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ABSTRACT
This article investigates whether citizens reward those politicians who achieve 
better results in public management with re-election. It analyses the last three 
electoral processes in Spanish local governments, a period that runs from the 
beginning of the economic crisis (2007) to the last municipal elections (2019). 
For periods of financial crisis, the results indicate a higher probability of re- 
election for governments that have better managed public services. In periods 
of economic growth, citizens do not take into account the capacity that rulers 
have shown in public management.
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1. Introduction

In current democracies, the governments that failed to manage the effects of 
the financial crisis that began in 2008 are being punished electorally 
(Hernández and Kriesi 2016). The first elections to assess the management 
of the crisis in Spain (these elections were to elect representatives to the 
European Parliament elections in 2014) confirmed this trend (Cordero and 
Montero 2015), and it was reaffirmed a year later in the municipal elections 
(Orriols and Cordero 2016).

The loss of confidence in politicians has put pressure on local governments 
to adapt their management to the new demands of society (Araujo and 
Tejedo-Romero 2017). But the fundamental question is whether these 
changes will produce modifications in the functioning of democracies 
(Medina and Correa 2016), and therefore in the management of public 
services.
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In elections, citizens may value various aspects (economic, ideological, 
emotional, etc.) when deciding how to vote, with the capacities and abilities 
of politicians being one of them. Identifying the management capacity of 
local governments and its impact on re-election will allow us to understand 
the importance of these aspects in the voting decision. Furthermore, taking 
into account the budgetary difficulties of local governments and the pressure 
from citizens for high-quality public services, estimating the management 
capacity of these levels of government can be valuable, not only in deciding 
how citizens vote, but also in assessing local government performance.

The aim of this paper is to provide new evidence on factors affecting the 
likelihood of re-election to local government, in particular, to determine 
whether local governments that show greater managerial capacity are 
rewarded with re-election. We examine this issue in the context of the 
Spanish municipalities for the last three electoral processes (2011, 2015 and 
2019).

We adapt the model proposed by Demerjian, Lev, and McVay (2012) to the 
local public sector and measure that performance and incorporate an eco
nomic characteristic (household income) and a set of political characteristics 
(ideology, party size, gender of the mayor and government fragmentation) 
that will allow a better understanding of the electoral behaviour of citizens.

To the best of our knowledge, there is no similar research that assesses 
managerial ability in Spanish local governments or identifies its impact on re- 
election. Therefore, our study offers the opportunity to understand and 
quantify these intangible capabilities of politicians and, moreover, their rele
vance in the voting decision of the electorate.

The paper has five sections. After this introduction, section 2 summarises 
the theoretical framework concerning the re-election of local governments, 
economic management and political factors. Section 3 then details the 3 
methodology, referring to the sample, calculation of the economic manage
rial capacity of municipal politicians and the econometric model. The results 
and discussion of the findings are shown in section 4. Finally, the main 
conclusions, future lines of research and limitations are addressed in sec
tion 5.

2. Theoretical framework

The idiosyncrasies of the public sector make it difficult to assess certain 
aspects that are necessary for decision-making. To date, there is no proposal 
to measure politicians’ capabilities and their impact on re-election. In the 
private sector, we find the studies by Demerjian, Lev, and McVay (2012), 
(2020), where managers with higher capabilities modify their behaviour 
when it comes to reporting benefits. Therefore, with this research we propose 
a model to quantify the abilities of local politicians and their impact on the
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voting decision of electors, thus filling a gap in the literature in this area. We 
also believe that our work can serve as a benchmark to be replicated in other 
countries.

In the current democracies the political decisions are conditioned to the 
electoral processes, locating the level of present and future revenues and 
expenditures according to the electoral perspective of the rulers (Nordhaus 
1975). Spending now or in the future (investment) is determined by the 
temporal asymmetry of information between politicians and citizens, manip
ulating the management of the budget in order to improve party options 
(Rogoff and Sibert 1988).

The literature has reported the opportunistic behaviour of local politicians 
in preelection periods (García-Sánchez, Prado-Lorenzo, and Cuadrado- 
Ballesteros 2011). Akhmedov and Zhuravskaya (2004) showed an average 
pre-election increase of 5% of GDP in social expenditures and direct subsidies 
to voters, thus improving the popularity of politicians and the probability of 
being re-elected. These changes are mainly directed at the composition 
rather than the amount of the budget during election years, increasing the 
expenditures most valued by citizens (investments in infrastructure and 
direct subsidies), which allow for improved re-election options (Drazen and 
Eslava 2010).

As elections approach, rulers reduce taxes and change the budget com
position by reducing current expenditures and increasing capital investments 
(Klein and Sakurai 2015). The pre-electoral manipulation of public expendi
ture and the economic situation of the municipality should be the focus of 
politicians who intend to remain in office (Boukari 2019). In addition, ideolo
gical biases in resource transfers from central to local government can affect 
re-election (Toro 2019).

It is legitimate for politicians to seek re-election because of their manage
rial ability and not because of budgetary manipulation. It has been shown 
that increasing expenditures improves the probability of re-election 
(Balaguer-Coll et al. 2015), and even during election years opportunistic 
budgetary deviations are rewarded (Chortareas, Logothetis, and 
Papandreou 2016). In a context where economic demands make it necessary 
to develop new managerial abilities, the forms of organisation within the 
public sector must seek a management approach that allows ambidexterity 
(Smith and Umans 2015). In this sense, there is room for manoeuvre that can 
improve the management of available resources, if a longterm strategic 
approach is adopted, conditioned on the ability of political and managerial 
leaders (Cepiku, Mussari, and Giordano 2016).

Developing the capacity of governments to anticipate, absorb and react 
to shocks affecting their finances can improve the delivery of public 
services (Barbera et al. 2017). In addition, the institutional ability (adminis
trative and political) acquired by the political representatives is an
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important aspect to ascertain how managers adapt to accounting changes 
(Fuentes and Borreguero 2018). Consequently, it is necessary to know the 
economic managerial ability of local governments and its effect on their re- 
election.

The voter observes the economy, judges the performance of politicians 
and modifies his or her vote for or against the government’s management 
(Lewis-Beck and Paldam 2000). Economic difficulties at the personal and 
community level explain the additional variation in electoral support that 
occurs in different economic contexts (Green and McElwee 2019). 
Therefore, we understand that variations in income can affect the re- 
election of local governments, depending on the economic situation that 
develops.

Public management is conditioned by the ideology of the person in power. 
Thus, progressive governments have a negative impact on the solvency of 
Spanish municipalities (García-Sánchez, Mordán, and Prado-Lorenzo 2012). In 
addition, these governments increase tax rates (Solé-Ollé 2003) and carry out 
greater social spending (Le Maux, Rocaboy, and Goodspeed 2011). These 
differences affect re-election, in which case conservative parties are more 
likely to win (Balaguer-Coll et al. 2015). However, budgetary opportunism 
seems not to depend on ideology (Aidt, Veiga, and Veiga 2011), and is used 
by all parties to achieve electoral gains. Today, we find various arguments for 
that ideology is losing importance in public management as more central 
ideologies in Spanish politics are leading to electoral majorities 5 (Picazo- 
Tadeo et al. 2012). In ther words, local governments focus on solving citizens’ 
needs regardless of ideology (Rios, Pascual, and Cabases 2017).

It has been demonstrated that political organisations with a broad terri
torial structure and numerous institutional positions will have an advantage 
in occupying municipal governments (Núñez 2018). Furthermore, indepen
dent candidates are in economic and logistic inferiority to the hegemony of 
the big national parties (Toro 2019). Moreover, in municipal elections, political 
clientelism can easily be used to build fidelity and secure the necessary 
support (Szwarcberg 2013). In this respect, it is appropriate to know the 
probability of re-election according to the structure and size of the organisa
tion supporting the candidature.

The implementation of laws on gender policies at all levels of government 
has reinforced and consolidated them in Spain (Bustelo 2016), and they have 
been incorporated into public life. The presence of women in local govern
ment and the activism of feminist groups leads to better performance by 
municipal governments, especially when both factors are combined 
(Rodríguez-Garcia 2015). Women bring to municipal management certain 
ethical and moral values that are innate to them (Hamidullah, Riccucci, and 
Pandey 2015), thus influencing governance. In this sense, the incorporation of 
women into local governments provides different experiences and values
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from those of men, so affecting management (Araujo and Tejedo-Romero 
2017). For all these reasons, we consider it essential to know the probability of 
women being re-elected in municipal elections.

The enormous financial crisis that began in 2007 and that still has not been 
fully overcome, brought the irruption of new parties into the political scene 
after the 6 municipal elections of 2015, and blurred the imperfect bipartisan
ship of the perevious decades (Cordero and Montero 2015), while introducing 
levels of fragmentation without precedent. However, it has been shown that 
strong governments have systematically spent less than weak governments, 
as they have a large electoral majority and do not need to attract more voters 
at the expense of public resources (Primo and Snyder, Jr. 2010). These facts 
condition governance and, consequently, may affect the re-election of local 
governments.

Another relevant aspect of elections is electoral participation, which 
contributes to broadening democratic legitimacy in local governments 
(Díaz-Orueta 2006). In this sense, the economic vote (Kukołowicz and 
Górecki 2018), or other factors (Cancela and Geys 2016) that affect electoral 
participation, can play an important role in the re-election of those in 
power. In short, the level of citizen participation in municipal elections 
can determine the election results, conditioning the re-election of the 
party in government.

3. Methods

3.1. Sample

The criteria for selecting the sample is conditioned by the information avail
able for the period 2007–2019, which includes the years of the financial crisis 
and those in which the crisis is considered to have been overcome. In Spain, 
local governments do not always provide complete and timely information 
on municipal public services. Thus, we only have information for municipa
lities with populations between 1,000 and 50,000 inhabitants. We think that 
the sample is adequate because the size of the municipalities allows a more 
homogeneous comparison, unlike municipalities with large populations, 
which have heterogeneous economic and administrative characteristics 
(Rodríguez Bolívar et al. 2018).

In Spain, municipal elections are held every four years, so we have made 
a complete panel for each electoral process with the municipalities for which 
information is available during the years prior to the elections, forming three 
independent samples. Having eliminated numerical errors and municipalities 
with incomplete data on some variables relevant to the analysis, the samples 
are made up of a complete panel with the detail of municipalities and 
population shown in Table 1.
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The period of analysis includes the last three local government mandates, 
marked by the 2008 financial crisis and its recovery. The model estimates are 
made individually for each mandate and their interpretation takes into account 
the context of that period. For example, during the first mandate analysed, 
management ability has a significant impact due to the context of the financial 
crisis, while in the following mandates, as this concern dissipates, it does not 
show a significant impact. In addition, we include in the model the two most 
relevant aspects when deciding how to vote, namely economic and ideological 
factors.

3.2. Managerial ability

Using Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA), Demerjian, Lev, and McVay (2012) 
estimate the efficiency of a company to quantify the managerial ability of the 
Chief Executive Officer. Likewise, Baik et al. (2013) confirm the validity of the 
measure by providing a comparison between different methods. In our case, 
the purpose is to adapt this measure to local government, where the Ability 
variable represents an average estimate of economic managerial ability dur
ing the pre-election mandate.

Demerjian, Lev, and McVay (2012) estimated managerial ability scores in 
two steps. First, they calculated the efficiency levels for each company with 
a non-parametric frontier model (DEA), comparing the income generated by 
sales (input) conditioned to an expense and capital vector (outputs). Second, 
and understanding that the efficiency scores are attributable to both the 
manager and the company, the efficiency levels were estimated in the second 
stage to identify which part corresponded to each one. To do this, 
a regression model was used with different variables (size, market share, 
international operations, . . .), with the residue of this estimate being the 
managerial ability attributed to managers.

Following Demerjian, Lev, and McVay (2012), we first calculated the annual 
efficiency using the R-Studio program with the deaR package (Coll-Serrano, 
Bolos, and Benitez Suarez 2019) according to the classical model by Charnes, 
Cooper, and Rhodes (1978). In line with the most recent literature studying 
overall efficiency in local governments (Narbón-Perpiñá, Balaguer-Coll, and

Table 1. Size of the samples.
Number of municipalities (%)* Number of inhabitants (%)*

Re-election 2011 1,864 (59.99%) 13,699,361 (65.60%)
Re-election 2015 1,172 (38.33%) 8,149,324 (39.12%)
Re-election 2019 679 (22.72%) 4,601,852 (22.24%)

* Over the total number of municipalities between 1,000 and 50,000 inhabitants.
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Tortosa-Ausina 2019), we will consider as input (Total Cost) the sum of 
personnel costs, current expenditure on goods and services and current 
transfers of the budget settlement.

For the outputs, we select the length of water distribution networks; the 
length of sewer networks; the number of lighting points; the production of 
urban waste (tons of waste collected); the street infrastructure surface area; 
the area of municipal markets; the area of public sports facilities; the area of 
public Parks and gardens; the area of public cultural facilities and the popula
tion of the municipality. These outputs correspond to the minimum services 
established in Law 7/1985, of 2 April, regulating the bases of the local 
government, which are specified in Table 2. All the selected municipalities 
provide these services, regardless of the size of the population, and are 
comparable in the same efficiency analysis.

In addition, deaR allows us to select the orientation and returns of the 
model. We opted for input orientation aimed at minimising input for the 
established output level, and variable scale returns (VRS), as the most used 
and appropriate measure (Simar and Wilson 2002).

Below, we relate the level of efficiency obtained to a group of economic 
and financial variables associated with the performance and management of 
local governments. Given the characteristics of the efficiency level, defined in 
the interval from zero to one, we use the following model (1) of truncated 

Table 2. Minimum services provided according to the type of municipality and output 
variables.

Type of municipality Minimum services Output indicators

Municipalities with population between 
1,000–5,000

Public street lighting 
Cemetery 
Waste collection 
Street cleaning 
Supply of drinking 
water to households 
Sewage system 
Access to population 
centres 
Paving of public roads

Number of lighting 
points 
Total population 
Waste collected 
Street infrastructure 
surface area 
Length of water 
distribution networks 
Length of sewer 
networks 
Street infrastructure 
surface area 
Street infrastructure 
surface area

In addition, for municipalities with 
populations between 5,000–20,000

Public parks 
Public library 
Treatment of collected 
waste

Surface area of public 
parks 
Surface area of public 
libraries 
Waste collected

In addition, for municipalities with 
populations between 20,000–50,000

Civil protection 
Provision of social 
services 
Fire prevention and 
extinction 
Public sports facilities

Total population 
Total population 
Street infrastructure 
surface area 
Surface area of public 
sport facilities
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regression with the program R-Studio and the pakage Truncreg, which esti
mates for Gaussian variables truncated by maximum likelihood (Croissant and 
Zeileis 2018). 

δ
it
¼ αþ β1Revenuesit þ β2Expenditure Deviationsit þ β3Debtit þ β4Incomeit

þ β5CashSurplusit þ β6BudgetResultit þ εit

(1) 

Where δ
it 

is the efficiency level with variable returns (VRS) for each munici
pality and year; α is the constant of the model; βj are the coefficients; 
Revenues per capita from budget settlement; Expenditure Deviations of the 
budget from expenditures; Debt outstanding debt per capita; Income house
hold income per capita; Cash Surplus cash balance per capita for general 
expenses; Budget Result surplus/deficit per capita from budget settlement 
and εi is the term of error. Table 3 specifies the detail of variables, units of 
measurement and descriptive statistics.

With the residual of the model (1), following Demerjian, Lev, and McVay 
(2012), we obtain the annual managerial ability, in our case of the local 
governments. We calculate the average for the four years prior to the elec
tions, including the year in which the previous elections were held, and we 
obtain the Ability variable, which represents the economic managerial ability 
of the local government during the term of office prior to the elections.

Given that elections are always held every four years, on the fourth Sunday 
in May, the elected representatives do not take office until mid-June. At that 
time, the summer holidays of civil servants begin, and with the new elected 
representatives facing a set of projects and budgets approved by the pre
vious government, there is little or no room for manoeuvre for the new 
government to implement its policies. Moreover, in Spain it is customary to 
give a period of adaptation (100 days) to new governments, so that discount
ing the summer holidays there would be barely a month left (in the year of 
the elections) to implement policies for the new government. For all these 
reasons, and given our knowledge of the work carried out in local govern
ments, the elected representatives do not begin to develop their govern
mental action until the year after the elections, with the previous months 
constituting a transition period. Thus, we believe it is more appropriate to 
impute the year of the elections to the outgoing government.

In addition, before estimating efficiency levels in the second stage, we 
checked the condition of separability between input-outputs and environ
mental variables (Daraio, Simar, and Wilson 2018). Following Simar and 
Wilson (2007) and Simar, Vanhems, and Van Keilegom (2016) we found that 
environmental variables do not influence either the form or the levels of the 
envelope, leaving the potential effect of these factors on the distribution of 
inefficiencies. Likewise, to avoid a possible multicollinearity that invalidates
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the model estimation (1), Table 4 shows the correlation coefficients among 
the variables. Different significant correlations are observed, being of low 
degree (<0.5) and not compromising the validity of the model.

3.3. Specification of the model

To determine whether local governments that show greater ability in eco
nomic managerial are rewarded with re-election, we estimate two regression 
models. First, we tested the effect of Ability and a set of economic and 
political variables (model 2) on the re-election of the ruling party during the 
pre-election term; and second, we specified the interaction of Ability with the 
other selected variables (model 3). With this last approach, we will be able, for 
example, to know the probability of re-election of local governments accord
ing to their Ability conditioned to ideology; that is, if local governments with 
higher Ability and a certain ideology are more likely to be re-elected. Thus, we 
will be able to conclude that a certain ideology increases the chances of re- 
election together with a certain level of Ability. In section 4, Results and 
discussion, more detail is provided on the interactions of Ability with the 
rest of the variables considered in model 2. 

Reelectioni

¼β0þβ1Abilityiþβ2VariationIncomeiþβ3Ideologyiþβ4

Size Partyiþβ5Genderiþβ6Strengthiþβ7VoterTurnoutiþεi

(2) 

Table 3. Coefficient of correlation among regression variables for Ability.
Re- 

election Revenues
Expenditure 
deviations Debt Income

Cash 
Surplus

Expenditure 
deviations

2011 −0.0005 1.0000
2015 **-0.0471 1.0000
2019 −0.0394 1.0000

Debt 2011 ***0.3457 0.0237 1.0000
2015 ***0.2723 0.0242 1.0000
2019 *0.0567 *0.0550 1.0000

Income 2011 ***0.2686 −0.0056 ***0.2944 1.0000
2015 0.0342 **0.0493 −0.0215 1.0000
2019 ***0.0743 ***0.1336 **-0.0648 1.0000

Cash Surplus 2011 ***0.0704 ***-0.0796 ***0.0949 ***0.2498 1.0000
2015 ***0.2112 0.0134 ***-0.1327 0.0072 1.0000
2019 ***0.2633 0.0260 ***-0.2027 ***0.1139 1.0000

Budget Result 2011 ***0.3120 ***0.1793 0.0285 0.0116 ***0.0546
2015 ***0.2016 ***0.1054 ***0.1036 −0.0203 ***0.0973
2019 ***0.3989 ***0.2656 0.0219 *0.0586 ***0.2077

Significance: *** 1%, **5% and * 10%.
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Reelectioni

¼β0þβ1Abilityiþβ2Variation Incomeiþβ3Ideologyiþβ4

Size Partyiþβ5Genderiþβ6Strengthiþβ7Voter Turnoutiþβ8

Ability � Controlsiþεi

(3) 

where Re-Election represents the re-election of the political party that was in 
power before the elections; β0 is the constant of the model; βj are the 
coefficients; Ability is the ability to manage during the pre-election mandate; 
Variation Income is the rate of change in household income per capita during 
the years preceding the elections; Ideology is the ideology of the mayor’s pre- 
election party; Gender is the gender of the pre-election mayor; Strength is the 
level of fragmentation of local government before the elections; Voter 
Turnout is the percentage of participation in the municipal elections; 
Controls each of the above variables and εi is the term for error.

To estimate the model (2) and (3) we use the logistic regression (GLM) with 
the R-Studio software, since the dependent variable (Re-Election) takes the 
value 1 if the party to which the mayor who governed the previous mandate 
belonged is re-elected and 0 if not. In addition, Table 5 presents the correla
tion matrix between the variables of the model (2) to rule out a possible 
multicollinearity that invalidates the estimate.

Table 3 presents the sources of information, units of measurement, 
description and descriptive statistics of the input, outputs, variables for the 
Ability regression and the variables for the Re-election regression.

Table 4. Coefficient of correlation among regression variables.
Re- 

election Ability
Variation 
Income Ideology Size Party Gender Strength

Variation 
Income

2011 −0.0202 1.0000
2015 0.0248 1.0000
2019 0.0079 1.0000

Ideology 2011 0.0495 0.0171 1.0000
2015 0.0608 0.0506 1.0000
2019 0.0021 −0.0274 1.0000

Size Party 2011 −0.0367 −0.0517 −0.0313 1.0000
2015 −0.0384 0.0462 −0.0623 1.0000
2019 0.0274 0.0844 0.0574 1.0000

Gender 2011 −0.0166 0.0024 −0.0325 0.0144 1.0000
2015 −0.0771 0.0245 −0.0354 −0.0579 1.0000
2019 −0.0233 −0.0504 −0.0226 −0.0499 1.0000

Strength 2011 −0.0529 −0.0491 *0.0754 *-0.0784 *-0.0739 1.0000
2015 −0.0448 −0.0625 **0.1009 ***-0.1633 −0.0665 1.0000
2019 ***-0.2206 *-0.1285 0.0495 −0.0622 −0.1014 1.0000

Voter Turnout 2011 ***-0.2010 0.0422 −0.0056 *-0.0777 0.0131 ***0.2502
2015 ***-0.3082 −0.0629 −0.0092 −0.0253 0.0548 ***0.2689
2019 ***-0.4027 **-0.1448 ***0.1610 −0.0662 −0.0496 ***0.3839

Significance: *** 1%, **5% and * 10%.
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4. Results and discussion

Table 6 shows the results of the logistic regressions for the three elections 
considered, thus allowing us to know the effect of the variables included in 
the models (2) and (3).

The results show the importance economic issues have in the voting 
decisions of citizens in times of crisis. Indeed, it was in a context of budget 
cuts, tax increases and high unemployment rates that the 2011 municipal 
elections were held, the first after the beginning of the 2007 crisis. The harsh 
economic and social situations experienced by many citizens explain the 
greater likelihood of re- lection to local governments that demonstrate 
more Ability. That is, when citizens perceive the effects of poor economic 
management by their rulers, they value and reward the good manager, as 
was the case in the 2011 elections. If the economic and social situation 
improves, the demands of the voters are relaxed and more attention is paid 
to ideological aspects for the re-election of the local government. The results 
confirm this for the 2015 and 2019 elections, which took place in a context of 
economic improvement.

The same happens with the level of income of the citizens (Variation 
Income), which has significance in the re-election when there are periods of 
crisis.

On the other hand, variations in family income during years of economic 
prosperity (elections in 2015 and 2019) are not perceived by citizens as 
a determining factor for re-election.

In short, the impact of the financial crisis of 2008 causes a greater 
relevance of politicians’ managerial ability in the voting decision. In this 
context, family economies are squeezed by the crisis, and the reduction in 
public revenues forces governments to rationalise spending and increase 
taxes in order to continue providing services with sufficient guarantees. 
Then, according to our research, politicians with more managerial abilities 
and capabilities are more highly valued by citizens, making their re-election 
possible. However, when economic difficulties disappear, citizens do not 
consider politicians’ management abilities to be relevant for re-election. In 
other words, when there are economic difficulties, good managers are 
valued, while in situations of economic growth, other aspects are more 
decisive for re-election.

According to the study we have carried out, the ability of conservative 
governments to manage the economy, characterised by expenditure restraint 
and tax reductions, allows them a greater probability of re-election in periods 
of crisis. Citizens will opt for re-election of the conservative government when 
economic instability necessitates these recipes. The results show that in the 
2011 elections the conservative parties were more successful in getting re- 
elected than the progressives, in order to manage the consequences of the
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economic crisis. By the 2015 and 2019 elections the effects of the crisis had 
dissipated, and then there was more re-election of local governments led by 
a progressive party.

In addition, the national government in the years before the 2011 elections 
was led by a progressive president, which leads us to believe that citizens 
exercise counter-power and opt for ideological divergence between national 
and local government. In this sense, voters can use municipal elections to 
punish national politics (Boukari 2019) by showing their dissatisfaction with 
the president’s performance, as happened in the 2011 elections (Torcal 2014). 
Also, during the years leading up to the 2015 and 2019 elections, the national 
government was led by a conservative president, with citizens opting for the 
re-election of progressive parties.

Another factor that influences the re-election of local governments is the 
size of the organic and territorial structure of the parties (Size Party). The 
results show a higher re-election rate for parties with a national or regional 
presence, compared to candidates running with local groups or independent 
platforms. We understand that the big parties have more resources to win the 
vote of citizens and thus achieve re-election.

During the years analysed, the average number of women with the highest 
municipal representation was 18%, a figure that is still far from parity. This fact 
explains the lower probability of re-election for women mayors (Gender), 
since the opportunities to lead a local project are still mostly on the men’s 
side. These results do not mean that women cannot be re-elected; they only 
demonstrate male leadership in the local governments analysed, where men 
are more likely to be re-elected because they are a majority group.

Local governments that have extensive electoral support (Strength) will be 
more likely to be re-elected, as they will have been able to implement their 
programme more easily in the face of more fragmented governments. 
Furthermore, by being supported by a broad electoral base, the probability 
of re-election increases.

Citizen participation in electoral processes only has an impact on the 2015 
elections, in which an increase in Voter Turnout decreased the likelihood of 
re-election. However, if the mobilisation of the electorate is proportional 
among the voters of the different candidacies, democratic legitimacy will 
increase, but the results will be maintained, rendering the level of electoral 
participation ineffective.

There is no doubt that the difficult years of the economic crisis influenced 
the increase in electoral participation and the desire for change of the 
citizens, who were also fed up with the numerous cases of corruption that 
had arisen especially in the first half of the decade of the 21st century.

Finally, with regard to the variables that interact with Ability, the 2011 
elections confirm that conservative governments with higher Ability 
(Ability*Ideology) increase the probability of re-election. Similarly,

LOCAL GOVERNMENT STUDIES 17



municipalities with more participatory voters and governments with higher 
Ability (Ability*Voter Turnout) are more likely to be re-elected. For the 2019 
election, governments in municipalities with higher income levels and higher 
Ability (Ability*Variation Income) increase the probability of re-election.

The significant results for 2011 in the interaction ” Ability*Voter Turnout ” 
are most likely explained by the fact that in crisis situations citizens turn out 
to vote in higher percentages than when the economic situation is stable, 
perhaps because of the desire for change in the political scenario. In this 
context, and in view of our research, voters reward with re-election those 
politicians who have managed better in these periods of crisis. We under
stand, therefore, that if voters pay attention to the management capacity of 
their rulers in periods of crisis (as is the case in the period since 2011), an 
increase in voter turnout is more likely to lead to the re-election of the ruling 
party. Likewise, for the 2019 elections, where the crisis had already been 
overcome, voters prefer to re-elect political parties that have governed in 
municipalities where per capita income has increased and, in addition, those 
in power have managed better. We believe that in view of our interaction, 
voters are rewarding those who have best managed the economic recovery, 
i.e., it is very likely that citizens prefer stability to change in response to the 
good results obtained in economic and management terms.

5. Conclusions

Citizens expect their politicians to manage public resources in such a way as 
to improve the services they receive. Therefore, our research measures the 
ability of local governments to manage public services in order to objec
tively assess their performance when voting for their re-election. The main 
novelty of our research is the proposal to measure the abilities of local 
politicians in the management of public services, thus providing citizens 
with a homogeneous and comparable measure. In this line, in addition to 
the influence of economic and ideological factors on the voting decision of 
the electorate, we identify the relevance they give to the abilities of 
politicians.

To calculate the managerial ability, we first assess the overall efficiency 
level and then estimate this level with a set of financial variables. The residue 
of the estimate then allows us to obtain the average managerial ability during 
the years prior to the elections. We check its effect on re-election with 
a logistic regression model, incorporating economic (household income) 
and political variables (ideology, party size, mayor’s sex, fragmentation and 
voter turnout).
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The results affirm the relevance of economic issues in times of crisis, where 
citizens reward with their re-election those local governments that demonstrate 
greater managerial ability. In addition, if the family economy improves, the local 
government will have a greater chance of being re-elected. These economic 
aspects are not considered representative in periods of economic growth.

We understand that if families improve their economic situation and 
obtain a better standard of living ‘thanks to the government’s management’, 
they will opt to vote and keep in power those rulers who improve their living 
conditions. Therefore, our variable ‘Variation Income’ measures household 
finances and demonstrates a significant impact on re-election (taking into 
account the economic context).

According to our research, to manage moments of crisis, citizens re-elect 
conservative governments, while in periods of economic growth, progressive 
governments are more likely to be re-elected. Also, a local government 
supported by a party of supra-municipal scope will have more options to 
be re-elected. With regard to the sex of the mayor, despite progress in this 
area, there are still few women who occupy the maximum representation in 
local government, and therefore the results conclude that those parties 
whose management is being assessed that were headed by women will be 
less likely to be re-elected. Finally, governments in majority will be able to 
implement their policies in a more comfortable way, paying suitable atten
tion to the demands of their voters and so be rewarded with re-election.

With the publication of more complete and timely information in the 
coming years, it will be possible to expand the sample to municipalities 
with large populations. For the current study, information limitations have 
proved to be a determining factor, so in future research it would be appro
priate to contrast the extent of managerial ability at other administrative 
levels and in other economic contexts.
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