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Abstract 

The provision of public services is a key responsibility of elected politicians. Research 
suggests that citizens’ satisfaction evaluations of public services are incomplete 
representations of service quality and performance. However, little attention has been given 
to the political nature of service evaluations. Based on the theory of (partisan) motivated 
reasoning and the literature on responsibility attribution, we argue that citizens provide more 
favorable evaluations of municipal services when the responsibility for these services is vested 
in political principals with matching partisanship. Drawing on original data from a two-wave 
pre-post panel survey of Danish voters in the 2017 municipal elections, we employ a 
difference-in-differences estimator to identify the effect of a partisan match between voters 
and elected municipal leaders on citizen satisfaction with municipal services. We furthermore 
nest a survey experiment in the panel survey to test whether partisan bias in citizen 
satisfaction emerges when the line of functional responsibility between political principals 
and public services is clear and not dispersed across multiple actors. Our findings provide 
support for the hypothesis of a partisan bias in satisfaction evaluations. We further 
demonstrate the importance of clarity of responsibility; partisan bias seems to come into 
being when the functional responsibility of municipal leaders for public services is clear and 
not dispersed across multiple actors, pointing toward a possible mechanism of partisan bias 
in citizen satisfaction. 
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The provision of public services such as education, road maintenance, and basic health care is a crucial 

responsibility at all levels of government. Typically, these services are provided by government 

agencies who are accountable to elected politicians. But while the day-to-day operation and actual 

service delivery is usually performed by designated service delivery organizations, political principals 

are ultimately responsible for the effective provision of services, and even assigned blame if things go 

wrong (James et al. 2016; Piatak, Mohr, and Leland 2017). This chain of ‘functional responsibility’ 

(Hamilton 1978; see also Nielsen and Moynihan 2017) between elected officials and service providing 

agencies has important implications for citizen satisfaction evaluations. Rather than evaluating a 

neutral object, citizens assess services that are clearly connected to politicians who are elected to office. 

As a result, citizen satisfaction evaluations may be colored by people’s partisan orientation which may 

hinder an unbiased evaluation of public services -- a phenomenon commonly referred to as ‘partisan 

bias’ (Bartels 2002; Lodge and Taber 2013).1 

 Prior studies on citizen satisfaction with public services have often treated satisfaction 

evaluations with public service as an evaluative judgment that operates in a political vacuum (for 

reviews, see Hjortskov 2016; Mok, James, and Van Ryzin 2017). However, in line with a large literature 

on partisan perceptual biases in political psychology, there are good reasons to believe that satisfaction 

evaluations of public services are not straight-forward performance evaluations but possibly biased by 

citizens’ partisan orientation (e.g., Baekgaard et al. 2017; Taber and Lodge 2013). Mixed evidence for 

a partisan bias in citizen satisfaction has been provided in a prior study that examined satisfaction 

evaluations with governmental institutions at the national level (Jilke 2018). However, the institutions 

covered in that study are very general in nature and most of them are not used by citizens directly and 

                                                            
1 With “bias” we refer to a deviation from the rational assessment of services that is due to factors unrelated to 
service performance or quality (see Haselton, Nettle, and Murray (2015, p.968) for a similar definition). Partisan bias 
is different from mere partisan differences. Partisan bias means that party identification itself exerts an influence on 
partisan’s assessments. In comparison, partisan differences refer to different political values of partisans, which 
reflect their different assessments of policies (Fiorina 1981).    
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on a daily bias (e.g., government, the legal system, or the military). Most importantly, service providing 

institutions, not services themselves are the object of evaluation. In contrast, local public services like 

public schools, day care, or elderly care are services that citizens engage with directly and on a more 

regular basis. Frequent contact with and active usage of services has been shown to be important for 

citizen assessments of services (e.g., Van Ryzin and Charbonneau 2010) and is thus likely to be a scope 

condition for the relevance of partisan bias in satisfaction judgements. This raises the question whether 

partisan perceptual bias matters to satisfaction with local public services. 

A precondition for partisan-biased satisfaction evaluations is the perceived ‘clarity of 

responsibility’ (Hobolt, Tilley and Banducci 2012) of political principals’ functional responsibility. This 

means that partisan bias in citizen satisfaction with local public services comes into being when the 

line of functional responsibility between political principals (i.e., in our study elected mayors) and 

service delivery organizations is clear and not dispersed across too many actors. Thus, we expect to 

find no partisan bias within institutional settings where the clarity of responsibility for service delivery 

is low. Conversely, institutional settings with a clear line of functional responsibility between elected 

officials and service delivering organizations provide a fertile ground for partisan bias because the 

mayor will serve as a direct point-of-reference for engaging in partisan motivated reasoning. 

To test such a political psychological model of citizen satisfaction, we commissioned a two-

wave panel study among a representative sample of the Danish adult population. Wave 1 was 

conducted approximately two weeks before the Danish municipal elections in November 2017, and a 

follow-up wave was implemented a little less than three months later, in January 2018. We employ a 

difference-in-differences estimator paired with individual level fixed-effects to identify the effect of a 

match between respondents’ and elected municipal leaders’ partisanship to assess whether changes in 

shared partisanship affect changes in satisfaction evaluations of local public services. This quasi-

experimental set-up is complemented with randomly allocated information cues in which we 
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experimentally manipulate respondents’ perceived clarity of responsibility. In three experimental 

conditions, we present the local mayor’s functional responsibility as either very clear, dispersed across 

multiple actors, or omit any such information. 

We find evidence for the presence of a partisan bias in citizen satisfaction with municipal 

services. These findings are robust to controlling for respondents’ happiness and service expectations. 

The experimental manipulation of local mayors’ ‘clarity of responsibility’ produced suggestive 

evidence in favor of our theoretical model. In sum, these findings not only display the psychological 

biases, and their boundary conditions, inherent to citizen satisfaction evaluations, but also have 

implications for the micro-foundations of a political psychological model of citizen satisfaction with 

local public services. 

 

Citizen Satisfaction and Partisan Bias 

There is a sizeable literature on citizen satisfaction with public services. Three main, but interrelated, 

streams of research provide important explanations of how citizens form satisfaction evaluations: the 

institutional model, the expectations-disconfirmation model, and a cognitive-psychological model (see 

also Jilke 2018). The first line of research looks at satisfaction evaluations as a direct representation of 

the actual performance of public services. Studies in this tradition often focus on services that are clear 

evaluative objects like the cleanliness of streets (Van Ryzin, Immerwahr, and Altmann 2008) or 

services which are commonly measured as part of administrative practices like education 

(Charbonneau and Van Ryzin 2012; Favero and Meier 2013; Song and Meier 2018), health-care 

(Cheon et al. 2019), or public safety (Swindel and Kelly 2000). The expectations-disconfirmation 

model extends the institutional model of citizen satisfaction by adding service expectations as an 

important component in understanding people’s satisfaction evaluations. The major assertion of the 
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model is that people form satisfaction evaluations based on their levels of service expectations. 

According to the model, people’s performance perceptions either confirm or disconfirm prior 

expectations and thus satisfaction would equal the difference between performance and expectations 

(Oliver 1980). A large number of studies have found support for the expectations-disconfirmation 

model of citizen satisfaction across a wide range of public services and settings (Hjortskov 2018; James 

2009; Morgeson 2013; Petrovsky, Mok, and Cazares 2016; Poister and Thomas 2011; Roch and Poister 

2006; Van Ryzin 2006, 2013; for reviews, see Hjortskov 2016; Mok, James, and Van Ryzin 2017). 

A third more recent approach towards citizen satisfaction suggests that implicit, often 

unconscious, biases in peoples’ evaluations of public services can lead to biased satisfaction 

evaluations (Andersen and Hjortskov 2016; Baekgaard and Serritzlew 2018; Hjortskov 2016; Jilke 

2018). Indeed, people hold unconscious, often negative, attitudes toward public service providers 

which may bias their satisfaction evaluations (Marvel 2016). In addition, small changes in the framing 

and presentation of performance information can lead to sizeable effects on citizens’ evaluations of 

public services, despite no real change in service quality (James and Moseley 2014; Olsen 2015). On 

this basis, it has been argued that the validity of citizen satisfaction evaluations as an unambiguous 

indicator of public service performance can be questioned. 

These three streams of the literature are clearly interrelated. The expectations-disconfirmation 

model is an extension of the institutional model. Both suggest that satisfaction evaluations represent 

objective service quality. However, they differ with respect to one key component: expectations. The 

expectations-disconfirmation model suggests that satisfaction scores represent performance 

evaluations more accurately when they take prior expectations into account. If not, they may be biased 

deepening on the level and direction of people’s prior expectations. In this sense, it is argued that 

satisfaction minus expectations equals performance. Cognitive implicit models do not directly challenge 

this assertion. Instead, they show that people often deviate substantially from an objective evaluation 
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of performance because of factors that have nothing to do with the actual quality of services, such as 

the way how performance information is framed or their general pre-dispositions toward government 

agencies. People’s partisan match with political principals is another factor of this kind, we argue. 

Regardless of its value as a public performance metric, citizen satisfaction with municipal 

services has electoral implications. The public holds political principals accountable for the effective 

provision of public services. A growing literature on retrospective voting in municipal elections finds 

that once citizen satisfaction evaluations go below a certain threshold, citizens are more likely to vote 

incumbents out of office (Boyne et al. 2009; James and John 2007). Similarly, the literature on blame 

attribution for failing public services suggests that political principals are the ones who are usually 

blamed if things go wrong during service delivery (James et al. 2016; Marvel and Girth 2016; Piatak, 

Mohr and Leland 2017). In other words, elected politicians are held responsible for service delivery 

outcomes, even if they are not directly involved in the provision of these services. 

This phenomenon can be explained when examining the social psychological literature on 

responsibility attribution. Here a differentiation of conceptions of responsibility is made between 

responsibility based the actual physical deeds of an actor (i.e., what somebody did), and their social 

roles (i.e., what somebody was supposed to do) (Hamilton 1978; see also Schlenker et al. 1994; 

Rudolph 2006). This role-based model of responsibility refers to the fulfillment of duties that are 

attached to an actor’s social role. Indeed, political principals are not causally responsible for the day-

to-day delivery of municipal services and therefore not directly causing changes in service quality. 

However, they have a functional responsibility that is inherent to their office. In other words, in their 

social role as elected politicians and political principals to service delivering organizations, they remain 

responsible by the duties that are attached to their position. We can, therefore, distinguish between 

the causal and functional responsibility for public services, with service delivering organizations being 
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causally responsible for service outcomes, and political principals being functionally responsible for 

the actions and outcomes of service delivering organizations. 

Given the functional responsibility chain between political principals and public service 

delivery, it is reasonable to expect that citizens’ partisan orientation biases their satisfaction 

evaluations. Or, in other words, that “Identification with a party raises a perceptual screen through which the 

individual tends to see what is favorable to his partisan orientation” (Campbell 1960: 133). This expectation gets 

support from a rich literature that finds evidence for partisan perpetual biases in people’s evaluative 

judgments across a wide range of settings, including perceptions of political figures (Bartels 2002; 

Goren 2002), events (Anduiza, Gallego, and Munoz 2013; Malhotra and Kuo 2007), and the economy 

(Evans and Andersen 2005; Gerber and Huber 2010), but also more specifically with regard to public 

policies (Baekgaard and Serritzlew 2016; James and Van Ryzin 2017; Taber and Lodge 2006) and 

government agencies and institutions (Jilke 2018; Teodoro and An 2018). Yet, partisan perceptual 

biases have been largely ignored in the distinct research field of citizen satisfaction with public services. 

The partisan bias in evaluative judgements is typically explained by referring to the cognitive 

process of partisan motivated reasoning. The theory of motivated reasoning as outlined by Kunda 

(1990) posits that directional goals bias people’s reasoning. This means that people have an inherent 

motivation to come up with conclusions that are in line with their directional and prior held values 

and beliefs. For instance, people who believe that the public sector is better suited to provide public 

services than private for-profit organizations will tend to evaluate performance information showing 

that for-profit organizations are performing better as less favorably, than people who believe that the 

private sector is better suited to provide these services (Baekgaard and Serritzlew 2016; Baekgaard et 

al. 2017). 
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The process of motivated reasoning is arguably triggered by people responding to feelings of 

cognitive dissonance when there is a disconformity between their prior held values and beliefs, and 

the reality they face. It may also come into being when forming impressions or when evaluating 

information. This is in line with Festinger’s (1957) Theory of Cognitive Dissonance which states that 

people experience an unpleasant state of dissonance when holding opposing beliefs (or actions). From 

this perspective, motivated reasoning can be seen as a coping strategy to resolve mental discomfort 

by engaging in a biased memory search and information processing to reach at conclusions that match 

prior held values and beliefs. This cognitive process is argued to operate outside of people’s awareness, 

and motivated reasoners do so in an attempt to maintain an ‘illusion of objectivity’ by constructing 

“[…] a justification of the desired conclusion that would persuade a dispassionate observer” (Kunda 1990: 482-483). 

Against this background, we argue that citizen satisfaction evaluations are partisan biased. 

People’s partisan orientation (as expressed at the ballot box) represent their prior held beliefs that a 

particular party is best suited to govern. This in line with what Kunda (1990) refers to as a directional 

goal (in contrast to so-called accuracy goals). When asked to evaluate the performance of local public 

services, people avoid experiencing (and/or respond to) cognitive dissonance and adjust their 

satisfaction evaluations to match their prior held beliefs. In other words, a political psychological 

model of citizen satisfaction would predict that people are more satisfied with municipal services when 

their party, or mayor, of choice has been voted to office. Conversely, once people’s mayor of choice 

has been voted out of office, they will experience a drop in satisfaction. This leads to our first 

hypothesis:  

 

Partisan bias hypothesis: When voters share the same partisan orientation with the party in office after, 

but not before, the elections (i.e., being an electoral winner), they will express higher levels of 

satisfaction with municipal services; and when voters share the same partisan orientation with the 
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party in office before, but not after, the elections (i.e., being an electoral loser), they will express lower 

levels of satisfaction with municipal services.  

 

It has been argued that the partisan bias in citizen satisfaction comes into being because citizens 

attribute the functional responsibility for local services to their political principals (Jilke 2018). Here, 

political principals provide a partisan colored point-of-reference for engaging in partisan motivated 

reasoning. This means that if people are aware that local politicians are ultimately responsible for 

service delivery, they will try to ensure conformity with their prior held values and beliefs (as expressed 

at the ballot box) when evaluating public services. Thus, we would expect to see a decrease in partisan 

bias once the clarity of responsibility between elected officials and service delivering organizations 

diminishes. This is in line with research in social psychology which argues that institutional ambiguities 

can reduce responsibility attributions of individuals (Schlenker 1997). 

One way how institutional settings can blur lines of responsibility is through responsibility dispersion 

(Powell and Whitten 1993). Arceneaux (2006) in his study about responsibility attributions in a federal 

system finds that citizens only attribute responsibility to politicians in cases where the presence of 

multiple actors is not diffused. Once functional responsibility is dispersed across too many actors, 

responsibility attributions are weakened. Indeed, Healy, Kuo and Malhotra (2015) show that people 

are less likely to blame officials for government failure when they share partisanship with them. This 

partisan bias is strongest when they are actually responsible for outcomes. Along similar lines, Jilke 

(2018) in his study of citizen satisfaction with service-delivering institutions finds evidence for a 

partisan bias in satisfaction with institutions where the national government has a clear functional 

responsibility. However, once lines of responsibility between the national government and the 

respective objects of evaluation are dispersed across multiple actors, no such bias is apparent. Studies 
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that have examined economic voting in systems where political power is dispersed across different 

actors come to similar conclusions (Hobolt, Tilley, and Wittrock 2013; Powell and Whitten 1993).  

We predict that partisan bias in citizen satisfaction comes into being when the line of responsibility is 

clear. Making salient this clarity of functional responsibility of the mayor to citizens provides a partisan 

benchmark. With this partisan colored point-of-reference in mind, people will try to ensure conformity 

with their prior vote choice when evaluating public services. Similarly, once people are made aware 

that many different actors are involved in service delivery, lines of responsibility get blurred. Those 

responsible for services include actors that are not directly partisan oriented like private service 

providers, or have multiple partisan orientations like the local city council. This reduces the clear 

partisan benchmark of the local mayor and disperses it across multiple partisan and non-partisan 

actors. In response, people will evaluate public services without partisan bias because when this 

dispersion of responsibility is made salient, they have no clear partisan reference to engage in partisan 

motivated reasoning. People will rather rely on their experience and information about local public 

services to make satisfaction evaluations. This leads to our final hypothesis: 

 

Dispersion Hypothesis: There will be partisan bias in citizen satisfaction when lines of responsibility are 

clear and no partisan bias when responsibility is dispersed across multiple actors. 

 

Data and Methods 

To test a political psychological model of citizen satisfaction, we need a causal estimate of how partisan 

orientation affects satisfaction judgements. However, partisan affiliation is likely to be affected by 

prior satisfaction evaluations and thus we need to take the possibility of reverse causality into account. 

We deal with this challenge by employing a quasi-experimental set-up in which we focus on changes 
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in elected political leadership following a municipal election. Specifically, we employ a difference-in-

differences estimator paired with individual level fixed-effects (Angrist and Pischke 2009). We identify 

the effect of a partisan match between respondents and elected municipal leaders to assess whether 

changes in shared partisanship affect changes in satisfaction evaluations of local public services (see 

Jilke 2018 for a similar approach).  

The difference-in-differences estimator basically examines the outcome of a certain variable 

before and after the implementation of some type of intervention, for instance the implementation of 

a new policy (see also Dague and Lahey 2018). It typically does so for two groups, a control group 

which did not experience a particular intervention, and a treatment group which did experience it. In 

this sense, the counterfactual trend of an outcome over a given period is examined by taking the 

difference before and after the occurrence of an event for both the control and the treatment group. 

These differences are then subtracted from each other – yielding the classical difference-in-differences 

estimator. In our case, we examine the effect of a change in partisan match between voters and 

municipal leaders and compare them against the counterfactual trend of no-changers - those who did 

not experience a change in political leadership. Because both changers (i.e., election winners and 

losers) and no-changers experience the same type of public services within a municipality, their 

satisfaction evaluations would follow similar trends in the absence of the “treatment” (i.e., winners/ 

losers being no-changers instead). In addition to the difference-in-differences approach, we use 

individual-level fixed effects to control for any time invariant factors that may bias the identification 

of partisan bias (Angrist and Pischke 2009). 

The elections in all 98 Danish municipalities on November 21, 2017 constitute an ideal testing 

ground for our theoretical predictions. Danish municipalities are heavyweights in the Danish public 

sector and responsible for administering many of the most important basic welfare services including 

(amongst many others) public schools, daycare, elderly care, and municipal roads (Blom-Hansen and 
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Heeager 2011). In total, municipal expenditures amount to 49 per cent of all public expenditures in 

Denmark (Mortensen 2014: 87). We can thus expect satisfaction evaluations to be expressions of 

topics highly salient to voters and of importance to their everyday lives. 

With election turnout rates usually at around 70 per cent on average (Baekgaard et al. 2012), 

Danish municipal elections are an example of local elections with comparatively high turnout rates. 

Candidates are running for election on party lists. Besides a few local party lists, by far the most parties 

running for election are also represented on the national arena. Election to the city council in each 

municipality is based on proportionality across party lists. Usually, the city council is composed of 

several parties and only seldom is one party able to win an absolute majority of the votes. After the 

elections, the elected city council negotiates about the distribution of important posts including the 

post as mayor. Given the indirect nature of elections, we should expect voters to care less about being 

on the winning or losing side than in more direct elections. Yet, a previous study provides evidence 

that citizens indeed consider themselves either winners or losers after Danish municipal elections 

(Klemmensen, Serritzlew, and Voight forthcoming). 

Employing a committee form of government, the city council is formally making decisions 

using a simple majority vote. Being a highly consensual, non-parliamentary institutional setting, we 

would expect our case to produce a conservative estimate of partisan bias. However, in practice the 

mayor is a very strong figure in Danish municipalities. Being in most places the only elected full time 

politician, the chairman of the powerful finance committee and the city council, and the head of the 

municipal administration, the mayor is in a strong position to influence and shape municipal decisions 

(Kjaer 2014). Thus, while Danish local governments do not have elected governments as such, it is 

well recognized in research and the Danish public that the mayor is a leading figure and often also the 
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one who is held responsible for the decisions being made. In employing a difference-in-differences 

estimator, we therefore focus on changes in a partisan match between citizens and the mayor.2 

In line with the partisan bias hypothesis, we expect satisfaction with municipal services to 

increase for those citizens whose partisanship did not match the mayor’s before the elections, but 

matched the partisanship of the mayor after the elections (election winners). Conversely, we expect 

satisfaction to decrease for citizens whose partisanship matched the mayor’s before the elections but 

not the new mayor’s after the elections (election losers). Finally, we do not expect any significant 

changes in satisfaction for those citizens who do not experience such a change. Those ‘no changers’ 

are voters whose mayor of choice was (not) in power before and after the municipal elections. This 

group constitutes a baseline (i.e., the so-called counterfactual) that election winners and election losers 

are compared against.  

Since we should mainly expect an impact of changes in partisan match when the respective 

mayor of a municipality changed and respondents believe that such a change took place, we 

operationalize a partisan match by looking at whether the preferred party of respondents matches the 

party that they believe currently holds the mayoral office in our main empirical specification (90 per 

cent of respondents used in our analysis accurately recall which party is in office before the election, 

while 92 per cent possessed correct beliefs after the election). We do so before and after the election 

in order to distinguish election winners from election losers and no-changers. In our primary model 

specification, we only include those respondents who report consistent party preferences across waves 

to account for the possibility that some respondents may say they voted for the winner because of 

retrospective support. Doing so, we asked respondents who they would like to win the elections in 

wave 1, and who they report having voted for in wave 2. This also enables us to exclude strategic 

                                                            
2 This approach is consistent with a recent study of how electoral winners and losers in Danish local government 
experience local democracy (Klemmensen, Serritzlew, and Voigt, forthcoming). 
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voters who voted for another party than the one they actually support. Hence, focusing on 

respondents with consistent party preferences allows us to directly test how changes in partisan match 

affect citizen satisfaction evaluations. We, moreover, re-run our analysis with an alternative 

specification on the actual (instead of the perceived) partisan match to probe the robustness of our 

findings.  

Restricting the sample to only voters with consistent preferences may potentially lead to 

inflated results of partisan bias if consistency in party preferences is correlated with preference 

strength, thus reducing the generalizability of our results. Therefore, in a third specification we 

operationalize partisan match by looking at whether citizens expressed party preferences prior to 

elections that match the party that holds the mayoral office before and after the elections. Citizens 

whose preferences did not match the mayor’s before the elections, but matched the partisanship of 

the mayor afterwards are coded election winners. Citizens whose preferences matched before, but not 

after, are coded losers and citizens whose preference either matched or did not match both 

before/after the elections are coded no-changers, as are also voters who report no clear party 

preferences before the election. While this specification does not use information about partisan 

preferences after the election and, therefore, does not allow us to focus on perceived partisan matches, 

the specification enables us to use the full sample regardless of whether citizens report consistent party 

preferences. This adds a useful supplement to the two other specifications outlined above. 

Data for our empirical study is based on a representative sample of the Danish adult 

population in the age span 18-70 years (the voting age in Denmark is 18 years) on gender, age, and 

place of residence.3 Respondents are members of the Danish Userneeds panel – one of the largest 

online panels in Denmark. Since our estimator of partisan bias is based on differences in perceived 

                                                            
3 Data is available upon request at martinb@ps.au.dk. 

mailto:martinb@ps.au.dk
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partisan match, we launched a two-wave panel study in Danish where the same respondents were 

sampled before the November 2017 elections, and contacted again after the new city council was 

inserted as of January the 1st 2018. The first survey was launched November 6 and the data collection 

was finalized November 16 (five days before the elections). In total, the sample contains responses 

from 1,273 individuals. The second wave was launched January 8, 2018 among the very same 

respondents and was closed January 18 2018. In total, 945 individuals responded to the second wave 

amounting to a response rate of 74 per cent. Table 1 provides descriptive statistics from the first 

survey for those who responded to both survey waves and compares the statistics with those who did 

not respond to both waves. The table shows that non-responders in wave 2 are similar to those who 

responded to wave 1 in terms of their reported happiness, service expectations, whether they believed 

that the mayor was from their preferred party, and with regard to their assignment to the three 

conditions in the survey experiment. 

 

Table 1: Descriptive statics (comparing responders and non-responders) 

 Responders 

(n=945) 

Non-responders 

(n=328) 

All 

(n=1,273) 

 Mean SD Mean SD Min Max 

Satisfaction 5.53 2.12 5.38 2.13 0 10 

Happiness 7.02 1.86 7.13 1.68 0 10 

Expectations 3.26 0.77 3.28 0.74 1 5 

Believe that mayor 

is from own party 
0.36 0.48 0.35 0.48 0 1 

Control condition 0.33 0.47 0.32 0.47 0 1 

Clear responsibility 

condition 
0.34 0.47 0.34 0.47 0 1 
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Dispersed 

responsibility 

condition 

0.33 0.47 0.35 0.48 0 1 

 

To examine the second hypothesis on the role of functional responsibility, we supplement our 

difference-in-differences estimator with a between-subjects randomly allocated survey experiment in 

which we experimentally manipulate the perceived clarity of responsibility of the Mayor. This allows 

us to directly test whether partisan bias in citizen satisfaction is a result of the perceived functional 

responsibility over public services. In order to avoid giving false information about Mayors’ 

responsibility of services, we manipulate the line of responsibility by emphasizing either the central 

role of the mayor (high clarity condition) or the dispersed responsibility across several groups 

(dispersion condition). The survey experimental vignettes were presented to various experts on Danish 

local government to ensure that the final versions of the vignettes are realistic and contain no false 

information. We also include a control condition in which no information is given about the 

responsibility for municipal decisions in order to have a baseline that our treatment effects can be 

compared against. The vignettes were followed by a single question about the overall satisfaction with 

municipal services (using an 11-point slider running from 0 (very dissatisfied) to 10 (very satisfied)). A 

similar measure (though on a seven-point scale) has been used in prior satisfaction surveys (e.g., Van 

Ryzin 2006; Hjortskov 2017). Respondents are presented with the very same vignette in both survey 

waves to ensure that their responses to the satisfaction question are equally affected by the provided 

information. Thus, individuals are randomly assigned to experimental conditions in the first survey 

wave and stay in that condition in the second wave. The survey experimental vignettes are presented 

in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Survey experimental manipulation  

 
High clarity condition 

 

 
Dispersion condition 

 
Control condition 

In [name of the municipality inserted], 
the mayor’s duties involve making 
decisions about the provision of 
public services. In this sense, the 
mayor is responsible for the 
provision of municipal services, 
including, amongst others, public 
schools, daycare, and elderly care. 
 

In [name of the municipality inserted], 
the national government (through 
rules and regulations), the 
municipal administration, the city 
council, the mayor, and public, 
private, and nonprofit providers 
all are involved in making 
decisions about the provision of 
municipal services. In this sense, 
several actors are responsible for 
the provision of municipal 
services, including, amongst 
others, public schools, daycare, 
and elderly care. 

Municipal services include, 
amongst others, public schools, 
daycare, and elderly care. 
 

 
Overall, how satisfied are you with the municipal services provided to you in [name of the municipality inserted]? 
 

 

Checks were conducted to test whether respondents actively processed the provided information cues. 

Respondents were asked at the end of each survey wave who is responsible for the provision of 

municipal services according to the description that they had previously been presented with. 

Response options were (in randomized order): 1) The mayor; 2) Several actors; 3) The responsibility 

was not mentioned; 4) Don’t remember. For each treatment (i.e., clear responsibility and dispersed 

responsibility) and each survey wave, we conducted logistic regressions to test if, for instance, those 

respondents who got the clear responsibility treatment to a larger extent responded “The mayor” than 

those in the dispersed responsibility and control conditions. All of these tests provided clear evidence 

of treatment effectiveness with positive coefficients and highly statistically significant results (p < 

0.001 in all regressions). Yet, a closer look also revealed considerable noise because a number of 

respondents selected the “several actors” option regardless of what experimental group they had been 

assigned to. Yet this tendency was not systematically related to being in any of the three conditions. 
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In our analysis, we focus on the responses from the 945 individuals who responded to both 

survey waves. Of these respondents, 553 are self-identified voters (i.e. indicated in wave 2 that they 

had actually voted and were able to remember for what party) with consistent partisan preferences 

across both waves. Therefore, the analyses with the specifications using citizens with consistent 

partisan preferences contain 1,106 observations with each individual representing two observations, 

one for each panel wave. The specification using the full sample is based on the full set of 945 

individuals/1,890 observations. In order to increase efficiency and rule-out time-invariant 

confounders, we include individual fixed effects. In addition, municipality-level robust standard errors 

were included to account for correlated error terms within municipalities. Furthermore, we also 

control for individual time-variant factors in a series of robustness tests. Specifically, we include 

controls for people’s expectations of municipal services to take into account that expectations of 

services may have changed as a consequence of changes of the political leadership. Expectations are 

measured on a 5-point scale running from 1 (low expectations) to 5 (high expectations). Moreover, 

we include a control for self-reported happiness (measured on an 11-point scale running from 

0=totally unhappy to 10= totally happy) in order to exclude the possibility that findings are biased by 

respondents reporting increased levels of happiness because their party of choice was able win the 

mayor post. Table 3 presents the survey flow in both survey waves. The full survey can be found in 

the online appendix to this study. 

 

Table 3: Survey flow  

Survey wave 1 

1.  What party would you like to win the mayor post at the upcoming election in [insert municipality name]? 
2. From what party is the current major in your municipality? In case you don’t remember, please provide 
your best guess 
3. Survey experimental vignettes 
4. Satisfaction (dependent variable) 
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5. Blame (not used in this article) 
6. Expectations 
7. Check of remembering information cues (clarity of responsibility treatments) 
8. Overall happiness and service expectations 
9. Political efficacy manipulation (not used in this article) 
 

Survey wave 2 

1. What party did you vote for at the municipal election in November 2017? 
2. From what party is the current major in your municipality? In case you don’t remember, please provide 
your best guess 
3. Survey experimental vignettes 
4. Satisfaction (dependent variable) 
5. Blame (not used in this article) 
6. Expectations 
7. Check of remembering information cues (clarity of responsibility treatments) 
8. Overall happiness and service expectations 

 

Results 

Our findings for the partisan bias hypothesis are presented in Figure 1 and the corresponding Table 

A1 can be found in the appendix. Figure 1 presents the results from the difference-in-differences 

analysis in which we focus on how changes in shared partisanship between voters and political 

principals affects citizen satisfaction with municipal services. The figure presents regression 

coefficients (with 95 per cent confidence intervals) for three different specifications: a) the perceived 

partisan match (i.e., a match between which party people voted for and the party that they believe 

represents the mayor), b) the actual partisan matches (i.e., a match between which party people voted 

for and the party that actually represents the mayor), and c) the match between pre-election partisan 

preferences and the party that actually represents the mayor before/after the election. Once the 

confidence intervals do not include the vertical zero line, coefficients are statistically significant at a 

95 per cent confidence level. 

We find that in the perceived partisan match specification, election winners experience 0.8 

points increase (on an 11-point scale) in satisfaction compared to no changers, corresponding to a 
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seven percentage points increase in satisfaction that are due to changes in winners’ perceived partisan 

match. Election losers do not experience changes that are significantly different from those of no-

changers. These findings are robust to controlling for respondent’s changes in service expectations 

and self-reported happiness (see model 2 in table A1). In the second model specification (i.e., actual 

partisan match), the actual effects for election winners increase marginally, however, so does the 

accompanying standard error. Here we find that election winners experience 0.9 points (or eight 

percentage points) increase in satisfaction compared to no changers, but this effect is only statistically 

significant at a 10% level (p-value of 0.055). In line with the partisan bias hypothesis, we find that 

election losers experience a statistically significant decrease of 1.1 points in satisfaction compared to 

no changers – this corresponds to a 10 percentage points drop in loser’s satisfaction with municipal 

services. Finally, in the pre-election preference match specification the effect for election winners is 

weaker and statistically insignificant (p > 0.2). Election losers, however, experience a statistically 

significant decrease in satisfaction of similar magnitude to that in the second specification (i.e., 1.1. 

points, statistically significant at a 95% confidence level). Models 2 and 4 in table A1 in the appendix 

suggest that these results are robust to controlling for changes in people’s self-reported happiness and 

service expectations. 

In sum, we find evidence in support of the partisan bias hypothesis. Election winners report 

a consistent increase in satisfaction ratings, albeit only statistically significant in the first and second 

specification. In these specifications, they increase their satisfaction with municipal services by about 

seven to eight percentage points compared to those who did not experience a change in partisan 

match. Likewise, the second and third specifications produce evidence suggesting that election losers 
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experience a decrease in satisfaction with municipal services amounting to around ten percentage 

points compared to no-changers.4  

 

Figure 1: Difference-in-differences model (95% confidence intervals) 

 

Note: The figure displays results from a fixed-effects regression model with cluster robust standard errors based on 

municipalities. 

 

The analysis of the survey experiment that we embedded in the panel survey is presented in Figure 2 

(see also Tables A2-A4 in the appendix). In this analysis, we split our sample into three subsamples 

depending on treatment condition (i.e., the control condition, the clear responsibility condition, and 

the dispersed responsibility condition). For each group, we present difference-in-differences estimates 

                                                            
4 To test whether locality specific factors bias our estimates, Table A5 uses municipal fixed-effects in addition to 
the individual fixed-effects in Table A1. This specification produces estimates similar to Figure 1 and Table A1. 
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for three model specifications (as we did in figure 1) in which we focus on the perceived (specification 

1), actual (specification 2) and pre-election preference match (specification 3) among respondents. 

The dispersion hypothesis is empirically supported if partisan bias identified in figure 1 is present in 

the ‘clear responsibility’ condition and not in the dispersed responsibility condition. 

 

Figure 2: Difference-in-differences models per experimental condition (95% confidence intervals) 

 

Note: The figure displays results from three fixed-effects regression model with cluster robust standard errors based on 

municipalities. 

 

First, we examine estimates from the clear responsibility condition in which respondents have 

been presented with a randomly allocated information cue of their mayor’s functional responsibility. 

Here, we find evidence of partisan bias for election loser for all three model specifications. Elections 

losers (compared to no changers) decrease their satisfaction ratings by 0.7 points (or six percentage 
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points) for the perceived partisan match specification, 0.9 points (or eight percentage points) for the 

actual partisan match specification, and a 1.0-point (or nine percentage points) for the final model 

specification. For election winners, however, all three model specifications yield statistically 

insignificant effects, although they all point in the anticipated direction. We can therefore conclude 

that partisan bias of election losers comes into being when the line of functional responsibility is made 

salient to them. 

As predicted, in the dispersed responsibility condition there is no evidence for partisan bias 

apparent, neither for election winners, not for elections losers. While parameter estimates are all in the 

anticipated directions, they fail to reach conventional statistical significance levels. We conclude that 

when the functional responsibility of local mayors is dispersed across multiple actors, people do not 

engage in partisan motivated reasoning when forming their satisfaction evaluations.  

In the control condition, a similar picture comes into being. With the exception of one 

parameter estimate (i.e., a statistically significant decrease for elections losers of 1.8 points, or 17 

percentage points, in the second model specification), there is no evidence of partisan bias present 

among elections winners, or losers. 

However, when we compare difference-in-differences estimates across experimental 

conditions they are statistically indistinguishable from each other. All in all, we find some evidence in 

line with key predictions of the dispersion hypothesis, with no evidence of partisan bias in the 

dispersed responsibility condition but consistent evidence of partisan bias for election losers in the 

clear responsibility condition. In the control condition, results are statistically insignificant with the 

exception of the election winner estimate for the actual partisan match specification. 
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Discussion and Limitations 

While we find support for the partisan bias hypothesis and suggestive evidence for the hypothesized 

dispersion effect, we have to discuss several potential shortcomings before drawing final conclusions. 

This study extends earlier findings from the Netherlands that document partisan bias in citizens’ 

satisfaction with governmental and service-delivering institutions at the national level (Jilke 2018). 

While we show that citizens also use a partisan perceptual screen in their satisfaction judgements about 

municipal services in Denmark’s non-parliamentary system, we cannot be completely confident that 

our findings generalize to other contexts and political systems. However, given the Danish consensual, 

non-parliamentary, system we have good reasons to believe that the partisan bias effect we have 

observed is a conservative estimate when compared to places that are more politically polarized like 

the United States. In the US, partisan identities are arguably much more pronounced. Hence, we would 

expect partisan-based motivated reasoning having a much stronger effect on citizens’ satisfaction 

evaluations. In addition, government agencies themselves are often perceived as partisan colored 

regardless of the actors in power, with human service delivering institutions being commonly regarded 

as liberal (see also Clinton and Lewis 2008), suggesting pronounced differences in partisan bias 

between liberals and conservatives. The (quasi-)experimental design we have implemented in this 

study can be easily replicated in different countries, allowing to probe the contextual boundary 

conditions of our findings. Indeed, whether partisan bias in citizen satisfaction travels across different 

levels of political polarization marks an interesting avenue for future research. 

The identification of partisan bias relies on a partisan match between the mayor in office and 

local voters. However, regardless of the actors in power, bureaucracies, and especially those agencies 

delivering public services, are often categorized as “liberal” (Clinton and Lewis 2008). As a result, 

there can be a stable partisan alignment with liberal voters, but not for conservatives. Does this stable 
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partisan match/mismatch affect the identification of partisan bias? If service delivering institutions 

are seen as liberal, their perceived liberal orientation is arguably stable across survey waves. Identifying 

partisan bias using individual fixed effects (as we do), controls for any time invariant factors that may 

bias our difference-in-difference estimates, including a stable partisan match as described above. In 

addition, neither in wave 1 nor in wave 2 do we find statistically significant differences in satisfaction 

evaluations between liberal and conservative voters, implying that no such liberal evaluations exist at 

the local level in Denmark, and if they do, they are unlikely to bias our results. The data for our 

empirical analysis stems from self-reported turnout data. While bias in turnout is routinely observed 

in public opinion surveys (Karp and Brockington 2005; Selb and Munzert 2013) and should be kept 

in mind as a potential limitation when interpreting the results from this study, it is important to note 

that we mainly use voting behavior as a proxy for prior beliefs – a phenomenon which is less likely to 

be biased by over-reporting than actual voting. 

We observe a partisan bias by looking at changes in citizen satisfaction within a time span of 

a little less than three months, with the second survey wave taking place about seven to eight weeks 

after the Danish municipal elections. Elections took place on November 21 and municipal councils 

have to choose its mayor until December 15. Therefore, the time chosen for our second survey wave 

is sufficient for any new municipal leadership to be selected and resume its work. However, we cannot 

be sure whether we would observe similar results if we had implemented the second wave – say – a 

year later. Research on the gap between winners and losers in perceptions of democracy produce 

stable estimates of partisan bias over time, suggesting that we would indeed have found similar results 

at a later point in time (e.g., Dahlberg and Linde 2015; Klemmensen, Serritzlew, and Voigt 

forthcoming). Nevertheless, the absence of data from a later point in time is an important shortcoming 

of our research design because it does not allow us to assess whether observed effects would last on 

the long run. While future studies are encouraged to build upon these insights and include a third 
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survey wave to answer this question, we believe that our insights are significant because they show 

that satisfaction evaluations can be altered through changes in political leadership despite no objective 

changes in service quality. 

 

Conclusion 

We find evidence for a partisan bias in citizen satisfaction evaluations with municipal services in the 

context of the Danish municipal elections. People who experience an electoral win, meaning their 

party of choice did not provide the mayor before, but only after elections, increase their satisfaction 

ratings (model specifications 1 and 2), while election losers decrease their satisfaction ratings (model 

specifications 2 and 3), compared to those who do not experience a change in political leadership. 

This is astonishing as all three types of voters within the same municipality experience the very same 

services. Here, partisan perceptual bias seems to hinder election winners/losers in making an unbiased 

assessment, and instead partisan bias kicks-in because people avoid cognitive dissonance by coming 

up with satisfaction evaluations that are consistent with their prior party preference. The findings are 

meaningful in a substantial sense with 7-10 percentage points changes in satisfaction ratings simply 

due to partisan bias. In comparison, Van Ryzin (2013) – while studying one of the key predictors of 

satisfaction according to the expectations-disconfirmation paradigm – estimates a 12 percentage 

points change in satisfaction due to experimentally induced changes in expectations.     

If we consider the experimental sub-group analyses in figure 2, a more nuanced picture 

emerges. When examining partisan bias within experimental conditions, partisan bias comes into being 

for election losers only. In the clarity of responsibility condition, we find consistent evidence of a 

partisan bias across all three model specifications. In the dispersed responsibility condition no effect 

could be detected although all parameter estimates are in the expected direction. In the control 
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condition, however, there is inconsistent evidence that some election losers experience a drop in 

satisfaction evaluations (model specification 2), while others do not (specifications 1 and 3). We can 

therefore not reject the dispersion hypothesis, although we have to note that difference-in-differences 

estimates are statistically indistinguishable across experimental conditions. These findings suggest that 

partisan bias in citizen satisfaction with municipal services is a phenomenon that seems to be driven 

by voters’ responsibility attribution to political principals. 

 Our study adds to emerging evidence that suggests that citizens do not come up with 

satisfaction evaluations within a political vacuum (e.g., Jilke 2018; Teodoro and An 2018). Citizens 

experience partisan bias when forming their satisfaction evaluations about local public services. We 

further contribute to the literature by providing an experimental test of whether this partisan bias is 

enhanced by making salient political principals’ functional responsibility over municipals services. By 

experimentally providing information cues that give information about institutional service delivery 

arrangements and the role of political principals therein, we show that a clear functional responsibility 

of political principals seems to provide a reference point for directional goals in the cognitive process 

of motivated reasoning. Dispersing responsibility arrangements across multiple actors seems to wipe-

out partisan bias, as it gets more difficult to attribute responsibility to a single actor. Therefore, we 

cannot reject the political psychological model of citizen satisfaction that we advance in this study. 

 Our study has important implications for public management theory and practice. Satisfaction 

surveys are commonly used to benchmark service delivering institutions within and across local 

jurisdictions. Indeed, measures like the American Customer Satisfaction Index are commonly used 

performance metrics, both for policy-makers and public managers (Morgeson 2014). Our study 

contributes to the literature by suggesting that satisfaction surveys have to be taken with the necessary 

grain of salt. In addition to framing (Olsen 2015), service expectations (James and Moseley 2014), and 

underlying attitudes toward service delivering institutions (Marvel 2016), partisan bias is a factor that 
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distorts “objective” performance evaluations. Hence, practitioners should not uncritically utilize “raw” 

satisfaction ratings, but rather predicted satisfaction scores derived from multivariate regression 

models that control for these factors.  

In line with other cognitive psychological perspectives on citizen satisfaction (e.g., Andersen 

and Hjortskov 2016; Hjortskov 2016; Marvel 2016), our study offers an explanation of the incomplete 

link between actual performance and citizen satisfaction often identified in the literature. By doing so, 

it raises some concern about what citizen satisfaction surveys can be used for. For instance, 

benchmarking of service delivery organizations such as public schools may be biased in the very likely 

case that supporters of the party in power are unequally distributed across said organizations. Likewise, 

to the extent that the support for the party in power varies over time, benchmarking of local 

governments over time will be unlikely to provide useful numbers. Second, by emphasizing the 

inherently political nature of citizen satisfaction our study is of relevance to theories on citizens’ 

reactions to dissatisfaction with public services (e.g., Tiebout 1956; Lyons, Lowery, and DeHoog 1992; 

Dowding and John 2012; James and Moseley 2014; Jilke, Van Ryzin, and Van de Walle 2016). In 

contrast to such perspectives, dissatisfaction may at times stem from political disagreement rather than 

merely low quality of services or low levels of actual performance alone. If this is true, then there is a 

need for fundamentally rethinking what responses to dissatisfaction actually reflect. To increase our 

understanding of such responses, future research therefore may do well to disentangle responses to 

dissatisfaction from responses stemming from political disagreement. 
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Appendix 

 

Table A1: Partisan bias in satisfaction evaluations (individual fixed effects regressions) 

 Perceived Partisan Match Actual Partisan Match Pre-Election Preference Match 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
       
Survey wave 2 (Ref: Wave 1) 0.131 0.143 0.162 0.171 0.310 0.315 
 (0.084; 

0.124) 
(0.079; 
0.073) 

(0.079; 
0.045) 

(0.075; 
0.024) 

(0.053; 
 0.000) 

(0.053; 
 0.000) 

Wave 2 * Election Winner 0.776 0.724 0.878 0.803 0.366 0.308 
 (0.327; 

0.020) 
(0.317; 
0.025) 

(0.449; 
0.053) 

(0.443; 
0.073) 

(0.308; 
 0.239) 

(0.297; 
 0.303) 

Wave 2 * Election Loser -0.391 -0.394 -1.114 -1.033 -1.149 -1.085 
 (0.472; 

0.409) 
(0.459; 
0.392) 

(0.524; 
0.036) 

(0.483; 
0.035) 

(0.406; 
 0.006) 

(0.381; 
 0.005) 

Happiness  0.214  0.204  0.176 
  (0.084; 

0.013) 
 (0.083; 

0.016) 
 (0.057; 

 0.003) 
Service Expectations  0.137  0.128  0.183 
  (0.086; 

0.115) 
 (0.086; 

0.138) 
 (0.069; 

 0.010) 
       
Constant 5.799 3.827 5.799 3.923 5.532 3.702 
 (0.040; 

0.000) 
(0.651; 
0.000) 

(0.039; 
0.000) 

(0.649; 
0.000) 

(0.026; 
 0.000) 

(0.470; 
 0.000) 

       
Observations/ individuals 1,106/553 1,106/553 1,106/553 1,106/553 1,890/945 1,890/945 
R-squared within 0.022 0.052 0.036 0.063 0.043 0.069 
R-squared between 0.009 0.130 0.007 0.115 0.005 0.172 
R-squared overall 0.000 0.113 0.000 0.102 0.002 0.142 

Note: Entries are fixed effects regression coefficients. Within parentheses, cluster robust standard errors (municipal 
level) are on top and p-values on the bottom. 
 

  



34 
 

Table A2: Partisan bias and clarity of responsibility (perceived partisan match; individual fixed 

effects regressions) 

 Control Clear Responsibility Dispersed Responsibility 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
       
Survey wave 2 (Ref: Wave 1) 0.287 0.275 0.056 0.089 0.047 0.052 
 (0.110; 

0.011) 
(0.106; 
0.012) 

(0.129; 
0.666) 

(0.132; 
0.503) 

(0.141; 
0.739) 

(0.139; 
0.713) 

Wave 2 * Election Winner 0.713 0.659 0.867 0.885 0.731 0.693 
 (0.604; 

0.242) 
(0.567; 
0.250) 

(0.707; 
0.224) 

(0.674; 
0.194) 

(0.374; 
0.055) 

(0.377; 
0.071) 

Wave 2 * Election Loser -0.287 -0.420 -0.656 -0.473 -0.422 -0.436 
 (0.763; 

0.708) 
(0.733; 
0.568) 

(0.247; 
0.010) 

(0.234; 
0.048) 

(0.646; 
0.516) 

(0.633; 
0.493) 

Happiness  0.305  0.235  0.075 
  (0.097; 

0.002) 
 (0.180; 

0.195) 
 (0.134; 

0.580) 
Service Expectations  0.280  0.047  0.075 
  (0.151; 

0.069) 
 (0.181; 

0.796) 
 (0.125; 

0.551) 
       
Constant 5.604 2.486 5.933 4.100 5.866 5.092 
 (0.053; 

0.000) 
(0.826; 
0.004) 

(0.066; 
0.000) 

(1.295; 
0.002) 

(0.064; 
0.000) 

(1.042; 
0.000) 

       
Observations/ individuals 374/187 374/187 358/179 358/179 374/187 374/187 
R-squared within 0.044 0.110 0.024 0.060 0.013 0.017 
R-squared between 0.024 0.155 0.006 0.071 0.003 0.017 
R-squared overall 0.001 0.144 0.000 0.069 0.000 0.090 

Note: Entries are fixed effects regression coefficients. Within parentheses, cluster robust standard errors (municipal 
level) are on top and p-values on the bottom. 
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Table A3: Partisan bias and clarity of responsibility (actual partisan match; individual fixed effects 

regressions) 

 Control Clear Responsibility Dispersed Responsibility 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
       
Survey wave 2 (Ref: Wave 1) 0.335 0.310 0.085 0.119 0.064 0.069 
 (0.110; 

0.003) 
(0.107; 
0.005) 

(0.129; 
0.512) 

(0.129; 
0.362) 

(0.131; 
0.627) 

(0.130; 
0.599) 

Wave 2 * Election Winner 0.765 0.733 1.040 0.990 0.793 0.727 
 (0.644; 

0.239) 
(0.611; 
0.235) 

(1.190; 
0.285) 

(1.146; 
0.391) 

(0.442; 
0.078) 

(0.458; 
0.117) 

Wave 2 * Election Looser -1.764 -1.575 -0.918 -0.769 -0.689 -0.703 
 (0.766; 

0.025) 
(0.722; 
0.033) 

(0.302; 
0.003) 

(0.326; 
0.021) 

(0.745; 
0.358) 

(0.732; 
0.341) 

Happiness  0.285  0.225  0.072 
  (0.080; 

0.001) 
 (0.181; 

0.218) 
 (0.135; 

0.597) 
Service Expectations  0.252  0.066  0.071 
  (0.150; 

0.098) 
 (0.186; 

0.722) 
 (0.127; 

0.576) 
       
Constant 5.604 2.724 5.933 4.107 5.866 5.126 
 (0.051; 

0.000) 
(0.733; 
0.000) 

(0.066; 
0.000) 

(1.318; 
0.003) 

(0.064; 
0.000) 

(1.047; 
0.000) 

       
Observations/ individuals 374/187 374/187 358/179 358/179 374/187 374/187 
R-squared within 0.084 0.141 0.027 0.061 0.017 0.020 
R-squared between 0.015 0.121 0.000 0.088 0.014 0.087 
R-squared overall 0.001 0.125 0.002 0.083 0.002 0.064 

Note: Entries are fixed effects regression coefficients. Within parentheses, cluster robust standard errors (municipal 
level) are on top and p-values on the bottom. 
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Table A4: Partisan bias and clarity of responsibility (pre-election preference match; individual fixed 

effects regressions) 

 Control Clear Responsibility Dispersed Responsibility 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
       
Survey wave 2 (Ref: Wave 1) 0.401 0.399 0.293 0.302 0.238 0.240 
 (0.077; 

0.000) 
(0.074; 
0.000) 

(0.087; 
0.001) 

(0.086; 
0.001) 

(0.085; 
0.007) 

(0.088; 
0.008) 

Wave 2 * Election Winner 0.515 0.395 0.207 0.175 0.398 0.370 
 (0.496; 

0.302) 
(0.474; 
0.407) 

(0.668; 
0.757) 

(0.659; 
0.791) 

(0.428; 
0.355) 

(0.426; 
0.387) 

Wave 2 * Election Loser -1.290 -1.206 -1.020 -0.877 -1.147 -1.168 
 (0.786; 

0.105) 
(0.725; 
0.100) 

(0.288; 
0.001) 

(0.291; 
0.003) 

(0.620; 
0.068) 

(0.604; 
0.057) 

Happiness  0.245  0.189  0.081 
  (0.075; 

0.002) 
 (0.131; 

0.152) 
 (0.079; 

0.307) 
Service Expectations  0.294  0.123  0.121 
  (0.122; 

0.019) 
 (0.118; 

0.303) 
 (0.117; 

0.305) 
       
Constant 5.332 2.641 5.630 3.898 5.630 4.668 
 (0.037; 

0.000) 
(0.726; 
0.000) 

(0.043; 
0.000) 

(0.980; 
0.000) 

(0.040; 
0.000) 

(0.674; 
0.000) 

       
Observations/ individuals 620/310 620/310 638/319 638/319 632/316 632/316 
R-squared within 0.069 0.126 0.033 0.056 0.035 0.041 
R-squared between 0.012 0.157 0.000 0.170 0.012 0.134 
R-squared overall 0.003 0.147 0.005 0.139 0.000 0.096 

Note: Entries are fixed effects regression coefficients. Within parentheses, cluster robust standard errors (municipal 
level) are on top and p-values on the bottom. 
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Table A5: Partisan bias in satisfaction evaluations (individual and municipal fixed effects regressions) 

 Perceived Partisan Match Actual Partisan Match Pre-Election Preference Match 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
       
Survey wave 2 (Ref: Wave 1) 0.131 0143 0.162 0.171 0.310 0.315 
 (0.084; 

0.124) 
(0.079; 
0.073) 

(0.079; 
0.045) 

(0.075; 
0.024) 

(0.053; 
 0.000) 

(0.053; 
 0.000) 

Wave 2 * Election Winner 0.776 0.724 0.878 0.803 0.366 0.308 
 (0.327; 

0.020) 
(0.317; 
0.025) 

(0.449; 
0.053) 

(0.443; 
0.073) 

(0.308; 
 0.239) 

(0.279; 
 0.303) 

Wave 2 * Election Loser -0.391 -394 -1.114 1.033 -1.149 -1.085 
 (0.472; 

0.409) 
(0.459; 
0.395) 

(0.524; 
0.036) 

(0.483; 
0.035) 

(0.406; 
 0.006) 

(0.381; 
 0.005) 

Happiness  0.214  0.204  0.176 
  (0.084; 

0.013) 
 (0.083; 

0.016) 
 (0.057; 

 0.003) 
Service Expectations  0.137  0.128  0.183 
  (0.086; 

0.115) 
 (0.086; 

0.138) 
 (0.069; 

 0.10) 
       
Constant 5.799 3.827 5.799 3.923 5.532 3.702 
 (0.040; 

0.000) 
(0.651; 
0.000) 

(0.039; 
0.000) 

(0.649; 
0.000) 

(0.026; 
 0.000) 

(0.470; 
 0.000) 

       
Observations/ individuals 1,106/553 1,106/553 1,106/553 1,106/553 1,890/945 1,890/945 
R-squared within 0.022 0.052 0.036 0.063 0.043 0.069 
R-squared between 0.009 0.130 0.007 0.115 0.005 0.172 
R-squared overall 0.000 0.113 0.000 0.102 0.002 0.142 

Note: Entries are fixed effects regression coefficients (individual and municipal fixed effects). Within parentheses, cluster 
robust standard errors (municipal level) are on top and p-values on the bottom. 
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