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Abstract
This document contains: images of streets filled with campaign posters of German district candidates; details on candidate selection and a comparison of the candidate sample to all major party candidates in 2009; a detailed description of how appearance ratings were collected along with summary statistics on the MTurk worker samples and the ratings they provided; summary statistics of candidate appearance by gender, party, incumbency, and other variables; details on the coding of control variables and on the computation of effect sizes shown in Figure1; detailed regression tables for the analyses reported in the paper; additional regressions analyses at the exclusion of top leading politicians


Examples of campaign posters showing district candidates 
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Selection and representativeness of candidate sample
Due to budget constraints, we opted for a random sample of candidates and considered all the candidates covered in the pre-election survey of the German Longitudinal Election Study. Unlike the post-election survey of that study, the pre-election survey includes more information on voters’ perceptions of the candidates (e.g., policy positions, expectations, etc.), thus enabling us to study a larger set of questions about the effect of candidate appearance on voters. Table S1 shows that our random sample of candidates is representative of all major party (i.e., CDU/CSU, SPD, FDP, Greens, Left) candidates in 2009 with regard to important background variables.

Table S1: Comparison of candidate sample to all major party candidates in 2009. For each attribute, the first row refers to our sample of candidates (N = 1,010), the second row refers to all major party candidates (N = 1,490)
	
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	Min.
	Max.

	Female
	0.30
	0.46
	0
	1

	
	0.27
	0.45
	0
	1

	Age
	48
	11
	19
	74

	
	48
	11
	19
	74

	Incumbent
	0.14
	0.35
	0
	1

	
	0.14
	0.35
	0
	1

	MP
	0.34
	0.48
	0
	1

	
	0.33
	0.47
	0
	1

	Academic title: "Dr."
	0.15
	0.36
	0
	1

	
	0.13
	0.34
	0
	1

	Top leading politician
	0.02
	0.14
	0
	1

	
	0.02
	0.13
	0
	1

	% first votes
	20
	14
	3
	61

	
	19
	14
	3
	68

	% second votes
	19
	10
	3
	52

	
	19
	11
	3
	54





Data collection and descriptive results
The two rating tasks were advertised on Amazon Mechanical Turk from January 22 to February 7, 2014 (attractiveness) and from April 9 to April 13, 2014 (facial competence). Each task was advertised as “Rate other people’s attractiveness [competence from photos]” and described that workers had to “Look at facial photographs of 50 different people [political candidates] and rate their attractiveness [competence]”. The payment for the task was 1 dollar, and workers were informed that it would take about 5 minutes to complete. By MTurk standards, this was a very well-paid HIT.
Upon acceptance, workers received a link to the survey. The survey asked participants to “rate the following 50 persons [political candidates] according to their attractiveness [competence]”. Candidates were presented one at a time in random order and workers rated them on a numbered 7-point scale with endpoints labeled “not at all attractive [competent]” and “very attractive [competent]”. At the end of the rating task, we asked workers for their gender, age and MTurk identification number (for double checking). Upon completion of the survey, each worker received a unique completion code that they had to enter on the HIT webpage in order to get paid.
Figure S1 and Tables S2-3 give an overview of the rater samples for attractiveness and facial competence. Both groups of raters span a fairly large age range and skew somewhat toward men, especially the group of facial competence raters. Both tasks took raters about the same time to complete and the average time to completion was as advertised (around 5 minutes). Few raters took longer than 10 minutes, which suggests that most workers completed the task without interruption. Even those who took much longer than needed managed to complete the task within less than an hour. This suggests that workers were generally focused on the task.
Overall, we advertised 21 HITs for attractiveness and facial competence, respectively. For each HIT, we put together a fixed batch of candidate pictures. Candidates were selected alphabetically with the provision that each batch should have the same number of candidates from each party. Thus batch 1, for example, contained the first ten candidates from each party after ordering the candidates alphabetically within parties. Because we had 1,012 candidates in total, batches 1 through 19 contained 50 candidate pictures, while batches 20 and 21 only contained 31 pictures each.
An HIT was open for a maximum of 30 workers and we ensured that workers could not accept an HIT more than once. In addition, we also informed workers in the advertisement that their HIT was one in a series of similar HITs, and that they were only allowed to take part in one of them and would not be paid if they signed up for additional HITs of the same title. Ideally, this would have provided us with 630 unique raters (30 raters × 21 batches) on each task. However, a few workers signed up for more than one HIT. In those cases, we use only the ratings from a worker’s first accepted HIT. We tried to counter repeated participation by putting out a batch again to be rated by usually two or three additional raters. With attractiveness ratings, we did this for batches 20 and 21; with competence ratings, we did it for more batches. Some repeat completions, however, went undetected until all the worker data and survey data from all the HITs were finally joined together. Overall, we had 589 and 612 unique raters in each task, about 28 resp. 29 per batch, on average. 
Table S4 shows the number of raters in each group and the reliability of their ratings. On average, reliability is high for facial competence ratings and very high for attractiveness ratings. Table S4 also shows reliability coefficients for each batch. Since the candidates in each batch are the same in both the attractiveness and the facial competence rating tasks, we can also compare reliability batch-wise. Overall, the results in Table S4 suggest that ratings can be combined into an additive scale. We thus followed standard practice and obtained an appearance score by averaging a candidate’s ratings.
Figure S2 and Table S5 show the distribution of appearance scores across all 1,012 district candidates. The candidates generally score higher on perceived competence than on attractiveness, but they vary more in attractiveness than in perceived competence. Figure S2 also shows that candidate attractiveness and facial competence are moderately correlated (r = 0.45), with attractive candidates being generally also perceived as competent (the reverse not being true) and candidates perceived as incompetent being also rated as unattractive (the reverse not being true).
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Figure S1: Descriptive statistics on MTurk worker samples






Table S2: Attractiveness rater sample
	
	Obs.
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	Min.
	Max.

	Gender: male
	580
	0.53
	0.5
	0
	1

	Age (years)
	589
	35
	11
	19
	76

	Duration (sec.)
	589
	351
	277
	110
	2737




Table S3: Facial competence rater sample
	
	Obs.
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	Min.
	Max.

	Gender: male
	603
	0.64
	0.48
	0
	1

	Age (years)
	610
	34
	11
	18
	72

	Duration (sec.)
	612
	337
	232
	115
	3009






Table S4: Reliability of ratings (Cronbach’s alpha) and
number of raters for each batch
	
	Attractiveness
	Facial competence

	Batch
	alpha
	N
	alpha
	N

	1
	0.97
	30
	0.88
	30

	2
	0.96
	30
	0.88
	30

	3
	0.96
	29
	0.87
	29

	4
	0.95
	30
	0.87
	30

	5
	0.93
	29
	0.82
	28

	6
	0.95
	28
	0.85
	28

	7
	0.95
	24
	0.95
	30

	8
	0.95
	24
	0.88
	30

	9
	0.93
	24
	0.94
	30

	10
	0.94
	30
	0.79
	29

	11
	0.93
	30
	0.89
	30

	12
	0.94
	28
	0.85
	28

	13
	0.94
	28
	0.92
	30

	14
	0.95
	28
	0.92
	30

	15
	0.95
	27
	0.88
	29

	16
	0.95
	27
	0.84
	28

	17
	0.96
	28
	0.85
	28

	18
	0.94
	26
	0.81
	27

	19
	0.96
	30
	0.87
	28

	20
	0.94
	30
	0.85
	27

	21
	0.96
	29
	0.93
	28

	Mean
	0.95
	28
	0.87
	29
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Figure S2: Marginal distributions and joint distribution of candidate attractiveness and facial competence 




Table S5: Summary statistics on attractiveness and facial competence
	
	Obs.
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	Min.
	Max.

	Attractiveness
	1012
	3.3
	0.8
	1.4
	6.0

	Facial competence
	1012
	4.4
	0.6
	1.9
	5.8





Appearance by candidate characteristics

Table S6: Average candidate attractiveness by covariates
	
	
	
	
	District incumbent
	Bundestag MP
	Title: “Dr.”

	Gender
	
	Party
	
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Male
	3.1
	CDU
	3.1
	3.1
	3.2
	3.2
	3.1
	3.1
	3.2

	
	
	CSU
	3.1
	2.5
	3.2
	2.3
	3.2
	3.0
	3.1

	
	
	SPD
	3.2
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.1

	
	
	FDP
	3.3
	3.3
	         
	3.4
	3.1
	3.4
	3.1

	
	
	Greens
	3.2
	3.2
	1.9
	3.2
	3.2
	3.2
	3.3

	
	
	Left
	2.8
	2.8
	         
	2.8
	3.0
	2.8
	2.8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	3.7
	CDU
	3.9
	3.8
	4.0
	3.8
	3.9
	3.8
	3.9

	
	
	CSU
	4.5
	
	4.5
	
	4.5
	4.5
	         

	
	
	SPD
	3.8
	3.8
	3.8
	4.0
	3.7
	3.8
	3.8

	
	
	FDP
	4.1
	4.1
	         
	4.2
	3.7
	4.2
	3.4

	
	
	Greens
	3.5
	3.5
	         
	3.5
	3.6
	3.5
	3.2

	
	
	Left
	3.6
	3.6
	3.3
	3.6
	3.7
	3.6
	3.5




Table S7: Average facial competence by covariates
	
	
	
	
	District incumbent
	Bundestag MP
	Title: “Dr.”

	Gender
	
	Party
	
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Male
	4.3
	CDU
	4.6
	4.5
	4.6
	4.5
	4.6
	4.5
	4.7

	
	
	CSU
	4.6
	4.4
	4.7
	4.4
	4.6
	4.6
	4.7

	
	
	SPD
	4.5
	4.4
	4.7
	4.4
	4.6
	4.6
	4.4

	
	
	FDP
	4.4
	4.4
	         
	4.4
	4.8
	4.4
	4.5

	
	
	Greens
	4.0
	4.0
	3.8
	4.0
	4.6
	4.0
	4.1

	
	
	Left
	4.0
	4.0
	         
	3.9
	4.3
	3.9
	4.3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	4.6
	CDU
	4.8
	4.8
	5.1
	4.7
	4.9
	4.8
	5.0

	
	
	CSU
	4.9
	
	4.9
	
	4.9
	4.9
	         

	
	
	SPD
	4.8
	4.7
	4.9
	4.7
	4.8
	4.8
	4.8

	
	
	FDP
	4.6
	4.6
	         
	4.6
	4.7
	4.7
	4.5

	
	
	Greens
	4.3
	4.3
	         
	4.2
	4.8
	4.3
	4.4

	
	
	Left
	4.3
	4.3
	3.9
	4.2
	4.5
	4.3
	4.5






Coding of control variables

Table S8: Candidates that were coded in the analysis as 
top politicians based on their position in the previous 
legislative period as cabinet members, floor leaders or 
party leaders
	Name
	Party

	Dr. Franz Josef Jung
	CDU

	Volker Kauder
	CDU

	Dr. Ursula von der Leyen
	CDU

	Dr. Karl Ernst Thomas de Maizière
	CDU

	Dr. Angela Merkel
	CDU

	Dr. Annette Schavan
	CDU

	Dr. Wolfgang Schäuble
	CDU

	Ilse Aigner
	CSU

	Michael Glos 
	CSU

	Dr. Karl-Theodor zu Guttenberg
	CSU

	Sigmar Gabriel
	SPD

	Ulla Schmidt
	SPD

	Olaf Scholz
	SPD

	Peer Steinbrück
	SPD

	Dr. Frank-Walter Steinmeier
	SPD

	Wolfgang Erwin Bernhard Tiefensee
	SPD

	Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul
	SPD

	Brigitte Zypries
	SPD

	Dr. Wolfgang Gerhardt
	FDP

	Dr. Guido Westerwelle
	FDP

	Fritz Kuhn
	Greens

	Renate Künast
	Greens

	Cem Özdemir
	Greens

	Claudia Roth
	Greens

	Dr. Gregor Gysi
	Left





Computation of effect sizes in Figure 1
To see what a point in Figure 1 represents, consider the prediction in the left panel for a candidate with attractiveness score equal to 1 of whom voters report having seen a poster. To generate that prediction, we computed, for each respondent, the probability and associated 95% confidence interval of choosing the candidate of a particular party, say the CDU, while fixing the candidate’s attractiveness at 1 and assuming that all voters have seen a poster of the candidate. The looks of other candidates, as well as other characteristics of candidates and voters (e.g., incumbent status, party preferences, etc.) were kept at their observed values. The individual probabilities of choosing that candidate and their associated confidence intervals were then averaged across all respondents. The same was done to determine the probability of choosing a candidate from a different party, given an attractiveness score of 1 and given that voters have seen posters of the candidate. The five resulting (average) probabilities were then averaged to yield the red point shown in the top left of Figure 1.


Full regression results
Table S9: The effect of looks on candidate vote share
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	
	
	

	Cand. attractiveness
	0.26*
	
	0.24+

	
	(0.12)
	
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	Cand. facial competence
	
	0.20
	0.04

	
	
	(0.14)
	(0.16)

	
	
	
	

	District incumbent
	3.12***
	3.16***
	3.13***

	
	(0.34)
	(0.33)
	(0.34)

	
	
	
	

	Top leading politician
	2.85**
	2.87**
	2.86**

	
	(0.96)
	(0.95)
	(0.96)

	
	
	
	

	MP
	1.04***
	1.03***
	1.04***

	
	(0.22)
	(0.22)
	(0.22)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Dr.
	0.45*
	0.45*
	0.45*

	
	(0.22)
	(0.22)
	(0.22)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Prof.
	1.55**
	1.46*
	1.54**

	
	(0.58)
	(0.57)
	(0.58)

	
	
	
	

	Female cand.
	−0.24
	−0.13
	−0.24

	
	(0.18)
	(0.18)
	(0.19)

	
	
	
	

	Cand. age (log)
	0.66+
	0.19
	0.62

	
	(0.38)
	(0.41)
	(0.44)

	
	
	
	

	Other occupation
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	
	
	
	

	Agriculture
	0.62
	0.52
	0.61

	
	(0.61)
	(0.65)
	(0.63)

	
	
	
	

	Lower manual
	0.12
	0.03
	0.11

	
	(0.51)
	(0.53)
	(0.51)

	
	
	
	

	Higher manual
	0.53
	0.49
	0.53

	
	(0.50)
	(0.49)
	(0.50)

	
	
	
	

	Technical
	−0.79
	−0.89
	−0.80

	
	(0.63)
	(0.64)
	(0.64)

	
	
	
	

	Engineering
	0.16
	0.16
	0.16

	
	(0.37)
	(0.37)
	(0.37)

	
	
	
	

	Lower service
	0.11
	0.16
	0.12

	
	(0.33)
	(0.37)
	(0.34)

	
	
	
	

	Higher service
	0.22
	0.20
	0.22

	
	(0.34)
	(0.34)
	(0.34)

	
	
	
	

	Semi-professional
	0.08
	0.06
	0.07

	
	(0.31)
	(0.31)
	(0.32)

	
	
	
	

	Professional
	−0.50
	−0.60
	−0.51

	
	(0.49)
	(0.49)
	(0.50)

	
	
	
	

	Lower business/admin.
	−1.07+
	−1.07+
	−1.07+

	
	(0.64)
	(0.61)
	(0.64)

	
	
	
	

	Higher business/admin.
	0.24
	0.20
	0.23

	
	(0.38)
	(0.37)
	(0.38)

	
	
	
	

	Management
	−0.14
	−0.16
	−0.14

	
	(0.37)
	(0.37)
	(0.37)

	
	
	
	

	Share of 2nd votes
	1.03***
	1.03***
	1.03***

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	
	
	
	

	Runs also on party list
	−0.36+
	−0.39*
	−0.36*

	
	(0.18)
	(0.18)
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	

	Constant
	−0.43
	1.37
	−0.38

	
	(1.67)
	(1.55)
	(1.73)

	
	
	
	

	Constituency fixed effects
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	
	
	

	Party fixed effects by region
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,010
	1,010
	1,010

	Districts
	208
	208
	208


Robust standard errors (clustered by constituency) in parentheses
+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Table S10: Exposure to candidate posters and attractiveness’ effect on candidate choice
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	
	
	

	Seen cand. poster*Cand. attractiveness
	0.17*
	0.16*
	0.14+

	
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)

	
	
	
	

	Not seen cand. poster*Cand. attractiveness
	0.02
	0.03
	0.03

	
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)

	
	
	
	

	Not seen cand. poster
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	
	
	
	

	Seen cand. poster
	−0.23
	−0.18
	−0.12

	
	(0.35)
	(0.35)
	(0.35)

	
	
	
	

	District incumbent
	0.14
	0.13
	0.11

	
	(0.13)
	(0.13)
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	MP
	0.02
	0.00
	0.05

	
	(0.12)
	(0.12)
	(0.12)

	
	
	
	

	Top leading politician
	−0.11
	−0.18
	−0.15

	
	(0.26)
	(0.26)
	(0.26)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Dr.
	0.15
	0.15
	0.14

	
	(0.12)
	(0.12)
	(0.12)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Prof.
	0.24
	0.30
	0.27

	
	(0.49)
	(0.50)
	(0.51)

	
	
	
	

	Female cand.
	0.05
	0.05
	0.04

	
	(0.10)
	(0.11)
	(0.11)

	
	
	
	

	Cand. age (log)
	−0.10
	−0.08
	−0.12

	
	(0.20)
	(0.21)
	(0.21)

	
	
	
	

	Other occupation
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	
	
	
	

	Agriculture
	0.12
	−0.07
	0.02

	
	(0.54)
	(0.56)
	(0.55)

	
	
	
	

	Lower manual
	−0.17
	−0.28
	−0.22

	
	(0.43)
	(0.45)
	(0.45)

	
	
	
	

	Higher manual
	−0.18
	−0.15
	−0.11

	
	(0.39)
	(0.39)
	(0.40)

	
	
	
	

	Technical
	−0.19
	−0.26
	−0.23

	
	(0.54)
	(0.54)
	(0.54)

	
	
	
	

	Engineering
	0.06
	0.03
	0.06

	
	(0.27)
	(0.28)
	(0.28)

	
	
	
	

	Lower service
	−12.51
	−11.50
	−11.01

	
	(1090.80)
	(587.27)
	(553.71)

	
	
	
	

	Higher service
	0.05
	0.02
	0.09

	
	(0.25)
	(0.25)
	(0.26)

	
	
	
	

	Semi−professional
	0.08
	0.05
	0.08

	
	(0.19)
	(0.20)
	(0.20)

	
	
	
	

	Professional
	−0.07
	−0.17
	−0.13

	
	(0.37)
	(0.39)
	(0.39)

	
	
	
	

	Lower business/admin.
	0.38
	0.38
	0.49

	
	(0.42)
	(0.43)
	(0.44)

	
	
	
	

	Higher business/admin.
	0.16
	0.13
	0.18

	
	(0.23)
	(0.24)
	(0.24)

	
	
	
	

	Management
	−0.01
	−0.04
	−0.03

	
	(0.20)
	(0.21)
	(0.21)

	
	
	
	

	Runs also on party list
	−0.09
	−0.08
	−0.09

	
	(0.11)
	(0.11)
	(0.11)

	
	
	
	

	Voter party rating
	0.80***
	0.80***
	0.81***

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	
	
	
	

	Voter party identification
	1.53***
	1.55***
	1.53***

	
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)

	
	
	
	

	Seen leaflet of cand.
	
	
	0.65***

	
	
	
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	

	Had contact to candidate
	
	
	−0.01

	
	
	
	(0.25)

	
	
	
	

	CDU
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	−0.10
	−0.12+

	
	
	(0.07)
	(0.07)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	0.01
	0.01

	
	
	(0.13)
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	−0.03
	−0.00

	
	
	(0.16)
	(0.16)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	−0.37

	
	
	
	(0.28)

	
	
	
	

	CSU
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	0.17
	0.16

	
	
	(0.14)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.52+
	−0.62*

	
	
	(0.26)
	(0.27)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	−0.08
	−0.04

	
	
	(0.35)
	(0.36)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	1.11+

	
	
	
	(0.61)

	
	
	
	

	SPD
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	0.03
	0.02

	
	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	0.02
	0.03

	
	
	(0.12)
	(0.12)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.12
	0.14

	
	
	(0.15)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.54*

	
	
	
	(0.28)

	
	
	
	

	FDP
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	−0.03
	−0.04

	
	
	(0.07)
	(0.07)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.11
	−0.15

	
	
	(0.15)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.08
	0.11

	
	
	(0.18)
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.55

	
	
	
	(0.33)

	
	
	
	

	Greens
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	0.01
	−0.01

	
	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.18
	−0.19

	
	
	(0.14)
	(0.14)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.22
	0.24

	
	
	(0.17)
	(0.17)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.53+

	
	
	
	(0.30)

	
	
	
	

	Constants for each party by region
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	13,641
	13,623
	13,613

	Respondents
	2,820
	2,816
	2,814


Standard errors in parentheses
The Left is the base alternative
+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Table S11: Exposure to candidate posters and facial competence’s effect on candidate choice
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	
	
	

	Seen cand. poster*Cand. facial competence
	0.14
	0.15
	0.15

	
	(0.10)
	(0.10)
	(0.10)

	
	
	
	

	Not seen cand. poster*Cand. facial competence
	0.18+
	0.18+
	0.19+

	
	(0.11)
	(0.11)
	(0.11)

	
	
	
	

	Not seen cand. poster
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	
	
	
	

	Seen cand. poster
	0.42
	0.40
	0.44

	
	(0.60)
	(0.60)
	(0.61)

	
	
	
	

	District incumbent
	0.18
	0.17
	0.15

	
	(0.13)
	(0.13)
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	MP
	−0.00
	−0.02
	0.03

	
	(0.12)
	(0.12)
	(0.12)

	
	
	
	

	Top leading politician
	−0.14
	−0.20
	−0.18

	
	(0.27)
	(0.27)
	(0.27)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Dr.
	0.14
	0.15
	0.13

	
	(0.12)
	(0.12)
	(0.12)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Prof.
	0.23
	0.29
	0.28

	
	(0.49)
	(0.50)
	(0.51)

	
	
	
	

	Female cand.
	0.07
	0.07
	0.06

	
	(0.10)
	(0.10)
	(0.10)

	
	
	
	

	Cand. age (log)
	−0.29
	−0.28
	−0.31+

	
	(0.18)
	(0.18)
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	

	Other occupation
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	
	
	
	

	Agriculture
	−0.00
	−0.20
	−0.11

	
	(0.55)
	(0.56)
	(0.56)

	
	
	
	

	Lower manual
	−0.16
	−0.28
	−0.22

	
	(0.43)
	(0.45)
	(0.45)

	
	
	
	

	Higher manual
	−0.27
	−0.24
	−0.21

	
	(0.39)
	(0.40)
	(0.40)

	
	
	
	

	Technical
	−0.25
	−0.31
	−0.29

	
	(0.54)
	(0.54)
	(0.54)

	
	
	
	

	Engineering
	0.04
	0.01
	0.04

	
	(0.27)
	(0.28)
	(0.28)

	
	
	
	

	Lower service
	−11.64
	−11.63
	−11.12

	
	(708.13)
	(627.96)
	(598.99)

	
	
	
	

	Higher service
	0.03
	−0.01
	0.06

	
	(0.25)
	(0.26)
	(0.26)

	
	
	
	

	Semi−professional
	0.06
	0.03
	0.06

	
	(0.19)
	(0.20)
	(0.20)

	
	
	
	

	Professional
	−0.13
	−0.24
	−0.20

	
	(0.37)
	(0.38)
	(0.39)

	
	
	
	

	Lower business/admin.
	0.36
	0.36
	0.48

	
	(0.43)
	(0.43)
	(0.44)

	
	
	
	

	Higher business/admin.
	0.12
	0.08
	0.13

	
	(0.24)
	(0.24)
	(0.24)

	
	
	
	

	Management
	−0.04
	−0.07
	−0.07

	
	(0.20)
	(0.21)
	(0.21)

	
	
	
	

	Runs also on party list
	−0.10
	−0.10
	−0.10

	
	(0.11)
	(0.11)
	(0.11)

	
	
	
	

	Voter party rating
	0.80***
	0.80***
	0.80***

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	
	
	
	

	Voter party identification
	1.53***
	1.55***
	1.53***

	
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)

	
	
	
	

	Seen leaflet of cand.
	
	
	0.65***

	
	
	
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	

	Had contact to candidate
	
	
	−0.00

	
	
	
	(0.25)

	
	
	
	

	CDU
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	−0.11
	−0.12+

	
	
	(0.07)
	(0.07)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	0.01
	0.01

	
	
	(0.13)
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	−0.02
	0.01

	
	
	(0.16)
	(0.16)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	−0.37

	
	
	
	(0.28)

	
	
	
	

	CSU
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	0.19
	0.18

	
	
	(0.14)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.50+
	−0.60*

	
	
	(0.27)
	(0.27)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	−0.10
	−0.05

	
	
	(0.35)
	(0.36)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	1.17+

	
	
	
	(0.62)

	
	
	
	

	SPD
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	0.03
	0.02

	
	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	0.02
	0.02

	
	
	(0.12)
	(0.12)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.14
	0.15

	
	
	(0.15)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.55*

	
	
	
	(0.28)

	
	
	
	

	FDP
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	−0.04
	−0.05

	
	
	(0.07)
	(0.07)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.10
	−0.14

	
	
	(0.15)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.08
	0.11

	
	
	(0.18)
	(0.19)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.55

	
	
	
	(0.34)

	
	
	
	

	Greens
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	0.00
	−0.01

	
	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.18
	−0.19

	
	
	(0.14)
	(0.14)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.22
	0.24

	
	
	(0.17)
	(0.17)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.53+

	
	
	
	(0.30)

	
	
	
	

	Constants for each party by region
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	13,641
	13,623
	13,613

	Respondents
	2,820
	2,816
	2,814


Standard errors in parentheses
The Left is the base alternative
+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
[bookmark: _GoBack]

Excluding top leading politicians from the sample


Table S12: The effect of looks on candidate vote share, excluding top leading politicians
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	
	
	

	Cand. attractiveness
	0.30*
	
	0.31*

	
	(0.12)
	
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	Cand. facial competence
	
	0.20
	−0.01

	
	
	(0.14)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	District incumbent
	3.19***
	3.23***
	3.18***

	
	(0.35)
	(0.35)
	(0.35)

	
	
	
	

	MP
	1.10***
	1.09***
	1.10***

	
	(0.22)
	(0.23)
	(0.23)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Dr.
	0.42+
	0.43+
	0.42+

	
	(0.23)
	(0.23)
	(0.23)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Prof.
	1.52*
	1.41*
	1.52**

	
	(0.59)
	(0.58)
	(0.58)

	
	
	
	

	Female cand.
	−0.23
	−0.09
	−0.23

	
	(0.18)
	(0.17)
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	

	Cand. age (log)
	0.76*
	0.21
	0.77

	
	(0.37)
	(0.40)
	(0.43)

	
	
	
	

	Other occupation
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	
	
	
	

	Agriculture
	0.70
	0.58
	0.71

	
	(0.58)
	(0.62)
	(0.59)

	
	
	
	

	Lower manual
	0.08
	−0.02
	0.09

	
	(0.51)
	(0.54)
	(0.51)

	
	
	
	

	Higher manual
	0.60
	0.55
	0.60

	
	(0.51)
	(0.50)
	(0.51)

	
	
	
	

	Technical
	−0.70
	−0.81
	−0.70

	
	(0.64)
	(0.65)
	(0.64)

	
	
	
	

	Engineering
	0.15
	0.16
	0.15

	
	(0.36)
	(0.37)
	(0.36)

	
	
	
	

	Lower service
	0.22
	0.27
	0.22

	
	(0.32)
	(0.36)
	(0.33)

	
	
	
	

	Higher service
	0.26
	0.24
	0.26

	
	(0.34)
	(0.34)
	(0.34)

	
	
	
	

	Semi-professional
	0.10
	0.09
	0.11

	
	(0.31)
	(0.31)
	(0.31)

	
	
	
	

	Professional
	−0.48
	−0.58
	−0.47

	
	(0.49)
	(0.49)
	(0.50)

	
	
	
	

	Lower business/admin.
	−1.08
	−1.09
	−1.08

	
	(0.64)
	(0.60)
	(0.64)

	
	
	
	

	Higher business/admin.
	0.24
	0.20
	0.24

	
	(0.38)
	(0.37)
	(0.38)

	
	
	
	

	Management
	−0.19
	−0.21
	−0.19

	
	(0.36)
	(0.36)
	(0.37)

	
	
	
	

	Share of 2nd votes
	1.02***
	1.02***
	1.02***

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	
	
	
	

	Runs also on party list
	−0.42*
	−0.44**
	−0.41*

	
	(0.17)
	(0.17)
	(0.17)

	
	
	
	

	Constant
	−0.58
	1.64
	−0.59

	
	(1.67)
	(1.55)
	(1.73)

	
	
	
	

	Constituency fixed effects
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	
	
	

	Party fixed effects by region
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	991
	991
	991

	Districts
	208
	208
	208


Robust standard errors (clustered by constituency) in parentheses
+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001


Table S13: Exposure to candidate posters and attractiveness’ effect on candidate choice, excluding top leading politicians
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	
	
	

	Seen cand. poster*Cand. attractiveness
	0.13
	0.12
	0.10

	
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)

	
	
	
	

	Not seen cand. poster*Cand. attractiveness
	−0.03
	−0.03
	−0.02

	
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)

	
	
	
	

	Not seen cand. poster
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	
	
	
	

	Seen cand. poster
	−0.26
	−0.21
	−0.14

	
	(0.36)
	(0.36)
	(0.36)

	
	
	
	

	District incumbent
	0.16
	0.16
	0.13

	
	(0.13)
	(0.13)
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	MP
	0.04
	0.03
	0.08

	
	(0.12)
	(0.12)
	(0.12)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Dr.
	0.12
	0.12
	0.11

	
	(0.12)
	(0.12)
	(0.12)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Prof.
	0.20
	0.25
	0.22

	
	(0.49)
	(0.50)
	(0.51)

	
	
	
	

	Female cand.
	0.06
	0.07
	0.06

	
	(0.11)
	(0.11)
	(0.11)

	
	
	
	

	Cand. age (log)
	−0.14
	−0.12
	−0.18

	
	(0.21)
	(0.21)
	(0.21)

	
	
	
	

	Other occupation
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	
	
	
	

	Agriculture
	0.06
	−0.17
	−0.07

	
	(0.55)
	(0.56)
	(0.55)

	
	
	
	

	Lower manual
	−0.24
	−0.36
	−0.29

	
	(0.43)
	(0.45)
	(0.46)

	
	
	
	

	Higher manual
	−0.23
	−0.21
	−0.17

	
	(0.39)
	(0.40)
	(0.40)

	
	
	
	

	Technical
	−0.19
	−0.28
	−0.26

	
	(0.54)
	(0.53)
	(0.54)

	
	
	
	

	Engineering
	0.04
	−0.01
	0.02

	
	(0.27)
	(0.28)
	(0.29)

	
	
	
	

	Lower service
	−12.52
	−11.56
	−11.32

	
	(1078.07)
	(579.52)
	(614.41)

	
	
	
	

	Higher service
	0.00
	−0.05
	0.01

	
	(0.25)
	(0.26)
	(0.26)

	
	
	
	

	Semi−professional
	0.06
	0.02
	0.04

	
	(0.19)
	(0.20)
	(0.20)

	
	
	
	

	Professional
	−0.10
	−0.22
	−0.19

	
	(0.38)
	(0.39)
	(0.40)

	
	
	
	

	Lower business/admin.
	0.31
	0.28
	0.39

	
	(0.42)
	(0.43)
	(0.43)

	
	
	
	

	Higher business/admin.
	0.22
	0.17
	0.22

	
	(0.24)
	(0.24)
	(0.24)

	
	
	
	

	Management
	−0.02
	−0.08
	−0.08

	
	(0.20)
	(0.21)
	(0.21)

	
	
	
	

	Runs also on party list
	−0.04
	−0.04
	−0.04

	
	(0.11)
	(0.11)
	(0.11)

	
	
	
	

	Voter party rating
	0.80***
	0.80***
	0.80***

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	
	
	
	

	Voter party identification
	1.54***
	1.56***
	1.54***

	
	(0.08)
	(0.09)
	(0.09)

	
	
	
	

	Seen leaflet of cand.
	
	
	0.65***

	
	
	
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	

	Had contact to candidate
	
	
	0.05

	
	
	
	(0.26)

	
	
	
	

	CDU
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	−0.14*
	−0.15*

	
	
	(0.07)
	(0.07)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.01
	−0.01

	
	
	(0.13)
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	−0.03
	−0.01

	
	
	(0.16)
	(0.16)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	−0.32

	
	
	
	(0.29)

	
	
	
	

	CSU
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	0.15
	0.13

	
	
	(0.14)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.55*
	−0.67*

	
	
	(0.27)
	(0.28)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	−0.03
	0.01

	
	
	(0.37)
	(0.38)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	1.25*

	
	
	
	(0.62)

	
	
	
	

	SPD
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	0.02
	0.00

	
	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	0.02
	0.02

	
	
	(0.12)
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.13
	0.14

	
	
	(0.15)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.67*

	
	
	
	(0.28)

	
	
	
	

	FDP
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	−0.06
	−0.07

	
	
	(0.07)
	(0.07)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.13
	−0.18

	
	
	(0.15)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.07
	0.10

	
	
	(0.18)
	(0.19)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.68*

	
	
	
	(0.34)

	
	
	
	

	Greens
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	−0.01
	−0.02

	
	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.13
	−0.15

	
	
	(0.14)
	(0.14)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.22
	0.24

	
	
	(0.17)
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.56+

	
	
	
	(0.30)

	
	
	
	

	Constants for each party by region
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	13,121
	13,103
	13,093

	Respondents
	2,752
	2,748
	2,746


Standard errors in parentheses
The Left is the base alternative
+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001


Table S14: Exposure to candidate posters and facial competence’s effect on candidate choice, excluding top leading politicians
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	
	
	

	Seen cand. poster*Cand. facial competence
	0.10
	0.11
	0.10

	
	(0.10)
	(0.10)
	(0.11)

	
	
	
	

	Not seen cand. poster*Cand. facial competence
	0.16
	0.16
	0.17

	
	(0.11)
	(0.11)
	(0.11)

	
	
	
	

	Not seen cand. poster
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	
	
	
	

	Seen cand. poster
	0.51
	0.49
	0.54

	
	(0.61)
	(0.61)
	(0.62)

	
	
	
	

	District incumbent
	0.19
	0.18
	0.16

	
	(0.13)
	(0.13)
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	MP
	0.01
	0.00
	0.06

	
	(0.12)
	(0.12)
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Dr.
	0.11
	0.11
	0.11

	
	(0.12)
	(0.12)
	(0.12)

	
	
	
	

	Academic title: Prof.
	0.20
	0.26
	0.24

	
	(0.49)
	(0.50)
	(0.51)

	
	
	
	

	Female cand.
	0.07
	0.07
	0.05

	
	(0.10)
	(0.10)
	(0.10)

	
	
	
	

	Cand. age (log)
	−0.25
	−0.23
	−0.28

	
	(0.18)
	(0.18)
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	

	Other occupation
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	
	
	
	

	Agriculture
	−0.03
	−0.26
	−0.15

	
	(0.55)
	(0.56)
	(0.56)

	
	
	
	

	Lower manual
	−0.20
	−0.33
	−0.27

	
	(0.43)
	(0.45)
	(0.46)

	
	
	
	

	Higher manual
	−0.30
	−0.28
	−0.24

	
	(0.39)
	(0.40)
	(0.40)

	
	
	
	

	Technical
	−0.25
	−0.33
	−0.31

	
	(0.54)
	(0.54)
	(0.54)

	
	
	
	

	Engineering
	0.02
	−0.03
	0.00

	
	(0.27)
	(0.28)
	(0.29)

	
	
	
	

	Lower service
	−12.67
	−11.47
	−11.45

	
	(1152.82)
	(546.07)
	(663.79)

	
	
	
	

	Higher service
	−0.01
	−0.07
	−0.01

	
	(0.25)
	(0.26)
	(0.26)

	
	
	
	

	Semi−professional
	0.05
	0.01
	0.03

	
	(0.19)
	(0.20)
	(0.20)

	
	
	
	

	Professional
	−0.13
	−0.25
	−0.21

	
	(0.37)
	(0.39)
	(0.39)

	
	
	
	

	Lower business/admin.
	0.29
	0.26
	0.38

	
	(0.42)
	(0.43)
	(0.43)

	
	
	
	

	Higher business/admin.
	0.19
	0.14
	0.19

	
	(0.24)
	(0.24)
	(0.24)

	
	
	
	

	Management
	−0.05
	−0.10
	−0.10

	
	(0.20)
	(0.21)
	(0.21)

	
	
	
	

	Runs also on party list
	−0.05
	−0.05
	−0.05

	
	(0.11)
	(0.11)
	(0.11)

	
	
	
	

	Voter party rating
	0.80***
	0.80***
	0.80***

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	
	
	
	

	Voter party identification
	1.54***
	1.56***
	1.54***

	
	(0.08)
	(0.09)
	(0.09)

	
	
	
	

	Seen leaflet of cand.
	
	
	0.66***

	
	
	
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	

	Had contact to candidate
	
	
	0.06

	
	
	
	(0.26)

	
	
	
	

	CDU
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	−0.14*
	−0.15*

	
	
	(0.07)
	(0.07)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.00
	−0.01

	
	
	(0.13)
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	−0.02
	0.01

	
	
	(0.16)
	(0.16)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	−0.32

	
	
	
	(0.29)

	
	
	
	

	CSU
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	0.17
	0.15

	
	
	(0.14)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.54*
	−0.66*

	
	
	(0.27)
	(0.28)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	−0.04
	0.01

	
	
	(0.37)
	(0.38)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	1.29*

	
	
	
	(0.62)

	
	
	
	

	SPD
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	0.03
	0.01

	
	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	0.02
	0.02

	
	
	(0.12)
	(0.13)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.14
	0.15

	
	
	(0.15)
	(0.16)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.67*

	
	
	
	(0.28)

	
	
	
	

	FDP
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	−0.06
	−0.07

	
	
	(0.07)
	(0.07)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.12
	−0.17

	
	
	(0.15)
	(0.15)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.07
	0.11

	
	
	(0.18)
	(0.19)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.68*

	
	
	
	(0.34)

	
	
	
	

	Greens
	
	
	

	Pop. density (log)
	
	−0.01
	−0.02

	
	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	Interest in politics
	
	−0.14
	−0.15

	
	
	(0.14)
	(0.14)

	
	
	
	

	Political knowledge
	
	0.23
	0.24

	
	
	(0.17)
	(0.18)

	
	
	
	

	Reads local newspaper
	
	
	0.56+

	
	
	
	(0.30)

	
	
	
	

	Constants for each party by region
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	13,121
	13,103
	13,093

	Respondents
	2,752
	2,748
	2,746


Standard errors in parentheses
The Left is the base alternative
+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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