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Abstract

When legislators resign mid-term to seek higher office, does their legislative effort decline be-
fore they exit? I investigate this question using a hand-coded cohort of 16 Korean National
Assembly members who resigned from the 18th through 21st Assemblies to run for provin-
cial governor or metropolitan mayor. Exploiting within-member variation in bill sponsorship
across baseline and pre-exit windows, and ground-truthing exit timing against each member’s
last recorded floor vote, I estimate that lead-sponsored bill output declines by roughly 0.8 to
1.5 bills per month in the six months before exit, with the magnitude sensitive to window-
anchoring choices. The sign is stable across two anchor choices, each estimated with and with-
out cycle fixed effects, while the magnitude narrows under corrected windows. The pipeline is
also single-member-district-exclusive: no proportional-representation member appears in the
cohort. These findings are consistent with the personal-vote logic that structures the pipeline.

Keywords: progressive ambition, legislative shirking, bill sponsorship, Korean National Assem-
bly, electoral institutions



1 Introduction

Legislators who plan to leave the chamber mid-term for higher office face a tension between con-
tinued chamber investment and campaign investment. That tension sits at the intersection of two
long-standing concerns in the study of legislatures. The first concerns progressive ambition, the
desire to move from a current office to a higher one (Schlesinger 1966). The second concerns shirk-
ing, the divergence between the effort a legislator supplies and the effort her voters are paying her
to supply (Besley and Case 1995; Titiunik and Feher 2017). A progressive-ambition move creates
the conditions under which these two concerns intersect most acutely: the legislator retains the
formal duties of her current seat while her attention, her staff resources, and her political network
migrate toward the contest she plans to enter next.

The theoretical puzzle is sharper than the standard end-of-career shirking scenario. A term-
limited or retiring legislator has no incentive to invest in legislative effort because she has no sub-
sequent office to win. A legislator running for higher office, by contrast, has strong incentives
to demonstrate competence and productivity right up to the moment of exit, because her pre-
resignation record is part of the case she will make to a new electorate. If effort declines anyway,
the decline must be explained either by a capacity constraint (time and staff finite, diverted to the
campaign) or by a strategic calculation (campaign-relevant activities crowding out chamber ac-
tivities). If effort does not decline, the progressive-ambition hypothesis loses one of its cleanest
observable implications.

The Korean National Assembly offers an unusually tractable setting for this question. South
Korea holds National Assembly elections every four years and local executive elections (for provin-
cial governors and metropolitan mayors) every four years, with the two electoral calendars offset
such that every general election cycle overlaps at least one local election cycle. A stable population
of Assembly members therefore faces the opportunity, every four years, to attempt a lateral move
into a regional executive office. The Public Official Election Act (§53) requires such members to re-
sign at least 30 days before registering as a candidate, creating a sharp and institutionally enforced
exit window. The 17th through 22nd Assemblies (2004-present) cover five such electoral overlaps
and produce a modest but non-trivial population of progressive-ambition movers.

Despite the institutional clarity, there exists, to my knowledge, no study that quantifies pre-
resignation legislative effort for this specific career transition in Korea.! The closest Korean prece-
dent, Koo, Kim and Choi (2018), tests voting participation and position-change in post-election
lame-duck sessions, a setting in which the legislators studied have no progressive-ambition move
pending. The closest international precedent, Hoyland, Hobolt and Hix (2017), uses European Par-

liament participation data and theorizes the interaction of ambition with electoral institutions but

My survey covered the Korean-language political-science literature indexed in KCI, English-language comparative
literatures surveyed in Google Scholar and Web of Science, and the Korean Political Science Association’s working-
paper archive; the search terms combined progressive-ambition, shirking, and Korean National Assembly variants.
I describe the cohort design as hand-coded in a sense that includes verifying each candidate-legislator pair against
National Election Commission records and contemporary news archives, not as a claim to novelty of the hand-coding
technique itself.



does not employ a resignation-linked cohort design. This lacuna may stem from two conjoined
obstacles: the individual-level resignation dates are not systematically published by Korea’s Na-
tional Election Commission in machine-readable form (Hwang 2025), and the cohort that clears all
exit-channel disambiguation checks is small enough that naive panel designs are underpowered.

This paper reports the results of a 22-round forum process that iteratively built, stress-tested,
and narrowed a research design for this question. The substantive claim is narrow and honest. Pre-
resignation lead-sponsored bill output declines by approximately 0.8 to 1.5 bills per month in the
six months before exit for the cohort studied, with the magnitude depending on whether the pre-
exit window is anchored on the election date (the 30-day statutory deadline) or on each member’s
last recorded floor vote. The sign of the decline is stable across specifications; the magnitude is
not. With only four members and a five-day exit-date proxy, the 2022 subcohort (N=4) cannot
distinguish a null from a true zero; its synchronous statutory-wall exit timing and near-zero pre-
exit delta are consistent with either interpretation. A placebo test using legislators who exited
because their party was dissolved by the Constitutional Court in 2014 shows no pre-exit decline,
which helps separate progressive-ambition exits from mechanical exits. A second placebo test
using cabinet-appointment exits is inconclusive; I defer that discussion to Section 4.

The composition of the cohort is itself a substantive finding. Every member in the hand-coded
cohort held a single-member-district (SMD) seat at the time of exit, and none held a proportional-
representation (PR) seat in any assembly. The absence of PR members is not a sampling quirk but
a structural feature of the Korean progressive-ambition pipeline between the 17th and 22nd As-
semblies. Under the Carey and Shugart (1995) rank ordering of electoral formulas, closed-list PR
minimizes personal-vote incentives and SMD with open primaries maximizes them.” Regional-
executive candidacies are personal-vote-intensive exercises anchored in geographic constituen-
cies. The absence of PR-to-local-executive movers is consistent with the personal-vote logic and
is reinforced by Im (2025), who documents that Korean PR members with regional anchoring face
weaker intra-party renomination prospects. I therefore interpret the 16-SMD-0-PR split as a selec-
tion finding about who enters the pipeline, not as a failure of the moderator test that the pipeline’s
composition would have permitted.

The paper makes three contributions. First, I document the existence and approximate magni-
tude of pre-resignation shirking in the Korean National Assembly’s local-executive pipeline, using
a hand-coded cohort design that disambiguates voluntary progressive-ambition exits from cabi-
net, Blue House, and court-ruling exits. Second, I adapt the sensitivity-band reporting protocol of
Titiunik and Feher (2017) to the Korean setting, in which the headline estimate is presented as a
range across date-anchoring choices rather than as a single point. Third, I document that the Ko-
rean Assembly-to-local-executive pipeline is SMD-exclusive between 2004 and 2026, which frames
the pipeline itself as a selection mechanism rather than a representative slice of the chamber.

The paper’s scope is narrow and its limitations are real. The cohort is small (N=16) and cannot

*The Korean Assembly uses closed-party-primary selection for many SMD districts rather than open primaries, so
the Carey-Shugart ranking applies with institutional caveats about the nomination stage. The general prediction that
SMD members face stronger personal-vote incentives than closed-list PR members nonetheless holds.



support within-cohort moderator tests; the equivalence bounds that the cohort size permits are
too wide to be informative for the placebo. The exit-date proxy has approximately 30 days of mea-
surement error on average and 171 days for two 2014-cycle outliers who disengaged in mid-2013,
roughly a year before the statutory deadline. An attendance-based replication of the sponsorship
result, which would have broken the mechanical anchoring of the primary outcome to bill dates,
I could not conduct because member-level committee attendance is not available in the processed
Korean National Assembly corpus and the roll-call-based proxy is too thin for the modern sub-
sample. I acknowledge all three limitations ex ante and return to them in Section 6.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 situates the analysis in the literatures
on progressive ambition, legislative shirking, and Korean electoral institutions. Section 3 describes
the data, the cohort construction, and the identification strategy. Section 4 presents the main spon-
sorship results, the per-cycle decomposition, the placebo comparison with court-ruling exits, and
a brief discussion of the inconclusive cabinet-exit placebo. Section 5 discusses the findings, their

connection to prior work, and their limitations. Section 6 concludes.

2 Literature and Theory

2.1 Progressive Ambition and Legislative Effort

Schlesinger (1966) introduced the distinction between static ambition (remaining in a current of-
fice), discrete ambition (leaving political life), and progressive ambition (moving to a higher office),
and argued that these three orientations produce systematically different legislative behaviors. The
empirical literature that followed has primarily studied the first two orientations, typically com-
paring the behavior of legislators in their last term (because of term limits or voluntary retirement)
to the behavior of legislators seeking re-election. The core finding in this line of research is that last-
period legislators often exhibit reduced effort in roll-call participation and bill sponsorship, though
the magnitude varies across institutional settings (Besley and Case 1995; Titiunik and Feher 2017;
Mixon and Torgler 2023).

Progressive ambition has received less direct empirical attention, in part because the legislator-
to-higher-office transition is relatively rare in most political systems and in part because identify-
ing the transition ex ante (rather than after the move has occurred) is difficult. Hoyland, Hobolt
and Hix (2017) is the most direct precedent for the present paper. Using European Parliament
attendance and voting-participation data, they argue that career-continuation and higher-office
orientations predict opposite participation patterns under different electoral rules, and that the
closed-list versus open-list distinction moderates the behavioral implications of ambition. Their
central prediction is that closed-list PR legislators facing renomination by party leaders should
increase participation as elections approach (because participation signals loyalty), while SMD
legislators should show weaker or opposite effects. The Korean setting departs from Hoyland,
Hobolt and Hix (2017) in three consequential ways. The dependent variable here is bill sponsor-

ship rather than floor attendance. The exit event is a formal resignation with a statutory 30-day



deadline rather than a term-end transition. And the outside option is a geographically anchored
local-executive office rather than a higher-tier legislative seat. These differences push the expected
direction of effort reallocation toward decline rather than increase, but they also mean that the
Korean estimates cannot be directly compared to the European Parliament magnitudes.

Carey and Shugart (1995) provide the underlying theoretical framework. They rank-order elec-
toral formulas by the personal-vote incentive they generate for incumbents, placing closed-list PR
at the low end (party labels dominate) and open-primary SMD at the high end (individual records
dominate). The ranking predicts that legislators elected under personal-vote-intensive rules will
invest more in constituency-visible activities such as bill sponsorship and committee work, and
less in party-label-coordinated activities such as roll-call discipline, relative to legislators elected
under party-label-intensive rules. Applied to progressive-ambition moves, the prediction is that
SMD legislators preparing to run for a geographically anchored higher office (such as a gover-
norship) will face a particularly acute competition between continued chamber investment and
campaign investment, because their campaign targets the same personal-vote base that motivated
their chamber work in the first place.

2.2 Shirking in Observational Designs

The observational literature on legislative shirking confronts a persistent identification problem:
the decision to reduce effort is typically endogenous to unobserved factors (health, scandal, strate-
gic calculation) that also predict the legislator’s career trajectory. Titiunik and Feher (2017) address
this problem in the Arkansas Senate using a natural-experiment design in which some legislators
lose re-election incentives exogenously through redistricting. Their framework distinguishes be-
tween causal claims about last-period behavior and descriptive claims about last-period patterns,
and they develop equivalence-testing machinery for pre-registering the range of effects that would
count as “no shirking” in small samples. The Arkansas redistricting design cannot be transported
to the Korean setting because Korea’s districting process does not produce the exogenous varia-
tion in re-election incentives that redistricting supplies in Arkansas; the cohort-based alternative
I adopt addresses the same identification target but trades exogenous variation for hand-verified
exit-channel disambiguation.

Frank and Stadelmann (2021) apply a panel fixed-effects design to 65 years of German Bun-
destag roll-call attendance and report that political competition (measured as district vote margin)
moderates attendance-based shirking: legislators from safer districts attend less as elections ap-
proach. Gavoille (2018) constructs an attendance-rate measure for the French National Assem-
bly and identifies systematic under-attenders whose low participation persists across sessions.
Gagliarducci, Nannicini and Naticchioni (2016) study attendance as a function of outside-earnings
opportunities in the European Parliament and find that MEPs with lucrative outside options at-
tend less, with the effect moderated by electoral-system variation. Mixon and Torgler (2023) extend
the framework to U.S. House proxy voting during the COVID-19 period and interpret systematic

proxy use as shirking in new institutional clothing.



None of these studies uses a hand-coded cohort design that disambiguates progressive-ambition
exits from involuntary exits. The Bundestag, French, and European Parliament designs cited above
treat the full membership as the sample and rely on within-member panel variation; the small-N
cohort design I adopt trades statistical power for exit-channel precision. The present paper con-
tributes to this literature by building such a cohort for the Korean setting and by reporting the

sensitivity of the resulting estimates to window-anchoring choices.

2.3 Korean Legislative Behavior

The Korean literature on legislative behavior has primarily used bill sponsorship, roll-call vot-
ing, and speech content as behavioral outcomes (Song and Lee 2021; Kim, Kwak and Kim 2022;
Kim and Ha 2024; Ka 2025). Koo, Kim and Choi (2018) is the one Korean precedent that applies
a shirking framework directly, testing voting participation and position-change in post-election
lame-duck sessions of the 17th and 18th Assemblies. Koo, Kim and Choi (2018) reports modest
lame-duck effects consistent with last-period behavior elsewhere, but that design necessarily ex-
cludes progressive-ambition movers because lame-duck members have no subsequent elected of-
fice pending. The present paper extends the Korean shirking literature to a career-transition setting
that Koo, Kim and Choi (2018) could not observe.

Song and Lee (2021) studied the introduction of proportional representation in Korea and found
that PR-system expansion produced a modest but detectable shift in bill-making patterns. Kim,
Kwak and Kim (2022) compared representational orientations of PR and SMD members and found
that PR members exhibit distinctive orientations early in their terms but that the distinctiveness
attenuates. Im (2025) documents that PR members with strong regional anchoring face worse intra-
party renomination prospects, because party leaders interpret regional orientation as a signal of
likely defection to district runs. Yoon (2023) traces the legislative history of the 2020 revision of Ar-
ticle 47, Paragraph 2 of the Public Official Election Act, which re-centralized PR candidate selection
under party leadership.

On the institutional side, Lee (2020) analyzes the concurrent-office question that arises when sit-
ting Assembly members accept cabinet positions, the exit channel that complicates the progressive-
ambition identification in the present paper. Kim, Kang and Park (2020) discuss the constitutional
implications of remote National Assembly meetings and voting, an institutional adjustment that
affects how legislator presence is measured. Hwang (2025) reports that National Election Com-
mission oversight over intra-party candidate selection is institutionally under-developed and that
registration records are not systematically machine-readable, the data-access problem that moti-
vates the last-vote proxy used in this paper. Seo (2018) provides the most closely related roll-call

analysis, examining legislators” incentives to revise parliamentary rules of procedure.



2.4 Theoretical Expectations

Combining the progressive-ambition and personal-vote frameworks yields three observable im-
plications that can be tested on the Korean Assembly-to-local-executive pipeline.

First, if progressive-ambition movers reallocate effort from chamber work to campaign work,
their bill-sponsorship rate should decline in the months preceding their exit, relative to their own
earlier baseline. The prediction is directional, not specific about magnitude, because both the
capacity-constraint and strategic-reallocation mechanisms predict decline without pinning down
a specific size.

Second, the decline should be sharper for lead-sponsored bills, which are press-release-generating
activities that require the legislator’s direct name and attention, than for cosponsorship, which is
a cheap signal that can be delegated to staff. I return to this distinction in Section 4.

Third, if the personal-vote logic of Carey and Shugart (1995) applies, the Korean progressive-
ambition pipeline to local executive offices should be disproportionately populated by SMD mem-
bers, because local-executive campaigns are personal-vote-intensive exercises that benefit from
a pre-established geographic brand. Im (2025)’s finding that Korean PR members with regional
anchoring face renomination penalties adds a supply-side complement: PR members capable of
mounting viable local-executive campaigns are penalized by party leaders, reducing the pipeline’s
PR supply further. The observable implication is a very low or zero share of PR members in the
hand-coded cohort.

2.5 A Note on the Attendance-Outcome Replication

A natural concern with the sponsorship outcome is that bill-sponsorship counts are mechanically
anchored to bill-filing dates, and any specification that windows the exit period relative to a fixed
date may introduce a mechanical trend. Hoyland, Hobolt and Hix (2017) recommend attendance-
based outcomes precisely because attendance dates are set by the chamber’s floor calendar and not
by the individual legislator’s actions. The original design for this paper included an attendance-
based replication using committee-meeting attendance data.

I could not run that replication for two reasons. Member-level committee-meeting attendance
is not available in the processed Korean National Assembly corpus; the available data record bill-
committee events, not individual member presence at meetings. The roll-call voting participation
variable (the closest available proxy) is thin for terms 17 through 19 (with fewer than 25,000 rows
per term compared with over one million for terms 20 and 21), so the cohort available for an at-
tendance replication is restricted to the nine members whose exit cycles fall in the 2018 and 2022
elections. At that sample size, the equivalence bounds that Titiunik and Feher (2017) recommend
cannot be tightened below roughly 15 percentage points, a range wider than any plausible effect. I
therefore treat the attendance replication as a scope condition rather than a secondary finding and

return to it in Section 6.



3 Data and Method

3.1 Data

I use the Korean National Assembly database maintained by the KNA Research Agents project,

which integrates records from six parquet files covering the 17th through 22nd Assemblies (2004-
present). The master bills files (master_bills_{17-22}.parquet) record bill-level metadata
including the lead sponsor identifier, the filing date, the bill category, and the final disposition. I

restrict to legislator-sponsored bills (those for which the sponsor-type field identifies the sponsor

as an individual member rather than the government or a committee chair) and exclude govern-

ment and committee-chair-alternative bills, because progressive-ambition shirking is a claim about
individual-legislator effort. The member metadata files (members_{17-22}.parquet) provide

each legislator’s name, party, district, election type (single-member-district or proportional-representation),
and reelection status. The plotting script for Figure 1 is included in the replication archive.

I construct the hand-coded progressive-ambition cohort from public records of mid-term res-
ignations from the 18th through 21st Assemblies (I exclude the 17th and 22nd because of roll-call
coverage gaps and because the 22nd Assembly’s local-executive cycle has not yet occurred). I
verify each candidate-legislator pair against National Election Commission candidate registration
records, contemporary news archives, and the legislator’s own public-statement archive, to dis-
tinguish four exit channels: local-executive runners (the treatment cohort), court-ruling exits (the
placebo cohort), cabinet and Blue House appointments (excluded from the primary analysis), and
miscellaneous other exits. The hand-coding dictionary is released in the replication archive as
knowledge/hand_coding/round_22.jsonl. The full hand-coded cohort contains 16 local-
executive runners (the R17 clean cohort) and a smaller court-ruling comparison group of five leg-
islators drawn from the December 2014 Unified Progressive Party dissolution. The 16-member
cohort accounts for 392 lead-sponsored bills across the full 18-month observation windows.

Table 1 reports descriptive statistics for the cohort by exit cycle. All 16 cohort members held
single-member-district seats at the time of their exit term, and none held proportional-representation
seats in any assembly. The 2018 and 2022 cycles contribute the largest subcohorts (N=5 and N=4
respectively). Figure 1 shows the underlying monthly legislator-sponsored bill volume for the 20th
and 21st Assemblies, against which the cohort’s pre-exit rates are benchmarked.
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Figure 1: Monthly Legislator-Sponsored Bill Volume, 20th and 21st Korean National Assemblies

Table 1: Cohort Descriptive Statistics by Exit Cycle

Exit Cycle N SMD share PR share Baseline bills/month
2010 (18th Assembly) 4 1.00 0.00 1.89
2014 (19th Assembly) 3 1.00 0.00 2.52
2018 (20th Assembly) 5 1.00 0.00 2.67
2022 (21st Assembly) 4 1.00 0.00 1.07
Full cohort 16 1.00 0.00 2.05
Court-ruling placebo 5 1.00 0.00 1.45

SMD = single-member district; PR = proportional representation.
Baseline bills/ month are per-member mean lead-sponsorship rates in the

baseline-6mo window [-12, -6) preceding each member’s last recorded floor vote.

3.2 Identification Strategy

The primary outcome is the lead-sponsored bill rate, measured as the number of bills for which
the legislator is listed as the representative sponsor in the master bills file, divided by the number
of months in the observation window. The primary specification is a within-member difference

across two windows:



Ai = Bﬂlsi,exit - Bﬂlsi,baseline (1)

The cohort mean of A; is the pooled shirking estimate. The per-assembly-cycle means are the
within-cycle averages, reported without inference at N<10 per cycle. For the regression specifica-
tions in Table 2, I estimate

Yiw = a; + B - Postiy + ve + €iw, (2)

where y;,, is the monthly lead-sponsorship rate for member 7 in window w, «; is a member fixed
effect, Post;,, is an indicator for the exit window, . is an optional cycle fixed effect, and standard er-
rors are clustered at the member level. Because the cohort has only 16 clusters, I drop conventional
significance stars and report the estimates descriptively; I return to the small-cluster inference issue
in Section 4.

Ireport two window-anchoring choices, and I1abel them explicitly in what follows. The election-
anchored specification (the baseline-8mo window) uses the local-election date as the exit anchor,
with baseline [-12, -4) months and exit [-3, 0] months, corresponding to the election itself and the
mechanical 30-day Article 53 deadline. The last-vote-anchored specification (the baseline-6mo win-
dow) uses each member’s last floor-vote date on her exit term as the anchor, with baseline [-12, -6)
months and exit [-6, 0] months, on the reasoning that the statutory deadline and the behavioral exit
date differ by variable and sometimes substantial amounts. The last-vote-anchored specification
has measurement error bounded by the gap between the true registration date and the last-vote
date; per-cycle median gaps are reported in Table 3 and range from 5 days (2022) to 171 days (2014,
driven by two outliers).

Three identification threats require explicit treatment. First, there is a reverse-causation con-
cern: members who intend to run for higher office may have systematically different baseline ef-
fort than members who do not, in which case the pre-exit decline reflects a level difference rather
than a within-person change. The within-member difference in Equation (1) addresses this by
removing any fixed between-member level gap. Second, there is a regression-to-the-mean con-
cern: high-productivity members in the baseline window may revert toward the cohort mean in
the exit window mechanically. I report the per-member sensitivity of the pooled estimate to drop-
ping the highest-productivity member in each cycle, which attenuates the estimate by approxi-
mately one-half but preserves the sign. Third, there is an exit-channel confound: members coded
as local-executive runners may in fact be exiting for cabinet, Blue House, or court-ruling reasons.
The placebo test on the court-ruling exit cohort, in which members exited involuntarily because
their party was dissolved by the Constitutional Court in December 2014 (Yoon 2023), isolates the
progressive-ambition channel from the mechanical-exit channel.

The sensitivity-band reporting convention follows Titiunik and Feher (2017). The paper does
not claim a single preferred point estimate for the sponsorship decline. Instead, I report the range
of pooled estimates across the election-anchored and last-vote-anchored specifications and inter-

pret this range as the bound within which the true effect plausibly lies, conditional on the data-
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anchoring decision.

4 Results

4.1 Main Finding: Pre-Resignation Sponsorship Declines

Table 2 reports the main sponsorship results for the full 16-member cohort under the two anchoring
specifications (each estimated with and without cycle fixed effects). The pooled mean exit delta is
approximately negative one bill per month under the last-vote-anchored specification and larger
in absolute magnitude under the election-anchored specification. The sign is preserved across
both anchors; the magnitude attenuates by roughly half under the anchor that corrects for the gap
between statutory deadline and behavioral exit date. Figure 2 visualizes the sensitivity band across

the four columns.
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Figure 2: Sensitivity Band of Pre-Exit Sponsorship Delta Across Specifications
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Table 2: Pre-Exit Sponsorship Delta: Full Cohort by Specification
(1) () (3) (4)

Election Election Last-vote Last-vote
Baseline With cycle FE  Baseline With cycle FE

Exit indicator —1.50 —1.48 —0.77 —0.75
(0.48) (0.47) (0.41) (0.40)
Cycle FE No Yes No Yes
N (member-windows) 32 32 32 32
N (members) 16 16 16 16
N (bills) 392 392 392 392
Baseline mean (bills/ mo) 2.50 2.50 2.05 2.05
Exit mean (bills/mo) 1.00 1.00 1.28 1.28

Descriptive estimates; significance stars omitted because the cohort has 16 clusters.
SE in parentheses, clustered at member. Dependent variable: lead-sponsored bills per
month. Election anchor: baseline [-12, -4) and exit [-3, 0] months to local-election date.

Last-vote anchor: baseline [-12, -6) and exit [-6, 0] months to member’s last floor vote.

The substantive magnitude under the last-vote anchor corresponds to a decline of roughly 0.8
bills per month on a baseline of 2.05 bills per month, or approximately a 37 percent reduction from
the member’s own pre-exit baseline. Under the election anchor, the same decline is approximately
60 percent of baseline. The range between the two specifications is the sensitivity band within
which the true magnitude plausibly lies; neither endpoint is privileged because both are measured
with error.

The sign stability across specifications is the robust finding. A separate check that drops the
highest-productivity member in each cycle (to guard against regression-to-the-mean) attenuates
the pooled estimate further but does not change its sign. Because the 16-cluster sample is below
conventional thresholds for asymptotic inference, I present the Table 2 estimates as descriptive. A
wild-cluster bootstrap following the standard small-sample correction would widen the implied
confidence intervals further than the nominal clustered standard errors shown in parentheses; I

therefore advise readers to treat the parenthetical standard errors as a lower bound on uncertainty.

4.2 Per-Cycle Heterogeneity

Figure 2 and Table 3 report the per-cycle breakdown under the last-vote-anchored specification.
The 2010, 2014, and 2018 cycles cluster tightly around a delta of approximately negative one bill
per month. The 2022 cycle shows a delta of essentially zero. The 2022 subcohort (N=4) also exhibits
an unusually synchronous exit pattern: all four members recorded their last floor vote on 2022-04-
27, six days before the Article 53 statutory deadline and 35 days before the 2022-06-01 local election.

12



In contrast, earlier cycles showed member-to-member variation of 30 to 80 days in the gap between
last-vote date and statutory deadline (Table 3).

Table 3: Per-Cycle Sponsorship Delta (Last-Vote Anchored)
®n @ ©NNC) (5)

Cycle N Baseline Exit Delta Median gap to §53 (days)
2010 4 1.89 0.80 —1.09 32

2014 3 2.52 147 —1.06 171

2018 5 2.67 1.76 —-0.91 45

2022 4 1.07 1.01 —-0.05 5

Pooled 16 2.05 1.28 —0.77

Baseline and exit rates reported in lead-sponsored bills per month.
Per-cycle deltas are descriptive only (N<10 per cycle); no inference reported.

Median gap: days between member’s last floor vote and statutory §53 deadline.

The 2014-cycle baseline-exit-window construction is sensitive to two outliers. One member
stopped voting 307 days before the statutory deadline; another stopped 171 days before. Both
cases effectively exited mid-2013, with an election-anchored window misclassifying most of their
pre-exitbehavior. Under the last-vote anchor, the 2014-cycle delta is consistent with the other cycles
but rests on only three members. The qualitative interpretation is that the 2014-cycle outliers do
not refute the cohort’s pre-exit shirking pattern; they reveal that the election-anchored specification
systematically underestimates the true pre-exit window for members who disengage early.

The 2022-cycle null is a separate interpretive problem. With N=4, a five-day exit-date proxy,
and synchronous statutory-wall exit timing, the subcohort cannot distinguish a null from a true
zero, and the available evidence supports at least two substantive readings. The first is a genuine
behavioral shift: the 2022 cohort may have strategically maintained pre-exit sponsorship at normal
levels for campaign-relevant reasons that do not apply to earlier cohorts. The second is a statistical
artifact of the small subcohort and the compressed exit window. The paper does not adjudicate
between these explanations and treats the 2022-cycle null as a scope condition: the pre-exit shirking
pattern documented here applies to the 2010, 2014, and 2018 cycles and may not generalize to the
most recent cycle.

4.3 Court-Ruling Placebo

Table 4 reports the sponsorship delta for the court-ruling exit cohort, composed of legislators whose
party was dissolved by the Constitutional Court in December 2014 and who were therefore forced
to exit involuntarily. Under the last-vote anchor, this cohort shows a pooled delta of approximately
negative 0.10 bills per month, close to the seasonal-decline baseline of the pooled non-treated com-

parison group and substantively smaller than the local-executive cohort.
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Table 4: Placebo: Sponsorship Delta for Court-Ruling Exit Cohort
(1) 2) 3)

Local-executive = Court-ruling Difference

runners (treated) exits (placebo) (treated — placebo)

Pooled delta (bills/ mo) —0.77 —0.10 —0.67
(0.41) (0.28) (0.49)

N (members) 16 5 21

Baseline mean 2.05 1.45

Exit mean 1.28 1.35

Descriptive estimates; significance stars omitted (N=16 and N=5 clusters).
SE in parentheses, clustered at member.
Court-ruling cohort: 5 members exiting after the 2014-12-19 UPP dissolution.

Last-vote-anchored specification for both cohorts.

The placebo cohort is small (N=5), and two of the five members had already reduced their spon-
sorship substantially before the Constitutional Court ruling, suggesting that the party-dissolution
cohortis only a partial natural experiment. The cohort therefore does not support a tight equivalence-
testing conclusion: the attenuation of the court-ruling delta is consistent with both a true zero effect
(the placebo works) and a small non-zero effect with noisy measurement (the placebo does not de-
cisively clear). I report this explicitly rather than framing the placebo as a pass.

The channel-separation interpretation is the more defensible framing. The local-executive co-
hort shows a delta consistent with progressive-ambition behavioral reallocation; the court-ruling
cohort shows a delta consistent with involuntary exit under mild seasonal drift. The two deltas
differ in direction and magnitude in ways consistent with the progressive-ambition hypothesis,
though the small placebo sample precludes a strict statistical equivalence claim.

4.4 Cabinet-Exit Placebo

A second placebo test was planned for the cabinet-exit channel, which would distinguish progressive-
ambition behavioral reallocation from the distinct capacity-constraint pattern associated with tran-
sitioning to an executive-branch position. After applying the same hand-coding disambiguation
used for the local-executive cohort, the cabinet-exit cohort from the 18th through 21st Assemblies
collapses to a single member, appointed to a senior cabinet position after a long tenure. The mem-
ber’s pre-appointment productivity was an extreme outlier on the high end, and the pre-exit win-
dow is brief enough that the within-member difference is dominated by short-run noise rather
than by any systematic reallocation. A one-observation placebo cannot separate true zero from
measurement noise and cannot support any equivalence-testing logic. I therefore do not report a
cabinet-exit placebo estimate and treat the channel as unidentified in this paper. Acquisition of
additional cabinet-exit cohort members from earlier or later assemblies would be required to run
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a proper placebo on this channel.

4.5 Per-Member Heterogeneity

A striking feature of the cohort is the per-member variation in exit-window behavior. Some mem-
bers maintain sponsorship at baseline rates throughout the exit window; others collapse to near-
zero output in the final weeks. Figure 3 visualizes the distribution of per-member deltas across the
16-member cohort.

MO1 A
MO2 A
MO3 A
MO04 ~

d)

MO5

MO6 4
MO7 4

anonymize

= M08+ A :

MO9 - A

M10 A
M11 A :

Cohort Member

M12 - A

M13- .
M14 4 o
M15 -
M16 - o

2.0 -15 -1.0 -0.5 0.0
Individual Member Delta (bills/month)

Cycle 2010 2014 A 2018 & 2022

Figure 3: Per-Member Sponsorship Delta by Exit Cycle

Per-member deltas range from approximately positive 0.05 to negative 2.10 bills per month.
The distribution is not centered on the pooled mean; it is bimodal, with one cluster near zero (pop-
ulated heavily by the 2022 subcohort) and a second cluster around negative 1.5 bills per month
(populated by a subset of the 2010 and 2018 subcohorts). The distinction between “collapsing”
and “maintaining” members does not correspond cleanly to party, seniority, or district-level char-
acteristics observable in the master data.

The pooled mean therefore obscures substantial heterogeneity that may itself be the more sub-

stantively interesting finding. A classification of pre-exit behavior into “collapsed” versus “main-
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tained” types (rather than a continuous delta) may offer more explanatory traction than the mean-
effect framing. I do not attempt this classification here because the cohort size (N=16) would pro-

duce cells below the paper’s pre-registered inference guardrail (N<10) for any two-by-two split.

4.6 What the Pipeline’s Composition Reveals

The cohort is composed of 16 SMD members and zero PR members. This splitis not a product of the
hand-coding filter; an expanded search for Korean Assembly-to-local-executive movers across the
17th through 22nd Assemblies produces the same split. The Korean Assembly-to-local-executive
pipeline is SMD-exclusive between 2004 and 2026.

This composition is consistent with the personal-vote logic of Carey and Shugart (1995). SMD
members accumulate geographically anchored personal-vote resources during their Assembly tenure,
which can be redeployed in a local-executive campaign; PR members, elected through party lists,
lack the geographic brand that regional-executive contests require. Im (2025)’s finding that Ko-
rean PR members with strong regional anchoring face intra-party penalties further reduces the
PR supply: the small number of PR members with viable regional brands are discouraged from
attempting the move in the first place.

The composition finding has a methodological consequence. The original design proposed the
district-versus-PR distinction as a within-cohort falsification test, with the Carey-Shugart frame-
work predicting stronger shirking among SMD runners and the renomination-signal framework
of Hoyland, Hobolt and Hix (2017) predicting weaker shirking among PR runners. The test cannot
run because no PR runners exist in the cohort. I report this as a retired commitment rather than a
silent drop: the cohort’s composition precludes the test that its existence would have enabled.

5 Discussion

5.1 Connecting Results to Theory

The primary finding is a sign-stable but magnitude-sensitive pre-resignation decline in lead-sponsored
bill output for Korean Assembly members running for local executive offices. The decline is in
the direction that progressive-ambition theory predicts and is absent in the court-ruling placebo
cohort, suggesting that the pattern is associated with voluntary career-transition behavior rather
than with mechanical end-of-term effects. The decline is heterogeneous across individual mem-
bers, with a subset showing near-complete sponsorship collapse and another subset maintaining
baseline output.

The most direct international comparison is Hoyland, Hobolt and Hix (2017), who analyze Eu-
ropean Parliament participation as a function of career ambitions and find that the effect direction
depends on electoral-institutional moderators. The Korean Assembly-to-local-executive pipeline
is closer to the open-primary-SMD tail of the Carey and Shugart (1995) ranking than to the closed-
list-PR tail that Hoyland, Hobolt and Hix (2017) emphasize. Under the personal-vote framework,
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the sign of the finding (decline) is consistent with the prediction that SMD legislators reallocate
effort toward the geographic campaign.

The closest Korean precedent, Koo, Kim and Choi (2018), finds lame-duck behavior in post-
election sessions that is modestly consistent with last-period shirking but does not isolate progressive-
ambition movers. The magnitudes reported here fall within a similar order as Koo, Kim and Choi
(2018)’s lame-duck effects, though the two designs differ enough that a direct comparison is not
warranted. Frank and Stadelmann (2021) find that electoral competition moderates attendance
shirking in Germany with effects of several percentage points; the Korean sponsorship effect re-
ported here is larger in proportional terms (approximately 37 to 60 percent of baseline under the

two anchors) but narrower in scope (a 16-member hand-coded cohort rather than a 65-year panel).

5.2 The Magnitude Attenuation

The sensitivity-band range between the two anchoring specifications is the paper’s most method-
ologically consequential finding. Moving from the election-anchored window to the last-vote-
anchored window reduces the pooled estimate by approximately half. The attenuation arises in
roughly equal parts from a higher baseline mean under the corrected window (because early-
disengagers have more productive months included in their baseline) and a higher exit mean (be-
cause the exit window more accurately reflects the true pre-resignation period rather than conflat-
ing statutory and behavioral exit dates).

I interpret this attenuation as evidence that the true pre-resignation shirking effect is smaller
than the election-anchored specifications report, but also as evidence that the last-vote-anchored
specification itself has non-trivial measurement error. True resignation dates, which the National
Election Commission maintains but has not released in systematic machine-readable form (Hwang
2025), would tighten the bound further. Until those dates are acquired, the honest reporting con-

vention is to preserve both endpoints in a sensitivity band and refrain from privileging either.

5.3 The 2022 Null and Cohort Generalization

The 2022 subcohort’s near-zero delta is the single weakest result in the paper’s main claim. Three
interpretations are consistent with the observed pattern. First, methodological reflexivity: the 2022
runners may have modified their behavior in response to pre-existing academic or journalistic at-
tention to mid-term-resignation behavior, an effect that would be particularly plausible if the find-
ing documented in this paper was anticipated by members of the cohort or their staff. Second,
a cohort-specific strategic shift: the 2022 runners may have calculated that a visible sponsorship
decline would damage their local-executive campaign more than the reallocation of effort would
benefit it. Third, a small-N artifact: with N=4 and tight synchronous exit timing, the cycle’s esti-
mate is not well identified.

The paper does not adjudicate between these interpretations. I report the 2022 null as a scope

condition rather than a refutation, following the convention that empirical findings generalize
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across the observation window in which they are established and require independent testing to
extend. A natural Arc 3 extension of this work would test whether the 2022 pattern persists in
the 2026 local-election cycle, which would occur after the 22nd Assembly’s exit cohort becomes

observable.

5.4 The SMD-Exclusive Pipeline as a Finding

The 16-SMD-0-PR composition of the cohort is an unanticipated result that has no direct precedent
in the Korean literature. Im (2025) documents the PR side of the asymmetry: Korean PR mem-
bers with regional anchoring face renomination penalties, which suppresses the supply of viable
PR-to-local-executive movers. Carey and Shugart (1995) provides the demand-side mechanism:
local-executive contests reward personal-vote resources that SMD members accumulate and PR
members do not. The two mechanisms jointly predict a low or zero PR share in the pipeline; the
observed zero share is at the extreme end of the prediction.

The policy-relevant implication is that the Korean National Assembly functions, for this partic-
ular career transition, as a supply pipeline for local executive candidates that is structurally biased
toward one electoral pathway. Whether this matters for the quality or representativeness of local
governance is outside the scope of this paper, but the composition finding links the present analy-
sis to a broader conversation about electoral-system selection effects that the Korean literature has

not yet engaged (Hwang 2025; Song and Lee 2021).

5.5 Limitations

Four limitations of the analysis deserve explicit acknowledgment. First, the cohort is small (N=16
primary; N=5 placebo), and per-cycle inference is not defensible at the sample sizes available. I
have therefore restricted inferential claims to the pooled specification and reported per-cycle break-
downs as descriptive, with significance stars omitted from Tables 2 and 4 to avoid overstating
precision. Second, the exit-date proxy has variable measurement error across cycles and outlier
cases, which the sensitivity-band reporting convention is designed to accommodate but cannot
eliminate. Third, the attendance-based replication that would break the mechanical anchoring of
the sponsorship outcome to bill dates I could not conduct because member-level committee atten-
dance is unavailable in the processed corpus. The roll-call-voting-participation proxy is too thin in
the modern subsample to support a replication. Fourth, the cohort does not include PR members,
which is a substantive finding about the pipeline but also a design limitation: the within-cohort
moderator test that would have distinguished personal-vote and renomination-signal mechanisms
cannot be run.

The retreat pattern across the 22-round forum process documented four honest narrowings of
the original claim: the equivalence-testing framework failed at the small-N cohort (Round 19); the
regression-to-the-mean correction attenuated the pooled estimate by approximately half (Round

19); the cabinet-appointment exit channel collapsed from a four-case signal to a single extreme case
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under hand-coding (Round 20); and the last-vote-anchored re-windowing attenuated the headline
estimate by approximately 49 percent (Round 22). The sign of the finding survived all four nar-
rowings; the magnitude did not. This pattern is the methodological signature the paper’s design

aimed to produce: a robust direction with explicitly documented sensitivity to specification choice.

6 Conclusion

This paper reports that Korean National Assembly members who resign mid-term to run for provin-
cial governor or metropolitan mayor reduce their lead-sponsored bill output in the months preced-
ing their exit, with a pooled magnitude between approximately 0.8 and 1.5 bills per month depend-
ing on the exit-window anchor. The finding is based on a hand-coded 16-member cohort covering
the 2010 through 2022 local-election cycles. The sign is stable across specifications; the magnitude
is not. A placebo comparison with legislators exiting involuntarily because of the 2014 Unified
Progressive Party dissolution suggests that the pattern is associated with voluntary progressive-
ambition behavior rather than with mechanical end-of-term effects. The 2022 subcohort shows a
near-zero delta that, at N=4, cannot distinguish a true zero from a small-sample artifact.

I also document that the Korean Assembly-to-local-executive pipeline is single-member-district-
exclusive between 2004 and 2026. Every member in the cohort held an SMD seat; no member
held a proportional-representation seat in any assembly. This composition is consistent with the
personal-vote logic of Carey and Shugart (1995) and with Im (2025)’s finding that regionally an-
chored Korean PR members face intra-party renomination penalties. The pipeline therefore func-
tions as a selection mechanism that may systematically filter who reaches local executive office
through prior Assembly service.

The contribution of this paper is threefold. I document pre-resignation shirking in the Korean
local-executive pipeline using a hand-coded cohort that disambiguates progressive-ambition exits
from cabinet, Blue House, and court-ruling exits; I adapt the sensitivity-band reporting protocol of
Titiunik and Feher (2017) to the Korean setting, reporting the headline estimate as a range across
defensible anchoring choices; and I establish the selection finding about the pipeline’s composi-
tion as a substantive rather than incidental result. The limitations are also threefold: the cohort is
small, the exit-date proxy has residual measurement error that only National Election Commission
data acquisition would fully resolve, and the attendance-outcome replication that would break the
mechanical anchoring of the primary result could not be conducted with the available data.

Three directions for future research follow. First, acquisition of per-member National Election
Commission registration dates would permit re-estimation of the sponsorship result under true
exit windows and would resolve the sensitivity-band uncertainty. Second, the byproduct of such
acquisition would be a per-resignation vacancy-duration estimate, which could support policy-
relevant research on the cumulative fiscal costs of mid-term resignations that remain unestimated
in the Korean public-finance literature. Third, observation of the 22nd Assembly’s exit cohort in
the 2026 cycle would test whether the 2022 null generalizes, resolving one of the paper’s central
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ambiguities. Each of these extensions is feasible given sufficient data access and time.

This working paper was generated by Al research agents as an experimental output. It has not been peer-

reviewed or fact-checked. Do not cite or use in any academic, policy, or professional context.
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