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Abstract

We examine the causal effect of legislative activity on private benefits, which have

been largely neglected by previous research in legislative studies. By relying on a nat-

ural experiment in New Zealand, where randomly selected MPs are given the oppor-

tunity to propose legislation, we find evidence for a causal relation between proposing

a (successful) bill and the private benefits MPs receive, in terms of gifts and payments

for services. We conclude that the allocation of private benefits depends on legislative

performance.
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Introduction

What are the benefits of legislative activity? Formal and empirical research in legislative pol-

itics typically assumes that the main benefits are policy-oriented (Cox and McCubbins, 2005,

Krehbiel, 1998, Martin, 2004, Tsebelis, 2002). In other words, by initiating legislation, MPs

move the status quo of the policy closer to their ideal point. Other important benefits are

electoral and career benefits: by initiating legislation, MPs send signals about their quality

and performance to the electorate and party leaders, who in turn reward them (Bräuninger,

Debus and Wüst, 2017, Bräuninger and Debus, 2009, Gratton, Guiso, Michelacci and Morelli,

2015, Loewen, Koop, Settle and Fowler, 2014). However, previous research has largely ne-

glected another potential motivation for legislative activity: private benefits.

In this research note, we investigate the causal effect of initiating legislation on private

benefits. We define private benefits as payments and gifts received from private actors, such

as private people, organizations and companies. We estimate the causal effect of legislative

activity on private benefits by exploiting a natural experiment in New Zealand, where a

list of Members of Parliament (MPs) is drawn at regular intervals of time through a lottery

system and is given the possibility of introducing bills. Our findings suggest that initiating

legislation affects the likelihood of receiving private benefits. We find that this effect is driven

by those MPs who propose bills that are successfully passed in parliament. We conclude that

private benefits depend on legislative performance.

We make sense of this finding by arguing that private actors allocate benefits to active

and successful parliamentarians. Not only does legislative activity signal information on the

parliamentarians’ performance to the electorate and the party, but also to private actors.

If a parliamentarian initiates bills that are adopted, the probability that she gets re-elected

and becomes an influential policy-maker in future increases (Gratton et al., 2015, Horiuchi

and John, 2016, Loewen et al., 2014, Williams and Indridason, 2017). Hence, private actors

allocate benefits to successful legislators to improve their reputation, access information and

potentially influence future policy outcomes.
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Political scientists have already studied (private) members’ bills lotteries in Canada

(Loewen et al., 2014), the UK (Horiuchi and John, 2016) and, more recently, New Zealand

itself (Williams and Indridason, 2017). Yet, to our knowledge, this is the first study to in-

vestigate the effect of legislative activity on private benefits. The high frequency with which

ballots take place and the disclosure of private interests make New Zealand the perfect case

where to study this effect.

Study Design

We first describe the New Zealand ballot and explain why the ballot represents a valid

natural experiment. Then, we outline our estimation strategy and briefly discuss the data.

A detailed discussion of the New Zealand ballot as well as of the data and the measurement

of the variables can be found in the Appendix.

MPs in New Zealand that are not member of the cabinet can propose members’ bills. The

parliament usually debates members’ bills on every second Wednesday of the month. The

Order Paper, which contains the parliament’s agenda, includes a limited number of members’

bills to be discussed in the first reading. According to Standing Order 281, this limit is

currently set to eight bills. If the parliament completes the first reading of a member’s bill,

a slot in the Order Paper becomes available. Then, the parliament selects a new member’s

bill via a ballot (i.e. a lottery).1 To participate in the ballot, parliamentarians submit a

notice of their proposal to the Clerk. The parliamentarians can only submit one proposal

to the ballot. The bills that are not drawn are kept for the following ballots, until they

are drawn in the lottery, the member withdraws them or the parliament term ends (New

Zealand Parliament, 2017). The legislative process in New Zealand usually takes three

readings, but most members’ bills fail in the first reading and do not become law. In

addition, the government can veto proposals that have substantial budgetary implications.

Detailed information on the member’s bill ballot can be found in the Appendix.
1There can be more than one slots available and hence more than one bill can be drawn in the ballot.
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We use this natural experiment, namely the random selection of members’ bills in the

New Zealand parliament, to estimate the causal effect of proposing a bill on private benefits.

Our estimation strategy focuses on examining how being drawn in the ballot increases the

chances for the MP to receive private benefits. The New Zealand ballot is especially suited

to study the link between legislative activity and private benefits. First, little self-selection

takes place. The majority of MPs who do not hold ministerial positions enter regularly the

ballot every year: in New Zealand every time roughly 80 MPs enter the ballot.2 Second,

attrition levels are non-existent, namely in the period under analysis no MP is drawn and

then fails to propose legislation.3 This is the case also in the UK (Horiuchi and John,

2016), but we suspect it is especially the case in New Zealand, where, differently from the

UK (House of Commons, 2016, 2010), MPs need to present a complete draft to enter the

ballot (since 2011) (New Zealand Parliament, 2009, 2016). Third, differently from similar

procedures in place in other countries, such as the UK and Canada, the New Zealand ballot

takes place more than once a year. Hence, our data exhibits more observations and higher

variation.

Our study uses publicly available data on the members’ bills in New Zealand. We focus

on the period from 2009 until 2016, which includes 47 ballots. On average each ballot selects

two bills from 80 entries. Our dataset includes 3056 entries in the ballot and 117 drawn

members’ bills. These drawn bills were proposed by MPs from the Labour party (51), the

National party (27), the Greens (20), New Zealand First (11), the Maori Party (5), ACT

(2) and Mana (1). We gathered data on whether the bill was drawn in the ballot; whether

the bill passed and, if not, at which stage the bill was rejected; the dates of bill proposal
2Williams and Indridason (2017) and Bowler (2010) show that the only determinant of proposing a bill

in the New Zealand and British parliament, respectively, is previous vote share: MPs from safe seats tend
to be less active.

3In experimental terms, this means that the local average treatment effect (LATE) and the intention to
treat (ITT) analysis are the same. Notice that the LATE is equal to the average treatment effect (ATE) for
the drawn parliamentarians (Morgan and Winship, 2010) and compares the parliamentarians who actually
proposed a bill and those who entered the ballot and were not drawn. The intention to treat (ITT) analysis
compares MPs who were drawn (regardless of whether they introduce a bill or not) with MPs who were not
drawn.
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and adoption or rejection. Out of the 117 bills, 16 were formally adopted. The topics of the

bills vary substantially and include areas such as finance, economic affairs, interior affair,

environment, health and education.

We rely on unique data on the private benefits of New Zealand MPs. We measure private

benefits by using the data from the Register of Pecuniary and Other Specified Interests

of Members of Parliament, where MPs have to provide information on financial benefits

outside the parliament. We focus on two types of benefits: gifts and payments for activities.

Examples of gifts are trips and hospitality offered to MPs by companies and associations

and examples of payments for activities are consulting fees.4 In the main analysis, we use

an ordinal variable which takes value: 0 if the MP does not receive any gifts or payments in

the same year of the ballot; value 1 if the MP receives either gifts or payments in that year;

value 2 if the MP receives both gifts and payments in that year. In the Appendix, we use

alternative measures of private benefits.

The regression analysis controls for a series of confounding factors: whether the MP acts

as a chair of a parliamentary committee, as a measure for seniority; the ministerial experience

of the MP, as a measure of the legislative experience; whether the MP was elected through

electorate or party vote, as a measure of the MP’s electoral incentives.5 The Appendix

discusses in more detail data and measurement issues and includes descriptive statistics (see

Table A1-A3 in the Appendix).

Results

We analyze the data in two steps. First, we investigate whether being drawn in the ballot is

associated with receiving private benefits. Then, we examine whether the legislative outcome

influences private benefits. Before analyzing the data, we run a balance test to confirm that
4A detailed description is provided in the Appendix.
5How the MP is elected has strong implications on her incentive structure and hence her behaviour. For

instance, in Williams and Indridason (2017) proposing a bill in the New Zealand parliament is found to
increase the likelihood of the MP to climb the party list (even though results are statistically weak). Yet,
they find no relationship between proposing a bill and vote share, for those MPs elected by constituency.
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the ballot selects bill proposals randomly (see Table A4 in the Appendix).

Table 1 shows the results of the fixed effects ordered probit regression model, which

includes control variables. We analyze the relationship between a bill being drawn and

the private benefits of the MP that proposed the bill. We control for the MP’s party, the

legislative period in which the ballot takes place and other control variables, such as the MP’s

seniority (whether she is a committee chair), whether she was elected via list or constituency

and her previous cabinet experience. The full regression output can be found in Table A5

in the Appendix. We find a statistically significant and positive relationship between being

drawn in the ballot and receiving private benefits. The probability of receiving either gifts

or payments increases by 7 per cent after being drawn. The Appendix includes robustness

checks.

In Models 4 and 5, we examine the effect of initiating legislation on different subsets of

the data. We first remove those proposals which are drawn and rejected and then we remove

those which are drawn and adopted. We find a statistically significant difference between

those MPs who successfully passed a bill and those MPs whose bill was not drawn in the

first place. Yet, no difference is present between those MPs whose bill was drawn but then

rejected and those MPs whose bill was not drawn in the first place. We run a series of

robustness checks in the Appendix.

Next, we test whether the success of the legislative proposal influences private benefits.

We want to understand whether MPs are rewarded for proposing legislation that is adopted

in the legislative process. Hence, we focus exclusively on the drawn bills and tests whether

private benefits depend on whether the bill passes or not. The legislative success is likely to

be correlated with a number of variables related to the seniority and experience of parliamen-

tarians. We address this potential omitted variable bias by including the control variables

discussed in the previous section.

Table 2 shows the fixed effects model with private benefits as outcome variable and

whether the bill passed (variable ‘bill passed’) (Table A6 shows the full outputs of the
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Table 1: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Same Year - Ordinal)

Private Benefits
Full Sample Full Sample Full Sample Successful Unsuccessful

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 0.211* 0.210* 0.232** 0.891*** 0.105
(0.111) (0.110) (0.114) (0.271) (0.123)

Constant cut1 0.579*** 0.652*** 0.243 0.303 0.231
(0.0875) (0.141) (0.482) (0.479) (0.485)

Constant cut2 2.275*** 2.381*** 2.064*** 2.129*** 2.063***
(0.190) (0.244) (0.509) (0.510) (0.512)

Observations 3,056 3,056 3,056 2,955 3,040
Clustered SE YES YES YES YES YES
Controls YES YES YES YES
Party FE YES YES YES
Legislative Period FE YES YES YES

Clustered standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

regression model). The results show that legislative success affects the private benefits of

MPs. This effect is robust to different specifications and measures of the outcome variable. If

we focus on the successful bills, the predicted probability of receiving either gifts or payments

increases by 33 per cent. In the Appendix we run some robustness tests.

Existing theoretical work on the role of signaling in legislative politics provides a rationale

for these findings (Caselli and Morelli, 2004, Mattozzi and Merlo, 2008, Gratton et al., 2015,

Buisseret and Bernhardt, 2017). Private actors have an incentive to allocate benefits to those

MPs who are better able to influence policy-making. The private market updates its beliefs

on the capacity of an MP to influence policy-making in future in two ways: by looking at

her re-election probability and by looking at her probability to be a key decision-maker in

future. In other words, the market allocates private benefits to those MPs who are more

likely to stay in the parliament and to be key players in the foreseeable future.

The probability of re-election depends, among other things, on whether the MP proposes

legislation. Williams and Indridason (2017) provide evidence for this in New Zealand. We
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Table 2: The Effect of Bill Passed on Private Benefits (Same Year - Ordinal)

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Passed 0.908*** 0.844** 0.960**
(0.328) (0.342) (0.424)

Constant cut1 0.515*** 0.550*** -0.876**
(0.142) (0.205) (0.443)

Constant cut2 2.206*** 2.249*** 1.047***
(0.263) (0.336) (0.400)

Observations 117 117 117
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Controls YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

argue that, instead, the market updates the probability of an MP to be a key decision-maker

in the future based on her capacity to successfully pass legislation. Those MPs able to pass

legislation in the current parliament exhibit the quality and the support from their parties

needed to take an active role in the parliament in future. As a result, where an MP’s bill

is drawn and is successfully passed, both updates are positive: that MP will be more likely

to be re-elected and will be more likely to play a central role in the parliament in future.

That is why we find a statistically significant difference between those MPs who successfully

passed a bill and those MPs whose bill was not drawn in the first instance.

Instead, if an MP’s bill is drawn but is rejected by the parliament, her probability of

being re-elected will increase, but her probability to influence policy-making in future will

be lower. In other words, the two updates go in the opposite direction, balancing each other

out. That is why we find no difference between those MPs whose bill was drawn but then

rejected and those MPs whose bill was not drawn in the first place.

In conclusion, our findings suggest that private actors target active and successful par-
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liamentarians. These parliamentarians are both more likely to be re-elected and more likely

to be influential in the future. In contrast, parliamentarians that unsuccessfully propose a

bill have a higher re-election probability, but are not necessarily more likely to become an

influential decision-maker. Hence, private actors have less incentives to allocate benefits to

this group.

Conclusion

By proposing (successful) legislation, MPs can increase their approval rate in their electorate

(Williams and Indridason, 2017), their chances of being re-elected (Loewen et al., 2014) and

making a career inside the parliament (Horiuchi and John, 2016). In this study, we find that

MPs also receive immediate private benefits, as a result for being more active and successful

in the parliament. These benefits depend on whether the MP manages to push the bill

through. Hence, we conclude that in parliament there are clear rewards in place for MPs for

being more active.

These findings suggests that the market allocates private benefits to those MPs who are

more likely to influence policy-making in future, which depends on the MP’s probability

to be re-elected and to be a key decision-makers in future. As a consequence, the private

market rewards those MPs who propose bills that are successfully passed, because they are

more likely to be re-elected and to be key policy-makers in future.

Future research may investigate the effect of legislative activity on parliamentarians’

private benefits by using data on the monetary value of benefits. We believe it would be

important to understand whether these benefits change the future behavior of politicians,

the quality of legislation or even encourage entry of different type of politicians.
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The Member’s Bill Ballot in the New Zealand Parlia-

ment

Members of Parliament (MPs) who are not part of the government can introduce bills,

outside the government’s programme: these are called members’ bills (until 1995, they were

called private member bills). The purpose of members’ bills is to amend previous legislation,

gauge public attention to an issue and emphasise different party positions (McGee, 1994).

Member’s bills can deal with different topics, but should have a minor fiscal impact on the

state (until 1996 member’s bills were not supposed to have any financial implication at all)

(New Zealand Parliament, 2014b). These bills are usually discussed every second Wednesday

of the month, namely on Members’ day. The parliament adopts a small number of member’s

bills (in our sample, 15 per cent of drawn bills become legislation), but all member’s bills may

still affect the government’s agenda, by attracting attention to certain issues (New Zealand

Parliament, 2009, 2016, 2017).

MPs can draft the bill herself or seek legal advice. It is common practice that the MP

consults with the party caucus to gather support from her party members, before putting

the bill through (Spindler, 2009). A member’s bill can progress further and be written down

in the Order Paper by being drawn in the ballot or by being introduced by leave. The lottery

system is by far the most common procedure (New Zealand Parliament, 2017). In the latter

procedure, the MP asks if there are objections for the bill to the placed on the Order Paper.

In the last ten years, only 2 member bills were introduced to the debate in this manner (New

Zealand Parliament, 2017).

The New Zealand Parliament selects the member’s bills via a ballot. This ballot takes

place when a space on the Order Paper becomes available. 6 We first describe the participa-

tion rules for the ballot and then the procedure for selecting the member’s bills (New Zealand

Parliament, 2009). Members enter their bills in the ballot, by giving notice to the Table Of-
6The Order Paper can include up to eight bills. This number has been increased throughout the years

(New Zealand Parliament, 2017).
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fice and supplying a copy of the proposed bill (New Zealand Parliament, 2009, 2016). The

proposed bill is then posted on the parliament’s website and members can publicly indicate

their support for the bill prior to the ballot. 7 Until 2011, members were only supposed to

present a title and a brief description of the bill (New Zealand Parliament, 2017). Members

can only propose one bill at a time, but once their bill has been drawn, they can propose

another one (New Zealand Parliament, 2017). Also, parliamentarians cannot propose a bill

if the parliament has already rejected the proposal in the same calendar year (New Zealand

Parliament, 2014b).

Each bill is numbered and assigned to a token, which is then placed into a metal tin.

A politically neutral person draws a token for each vacant slot on the Order Paper (New

Zealand Parliament, 2017). The bills that are not selected are kept for the next ballot

draw and re-numbered every time, until they are drawn, are withdrawn by the member or

they reach the end of the parliament term (New Zealand Parliament, 2017). 8 Every second

Wednesday of the month the House discusses local, private and members’ bills (New Zealand

Parliament, 2009, 2016).

The number of ballots varies over years, from one in 2014 to nine in 2015 (no ballot is

usually held during election years, even though one ballot was held in 2014). In the last

seven years, a total of 47 draws have taken place. The frequency of ballots depends on the

available discussion time.

Data and Measurement

Tables A1-A3 provide descriptive statistics of our main variables and the relative frequencies

by party and legislative period.
7When two bills are the same in substance, a preliminary ballot between them is held to determine which

one enters the ballot. As this has occurred only twice throughout the period under analysis, we decide to
focus only on the final ballot and ignore the preliminary one in these cases.

8In the UK parliament this procedure is fully computerised.
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Ballot Data

We use data on all 47 ballots, which took place in the period from 2009 until 2016. The

ballots include on average 80 entries and on average three bills were drawn. Our analysis

includes data from three legislative periods (2009-2011, 2011-2014, 2014-2017). We gathered

data on every bill which enters the ballot: whether the bill was drawn in the ballot; whether

the bill passed and, if not, at which stage the bill was rejected; the dates when the bill was

introduced to the floor and when it was passed/rejected. 9

Private Benefits

We draw information on private benefits from the registers of interests of MPs, which are

available from 2006. 10 For every MP we have yearly information on her pecuniary interests.

In August 2005 the House amended its Standing Orders to provide a system for members

of Parliament to register these pecuniary interests. Standing Order 164 and Appendix B of

the Standing Orders provide details on what needs to be registered and how to do so. These

rules are amended every year. MPs declare their interests to the Registrar of Pecuniary

and Other Specified Interests, who advises them about what information is required, and

compiles their returns into the register. Once the register is complete, the Registrar gives

it to the Speaker, who submits it to the House. The booklet contains the returns of those

who were members at the time of publication and who were members as of 31 January. New

members who enter after 31 January are required to make an initial return before the next

round of annual return. This information, along with that in the registers filed by MPs after

the deadline, is stored separately and was included in the analysis as well.

The register includes two main types of interests. The first type consists of the following

interests: the involvement of the MP in companies, trusts and organizations in various

role; employment outside the parliament; real properties owned by the MP; her debtors and
9This information can be found here (last accessed July 2017).

10This information can be found here (last accessed July 2017).
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creditors; the superannuation schemes in which she participates. For this type of interests the

MP needs to report a snapshot of her interests at the effective date, which is 31 January. The

second main type of interests comprises: gifts the MP received; discharged debts; payment

for activities.These items are registered once, only for the year to which they relate.

We choose to gather information on gifts and payment for activities, as these items best

measure the private benefits derived from the parliamentary activity. The former include

gifts received while travelling on official business, corporate hospitality and services provided

at no cost, where the market value exceeds 500 dollars. Payments for activities include

fees for activities, such as speaking engagements, book royalties and so on (New Zealand

Parliament, 2006, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014a, 2015). Notice that the rules

for the registration of interests change almost every year. However, we examined in detail

the notes for the registers of interests and find that the definition of the various types of

interests and the procedures did not change substantively.

As MPs do not have to report the exact figures, we measure private benefits as an ordinal

variable which takes value: 0 if the MP does not receive any gifts or payments in the same

year of the ballot; value 1 if the MP receives either gifts or payments in that year; value 2 if

the MP receives both gifts and payments in that year (variable ‘ordinal - same year’). We

employ different measures and show the results in the Appendix. We also measure private

benefits as a dichotomous variable which takes value 0 if the MP does not receive gifts or

benefits and value 1 if she receives either one or the other, or both (variable ‘dichotomous

- same year’). Finally, we measure whether the MP receives gifts and/or payments for

activities (as dichotomous variable) in the same year, if the ballot takes place before June,

otherwise we look at the following year (we call this measure ‘dichotomous - next year’).

16



Table A1: Descriptive Statistics

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
VARIABLES N mean sd min max

Bill Drawn 3,056 0.0383 0.192 0 1
Bill Passed 117 0.137 0.345 0 1
List v. Constituency 3,056 0.499 0.500 0 1
Cabinet Experience 3,056 0.425 0.494 0 1
Benefits (Dichotomous-Same Year) 3,056 0.284 0.451 0 1
Benefits (Dichotomous-Next Year) 2,508 0.247 0.431 0 1
Benefits (Ordinal-Same Year) 3,056 0.296 0.482 0 2
Chair 3,056 0.117 0.322 0 1

Table A2: Descriptive Statistics - Party

Party Freq. Percent Cum.

ACT 49 1.60 1.60
Green 609 19.93 21.53
Labour 1,257 41.13 62.66
Mana 4 0.13 62.79
Maori 65 2.13 64.92
National 744 24.35 89.27
NZ First 319 10.44 99.71
Progressive 5 0.16 99.87
United 4 0.13 100.00

Total 3,056 100.00

Other Variables

We have biographical data on every MP in our sample, namely the ministerial roles filled in

the past. 11 We also have information on whether the MP was elected through electorate or

party vote. Finally, we gathered data on whether the MP acts as parliamentary committee

chair. 12 Finally, in the regressions we calculate party fixed effects by pooling all the

observations from minor parties into a single category. We gathered all this information

between the end of 2016 and the end of 2017.

11This information can be found here (accessed November 2016).
12This information was provided by the New Zealand Parliamentary Service (contacted November 2017).
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Table A3: Descriptive Statistics - Legislative Period

Legislative Period Freq. Percent Cum.

First Period (2009-2011) 425 13.91 13.91
Second Period (2011-2014) 1,183 38.71 52.62
Third Period (2014-2017) 1,448 47.38 100.00

Total 3,056 100.00
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Balance Checks

As Table A4 shows, being drawn in the ballot does not depend on any individual characteris-

tic of the MP. This means that the ballot is a true natural experiment, as it randomly selects

MPs, regardless of how they are elected, their experience and so on. Hence, relying on the

ballot allows estimating the causal effects of legislative activity on private benefits, control-

ling for the potential endogeneity in place. The legislative period is statistically associated

with the likelihood of being drawn. 13 This effect occurs because the baseline legislative

period, 2009-2011, includes fewer entries to the ballot in comparison to the other periods.

Thus, an entry to the ballot in the legislative periods 2011-2014 and 2014-2017 is less likely

to be successful, with respect to an entry to the ballot in the 2009-2011 period. 14

Finally, we check the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for the variables in the regression

models. The VIF measures how much variance of the coefficient of a variable is due to the

fact that the variable is linearly related to the other variables in the model. The VIFs are

well below the value 10 and hence we exclude high levels of multicollinearity.

13We dropped from the analysis those parties whose MPs were never drawn in the ballot during the period
under analysis, namely the Progressive Party and the United Party.

14Usually no ballot is held during election years and, hence, there are no observations for 2011. In 2014,
only one ballot was held. We do not consider obvservations from 2017 because the corresponding data on
private benefits will be released in July 2017.
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Table A4: Balance Checks

Member Bill
(1)

VARIABLES Bill Drawn

List v. Constituency -0.017
(0.092)

Green -0.066
(0.328)

Labour -0.055
(0.321)

Maori 0.292
(0.361)

National - 0.018
(0.333)

NZ First 0.001
(0.341)

Chair -0.030
(0.138)

Cabinet Experience 0.122
(0.116)

Second Period (2011-2014) -0.228*
(0.117)

Third Period (2014-2017) -0.221*
(0.116)

Constant -1.595***
(0.310)

Observations 3,056
Clustered SE YES
Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Robustness Checks

In the following we provide the results of our robustness tests. Tables A7-A8 replicate the

analysis in Table 2, but use the different measures of the outcome variable (private benefits).

As stated, in the main body we measure whether the MP receives gifts and/or payments

for activities in the same year of the ballot as an ordinal variable. In the Appendix we

report the results also for the other measures. In Table A7 we measure private benefits as

a dichotomous variable which takes value 0 if the MP does not receive gifts or benefits and

value 1 if she receives either one or the other, or both (we call this measure ‘dichotomous

- same year’). In Table A8 we measure whether the MP receives gifts and/or payments for

activities (as dichotomous variable) in the same year if the ballot takes place before June,

otherwise we look at the following year (we call this measure ‘dichotomous - next year’). The

results are consistent. Finally, Table A9 replicates the results in Table 1 in the research note,

but replaces party fixed effects with a dummy variable which measures whether the party

was in government at that time. It should be noted that throughout the period of analysis

New Zealand had the same parties in government: National, United, ACT and Maori parties.

The results are robust and become stronger after controlling for parties in government.

Table A10 shows the full regression outputs for the first three column in Table 3. Tables

A11-12 replicate the results for the first three columns in Table 3 with the different measures

of private benefits as outcome variables. We also employ rare event estimation, with the

package ‘firthlogit’ (Tables A13-14). A statistically significant relation is found between the

two variables in all the different specifications. Table A15 replicates the results for the last

three columns in Table 3, Tables A16-A17 use the different measures for private benefits

and Tables A18-A19 use the the package ‘firthlogit’. No statistically significant relationship

between the two main variables is found here.

Finally, Tables A20-A21-A22 replicate Table 1-2 in the research note, but we collapsed

the dataset at bill level. Presenting a bill affects the likelihood of receiving private benefits.

The results are even stronger than in the main analysis. As shown in Table A21-A22, the
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findings on the successful bill are consistent with our main analysis.

Table A5: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Ordinal - Same Year) - Full Output

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 0.211* 0.210* 0.232**
(0.111) (0.110) (0.114)

List v. Constituency -0.208 -0.417**
(0.167) (0.182)

Cabinet Experience 0.264 0.330
(0.166) (0.268)

Chair 0.462** 0.201
(0.207) (0.211)

Constant cut1 0.579*** 0.652*** 0.243
(0.0875) (0.141) (0.482)

Constant cut2 2.275*** 2.381*** 2.064***
(0.190) (0.244) (0.509)

Observations 3,056 3,056 3,056
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A6: The Effect of Bill Passed on Private Benefits (Ordinal - Same Year) - Full Output

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Passed 0.908*** 0.844** 0.960**
(0.328) (0.342) (0.424)

List v. Constituency -0.003 -0.182
(0.279) (0.283)

Cabinet Experience -0.015 0.370
(0.271) (0.372)

Chair 0.435 0.009
(0.336) (0.370)

Constant cut1 0.515*** 0.435** -0.876***
(0.142) (0.336) (0.443)

Constant cut2 2.206*** 2.249*** 1.047***
(0.263) (0.336) (0.400)

Observations 117 117 117
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A7: The Effect of Bill Passed on Private Benefits (Dichotomous - Same Year)

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Passed 0.823** 0.741** 0.729*
(0.338) (0.347) (0.400)

List v. Constituency 0.024 0.084
(0.301) (0.301)

Cabinet Experience 0.014 0.611
(0.292) (0.473)

Chair 0.644 0.076
(0.393) (0.446)

Constant -0.505*** -0.587*** -0.991*
(0.143) (0.200) (0.651)

Observations 117 117 117
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A8: The Effect of Bill Passed on Private Benefits (Dichotomous - Next Year)

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Passed 0.990*** 0.929** 0.763*
(0.356) (0.363) (0.393)

List v. Constituency -0.198 -0.407
(0.348) (0.375)

Cabinet Experience -0.122 0.489
(0.353) (0.636)

Chair 0.306 -0.162
(0.512) (0.509)

Constant -0.833*** -0.697*** 0.603
(0.178) (0.258) (1.052)

Observations 100 100 100
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A9: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Ordinal - Same Year) - Government

Private Benefits - Government
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 0.211* 0.210* 0.243**
(0.111) (0.110) (0.111)

List v. Constituency -0.208 -0.322*
(0.167) (0.167)

Cabinet Experience 0.264 0.487***
(0.166) (0.186)

Chair 0.462** 0.086
(0.207) (0.200)

Government 0.575***
(0.197)

Constant cut1 0.579*** 0.652*** 1.393***
(0.088) (0.141) (0.266)

Constant cut2 2.275*** 2.312*** 3.186***
(0.190) (0.251) (0.346)

Observations 3,056 3,056 3,056
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A10: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Ordinal - Same Year) - Successful
Bills- Full Output

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 0.975*** 0.929*** 0.891***
(0.295) (0.294) (0.271)

List v. Constituency -0.219 -0.430**
(0.167) (0.184)

Cabinet Experience 0.281 0.330
(0.165) (0.266)

Chair 0.454* 0.207
(0.208) (0.211)

Constant cut1 0.579*** 0.653*** 0.303
(0.087) (0.141) (0.479)

Constant cut2 2.278*** 2.388*** 2.129***
(0.189) (0.243) (0.510)

Observations 2,955 2,955 2,955
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A11: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Dichotomous - Same Year) -
Successful Bills

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 0.897*** 0.862*** 0.839***
(0.332) (0.326) (0.432)

List v. Constituency -0.207 -0.432**
(0.174) (0.186)

Cabinet Experience 0.313* 0.417
(0.174) (0.288)

Chair 0.465* 0.198
(0.209) (0.208)

Constant -0.579*** -0.673*** -0.277
(0.088) (0.141) (0.512)

Observations 2,955 2,955 2,955
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A12: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Dichotomous - Next Year) -
Successful Bills

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 0.842*** 0.818** 0.690**
(0.317) (0.317) (0.308)

List v. Constituency -0.148 -0.433**
(0.192) (0.218)

Cabinet Experience 0.254 0.201
(0.192) (0.262)

Chair 0.296 0.018
(0.231) (0.216)

Constant -0.685*** -0.768*** -0.549
(0.0951) (0.151) (0.518)

Observations 2,424 2,424 2,424
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A13: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Dichotomous - Same Year) -
Successful Bills - Rare Event

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 1.417*** 1.355*** 1.345**
(0.501) (0.511) (0.536)

List v. Constituency -0.356*** -0.731***
(0.090) (0.104)

Cabinet Experience 0.524*** 0.700***
(0.088) (0.150)

Chair 0.771*** 0.317**
(0.121) (0.146)

Constant -0.937*** -1.096*** -0.515*
(0.0410) (0.064) (0.285)

Observations 2,955 2,955 2,955
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A14: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Dichotomous - Next Year) -
Successful Bills - Rare Event

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 1.352*** 1.314*** 1.106**
(0.491) (0.497) (0.507)

List v. Constituency -0.262** -0.729***
(0.103) (0.116)

Cabinet Experience 0.433*** 0.341**
(0.100) (0.163)

Chair 0.504*** 0.030
(0.141) (0.169)

Constant -1.116*** -1.255*** -0.916
(0.047) (0.074) (0.327)

Observations 2,424 2,424 2,424
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A15: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Ordinal - Same Year) - Unsuccessful
Bills - Full Output

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 0.0651 0.0736 0.105
(0.119) (0.120) (0.123)

List v. Constituency -0.206 -0.416**
(0.168) (0.183)

Cabinet Experience 0.261 0.324
(0.167) (0.272)

Chair 0.461** 0.210
(0.209) (0.212)

Constant cut1 0.578*** 0.651*** 0.231
(0.0875) (0.141) (0.485)

Constant cut2 2.286*** 2.393*** 2.063***
(0.190) (0.245) (0.512)

Observations 3,040 3,040 3,040
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A16: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Dichotomous - Same Year) -
Successful Bills Dropped

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 0.0742 0.0806 0.111
(0.124) (0.125) (0.129)

List v. Constituency -0.193 -0.417**
(0.175) (0.186)

Cabinet Experience 0.290* 0.402
(0.175) (0.293)

Chair 0.469** 0.199
(0.212) (0.211)

Constant -0.579*** -0.671*** -0.196
(0.0875) (0.141) (0.522)

Observations 3,040 3,040 3,040
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A17: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Dichotomous - Next Year) -
Unsuccessful Bills

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn -0.148 -0.144 -0.144
(0.157) (0.160) (0.161)

List v. Constituency -0.140 -0.423*
(0.194) (0.220)

Cabinet Experience 0.230 0.166
(0.194) (0.268)

Chair 0.305 0.031
(0.231) (0.216)

Constant -0.685*** -0.762*** -0.452
(0.0951) (0.151) (0.535)

Observations 2,492 2,492 2,492
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A18: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Dichotomous - Same Year) -
Unsuccessful Bills- Rare Event

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 0.132 0.136 0.192
(0.218) (0.221) (0.230)

List v. Constituency -0.331*** -0.705***
(0.088) (0.102)

Cabinet Experience 0.487*** 0.679***
(0.087) (0.149)

Chair 0.776*** 0.318*
(0.120) (0.144)

Constant -0.937*** -1.091*** -0.376
(0.0410) (0.064) (0.276)

Observations 3,040 3,040 3,040
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A19: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Dichotomous - Next Year) -
Unsuccessful Bills - Rare Event

Private Benefits
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn -0.234 -0.237 -0.253
(0.272) (0.274) (0.283)

List v. Constituency -0.250** -0.711***
(0.102) (0.114)

Cabinet Experience 0.394*** 0.282*
(0.099) (0.162)

Chair 0.519*** -0.050
(0.153) (0.167)

Constant -1.116*** -1.244*** -0.762*
(0.0473) (0.0742) (0.311)

Observations 2,492 2,492 2,492
Clustered SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES
Legislative Period FE YES

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A20: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Collapsed) - Bill Level

Private Benefits - Collapsed
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 0.257** 0.251* 0.244*
(0.131) (0.132) (0.134)

List v. Constituency 0.0234 -0.120
(0.130) (0.130)

Cabinet Experience 0.139 0.383***
(0.125) (0.143)

Chair 0.380** 0.0243
(0.156) (0.170)

Constant -0.595*** -0.711*** -1.468***
(0.0652) (0.0974) (0.194)

Observations 679 679 679
Robust SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table A21: The Effect of Bill Passed on Private Benefits (Collapsed) - Bill Level

Private Benefits - Collapsed
(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Bill Passed 0.768** 0.683* 0.594
(0.346) (0.357) (0.375)

List v. Constituency 0.0566 -0.0732
(0.269) (0.284)

Cabinet Experience -0.0865 0.304
(0.267) (0.316)

Chair 0.610 0.0188
(0.397) (0.416)

Constant -0.449*** -0.497** -1.604***
(0.131) (0.194) (0.400)

Observations 117 117 117
Robust SE YES YES YES
Party FE YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A22: The Effect of Bill Drawn on Private Benefits (Collapsed) - Successful and Un-
successful Bills - Bill Level

Private Benefits - Collapsed
Successful Successful Successful Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Unsuccessful

VARIABLES

Bill Drawn 1.130* 1.083* 0.828 -0.0620 -0.0618 -0.0597
(0.678) (0.657) (0.671) (0.262) (0.267) (0.264)

List v. Constituency 0.00419 -0.168 0.0495 -0.148
(0.141) (0.155) (0.132) (0.145)

Cabinet Experience 0.219 0.0423 0.117 -0.0618
(0.134) (0.207) (0.127) (0.210)

Chair 0.326* 0.236 0.347** 0.266
(0.168) (0.191) (0.162) (0.182)

Constant -0.583*** -0.719*** -0.337 -0.569*** -0.684*** -0.0724
(0.0646) (0.101) (0.361) (0.0628) (0.0967) (0.327)

Observations 578 578 577 663 663 662
Robust SE YES YES YES YES YES YES
Party FE YES YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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