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Abstract. The personalization of politics includes electoral reforms that give voters more opportunity to select
individual representatives as well as behavioural personalization among voters and politicians. Institutional research
suggests that the latter is a function of the former, but it remains unclear whether the association between the two
types of personalization is actually causal. In order to get empirical leverage on this question, we analyze local
elections in Denmark, which feature within-district and within-party variation in the openness of party lists. Using
detailed information on the behaviour of politicians and voters, we find that, once we take differences between
districts and parties into account, the personalization of electoral rules has a negligible effect on behavioural
personalization.
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The personalization of politics refers to the process in which the political role of individual
actors gains importance at the expense of political groups over time (Rahat & Kenig, 2018).
This process has major implications for the way political representation works. A centralized
process of personalization entails that party leaders gain importance over time, which can lead
to a ‘presidentialization’ of politics where the prime minister gains more autonomy over the prime
minister’s party and cabinet (Poguntke & Webb, 2005). Decentralized personalization revolves
around individual politicians instead of their leaders (Balmas et al., 2014). This process shifts
the focus of representation from being party-based to being more trustee- or delegate-based
(Önnudóttir, 2016). Specifically, decentralized personalization entails politicians becoming less
partisan, because their personal features gain importance at the expense of their party, and it is
likely to result in more delegate-based representation when district voters are the gatekeepers of
political careers.1

Decentralized behavioural personalization can thus be expressed as a strengthened linkage
between voters and individual politicians. A more personalized linkage may be revealed in the
behaviour of politicians (trying to cultivate a personal reputation among voters) or in the behaviour
of voters (motivating politicians to cultivate a personal reputation by factoring them into their vote
choice). Yet, decentralized personalization occurs in more arenas than just the behavioural. It also
occurs, for example, in media coverage of politics and in institutional reforms (Rahat & Sheafer,
2007). These different types of decentralized personalization are generally believed to interact with
each other. In particular, a highly prominent and long-standing argument in political research is
that more personalized electoral systems – that is, electoral systems with more candidate-centred
(s)election rules – lead to more personalized behaviour among politicians (André et al., 2015;
Bräuninger et al., 2012 Friedman & Friedberg, 2021; Carey & Shugart, 1995; Itzkovitch-Malka &
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Hazan, 2017; Rahat & Sheafer, 2007; Shomer, 2016) and voters (Chiru, 2018; Dodeigne & Pilet,
2021; Shugart et al., 2005; Söderlund, 2016).

Yet, demonstrating a causal relationship going from electoral systems to behaviour is
challenging. One approach in the literature reviewed above has been to cross-sectionally compare
the degree of behavioural personalism between different politicians and voters who face different
electoral rules at one point in time. However, causation inherently suggests that changes in
electoral rules over time (i.e., personalization of the electoral system) should be followed by
changes in behaviour over time (i.e., behavioural personalization), and this is difficult to assess
in a strictly cross-sectional analysis. Another approach has been to analyze whether country-wide
electoral reforms are associated with behavioural personalization. This design clearly includes
a temporal component, but it still leads to selection bias if the same unobserved variables that
result in personalization of the electoral systems also result in behavioural personalization. For
example, the personalization of politics in each arena could potentially be a function of broader
structural changes. Indeed, some view the personalization of politics as an overall process of
individualization in society where group membership becomes less important (Bennett, 2012;
Karvonen, 2010). This process of societal individualization could both lead to the adoption of
personalized electoral rules and to personalized political behaviour, and at different speeds in
different countries, regions and parties. The resulting statistical association between candidate-
centred electoral reforms and behavioural personalization would be positive, but not a function of
a direct causal relationship.2

The purpose of this paper is to adjudicate between these different possibilities. Specifically,
we ask: What happens to the relationship between electoral systems and behaviour when we can
account for the most likely sources of selection bias? We do so by using a unique variation in
electoral rules within subnational elections in Denmark from 2005 to 2021. In these elections, some
candidates are elected on open lists, while others are elected on de facto closed lists (Tromborg,
2021).3 Furthermore, the list types vary within local party organizations over time. This makes
it possible to isolate the relationship between electoral rules and behavioural personalization
while accounting for systematic differences between parties, districts and voters that could lead
to selection bias. Furthermore, we can control for broader national individualization trends using
time fixed effects.

The design does not eliminate selection issues completely. We cannot account for changes that
occur within local parties between elections, and these changes may be important for determining
both the choice of electoral rules and observed behaviour. However, our design substantially
reduces the magnitude of possible selection bias compared to previous studies by allowing us
to simultaneously control for the most likely sources of such bias – namely, features of the
parties involved, the districts where the elections take place and the national political context in
different time periods. In other words, if there is a statistical association between electoral rules
and personalized behaviour – as opposed to a direct causal relationship – because certain parties,
districts or time periods are characterized by a more individualized culture, then the association
should disappear once we control for these three variables.

Using data on voters’ personal preference votes and political candidates’ public position taking
in a Voting Advice Application (VAA), we replicate the long-standing result that more candidate-
centred electoral rules are associated with behavioural personalism and personalization when we
make simple uncontrolled comparisons of politicians and voters in different districts and over
time. However, when we make more controlled comparisons with fixed effects, the association
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disappears. Put differently, when we take the most likely sources of selection bias into account, we
find no evidence that candidate-centred electoral rules lead to behavioural personalization. This
suggests that the personalization of electoral systems is a symptom of broader individualization
trends rather than a root cause of behavioural personalization. The factors that lead to behavioural
personalization seem to also lead to candidate-centred electoral rules. While we do not mean to
suggest that institutions never matter – we think they often do – this indicates that we need to
look beyond electoral systems if we want to fully understand why behavioural personalism and
personalization occurs among voters and politicians.

Empirical context

Our empirical focus is local governments in Denmark, a decentralized welfare state where local
public spending comprises about a third of GDP. Local governments are run by city councils that
are elected every 4 years. Elections are high-stakes affairs with a 70 per cent turnout and only a
moderate degree of nationalization in election outcomes (Hjorth & Hopkins, 2022). The electoral
system is proportional with one multi-member district per municipality, and district magnitude
varies from 9 to 55. Local elections are dominated by nationally competitive parties that receive
90 per cent of the votes. We focus our analyses on the nine nationally competitive parties (defined
as parties who had representation in Parliament between 2005 and 2021). We therefore omit
smaller parties that only run in one or a few municipalities. To distinguish the national party
organizations from their local organizations (including the local candidates), we use the term ‘local
party’ to describe the latter. Ideally, we would also have wanted to include non-national parties, at
least for comparison. However, there are both conceptual and data issues, which make these parties
difficult or impossible to include. First, these parties do not have a strong national reputation that
local candidates can defect from. Second, there is limited data on these parties. While Statistics
Denmark publishes detailed local election results for the national parties, they do not separate out
votes for non-national parties. As we use this data for one of our two dependent variables, it would
not be possible to consistently include them.

Voters in Danish elections cast a single vote and have the option to choose either a party list
or a specific candidate on a party list. Seats are first assigned to party lists using a proportional
divisor method. Seats are then assigned to candidates in one or two ways. If the local party uses an
open list, then the seats cast for a party go to the candidates from this party who received the most
preference votes. If local parties run on a flexible list, then the party has set a preference for which
candidates it prefers, and the seats assigned to the party go to those who are highest on this list,
unless a candidate reaches the personal vote threshold for breaking the party’s list (e.g., if there are
20 seats in a district, then a candidate needs 5 per cent of all votes). This threshold is extremely
high, which is why the flexible list option can be classified as a de-facto closed list. In fact, from
2005 to 2021, the period we study, it did not happen once. Crucially for our purposes, parties can
(and often do) change list types from election to election. By studying the effect of electoral rules
at the local government level in Denmark, we can thus analyze within-party, within-district and
over-time variation in how personalized the electoral rules are.

To be sure, this design does not work if party leaders choose the list based on the pre-existing
degree of personalism among their candidates or voters. This is unlikely to be a major concern in
the Danish case. The rules for choosing the type of local party list are generally inclusive, meaning
that the institutional choice is typically a function of the collective preferences of the regular
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dues-paying members from the local party. Such local party members are less likely than party
leaders to act strategically (May, 1973). It is also worth mentioning that there has been a clear
pattern of electoral system personalization in local Danish politics. Since the open list was
introduced in Danish elections in 1985, its popularity has steadily increased from 48 to 80 per
cent in 2021 (as indicated in Statistics Denmark’s periodical Statistical Information on Population
and Elections)4. Given that regular party members make the electoral rule choice within their local
parties, this development is consistent with the idea that the individualization of society at large is
driving the personalization of electoral rules (and, possibly, also behavioural personalization).5

Finally, it can be argued that the Danish case is a most likely case for observing effects of
electoral rules on behaviour, but this is actually not entirely clear. On the one hand, some theoretical
models (e.g., Carey & Shugart, 1995; Farrell & McAllister, 2006) suggest that Denmark should
be considered a most likely (or at least a highly likely) case because open list multimember
districts should be characterized by a higher degree of personal vote-seeking incentives (and
hence personalism) than single member districts, and closed list multimember districts should
be characterized by the lowest possible degree of such incentives.6 If this is true, then the
largest possible effects should be present in the Danish case if personalization of electoral rules
does, in fact, influence behavioural personalization. On the other hand, there is other research
suggesting that single-member districts provide the highest possible degree of personal vote-
seeking incentives (e.g., Tromborg & Schwindt-Bayer, 2022), and single member district elections
do not occur in Danish politics. Whether or not the Danish case is a most likely case, we consider it
a useful case because of its unique variation in electoral rules and available data sources to measure
behavioural personalism and personalization for a large number of observations.

Research design and data

We construct a panel dataset that combines data on the electoral rules that each local party
used in past elections and data on behavioural personalism and personalization among political
candidates and voters. We omit elections from before 2005 because of a large municipal reform that
amalgamated a large number of municipalities. This gives us 4,411 local party-year observations
from 2005 to 2021. We explore the relationship between personalization of the electoral system and
behavioural personalization among voters and candidates using a series of local party fixed effects
models. This allows us to test whether candidates from, and voters of, a local party changed their
behaviour if the party switched from a flexible to an open list (or vice-versa) between elections.
Data on electoral rules were found in Statistics Denmark’s periodical Statistical Information on
Population and Elections, which can be downloaded from https://www.dst.dk/en.

Our first dependent variable measures political candidates’ efforts to distinguish themselves
from their party’s issue positions (i.e., personalism and personalization at the level of politicians).
To measure the positions of candidates and parties, we take advantage of the fact that a major
independent Danish political news website (www.altinget.dk) issued a candidate Voting Advice
Application (VAA) during the 2013, 2017 and 2021 municipal elections. Candidate VAAs are
online surveys in which candidates running for an election are asked to position themselves
on a number of relevant political issues, usually on a 1–5 or 1–4 Likert response scale.7

Afterwards, voters can go online, position themselves on the same issues, and receive a candidate
recommendation based on their issue congruence with their district candidates. The candidate
responses allow us to obtain a comparable measure of candidate divergence from the party’s typical
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response for all candidates who participated in the VAA. This includes responses from 13,436
candidates, corresponding to roughly 70 per cent of all candidates.

We use these candidate positions to operationalize the first dependent variable in three different
ways. The first operationalization relies on the party’s modal candidate position to a VAA issue as
the typical party position. Specifically, we calculate the average distance between a local party’s
candidates to the party’s modal answer for each VAA issue and then generate a mean deviation
score for each local party across issues. One disadvantage of this operationalization is that on
the few issues where a party’s candidates are polarized, the party’s modal response might not be
much more typical than a non-modal response. To account for this, our second operationalization
follows the same procedure, but uses the party’s mean position as the typical party position. Our
third operationalization follows the same procedure as the second, but uses the local party’s average
position as the typical party position. Candidates who did not respond to the VAA are treated as
missing (i.e., they do not count toward a local party’s divergence score, and they are omitted from
the candidate-level analyses reported in Table 2). The three different operationalizations return
similar results as shown in Table 1 and Table 2 below.

Our second dependent variable tracks whether voters’ factor individual politicians into their
vote choice. We measure this as the proportion of all votes for a local party that are candidate
preference votes in a specific election. This tracks behavioural personalism and personalization
among voters because it reflects whether voters see politics mostly as competition between parties
(if they only place a party list vote), or whether they also condition their vote on individual
politicians within parties (if they vote for an individual candidate on a party’s list). The data on
candidate preference votes is from the Danish Electoral Database, which provides data coverage
for all five elections in the period from 2005 to 2021. Summary statistics are provided in the
Supporting Information Appendix A.1.

Results

Figure 1 shows how our two indicators of personalism and personalization are distributed for
parties that run on open and closed lists, respectively. Observations are at the local party level,
and we use deviations from each party’s candidates’ modal answer to measure deviations from
the party’s policy platform (i.e., our first operationalization of local candidate divergence from
the party). Consistent with previous research, we find that candidates who run on an open list
distinguish themselves more when we make uncontrolled comparisons (top panels) and that voters
are more likely to pay attention to individual candidates on open lists. However, once we take
district and party type into account using local party fixed effects (bottom panel), there is practically
no difference in behavioural personalization for candidates or voters in open versus flexible list
contexts.8 In other words, the differences in and personalization among candidates and voters are
not driven by personalization of the electoral rules, but by underlying differences between parties
and districts. We speculate more about what these differences might be in the concluding section.

In Table 1 we present the results from a set of linear regression models, which estimate the
effect of party list type on our different operationalizations of personalism and personalization. We
estimate this model using ordinary least squares, clustering the standard errors at the local party
level. To ease interpretation, all dependent variables have been standardized to have a standard
deviation of 1. This means that regression coefficients can be interpreted as the standard deviation
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1486 MATHIAS TROMBORG & MARTIN VINÆS LARSEN

Table 2. Is the null effect of electoral rules robust?

Deviation from
modal answer

Deviation from
average answer

Deviation from
local avg. answer

Personal votes

Individual-level analyses

Open list −0.24 −0.06 0.03 .

Standard error (0.13) (0.08) (0.13) .

p-value 0.062 0.282 0.551

R2 0.61 0.70 0.67

Observations 1,750 1,750 1,750 .

Placebo: Four year lagged dependent variable

Open list 0.03 −0.09 0.28 0.01

Standard error (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.05)

p−value 0.863 0.836 0.099 0.794

R2 0.77 0.75 0.68 0.81

Observations 1,798 1,798 1,798 2,359

Note. Local party clustered standard errors in parentheses. See section ‘Research design and data’ for details on the
dependent variables. All models include Local Party and Election Year FE.

Figure 1. Electoral rules and behaviour among candidates and voters.

© 2024 The Author(s). European Journal of Political Research published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of European Consortium for Political Research.

 14756765, 2025, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://ejpr.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1475-6765.12737 by R

oyal D
anish Library, W

iley O
nline Library on [12/01/2026]. See the Term

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline Library for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons License



ELECTORAL SYSTEMS AND THE PERSONALIZATION OF POLITICS 1487

change in the dependent variable (e.g., number of personal votes cast) associated with a change
from a closed to an open list.

In column one, we present results from models with only time-period fixed effects that do
not take differences between districts and parties into account. This is not sufficient to make the
association between electoral rules and behaviour disappear. However, after adding local party
fixed effects in the second column, we find no evidence of such effects. The estimated effect
for personal votes is the most precisely estimated, and here, the 95 per cent confidence interval
excludes an effect of running on an open list that is higher than 0.1 standard deviation of personal
votes. For our modal deviation measure, the 95 per cent confidence interval excludes an effect that
is higher than 0.15 standard deviations. This suggests that the difference identified in the bivariate
models is a result of some form of selection into which local parties adopt closed or open electoral
rules. Of course, there are still factors we cannot control for, namely factors that vary within local
parties over time. This is a shortcoming of this observational study; however, we can control for
some factors. In Table 1 we therefore also present a model which controls for party size and the
size of the electoral alliance the party is a part of.9 However, this has no impact on the results.10

In evaluating these results, it is important to note that the basic inferential strategy in this paper
is not to rely on observable control variables but instead to use a fixed effects approach. This means
that we effectively control for all time-invariant observable and unobservable characteristics at the
municipality and party level. Variables such as party type, municipal size and district magnitude
are all controlled for by design, because they do not change from election to election. This does
not mean that these variables are not important, nor that they are not relevant control variables.
However, we cannot include them as control variables, because they are already taken into account
by the fixed effects.

Even if factors such as district magnitude cannot be confounding our results, they may moderate
the effect of list type. This might be the case if our null effect is masking a positive effect in
places where many candidates are competing for attention. This would be in line with some
prior research, which suggests that district magnitude could moderate the effect of list type on
decentralized behavioural personalization at both the candidate and voter levels (Carey & Shugart,
1995; Shugart et al., 2005). To explore this contention, we include an interaction between list type
and district magnitude in the final column of Table 1. However, we find no consistent evidence of
such an interaction effect, suggesting an absence in the effect at both high and low levels of district
magnitude.

Robustness checks

In Table 2, we also re-estimate these models at the individual level, substituting the local party
fixed effect for an individual fixed effect. This means we cannot analyze the personal votes variable
which we only have at the local party level, but we can look at individual candidate deviations from
the party platform as recorded in the VAA. Specifically, we can identify 875 candidates who ran
in 2013 and 2017 for parties that changed from open to flexible lists or vice versa. In line with the
previous models, we find no evidence of party list type effects once we take differences between
candidates into account.

Table 2 also reports the results of a placebo test. Specifically, we predict personal votes and
deviations from the party platform in the past (4 years ago) using present electoral rules. This
placebo helps us rule out that parties go from closed to open list in response to personalization

© 2024 The Author(s). European Journal of Political Research published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of European Consortium for Political Research.
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(i.e., reverse causality). That is, one reason we might not identify an effect of changes from a
closed to an open list, is that parties only do it in response to an election where their politicians
are charged with being too much alike and do not get any personal votes (or, conversely, that
local parties shift to a closed list when they determine that there is too much deviation from the
party line). If this was the case, it might look like there is no effect on personalization, but that is
because parties offset low personalization by going from closed to open lists. Our placebo suggests
that this is not the case. As can be seen from Table 2, the estimates are close to, and statistically
indistinguishable from, zero. There is no indication of reverse causality.

Conclusion

Using municipal level data from Denmark with important variation in list type, this research
note has analyzed the long-standing argument in institutional research that personalization of the
electoral system leads to decentralized behavioural personalization among voters and politicians.
The results suggest that – at least in the Danish case – the relationship is an artifact of selection bias;
institutional decision makers select open party lists in contexts where the political environment is
also favourable towards behavioural personalism. Yet, when the same candidates and voters go
from a flexible to an open list, behavioural personalization does not follow, nor the other way
around.

These results indicate that to fully understand behavioural personalization, we need to move
beyond focusing on the role of electoral systems. That is not to say that electoral rules do not
matter. Other rules, such as district magnitude or candidate and leadership selection rules, may
very well shape relationships between voters and their representatives – and personalization of
the electoral system could lead to behavioural personalization in other national contexts than the
one we study. Furthermore, it is possible that informal institutions within parties matter as well
(e.g., the norms surrounding party discipline and unity). Additionally, while our design accounts
for cross-sectional sources of bias as well as national time trends, we are not able to account
for strategic and non-strategic events that occur within local parties between elections. That
being said, the results should urge us to be cautious in interpreting simple associations between
electoral systems and behavioural personalism and personalization as direct evidence of a causal
relationship.

If personalization of electoral rules is not the only, and perhaps not even the most important,
determinant of behavioural personalization, then what are the other key sources? Karvonen (2010,
p. 4) argues that ‘… the personalization of politics may be viewed as part of an overall process
of individualization of social life’. This is an interesting thesis, which suggests that different types
of political personalization are a function of broader cultural changes to society, which are also
likely to happen at different speeds in different countries, regions and for different groups. If true,
this would explain why the statistical association between electoral rules and behaviour disappears
once we control for national time trends (using election year fixed effects in a single country) as
well as for regions and party groups (using local party fixed effects). Yet, whether this explanation
is, in fact, true is an empirical question, and we believe that an important goal for future research
should be to disentangle precisely what the societal changes are that do (and do not) result in
different types of personalization. One potentially useful way to achieve this goal would be to
use process tracing in cases that are typical of both personalization of the electoral system and of
behavioural personalization to help understand the mechanisms behind these developments.

© 2024 The Author(s). European Journal of Political Research published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of European Consortium for Political Research.
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Online Appendix

Additional supporting information may be found in the Online Appendix section at the end of the
article:

Notes

1. Whether decentralized personalization leads to trustee- or delegate-based styles of representation is likely to
depend on a number of contextual factors. If voters are able to choose who their individual representatives
should be without much party interference, then a likely outcome is that politicians will follow the preferences
of voters closely when they make political decisions (i.e., delegate-based representation). However, voters may
in some contexts prefer trustee-style representation, or they may not be able to choose among candidates. In such
cases a trustee-based system of representation could emerge instead. That being said, the precise relationship
between decentralized personalization and representational styles is not yet fully settled (see e.g., Close et al.
2022)

2. This is not to say that there is necessarily selection bias in previous studies. What we mean to suggest is that
there is a possibility of selection bias for the reasons laid out above.

3. We go into more detail about why these lists are de facto closed in the next section.
4. This periodical can be downloaded from https://www.dst.dk/en.
5. Party lists are, of course, also changed for other reasons. In some cases, the closed party list is perceived to be a

barrier for women and minority groups, which leads to calls for an institutional change toward more open rules
(e.g., DR, 2005)

6. These studies also suggest that some electoral systems are characterized by even greater personal vote-seeking
incentives than those of open list multimember districts (e.g., Farrell & McAllister, 2006 argue that systems
using a single transferable vote are characterized by the highest possible degree of personal vote-seeking
incentives).

7. In Denmark, the response scale ranges from strongly disagree to strongly disagree (for question wording, see
online Appendix A.2). The response scale changed from a 1-5 scale in 2013 and 2017 to a 1-4 scale 2021 (the
neutral response was omitted). This means that the baseline level of congruence is different in 2021. Fortunately,
this is precisely the type of issue that our models are designed to handle using time-period fixed effects.

8. Using local party fixed effects effectively means that we isolate the effect of changes in electoral rules on
behaviour within local parties over time. The uncontrolled comparisons in the top panel are both between
electoral rules and behaviour at one point in time as well as at different points in time.

9. In Danish municipal elections, local parties sometimes make electoral alliances to guard against votes being
wasted.

10. In our analyses, the control variables are associated with less personalized behaviour by voters and politicians.
This result is consistent with the clarity model of district representation where a larger number of representatives
within the same party (or coalition of parties) makes it more difficult for voters to distinguish between
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candidates (Tromborg & Schwindt-Bayer, 2022). Consequently, candidates are less likely to highlight their
individual features and voters are less likely to pay attention to these candidates.
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Appendix A.1: Summary statistics 
 

Table A1.1 Summary Statistics 
Variable Observations Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
Preference Votes 3125 0.70 0.13 0.26 1.00 
Deviation Modal 1985 0.84 0.26 0.00 2.18 
Deviation average 1985 0.65 0.25 0.00 1.20 
Deviation local average 1985 0.87 0.19 0.27 1.85 
Flexible List 3125 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00 
District Magnitude 3125 25.54 5.72 9.00 55.00 
Size of Party (Seats) 3125 1.94 3.04 0.00 18.00 
Size of Electoral Alliance (Seats) 3125 5.92 5.71 0.00 22.00 
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Appendix A.2: Issues and response scales in the VAAs.  
 

2013 VAA 

Question Response scale 
Q1: If citizens are to have better services in 
the municipalities, it is necessary to raise 
the council tax. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q2: The municipality should lower the 
council tax. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q3: The municipality should prioritize 
creating jobs rather than giving priority to 
the local welfare. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q4: There should to a higher degree be user 
fee on culture and leisure facilities in the 
municipalities. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q5: Elderly, wealthy citizens should pay for 
cleaning and shopping themselves. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q6: It is important to avoid the closure of 
small schools - even though they are more 
expensive per pupil. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q7: With an increased user fee there should 
be introduced more teachers per child in day 
care institutions. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q8: Offers of welfare must stay in remote 
areas instead of centralizing the offers in the 
municipality's urban areas - even if it is 
more expensive. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q9: It is a good idea to put social security 
recipients to perform jobs such as snow 
removal or sweeping the streets for a salary 
equivalent of social security. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q10: The municipality must ensure that 
there is a broad social and ethnic 
composition of students in public schools - 
even if the parents are no longer free to 
choose schools for their children. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q11: The municipality must do more 
outreach work to people at their homes to 
detect benefit fraud even if people can be 
asked about very personal matters. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 
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2017 VAA 

Question Response scale 
Q1: Private companies should be 
responsible for a bigger part of the home 
care for the elderly. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q2: The municipality should include 
volunteers at nursery homes to help the 
personnel.   

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q3: The municipality should lower the 
council tax. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q4: Companies should pay fewer taxes to 
the municipality. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q5: It is possible to reduce spending in the 
municipality without sacrificing public 
welfare. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q6: The municipality should make sure that 
elementary school classes are socially 
diverse.  

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q7: There should be an upper limit to the 
number of children per pedagogue in 
kindergartens. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q8: The municipality should spend more 
money improving roads. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q9: The municipality should spend more 
money on bike lanes. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q10: The municipality should receive more 
refugees 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q11: Public institutions are too considerate 
towards religious minorities. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q12: The municipality spends too much on 
public libraries and culture houses 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q13: The municipality should finance 
children sport activities when the parents 
cannot.  

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q14: Older people in nursery homes who 
can afford it should be able to purchase 
extra services at the nursery home. 

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 

Q15: The municipality should guarantee 
more sorting and recycling of garbage 
produced by citizens.  

1-5 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partially agree, 
completely agree) 
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2021 VAA 

Question Response scale 
Q1: Public institutions are too considerate 
towards religious minorities. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q2: More public assignments should be 
handled by private businesses. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q3: It is possible to reduce public spending 
without sacrificing the quality of social 
services. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q4: Public canteens must introduce two 
meat free days a week. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q5: Public institutions are not considerate 
enough towards wheelchair drivers. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q6: Investments in public transportation is 
more urgent than expanding the road 
network. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q7: The elderly should be able to buy extra 
services at public nursing homes.  

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q8: The municipality should receive more 
refugees than today. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q9: The municipality should invest more in 
elite sports and cultivating new talents.  

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q10: The municipality should decide on a 
minimum ratio for pedagogues to children 
in public after-school programs. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q11: The municipality should lower the 
council tax. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q12: The municipality should convert to 
compulsory garbage sorting for 10 types of 
garbage. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q13: The municipality should rely more on 
voluntary care in nursing homes.  

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q14: More money should be spent on public 
libraries. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q15: More money should be spent on 
culture in the municipality than today. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q16: Private schools in the municipality 
contribute to social inequality 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q17: It should be possible to get public 
financial support to stay at home with the 
children as an alternative to public child 
care.  

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

Q18: Unemployed citizens should be put in 
special internships as soon as possible. 

1-4 (Strongly disagree, partially disagree, 
partially agree, completely agree) 

 
 


