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1. Introduction  

In this study, I analyze how important the wellbeing of the local economy is for the voting 

outcome in municipal elections in Sweden. Factors that drive election results and that are of 

importance for the voting decision have been widely analyzed and discussed within the field 

of political economics. Wolfers (2002) claims that rational voters should reward or punish 

their politicians for outcomes that they are responsible but disregard factors out of their 

control. For instance, it seems rational to punish the leading politicians for a growing 

unemployment level by voting for the opposition. Wolfers does also claim that voters in local 

elections compare their own local economy to that of neighboring locations.  

The purpose of this thesis is two-fold. The first objective is to analyze how 

much the local economy matters when people decide whom to vote for in the municipal 

election. In a related paper, Elinder (2010) analyzes how important the local and regional 

economies are for the outcome in the national election. He concludes that the local 

unemployment level has a larger impact on the national election outcome than the local tax 

base. Since my focus instead is on local elections, it is possible to compare the importance of 

such factors at the national and local level.  

The second objective is to analyze if the importance of the local economy varies 

among voters. I hypothesize that voters at some locations might find the economic wellbeing 

less important and ideology more important when casting their votes. Whether economic 

factors or ideology affect election outcomes the most is interesting for several reasons. It says 

something about what is important for the voting decision and it could also yield important 

implications for the ruling politicians. In order to investigate if such differences exist, one 

needs to find a way to distinguish between municipalities in which voters are more 

ideologically bound than in others. I construct a proxy for locations with loyal voters by 

observing how stable the vote support has been historically. Municipalities where the vote 

support has been stable will be defined as those with loyal voters. Ideally, I would like to 

observe ideological preferences on the individual level but since this isn’t possible, municipal 

differences are used to track down ideological voters.  I claim that there are two main reasons 

for why voters are loyal. The first reason is that they remain loyal because the leading 

politicians yield good outcomes. Voters could also be loyal for non-economic reasons. For 

instance due to ideology and tradition and these voters are referred to as ideologically loyal 

throughout the paper. By doing a more thorough analysis of my proxy, I am able to 

investigate which kind of municipalities that it captures.   
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The analysis is carried out by estimating a first-difference model that covers 253 

Swedish municipalities over the time period 1994-2010. The model estimates how changes in 

the local economy will affect the vote support for the local governments. By interacting the 

locations with loyal voters with the economic variables, I am able to investigate if they put 

less weight on the local economy when voting. If these voters actually respond less to changes 

in their local economy, it helps confirm my hypothesis that voters in some municipalities are 

more ideologically bound in their voting decision.  

Much has been written about what drives election results and about voting 

behavior in general. But to my knowledge, no earlier study has made the distinction between 

locations based on the loyalty of their voters and investigated if some voters pay less attention 

to the wellbeing of their economy and thus if some are more ideologically bound. 

Consequently, my study will provide conclusions about the voting behavior in Swedish 

municipalities. 

Which factors that are of importance for the voting outcome and whom the 

voters hold accountable can have important implications for the local politicians.  

The outline of the paper is as follows. The next section provides a theoretical 

background and is followed by a walkthrough of previous studies in section 3. Section 4 gives 

a brief introduction to the Swedish political system. Section 5 contains both the data, 

descriptive statistics and explains how loyal voters are defined. In section 6, the methodology 

and potential challenges are presented and the results and robustness tests can be found in 

section 7. Finally, section 8 concludes the paper.  

 

2. Theoretical background  

There exist a lot of theoretical models that describe the behavior of voters and which factors 

that drive election results. One of the most common models is the VP-function.  

The VP-function is a theoretical model of voting behavior. The function models how both 

economic and political variables affect the vote support for the government. The dependent 

variable is either the change in the vote support (V-part) or the change of popularity in polls 

(P-part). Economic factors that are commonly used are the unemployment rate and the 

inflation rate. An example of a political factor is the initial level of popularity for the 

incumbent as it enters office. This popularity depends on things that happened before the 

government entered into power – for instance how the previous government behaved. Another 

political variable is the trend in popularity. The government’s popularity usually depreciates 
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over time, regardless of how the economy is developing. This phenomenon is known as the 

cost of ruling. Studies have shown that on average an incumbent government loses 1.7 percent 

of its votes during an election period (Nannestad, Paldam 1994).  

 

A simple and general form of the VP-function is:  

∆𝑽𝑷𝒊𝒕 = 𝜷𝟏𝑳∆𝝅𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝑳∆𝑼𝒊𝒕 +   𝜷𝟑𝑩𝒊 + 𝜷𝟒𝑻𝒕 +⋯+ 𝒆𝒊𝒕 (1)  

 

Where t and i are indices for time and country, respectively.  𝜋 represents the inflation rate 

and U the unemployment rate. B is a government specific constant while T stands for the 

depreciating trend in vote support. Some of these variables are lagged, which is denoted by L, 

since it takes time for voters to react. In addition to these factors, it is possible to include more 

variables. Model (1) is in first-difference form but can also be constructed in levels. Thus the 

model shows how both economic and political outcomes will change the vote support for the 

incumbent government.  

The VP-function rests on the so called “responsibility hypothesis”, which states 

that voters hold their government accountable for economic outcomes. Politicians that provide 

their voters with good outcomes will increase their chance of getting reelected and decrease it 

if they perform badly. The hypothesis itself is easy to grasp but it is not as obvious whom the 

voters actually hold accountable. An economic downturn in the current period can be the 

result of a badly performing government in the previous, in which case voters might 

incorrectly blame their leading politicians. Who to blame also becomes problematic when 

there is a minority government in power, which cooperates with other parties. The VP-

function is based on national elections and macro variables. But in the same manner, people 

might hold the central government responsible for what happens locally.  

Whom the voters hold responsible for economic outcomes says something about 

their rationality. A rational voter should only reward or punish the leading politicians for 

things they are responsible for. Wolfers (2002) makes the distinction between signals and 

noise. Outcomes that the politicians are responsible for signal their performance, which 

rational voters react to. But rational voters should not react to outcomes outside the 

politicians’ control, since these are simply noise. The rationality of a voter does hence, 

according to Wolfers, depend on if they are able to distinguish true signals of competence 

from noise. If politicians gain votes due to outcomes out of their control, it can be seen as a 

return to “luck”. Wolfers also argues that rational voters do a “relative performance 

evaluation” of their government. This helps them to separate signals from noise. For instance, 
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if the national unemployment is decreasing, the local unemployment is also likely to fall. So 

the local economy doesn’t necessarily say something about the performance of the local 

politicians. That is why voters compare their economy to a baseline. In local elections, it is 

likely that the voters use the regional or national economy as a baseline for their local 

economy.  

Another important aspect of voting behavior is whether voters are egotropic or 

sociotropic. An egotropic voter cares only about his or her own, personal economy while a 

sociotropic voter has the macroeconomy in mind when voting. This is similar to 

heterogeneous voting preferences.  Some might gain from a certain action carried out by 

politicians while others do not, which in turn results in different voting decisions. The 

importance of economic factors can also differ between voters. For instance, the level of 

unemployment might be more important for those of working age than for retired individuals. 

It is also possible that egotropic voters care more about the local economy than the 

macroeconomy, if they believe it to have a larger influence on their personal economy. 

Nannestad and Paldam (1994) conclude that sociotropic voting suits the VP-function better 

than egotropic voting.  

Whether voters are retrospective or prospective has been debated thoroughly. A 

retrospective voter does not react to election promises but only to implemented policies, while 

a prospective voter will react to such promises. Hence, there would be no gain in making 

election promises prior to an election if all voters were retrospective. Elinder with coauthors 

(2008) examine pocketbook voting in Sweden. Pocketbook voting is closely related to 

egotropic voting and means that the voting decision is based on self-interest and individual 

benefits. Prior to the election in 1994, the Social Democrats proposed budget cuts, which 

would affect parents with young children negatively, while they prior to the election in 1998 

made election promises that would benefit the group. The authors find that the proposed 

budget cuts decreased the probability of parents to vote for the Social Democrats, while the 

second proposal raised the probability. This implies that the voters perform prospective 

pocketbook voting. If they would have been retrospective, their likelihood of voting left 

should have been unaffected by the budget cut proposal prior to 1994 and it should have 

decreased once the budget cuts were implemented.  

Much has also been written about how politicians behave during election 

periods in order to gain popularity and especially about political business cycles. The intuition 

behind political business cycles is that the incumbent government stimulates the economy 

prior to an election and deals with the consequences in the next election period. The purpose 
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is to signal its competence to the voters, who have the economy in mind when voting. The 

incumbent might decrease the unemployment rate before the election to increase its chances 

of being reelected but pay with a higher inflation, since these factors are linked together 

through the Phillips curve. The unemployment reacts faster to economic policies than the 

inflation rate, which means that a rising inflation will not be a problem until after an election. 

Nordhaus  (1975) argued that a growing unemployment rate in the first half of an election 

period followed by a falling unemployment rate in the second half would indicate a political 

business cycle. He analyzed time series of unemployment in several countries but didn’t find 

any strong proofs of such cycles.  

An interesting question is why political business cycles should affect the voting 

decision since rational voters should be able to foresee them and understand that they will 

have to pay with higher inflation later on. In first-generation models of political business 

cycles, it is assumed that voters do not have perfect information about the government’s 

competence. In which case they are fooled into reelecting the incumbent. In second-

generation models, voters are able to make this distinction. Rogoff and Sibert (1987) argued 

that a competent government might lower taxes prior to an election since it would signal its 

competence to the voters. They construct a model in which an incompetent government has to 

have higher distortionary taxes than a competent one in order to finance the same level of 

public goods. As a result, only a competent government can afford to lower the tax prior to 

the election, which the voters are aware of. The cost of policy manipulation in a pre-election 

period is hence lower for a competent government. To summarize, according to Rogoff and 

Sibert political business cycles can be used to send signals of the government´s competence 

and therefore affect the voting outcome.  

One major factor that could affect the voting outcome in local elections is their 

tax levels and how they interact when the taxes are set. There are two main models that 

capture how locations interact in their tax setting. In the tax competition model it is assumed 

that neighboring locations compete over a mobile tax base. Individuals settle at the location 

with the lowest tax rate, which results in a downward pressure on the tax levels and taxes that 

are lower than what is socially optimal. Yardstick competition leans on a model in which 

politicians try to collect personal rents when determining the tax level. It is assumed that 

voters know less about the cost of public good provision and hence what the optimal tax level 

should be, than the politicians (Besley & Case, 1995). This asymmetric information problem 

leads the voters to compare their own location to those nearby. Neighboring locations face 

similar economic conditions and should consequently set similar tax levels. Hence, politicians 



	   8	  

that set higher tax levels than their neighbors will be punished by the voters. This forces the 

politicians to be efficient in the provision of public goods and makes it hard to extract to 

personal rents.  

 

3. Previous literature  

There is an extensive empirical literature concerning how economic factors affect the voting 

outcome in national elections. But to my knowledge, less appears to have been done when it 

comes to local elections.  

There are two main papers that cover the VP-function. Nannestad and Paldam 

(1994) present and discuss studies regarding the VP-function, which is constructed at the 

national level. The paper also provides a good background to the model itself and an 

introduction to concepts such as the “responsibility hypothesis” and egotropic and sociotropic 

voting. Paldam and Lewis-Beck (2000) do also provide a walkthrough of economic voting 

and the VP-function. Their paper summarizes the main findings from 18 papers and presents 

some general conclusions within the field. For instance that unemployment and inflation are 

the two most important macroeconomic variables for the voting decision and that the so called 

grievance asymmetry holds, which states that voters react more to negative changes than to 

positive.  

Two papers that examine the impact of economic factors on national elections 

are written by Veiga and Veiga (2006) and Elinder (2010). Veiga and Veiga (2006) examine 

the effects of both the national and local economy on the vote support for the incumbent, 

national government in Portugal. They use panel data covering 278 Portuguese municipalities 

over the years 1978-2006.  National economic factors, such as inflation and GDP growth have 

significant effects on the support for the government. Municipal factors appear less important, 

with the exception of municipal grants given from the national government, which make the 

support for the government stronger.  Elinder (2010) investigates how economic factors at 

both the municipal and regional level affect the support for the national government. He uses 

panel data covering six Swedish elections and estimates a first-difference model. The main 

finding is that regional factors seem more important than local, municipal factors. A one-

percentage point increase in the regional unemployment is associated with a 1.7 percentage 

point weaker support for the national government. The corresponding number for the local 

unemployment rate is approximately 0.6 percentage point. Elinder mentions that one possible 

reason for why the local economy matters less is because the voters might hold their local 
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politicians accountable for what happens locally. Economic growth, defined as changes in the 

size of the tax base, does not have any significant effects on the vote support.  

Auberger and Dubois (2005) study the impact of economic and political factors 

on both the local and regional level, on outcomes in legislative elections in France. They find 

that positive GDP growth and low unemployment are associated with more votes for the 

parties in power. Another finding is that the popularity of the prime minister and previous 

elections affect the voting decision. Their voting model is able to predict election outcomes 

accurately and they suggest that it could be used as an alternative way to forecast upcoming 

elections.  

In the same paper that I’ve mentioned before, Wolfers (2002) examines 

gubernatorial elections in the US and if voters act rationally. He claims that a rational voter 

should only hold the government responsible for things that reflect its competence but not for 

things outside its control. That is, rational voters should be able to separate signals from noise, 

as discussed in the previous section. He argues that voters use the national economy as a 

baseline when evaluating their local economy, which he refers to as “relative performance 

evaluation”. Wolfers concludes that voters are only partly rational and cannot perfectly 

distinguish between signals of competence and noise. He finds, for instance, that voters in oil-

producing states tend to reelect their government during periods of oil-price rises.  

Much has been written about tax interaction between locations. Besley and Case 

(1995) search for the presence of yardstick competition in US states. They examine the 

relationship between the likelihood of being reelected and the tax levels in the state in 

question as well as in neighboring states. Tax increases in the state reduce the probability of 

being reelected while tax increases in neighboring states makes it more likely to get reelected, 

which confirms yardstick competition. Edmark and Ågren (2006) look for tax interaction in 

Swedish municipalities.  They find strong relationships between tax levels in neighboring 

municipalities. For instance that a tax cut of 1 percentage point in a neighboring municipality 

leads to a 0.79 percentage point decrease in the local tax rate. They do also test if the theories 

of tax and yardstick competition can be applied on Swedish locations and find little evidence 

that support these theories. For instance, they hypothesize that the municipal equalizing 

system, which redistributes tax revenues between municipalities, should reduce the incentives 

for tax competition but find no strong support for their theory. In a similar paper, Ågren 

(2006) examines whether the tax interaction between Swedish municipalities can be explained 

by a relative performance evaluation among the voters. Her findings suggest this to be the 

case.  
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Mörk and Nordin (2013) investigate how Swedish voters react to tax increases and if the 

responses differ with government type and voter preferences. They find that right-wing 

governments are rewarded for raising taxes while left-wing governments are punished and 

also that voters who prefer a large public sector are less sensitive to higher taxes.  

 

4. Institutional Background  

The Swedish political system is divided into three levels – the national level, the county level 

and the municipal level. Sweden consists of 20 counties and 290 municipalities in total. Taxes 

are set and collected at all three levels. Each municipality and county set their own tax levels, 

which together amounts to approximately 31 percent.  Both the municipalities and counties 

hence collect the revenues from the municipal tax. The municipality itself collects the largest 

fraction, while the county that the municipality belongs to collects the rest.  People that earn 

above 420 800 SEK yearly, pay an additional income tax to the central government. The 

counties supply services that are necessary for the entire region. To provide healthcare and 

public transport are two of the main responsibilities.  

Collection of municipal taxes constitutes around 70 percent of the 

municipalities´ total revenue. Another important source of income for the municipalities is 

intergovernmental grants. The grants are transferred both from the central level to the local 

level but also between municipalities. Sweden has a municipal equalizing system that 

redistributes revenues from rich to poor municipalities. The intention is that each municipality 

should be able to provide its population with services of similar quality.  

Swedish municipalities are mainly responsible for providing first and secondary education, 

daycare and elderly care.  

Elections at all three levels are jointly held in September every fourth year. The 

major Swedish parties can be divided into a left- and right-wing bloc. The left bloc consists of 

the Social Democrats, the Left Party and the Green Party while the right-wing bloc consists of 

the Moderates, the Christian Democrats, the Center Party and the Liberal Party. In the 

municipal election, the parties get a number of seats in the municipal council proportional to 

their vote share. The municipal council elects the municipal board (kommunstyrelsen), which 

is responsible for carrying out the decisions made in the council. Within the municipal 

council, parties form coalitions and the largest one constitutes the leading parties within a 

municipality. It is not unusual that parties form coalitions across the political blocs and that 

large parties enter into power together with small, local parties.  
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5. Data and descriptive statistics  

5.1 Data  

The panel data covers 253 Swedish municipalities over the time period 1994-2010 and 

consequently four election periods. These are between the years 1994-1998, 1998-2002, 

2002-2006 and 2006-2010. Due to lack of necessary data, I unfortunately cannot use 

additional election periods in this study.  

The dependent variable in my regression model is the change in vote support for 

the leading parties during an election period. This variable is hence constructed as the 

difference in the aggregated vote support for the leading parties between the election that they 

enter office and the upcoming election. One would expect this variable to take on positive 

values if the politicians have performed well and negative values if they have been 

misbehaving. Data over which parties that have been in power is from the employer 

organization SKL/SALAR (Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions) while 

data for the election results is from Statistics Sweden.  

The local economy is represented by two variables, namely the local 

unemployment rate and the size of the local tax base. The unemployment rates are collected 

from the Swedish Local Unemployment Service. It will be constructed in two different ways 

in the model. The first way is to measure how the local unemployment rate has developed 

over an election period, which is easily done by comparing the unemployment levels at the 

beginning and end of each election period. The second way is to measure how it has changed 

over the election periods relative to regional level. By subtracting the regional unemployment 

level from the municipal level, I take into account the fact that voters do a relative evaluation 

of their economy in line with the theory of Wolfers.  Local politicians might not be punished 

for a rising, municipal unemployment rate if it doesn’t increase more than at the regional 

level.  This way, I also control for broader factors, such as general economic fluctuations. The 

second variable that represents the local economy is the size of the local tax base per capita. 

The local tax base per capita is defined as the yearly, taxable income from working, measured 

in SEK, divided by the population with an income from working greater than zero. This helps 

to control for the fact that the size of the total tax base can change as the population size 

changes, which is why the tax base per capita is a more relevant measure. The tax base is 

inflation adjusted using year 1994 as the base year and CPI to track the yearly inflation rates. 

The tax base is also constructed in two different ways. The first one measures how it has 
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changed over the elections. The second approach is to compare changes of its size relative to 

the change in the average tax base on the county level.  

As pointed out earlier, the municipal tax level could be an important factor for 

the voting decision. In the presence of yardstick competition, rising taxes could lead to a loss 

in vote support for the incumbent government. Therefore, I include the municipal tax rates in 

the model.  They are measured both in ordinary changes and relative to the average tax level 

within each county in order to examine if yardstick competition exists. The municipal taxes 

are also correlated with the economic outcomes and do consequently serve as a necessary 

control variable. 

Intergovernmental grants are also related to the economic variables through the 

municipal leveling system. Municipalities that perform badly receive more grants when the 

central government reallocates tax revenues. In a study by Johansson (1999), she found some 

indications that municipalities that have many swing voters receive more grants and hence 

that grants could be used as a political instrument to gain votes for the central government. 

This could indirectly also affect the municipal vote support. Grants measured in SEK per 

capita will thus be included in model. The grants variable is also adjusted for inflation and 

measured in the price level of 1994.  

Demography does also play an important role. How the local population is 

distributed in terms of age can affect the vote preferences, where for instance young and 

retired people can put different weight on the local unemployment level. The demography can 

also affect the local economy, since for instance the share of youths or retired will affect the 

size of the labor force, which in turn could affect the unemployment rate. Another example is 

if a large share of the labor force is young, it could reduce the average, taxable income and 

consequently the local tax base. The demographic structure might also affect the municipal 

expenditure, where for instance a large share of old people will lead to increased expenditures 

on elderly care.  Therefore, I will control for the share of young people, below the age of 16, 

the share of people older than 65 and the total population size.  
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5.2 Descriptive Statistics  
 

Table 1 shows general descriptive statistics for the change in vote support and its distribution.  

 
Table 1. Change in vote support for the incumbent. Descriptive statistics. 
 

Mean: -2.210 

Standard 

Deviation: 

6.032 

Max: 29.3 

Min: -26.1 

Number of obs: 980 

 
 

 

The leading parties within a municipality lose on average 2.2 percentage points of the votes 

during a four-year election period. This number is close to the estimated cost of ruling stated 

by Nannestad and Paldam (1994). The distribution shows that the vote support is 

approximately normally distributed around this mean value. There are some extreme outliers. 

The leading government during the election period of 1998-2002 in the municipality Berg lost 

26.1 percentage points of its votes. On the contrary, the leading parties in Norberg increased 

their vote support by 29.3 percentage points over the years 1994-1998.  

Table 2 includes descriptive statistics for the two economic variables, namely 

the local unemployment rate and the size of the local tax base. The table shows statistics for 

these variables both in levels, how they have changed during election periods and how they 

have changed relative to respective county.  
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Table 2.  Descriptive statistics. Local unemployment and local tax base. 1 

 
Local 

unemployment, 

levels 

Change in 

local 

unemployment 

Relative 

change in local 

unemployment 

Local tax 

base, 

levels 

Change 

in local 

tax base 

Relative 

change in 

local tax 

base 

Mean: 4.597 -1.006 -0.088 146789.4 11661 48.772 

Standard 

Deviation: 
2.129 1.571 0.908 25087.27 5125 3047.576 

Max: 13.8 2.619 4.044 360612 64282 34373.470 

Min: 0.793 -6.3 -4.463 101300 -5047 -12511.360 

Number of 

obs 
4299 1012 1012 4301 1012 1025 

 

Columns 1-3 include descriptive statistics for the municipal unemployment rates. The first 

row shows the unemployment rate in levels. The average, local unemployment rate over the 

entire period is approximately equal to 4.6 percent. The unemployment level has though 

fluctuated a lot during these years. The municipality Pajala had an unemployment level equal 

to 13.8 percent in 1996 while Vaxholm had an unemployment level of 0.8 percent in 2008. 

The second row presents how the unemployment rates have changed over the election 

periods. On average, the unemployment has fallen by 1 percentage point during a 4-year 

election period. Between the years 2006-2010, it increased by 2.6 percentage points in 

Södertälje and it decreased by 6.3 percentage points in Heby during the years 1994-1998. The 

third row compares how the local unemployment has changed during an election period 

relative to the change at the regional (county) level. The municipal unemployment rate 

changes approximately 0.09 percentage points less within a municipality compared to the 

county level, which is a fairly small difference. As expected, the unemployment levels are 

hence closely related at the local and regional level. There are though some exceptions. The 

difference between the unemployment rates in the municipality Heby and its county Uppsala 

was -4 percentage points over the years 1994-1998.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Note:	  Variables	  in	  levels	  consist	  of	  yearly	  observations	  1994-‐2010.	  Changes	  are	  based	  on	  the	  four	  
election	  periods.	  	  
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Since the variable is in difference-in-difference form 

- (𝑈𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝!"#$!,! − 𝑈𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝!"#$!,!!!)   −   (𝑈𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝!"#$%&,! − 𝑈𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝!"#$%&,!!!) - this negative 

value could either imply that the unemployment grew at both levels but less at the local level, 

or that it decreased at both levels but more at the local level. In either case, Heby fared better 

off than the trend within its county. On the other extreme is Bengtsfors, for which the 

difference was 3.9 percentage points over the years 1998-2002.  

Columns 4-6 present descriptive statistics for the local tax base. The fourth 

column shows the variable in levels. The yearly, taxable income/capita has been 146 800 SEK 

on average, measured in the price level of 1994. Danderyd has had the largest tax base which 

equaled 361 000 SEK in 2009 and Borgholm the smallest in 1994 of the size 101 300 SEK. 

The sixth row describes how the tax base has changed over the election periods.  

On average, the tax base grows with 11661 SEK, measured in the price level of 

1994, during an election period, which implies that people continuously become wealthier. In 

Gnosjö, the local tax base decreased by approximately 5000 SEK during the election period 

2006-2010. In Danderyd, it grew by around 64000 SEK during the time period 1998-2002. 

The last row shows how the local tax base has changed in relation to the change in the 

average tax base within each county. Hence, it is in difference-in-difference form and is 

constructed as; 

(𝑇𝑎𝑥  𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒!"#$!,! − 𝑇𝑎𝑥  𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒!"#$!,!!!)   −   (𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒  𝑡𝑎𝑥  𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒! − 𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒  𝑡𝑎𝑥  𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒  !!!). It 

is noticeable that the average change in the local tax base is very similar to the change in the 

aggregated average – the difference is only 49 SEK. The standard deviation is large though, 

and there are some large outliers. Danderyd had the largest, relative growth of its tax base 

which equaled 34 370 SEK over the years 1998-2002. On the contrary, Nynäshamn 

experienced the largest, relative decline during 1998-2002, which equaled -12 500 SEK.  
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Figure 1. Local unemployment level & tax base. Yearly averages.  

  

Figure 1 shows how the yearly, average local unemployment rate and tax base have 

developed over the time period. The unemployment has a downward trend after the Swedish 

crisis during the 1990´s, although with fluctuations, and the tax base an upward trend, 

indicating that people become wealthier.  

5.3 Definition of loyal voters  

In order to locate municipalities where voters are loyal, I will analyze how the vote support 

has fluctuated between the municipal elections. In an early paper by Wright (1974) about 

government expenditures in American states, he uses the standard deviation of the 

Democratic Party’s vote share over several elections as a way to track voters’ movement. In a 

more recent paper examining the effect of mass media on policy making, Strömberg (2010) 

uses the same measure as a proxy for the marginal voter density. He argues that US states in 

which the standard deviation is high should contain many swing voters that don’t care as 

much about loyalty and ideology.  Inspired by this, I observe the vote support for both the 

largest left-wing party, the Social Democrats, and the total vote support for the right-winged 

opposition bloc consisting of the Moderates, the Center party, the Liberal party and the 

Christian Democrats. These two blocs of parties best represent the left-right wing scale in 

terms of ideology, on which the Social Democratic party is located on the left side while the 

four right-wing parties are more similar and located to the right. For instance, if voters move 
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between the Social Democrats and the Moderates, it can be seen as ideological disloyalty 

while movements within the right-wing bloc is not.  

The standard deviation for the vote support of both sides reveals how much voters have 

switched political bloc during the elections. A low standard deviation imply that the vote 

support has been stable and that the bloc has had few marginal voters that have left in favor 

for the other bloc which also implies that voters have remained loyal. It is important to notice 

that a party can have many loyal voters even though the standard deviation is high if there is a 

large inflow of voters from competing parties. That is why I only define municipalities in 

which the standard deviation of both sides has been low, as those with loyal voters. A low 

standard deviation for both sets of parties implies few marginal voters and that they have 

moved little between the two blocs.  

There are two main reasons for why the vote support could be stable and thus 

why voters are loyal. The leading politicians could provide their voters with good outcomes, 

in which case they will not lose that many voters. A stable vote support for the leading parties 

results in a stable vote support for the opposition as well. Hence, locations with a stable 

support could also on average have a better economy. The second main reason behind a stable 

vote support could be ideology. At some locations, many voters might stay loyal to a certain 

party, or group of parties, for ideological reasons. If so, the stable vote support is best 

explained by ideologically bound voters and not by a well performing economy. It is these 

second kind of voters that I aim to locate by using this proxy. I will pick out municipalities 

with low standard deviations in four consecutive election periods prior to the elections in 

1998, 2002, 2006 and 2010. Hence, I observe locations at which the lagged vote support has 

been stable. It is important to base the proxy on previous elections in order to avoid 

predetermining the result. Otherwise, the answer to the question if loyal voters care less about 

the local economy would already be given. Basing the proxy on lagged elections prior to each 

of the four election periods that I use helps to solve the problem that the composition of voters 

changes over time. It exists municipalities with constantly decreasing populations from which 

people emigrate due to, for instance, better work opportunities. As the composition of voters 

change, the composition of their preferences might also change. By observing loyal voters at 

four different points in time I will be better able to control for such things since the definition 

is renewed.   

At some locations there are popular, local parties that are only active at the 

municipal level. Most of the local parties are only temporarily popular but at some locations 

they have remained popular during all election periods. I choose to exclude such 
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municipalities and to instead focus on how loyal voters are on the classical left/right-wing 

scale. The reason for this is that local parties tend to be interested in small, specialized issues 

that only concern the local municipality. In total, I exclude 24 such municipalities, which are 

presented in the appendix.   

To define whether the vote support has been stable or not is somewhat arbitrary. 

I observe the distributions of the standard deviations prior to the four elections in order to find 

outliers. The distributions look somewhat different over time but I choose to define outliers as 

those below the third decile of all observations. The municipalities with loyal voters are 

represented by a dummy variable and interacted with the economic factors in order to see how 

their response to economic changes differs from the others. The distributions and which 

municipalities that are defined as outliers can be found in the appendix.  

To clarify, I observe how the vote support for the left- and right-wing bloc has 

varied in four elections prior to the four election periods in my sample. If the vote support for 

both blocs has been stable, which is indicated by low standard deviations, it implies that 

voters have moved little and stayed with their preferred parties. The two major reasons behind 

a stable vote support is either because the politicians in power have performed well or 

because the voters stay loyal for ideological reasons. The proxy that I use aims to find 

locations where voters are loyal for ideological reasons and not because the politicians yield 

good outcomes.  

5.3.1 What explains a stable vote support? 

In order to see if these locations have things in common, such as below average 

unemployment rates, I examine how economic and demographic variables relate to these 

municipalities. I begin by comparing the descriptive statistics between the two subsets.   
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics. Loyal vs. non-loyal locations2 

 

The average unemployment rate is lower in the municipalities with a stable vote support. The 

difference is quite large and amounts to approximately 0.9 percentage points. These 

municipalities do also on average have a 15000 SEK larger tax base per capita. However, the 

lowest unemployment rate and the largest tax base can be found in municipalities that are 

defined as those with a non-stable vote support. When comparing how the economic variables 

develops over the election periods, it is noticeable that the unemployment level, on average, 

decreases more among these non-stable locations while the tax base grows faster among the 

those with a stable vote support. The descriptive statistics thus implicate that the locations 

with a stable vote support in general both have a lower unemployment level and also larger 

tax bases. However, the difference is not as obvious when comparing how these variables 

develops over time since these locations have faster growing tax bases but worse developing 

unemployment rates. Before drawing any major conclusions from these findings, I further 

extend the comparison by analyzing what factors that explain a stable vote support. 

An alternative approach to see how economic and demographic variables differ 

between the two types of locations is to analyze what factors that lead to a stable vote support.  

If my proxy actually captures municipalities that are economically performing better than the 

average, it would be implicated by statistically significant relationships between the locations 

with stable vote support and the economic variables. One would expect lower unemployment 

rates and fast growing tax bases to increase the probability of having a stable vote support. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Note:	  Loyal	  locations	  are	  defined	  in	  election	  years	  (1994,1998,2002,2006	  &	  2010)	  and	  so	  their	  
observations	  are	  only	  from	  election	  years.	  Consequently,	  their	  variables	  in	  levels	  and	  differences	  do	  have	  
the	  same	  number	  of	  observations.	  	  	  

 
Local 

unemployment 

– if D_loyal=1 

Local 

unemployment 

- if D_loyal=0 

Local tax 

base – if 

D_loyal=1 

Local tax 

base – if 

D_loyal=0 

Change in 

unemployment 

- if D_loyal=1 

Change in 

unemployment 

- if D_loyal=0 

Change 

in tax 

base 

– if 

D_loyal=1 

Change 

in tax 

base 

- if 

D_loyal=0 
Mean 3.573 4.425 162446 147801 -0.806 -1.038 13140 11419 

Standard 

Deviation 
1.496 1.990 39649 23995 1.520 1.578 7754 4515 

Max 9.4 13.8 356005 360612 1.735 2.619 64282 40294 

Min 1 0.793 112322 101363 -5.9 -6.3 3247 -5047 

Number 

of obs 
142 3904 142 3906 142 870 142 870 
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Economic and demographic variables are examined by estimating their effects on the dummy 

representing the locations with few marginal voters. Both a linear probability model and a 

probit model are estimated. The probit model takes into account that the effects of the 

independent variables on the binary variable are non-linear 
 

Table 4. Dependent variable: Dummy for locations with stable vote support 

 LPM/OLS Probit 

Δ Tax base (1000 SEK) 

0.013*** 

(0.003) 

 

0.011*** 

(0.003) 

Δ Local unemployment 
0.016** 

(0.008) 

0.015** 

(0.008) 

Δ Local tax rate   
0.040*** 

(0.013) 

0.154** 

(0.013) 

Total population (1000 ind.) 
0.000 

(0.000) 

0.000 

(0.000) 

Share of Old 
1.515* 

(0.838) 

1.467** 

(0.617) 

Share of Young 
1.519 

(1.516) 

1.357 

(0.968) 

Intercept 
-0.672 

(0.503) 

-4.560*** 

(1.609) 

𝑹𝟐 / Pseudo 𝑹𝟐 0.029 0.037 

Number of obs. 1011 1011 

𝑯𝟎: Δ Tax base=Δ Local 

unemployment = 0 

F (2, 252) = 8.90 

P-value = 0.000 

𝜒!(2) = 21.69 

P-value = 0.000 

Standard errors clustered on municipal level within parenthesis. P<0.01 = ***, P<0.05 = **, P<0.1 = * 

Note: Probit estimates are average marginal effects 

 

The estimates imply that the size of the local tax base have a (statistically) significant effect 

on the likelihood of having a stable vote support and its estimate is significant on the 1 

percent level in both models. However, the estimated effect of the local tax is very small. The 

probit model in column 2 suggests that if the tax base grows by 10 000 SEK during an 

election period, it increases the probability of having a stable vote support by approximately 

0.11 percent. Recall that the local tax base grows on average by nearly 12 000 SEK during an 

election period. Changes in unemployment do also have significant, but small, effects and the 

estimates suggest that if the unemployment grows it increases the probability of having a 
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stable vote support. This finding goes against what one would expect, namely that a lower 

unemployment level should make the vote support more stable. Judging from the 

demographic variables, the population size does not seem to matter while a higher share of 

old individuals is positively related to a stable vote support. The last row tests the hypothesis 

that the two economic variables are jointly zero. The statistics imply that this hypothesis is 

rejected at the one percent significance level in both models. Although, the wellbeing of the 

local economy seems to matter for a stable vote support, the estimated effects are very small 

and have the wrong sign for the unemployment rate.  

The findings from this analysis are two-fold. The descriptive statistics in table 3 

implicated that the locations defined as those with loyal voters have in general both lower 

unemployment rates and larger tax bases. But these differences became less obvious when 

comparing how they develop over time since their unemployment levels decrease by less than 

at other locations but they have faster growing tax bases. The regressions in table 4 estimated 

how both the economic variables and demography affect the likelihood of having a stable vote 

support. The estimates were very small and didn’t imply that the local economy is of huge 

importance. How the local economy develops during an election period should be more 

important for the vote support than its wellbeing at a certain point in time. Although the 

locations with loyal voters in general have a healthier economy, its development doesn’t 

differ much from the rest. I claim that the results from this analysis are too small to conclude 

that a stable vote support is mainly explained by voters who remain loyal because of well 

performing politicians. I conclude that my proxy isn’t perfect but that it should be able to 

capture voters who are ideologically loyal and not only those who are loyal for economic 

reasons.  

  

6. Methodology  

The empirical model that I estimate can be written as 

 
𝜟𝑽𝒐𝒕𝒆𝒊𝒕 = 𝜶 + 𝜷𝟏𝜟𝑼𝒏𝒆𝒎𝒑𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐𝜟𝑻𝒂𝒙𝒃𝒂𝒔𝒆𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑫𝒍𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍,𝒊𝒕!𝟏𝜟𝑼𝒏𝒆𝒎𝒑𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟒𝑫𝒍𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍,𝒊𝒕!𝟏𝜟𝑻𝒂𝒙𝒃𝒂𝒔𝒆𝒊𝒕 +

𝜷𝟓𝜟𝑻𝒂𝒙𝒊𝒕 + 𝜷𝟔𝑫𝒍𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍,𝒊𝒕!𝟏𝜟𝑻𝒂𝒙𝒊𝒕 + 𝜟𝑿𝒊𝒕𝑻𝜷 + 𝑫𝒆𝒍𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏,𝒕 + 𝑫𝒍𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍,𝒊𝒕 + ∆𝒗𝒊𝒕  (𝟏)  

 

Where the subscripts “i” and “t” represents municipality and election year, respectively. The 

model is constructed in first-difference form with a lag length of 4 years, which is the length 

of an election period. Recall that the dependent variable measures how the vote support for 
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the leading parties within a municipality has changed during an election period. The two main 

variables that represent the local economy - the unemployment level and the tax base – will be 

estimated both in the simple first-difference form and in relative changes. By estimating the 

variables in relative changes, I take into account the fact that voters might do a relative 

comparison of their economy in line with the theory of Wolfers (2002). An increasing 

unemployment level, for instance, might not lead to a loss in votes for the incumbent if it also 

increases at other locations. The parameters 𝛽! and 𝛽! estimate the additional effect of the 

local economy at locations with loyal voters. These parameters will hence reveal if the local 

economy is more or less important for the voting decision at locations with a stable vote 

support. If it turns out that the local economy is less important, it further implies that these 

voters actually are ideologically loyal. The tax level might, as already mentioned, have an 

independent effect on peoples´ voting decision according to the theory of yardstick 

competition. This variable is also interacted with the loyal voters in order to see if they 

evaluate it differently.  

 𝑋!"!  is a vector consisting of the covariates and includes both the demographic 

variables and intergovernmental grants. Finally, I include time dummies for the election 

years. Common factors at the macro level, that have an influence on all municipalities, are 

hard to control for in another way. The reason is that macro variables, such as the inflation 

level, will have too few observations in order to be reliably estimated since they only vary 

across time and not across the entities. Instead the time dummies capture things at the macro 

level that affect all municipalities.  

Having the model in first-difference form solves the problem with fixed, 

municipal specific effects that are different among the municipalities but that are time 

invariant. Consider the residual 𝜀!" = 𝑣!" + 𝜇! that consists of both idiosyncratic errors – that 

vary across both time and locations – and municipal specific effects. By taking the first-

difference of the residual -𝛥𝜀!" = 𝜀!,! − 𝜀!,!!! = 𝑣!,! + 𝜇! − 𝑣!,!!! + 𝜇! =   𝑣!,! − 𝑣!,!!! =

𝛥𝑣!,! – the fixed effects are removed.  

There are some potential econometric problems that can arise when estimating 

the model.  A relevant question is if the model manages to capture the exogenous effect of the 

local economy on the vote support and if this effect runs in one direction only. In political 

business cycles, it is argued that politicians stimulate the economy prior to an election in order 

to increase their chances of being reelected. It is plausible to assume that their willingness to 

stimulate the economy might depend on their popularity. Consider a situation where the 
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leading politicians have a strong vote support and one in which they experience a large loss in 

support. Politicians that are confident that they will be reelected might not feel the same need 

to attract voters by stimulating the economy. If politicians’ willingness to stimulate the 

economy depends on their popularity and their chances of being reelected, the model might 

suffer from simultaneous causality bias. Because the vote support might then have an impact 

on the local economy and not just the other way around. Consequently, the economic 

variables would be endogenous and their true effect hard to interpret. However, it is important 

to point out that Swedish municipalities are obliged by law to fulfill a balanced budget 

requirement. They can only run deficits under special circumstances and if so, they have to 

run surplus within three years. How the municipalities set their budgets are closely observed 

and controlled by the central government. Hence, it is harder for local politicians to 

temporarily stimulate the economy than it is for politicians at the national level. 

Consequently, the presence of business cycles and simultaneous causality is not as likely at 

the local level.  

Another issue that could cause problems is multicollinearity. The variables that 

represent the local economy might be highly correlated. Their standard errors would then be 

large and as a result the estimates might turn out insignificant. A high correlation between 

explanatory variables would make it hard to interpret their separate effects on the dependent 

variable. It is possible that for instance the unemployment level might be highly correlated 

with the tax base.  A location with a high unemployment level might also have a small tax 

base since few people in work would lead to less income for the municipality to collect taxes 

from. Intergovernmental grants are also related to these variables due to the municipal 

equalizing system and the fact that well doing municipalities receive less from the central 

government. Table 5 shows the correlation between these variables.   
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Table 5. Correlations between explanatory variables. Both local and relative changes. 

 

 ΔUnemp ΔUnemp, 

relative 

ΔTax base ΔTax 

base, 

relative 

ΔTax 

level 

ΔTax 

level, 

relative 

ΔGrants 

ΔUnemp 1.000       

ΔUnemp, 

relative 

0.616 1.000      

ΔTax base -0.189 0.057 1.000     

ΔTax base, 

relative 

-0.042 -0.059 0.561 1.000    

Δ Tax level 0.135 -0.235 -0.322 0.048 1.000   

ΔTax level, 

relative 

0.036 0.024 0.060 0.124 0.408 1.000  

ΔGrants -0.071 0.177 -0.158 -0.243 -0.446 -0.078 1.000 

 

The correlations between the variables are relatively small for both the normal changes and 

the relative changes while strong correlations only exist between the variables and their 

alternative measures. Since the correlations are small, I find no reason to move on by 

analyzing multicollinearity more thoroughly. I conclude that multicollinearity shouldn’t cause 

any major problems in the empirical model.  

7. Results  

Before analyzing if loyal voters care less about the local economy, it is relevant to see how 

voters in general evaluate the economic conditions when voting. Table 6 includes regressions 

that show how voters in the municipal elections respond to non-relative, economic changes. 

All regressions are estimated using ordinary least squares (OLS). The variables representing 

the tax base and the intergovernmental grants are measured in thousands of SEK per capita in 

order to make the interpretation of their estimates easier while the population size is measured 

in thousands of people.  
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Table 6. Change in vote support for local government. OLS regressions. 
ΔUnemp -0.189 

(0.224) 

-0.273 

(0.236) 

- -0.175 

(0.226) 

ΔTax base 0.194*** 

(0.049) 

- 0.297*** 

(0.056) 

0.293*** 

(0.055) 

ΔTax level - - - -0.586 

(0.412) 

ΔGrants - 0.141 

(0.158) 

0.585*** 

(0.221) 

0.563*** 

(0.215) 

ΔPopulation - -0.005 

(0.044) 

-0.064** 

(0.029) 

-0.069** 

(0.029) 

ΔYoung - 31.915 

(31.915) 

-46.230 

(35.895) 

-36.559 

(35.630) 

ΔOld - -9.370 

(35.282) 

-23.407 

(33.241) 

-18.545 

(33.723) 

Intercept -7.234*** 

(0.947) 

-1.467** 

(0.672) 

-4.245*** 

(0.911) 

-6.653*** 

(1.306) 

Adjusted  𝑹𝟐 0.076 0.060 0.081 0.083 

Obs 980 969 969 968 

Standard errors clustered on municipal level within parenthesis. P<0.01 = ***, P<0.05 = **, P<0.1 = * 

Note: Election dummies included but not presented 

 

In the first column, the covariates are excluded from the model. The estimates for the 

unemployment level and the tax base change when these are included in the fourth column. 

This suggests that the covariates affect the local economy and that they are important for the 

statistical precision of the model.  

How the local unemployment rate develops throughout an election period does 

not seem to affect the popularity of the leading politicians. The estimated effects are 

insignificant although they have the expected negative sign. The local tax base seems 

important for the voting decision. Both estimates are (statistically) significant at the 1 percent 

level and its effect decreases only marginally when the unemployment level is taken into 

account.  The estimates imply that if an individual’s taxable income grows by 1000 SEK over 

an election period, the incumbent’s vote support increases by approximately 0.3 percentage 

points. This is a fairly large effect considering the fact that the tax base grows on average by 

11 600 SEK during an election period. As a comparison, Elinder (2010) found that the local 

tax base had no significant effect on the national vote support while a 1 percentage point 

higher local unemployment rate was associated with a 0.6 percentage point decrease. Judging 
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from the estimate of the municipal tax level, higher taxes lead to fewer votes for the local 

government. This is however only a non-relative comparison and doesn’t say whether 

politicians are punished for raising the taxes more than in neighboring municipalities. The 

regressions suggest that only one economic factor – the tax base – is important for the 

outcome in municipal elections. The fact that the level of unemployment appears unimportant 

while a growing a tax base has strong effects could have several explanations. One reason 

could be that the unemployment level affects only a small fraction of the local population. 

The share of people that become unemployed during an election period is small compared to 

the share that remains in work. If working and non-working people put different weights on 

unemployment, the overall effect on the voting outcome might be small. A larger tax base 

means not only that the municipality collects more revenues but also that its inhabitants get 

wealthier. Since a growing tax base is likely to affect more people than a rising 

unemployment level it also has a larger influence on the election result. Concluding this 

section, how the unemployment level develops over an election period does not seem to 

matter in municipal elections while a larger tax base has significant effects. Together, these 

results could imply that municipal voters are egotropic rather than sociotropic when voting 

and that growing incomes are more important than whether some voters become unemployed. 

Another reason for why the unemployment rate matters less could be that the voters hold the 

central government accountable for their local unemployment rate. The unemployment level 

could be seen a broader and more general economic factor than the tax base, in which case the 

national rather than the local politicians are held responsible. Hence, it might be that voters in 

the local elections are more egotropic and evaluate growing incomes more than the local 

unemployment level, which is instead important in the national election where voters perhaps 

evaluate broader, more general economic conditions.  This is also in line with the findings of 

Elinder (2010).  

Next, I turn to analyzing if loyal voters evaluate the local economy differently. 

Recall that my proxy for loyal voters aims to capture locations where the voters are 

ideologically loyal. These locations are represented by a dummy variable and interacted with 

the economic variables. One would expect ideological voters to respond less to changes 

within the local economy since their voting decision is based on their ideological standpoint. 

Hence, the support for the leading government should be less dependent on economic changes 

at these locations.  

In 2008, the financial crisis begun to influence economies worldwide and 

Sweden was no exception. The municipal unemployment rates started to increase and the 
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growth of the tax base slowed down and did also in some cases experience a negative growth 

(figure 1). Even though the crisis affected Sweden nationwide, it could have had 

consequences for the vote support in municipal elections. It is possible that the financial crisis 

also made voters, who were previously ideologically bound, more economically oriented in 

their voting decision. Since the crisis lead to extreme circumstances, I choose to omit the 

election period 2006-2010 from the analysis in the last column.  
 

Table 7. Dependent variable: Change in vote support for leading government. OLS regressions. 

ΔUnemp -0.267 

(0.231) 

- -0.171 

(0.229) 

-0.353 

(0.256) 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍 ∗ 𝚫𝐔𝐧𝐞𝐦𝐩 -0.366 

(0.361) 

- -0.332 

(0.354) 

0.011 

(0.466) 

ΔTax base - 0.274*** 

(0.070) 

0.267*** 

(0.069) 

0.295*** 

(0.086) 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍 ∗ 𝚫𝐓𝐚𝐱  𝐛𝐚𝐬𝐞 - 0.009 

(0.092) 

0.013 

(0.090) 

-0.069 

(0.105) 

ΔTax level - - -0.596 

(0.420) 

-0.598 

(0.491) 

ΔGrants 0.190 

(0.161) 

0.586*** 

(0.219) 

0.573*** 

(0.214) 

0.594** 

(0.250) 

ΔPopulation -0.013 

(0.043) 

-0.064** 

(0.030) 

-0.071** 

(0.030) 

-0.110 

(0.075) 

ΔYoung 25.588 

(33.861) 

-47.482 

(35.957) 

-36.297 

(35.636) 

-23.347 

(43.788) 

ΔOld -11.123 

(34.619) 

-24.401 

(33.001) 

-19.048 

(33.437) 

12.166 

(39.394) 

Intercept -1.650** 

(0.672) 

-4.233*** 

(0.985) 

-6.436*** 

(1.389) 

-7.146*** 

(1.700) 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍 1.219* 

(0.632) 

1.012 

(1.354) 

0.761 

(1.312) 

2.778 

(1.941) 

Adjusted  𝑹𝟐 0.066 0.083 0.085 0.105 

Obs 969 969 968 721 

Standard errors clustered on municipal level within parenthesis. P<0.01 = ***, P<0.05 = **, P<0.1 = * 

Note: Election dummies included but not presented. Last column: 2006-2010 excluded 

 

The regression in the first column yields a non-significant effect of the unemployment rate. 

The additional effect for loyal voters is unexpectedly negative and implies that loyal voters 

punish their politicians harder but it is far from significant. The regressions in the second and 
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third column show significant effects of the tax base and still non-significant effects of the 

unemployment. In the last column, the election period 2006-2010 have been excluded.   

The interaction terms remain insignificant but have expected signs. If the tax base grows by 

1000 SEK, voters in general will reward them by increasing the vote share by 0.295 

percentage points while the corresponding effect among loyal voters is 0.226 percentage 

points. Likewise, a one-percentage point higher unemployment level leads to a loss in vote 

support of size 0.353 and 0.342 percentage points, respectively.   

Summing up, none of the interacted effects are significant and most of them, 

unexpectedly, suggest that loyal voters respond more to economic changes. If these voters 

really are ideologically loyal, they should respond less as the local economy changes. Either 

my proxy fails to identify ideological voters or these results are due to something else. I 

proceed by testing the robustness of these results.  

7.2 Robustness checks   
 

In this section, I use different specifications and tests in order to see how the results change.  

It includes both relative measures of the local economy and other definitions of loyal voters.  

7.2.1 Relative measures of the local economy 
 

The results from the previous section showed that the tax base seems to have a significant 

effect on the voting outcomes while the unemployment level appears less important. The 

interacted effects for loyal voters weren’t significantly different from the rest and most of 

them had unexpected signs. Wolfers (2002) argues that voters in local elections do a relative 

performance evaluation of their economy. Hence, voters compare their own economy to that 

in neighboring regions. In order to analyze if voters evaluate their politicians´ performance in 

relative terms, I estimate the effect of relative changes in table 8.    
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Table 8. Dependent variable: Change in vote support for leading government. OLS regressions.  

ΔUnemp, relative -0.440* 

(0.264) 

- -0.420 

(0.267) 

- -0.363 

(0.272) 

- -0.355 

(0.261) 

-0.340 

(0.269) 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍 ∗ 𝚫𝐔𝐧𝐞𝐦𝐩, 𝐫𝐞𝐥𝐚𝐭𝐢𝐯𝐞 - - -0.425 

(0.600) 

- -0.548 

(0.588) 

- - -0.627 

(0.578) 

ΔTax base, relative - 0.225*** 

(0.068) 

- 0.187** 

(0.079) 

0.175** 

(0.079) 

- 

 

0.233*** 

(0.071) 

0.181** 

(0.079) 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍 ∗ 𝚫𝐓𝐚𝐱  𝐛𝐚𝐬𝐞, 𝐫𝐞𝐥𝐚𝐭𝐢𝐯𝐞 - - - 0.080 

(0.128) 

0.102 

(0.126) 

- - 0.160 

(0.127) 

ΔTax level, relative - - - - - -0.878 

(0.553) 

-1.247** 

(0.556) 

-0.942* 

(0.555) 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍 ∗ 𝚫𝐓𝐚𝐱  𝐥𝐞𝐯𝐞𝐥, 𝐫𝐞𝐥𝐚𝐭𝐢𝐯𝐞 - - - - - -1.274 

(1.415) 

- -1.975 

(1.685) 

ΔGrants 0.132 

(0.158) 

0.353* 

(0.195) 

0.167 

(0.161) 

0.384* 

(0.198) 

0.376* 

(0.199) 

0.119* 

(0.153) 

0.324* 

(0.183) 

0.339* 

(0.182) 

ΔPopulation -0.007 

(0.043) 

-0.018 

(0.039) 

-0.015 

(0.043) 

-0.020 

(0.040) 

-0.024 

(0.039) 

-0.011 

(0.042) 

-0.028 

(0.038) 

-0.025 

(0.038) 

ΔYoung 31.791 

(34.832) 

-12.689 

(34.520) 

24.304 

(33.854) 

-19.029 

(34.370) 

-17.069 

(34.164) 

30.076 

(34.356) 

-8.238 

(33.812) 

-13.857 

(33.628) 

ΔOld -8.139 

(35.266) 

-20.662 

(34.553) 

-10.346 

(34.571) 

-22.038 

(33.992) 

-19.707 

(34.064) 

-9.919 

(34.721) 

-16.235 

(34.819) 

-17.393 

(34.224) 

Intercept -

1.250** 

(0.502) 

-0.904* 

(0.513) 

-

1.436*** 

(0.503) 

-

1.072** 

(0.519) 

-

1.213** 

(0.519) 

-

1.329*** 

(0.495) 

-1.041** 

(0.505) 

-

1.238** 

(0.503) 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍 - - 1.528*** 

(0.579) 

1.271** 

(0.605) 

1.289** 

(0.597) 

1.483** 

(0.583) 

- 1.212** 

(0.604) 

Adjusted  𝑹𝟐 0.061 0.068 0.068 0.073 0.075 0.068 0.074 0.080 

Obs 969 969 969 969 969 968 968 968 

Standard errors clustered on municipal level within parenthesis. P<0.01 = ***, P<0.05 = **, P<0.1 = * 

Note: Election dummies included but not presented 

 

In the first column, the estimate for the unemployment level is significant on the 10 percent 

level. It suggests that if the unemployment changes one percentage point more within a 

municipality than on the regional level, the voters punish their politicians by decreasing their 

support by 0.44 percentage point. Recall that, since the variable is constructed in difference-

in-difference form, a larger change on the municipal level either means that the 

unemployment can increase on both levels but more on the municipal or decrease at both 

levels but less within the municipality. When analyzing the non-relative changes in 
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unemployment, I found that a one percentage point increase in the local unemployment results 

in a 0.273 percentage points loss in vote support (table 6, column 2), although this effect 

wasn’t significant. Hence, it seems that voters evaluate their municipal unemployment by 

comparing it to the regional level and that such relative changes are more important. The 

additional effect for loyal voters remains negative but is like in previous estimations not 

significant.  

How the municipal tax base grows in relation to the regional level is important 

and all estimates are significant. The regression in second column implies that if the growth of 

the local tax base exceeds the average growth within the region by 1000 SEK, the voters 

increase the incumbent’s vote share by 0.225 percentage points. This result is quite small 

since the local tax base normally only grows by 49 SEK more than the regional average. 

Consequently, it appears that a general growth in the local tax base is more important than 

how it compares to others (compare to table 6, column 3). Loyal voters seem to care more 

about a growing tax base but as before these effects aren’t significant.  

In the last three columns, I include the relative measure of the local tax rate. It 

compares how the local tax rate has developed in relation to how it changes on average within 

the region. It is like the other relative measures constructed in difference-in-difference form. 

In the presence of yardstick competition, the voters will punish their politicians for tax 

increases that are higher than at neighboring locations. All three regressions show negative 

effects of raising the tax level and two of them are significant. The result from the seventh 

column suggests that if the local politicians decide to raise the municipal tax with 1 

percentage point more than what is normal within the region (or decrease by less), they lose 

1.25 percentage points of the voters. The local tax rate deviates in general little from the 

regional average – the difference is only 0.003 percentage points – so the effect is small (see 

table 3.A, appendix). Like for the other relative variables, the estimate for loyal voters is not 

significant but implies that they punish the politicians harder for tax increases. 

Concluding the results from table 8, I find that relative changes of the 

unemployment rate are somewhat more important than local changes. But only one estimate is 

significant and it still seems quite unimportant for the voting outcome. When it comes to the 

local tax base, I find that it still has a significant impact on the vote support but that voters 

don’t put much attention to how it changes in relation to the regional level. I do also find 

some implications of yardstick competition, where voters punish their politicians for raising 

the municipal tax above average. My proxy, that aims to capture ideological voters, remains 
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to have unexpected signs. Loyal voters appear to punish their politicians harder when the 

economy develops badly.  

 

7.2.2 Alternative definitions of loyal voters  
	  
Table 9. Dependent variable: Change in vote support for leading government. OLS regressions 

 
𝐋𝐨𝐲𝐚𝐥  𝐢𝐟  

≤ 𝟏𝐬𝐭  𝐝𝐞𝐜𝐢𝐥𝐞 

𝐋𝐨𝐲𝐚𝐥  𝐢𝐟  

≤ 𝟏𝐬𝐭  𝐝𝐞𝐜𝐢𝐥𝐞 

𝐋𝐨𝐲𝐚𝐥  𝐢𝐟   

≤ 𝟑𝐫𝐝  𝐝𝐞𝐜𝐢𝐥𝐞  𝐚𝐥𝐥  𝐩𝐞𝐫𝐢𝐨𝐝𝐬 

𝐋𝐨𝐲𝐚𝐥  𝐢𝐟  

≤ 𝟑𝐫𝐝  𝐝𝐞𝐜𝐢𝐥𝐞  𝐚𝐥𝐥  𝐩𝐞𝐫𝐢𝐨𝐝𝐬 

𝐋𝐨𝐲𝐚𝐥  𝐢𝐟   

≤ 𝟑𝐫𝐝  𝐝𝐞𝐜𝐢𝐥𝐞  𝐚𝐥𝐥  𝐩𝐞𝐫𝐢𝐨𝐝𝐬 

(-Danderyd) 

𝐋𝐨𝐲𝐚𝐥  𝐢𝐟  

≤ 𝟑𝐫𝐝  𝐝𝐞𝐜𝐢𝐥𝐞  𝐚𝐥𝐥  𝐩𝐞𝐫𝐢𝐨𝐝𝐬 

ΔUnemp -0.206 

(0.229) 

- -0.144 

(0.229) 

- - - 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍 ∗ 𝚫𝐔𝐧𝐞𝐦𝐩 1.011 

(0.825) 

- -0.878** 

(0.354) 

- - - 

ΔUnemp, relative - -0.340 

(0.263) 

- -0.343 

(0.268) 

-0.359 

(0.268) 

-0.359 

(0.260) 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍

∗ 𝚫𝐔𝐧𝐞𝐦𝐩, 𝐫𝐞𝐥𝐚𝐭𝐢𝐯𝐞 

- -1.413 

(1.640) 

- -1.176** 

(0.458) 

-1.157** 

(0.541) 

-1.157** 

(0.581) 

ΔTax base 0.261*** 

(0.065) 

- 0.323*** 

(0.063) 

- - - 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍 ∗ 𝚫𝐓𝐚𝐱  𝐛𝐚𝐬𝐞 0.259* 

(0.142) 

- -0.172*** 

(0.058) 

- - - 

ΔTax base, relative - 0.191*** 

(0.073) 

- 0.220*** 

(0.079) 

0.214*** 

(0.079) 

0.214*** 

(0.074) 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍

∗ 𝚫𝐓𝐚𝐱  𝐛𝐚𝐬𝐞, 𝐫𝐞𝐥𝐚𝐭𝐢𝐯𝐞 

- 0.578*** 

(0.137) 

- 0.111 

(0.107) 

0.464 

(0.365) 

0.464 

(0.404) 

ΔTax level -0.614 

(0.411) 

- -0.543 

(0.416) 

- - - 

ΔTax level, relative - -1.188** 

(0.552) 

- -1.110* 

(0.566) 

-1.111* 

(0.569) 

-1.111 

(0.578) 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍

∗ 𝚫𝐓𝐚𝐱  𝐥𝐞𝐯𝐞𝐥, 𝐫𝐞𝐥𝐚𝐭𝐢𝐯𝐞 

- -0.118 

(3.303) 

- -3.260 

(2.474) 

-0.168 

(0.709) 

-0.168 

(1.936) 

ΔGrants 0.535*** 

(0.205) 

0.306* 

(0.174) 

0.544*** 

(0.209) 

0.300* 

(0.178) 

0.242 

(0.177) 

0.242 

(0.197) 
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Standard errors clustered on municipal level within parenthesis. P<0.01 = ***, P<0.05 = **, P<0.1 = * 

Note: Election dummies included but not presented. Danderyd excluded in last column. 

 

So far, almost all results have suggested that loyal voters care more, rather than less, about the 

economic development within their municipality. The only exception was when the period of 

the financial crisis was excluded (table 7, column 4). It could be the case that my way of 

defining loyal voters fails to optimally identify voters who are ideological. If the economic 

development is better at such locations, which was partly suggested in table 3, my proxy 

could also capture voters who stay loyal for economic reasons. Consider a municipality that 

has economically performed above average. Since it is doing well, the voters will stay loyal to 

the incumbent and consequently the vote support remains stable. It is possible that voters who 

live at locations with prospering economies adjust and raise their expectations. If so, they 

could also be harder on their politicians in economic downturns. This might explain why most 

of the findings implicate that loyal voters find the local economy more important. Hence, my 

proxy perhaps not only includes ideologically but also economically loyal voters. Another 

possible explanation could be that voters at some locations protest vote for the opposition. If 

my proxy captures municipalities where the leading bloc has a strong majority of the votes, its 

voters might vote for the opposition as a way to signal their discontent since they feel 

confident that the incumbent will be reelected anyway. When analyzing the vote support at 

these locations in more detail, I find no clear pattern in how strong the leading parties are. At 

some locations, such as Danderyd and Överkalix, the leading parties have a large majority of 

the votes while at others the incumbent´s support is not particularly strong and the power has 

shifted more often (see table 4.A, appendix). Since there is no clear trend in how popular the 

incumbent is, the presence of protest voting is not likely to explain  - or at least be the main 

ΔPopulation -0.065** 

(0.029) 

-0.027 

(0.037) 

-0.078*** 

(0.029) 

-0.025 

(0.039) 

-0.025 

(0.039) 

-0.025 

(0.034) 

ΔYoung -37.894 

(35.622) 

-10.125 

(33.975) 

-30.000 

(35.720) 

-4.771 

(34.395) 

-4.520 

(35.205) 

-4.520 

(37.518) 

ΔOld -19.282 

(33.775) 

-15.686 

(35.137) 

-21.909 

(33.607) 

-17.165 

(34.880) 

-17.747 

(34.941) 

-17.747 

(33.973) 

Intercept -6.226*** 

(1.390) 

-1.127** 

(0.495) 

-7.029*** 

(1.371) 

-1.108** 

(0.491) 

-1.235** 

(0.496) 

-1.235** 

(0.521) 

𝑫𝑳𝒐𝒚𝒂𝒍 -2.279 

(2.249) 

0.477 

(1.018) 

3.213*** 

(1.030) 

1.519*** 

(0.534) 

1.623*** 

(0.337) 

1.623*** 

(0.557) 

Adjusted  𝑹𝟐 0.084 0.076 0.085 0.075  0.073 

Obs 968 968 968 968 964 964 



	   33	  

explanation for - why loyal voters appear to be harder on their politicians. As a way to try get 

around these issues, I will use two alternative definitions of loyal voters.  

The first way is to use municipalities that have standard deviations below the 

first decile of the distributions - previously I used the third decile as a threshold. Thus, the 

definition becomes stricter since only municipalities with extremely stable vote support will 

be used. The second approach is to use locations that have had a stable vote support 

throughout the entire time period 1994-2010. Such locations are less likely to have a much 

better economy on average than the others, since the time period is longer. Hence, changing 

the requirement to having a stable vote support prior to all election periods, rather than prior 

to one, should decrease the probability that these locations are over-performing and thus have 

voters who are loyal for economic reasons. For this definition however, I will use the third 

decile as a threshold in order to get enough observations and statistical precision. Which 

locations that are defined as those with loyal voters can be found in appendix. The results are 

presented in table 9.  

The regressions in the first two columns define municipalities below the first 

decile as those with loyal voters. The effect of the unemployment is unstable and changes sign 

when using the relative measures. The interaction terms for the local tax base are now 

significant and positive. In municipalities with loyal voters, a 1000 SEK increase leads to a 

0.52 percentage point stronger support for the leading parties. The corresponding effect at 

other locations is 0.261. A relative change of 1000 SEK leads to a 0.769 and 0.191-percentage 

point stronger support, respectively. The municipalities that are captured by the proxy have on 

average also lower unemployment rates and larger tax bases and so well performing 

politicians rather than ideology might explain these effects (see table 1.A, appendix). In the 

last three columns, municipalities with stable vote shares throughout the entire time period are 

used. The estimates in the third column suggest that loyal voters unexpectedly put more 

weight on the unemployment level but – as expected - less weight on the tax base. Using the 

relative measures in the fourth column does yield unexpected effects for both variables. The 

economic conditions still differ a lot between the two subsets of municipalities (see table 2.A, 

appendix) and might hence explain the results. These economic differences are however 

mainly explained by the municipality Danderyd, which has a much larger tax base than the 

other locations. As a last experiment, I choose to exclude Danderyd in the last column. The 

economic conditions are now more similar and hence the stable vote support is not explained 

by better economies (see table 2.1.A, appendix).  
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The results do not change much when Danderyd is excluded and they do still, 

unexpectedly, suggest that loyal voters tend to punish the politicians harder as the 

unemployment level rises and that this response is significantly different from the others. The 

additional effect for the (relative) tax base is insignificant in both regressions but do also 

suggest that loyal voters are harder on their politicians. It is hard to draw any consistent 

conclusions from the findings in table 9. The only estimate that is of expected sign and 

significant is the local tax base (column 3) but it changes sign when the variables are 

measured in relative terms. When Danderyd is omitted (fifth column), the economic 

conditions become more similar in the two subsets. Since the economic conditions are similar, 

a stable vote support is not due to better economic development. This should in turn imply 

that ideologically bound voters, who put less weight on economic outcomes, are the main 

reason.  

But the interaction terms suggest that these voters find economic conditions 

more – rather than less – important.  If neither a good economic development nor ideology 

explains why the vote support has been much more stable in some municipalities, then what 

does? I conclude that there either is some third, underlying factor that explains these 

differences or my analysis haven’t been able correctly identify and estimate the effects among 

ideological voters.  

 

8. Conclusion  

The purpose of this paper was two-fold. The first objective was to analyze how important the 

local economy is for the voting outcomes in Swedish municipal elections. This is in itself an 

interesting question. Firstly because voters in local elections might hold the central rather than 

the local government accountable for the local, economic development. Secondly, it might 

have important implications for the local politicians and their decision-making. The second 

objective was to analyze if voters at some locations put less weight on economic conditions 

since they cast their vote in line with their ideological standpoint. I use municipalities where 

the vote support has been stable and thus where voters have moved little, as a way to track 

down loyal voters. In order to make sure that loyalty is explained by ideology rather than well 

performing politicians, I do an extensive analysis of my proxy and find mixed results. In some 

specifications my proxy fails to capture and separate ideological voters and does instead 

contain municipalities where a stable vote support is mainly explained by good economic 

outcomes. While it in other specifications does better and captures locations with local 
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economic conditions similar to the rest but with much less movement among the voters. The 

findings in this paper are also of mixed character. Some results suggest that the wellbeing of 

the local economy is less important for the voting outcome in the municipalities captured by 

the proxy and hence that their voters are ideologically bound. But all significant effects point 

in the opposite direction and thus imply that they find economic conditions more important. 

Whether this is due to the fact that my proxy fails to fulfill its purpose or to something else is 

unclear. It is hence hard to draw any major conclusions from these findings.  

The overall effect of the local economy is however easier to interpret and only 

some factors appear important in municipal elections. How the unemployment rate develops 

appears to have a small effect on the voting outcome. The growth of the local tax base, and 

thus voters´ income growth, is much more important for the voting decision. Almost all of its 

estimates are significant on the 1 percent level and imply that if the taxable income per capita 

grows by 1000 SEK during an election period, the vote support for the incumbent grows by 

around 0.3 percentage points. This is a very large effect since the tax base grows on average 

by approximately 11 600 SEK over the same time span. These two economic variables are 

also measured and estimated in relation to the county level in order to analyze if voters 

evaluate their local economy in relation to others. I find some evidence that how the 

unemployment develops in relation to the regional level is more important but the opposite 

effect for the tax base. The fact that the unemployment level matters less than the local tax 

base might depend on several things. One possibility is that voters in municipal elections are 

egotropic rather than sociotropic and hence evaluate higher incomes more than whether some 

individuals work or not. Another explanation could be that people hold the central 

government accountable for the local unemployment rate. Elinder (2010) finds that the 

municipal unemployment rate has a significant effect on the national election but that the 

local tax base doesn’t matter. This further strengthens the finding that local politicians are 

only held accountable for the development of the local tax base. As a third economic factor I 

use the municipal tax rates and how they deviate from the regional average. I am therefore 

able to investigate the presence of yardstick competition between the municipalities. I do find 

some results that suggest that politicians are punished for raising the tax level above general 

but the estimates are small.  

In this study I have found that only some economic factors appear to be of 

importance for the municipal election. The voters put more weight on how the local tax base 

is developing than the unemployment rate. I find no evidence that confirms that loyal voters 

care less about the economic development and thus that ideology is the main determinant of 
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their voting decision. I do unexpectedly find that some municipalities have had extremely 

stable vote support over long time periods but that it isn’t explained by neither better 

economic conditions nor that the voters have remained loyal for ideological reasons. The 

reason behind such differences remains unknown.  
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10. Appendix  
Municipalities with strong, local parties 1994-2010 (excluded) 
(Note: If vote share for local party ≥7th decile of the distribution of the vote support, during all elections)  

Alvesta 

Botkyrka 

Eda 

Falun 

Flen 

Gällivare 

Huddinge 

Håbo 

Jokkmokk 

Kiruna 

Laholm 

Lidingö 

Ljungby 

Ljusnarsberg 

Mora 

Simrishamn 

Sjöbo 

Skurup 

Sollentuna 

Svedala 

Tjörn 

Älvkarleby 

Åsele 

Övertorneå 

Municipalities excluded for other reasons (missing data, merging etc.) 
Bjurholm  

Bollebygd  

Dorotea 

Essunga 

Gnesta 

Knivsta 

Lekeberg 

Malå 

Nykvarn 

Salem 
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Trosa 

Vadstena 

Österåker 

 

Municipalities with loyal voters prior to the elections in 98,02,06 & 10 (<3rd decile) 

Loyal	  prior	  to	  98	   Loyal	  prior	  to	  02	   Loyal	  prior	  to	  06	   Loyal	  prior	  to	  10	  	  

	   	   	  

Arvika	  

Danderyd	  

Bengtsfors	   Båstad	   Båstad	   Degerfors	  

Berg	   Danderyd	   Danderyd	   Falkenberg	  

Boxholm	   Falkenberg	   Degerfors	   Falköping	  

Båstad	   Finspång	   Falkenberg	   Forshaga	  

Danderyd	   Habo	   Habo	   Färgelanda	  

Habo	   Herrljunga	   Herrljunga	   Götene	  

Hagfors	   Högsby	   Högsby	   Habo	  

Hofors	   Karlskoga	   Järfälla	   Hallsberg	  

Högsby	   Kinda	   Karlstad	   Hultsfred	  

Kalix	   Kramfors	   Kramfors	   Högsby	  

Kramfors	   Kungsbacka	   Kungsbacka	   Järfälla	  

Leksand	   Lomma	   Lindesberg	   Karlstad	  

Lidköping	   Mönsterås	   Lomma	   Kramfors	  

Mörbylånga	   Mörbylånga	   Lund	   Kumla	  

Nacka	   Nacka	   Munkfors	   Kungsbacka	  

Norsjö	   Ovanåker	   Mönsterås	   Lidköping	  

Ovanåker	   Solna	   Nacka	   Lund	  

Sandviken	   Sotenäs	   Robertsfors	   Mönsterås	  

Solna	   Säffle	   Skövde	   Nybro	  

Sorsele	   Söderköping	   Solna	   Nässjö	  

Stockholm	   Tibro	   Sotenäs	   Robertsfors	  

Storfors	   Tingsryd	   Stockholm	   Skellefteå	  

Strömsund	   Tranemo	   Söderköping	   Skövde	  

Sundbyberg	   Tyresö	   Tanum	   Stenungsund	  
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Söderköping	   Vaggeryd	   Tibro	   Söderköping	  

Tingsryd	   Vallentuna	   Tingsryd	   Tibro	  

Tyresö	   Vara	   Tranemo	   Tranemo	  

Täby	   Vaxholm	   Tyresö	   Vaggeryd	  

Vaggeryd	   Värmdö	   Täby	   Vetlanda	  

Valdemarsvik	   Värnamo	   Vaggeryd	   Vimmerby	  

Vara	   Ydre	   Vara	   Vännäs	  

Älvdalen	   Årjäng	   Vaxholm	   Växjö	  

Älvsbyn	   Överkalix	   Vellinge	   Ydre	  

Årjäng	  

	  

Värmdö	   Ånge	  

Överkalix	  

	  

Ydre	   Örnsköldsvik	  

	   	  

Årjäng	   Överkalix	  

	   	  

Överkalix	  

	  	  

Municipalities with loyal voters prior to the elections in 98,02,06 & 10    

(<1st decile) 

Prior	  to	  98	   Prior	  to	  02	   Prior	  to	  06	   Prior	  to	  10	  	  

	   	   	   	  
	   	   	   	  Danderyd	   Habo	   Habo	   Arvika	  

Kramfors	   Kramfors	   Mönsterås	   Forshaga	  

Nacka	   Nacka	   Nacka	   Hultsfred	  

Norsjö	   Tyresö	   Skövde	   Skövde	  

Vaggeryd	   Vaggeryd	   Tyresö	   Vaggeryd	  

Överkalix	  

	  

Vaggeryd	   Ydre	  

	   	  

Värmdö	   Överkalix	  

	   	  

Ydre	  

	  

	   	  

Överkalix	  
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Municipalities with loyal voters prior to the elections in 98,02,06 & 10    

(<3rd decile four elections in a row) 

Danderyd	  

Habo	  

Högsby	  

Kramfors	  

Söderköping	  

Vaggeryd	  

Överkalix	  

	  

	  

 

Table 1.A Stable vote support defined as below 1st decile.  Descriptive statistics. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Change in 

unemployment 

- if D_loyal=1 

Change in 

unemployment 

- if D_loyal=0 

Change 

in tax 

base 

– if 

D_loyal=1 

Change 

in tax 

base 

- if 

D_loyal=0 
Mean -0.398 -1.022 14.006 11.597 

Standard 

Deviation 
1.333 1.574 8.642 4.986 

Max 1.735 2.619 37.729 64.282 

Min -2.8 -6.3 3.364 -5.047 

Number 

of obs 
27 985 27 985 
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 Table 2.A. Stable vote support defined as below 3rd decile all election periods.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2.A.1 Stable vote support defined as below 3rd decile all election periods.  DANDERYD 

EXCLUDED. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Change in 

unemployment 

- if D_loyal=1 

Change in 

unemployment 

- if D_loyal=0 

Change 

in tax 

base 

– if 

D_loyal=1 

Change 

in tax 

base 

- if 

D_loyal=0 
Mean -0.904 -1.008 14.542 11.580 

Standard 

Deviation 
1.345 1.577 11.649 4.800 

Max 1.06 2.619 64.282 40.294 

Min -3.5 -6.3 4.688 -5.047 

Number 

of obs 
28 984 28 984 

 
Change in 

unemployment 

- if D_loyal=1 

Change in 

unemployment 

- if D_loyal=0 

Change 

in tax 

base 

– if 

D_loyal=1 

Change 

in tax 

base 

- if 

D_loyal=0 
Mean -0.996 -1.008 11.053 11.580 

Standard 

Deviation 
1.403 1.577 3.690 4.800 

Max 1.065 2.619 17.823 40.294 

Min -3.5 -6.3 4.688 -5.047 

Number 

of obs 
24 984 24 984 
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Table 3.A Relative change in local tax level. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Table 4.A. Leading parties and their vote support at loyal locations defined as below 1st decile  

 

 
1994 1998 2002 2006 

Arvika S (49.2) S (45.4) S (46.3) S,V,MP(47.2+6.7+4.2) 

Danderyd M, KD (45.5+2.8) M, KD (51.9+7.5) M, KD (45.1+8.3) M,C,FP (50.4+16.8+12.8) 

Forshaga S (56.7) S (51.7) S (54.6) S (56.1) 

Habo M,C,KD (30.1+10.3+11.2) M,C,KD (29.9+3.2+18.3) 
M,C,KD,FP 

(28.1+6.5+7.8+16.9) M,C,KD,FP (31.6+6.6+6.7+17.4) 

Hultsfred S,V (41+14.1) S,V (38+15.3) S,V (43.8+9.5) S,V (40.4+11.4) 

Kramfors S (54.3) S,V (48+14.1) S,V (47.6+13.4) S,V,MP (47.2+9.8+3.1) 

Mönsterås M,C,FP,KD (6.9+43.1+1.9+2.5) M,C,FP,KD (6.8+44.6+1.5+4.9) 
M,C,FP,KD 

(4.8+49.3+2.1+3.9) M,C,FP,KD (5.4+47.4+1.8+4.1) 

Nacka M,FP (38.1+10) M,FP,KD (41.2+7.5+6.8) M,FP,KD (36.9+16.3+5.4) M,FP,KD (46.3+10.8+4.7) 

Norsjö S (49.9) M,C,FP,KD (4.9+36.1+3.9+13.1) KD,S,V (12.2+39.1+9.8) - 

Skövde M,C,FP,KD (12.9+30.9+4.8+3.3) M,C,FP,KD (19.5+21+4.4+9.4) 
M,C,FP,KD 

(16.7+15.5+8.7+10.2) M,C,FP,KD  (26.2+13.8+7.2+6.5) 

Tyresö MP,S,V (4.8+40.4+5) M,C,FP,KD,MP (33.8+2.9+6.4+5.5+4.9) 
M,C,FP,KD 

(28.2+2.6+13.9+4.9) M,C,FP,KD (39.4+4+9.2+4.5) 

Vaggeryd M,C,FP,KD (19.7+15.4+7.7+11.2) S,C (34.9+16.6) 
M,C,FP,KD 

(13.1+14.2+8.9+19.6) M,C,FP,KD (21.5+11+8+15.4) 

Värmdö M,C,FP,MP (40+5.2+5.3+5) C,FP,MP,S,V (3.8+5.4+4.5+31.1+8.2) 
C,KD,MP,S 

(3.4+6.5+5.1+36.8) M,C,FP,KD (21.5+11+8+15.4) 

Ydre - 
M,C,FP,KD,MP 

(13.6+27.4+3.7+16.3+5.3) - - 

Överkalix S (58.5) S (53.7) S (56.4) M,C,FP,MP,S,V (4.1+17.5+3.6+2.3+57.3+14.5) 
 

 
Note: S=Social democrats, V = Left party, MP = Green party, M = Moderates, KD = Christian democrats, 

FP = Liberal party, C = Center party 

 
Relative 

change in local 

tax level 

Mean 0.003 

Standard 

Deviation 
0.355 

Max 2.669 

Min -1.264 

Number 

of obs 
1011 


