methodology have found that daughters of entrepreneurs are less likely to themselves 

become entrepreneurs if they have a brother (Mishkin, 2021).  

Such sibling gender effects can also be found within the Danish context. First-born 

women’s conformity to traditional gender norms is increased by having a second-born brother 

relative to a sister. More specifically, women with a brother work in more female-dominated 

occupations, they choose more traditional partners and they have a larger earning drop after they 

have their first child. (Brenøe, 2021). These results align with the finding that women whose 

fathers are in a STEM occupation (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics), are 

significantly less likely to choose a conventionally “male”  STEM major in college if they have a 

brother (Oguzoglu & Ozbeklik, 2016). Similarly, Cools & Patacchini (2019), find that the 

presence of a brother lead women to develop more traditional gender roles and subsequently earn 

less than women without a brother. On this last point, it should be noted that studies specifically 

investigating the effects of sibling gender on earnings and educational attainment have reached 

                                                 
8 The sex of children may also affect the political attitudes and behaviors of the parents (Costa, 

Greenlee, Nteta, Rhodes, & Sharrow, 2019; Glynn & Sen, 2015; Greenlee, Nteta, Rhodes, & 

Sharrow, 2020). More generally, several factors may contribute to “trickle-up political 

socialization” from children to parents (Dahlgaard, 2018). 
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mixed conclusions (Bhai, 2016; Butcher & Case, 1994; Conley, 2000; Cyron, Schwerdt, & 

Viarengo, 2017; Hauser & Kuo, 2007; Kaestner, 1997; Lei, Shen, Smith, & Zhou, 2017; Peter, 

Lundborg, Mikkelsen, & Webbink, 2018; Rao & Chatterjee, 2018; Vladasel, 2019).  

 

CONTEXT AND DATA  

Our study is based on data covering national and municipal elections in Denmark. Both national 

and municipal elections have proportional electoral systems, and they are highly salient, with 

turnout typically above 85% in national elections and around 70% in municipal elections. While 

norms on gender equality are relatively strong in Denmark, women are still under-represented in 

the political system (Kjaer & Kosiara-Pedersen, 2019). In the national parliament, 39% of the 

179 members are women.9 This share has been relatively constant at 37-39% for the past 20 

years. The share of women among the candidates running for parliament was 34% at the latest 

election, and this share has remained relatively stable at 28-34% in the past 20 years.  

In the 98 Danish municipalities, the mean share of women councilors is currently 

33%, ranging across the municipalities from 11% to 58%.10 The share of women in the municipal 

councils has also remained essentially unchanged in the three latest elections. The average share 

                                                 
9 The national elections are called by the prime minister within four years of the most recent 

election. In these elections, 179 politicians are elected for the parliament. Among those, four are 

elected in the autonomous regions, Greenland and The Faroe Islands. These regions are not 

covered by our data sources and therefore not part of our study. 

10The local elections follow fixed four-year terms. Each municipality elects between nine and 55 

politicians.  
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of 33% women councilors almost perfectly reflects the share of female candidates, which was 

32% at the latest election. This share has also remained essentially unchanged in the three latest 

elections.  

For our study, we rely on election data for everyone who ran for the Danish 

Parliament in every election from 1990 to 2015 and everyone who ran in every local municipal 

election from 1993 to 2013. These are all the years for which we have access to candidate data 

(We include data from both national and local elections to provide the maximal number of tests 

of our hypotheses, not because effects were expected to differ across the two levels). It should be 

noted that while it is possible to run as an independent candidate, the vast majority of political 

candidates at both levels run for a political party. Whether one becomes a candidate is therefore 

not exclusively a matter of personal political ambitions, it may also depend on the will of the 

party selectorate. In most parties, candidates for national and local elections are selected by the 

other party members in the local party branches. This is typically done at an annual branch 

meeting (Kjaer & Kosiara-Pedersen, 2019).  

However, the personal political ambitions of potential candidates still matter a great 

deal for who becomes a candidate. The vast majority of Danish party members do not join a 

party to achieve a political career, and even if encouraged by their party, most party members 

would not be willing to run in local or national elections (Heidar & Kosiara-Pedersen, 2019b, 

2019a). Consequently, parties may struggle to recruit a sufficient number of candidates, and the 

barriers to running as a party candidate are therefore low, at least at the local level (Dahl & 

Nyrup, 2021; Kjaer, 2007). Furthermore, the willingness to run as a candidate is significantly 

predicted by interest in politics and internal political efficacy (Dahl & Nyrup, 2021; Kjaer & 

Kosiara-Pedersen, 2019). Thus, while our election data on candidacy do no directly measure 
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personal political ambitions, it seems reasonable to assume that candidacy is a very strong 

indicator of such ambitions in the Danish context. 

The election data are combined with administrative data from Statistics Denmark. 

All Danish citizens and foreigners with a residence permit have a unique civil registration 

number, which identifies them in the registries at Statistics Denmark. These registries contain, 

among other things, high-quality data on time of birth, gender, and family relations. In addition 

to everyone’s civil registration number, we also have information on the civil registration 

number of each individual’s parents. We can use this information to identify siblings. For each 

election, we have data for all candidates. These data include where they ran, what party they ran 

for, and whether they were elected. Crucially, we also know the civil registration number for the 

candidates. This allows us to link candidates to the administrative data. Thus, we can create 

family networks, determine birth order and sex composition in a sibship, and see who runs— 

successfully or not—for election. 

 

ANALYSIS 

Our hypotheses propose that parents socialize their oldest child differently depending on the sex 

of additional children. We can use two assumptions to bracket the difference between having 

younger sisters and younger brothers. 

Assumption 1: Only the next-born sibling affects the upbringing and later likelihood of 

running for office.  

Assumption 2: All later-born siblings equally affect the upbringing and later likelihood 

of running for office. 
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If we follow assumption 1, we need only to compare the outcomes of older siblings with a 

younger sister as the next-born to those of older siblings with a younger brother as the next-born. 

Alternatively, we could follow assumption 2 and use the sex of the next-born sibling as an 

instrument for the number of younger sisters and brothers. We could estimate this quantity using 

two-stage least squares instrumenting the number of younger sisters with having a sister as the 

next-born sibling.  

We assume that the next-born sibling is likely to have the largest effect on 

socialization, as this sibling is closer to the first-born in age. If differential socialization plays a 

role in early childhood, it seems more likely to be driven by siblings who are close in age. 

Therefore, assumption 1 comes closest to our expectation. To estimate the difference between 

having a sister and a brother as next-born, we simply compare first-borns with a younger sister as 

the next-born to first-borns with a younger brother as the next-born.11 We include only first-

borns in sibships with both a shared mother and a shared father, and we include first-borns 

regardless of how many younger siblings they have.12 First-borns who are part of multiple births 

and first-borns who are followed by a multiple birth are removed.13 We limit the sample to only 

Danish citizens who were old enough to have run in at least one election to make the results 

                                                 
11 We only observe adult siblings. While some people will have lost one sibling during 

childhood, this is a rare occurrence. Among Danes born between 1973 and 2009, just 1.1% 

experienced the loss of a sibling during childhood (Yu et al., 2017) .  

12 This will include a small number of adoptees.  

13 Twin, triplets, and in rare occasions quadruplets.  
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comparable between national and local elections.14 These exclusions still leave us with a total of 

1,005,482 first-borns (526,642 men and 478,840 women)15 on whom we conduct our analyses for 

the national elections.16 In Appendix A of the online supplemental material, we present 

descriptive statistics for both women and men that we include in our analyses as well as female 

and male candidates for both national and local elections.  

The outcome of interest in our analyses is running for office. We look at this 

outcome in two ways: First, we look at whether people ever run in any election during the period 

of investigation. We do so for both local and national elections. Second, we look independently 

for each election, both national and local, at running for office. In the analysis by election, we 

include only first-borns who were old enough to run in a given election. The quantity of interest 

is simply a difference in proportions of older siblings who run for office. To estimate this 

quantity, we use ordinary least squares, as it is an unbiased estimator in our case (Gerber & 

Green, 2012, p. 103). In the supporting information, we also study the number of times people 

                                                 
14  Danish citizenship is required to run for national elections but not for local elections.  

15 The higher number of first-born men than first-born women reflects the demographic fact that 

there are born slightly more men than women (Møller 1996). 

16 For local elections, we have only 1,003,563 first-borns (477,974 women and 525,589 men). 

The discrepancy between the sample for national elections and local elections is due to the fact 

that we included in the analyses for both types of elections everyone who was ever eligible for 

office in one of the elections. Because the elections do not follow the same years, there is not a 

perfect correspondence between those who could have run for the local elections and those who 

could have run for national elections.   
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run for office, which yields analogous conclusions to the one in the paper. Furthermore, because 

political ambition may affect not just whether an individual chooses to run but also the degree to 

which a candidate strives to be elected, we also include elected to office as a supplemental 

dependent variable in the supporting information. Again, this variable yields very similar results 

to our primary dependent variable. 

  
National Elections 

We start by looking at candidacy for the Danish Parliament. The dependent variable measures 

whether an individual has ever been a candidate, and the only independent variable is the sex of 

the second-born sibling. We conduct separate analyses for the first-born women and the first-

born men. 

The panels of Figure 1 illustrate the likelihood of a first-born woman or man ever 

becoming a candidate for national elections, conditional upon the sex of the second-born sibling. 

Contrary to hypothesis 1, first-born women with a younger sister are no more likely to run for 

parliamentary elections. Rather, our results indicate that they are less likely to run; women with a 

younger brother have a likelihood of 0.076% of ever running, while the likelihood for women 

with a younger sister is 0.063%. However, the 95% confidence interval for this difference 

brackets zero [-0.028%; 0.002%]. Compared to women, men have a substantially higher 

likelihood of ever running for office at the national level. Men with a younger sister have a 

likelihood of ever running of 0.138%. For men with a younger brother, this likelihood is also 

0.138%. In other words, hypothesis 2 is also disconfirmed, as the likelihood of ever running for 

men seems to be unaffected by the sex of the younger sibling.  
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FIGURE 1: Likelihood of candidacy at national elections 
 
 

[Figure 1 here] 

Note: The figure shows predicted probabilities for having ever run for national office for first-

borns, conditional on the sex of their oldest younger sibling. The bars denote 95% confidence 

intervals. 

 

The results are robust to alternative specifications. In appendix B of the 

supplemental material, we instead look at whether candidates ever win a seat. Although most 

candidates run on open lists, not all candidates are equally likely to win a seat. Whether one wins 

a seat may therefore capture a different aspect of ambition, because it eliminates most of the 

candidates who are nominated for office without actively pursuing a seat during the campaign. 

We also show results for models in which the dependent variables are the number of times an 

individual is a candidate or elected in national elections. 

The results illustrated in Figure 1 are based on all national parliamentary elections 

from 1990 to 2015, and one could imagine that changes in societal gender norms over these 25 

years could affect the relationship between childhood socialization and political ambitions. 

Effects of gendered upbringing could potentially be larger in earlier elections and then gradually 

decline as gender equality norms took better hold in Danish society. To see whether results vary 

across time, we also conduct separate analyses for each of the national parliamentary elections 

from 1990 to 2015. Figure 2 shows the difference over sibling sex for both first-born men and 

first-born women in each election from 1990 to 2015.  
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As evident, there are no clear time trends in the data. The unexpected finding that 

women tend to be less likely to run for office if they have a younger sister generally holds across 

time and is statistically significant in three elections (2001, 2005, and 2007). It is important to 

note that there are no apparent reasons to think that these three elections are systematically 

different from the other elections in our sample. Furthermore, the differences between these three 

statistically significant effects and the five insignificant effect estimates are not themselves 

statistically significant, so we would caution against interpreting these three elections as being 

substantively different from the other elections (Gelman & Stern, 2006). For men, the effects are 

small and always statistically insignificant. In the supplemental material, we show that these 

results are also robust to an alternative specification where we remove the youngest and oldest 

eligible voters to focus on the age groups in which people are most likely to run.  

 

FIGURE 2: Likelihood of candidacy at national elections across time 

 

[Figure 2 here] 

Note: The figure shows the difference in probability between first-borns with a younger sister 

and first-borns with a younger brother of having run for national office. National elections 1990 

to 2015.  The bars denote 95% confidence intervals.  

 

Local Elections 

Our analyses of candidacy for local elections are analogous to the analyses of national elections. 

First, we look at the likelihood of ever running in municipal elections during the entire period 

under investigation (1993-2013). We show the results of this analysis in Figure 3. As shown in 
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the right-hand side of Figure 3, first-born women have a 0.637% likelihood of having ever run as 

a candidate in local elections if the second-born sibling in the family is female. Women with a 

younger brother have a likelihood of having ever run of 0.617%. The 95% confidence interval 

for this difference also brackets zero [-0.065%; 0.025%], which means that we find no support 

for hypothesis 1. The results for men are in the opposite direction of hypothesis 2: Men with a 

younger sister are less likely to run than men with a younger brother are. For men with a younger 

brother, the likelihood of having run at least once is 1.270%, whereas men with a younger sister 

have a 1.206% likelihood of having ever run.  This is arguably not a dramatic effect, although it 

is a relative decrease of 5%. However, the point estimate runs in the opposite direction of the 

effect expected in hypothesis 2, and the 95% confidence interval for the difference does not 

bracket zero [-0.124%; -0.004%]. We return to this surprising result in the discussion and 

conclusion.  

 

FIGURE 3: Likelihood of candidacy at local elections 

 

[Figure 3 here] 

Note: The figure shows predicted probabilities for having ever run for local office for first-borns, 

conditional on the sex of their oldest younger sibling. The bars denote 95% confidence intervals. 

 

We also investigate whether the effects of sibling sex may have changed over time for local 

elections.  Figure 4 presents the results across the six different local elections. The results reveal 

no clear time trend in the likelihood of ever running for office. For women, the effects of sibling 

sex are very close to zero and statistically insignificant for all elections. For men, the point 
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estimates for the effect of a younger sister, as opposed to a younger brother, are negative in all 

elections, but the confidence intervals always include zero. In the supplemental material, 

Appendix C, we show that both the overall and the election-specific results for local elections are 

robust to alternative model specifications similar to those we ran for national elections. 

 

FIGURE 4: Likelihood of candidacy at local elections across time  

 

[Figure 4 here] 

Note: The figure shows the difference in probability between first-borns with a younger sister 

and first-borns with a younger brother of having run for local office. Municipal elections 1993 to 

2013.  The bars denote 95% confidence intervals.   

 

Heterogeneous effects over age difference 

Finally, one may suspect that an effect of a younger sibling’s gender is contingent on the age 

difference between the first-born and the younger sibling. Our hypotheses rely on the assumption 

that parents treat the first-born differently conditional on the gender of the younger sibling, and 

such differential treatment could be more pronounced when the siblings are closer in age. In 

Figure 5, we explore this possibility. In the figure, we estimate the differences between having a 

younger sister compared to having a younger brother conditional on the difference in year of 

birth between the first-born and the younger sibling. We do so for both men and women in both 

local and national elections. We only include age differences up to six years, since age 

differences above that are relatively rare. From Figure 5, it is evident that there is no clear 
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interaction with age difference. There is no trend to suggest that the difference is larger or 

smaller when siblings are born closer to each other.17  

FIGURE 5: Likelihood of candidacy by age difference between first-born and younger 

sibling.  

[Figure 5 here] 

Note: The figure shows the difference in probability between first-borns with a younger sister 

and first-borns with a younger brother of having run for local or national office by the difference 

in birth year between the first-born and the younger sibling. The figure only includes age 

differentials up to six years (Six percent of first-borns have an age differential of seven years or 

more to their younger sibling).  

  

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Theoretically, there are good reasons to look for a link between political candidacy and the sex 

composition of siblings. First, a growing body of research indicates that the lack of women in 

politics may be due in large part to comparatively lower levels of political ambition among 

women (Fulton et al., 2006; Kjaer & Kosiara-Pedersen, 2019; Lawless & Fox, 2005). Second, 

                                                 
17 Parents endogenously choose the spacing between their children, but conditional on choosing 

child spacing, the sex of the younger sibling remains exogenous. That means that each of the 

estimates are causally identified, but the difference between them is not. Accordingly, the 

absence of an interaction could be due to parents with different gender norms having a 

preference for different child spacing.  
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the sex of one’s siblings has been shown to influence a wide range of attitudinal and behavioral 

outcomes, including support for traditional gender roles and occupational choices (Brenøe 2020; 

Cools and Patacchini 2019; Mishkin 2017). These two observations led us to investigate whether 

younger sisters would depress the likelihood of political candidacy for women and increase the 

likelihood of candidacy for men. 

Our results show, however, that neither first-born women nor first-born men are 

more likely to run for election if their second-born sibling is a sister as opposed to a brother. In 

general, our analyses show that the sex of the second-born sibling generally has a very small and 

statistically insignificant effect on the likelihood of first-born children to run for election. In 

some cases, our analyses do show statistically significant effects, but these results point in the 

other direction: Second-born sisters ostensibly depress the likelihood of first-born women 

running in some of the national elections, and second-born sisters depress the overall likelihood 

of first-born men running for local elections. It is important to note that the ostensible negative 

effects of a younger sister are substantively small and, in many cases, statistically insignificant, 

despite our very large number of observations.  

With these caveats in mind, there are various possible explanations for how such a 

negative effect of younger sisters could come about. The finding that men are slightly less likely 

to become a candidate in local elections if their immediate younger sibling is a girl could perhaps 

be explained by the fact that such boys are likely to end up with fewer siblings, than had the 

younger sibling been a boy. Danish mothers generally prefer mixed-gender sibling composition, 

and if the first two children are of opposite sex, it is less likely that parents have additional 

children (Andersson, Hank, Ronsen, & Vikat, 2006). One might speculate whether a large 

number of younger siblings could stimulate the development of leadership experience and skills 
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among the oldest sibling. Such skills might increase political ambitions and, therefore, make 

them more likely to run. However, this interpretation is at odds with the negative point estimates 

for the effect of younger sisters on women’s likelihood of running in national elections (which, it 

should be noted, is statistically insignificant in most cases).  

Another explanation for the general tendency of younger sisters to depress the 

likelihood of candidacy for both older sisters and brothers, could be that girls tend to mature 

earlier than boys, thereby making the leadership role of the older sibling less pronounced, which 

may again hinder the development of political ambitions in this older sibling. However, we did 

not find any effect heterogeneity over age difference between siblings. If girls maturing earlier 

played an important role, we would expect to see a stronger effect among siblings born closer to 

each other.  

Further studies on sibships, early life socialization and political candidacy are 

clearly warranted. First, the effects of sibling sex composition may differ across contexts. Our 

study should be fairly straightforward to replicate in other countries with high quality register 

data of the population, e.g., Sweden and Norway. There would, however, also be value in studies 

conducted in countries with different cultural gender norms and different institutional 

characteristics, e.g., political systems with candidate-centered political campaigns such as the 

United States (as opposed to the more party-centered campaigns in Denmark). Such studies may 

have to rely on survey-data in which it would be more difficult to achieve large samples sizes. 

On the other hand, survey-based studies would potentially be able to better investigate the role 

played by factors not found in register data. Future studies may want to include measures of 

political ambition (Crowder-Meyer, 2020) as well as survey measures of parenting style, 
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focusing more directly on the intergenerational transmission of values related to work and career 

choices (for an overview, see Cemalcilar, Secinti, & Sumer, 2018).  

Second, sibling effects encompass more than sex composition effects, and future 

studies may want to investigate factors such as the effects of the overall size of sibships, and the 

birth order of siblings. Birth order may affect both leadership skills and political participation 

(Black & Grönqvist, 2018; Bratsberg et al., 2020), and a very recent study from Sweden shows 

that firstborn sibling are indeed more likely to run than their younger siblings (Oskarsson, 

Dawes, Lindgren, & Öhrvall, 2021) 

Finally, it is important to be clear on what our results, specifically the generally 

small and insignificant effects of sibling sex for the candidacy of first-born women and men, 

imply. First, even with a large population dataset, our estimates have some uncertainty, and we 

cannot rule out that there may be small but genuine effects. It is important to remember that the 

choice to run for election is a rare occurrence. The vast majority of citizens never run for office, 

and even factors with a substantial effect on the likelihood to run can be difficult to detect. Our 

study could also mask important heterogeneity. We cannot rule out that, say, more conservative 

parents also exercise more gendered upbringing compared to more left-leaning parents, and the 

effects of sibling gender may also be stronger among conservative parents. However, as parents’ 

political orientations are unobserved in our data, it is not possible to test this proposition. 

Second, even if we assume that there are indeed no effects of sibling sex, or that 

such effects are entirely negligible, this does not in itself indicate that gendered upbringing does 

not play a role in the formation of political ambitions among men and women. Rather, our results 

may instead reflect that gendered upbringing is prevalent both in same-sex and different-sex 

sibships. In other words, getting a younger sister does not necessarily inoculate an older sister 
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from receiving a gendered upbringing. Regardless of sibling gender, she may still often be raised 

and socialized in ways that depress her political ambition. Thus, there are still good reasons to 

investigate how early-life socialization may explain the difference in political ambitions between 

men and women.    
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Appendix A: 

 

Table A1: Descriptive statistics of electorate and candidates. 

 
  

Year of  
birth 

Number of 
siblings 

Number of 
sisters 

N 

 
  Mean Std. 

dev. Mean Std. 
dev. Mean Std. 

dev. 
 

National 
Women Electorate 1973 13.24 1.44 0.76 0.70 0.72 478,840 

Candidates 1967 10.99 1.50 0.76 0.66 0.7 335 

Men Electorate 1972 13.51 1.46 0.77 0.71 0.69 526,642 
Candidates 1966 10.72 1.59 0.86 0.77 0.76 726 

Local 
Women Electorate 1973 13.24 1.44 0.76 0.70 0.72 477,974 

Candidates 1964 10.88 1.56 0.82 0.74 0.75 3,000 

Men Electorate 1972 13.51 1.46 0.77 0.71 0.69 525,589 
Candidates 1963 10.9 1.61 0.87 0.77 0.75 6,512 

NOTE: The table shows descriptive statistics for first-born candidates running in local elections 

1993-2013 and national election 1990-2015 and the electorates of first-born voters in the same 

years. Because the election years differ, the electorates are also slightly different.  
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Appendix B: Additional results for national elections 

 

Model estimates: ever running for or elected to Parliament by gender 

In Table B1, we present the main results, which Figure 1 of the paper relies on. The estimates 

show the percentage points difference between having a female versus male younger sibling. We 

supplement the analysis from the main paper, by also looking at whether people ever win a seat. 

Accordingly, the outcomes are ever running for or winning a seat in the Parliament for both 

firstborn women and men. In the analysis for Parliament, we include everyone who was eligible 

to run in any Parliament election. In the analyses for local government, we have a similar 

condition, but for those who could run in any local government election. These subsets are 

highly overlapping, but they are not identical subsets. Therefore, N varies slightly between the 

two subsets. 

 

Table B1: Ever running for or elected to Parliament by gender 
  Running Elected 
  Women Men Women Men 
Female younger sibling  -0.0133 0.0004 -0.0031 -0.0000 
Standard error  0.0076 0.0102 0.0029 0.0031 
Baseline % (Male younger sibling)  0.0764 0.1377 0.0113 0.0125 
N  478,840 526,642 478,840 526,642 
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Model estimates: ever running for or elected to Parliament by gender and year  

In Table B2, we present the results, which Figure 2 of the paper relies on. The estimates show 

the percentage points difference between having a female versus male younger sibling. We 

supplement the analysis from the main paper, by also looking at whether people ever win a seat. 

Accordingly, the outcomes are running for or winning a seat in the Parliament for both firstborn 

women and men in each election from 1990 to 2015. Because we only observe people born 1915 

or later, the number of people that, we are studying increase over time faster than the general 

population increase.  

Table B2: Running or elected for parliament by gender and year 
 1990 1994 1998 2001 2005 2007 2011 2015 

Women running 
Female younger 
sibling 

0.0001 -0.0018 -0.0039 -0.0096 -0.0111 -0.0099 -0.0043 -0.0052 

Standard error 0.0063 0.0048 0.0049 0.0047 0.0050 0.0048 0.0045 0.0043 
Baseline % (Male 
younger sibling) 

0.0228 0.0163 0.0200 0.0226 0.0280 0.0271 0.0232 0.0233 

N 227,622 272,125 308,650 333,307 366,652 385,090 426,501 456,024 
Men running 

Female younger 
sibling 

-0.0028 0.0030 -0.0078 -0.0049 -0.0021 -0.0065 0.0008 0.0022 

Standard error 0.0081 0.0064 0.0066 0.0065 0.0065 0.0060 0.0058 0.0057 
Baseline % (Male 
younger sibling) 

0.0439 0.0306 0.0414 0.0419 0.0438 0.0410 0.0382 0.0388 

N 262,858 308,690 345,577 369,606 402,117 420,694 461,446 489,264 
Women elected 

Female younger 
sibling 

0.0012 0.0017 -0.0010 -0.0015 -0.0035 -0.0033 -0.0015 -0.0006 

Standard error 0.0026 0.0023 0.0022 0.0022 0.0021 0.0021 0.0023 0.0020 
Baseline % (Male 
younger sibling) 

0.0034 0.0028 0.0044 0.0046 0.0058 0.0060 0.0064 0.0047 

N 227,622 272,125 308,650 333,307 366,652 385,090 426,501 456,024 
Men elected 

Female younger 
sibling 

0.0002 0.0029 -0.0020 -0.0001 0.0003 -0.0020 0.0005 -0.0008 

Standard error 0.0022 0.0064 0.0022 0.0026 0.0022 0.0024 0.0025 0.0024 
Baseline % (Male 
younger sibling) 

0.0029 0.0306 0.0050 0.0063 0.0048 0.0069 0.0067 0.0075 

N 262,858 308,690 345,577 369,606 402,117 420,694 461,446 489,264 
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Model estimates: times running for or elected to Parliament by gender and year  

In Table B3, we present an alternative specification to the outcome of interest. Instead of looking 

at whether people ever run for office or in the Parliament, we look at the share of times that they 

ran. We also look at the number of times they won a seat. The outcome variables follow a simple 

formula:  =  

where ni is the number of times and individual, i, ran for office or was elected out of the times, 

mi, the individual was eligible to run. That is for someone who was in the electorate in all eight 

election between 1990 and 2015 mi will be eight; for someone who was only eligible in, say, 

2011 and 2015, mi will be 2. 

 
Table B3: Proportion of times running or elected for parliament by gender 
  Running Elected 
  Women Men Women Men 
Female younger sibling  -0.0042 -0.0019 -0.0009 -0.0001 
Standard error  0.0020 0.0027 0.0010 0.0012 
Baseline % (Male younger sibling)  0.0171 0.0304 0.0036 0.0041 
N  478,840 526,642 478,840 526,642 
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The effect of being firstborn among middle 90% of age distribution of candidates 

One concern we might have is that candidates do not look like the electorate in terms of age. 

Generally, recently enfranchised voters and old voters are less likely to run. That might bias the 

results by election year towards zero. To address, this concern Figure B1 displays a robustness 

specification to the results in Figure 2. Specifically, for each election we find an interval 

bracketed by the 5th and 95th percentile for the age distribution of candidates. We discard 

everyone who falls outside of the interval and run the models by election on this subsample. As 

in Figure 2, the estimates show the percentage points difference between having a female versus 

male younger sibling. The outcomes are running for or winning a seat in the Parliament for both 

firstborn women and men in each election from 1990 to 2015. The results are practically 

identical to the results when everyone was included, indicating that we should not be concerned 

by the fact that young and old voters are less likely to run. In Table B4, we present the estimates 

that Figure B1 relies on.  
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Figure B1: Likelihood of candidacy and likelihood of election at different national elections 

for middle 90% of candidate age distribution. 

NOTE: The figure shows the difference in probability between first-borns with a younger sister 

and first-borns with a younger brother of having run for national office (left side) or having won 

national office (right side). National elections 1990 to 2015. The bars denote 95% confidence 

intervals.  
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Table B4: Running or elected for parliament for middle 90% of the age distribution by 

gender and year  

 1990 1994 1998 2001 2005 2007 2011 2015 
 Women running 
Female younger 
sibling 

0.0011 -0.0022 -0.0035 -0.0088 -0.0086 -0.0105 -0.0082 -0.0058 

Standard error 0.0073 0.0060 0.0056 0.0049 0.0054 0.0056 0.0053 0.0052 
Baseline % 
(Male younger 
sibling) 

0.0245 0.0201 0.0208 0.0226 0.0273 0.0299 0.0281 0.0272 

N 187,830 210,233 241,045 299,922 319,659 318,193 339,884 365,306 
 Men running 
Female younger 
sibling 

-0.0018 0.0030 -0.0114 -0.0051 -0.0016 -0.0063 0.0009 0.0044 

Standard error 0.0091 0.0079 0.0080 0.0068 0.0072 0.0070 0.0070 0.0069 
Baseline % 
(Male younger 
sibling) 

0.0462 0.0363 0.0499 0.0416 0.0467 0.0460 0.0441 0.0438 

N 220,344 244,033 274,549 334,756 352,885 346,514 359,382 387,460 
 Women elected 
Female younger 
sibling 

0.0015 0.0023 -0.0005 -0.0017 -0.0029 -0.0035 -0.0020 -0.0008 

Standard error 0.0032 0.0030 0.0028 0.0024 0.0023 0.0025 0.0029 0.0024 
Baseline % 
(Male younger 
sibling) 

0.0041 0.0037 0.0048 0.0052 0.0055 0.0067 0.0080 0.0059 

N 187,830 210,233 241,045 299,922 319,659 318,193 339,884 365,306 
 Men elected 
Female younger 
sibling 

0.0011 0.0037 -0.0026 0.0004 0.0004 -0.0019 0.0004 -0.0017 

Standard error 0.0020 0.0028 0.0025 0.0028 0.0025 0.0028 0.0029 0.0029 
Baseline % 
(Male younger 
sibling) 

0.0017 0.0032 0.0056 0.0064 0.0055 0.0079 0.0076 0.0091 

N 220,344 244,033 274,549 334,756 352,885 346,514 359,382 387,460 
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Appendix C: Additional results for local elections 
 

Model estimates: ever running for or elected to local government by gender 

In Table C1, we present the main results, which Figure 3 of the paper relies on. The estimates 

show the percentage points difference between having a female versus male younger sibling. We 

supplement the analysis from the main paper, by also looking at whether people ever win a seat. 

Accordingly, the outcomes are ever running for or winning a seat in local government for both 

firstborn women and men. In the analysis for local government, we include everyone who was 

eligible to run in any local government election. In the analyses for Parliament, we have a similar 

condition, but for those who could run in any Parliament election. These subsets are highly 

overlapping, but they are not identical subsets. Therefore, N varies slightly between the two 

subsets. 

 
Table C1: Ever running or elected for local government by gender 
  Running Elected 
  Women Men Women Men 
Female younger sibling  -0.0197 -0.0643 -0.0019 -0.0245 
Standard error  0.0229 0.0305 0.0108 0.0139 
Baseline % (Male younger sibling)  0.6372 1.2701 0.1409 0.2674 
N  477,974 525,589 477,974 525,589 
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Model estimates: ever running for or elected to local government by gender and year  

In Table C2, we present the results, which Figure 4 of the paper relies on. The estimates show 

the percentage points difference between having a female versus male younger sibling. We 

supplement the analysis from the main paper, by also looking at whether people win a seat in a 

given year. Accordingly, the outcomes are running for or winning a seat in local government for 

both firstborn women and men in each election from 1990 to 2015. Because we only observe 

people born 1915 or later, the number of people that, we are studying increase over time faster 

than the general population increase. 

 
Table C2: Running or elected for local government by gender and year 
 1993 1997 2001 2005 2009 2013 
 Women running 
Female younger sibling 0.0032 0.0020 -0.0071 0.0038 -0.0091 0.0021 
Standard error 0.0185 0.0182 0.0185 0.0155 0.0137 0.0132 
Baseline % (Male younger 
sibling) 

0.2222 0.2484 0.2878 0.2196 0.1962 0.1927 

N 261,065 299,987 333,307 366,652 405,626 446,933 
 Men running 
Female younger sibling -0.0338 -0.0082 -0.0447 -0.0312 -0.0085 -0.0176 
Standard error 0.0255 0.0256 0.0257 0.0213 0.0183 0.0178 
Baseline % (Male younger 
sibling) 

0.5021 0.5569 0.6344 0.4721 0.3749 0.3886 

N 297,630 336,724 369,606 402,117 440,671 481,158 
 Women elected 
Female younger sibling -0.0040 0.0003 -0.0017 -0.0023 -0.0029 0.0030 
Standard error 0.0086 0.0089 0.0093 0.0072 0.0077 0.0073 
Baseline % (Male younger 
sibling) 

0.0502 0.0598 0.0725 0.0486 0.0621 0.0576 

N 261,065 299,987 333,307 366,652 405,626 446,933 
 Men elected 
Female younger sibling -0.0039 -0.0217 -0.0300 -0.0106 -0.0002 -0.0033 
Standard error 0.0117 0.0124 0.0134 0.0101 0.0096 0.0096 
Baseline % (Male younger 
sibling) 

0.1030 0.1399 0.1795 0.1073 0.1020 0.1116 

N 297,630 336,724 369,606 402,117 440,671 481,158 
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Model estimates: times running for or elected to local government by gender and year  

In Table C3, we present an alternative specification to the outcome of interest. Instead of looking 

at whether people ever run for office in local government, we look at the share of times that they 

ran. We also look at the number of times they won a seat. The outcome variables follow a simple 

formula:  =  

where ni is the number of times and individual, i, ran for office or was elected out of the times, 

mi, the individual was eligible to run. That is for someone who was in the electorate in all six 

election between 1993 and 2013 mi will be six; for someone who was only eligible in, say, 2009 

and 2013, mi will be 2. 

 
Table C3: Proportion of times running or elected for local government by gender 
  Running Elected 
  Women Men Women Men 
Female younger sibling  -0.0018 -0.0219 -0.0007 -0.0096 
Standard error  0.0074 0.0106 0.0039 0.0058 
Baseline % (Male younger 
sibling) 

 0.1724 0.3707 0.0438 0.0945 

N  477,974 525,589 477,974 525,589 
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The effect of being firstborn among middle 90% of age distribution of candidates 

One concern we might have is that candidates do not look like the electorate in terms of age. 

Generally, recently enfranchised voters and old voters are less likely to run. That might bias the 

results by election year towards zero. To address, this concern Figure B1 displays a robustness 

specification to the results in Figure 4. Specifically, for each local government election we find 

an interval bracketed by the 5th and 95th percentile for the age distribution of candidates. We 

discard everyone who falls outside of the interval and run the models by election on this 

subsample. As in Figure 4, the estimates show the percentage points difference between having a 

female versus male younger sibling. The outcomes are running for or winning a seat in the local 

government for both firstborn women and men in each election from 1990 to 2015. The results 

are practically identical to the results when everyone was included, indicating that we should not 

be concerned by the fact that young and old voters are less likely to run. In Table C4, we present 

the estimates that Figure C1 relies on.  
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Figure C1: Likelihood of candidacy and likelihood of election at different local government 

elections for middle 90% of candidate age distribution. 

NOTE: The figure shows the difference in probability between first-borns with a younger sister 

and first-borns with a younger brother of having run for local office (left side) or having won 

local office (right side). Municipal elections 1993 to 2013.  The bars denote 95% confidence 

intervals.  

. 
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Table C4: Running or elected to local government for middle 90% of the age distribution 

by gender and year  

 1993 1997 2001 2005 2009 2013 
 Women running 
Female younger sibling 0.0093 0.0076 0.0024 0.0029 -0.0069 0.0025 
Standard error 0.0217 0.0204 0.0215 0.0179 0.0154 0.0150 
Baseline % (Male younger 
sibling) 

0.2445 0.2625 0.3156 0.2436 0.2072 0.2109 

N 212,065 254,743 273,433 304,474 341,857 376,626 
       
 Men running 
Female younger sibling -0.0327 -0.0080 -0.0303 -0.0283 -0.0077 -0.0221 
Standard error 0.0294 0.0285 0.0295 0.0241 0.0206 0.0199 
Baseline % (Male younger 
sibling) 

0.5504 0.5941 0.6866 0.5045 0.3998 0.4169 

N 246,283 289,200 306,832 337,018 372,944 407,197 
       
 Women elected 
Female younger sibling -0.0050 0.0026 0.0028 -0.0044 -0.0011 0.0003 
Standard error 0.0101 0.0101 0.0108 0.0084 0.0089 0.0085 
Baseline % (Male younger 
sibling) 

0.0562 0.0643 0.0784 0.0553 0.0681 0.0676 

N 212,065 254,743 273,433 304,474 341,857 376,626 
       
 Men elected 
Female younger sibling 0.0022 -0.0205 -0.0290 -0.0099 0.0003 -0.0021 
Standard error 0.0133 0.0138 0.0154 0.0115 0.0109 0.0108 
Baseline % (Male younger 
sibling) 

0.1077 0.1475 0.1972 0.1166 0.1114 0.1204 

N 246,283 289,200 306,832 337,018 372,944 407,197 
 
 
 

 
 
 


