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S1 Estimation of Election Probabilities

Following Cronert and Nyman (2021), the approach for estimating the proba-
bility that the incumbent government will be re-elected into o�ce involves
four steps. In Step I, the pre-electoral uncertainty facing the involved parties
is modeled. To this end, a forecasting model is estimated, which predicts
the most likely seat share for each competing party in each local election,
using data on prior local election results combined with party-specific data
from national-level vote intention polls (Statistics Sweden 2018; Statistics
Sweden 2020e). Because these polls are conducted annually, we can produce
estimates referring specifically to November of each year—i.e., just around
the time when the local tax rate and budget for the following year must have
been decided by the local council.16 Second, the uncertainty surrounding
these estimates is simulated by means of a residual re-sampling technique
performed 500 times.

In Step II, a model of post-electoral uncertainty is estimated, which
predicts the probability that any given party or combination of parties—i.e.,
any potential government (Martin and Stevenson 2001)—will enter o�ce after
an election. The model is estimated based on the observed characteristics
of the parties in the local councils observed between 1998 and 2018, among
other things their seat shares, left–right positions, incumbency status, and
historical co-governing patterns.

In Step III, the 500 sets of seat share predictions simulated in Step I are
plugged into the model estimated on observed data in Step II. That way
one retrieves, for each potential government resulting from each simulation
in Step I, the predicted probability of entering o�ce after the next election,
based on the forecast vote shares of its constituent parties.17

Step IV calculates for each year the estimated probability that each
incumbent party will be part of the next government, by summing up, for
that year, the o�ce probabilities for all simulated potential governments that
include said party, and divide that sum by the number of simulated election
outcomes. Lastly, to arrive at the final measure of the re-election probability
of the incumbent government, p, the average re-election probability for the
incumbent parties, weighted by their respective seat share is calculated.

16Here our approach deviates from that of Cronert and Nyman (2021), whose re-election
probabilities refer to the month of May.

17To give the reader an idea about the amount of data involved in this procedure, consider
that around 290 municipalities are observed annually for 20 years, and that in a standard
eight-party local council there are 255 potential governments, for each of which the
predicted seat share is simulated 500 times.
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S2 Survey Data on Local Politicians

The survey data gathered for this study were collected through a confidential
web-based survey, approved by the Swedish Ethical Review Agency, which
was managed using REDCap electronic data capture tools (Harris et al. 2009;
Harris et al. 2019). The survey was distributed to all elected members of the
local councils in the 290 municipalities for which an e-mail address could be
retrieved either from the municipality’s web page or through correspondence
with a municipal administrator.

A total of 12,262 local council members were invited, corresponding to
96.7 percent of the population as defined by the Swedish Election Authority.
The invitees were randomly divided into 16 groups, each of which received the
first invitation on a subsequent day. Two rounds of reminders were thereafter
step-wise rolled out with new 16-day intervals. The data collection period
ranged from November 10, 2020 to February 1, 2021. By that time, 3,925
individuals from 270 municipalities had participated in the survey, resulting in
a response rate of 31.1 percent. 8 individuals participated twice, and in those
cases we kept the occasion with the largest number of answered questions.
No compensation was provided to the participants.

Data from the following survey questions were used in the study (see Table
S1 for descriptives):

• 15: “Is your party currently part of the governing coalition?” [Yes – No
– Di�cult to answer – Do not know].

• 16: “How do you today assess the probability that your party will be
part of the governing coalition after the local elections in 2022? Enter
a probability between 0 and 100 percent.” Rated using a 0–100 slider.

• 23: “Do you believe that the parties in the governing coalition would
lose or gain votes if the following policies were implemented?” A set of
items, including “policy is changed towards the political ‘center”’ and
“unfunded tax cuts are implemented”, were each rated on a five-level
Likert item ranging from “lose many votes” to “win many votes”.

• 24: “Suppose that the current governing coalition feels tempted to
adapt its policies in order to be re-elected in the next election. How do
you think such an adaptation would be reflected in the municipality’s
economic policy?” Items for the same policies as above were rated on a
five-level Likert item ranging from “very unlikely” to “very likely”.
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Table S1: Descriptive statistics: survey data

Mean SD Min Max Obs
Coalition member 0.55 0.50 0.00 1.00 3585
Election probability 68.48 24.34 0.00 100.00 3565
Incumbent would gain votes if. . .

Policy is changed towards the center ≠0.17 0.81 ≠2.00 2.00 3550
Unfunded tax cuts are implemented ≠0.52 1.09 ≠2.00 2.00 3567

When the incumbent is vote-maximizing. . .
Policy is changed towards the center ≠0.32 1.01 ≠2.00 2.00 3508
Unfunded tax cuts are implemented ≠0.91 1.28 ≠2.00 2.00 3520

The sample includes everyone who answered the survey question. For the exact wording of the items,
see the adjacent page.
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S3 Municipality-Level Panel Data

Table S2 presents descriptive statistics for the variables used in the analyses
reported in the paper. Definitions and sources are as follows:

• Local tax rate. The municipal income tax rate as determined by the
local council. Expressed in percentages. Source: Statistics Sweden
(2020d).

• Electoral competitiveness. Defined as 1 less the absolute distance of p

from 50 percent (1 ≠ |p ≠ 0.5|), where p is the re-election probability of
the incumbent government as estimated in the study.

• Left-wing incumbent. Binary variable that scores 1 for local governments
that include one or more of the left-of-center parties and no right-of-
center party, and 0 for local governments that include one or more of
the right-of-center parties and no left-of-center party. Cross-cutting
coalitions and grand coalitions are excluded from the sample. Source:
SKR (2018).

• Log. population. Natural logarithm of the registered population as of
December 31. Source: Statistics Sweden (2020f).

• Log. population density. Natural logarithm of population density per
sq. km. as of December 31. Source: Statistics Sweden (2020g).

• Share of young. Population aged 0–19 as share of total population as of
December 31. Source: Statistics Sweden (2020f).

• Share of elderly. Population aged 75 or above as share of total population
as of December 31. Source: Statistics Sweden (2020f).

• Employment rate. Share of gainfully employed in the population aged
20–74. Source: Statistics Sweden (2020b) and Statistics Sweden (2020f).

• Share with social assistance. Claimants as share of total population,
annually. Source: National Board of Health and Welfare (2020).

• Tax hike. Binary variable indicating an increase in the local tax rate
in the current year compared to the previous year. Source: Statistics
Sweden (2020d).

• Tax cut. Binary variable indicating a decrease in the local tax rate
in the current year compared to the previous year. Source: Statistics
Sweden (2020d).
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• Ideologically preferred tax change. Binary variable indicating tax hikes
implemented by left-wing governments and tax cuts implemented by
right-wing governments. Source: Statistics Sweden (2020d).

• Ideologically opposed tax change. Binary variable indicating tax cuts
implemented by left-wing governments and tax hikes implemented by
right-wing governments. Source: Statistics Sweden (2020d).

• Budget balance. Net profit/loss for the year as share of the municipality’s
estimated GDP. Source: Statistics Sweden (2020a) and Statistics Sweden
(2020c).

• Investments. Local government investment expenditures as share of the
municipality’s estimated GDP. Refers to expenses on purchase of land,
buildings and technical facilities, purchase of machinery and equipment,
as well as contracts and consultants, etc. Source: Kolada (2022) and
Statistics Sweden (2020c).

• Budget deficit. Binary variable indicating a net loss in the current year.
Source: Statistics Sweden (2020a) and Statistics Sweden (2020c).

• Investment cut. Binary variable indicating a decrease in investments
as share of GDP in the current year compared to the previous year.
Source: Kolada (2022) and Statistics Sweden (2020c).
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Table S2: Descriptive statistics: municipality-level data

Mean SD Min Max Obs
Tax rate 21.33 1.29 14.90 23.95 3749
Electoral competitiveness 0.73 0.13 0.50 1.00 3750
Left-wing incumbent 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00 3750
Log. population 9.82 0.93 7.79 13.71 3750
Log. pop. density 3.40 1.70 ≠1.61 8.48 3750
Share of young 23.73 2.59 16.65 31.41 3750
Share of elderly 9.87 2.28 3.45 16.98 3750
Employment rate 65.15 4.44 45.60 78.40 3750
Share with soc. assistance 4.31 1.91 0.20 15.80 3750
Tax hike 0.16 0.36 0.00 1.00 3546
Tax cut 0.07 0.25 0.00 1.00 3546
Ideologically preferred tax change 0.14 0.34 0.00 1.00 3546
Ideologically opposed tax change 0.09 0.28 0.00 1.00 3546
Budget balance 0.22 0.86 ≠4.72 29.37 3749
Investments 1.02 0.58 0.00 7.61 3749
Budget deficit 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00 3749
Investment cut 0.49 0.50 0.00 1.00 3546

The sample has been restricted to the observations used in the analyses reported in the
paper. Obviously, the means in the table refer to the situation before certain variables
were centered around their mean. After centering, all means become zero.
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S4 Supplementary Analyses

This section of the Supplementary Material reports a number of tables con-
taining additional regression output. First, Tables S3 and S4 report the
full output of the models in Tables 1 and 2 in the paper. Tables S5 and
S6 report the regression results underlying Figure 5, and Table S7 presents
a similar analysis replacing the outcomes with dichotomous indicators for
the alternative operationalizations of policy myopia—budget deficits and
investment cuts.

Next, to investigate how sensitive our results are to the exclusion of any
particular municipality, we have re-run the model which was reported in the
third column of Table 1, excluding one municipality at a time. These results
are presented in Figure S1 and show that our findings are not driven by any
single municipality.

Studies on the e�ects of electoral competitiveness in multi-party systems
sometimes base their explanatory variables on the degree of competitiveness
facing the largest party or the party of the chief executive rather than the
government as a whole (e.g., Aidt, Veiga, and Veiga 2011; Abou-Chadi and
Immergut 2019). To check whether our results are robust to that choice,
the three models in Table S8 replicate those in Table 1 in the paper but
instead include indicators of electoral competitiveness that are based on the
probability p that the largest incumbent party will be re-elected into the
government. Reassuringly, the results for both myopia and moderation are
very similar to those reported in the main analysis.

As another robustness check, Table S9 reports three models run on the
full range of incumbent re-election probabilities, including the 13 percent
of observations for which p < 0.5. To account for the conflicting theories
about whether incumbents’ opportunistic behavior is triggered by the electoral
vulnerability (1 ≠ p) or the electoral competitiveness (1 ≠ |p ≠ 0.5|) that it
faces, these models include both these variables and their interactions with
left-wing incumbency. Accordingly, in these specifications, the hypotheses for
myopia and moderation each corresponds to two di�erent parameters, one for
competitiveness and one for vulnerability.

The conclusions from this exercise are in line with those from the main
analysis, indicating that the moderating e�ect of competitiveness is the
dominant expression of electoral opportunism. As for myopia, the coe�cients
of competitiveness and vulnerability are both low and point in di�erent
directions. For moderation, both interaction terms have the expected negative
coe�cients, but it is the coe�cient for Left-wing ◊ competitiveness that is
the largest and the one that reaches statistical significance.
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Table S3: E�ects of electoral competitiveness on the tax rate: Control output

(1) (2) (3)
Competitiveness ≠0.199úú ≠0.094 ≠0.072

(0.077) (0.073) (0.073)
Left-wing ◊ Competitiveness ≠0.541úú ≠0.723úúú ≠0.858úúú

(0.233) (0.213) (0.230)
Log. population ≠0.759 0.088

(0.516) (0.993)
Log. pop. density ≠0.069 ≠1.341

(0.331) (0.936)
Share of young ≠0.029 ≠0.066

(0.019) (0.045)
Share of elderly 0.001 ≠0.049

(0.022) (0.054)
Share with soc. assistance 0.011 ≠0.031

(0.007) (0.031)
Employment rate ≠0.005 0.017

(0.006) (0.018)
Budget balance ≠0.002 ≠0.035

(0.003) (0.026)
Regional average tax rate (t + 1) 0.785úúú 0.877úúú

(0.046) (0.115)
Left-wing ◊ Log. population ≠0.511

(1.142)
Left-wing ◊ Log. pop. density 1.376

(1.011)
Left-wing ◊ Share of young ≠0.032

(0.027)
Left-wing ◊ Share of elderly ≠0.031

(0.042)
Left-wing ◊ Share with soc. assistance ≠0.004

(0.014)
Left-wing ◊ Employment rate 0.000

(0.007)
Left-wing ◊ Budget balance 0.016

(0.011)
Left-wing ◊ Regional average tax rate (t + 1) ≠0.122

(0.091)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. population 0.133

(0.113)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. pop. density ≠0.027

(0.091)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of young 0.071

(0.047)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of elderly 0.093

(0.063)
Competitiveness ◊ Share with soc. assistance 0.061

(0.039)
Competitiveness ◊ Employment rate ≠0.030

(0.021)
Competitiveness ◊ Budget balance 0.031

(0.028)
Competitiveness ◊ Regional average tax rate (t + 1) ≠0.071

(0.121)
Observations 3,750 3,749 3,749
Within-period R2 0.006 0.165 0.175
Mean of dep. variable 21.4 21.4 21.4
Municipality-term and year FE Yes Yes Yes
Additional controls No Yes Yes
Additional interactions No No Yes

Identical to Table 1 in the paper. Sample restricted to election periods where the average re-election
probability is 0.5 or higher and the incumbent government belongs to either the left or the right.
Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the election period (municipality ◊ election term) level.
ú p < 0.10, úú p < 0.05, úúú p < 0.01
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Table S4: Alternative operationalizations of myopia: Control output

Budget balance Investments
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Competitiveness 0.266 0.307 0.210 0.395úú 0.420úú 0.367ú

(0.195) (0.218) (0.290) (0.199) (0.198) (0.202)
Left-wing ◊ Competitiveness 0.276 0.261 0.465 0.269 0.285 0.160

(0.710) (0.743) (0.838) (0.554) (0.559) (0.604)
Log. population ≠4.194úú 3.706 2.623 0.534

(1.889) (7.939) (1.735) (3.385)
Log. pop. density ≠0.241 ≠6.705 0.311 ≠0.194

(0.881) (7.116) (1.150) (2.906)
Share of young 0.024 ≠0.229 0.032 0.115

(0.077) (0.146) (0.050) (0.118)
Share of elderly 0.049 ≠0.175 0.011 0.101

(0.118) (0.163) (0.062) (0.150)
Share with soc. assistance ≠0.071úú 0.050 0.000 0.090

(0.034) (0.131) (0.025) (0.093)
Employment rate ≠0.029 ≠0.020 0.013 0.027

(0.038) (0.069) (0.017) (0.046)
Budget balance ≠0.277úúú ≠0.032 0.019ú ≠0.051

(0.061) (0.247) (0.010) (0.057)
Regional average budget balance (t + 1) 0.081 0.116

(0.061) (0.286)
Regional average investments (t + 1) ≠0.063 ≠0.691ú

(0.076) (0.407)
Left-wing ◊ Log. population ≠9.150 4.112

(8.487) (3.789)
Left-wing ◊ Log. pop. density 6.506 0.599

(7.151) (3.142)
Left-wing ◊ Share of young 0.397úúú 0.094

(0.125) (0.078)
Left-wing ◊ Share of elderly 0.289ú ≠0.045

(0.169) (0.123)
Left-wing ◊ Share with soc. assistance ≠0.178úúú ≠0.061

(0.066) (0.041)
Left-wing ◊ Employment rate ≠0.076úúú ≠0.005

(0.029) (0.022)
Left-wing ◊ Budget balance ≠0.169 0.018

(0.111) (0.023)
Left-wing ◊ Regional average budget balance (t + 1) 0.122

(0.119)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. population 0.271 0.156

(0.354) (0.339)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. pop. density 0.251 ≠0.129

(0.297) (0.202)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of young 0.089 ≠0.159

(0.150) (0.147)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of elderly 0.112 ≠0.049

(0.175) (0.170)
Competitiveness ◊ Share with soc. assistance 0.002 ≠0.071

(0.171) (0.112)
Competitiveness ◊ Employment rate 0.059 ≠0.009

(0.066) (0.055)
Competitiveness ◊ Budget balance ≠0.168 0.077

(0.323) (0.069)
Competitiveness ◊ Regional average budget balance (t + 1) ≠0.159

(0.341)
Left-wing ◊ Regional average investments (t + 1) ≠0.142

(0.142)
Competitiveness ◊ Regional average investments (t + 1) 0.959ú

(0.506)
Observations 3,750 3,749 3,749 3,750 3,749 3,749
Within-period R2 0.000 0.086 0.098 0.002 0.010 0.022
Mean of dep. variable 0.228 0.228 0.228 1.031 1.031 1.031
Municipality-term and year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Additional interactions No No Yes No No Yes

Identical to Table 2 in the paper. Sample restricted to election periods where the average re-election probability is 0.5 or higher, and the incumbent
government belongs to either the left or right. Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the election period (municipality ◊ election term) level.
ú p < 0.10, úú p < 0.05, úúú p < 0.01
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Table S5: Regressions underlying Figure 5, first part

Preferred change Opposed change
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Competitiveness ≠0.947úúú ≠0.878úúú ≠1.042úúú 0.844úúú 0.855úúú 0.995úúú

(0.141) (0.138) (0.141) (0.129) (0.129) (0.139)
Log. population 2.153úú 2.297úúú ≠1.944 ≠1.436úú ≠1.413úú 2.527

(0.874) (0.842) (2.197) (0.593) (0.599) (2.904)
Log. pop. density ≠2.104úúú ≠1.906úúú 0.414 ≠0.303 ≠0.270 ≠2.870

(0.563) (0.541) (1.947) (0.328) (0.329) (2.927)
Share of young ≠0.031 ≠0.034 ≠0.113 ≠0.015 ≠0.016 ≠0.081

(0.034) (0.033) (0.087) (0.029) (0.029) (0.076)
Share of elderly ≠0.011 ≠0.008 0.063 0.006 0.007 ≠0.210úú

(0.044) (0.042) (0.116) (0.033) (0.033) (0.099)
Share with soc. assistance 0.016 0.019 ≠0.201úúú ≠0.027úú ≠0.027úú 0.210úúú

(0.015) (0.014) (0.050) (0.013) (0.013) (0.044)
Employment rate ≠0.002 ≠0.003 0.051ú ≠0.000 ≠0.000 ≠0.001

(0.011) (0.010) (0.029) (0.008) (0.008) (0.026)
Budget balance 0.003 0.003 0.069úú ≠0.014ú ≠0.014ú ≠0.094úúú

(0.007) (0.007) (0.033) (0.007) (0.007) (0.031)
Regional average tax rate (t + 1) 0.483úúú 0.039 0.080 0.454úúú

(0.097) (0.195) (0.075) (0.172)
Left-wing ◊ Log. population 5.143úú ≠3.720

(2.361) (2.962)
Left-wing ◊ Log. pop. density ≠2.130 2.663

(2.025) (2.938)
Left-wing ◊ Share of young ≠0.041 ≠0.010

(0.046) (0.039)
Left-wing ◊ Share of elderly ≠0.227úúú 0.187úúú

(0.084) (0.067)
Left-wing ◊ Share with soc. assistance 0.172úúú ≠0.142úúú

(0.023) (0.025)
Left-wing ◊ Employment rate ≠0.035úúú 0.023ú

(0.013) (0.012)
Left-wing ◊ Budget balance ≠0.045úú 0.058úúú

(0.019) (0.017)
Left-wing ◊ Regional average tax rate (t + 1) 1.095úúú ≠0.403úúú

(0.161) (0.142)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. population 0.125 0.127

(0.242) (0.203)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. pop. density ≠0.176 0.014

(0.173) (0.133)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of young 0.128 0.085

(0.101) (0.083)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of elderly 0.071 0.164

(0.130) (0.108)
Competitiveness ◊ Share with soc. assistance 0.126úú ≠0.177úúú

(0.062) (0.054)
Competitiveness ◊ Employment rate ≠0.050 ≠0.014

(0.036) (0.030)
Competitiveness ◊ Budget balance ≠0.049 0.053ú

(0.038) (0.032)
Competitiveness ◊ Regional average tax rate (t + 1) ≠0.166 ≠0.264

(0.226) (0.170)
Observations 3,451 3,451 3,451 3,451 3,451 3,451
Within-period R2 0.024 0.036 0.111 0.030 0.030 0.089
Mean of dep. variable 0.137 0.137 0.137 0.088 0.088 0.088
Municipality-term and year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Additional controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Additional interactions No No Yes No No Yes

Sample restricted to election periods where the average re-election probability is 0.5 or higher, and the incumbent government be-
longs to either the left or right. Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the election period (municipality ◊ election term) level.
ú p < 0.10, úú p < 0.05, úúú p < 0.01
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Table S6: Regressions underlying Figure 5, second part

Tax cut Tax hike
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Competitiveness ≠0.175 ≠0.225úú ≠0.199ú 0.089 0.198 0.187
(0.107) (0.111) (0.111) (0.132) (0.130) (0.129)

Log. population ≠0.317 ≠0.437 ≠1.926 1.222úú 1.486úúú 3.035
(0.438) (0.454) (1.651) (0.537) (0.529) (2.027)

Log. pop. density ≠0.495úúú ≠0.598úúú 0.246 ≠1.921úúú ≠1.695úúú ≠3.537ú

(0.179) (0.186) (1.503) (0.377) (0.349) (2.063)
Share of young 0.014 0.017 0.015 ≠0.050ú ≠0.056úú ≠0.144ú

(0.023) (0.024) (0.064) (0.027) (0.026) (0.074)
Share of elderly 0.034 0.031 0.004 ≠0.026 ≠0.019 ≠0.120

(0.028) (0.029) (0.072) (0.033) (0.033) (0.094)
Share with soc. assistance 0.004 0.003 0.093úú ≠0.015 ≠0.013 ≠0.054

(0.009) (0.009) (0.036) (0.012) (0.012) (0.044)
Employment rate ≠0.007 ≠0.006 0.024 0.011 0.008 0.010

(0.006) (0.006) (0.018) (0.009) (0.009) (0.026)
Budget balance 0.009 0.009 0.041ú ≠0.021úú ≠0.021úú ≠0.070

(0.006) (0.006) (0.022) (0.009) (0.009) (0.046)
Regional average tax rate (t + 1) ≠0.320úúú ≠0.114 0.704úúú 0.624úúú

(0.070) (0.187) (0.077) (0.141)
Left-wing ◊ Log. population 2.378 ≠1.536

(1.732) (2.133)
Left-wing ◊ Log. pop. density ≠0.721 1.983

(1.513) (2.102)
Left-wing ◊ Share of young ≠0.054ú ≠0.003

(0.030) (0.041)
Left-wing ◊ Share of elderly ≠0.041 ≠0.052

(0.054) (0.062)
Left-wing ◊ Share with soc. assistance ≠0.014 0.036

(0.017) (0.022)
Left-wing ◊ Employment rate ≠0.015ú 0.011

(0.008) (0.012)
Left-wing ◊ Budget balance ≠0.030ú 0.037úú

(0.016) (0.018)
Left-wing ◊ Regional average tax rate (t + 1) 0.141 0.288ú

(0.122) (0.148)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. population 0.283 ≠0.024

(0.195) (0.193)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. pop. density ≠0.156 0.008

(0.167) (0.123)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of young 0.037 0.117

(0.074) (0.087)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of elderly 0.073 0.180

(0.075) (0.112)
Competitiveness ◊ Share with soc. assistance ≠0.109úú 0.025

(0.047) (0.056)
Competitiveness ◊ Employment rate ≠0.029 ≠0.014

(0.024) (0.030)
Competitiveness ◊ Budget balance ≠0.016 0.029

(0.023) (0.054)
Competitiveness ◊ Regional average tax rate (t + 1) ≠0.411ú ≠0.104

(0.223) (0.134)
Observations 3,749 3,749 3,749 3,749 3,749 3,749
Within-period R2 0.005 0.018 0.035 0.011 0.042 0.049
Mean of dep. variable 0.066 0.066 0.066 0.152 0.152 0.152
Municipality-term and year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Additional controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Additional interactions No No Yes No No Yes

Sample restricted to election periods where the average re-election probability is 0.5 or higher, and the incumbent government be-
longs to either the left or right. Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the election period (municipality ◊ election term) level.
ú p < 0.10, úú p < 0.05, úúú p < 0.01
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Table S7: Alternative myopia operationalizations coded as binary outcomes

Budget deficit Investment cut
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Competitiveness ≠0.026 ≠0.025 0.084 ≠0.426úú ≠0.425úú ≠0.313
(0.178) (0.179) (0.195) (0.199) (0.201) (0.206)

Log. population 1.097 4.785 ≠0.202 ≠3.112
(1.232) (3.759) (1.309) (4.375)

Log. pop. density 0.383 ≠4.216 ≠0.327 1.968
(0.935) (3.588) (0.967) (4.113)

Share of young 0.020 0.074 0.015 ≠0.020
(0.045) (0.104) (0.046) (0.118)

Share of elderly 0.035 0.055 0.013 0.097
(0.055) (0.129) (0.061) (0.146)

Share with soc. assistance 0.011 0.075 ≠0.019 ≠0.112
(0.020) (0.075) (0.021) (0.080)

Employment rate 0.018 ≠0.015 0.015 0.000
(0.014) (0.041) (0.016) (0.044)

Budget balance 0.021 ≠0.027 ≠0.005 0.098ú

(0.014) (0.060) (0.014) (0.055)
Regional average budget balance (t + 1) ≠0.028 ≠0.034

(0.034) (0.183)
Regional average investments (t + 1) 0.008 0.126

(0.079) (0.379)
Left-wing ◊ Log. population ≠3.258 4.830

(4.018) (4.637)
Left-wing ◊ Log. pop. density 4.994 ≠2.530

(3.667) (4.215)
Left-wing ◊ Share of young ≠0.140úú ≠0.130ú

(0.067) (0.072)
Left-wing ◊ Share of elderly ≠0.128 ≠0.085

(0.101) (0.113)
Left-wing ◊ Share with soc. assistance 0.041 0.041

(0.036) (0.039)
Left-wing ◊ Employment rate 0.049úú 0.038ú

(0.019) (0.022)
Left-wing ◊ Budget balance ≠0.003 0.009

(0.024) (0.025)
Left-wing ◊ Regional average budget balance (t + 1) ≠0.041

(0.069)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. population ≠0.126 ≠0.444

(0.279) (0.312)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. pop. density ≠0.096 0.222

(0.180) (0.216)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of young 0.017 0.119

(0.119) (0.138)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of elderly 0.070 ≠0.064

(0.156) (0.164)
Competitiveness ◊ Share with soc. assistance ≠0.119 0.087

(0.092) (0.098)
Competitiveness ◊ Employment rate ≠0.004 ≠0.012

(0.049) (0.053)
Competitiveness ◊ Budget balance 0.070 ≠0.155úú

(0.073) (0.061)
Competitiveness ◊ Regional average budget balance (t + 1) 0.045

(0.220)
Left-wing ◊ Regional average investments (t + 1) 0.044

(0.151)
Competitiveness ◊ Regional average investments (t + 1) ≠0.169

(0.489)
Observations 3,750 3,749 3,749 3,749 3,749 3,749
Within-period R2 0.000 0.005 0.013 0.001 0.002 0.007
Mean of dep. variable 0.527 0.527 0.527 0.483 0.483 0.483
Municipality-term and year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Additional controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Additional interactions No No Yes No No Yes

Sample restricted to election periods where the average re-election probability is 0.5 or higher, and the incumbent government belongs to either the left
or right. Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the election period (municipality ◊ election term) level. ú p < 0.10, úú p < 0.05, úúú p < 0.01
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The coe�cients correspond to those in the third column in Table 1, but with one munici-
pality excluded at a time. Dotted lines are 95-percent confidence intervals.

Figure S1: Excluding one municipality at a time
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Table S8: Competitiveness based on re-election probability of largest incum-
bent party

(1) (2) (3)
Competitiveness ≠0.170úú ≠0.071 ≠0.050

(0.072) (0.067) (0.067)
Left-wing ◊ Competitiveness ≠0.597úúú ≠0.734úúú ≠0.833úúú

(0.226) (0.207) (0.224)
Log. population ≠0.767 0.178

(0.517) (0.989)
Log. pop. density ≠0.063 ≠1.397

(0.332) (0.936)
Share of young ≠0.028 ≠0.059

(0.019) (0.041)
Share of elderly 0.001 ≠0.038

(0.022) (0.049)
Share with soc. assistance 0.011 ≠0.022

(0.007) (0.030)
Employment rate ≠0.005 0.015

(0.006) (0.017)
Budget balance ≠0.002 ≠0.037

(0.003) (0.026)
Regional average tax rate (t + 1) 0.785úúú 0.879úúú

(0.047) (0.107)
Left-wing ◊ Log. population ≠0.619

(1.145)
Left-wing ◊ Log. pop. density 1.433

(1.010)
Left-wing ◊ Share of young ≠0.034

(0.027)
Left-wing ◊ Share of elderly ≠0.032

(0.042)
Left-wing ◊ Share with soc. assistance ≠0.003

(0.015)
Left-wing ◊ Employment rate 0.000

(0.007)
Left-wing ◊ Budget balance 0.016

(0.010)
Left-wing ◊ Regional average tax rate (t + 1) ≠0.124

(0.091)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. population 0.096

(0.103)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. pop. density ≠0.026

(0.086)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of young 0.066

(0.043)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of elderly 0.082

(0.058)
Competitiveness ◊ Share with soc. assistance 0.050

(0.039)
Competitiveness ◊ Employment rate ≠0.028

(0.020)
Competitiveness ◊ Budget balance 0.035

(0.029)
Competitiveness ◊ Regional average tax rate (t + 1) ≠0.080

(0.112)
Observations 3,750 3,749 3,749
Within-period R2 0.006 0.165 0.174
Mean of dep. variable 21.4 21.4 21.4
Municipality-term and year FE Yes Yes Yes
Additional interactions No No Yes

Sample restricted to election periods where the average re-election probability is 0.5 or higher, and the
incumbent government belongs to either the left or right. Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the
election period (municipality ◊ election term) level. ú p < 0.10, úú p < 0.05, úúú p < 0.01
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Table S9: Sample includes re-election probabilities below 50 percent

(1) (2) (3)
Competitiveness ≠0.244úú ≠0.164ú ≠0.165

(0.096) (0.099) (0.103)
Vulnerability 0.045 0.066 0.087

(0.089) (0.091) (0.093)
Left-wing ◊ Competitiveness ≠0.402úú ≠0.475úú ≠0.476úú

(0.193) (0.200) (0.212)
Left-wing ◊ Vulnerability ≠0.102 ≠0.209 ≠0.316

(0.240) (0.234) (0.245)
Log. population ≠0.658 ≠0.610

(0.497) (0.774)
Log. pop. density ≠0.047 ≠0.528

(0.320) (0.609)
Share of young ≠0.032ú ≠0.073ú

(0.018) (0.042)
Share of elderly ≠0.002 ≠0.040

(0.021) (0.049)
Share with soc. assistance 0.009 ≠0.034

(0.007) (0.030)
Employment rate ≠0.005 0.013

(0.005) (0.017)
Budget balance ≠0.002 ≠0.023

(0.003) (0.024)
Regional average tax rate (t + 1) 0.771úúú 0.835úúú

(0.044) (0.109)
Left-wing ◊ Log. population 0.348

(0.935)
Left-wing ◊ Log. pop. density 0.579

(0.715)
Left-wing ◊ Share of young ≠0.035

(0.025)
Left-wing ◊ Share of elderly ≠0.032

(0.039)
Left-wing ◊ Share with soc. assistance 0.004

(0.013)
Left-wing ◊ Employment rate 0.005

(0.007)
Left-wing ◊ Budget balance 0.012

(0.010)
Left-wing ◊ Regional average tax rate (t + 1) ≠0.079

(0.085)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. population 0.126

(0.103)
Competitiveness ◊ Log. pop. density ≠0.039

(0.084)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of young 0.075ú

(0.043)
Competitiveness ◊ Share of elderly 0.076

(0.056)
Competitiveness ◊ Share with soc. assistance 0.054

(0.037)
Competitiveness ◊ Employment rate ≠0.027

(0.019)
Competitiveness ◊ Budget balance 0.017

(0.025)
Competitiveness ◊ Regional average tax rate (t + 1) ≠0.057

(0.110)
Observations 4,122 4,121 4,121
Within-period R2 0.007 0.159 0.166
Mean of dep. variable 21.4 21.4 21.4
Municipality-term and year FE Yes Yes Yes
Additional interactions No No Yes

Sample restricted to election periods where the incumbent government belongs to either the left or
right. Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the election period (municipality ◊ election term) level.
ú p < 0.10, úú p < 0.05, úúú p < 0.01
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