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Summary

In March 2014 the elections or the Dutch municipal councils have taken place. During the last two
decades the independent local party has seen a huge rise irripopuldne Netherlands. But ihis

recent popularity also observable within the walls of the Dutch municipal couAdiis?thesis
observes to what extent Dutch independent loaedsincluded in municipal boarddter the 2014
munidpal elections. Moreover, thisdhistests three hypotheses containing factors that might explain
inclusion in municipal boards. The three factors combined tgnswerthe following main research
guestionand subsequently present a model that estimates the probability of a partinbleitded in a
municipal board

iwhat factors determine whether or not an indep:¢
board after municipal elections?0o

| basethe hypothese®n previous coalition formation research dameently in predominatky
Scandinavia and NorttWest Europe. The three factors possibly explaining coalition formation
outcomes for independent locals are: relative size of the party in a municipal coundilettséty of
issues the independent local covers and the posititinegfarty on a twalimensional spaceé was
able to make three hypotheses from the theory:

1. Independent locals wittelative (%) more numberof seats in the municipal council areore
likely to be included in the municipal board than independent locals avitelative(%)
smallernumberof seats.

2. Independent locals thatldresgelatively (%) more issuegre mordikely to be included in a
municipal board than local gas that address relativel$o) lessissues.

3. Independent locals with a central ideological position are more likely to be included in a
municipal board thamdependentocals that have a more extreme ideological position.

In order to test the hypothesé<ollect data from several sources ahdubsguently conducia
statistical analysis. Datagarding election outcomes ésllected using the Dah national elections
database. Data concernidiyersity of issueds generatedy analyzing party manifessoof the parties

, using computecoded contenanalysisand data needddr positioning the parties jgrovided bythe
StemwijzerVoting Advice Application(VAA). Stemwijzemprovidesdata containing statements of all
parties in 41 municipalities on various topics. These municipalities and all théo&®political
parties mak up the sample for thihesis The political parties are divided into either independent
local parties or branch parties of national level political parties

Using logistic regression analysisfind that the position of thearty has no statistically significant
influence on the probability of being included in the municipal bo@rdthe other hand show that

relative size and isstiversity domatterf or a partyé6és chances of . being
Summarizing, this means that hypotheses 1 and 2 are confirmed and hypothesis 3 is rejected. This
outcome raises question whether this reseansrlooksan important variable in modelling local
coalition formation outcomesSuggestedis thatthe personal peference of politiciangor a certain

coalition partnerand independent locals being the relative newcomers on the block of municipal
politics are also of influence in the coalition formation outcome. This is to be resear¢heduiture

with mixed qualtitative-qualitative researctiesigns usng methods like process tracing
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1. Introduction

1.1. Research backgroun@nd -aim

In March 2014 the lastlections for the Dutch municipal councjButch: Gemeenteragdook place.
When voterscasttheir votes, selectingtheir political party and politician of choice tleéectedparties
receive a mandate to foran municipal coalition in the municipal council that will be in charge of
taking decisions on behalf of municipal affaifs in all Dutch electionsn Dutch municipal elections

a system of proportional representation is in effect. The election comes wifecivethreshold that
equals the number of voters/number of seats in a local council, depending onula¢igogBoogers

& Voerman, 201D After the election results are announ@e®l the division of seats in a municipal
council is presentedthe electedparties startthe deliberations as to who will participate time
municipal board (DutchCollege van Burgemeester en Wethoudinsjhe next for yearsThis thesis
focueson a specific aspect of thabalition formation, namely thele of independent local partids.
define as @i ndepe that are hodaffiliateccin dne wag br anotaer to ia editical
party that is active oma nationaland/or regionalevel. Parties that are locally active, but are also
affiliated to a political party that is active on a national or regional level are referred to &% [pealr t vy
branchesbo

Local politics in the Netherlandsave seen a majohange during the last two decades. During this
periodthere has been an enormous growth of independent locispaind their electoral suppoir

1990 the electoral support for the total of all independent locals was 13%, only to rise to nearly 24% in
2006. This meant thahe independent local®intly were the best represented parties in Dutch
municipal councils (Boogers & VoermaB010,pp. 7576). Yet, despite of this growth in electoral
support it is not guaranteed that this electoral sugparanslated irindependent locals takingore
positiorsin municipal offices.

This thesidocuseson thisspecific aspect of local coalition formatiaio what extent are independent
locals included in municipal boards and what are the factors that deteth@ outcomes of these
processes®ver the last decades a lot of research has been done on behalf of predicting the outcome
of coalition formations: which party will get to lead the government and/or will be included in the
winning coalition? The majositof these theories however focus on natideat! politics,using post

war western Europeatountries for empirically testing hypothesesile very little has been done to
address the same questinthelocal level(Back, 2003, p.441; Kjeeveland& Serritzlew, 2009, p.

189). However, over the past two decades some research towards local coalition formation has been
done, usingdata from most notablyNordic countries like Sweden (B&ck, 2003) and Denmark
(Skjeevelandet al., 2007 Skjeeveland® Serritzlew, 2009. Skjeevelandand Serritzlew (2009, p. 204)
recommendhat they would like to see that their research on Danish jadiilcs is to be carried out

in other countries

This is whatthis thesis aims to ddo see whathe determining factors behindhé inclusion of Dutch
independent local parties in local municipal boaads How often are they included in municipal
boardsafter coalition formationsend whatfactors influencehe chane of these parties joining the
coalition inthe municipal boardPhese questiongsormulated in a research questiamm to contribute
to the knowledge of coalition formatian Dutch local politics,and as saidnore specifically on the
role of independent local partiesthis specific section of the Dutch politicahl#scape.

By analyzing data of Dutch local election results and municipal coalition formation outctimses,
researclseeks to extend the researchBdick (2003), Skevelandet al. (2007) andSkjeaveland and
Serritzlew (2009)n the context of thé&etherlandsThe findingsof researchsin the Nordic countries
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function as the starting pointVhereas th@utcomes and conclusion$ these paperinctionin this
research to formulate hypotheses for testimpgossibledifference in results may be reasfor further
research to see where differenoeginate

Skjeaveland & Serritzlew (2009, p. 190) base their research on data of Danish local government
formations of 2001, and more speciffte formation process of the coalititimat isresponsible for
providing the mayor for the upcomirfgur yearterm Although in the Netherlands the mayor is not
directly elected bythe municipal counciband the goals of municipal board formation are slightly
different in both Denmarkand the Netherlands a coalition has to be formed which previde
municipal board for the next ternm both countrieghe basis for local govementsis normally a
majority coalition (Andeweg & Irwin, 2005, p. 1790 Denmark the formation process/olves, in
two-thirds of the caseseveral parties anehdsup in a majority coalitior(Skjeeveland & Serritzlew,

2009. Skjeavelandet al. (2007) observihat Danish coalitionsre usuallywinning coalitions Besides

the tendency for forming winningpalitiors, the style ofthe formationprocess is also similar in both
Denmark and the Netherland3ther similarities are: in both countries the largest party has the edge in
the formation, being the dominant player in the bargaining process (Andeweg & Irwin, 2005;
Skjeaveland & Serritzlew, 2009)here are however some differencesthe Netherlands a formateur

is appointed for the dutian of the formation period, while iDenmarktheformateur is absent ande
formation is more frestyle A critical pointregarding the comparison of the two countasointed

out by Skjeevelandet al. ( 200 7, p. 727) is that Acoal ition f
contexto. They state that these theories thrive
municipalities have a lot of autonomy and are responsible for 40% of the public budget. This in
contrast to the Netherlandd which they state that municipal policies are tightly regulated by a
centralized system of the Dutch national government. Howdvey, base thistatemenbn astudy
published in 1992and since then the Dutch municipal system has undergone a significant amount of
decentrakation (Andeweg & Irwin, 2005). 175).

In overallthis thesisassumeshat the local formation processén Denmark and Sweden are a good
vantage point for analyzing the Dutch local formation processes, to the extent of providing input for
the formulation of hypotheses. Thiespitethe countrieshaving a differenformation goal in some
cases (appointment of yar, e.g.).Taking the éorementioned into account there is no difeetr to
assume that results willraktically differ between local coalition formations and the inclusion of
certainpolitical parties between the Netherlands and Denmark.

More on the theoretical aspects, the methodology and the case selection can be found in the next
chapters of thishesis The following chapter presents th@in research question. The main research
guestionis subsequentlylivided up into a number of sujuestions that i help answerthe main
research questicend aid inachieving the research aim agails.



1.2. Research questions

Now that it has been made deeghat the aim of this thesis ignd why this research is relevanshall
outline the research questions in the following paragrdphsrder to structure thiéhesis | formulate
one main research question dodr subquestions. The main research guestiomersthe questions
raisedin the research background aaidh, whereaghe subquestiondollow from the main research
guestion.

The main research question is the following:

i Wh at factors determine whet higincluded in theorhunicpa i nd e |
boar d?o

The dependent variable in this question is tigduision of independemdcals in the municipal boards.
The independent variablese the factors which could possibly explain variation in the dependent
variable The subquestions belovelaborate on these factord he first subquestion has a descripéiv
character an@ used tagain insight in the current situation in the municipal councils and boatts of
selected municipalitieAfter answering this first descriptive question, the thesis turns to testing the
different hypotheses related to the fastthat could explain the dependent variablee last three sub
guestions are all of an explanatory nature and provide for possible explanations why independent
locals are represented in municipal boardwlay they arenot. The hypotheses for thiatterthree sub
guestions are based dme previously done researcimentioned in the introduction.h& following
chapteri the theoretical framework elaborate moreon why these variables have been cho3ée.
subquestions are the following:

1. How often are independent locals included in the municipal ba#rtise selected municipalities
after the 2014 municipal elections?

2. To what extent does thaelative number of seat&b) of an independent local party in the municipal
council explainvhether this party is included in a municipal board?

3. To what extent dodassuediversity explain whether an independent local party is included in a
municipal board?

4. To what extent dogkeideological position explain whether an independent loeatypis included
in a municipal board?

As said, he last three sufuestionsneedsome additional background to explicate why this resear
chooses theseariables ancho other variablesThe next chapter of this thegisesentghe theoretical
backgroundf the researchOut of the theoryhe hypothesethataretestedin this thesis are deduced
The hypothesesre deduced fronmacademic literature on local politics and coalition formation
theories.



2. Theoretical Framework

The structure of this theoretical frameworktlie following: first theoryis provided to explain the
choice for the three possible factors determining the inclusion of independent locals in municipal
boards. Thisis done for each sufuestion.Additional theory and academic literature is used to
formulate the hypothese The hypotheseprovide for expectationsregarding the inclusion of
independent locals in municipal boardad aresubsequently testad a statistical analysis

2.1.Relative Size

The second sufQuestion of this researcisks whether or ndhe size of the party in the municipal
councilis one of the possible explaining factdos whether or not independent locals are included in
the municipal coalition The variable of the size @ party (the number of seats) in the municipal
council has been one of the first variables in coalition formation research.

Amongst the first political scientists who developslition formation theories were von Neumann

& Morgenstern (1953) an®iker (1962) with the respectiveminimal winning and minimum size
theories. These theories use the teparties as the primary input for predicting the possible
outcomes of coalition formation. Latgpolitical scientiss like de Swaan (1973) with thminimal
winning connected coalitiotheory added dimensions that take policy viability into consideration for
predicting possible coalitionsbut thesepolicy-viabletheoriesareaddressed later in this chapt®ne
condition the theories of von Neumantf$3), Riker (1962)de Swaan (1973) and others hame
common is that they assume that none of the parties in the coalition formation game have the attained
the absolute majority (more than 50% of the votes), making the coalition formation processiyneces
in order to form a government with a majority status. The condition that a coalition formation is
necessary in order to correctly analyze the inclusion of indepelud=itd in municipal boards is also
taken into account in this thesis and marstdoninantly in this first hypothesis.

In the minimal winning theorgvon Neumann & Morgenstern, 195Bharties aim to form coalitions

that have enough members to form a coalition, but excluding one of the parties will reduce the status
of the potential coalitin from majority to minority coalition. In other words: winning coalitions in
which only those parties participate that are minimally necessary to give cabinet majority status
(Lijphart, 1999, p. 92). The minimum size coalition theory of Riker (1962) risfiaement of the
minimal winning theory. In the minimum size theory only those coalitions are formed that are minimal
winning with the least amount of seats needed for a majority in cabinet. Riker (1962;48). \B&s

his O6si ze pr i ngurheptlfoetbe fansatioh of eninimmed Wirmingésize cabinets: parties
wantto attain the greatest amount of influence in the cabinet. Lijphart (1999, p. 92) summarizes this in
the following:A po |l i t i cal parties ar e i[é]}nmaxineus posver méans ma X i n
holding as many of the cabinet positions as pos$élea minority party will have to team up with

one or more parties, but it will resist the inclusion of unnecessary parties in the cohtttanse it

will reduce its share of misiers in the cabineto

The afoementioned political scientists assume that partiesoake interested in maximizing their
power, and they predict minimal winning/size coalitions #mesthe most likely outcomes of coalition
formation.Unnecessary parseor includingdargerthan necessarpartie®that result in a decline of
influenceareexcluded from a coalition or ithe case of this thesés municipal boardStill, although

using size as the primary variable in their research, this does not fplgirethe functioning of party

sizes in coalition formation. Peleg (1981) defines this in a sharper fashion. He formulated the theory of
the dominant player, wherié is suggested that when a party is lar¢eig. has more seats in the
council than other grties)it gains dominance over other smaller part®sce this party is close to
having a majority, it is hard for opposing parties to contest the dominant player, because this party will
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need fewer parties to gain a majority than smaller paffiess,according to Peleg (1981), coalitions

are more likely to be formed when consisting of a dominant pl&graking the coalition formation
theories of von Neumann & Morgenstern (1953), Riker (1962) and the dominant player principle of
Peleg (1981) intocount,size does matter.

But how to formulate théheoryabove into a testable hypothésighe use of party sizes as a variable
to researchmunicipal coalition formationdas also been done §kjeevelandet al. (2007) and
Skjeeveland & Serritzlew (2009)n their researads they wanted to see whether or not coalition
formation theories werdso applicable to predict the outcome Blanish local government formations
and moreover which party would proeidhe mayor in a municipalitygack (2003) came up Wi a
new methodological framework to test coalition theories on local coalition formaticdaoding and
testing sizeoriented variablesAlthoughthe performance of coalition theories tends to be country
specific Skjeevelancet al, 2007, p. 726)its theory and methods can still be applied to a Dutch setting
to see whether or not results match. The rexfitthe Danish setting cahe used to provida
hypothesis that is to be testeéts stated before in the introduction there is no direct reasasstome
that there would be any major differences between rebuisc aus e of a |l ack of
between these countries. This is atkee to the fact that the Netherlands &wmtdic countrieslike
Denmark and Sweden share similarifresnunicipal calition formatiors.

Observationsy Skjeeveland& Serritzlew (2009, p. 202 showthat the larger a given party is the
greater the chance is that they will provide the mayor in Denngar&n that no single party has
gained a majority in the municipal couin@lso the electoral success, measured in the gain in number
of seats seems to have a positive effecttba likelihood of gaining a seat in the municipal board.
When transferring these results to a Dutch setting one could state that the largeris ffetynore

likely it is that they will be represented in the municipal board, providing for at least one of the
aldermen(Dutch: Wethouderjn a municipal boardThis thought is also shared in theory on dominant
players in the coalition formatioiThetheory by Peleg (1981) states tlailitions are more likely to

be formed with a dominant player. In other words: larger parties are more dominant and more likely to
be included in coalitions.

Based on the abovementioned presumptia@acludewith the fdlowing hypothesis in the context of

the inclusion of independent locals in Dutch municipal boakdsnentioned before this hypotheiss

tested under the condition that coalition formation was necessary in order to obtain a majority for the
to be formed coalition.

1. Independent locals with relative(%) more number of seats in the municipal council are
more likely to be included in the munigpal board than independent locals with a relative
(%) smaller number of seats.

2.2 Issuediversity

The third sukbguestion of this research uses thember of issuesan independent local party
emphasizesas a possible explang factor. Does is mattevhetheran independent local focuses a
small number of topicsompared to havingn opinion on a wide variety of municipal topics the
likelihood of being included in a municipal board® with the previous possible explaining factor this
paragraptirst describs the reasons why this factor is incorporated inthesis andgeconty provide

a hypothesis.

In the previougparagraphhe use of size in coalition formation theories is mentioned. As stated other
political scientists addeasew dimensionsin order to increase the predictioralue of coalition



formation theories, e.g. by Axelrod (1970) and de Swaan (197%theror notan independent local
focuses ora certainspecific issue in their political program, mighell be an influencing variablfor

the likelihood whether or not an independent local is included in a municipal hodheir research

on British singleissue pressure groups Bott@&nCrow (2011, p. 219) concludbat it is possible for
these organizations to evolve from groups teek to influence a single policy issue to organized
representatives that are able to shape, and in some cases, lead policy fronHawigver, one can
imagine that thespecific issuethat these parties are addressing has to be a topidstimaportan
enough to keep the party in the spotliglibreover given thecase that the issue is reatlient enough,

the party maybe overlookedin coalition formationsby fellow municipal partieglue to a lack of
overlap and/orconsent on politicaland policyissues Bottom & Crow (2011)emphasizefi Si n gl e
issue politics at the local level encourage greater levels of citizen engagénpemd they contribute,
for as long as the issues remain salient, to a h

The saliege of an issue for thesingleissue organizations is thus of crucial importarcgrevious

studies on government conteistsue saliencevasused as an explaining factor to what extent people

are satisfied with the government iffice (Edwards Ill, Michell & Welch, 1995)Non-salience of an

issueleads according to Edwards, Michell & Welch (1995, p. 1tb)an unlikelihood that it will play

a role in government evaluations. Taking wiiservatiorinto a broader definition it likely that non

salience ofparticular issug leadsto less electorahttention. h the case of mindependent local
confrontedwith the focus orma nonsalientissuethis leadsto a loss of electorate. Moreover, in his

article GreerPedersen (2007) analyzehe competitiorfor the electoratdetween different political

parties in Europe. He states that in the last couple of years there is an thamgastance of issue

voting or voting based on issue ownership (Gr@mdersen, 2007, p. 609%ubsequently the
competition letween political parties has taken a flight where the emphasis lies more with issue
competition: which issue is the most salient for voters and for the parties {Eedersen, 2007)?

Glazer & Lohmann (1999, p. 380) state in addition to the abbwe:a atesi sdek to further the

electoral salience of issues on which their policy positions are popular and to remove from the

el ectoral agenda i ssues whi dthstherdfee imporfard figoartey posi t
who focus on a relative smhal number of | ssueé issnsheeicue asrnueni r O pr
as possible.

But there are other struggles whichparty with an issue preferencenay face. For instance, the
longevity of an issue may not be enough for a party to maintain isuffiattention for their cause.
Bottom & Crow (2011, p. 236) stress that singigueorientedparties have to evolve a certain leng
term relevance for their iss{g} in order to remain interesting enough for other parties rance
importantly the electoate Wh e n a p a appegl toghassbte caalitisas a reliable party with a
long-term vision, other parties may beditant in forming a coalitiarkE.g. in case the issue the single

i ssue party i s nhtiayrhoteiamdfr rdalzethr othermpérties irney e wrknown
how any further collaboration with the singtsue party will evolveUncertainty over future behavior

of the singleissue party may incite hesitation amongst possible coalition parfheother problem
these partiegace is whether or not they can adapt to the political landscape of coalition formation,

bargaining positions and policy tradef f s . Bottom & Crow (2011): AT
[single-issue parties] is how they cohere on council, become serioiey pold decision makers and,
ultimately, whether they institutionalize beyond

The aforementionedmplies that when an independent local pavith a small number of addressed

topicsis unable toattain the attention on theparticular issug or their issug lacks the longevity

necessary for a full municipal council termp#comesncreasingly difficult for these parties to gain

or maintain a certain amount of influencs A Bott om & Crow (2011llent st at e:
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enough, the contribution of singiesue politics at a local level is marginBesides the importance of

issue salience the singlesue parties face other struggles in order for them to evolve into fully
accepted and institutionalized political ies. Amongst these problems the adaptability of the
singleissue organizations to become an accepted local political party. If a party fails to evolve beyond
their initial issue the party it is not unlikely that this party will be avoided in coalitonations or

policy decision makingThis research wants to see whether or not this also applies for Dutch
municipal politics and in order to do so the following hypothesis has been formulated, based on the
academic literature provided above.

2. Independentlocals that addresselatively (%) more issuesare more likely to be included
in a municipal board than local parties that address relatively(%) less issues.

2.3. ldeologicalextremeness

The fourth and finasubquestions looks d@he ideological psition of independent loc&br explaining
whether or not independent locals are included in municipal boAsdslready mentioned in this
framework other dimensionare added to coalition formation theories besides the size of a party.
Some of theseodition theoriesarementioned in thiparagraphThese coalition theories take a policy
dimension into account. As with the other tparagraph in the end a third and final hypothessis
formulated.

De Vries (1998, p207) summarizes the whole of thebeories as policpriented coalition theories.

One of the first political scientists to take up other dimensions in coallieories was Axelrod
(1970). He added onedimensional ideological scale from extreme left to extreme right and
everything wihin - to the minimum winning and minimal size theori@gelrod argus that coalitions

will form that are both connected, with the parties being adjacent on the policy scale, and devoid of
unnecessary partners (Lijphart, 1999, p. 9be main thought behind this theory is that an extreme
left party Ai s hkélyt to form a coalition withcentreright party D, because the trad#s (in order to

reach consensharetoo high for both parties to accept. Thiginimal winning connected chition is
composed of the minimal winning and thenimal rangetheories: no unnecessary partners will be
accepted in the coalition and the ideological range, the distance between de parties on the one
dimensional ideological scaleas to be as minimal g®ssible.

Core in this minimal winning connected coalition is the central actor (de Vries, 1998, p. 208). Like
Pel egbs (19 81 playslaonmajorraenirt the pizeavgriabte, the central actor plays a large

role in coalition formations predictedylwoalition theories that take politicabsitionsinto account.

The central actor is positioned in the middle of the ideological scale from left to right and therefore has

the best chance to be included in a coalition, since parties will most fidketycoalitionswith parties

closely connected to therfihe central party is connected to both the leftwing and the rightwing

having the most possible connectiofi$ie idea of the central actor being a major player in the
coalition formation process is latowledged by results in the research of Doéring & Hellstrom (2013,

p. 697) who observed that in Western Eurdpe a r g eleft aral mentreight parties with gains in

the most recent election and previous executive experience become government méabecson

Déring & Hellstrom (2013) itmay also be of additional value to see whether or not the ideological
position of a party may interact with the size of a party. E.g. a small estrpanty will have less

chance of inclusion in a municipal boatden a r el ati vely | arger extremi
overlooked by other partieSkjeeveland& Serritzlew (2009, p. 203) emphasize this, stating that in

Danish local governments the chance of becoming a member of the municipal board is higher when a
party s larger, gained electoral success and is ideologically meldiaecent years several Voting

Advi ce Applications (VAAOGS) have emer ged i n t
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differentiate the aforemenhed concept of ideology into more than one digien. More common
dimensions are an enomic left/right dimension and a social conservative/progressive dimension.
This thesisuses multiple dimensions when looking at the ideological position of a party. More on the
division of the dimensions in the foling methodology chapter.

Now that it has been argued that bein@aage) central actor has advantages when forming a (local)
coalition and increases the chance of that party being included in government offices, to what extent
does the concepif conrected winning and ideological range matter in municipal coalition formation?
Back (2003)investigated empirically theoalition outcomes of local elections in Sweden. She
concluded thaparties in Sweden are indeed aiming at connecteameasleftright ideological scale

when forming a coalition (Back, 2003, p. 465he concludes moreover that parties are aiming for a
coalition that is the smallest possible in ran@kjeeveland & Serritzlew (2009draw similar
conclusiondor the Danish municipal case80Our findings also confirm that actors are polaryented

and, consequentl vy, seek to establish connected

Thus, based on the studies mentioned abevauld expecthat also in the Netherlandkcal parties
seekcoalitions with a small range and that it includes the median.gastyindependent locals with an
extreme ideologicaposition the likelihood of them being included in a municipal coalition is
henceforth smaller than their median counterparts. Thissdhi®thesis to present the last hypothesis
that is to be tested

3. Independent locals with a central ideological position are more likely to be included in a
municipal board than independent locals that have a more extreme ideological position.

2.3. Conclwsion

This theoretical framework has presented three hypotheses that are tested in this thesis. The
hypothesesre foremost based on the results of previous studies done in Scandinavia, in the field of
municipal coalition formationsBack (2003), Skjeevelanet al. (2007)and Skpereland & Serritzlew

(2009) stress that it would be of additional value if theisearches are done in otlweuntrieswith

different local political settingsThis thesisusestheir findingsas expectations for the inclusion of
independent locals in Dutch municipalities.

Now that the conceptualizatioaf the variables is done, this thesientinueswith the research
methodology and operationalizatiof the variablesThe presented methods fdata collectiorand
dataanalysisexplainhow the afoementioned hypothesesetested.In the methodology the selection
of the units of analysis alsopresented.
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3. Research methodology
Now that the aim and concepts of this thesis are made diedhitd chapter of this thestentinues
with the research methodology. Tinethodology regardingample, measurement and model
estimationarepresentedbelow. In order to structure the chapter, the firstt pacuseson data
collectionand the second pawn tke model estimation.

3.1. Data collection

3.1.1. Sample
This thesis reliesor the most parbn data provided by the StemwijzéAA for the 2014 Dutch
municipal electionsThe datasetontains the position of all local parties on 30 statements in 41 Dutch
munidpalities andthese positions aresed in a number of way$he 41 municipalitiesserveas the
sample for this thesisind the 367 political parties serve as the unit of analysis for all hypotidises
hypotheses are testeding these data full overview of the municipalities, their demographics and
size of their municipal councdan be found in appendix Aa appendix Bl provide the information
regarding relative party sizeBesides the positions of the partiealso use the statements udsd
Stemwijzer to place partida the 41 municipalitie to create a dictionary of kegrdsin order to
measure issue diversjtyhichis used to test the second hypothesis

The reason this research opts for this datasdtthese municipalitids the wide variety of different
municipalities selected by the ProDemos organizatiat implementghe Stemwijzer VAA.In the
Netherlands the number of seats in a municipal council depends on the size of the municipalities. The
number of seats ranges from 9 for #mallest municipalitiegwith less than 3000 inhabitapt® 45
seats for the largestunicipalitiesin the country. Municipalities analyzed by ProDemos prodat

for either sides. In the sample o the one handhere are the larger, urban municipaitieke
Amsterdam andRotterdam(45 seats) and on the other hamadaller municipalities like BaadRassau

(13 seatspre includedBesides thathe sample ensures thasubstantive amount of time is saved by
not havingtoe.ganal y ze e v e rsgriptgpiraorder itodirsd @ut timedr iopinion on a very wide
array of topicsThe reason why Stemwijzer VAA was chosen and not others like Kieskompas VAA is
because Stemwijzer is neowilling to share their dataather than a private company like Kieskompas
who are more protective of their data.

3.1.2. Measurement
Now that it ismade clear that the 41 municipalities used in Stemwhij2eX will function as the
sample for all research questions dlaga collection methods are presented below

Inclusion ofindependent locals

The first research question is of a descriptive nature in order to obtain an overview of the division of
seats in municipal councils and municipal boards in the selected 41 municipalities. Data regarding the
division of seats and the @aime of the coalition formationis extracted from the websites of the

selected municipalities and the Dutch election results databaseelection resultdatabase contains

the results of all national, regional and local elections from the2dficcentury till date andalso adds

the classification of @i ndepen.dellacting this dataeesultsa pp | i ¢
in both information on independent parties and whether or not they were included in a municipal
board.A chi-square testubsequently showwhether there is a statistically significant relationship

between whether a party is independent and whether they are included in a municipal board.
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Although the composition of a municipal board is under the influence of change due to political
reasonse.g.a three party majority coalition may decide to continue as a two party minority coalition
due to a political conflict, a change in compositafithe municipal coalitiorover the four year terts
notincluded in this thesis. The research questiotisfthess is what factorsdeterminethe inclusion

of independent loals in municipal boards. When tbemposition of a coalition changes this may have

a lot of other reasons and variablich arenot taken into account in this thesis. Henceforth only the
first coalition formatioroutcomes after the municipal electigrused to test the hypotheses.

Rdative Size

The first hypothesidocuses orthe relativesize of the parties, and whether or not this influences the
inclusion of independent locals in municipal boards. The hypothesis expects that (relatively) larger
independent local parties have morete of being included in the municipal coalition formation
process. Theollected datdor the first research questi provides the necessary dataince the party

sizes in councils and the overall size of municipal coueiiseasured for the first resmech question

The relative amount of sedtscalculated by dividing the number of seats by the total number of seats
in the council of a municipalityThe resulting percentage subsequentlyused in the statistical
analysis.

Issue Diversity

The second kipothesisfocuses on issuediversity as a possible explaining factor for inclusion in a
municipal boardKey factor inthe emergence of singissue groups and parties is the focus on certain

local grievances, e.g. the closure of a hospital or a perceived threat to the community (Bottom &
Crow, 2011, p. 222). Besides focusing on a single or only a few issues, these ajrolgpsparties

may also focus their programs on a single group in society, e.g. the eldeytger to determinéhe
issuediversity of the partiesthe party manifestos of all 367 parties in the 41 municipalitee®

collected for analysisA dictionaly consisting ofkeywords, based on Stemwijzer VAA statemeists,

usedto analyze to what extent varioissuesare mentioned in the party manifesthaver & Garry,

2000. Laver & Garry (2M0) state thatt is possible to use computended content analysio derive

reliable and valid estimates of policy positions from political textsi Even a very si mp
computec oded content analysis [é] can genera-te est.i
validatedd (Laver &encefonthr lys, thess Quge@omputercoded Goatgnt

analysis to determine the issue diversity of partfesotal number of 11 issue categoriesusedto

determine the issue diversiffhe categories with keyords can be found in appendix C.

After collecting the party manifestos these manifestos are recoded iNtmegpad (TXT) extension
which makes them suitable for analysis in Yoshikodewe, 200§. Yoshikoder is an open source
multilingual content analysis to@nd one of its features is tpessibilityto count words in documents
based on a dictionarglLowe, 2006) The dictionaryis inserted in Yoskikoder and the program
subsequently analyzde what extent the keywords are present in the manife¥tshikoderthen
presers what categorieg@ mentioned anf@r if there is anabsencef a certainpolicy area (e.g. soft
drug or foreign policies)For the analysisan indexwill be used to scale the issue diverditym O,
beingplurakissue tal, being a full singléssue party.

This scaleusedis the HerfindahHirschman Index or Herfindahl Index (HHIyhe Herfindahl Index

is a statistical method of concentratiand can be used to measure concentration in a variety of
contexts(Rhoades, 1993). It is mostly used in Business Administratione@asure to which extent a
market is dominated by a single brand, product, service or Tilrea HHI ranges from 0 to 1, where a
higher index means that a market is more concentrated and dominated by a aimgdayc The
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HerfindahtHirschman Index is firstdescribed byHirschman and later reinvented by Herfindédde
Hirschman {964). In this thesis a score ofdn the HHIimpliesthat a party is singlssue, since the

party manifestas concentrated solely on a single issue. On the other hand a score of 0 means there is
an equal distribution amongst the categorid®e HHIis calculated by filling in théroshikoderresults

in a prescripted Excel worksheet, with the results showingitieof the party program analyzed

After the HHI is calculated foeach party the indexes ausedin modelling of the inclusion in
municipal boards.

Ideological Position

The final hypothesis revolgearound the ideological position of the included parttes: the final

hypothesis he St emwijzer VAA statements and the part.
usedlusedh e part i eregérdingtlee Stenmwijzerstatements to determine the position of a

party on a tweadimensional spaceFor eab of the 41 municipalities Stemwijzer has made 30
statements. An example of these statements can be found in the figure below.

Gemeenteraadsverkiezingen P g

19 maart 2014 s

Intro Stellingen

12345678910 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 12

Stelling 18

De gemeente moet een subsidie instellen om
particuliere en corporatiewoningen duurzaam te t|p
maken. Toelichting

Waarom is een
partij het Eens of

Oneens met de

- stelling? Raadpleeg
m Geen van belde m d:“l'e"':mi!!gep“
van de partijen.

ProDeiTios Huis voor democratie en rechtsstaat

Figure 1: Example of a question by the Stemwijzer VAAhet20l4dposi ti on
municipal elections.

As one can see the parties are given the option to amissvstatements witkither agree, disagree or
neither agree nor disagrde.order toscalethe statements in to a position a twedimensional space
the statementaredivided into two dimensiond he dimensions are an econongft/right-dimension
and asocial GAL/TAN -dimension.

Step one of testing the final hypothesis is scaling the parties on thdirhgasional space to
determine the positions of the parties, falém by calculating the distance to the centierorder to
scalethe positions of the parties only statements wiaiah applicable to multiple municipalities are
used Satements which revolve around very specific local issues, e.g. the placement afigiroytk

in one municipality are notused in this thesisThe statements most frequently used by Stemwijzer
VAA can be found in appendix C. For each municipality it is determined which of the statements in
appendix C are applicable. This leads to anayerf 15 statements which are applicable for each
municipality. These overlapping statements were subsequeatggorized in 11 issues anded to
position the parties on a twimensionalspace

The two-dimensional space has both social GALTAN-dimension and an economieft/right-
dimension. The dimensionslissed on an article by Hoogheal.(2002). The GAL/TAN dimension
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measures to which extent parties are either Green, Alternative and Libertarian (GAL) or Traditional,
Authoritarianand Nationalist (TAN) (Hooghe et a2002, p. 967). GAL parties tend to favor personal
freedom and rights and they support e.g. abortion, s@xemarriages and want to increase
democratic participation. Traditional parties often rejbetse ideasHooghe et al. (2002) continue

with the other dimensionThe economic left/right dimension is classified by the attitude of a party
towards the economy. Rightwing parties are more likely to reduce the role of the government in the
economy and they favor lowegnaxes, less regulation and privatizatibeftwing parties tend to

favor the opposite.

Based on these definitions of the two dimensions a typical leftwing and GAL position for the
overlapping statementsan bededucted. Subsequently, this typical lefigiand GAL answer to a
statements used to determine the position of a party on thedin@ensional spacby analyzing the
answer of a party to a statemeiRositioningis doneby scaling the answers of partieem 1 to 3. 1

stands for either extremeft@ing and/or GAL. 3 stands for extreme rightwing and/or TAfter all
answers are rescaled into left/right and GAL/TAN the average is calculated for both dimefsions.
party with the coordinates [1,25 ; 1,75] is considered a leftwing party with a med&tdt position.

A party with [2 ; 2}coordinates is considered to be an absolute median party and is thus, according to
the theory, moreligible to be included in a municipal board.

After the positioning for all partieis done thenext step is determing the Euclidean distance to the
center The Euclidean distande determined using the Pythagorean theofafm+ B>= C°). The figure
below illustrates these calculatio®he diagonal line represents the distance to the centre, which is
calculated using the distances on the GAL/TAN and leftAdljimensions.

TAM

[1,5;2,5]

Left Right

[2,5;1,5]

GAL

Figure 3: Schematic representation of possible party positions, ranging from (1, 1) to (3,3)
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3.2. Model estimation
Now that it is clear how the data collected and how the relevant variabe measured, in this
subsectiorthe statistical methods for the model estimation are presented. Afterwards a short summary
concludes the methodologhapter, after which the results are presented.

3.2.1. Logistic Regression Analysis
As the title of this subsectiosuggests the statistical method to test the three hypotlseleegstic
regression analysiéfter achi-square ést is done to test the relation betwéaa variable measuring
whether a party is independent or aad inclusion in municipal board, theglstic regression analysis
continues the analysis byesting the three hypotheses.

Logistic regression analysis based on the assumption that the dependent variable (inclusion in a
municipal board) has a binary outcome, eithérimplying exclusioni or 1,implying inclusion. This

is the case, a party is either included in a municipal board with result 1 ocligded from a
municipal board with result Gneaningthat the outcome is binary. The prediction for the outcome is
based on the three feature variables (3smje diversityand ideological extremeness), thus making
logistical regression possible for thitistical analysis (Moore & McCabe, 2005).

The dependent outcomeariableis inclusion in a municipal boardrhe independent variableare,
according to the hypothese®lative size, issue diversity measured ltge HHI andthe degree of
ideological extemeness measured the Euclidean idtance of each partfach of the independent
variables are tested whether they are statistically significant in explaining the outcome of the
dependent variabl®ifferent models are used in order to see whether ahiminfluencegesults and

the subsequent tests of the hypotheEhs firstmodelonly includes the three independevdriables to

see whether or not relative size, issue diversity and ideological position are statistically significant in
explaining the inclusion in a municipal board.

A second followup modelof the first modeincludes standard errors clustered at thmigipal levé

in the analysis.Robust clustering is included because observations may be correlated within
municipalities, but are independent between municipali®e®e of the assumptions for using robust
clustering is that e.g. the PvdA Amsterdaray make no chanci Utrecht due to a different political
climateand different characteristics of municipal political parties in Utre&ubust clustering makes

sure that all parties are tested alongside the parti®ir respective municipalihstandard errors are
computed based on aggregate scores for the 41 municipalities, since these municipal level scores
should be independent. This may influence the outcome of the hypotheses tests, since standard errors
may differ from the first model.

The third and lastmodd adds conditional effectsto the first model Brambor et al. (2006, p. 64)

il lustrate conditional effects as foll ows: i AN
condition Z is met, butl mot hiwsé ethihapmids sodhaticissuee Z i s
diversity and ideological position. Independent variables issue diversity and an extreme ideological
position could explain the dependent variable, but not when the condition that they must at least have

1 seat in the council isot met. Z is in this case relative size, since parties must at least have one seat

in a council to be included in a municipal board. Z is in this case not dichotomous, but continuous,
since it is assumed that a larger relative size leads to a largeedbfameing included in a municipal

board. Brambor et al. (2006, p. 65) state that conditional hypotheses can easily be tested using
multiplicative interaction modelsThis is also done in this thesis.
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All models are testedusing the dataset compiled rfnodifferent sources. For the graphs and logistic
regression | use SPSS 22.0 whereas the analyses with standard errors clustered at the municipal level
are performed in Stata 13.

3.3. Conclusion
This chapter has shown the methods for measuring and analyzing the hypotheses. After the different
models test the statistical significance of the independent variables in explaining the dependent
variable the thesis continues with presentingdbeomesof the hypotheses testing, thenclusions
and thoughts for future research. First however, the results of the data analysis are presented below.
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4. Data Analysis

Now that it has been made clearawlthe goal of the thesmre what the thesis expectsmsed on
theory (and formulated in hypotheses)d how the relevant daiscollected it is time to present the
results for each of the research questidnsthis chapter @ble 3 presents the results of the three
models which are used to test the threpdtlyeses. After presenting the table thissisanalyzeghe

test results followed by a conclusiomegarding whether the hypotheses have to be confirmed or
rejected However before the testing of the hypotheslesresults regardinfjrst research quesin are
found below

4.1.Research Question 1

The first research question of this thesis focuses on the catagatof inclusion of independent locals

in municipal boardsThe question isHow often are independent locals included in the municipal
boards of the selected municipalities after the 2014 municipal electid®s8ides answering the
research questiothis subsectioralso presenta comparisorof figures regarding relative size, igs
diversity and ideological positiobetween the independent local parties and the party branches of
national parties. Ishowsto what extent thdeatures(of political partie} used in this research of
independent locals are comparabléhi conventioal branches of national parties.

After processing the datahich can be foundéh appendix Bjnto a SPSS datasktreated a cross
tabulation table between the variable indicating whether a party is independent and the variable
indicating whether a partyas included in the municipal boar@iable 1 shows thet01 of the total
number of 367 parties analyzedare labeled as independent localg7,5%) Out of these 101
independent local parti€30 are parties represented in a municipal boémdcomparison tgarty
branches of national parties 30 out of 101 (29,®@ lower percentag@iven that 132 out of 266
(49,6%) branch parties made it in to a municipal coalition.

Table 1. Number of Independent Locals Represented in Municipal Boards

Municipal Board * Independent Party Crosstabulation

Independent Local
No Yes Total
Inclusion in No 134 71 205
Municipal Board  yes 132 30 162
Total 266 101 367

Table 2 SPSS Output chisquare test Independency vs. Municipal Boards
Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. (2- | Exact Sig. (2- Exact Sig. (1-
Value df sided) sided) sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 11,782° 1 ,001

Continuity Correction” 10,988 1 ,001

Likelihood Ratio 12,099 1 ,001

Fisher's Exact Test ,001 ,000
Linear-by-Linear Association 11,750 1 ,001

N of Valid Cases 367

a. 0 cells (0,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 44,58.
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b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

It appears that independent locals are represented less in municipal boatusutichparties.But is
this difference between independent locals and branch parties also statistically si@niicait
square st will showif there isa statisticallysignificant relationship between the two variablElse
test results are shown irable 2above Thehypotheses for the clsiquare test are

H(0) : There is ncstatistically significantrelationship between the variables Independent Party and
Municipal Board.

H(A): There isa statistically significantelationship between the variables Independent Pang a
Municipal Board.

Looking at the outcomes presentadlable 2, the Pearsari-square table shows ehi-square value

of 11,782,with a pvalue of 0,001 This means that the hypothesis H(0) needs to be rejected. This
implies that there is statisticalyy significant relationship between thariablesindependent Partsnd
inclusion in a municipal board

In other words:the Pearson cliquare test shows that the observation that municipal boards are
represented |l ess in a mumaokaciprlchamca. i Bhaoe ibas
the variables independency and inclusion in a municipal board that explains why independent locals

are represented less in municipal boards.the sections belowthe thesisshows which of the
independent variables tested in the three hypotheses are statistically significant explaining factors in

the relationship between independent parties and inclusion in a municipal board.

This sulsectioncontinueswith looking at some othe featuresof both independent locals and branch
parties, which may explain a possible relationsHipese features include the relative size, issue
diversity and ideological position of the partiBglow graphs and figureg more indepth regarding
the difference in characteristics between the two types of partese figures may show sigas to
what could explain the relationship the two aforementioned variables

Figure 4belowdescribes the differendeetween independent locals and branclhigmin relativesize

within a municipal council.The statistically significantifference between whether a party is
independent and the inclusion in a municipal baaay be explained by the relative size of a party. If
independent locale general, compared to branch partiekave a share of seats that is too snwll

have any influence in the formation process this might explain why independent locals are less
represented in municipal board$ie comparison is illustrated by a boxplot, seen belowgargi4.
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Figure 4: Boxplot showing therelative sizefor both independent locals and national party
branches.
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Looking at Fgure 4 one can see that there is no major difference between the two party types at a first
glance. Boxplots display variation in samples of a statistical population without making any
assumptions of the underlying statistical distribution. The mean of both types of pastiamliad a

share of 0,10 (10%)with the mean of independent locaktseing lower, implying that they have a
higher share of relative small partieempared to branch partielndependent localslso show a

greater variety in relative sizes. Their minimum and maximum relative sizes are wider dispersed and
also theinterquartile rang€25%-75%) of their population ikargerthan the branch parties. The wider
dispersion shows that independent locals both hdamgar amount of parties withlawer and higher

share of seatddaving both a lower mean aral higher share of parties withralative low share of

seats may explain why independent locals are less represented in municipal boards: the size hypothesis
assumes that parties with a lower share of seats have less chance to be included in a municipal board.

So if the boxplot of the tative size shows that independent locals in overall are smaftert about
the other twdeaturesof parties issue diversity and ideological positiai,which a difference inthese
featuregmight rise suspicion about why independent locals are repeeskess in municipal boards

Figure 5shows a comparison between independent locals and party branches based on their relative
size and issue diversity The figure shows that there is no difference at a first glance between
independent locals and themarty branch counterparts. Independent lochisre no more issue
diversity than their branch party counterpartahich is also illustrated by the boxplot in figuge

below.
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Figure 5: Scatterpla showing the relation between relative size and issue divélss categorized
by whether the party is independent
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Figure 6 : Boxplot comparing issuediversity based orwhether the party is independent
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The boxplot shows in more detail than the scatterplot that there is only a very small difference
between théssue diversityof all parties.Unlike the boxplot showing the variance in relative size, the
difference between independent locals and branch parties on beldiifeddity is minimal. The
guartiles, median and number of outliers shawmostno difference only just a slightly bit more
dispersion for independent locals difference inissue diversitycan henceforth not be suspected of
being a factor in why independent locals are less represented in municipal Bealdgs théast
variableof this thest may explain a difference.

Figure 7shows a similar comparison as Figure 5. iguFe 7 however, the variable of isstigersity

is replaced by the iddogical extremeness variable. The Euclidean distance represents the ideological
extremenessUnlike Fgure 5, which shows that there is almost no difference between independent
and branchparties: Figure 7 shows that independent locals tend to be more oriented towards the
political centre. Branch parties tend to be oriented further from the c@&heebocplot in Figure 8
emphasizes thisThis means thathis difference is possibly an explanatory factor to the relationship
why independent locals are represented less in municipal bddawkver, the results contradict the
findings by Back (2003) an8kjeevelancet al.(2007) who concluded that a parsymore likely tabe

in amunicipal boardvhenthe party is closer to the political cent®tore on this contradiction in the
following subsection where the hypotheses are tested. Below Figure 7 and &igam be found
which illustrate the comparison of ideological extremeness categorized by party type.

Scatterplot Relative Size vs. Ideological Extremeness
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Figure 7: Scatterplot showing the comparison between independent locals and their branch
party counterparts on behalf of relative size vsideological extremeness.
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Boxplot of Distance categorized by Independency
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Figure 8: Boxplot showing the ideological distance of independent locals and national party
branches.

Concluding one could state that there are omilyor differences between independent locals and party
branches regarding their political positioriBhe graphs and boxplotshow no sign of major
differences on behalf aklativesize and issudiversity, the largest difference is regarding the relative
sizevariable, with independent locals showing more variance, thus having more small parties

These results however do not show whether or not the variables are statistically significant in
explaining what factors contribute to inclusion in a ioipal board. he following sulchaptemwill go

into more detail about this topic arelibsequently testhie hypothesesThe resultsare accordingly
presented in an overview table, which will be referred to throughout the rest of the chapter when
testing the hypotheses.siall stepby-step explanation of the analysis methissdded to show how

the resultareproduced.
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4.2.Hypothesis tesing
Presented on the next page is the tablgaining thaesults for the testing of the hypotheses. For each
hypothesighree models are used to test the hypotheses

All modelstest the hypotheseanalyzing the measured data with logistic regression analgssee
whether the independent variables mentioned in the hypothesis are statistically significant in
explainingthe outcome ofhe dependent variable (inclusion in a municipal boakd).explained in
subchapter 3.2., the first modmily takes the three independent variables into accModeled in an
equationModel 1looks as follows:

Y=b+bX X beX b+ 0

In the model above Y is the dependent variable inclusion in a municipal board. The independent

variables are relative size {)X issue diversity (¥) and ideological extremenesss|X. The b is
coefficient for every independent variable and this coefficient is tested for statistical significance. If an
independent variable is found to be statistical/l

variable is big enougfor the coefficient not to be attributed to charide. r e pr es ent s t he st
in the model.

The second model used is a folloy of the first model. The equation is the same as the one presented
above, only for this followup model the standardrers are robust clustered the municipal level.

The third model adds conditional effects to the first model. Brambor et al. (2006, p 65) state that
conditional hypotheses can easily be tested using multiplicative interaction models. They model these
corditional effects as follows:

Y 3+ Db +Z beX2b + U
The equatiorabove,mentioned in Brambor et al. (2006)s used as the third model used to test the
hypotheses. Again, Y is the dependent variable representing inclusion in a municipal board. The
model isusedtwice testing the hypotheseshe first time Model 3vas used to analyze the relationship
between the independent variables and the dependent vaXiableresented the issue diversity and Z
the relative size. The second time Model 3 wsal X representeddeological extremeness and Z the
relative size. The results of these analyses are merged in the Model 3 column in Table 3.

SPSS 22.0 and Stata 13 function as the data analysis software to test the hypotheses. SPSS 22.0 tests
all hypothess and Stata 13 is used to robust cluster the standard errors at the municipal level for the
second followup model. All results of the analyses can be found in Table 3 b&lwsvresults show

the coefficient value (B), the standard error of the coefficiSE(B)) and the qalue for all
independent variables in explaining the chance of being included in a municipal board, presented per
model. After Table 3he thesis continuggresenting the outcomes of the testing of the hypotheses.
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Table 3: Results of testing theindependentvariables relative sze,issue diversity andideological extremeness for explaining the dependent variable
inclusion in a municipal board.

Independent Model 1 Model 1 (Standard errors clustered at the Model 3 (Conditional effects)
Variable municipal level)
B SE(B) P-value B SE(B) P-value B SE(B) P-value
Relative Size 18.936 2.422 .000 18.936 2.834 0.000 22.570 10.357 .029
Issue Diversity -2.292 1.434 110 -2.292 1.114 0.040 -.329 3.810 0.931
Ideological A17 .398 770 116 .456 .798 -.094 .945 921
Extremeness
Relative - - - - - - -17.066 30.694 578
Size*Issue
Diversity
Relative - - - - - - 1.996 7.947 .802
Size*ldeological
Extremeness
N 351 351 351
Nagelkerke R2 .301 .186 .302

Note: Significant aP <U Uz 0,05.

25



4.2.1. Relative Size

The second research question focuses on the variable size. The research question goes d®follows
what extentdoes the relative number of seats (%) of an independent local party in the municipal
council explain whether or not this party is included in a municipal board?

Unlike the first subchapter, which mostly compared the two types aafl political parties, this
subsection goes more in depth on the statistical significaficéne relative sizevariable. The
hypothesidested is:

Hypothesis 1: Independent locals with relative (%) more number of seats in the municipal
council are more likely to be included in the municipal board than independent locals with a
relative (%) smaller number of seats.

The theory isclear on behalf of this hypothesis, the closer the party is to an absolute majority the more

a party is a factor to deal with @oalition formation. In contrast to the other two one can state that size
does matter, since a party needs to gain a certain minimum share of the votes to be eligible to enter the
coalition formation processes. No votes mean no seats, whictoutlesaition formation.

Table 3shows that the-value for the independent variable relative sigesmaller han ,0Q (p <
0,007 for both Model 1 and Model 1 (SE clustered at the municipal level). Modkb®s gp-value

of 0,029 This means that they@alues br all models are less than the alpha of OJ0terefore | can
concludethat the coefficient of relative size is statistically significant in explaining the outcome of the
dependent variable inclusion in a municipal boémdother words: the hypothesisdsnfirmed. This
means that the result$ the analysis suppattie prediction in the theoretical framework of this thesis.

Like in the Scandinavian researches of Back (208Rjeevelandet al. (2007)and Skgeveland &
Serritzlew (2009) in the Netherlands the relative size of a party in a municipal council is of high
importancein explaining the chances of the party being included in a municipal .boaid
conclusion is backed by the coefficient (B) and the Standard Error dfdsjirsy that the outcome
variable inclusion is way more affected by the relative size of parties, rather than the other two
variables (18,936 vs2,292 and .117)Concluding: @rties with a relative smaller number of seats
have less chance of being incldda a municipal board than parties with a relative larger number of
seats.

4.2.2. Issue Diversity

The third research question focuses on the number of issues that are being covered by thhparties.
third research question is the following§jo what exént does issudiversity explain whether an
independent local party is included in a municipal board?

Based on the theory it is expected that the more issues being coverpdrbythe better the chance a
party has to be included in a municipal boarde Tdllowing hypothesiss deducted from the theory:

Hypothesis 2:Independent locals that address relatively (%) more issues are more likely to be
included in a municipal board than local parties that address relatively (%) less issues.

In order to measerthe extent to which the parties address different issues the previously mentioned
HerfindahtHirschmann Index (HHI)s used A higher HHI valuemeansthat a party is more focused
on relatively few issues.

Looking at Table 3one sees that thp-value when using Model o analyze the variable issue
diversity is 0,11Thep-value is ove0,05,using Model 1therefore there ino statistical evidence that
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the hypothesis can be confirmddiowever, wheranalyzing the data using Model 1 with the standard
errors clustered at the municipal level, this affects the standard erroraidegip = 0,040)for issue
diversity in such a fashiorthat issue diversity becomes statistically significant in explaining the
dependent variablép < 0,05. Apparently the assnption thatclustering the standard errors at the
municipal levelmay influence the outcomes of the analysis is correct in the case of this vaiéale.
results, when using Model 1 with SEs clustered at the municipal level,thlabvgsuediversity is an
explanatory variable for thiependentariable inclusion in a municipal board.

The negative coefficient B 0f2.302947implies that there is a negative relation betweassue
diversity and the chance dd party being included in a municipal boaithis confirms previous
predictions made in the theoretical framework of this th&geen looking at the oabmes of Mdel 3
I concludethat conditional effects are not present when analyzing issue divekkhpugh a B of-
17.066 is quite comparable to thetistically significanB of relative size, the standardrer is too
large to make thp-value small enough to conclude that there is a conditional effect.

Concluding the thesis showbat the model usedmatters when analyzing issue plurality as a
independentariable.When the standard erroase clustered at the municipal level, thegtue is low

enough to assume there is a relationship between this independent variable and inclusion in a
municipal boardIn other words: if local parties form ddg#&ns in their own municipalitythenissue

plurality is explanatory to the chancespaiities beingnto a municipal board.

4.2.3. |deological Extremeness

The final research question asks whethelidbelogicalposition of a party has an effect in éximing
inclusion in a municipal board he theory suggests that parties who are positioned towards the center
of the political spectrum have a larger chance of being included in a municipal board. This leads to the
following research questionTo what exént does the ideological position explain whether an
independent local party is included in a municipal board?

And the following hypothesis is deducted from the theory:

Hypothesis 3: Independent locals with a central ideological position are more likelyotbe
included in a municipal board than independent locals that have a more extreme ideological
position.

The ideology was measured by calculating the Euclidean distancpe aflat i e st thgcenteli t i on
After the positioning for all 367 parties wasndothe Euclidean distanegas determined using the
Pythagoreaheorem(A”+ B?= C°).

The outcomes in dble 3for this independent variabkre, like the relative size variable, more clear
than the issuealiversity variable. Whereas the issudiversity is only statistically significant when
applying robust clusteringf the standard errors at the municipal level to Model 1, the outcomes of
analyzing the ideological extremeness variable using all three models are veryThiesr is no
statistically sigificant relationshipbetween ideological extremeness and inclusion in a municipal
board. Pvalues of 0.770, 0.798 and 0.921 are no way near the required alpha ®hi®%neans that

an extreme political ideology for Dutch local parties has no effett@chances of these partiedb®
includedin a municipal boardThe hypothesis that parties who are closer to the median have a larger
chance of making it into office has therefore to be rejected.
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Looking at the observatiorad outcomes ahe first regarch question an extreme position cannot be
used to plain the relationship between ideological extremeness and inclusion in a municipal board
andas to why independent locals are represented less in municipal .boards

These outcomes are in contrast@svhat the Scandinaviareports of Back (2003)Skjeeveland et al.
(2007)and Skjaeland & Seritzlew (2009) predicted. In Sweden and Denmawkas concludedhat
median parties tend to have a larger chand®infy included in a municipal boarkh theNetherlands
this relationship is not presenExtreme left parties can easily form a coalition with rightwing parties
and viceversa.
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5. Conclusiors

This chapteconcludeghe thesis wittaninterpretation of th@utcomes of the hypotheses testamgl

by presenting the conclusion tbe main research questiongloreover, in ordr to illustrate the
findings an additionamixed methodsase stug is proposed The illustration of thecase studys
based on a predictiariassification takd, with the chance of being included in a municipal board being
the outcome variable and the three analyipelpendent variabless predictor variabledfter the
conclusionsare presentedthe final chapter of this thesis presents some consideratiorfsitime
research.

5.1.Main Research Question

First however,the outcomes of the hypotheses testing are briefly summarizmking at the
measured datahich wassubsequenthanalyzed in SPSS 22.0 and Sta®& it was observed that
independent locals aress included in municipal boards tHamanches of parties active on a national
level. Only 29,7%of the independent locals were included in a municipal beder the 2014
municipal electionsyersusaround 50%of the total number of branch parties winade it into office.

A Pearson chsquare ést showed that the relation between these two variables is not baseghoa
After comparing party features (relative size, issue diveraitd ideological positioh between
independent locals and branch pestit appeared that there are only slight differences between
independent locals and their branch party countergadspendent locals show a wider variance than
branch counterparts regarding relative size and independent locals tend to be more tonenids
the political center.

However, after looking at the prediction valuette three factors, it appedtsat only the relative size

and theissue diversity of a party in a municipal council are statistically significant in explaining
inclusion ina municipal boardThe position of a local political party does not matter ataalthe
chance of inclusianwith p-valuesof around 0,800 and higher, which were found using three different
models;it is not even close to the required alpha0df6 in this thesis The coefficient of the
ideological extremenesgariable also $iows that the prediction value of an extreme ideological
position is virtually nonexistent.These outcomes contradict findings of researches done in Denmark
and Sweden, which aredlbasis for the hypotheses testi®dck (2003) Skjeevelandet al. (2007)and
Skjaaveland & Serritzlew (2009xpected that median parties have a higher chance of being included
in a municipal boarghis thesis shows that the Netherlands this of no sgnficancen the least.

It appears that the willingness for traoliés to make it into office matters more for political parijes
a local leve) than forming a coalition which isaccording to the theorly better suitedA metaphor

for these resultsould be that these outcomepresent he typi cally Dutch 6pol d
with parties looking for compromises with partiasso those partiga the opposite spectrimstead of

forming coalitions with pamrti ®&%$ edbhat are more id
Relativesize and issup | ur al ity matter a naan be edndéluded ot khe posi t i

outcomeswhich at the same time also answers the main research question of this thesis:

iwhat factors deter mi ne allpaty wiltbe inauded im the muaicipali n d e p ¢
board after municipal elections?o

But this leads to the assumption tteimewhere there must be a missing variable, not taken into
account in this thesis, which also explains why independent localevartookedin coalition
formation.Because independent locals do not differ at all from branch parties regardindiiessdy
(see figures 5 and 6) which is a factor that does malttenrehas to be concluded that there i9ther
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explaining factor.This is where the qualitativguantitative case study may prove to be effective in
providing for an answer.

5.2. New Strategies

Back & Dumont (2007) state that combining statistical and case study analysis may be the way
forward in coalition formation mearch. Their method involves a statistieaalysis where the
analysison coalition formation outcomesAfter the statistical analysighe authors differentiate
between correct predictions and incorrect predictions (Béck & Dumont (2007) refer to theseasa
deviant casesBack & Dumont (2007) state that both the deviant as well as the correctly predicted
cases can be used for further qualitative resedioh.deviat predictions caipe picked out to find
further explanatory variable$he correctly pedicted cases can be used to find causal mechanisms that
further explain coalition formation processes (Béack & Dumont, 2007, p. 467). The method Béack &
Dumont (2007, p. 484) propose is process tracing, whitheisdivided into process verification and
process induction. Process verification should be used to trace down causalities within correctly
predicted cases, process induction should be used when existing literature has failed to provide a
usable theoretical mechanism.

Case selection is possible lmpking at either correctly predicted casesnmorrectly predicted cases.
AiBy selecting cases that were oOoff the | ined,
included in future studiesod ( B2 c lorcdrectlypnedicted |, 200
cases should be selected for further analysis.

The predictioncross tableseen below(Table 6)helpsin selecting cases for finding the missing
variable(s).Table 6shows the prediction for the outcome of municipal board formationg@éted

by whether a party is independent or.Hotorrectly predicted¢ases can be found by looking at parties
who areexpected to be in a board, but are imstuded and correctly predicted casesexpected to
be in a board and subsequeraig inclued.

Table 6: Classification table showimgedictions for independent locals and branch parties

Classification Table?

Predicted
Independent Locals Branch Parties
Municipal Board Percentage Municipal Board Percentage
Observed No Yes Correct No Yes Correct
Step 1 Municipal Board No 62 5 92,5 127 6 95,5
Yes 13 14 51,9 92 32 25,8
Overall Percentage 80,9 61,9

a. The cut value is ,500

b. Selected cases IndependentParty EQ 1

c. Unselected cases IndependentParty NE 1

d. Some of the unselected cases are not classified due to either missing values in the independent variables or categorical variables

with values out of the range of the selected cases.
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When further analyzing th€able 6by looking at the dataset again, two most deviases have been
selected for further analysis. These are the municipalities Den Helder and Meppel. Based on the
prediction table a new variable has been made: the probabiliig tocluded inra municipal boat.

The probability is based on the results Mbdel 1 with the standard errors clustered at the
municipality level.

When looking at théables below, one sees that in Meppel the largest atthe Sterk Meppel party
which is an independent party with an,B®6 probability to be included inhe municipal board
according to the best fitting modéfowever, theywere not included ithe municipal board, making
them theindependent local with the highest probability of being included in a municipal board but
ar eno6t .NMoreoverutitey atéthe party with thehighest relative amount of seateaking them

the dominant player in the coalition formation procésfhat variable is missed in predicting the
inclusion of this independent local in the municipal board of Meppel?

The other municipalityhighlighted in this chapter is the municipality of Den Helder. In Den Helder

the opposite situation of Meppel occurrarties with a very low probability dfeing included irthe

municipal board, GroenLinks with 9,68% and BehifloBestuur with 14,54%ere includedn their

respective municipality. Including them in a municipal board makes the coalition larger than necessary
by 1 party, since D66 was expected to be in the

Table 4: Overview of most deviant case regardinmclusion a municipal board in Meppel

Municipality Party Number  Relative Municipal Independent Issue Probability of Expectation of
of seats  Size Board(1 Local(l= diversity being included in being included
= yes) yes) (shown a municipal in a municipal

MERPEL

in HHI)  board (using board (using
Model 1 with SEs Model 1 with
clustered at the SEs clustered
municipal level) at the
municipal level)

CDA 3 0,1304 1 0 04722 0,4159 0
ChristenUnie 2 0,087 1 0 0,2216 0,3577 0
D66 2 0,087 0 0 0,503 0,2256 0
GroenLinks 1 0,0435 0 0 0,322 0,1625 0
PvdA 4 0,1739 1 0 0,3878 0,6632 1
Serk 5 0,2174 0 1 0,28 0,8518 1
Meppel

SP 2 0,087 0 0 04514 0,247 0
VVD 4 0,1739 1 0 0 0,8279 1
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Table 5: Overview of the most deviant cases regarding inclusion in a municipal board in Den Helder

Municipality Party

DEN
HELDER

D66

Behoorlijk
Bestuur
CDA
ChristenUnie
D66
Groenlinks

Helder
Onafhankelijk
PvdA
Stadspartij
Den Helder
Vrije
Socialisten
VVD

Number
of seats

N = P B

11

4

Relative Municipal

Size Board
0,0811 0
0,0323 1

0,129 0
0,0323 1
0,129 0
0,0323 1
0,0645 1
0,0645 0
0,3548 1
0,0323 0
0,129 0

Independent Issue
Local

R O O O O

= O

Probability of Expectation of
diversity being included in being included
(shown amunicipal in a municipal
in HHI)  board (using board (using

Model 1 with SEs Model 1 with

clustered at the
municipal level)

0,266
0,2871

0,36
0,2472
0,2464
0,4875

0,2867
0,2149

0,2633

0,3515

0,3103
0,1454

0,4731
0,1572
0,5384
0,0968

0,2387
0,989

0,1523

0,478

SEs clustered

at the

municipal level)

Looking at Meppel agairthe Sterk Meppel party has the second lovigsite diversityscore and is
regarding relative size the largest party. When lookinQeat Heldey the GroenLinks party has the
highest score in HHI and one of the lowest scores regarding relative size. The sante geeain
extent, for the Behoorlijk Bestuur partyTherefore | can conclude that there is a variable missing

which influences the probability of a party being included in a municipal board.

When applying the method of Back & Dumont (2007) it seems that the literature has failed to provide
explaining wh

a useable theotei c a |

mechani sm

for

y some

contrast to the prediction made by thedel estimationin such cases Back & Dumont (2007) advice
to conduct further document analysis of personal documents, communicati@eieoliticians and

other ators and take interviews with aBme nt i on e d

actors.

They

st at e:

it possible to trace the intentional behavior of actors and establish precisecgsqoé events and
interactions (Back & Dumong007, p. 485h

This is alsoappears to be the case with the afoeationed cases of Meppel and Den Helder.
Additional variables can be found by doing further research regarding coalition formation in the
Netherlands. Local political traditionsyhetheror not the parties are already incumbent parties,
personal relationbetween politicianand the municipal political culture in the Netherlands may prove
to be additional variables which cannot be tested using thishadpaset. Tls is where this chagt
concludesin the final chapter of this thesis some remarks regartiegbove irfuture research are

made.
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6. Future research

Boogers & Voerman(2010) describe in their article on independent locals in the Netherlands a
number of characteristics of independent locals. Perhapthigse characteristics, combined with the
political traditionand preferences of (political) actarsa municipalitythat could be used in rrew

model toestimatethe probability of parties being included inRutch municipal boardBoogers &
Voerman (2010) state that there has been an enormous growth of independenarndctieir
popularity in the Netherlands. They also conclude that independent locals are proving to be more
resourceful in recruiting citizens to stand as candidates for municipal councillorship. Independent
locals have close relationships with the community and the citizehshey contrast party branches
because of thigprofiling. One of the conclusions in thearticle is that the electoral success of
independent locals can be found in this rootedness within society.

But looking atthe outcomes andonclusions in this thesithis might also be @ap for independent
localsif they want to be included in a municipal boafdter elections the coalition formation process
takes place in a political arena behind doghich aremostly closed to the public. Baakoor politics

and personal preferences of politiciaasd political partiescould overrule electoral successes of
independent local parties. Seasoned branch politifiansincumbent partiesiay view the new stars

of local politics as amateurs with a lot of goodwill but political experience. The incumbent
politicians might also have a preference for seasoned parties that have been coalition partners in
previous municipal boards. Alscmdependent local politicians may lack the experienod/or
competenceeededr expeted to havén orderto be successfuh local politics. When looking ahe

two incorrectly predicted coalition formation outcomes, this might have been the case: massive
electoral success for independent locals, busuazess in the political arerduring the formation
process

Thesefactorsaboveare perhaps the best vantage point for future reseattcbh is to be based on the
combined qualitativguantitative strategies mentioned in Back & Dumont (2007) like process
verification and process indumh. Now that it isobserved that independent locals are the rising star in
Dutch municipal politics, but that they havenot
electoral arena, aew strategyfor looking at themunicipal coalition érmation processould be

fruitful. Interviewing political actors, looking in their personal documents to create a view on the local
politics and politicians in # Netherlands could prove to aezaluable addition to the twidependent

variables which & found statistically significant in this thesis.

Some new hypotheses that could be tested would revolve around these presumptionses of
hypothesesghat areto be tested are.g. the following

1. In  municipal coalition formation local political parties value personal competence of
politicians better than the political compatibility with other local parties.

2. In municipal coalition formation parties and politicians who have a better relationkip with
fellow local parties and politicians have a better chance of being included in a municipal board
than parties who have gained the most electoral success.

3. A party which is already incumbent in office has a higher chance of gaining a positiom ia
Dutch municipal board than a party that is not incumbent in office.

Perhaps using these hypotheses in future research the missing variables will be unveiled and/or other
variables will be discovered.

33



References

Andeweg, R. (1994De Formatie van dearse Coalitie: democratisch en politicologisch gehalte van
een kabinetsformati®etrieved fromhttp://dnpp.eldoc.ub.rug.nl/FILES/rootfjb
dnpp/jb94/andewegq.pdf

Andeweg, R. & Irwin, G. (2005)Governance and Politics of the Netherlan(®® ed.) Houndmills:
PalgraveMacMillan.

Axelrod, R. (1970)Confict of Interest: A Theory of Divergent Goals with Applications to Politics.
Chicago: Markham.

Babbie, E. (2007)The practice of social resear¢hlth ed). Belmont: ThomsosWadsworth.

Back, H.(2003). Explaining and predicting coalition outcomes: Conclusions from studying data on
local coalitionsEuropean Journal of Political Researdt?, 441-472.

Back, H. & Dumont, P. (2007)Combining largen and smaih strategies: The way forward in
codition researchWest European Politi¢$80:3,467-501.

Boogers, M. & Voerman, G. (20L0ndependent Local Political Parties in the Netherlahdsal
Government Studie86, 75-90.

Bottom, K., &Crow, A. (2011). Mob Rule? Two Case Studies of How Shggae Organisations
Became the Ruling Party on Countibcal Government Studig37:2,219-241.

Brambor, T., Clark, W.R. & Golder, M. (2006). Understanding Interaction Models: Improving
Empirical AnalysesPolitical Analysis,14, 63-82.

De Veaux, R.D., Velleman, P.F. & Bock, D.E. (2008ats Data and Modébnd ed.) Boston:
Pearson Education Inc.

Doring, H. & Hellstrom, J. (2013)/ho Gets into Government? Coalition Formation in European
DemocraciesWest European Politic86,683-703.

Edwards lll, G.C., Mitchell, W. & Welch, R. (1993 xplaining Presidential Approval: The
Significance of Issue Salienc&merican Jotnal of Political Science39,108134.

Glazer A. & Lohmann S.(1999) Setting the agenda: Electoral competition, commitment of policy,
and issue saliencBublic Choice99, 377-349.

GreenPedersenC. (2007) The Growing Importance of Issue Competition: The Changing Nature of
Party Competition in Western Eurap#litical Studiesp5,607-628.

Hirschman A.O. (1964) The paternity of an indeXhe American Economic Reviegw, 761-762.

Hooghe, L., Marks, G. & Wilson, C.J. (200Does Left/Right Structure Party Positions on European
Integration? Comparative Political Studie85, 965989.

Kiesraad (2014). Databank Verkiezingsuitslagen, v. 1.3Reftieved from
http://www.verkiezingsuitslagen.nl/.

Laver, M. & Garry, J. (2000). Estimating Policy Positions from Political Téxigerican Journal of
Political Science44,619-634.

34



Lijphart, A. (1999).Patterns of Democracy: Government Forms and Performance in IBiity
CountriesNew Haven and London : Yale University Press.

Lowe, W. (2008. Yoshikoder: An Open Source Multilingu@ontent Analysis Tool for Social
ScientistsUniversity of Nottingham: Methods and Data Institute. Retrieved from:
http://www.yoshikoder.org/courses/apsa2006/apspdf

Moore, D.S. & McCabe, G.P. (200%htroduction to the Pradte of Statistic§5™ ed.) New York and
Basingstoke: W.H. Freeman and Company.

Neumann, J.an., & Morgenstern, O. (1953Yheory of Games arfeiconomic Behaviof3“ ed.)
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Peleg, B. (1981)Coalition Formation in Simple Games willominant Playerdnternational Journal
of Game Theoryl10, 1133.

Punch, K. (2006)Developing effective search proposal&™ ed.) London: SAGE.

Rhoades, S.A. (1993)he HerfindahHirschmann Index79 Federal Reserve Bulletin 18Retrieved
from http://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?handle=hein.journals/fedred79&div=37&id=&page

Skjeeveland, A., Serritzlew, S & Ble#ansen, J. (2007Theories of coalition formation: An
empirical test using data from Danish local governnigntopean Jornal of Political Research6,
721-745

Skjeeveland, A., & Serritzlew, S. (2009Vhich Party Getshe Mayoraty? A Multivariate Statistical
Investigation of Danish Local Government Formati®oandinavian Political Studie33,189-206.

Swaan, A. de (1973 oalition Theories and Cabinet Formatiodansterdam: Elsevier Scientific
Publishing Company.

Vries, M. de (1998). Cooperatieve speltheorie en coalitievorming. In H. Pellikaan, & W. Hout,
Economische modellen en politieke besluitvorming: inleiding iratienale-keuzetheori¢193-218).
Bussum: Coutinho.

35



Appendix A: Overview of the Stemwijzer VAA municipalities

No. Municipality No. of Province Total no. of Largest City
inhabitants seats in
municipal
council
1 Achtkarspelen 28.002 Friesland 21 Buitenpost
2 Amsterdam 810.909 Noord-Holland 45 Amsterdam
3 BaarleNassau 6.617 Noord-Brabant 13 BaarleNassau
4 Baarn 24.344 Utrecht 19 Baarn
5 Beuningen 25.254 Flevoland 21 Beuningen
6 Breda 180.053 Noord-Brabant 39 Breda
7 Den Haag 508.592 Zuid-Holland 45 Den Haag
8 Den Helder 56.553 Noord-Holland 31 Den Helder
9 Diemen 25.980 NoordHolland 21 Diemen
10 Eindhoven 220.782 NoordBrabant 45 Eindhoven
11 EttenlLeur 42.351 Noord-Brabant 27 EttenlLeur
12 Groningen 198.108 Groningen 39 Groningen ¢tad)
13 Haarlemmermeer 144.166 Noord-Holland 39 Hoofddorp
14 Helmond 89.346 Noord-Brabant 37 Helmond
15 Hengelo(OV) 80.975 Overijssel 37 Hengelo (OV)
16 Hoogeveen 54.680 Drenthe 31 Hoogeveen
17 Hoogezand 34.360 Groningen 23 Hoogezand
Sappemeer
18 Huizen 41.239 NoordHolland 27 Huizen
19 Leiden 121.199 Zuid-Holland 39 Leiden
20 Leidschendam 73.392 Zuid-Holland 35 Voorburg
Voorburg
21 Loon op Zand 23.104 NoordBrabant 19 Kaatsheuvel
22 Maastricht 122.331 Zeeland 39 Maastricht
23 Meppel 32.875 Drenthe 23 Meppel
24 Middelburg 36.695 Zeeland 29 Middelburg
25 Nieuwegein 61.017 Utrecht 33 Nieuwegein
26 Nieuwkoop 27.144 Zuid-Holland 21 Nieuwveen
27 Oldambt 38.558 Groningen 25 Winschoten
28 Pijnacker 51.068 Zuid-Holland 31 Pijnacker
Nootdorp
29 Rijswijk 47.680 Zuid-Holland 29 Rijswijk
30 Roosendaal 77.529 Noord-Brabant 35 Roosendaal
31 Rotterdam 618.467 Zuid-Holland 45 Rotterdam
32 Smallingerland 55.496 Friesland 31 Drachten
33 Tilburg 189.585 Noord-Brabant 45 Tilburg
34 Tytsjerksteradiel 31.980 Friesland 23 Bergum
35 Utrecht 328.577 Utrecht 45 Utrecht (stad)
36 Utrechtse 47.939 Utrecht 29 Driebergen
Heuvelrug Rijsenburg
37 Vlaardingen 71.059 Zuid-Holland 35 Vlaardingen
38 Vlissingen 44.450 Zeeland 27 Vlissingen
39 Wageningen 37.511 Gelderland 25 Wageningen
40 Zaanstad 150.911 NoordHolland 39 Zaandam
41 Zeist 61.337 Utrecht 33 Zeist
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Appendix B: Overview of seats in the municipal councils of the 41

Stemwijzer municipalities
* = Inmunicipal board

#1 Achtkarspelen (24eat$

Party
FNP*
CDA
ChristenUnie

GemeenteBelangen
Achtkarspelen*

Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)*

VVD

#2 Amsterdam (45eat3

Party
Democraten 66 (D66) *
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)
VVD *
SP (Socialistische
GROENLINKS
Partij voor de Dieren
CDA

Partij van de Ouderen (P.v.d.O.)

Partij) *

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent
locals )

Aggregate Party

# Votes Percentage  # Seats
3.030 25,29 % 6
2.730 22,79 % 5
2.046 17,08 % 3
1.796 14,99 % 3
1.611 13,45 % 3
766 6,39 % 1
# Votes Percentage
85.241 26,83 %

58.461 18,40 %
35.639 11,22 %
35.627 11,21 %

34.145 10,75 %

8.944 2,81 %

8.852 2,79 %

6.762 2,13 %

IL (Independent locals )

#3 BaarleNassau (13eat3

Party

Aggregate Party

%Seats
28,58%
23,82%
14,28%
14,28%

14,28%
4,76%

# Seats %Seats
14 31,12%
10 22,23%
6 13,33%
6 13,33%
6 13,33%
1 2,22%
1 2,22%
1 2,22%

CDA *
BAARLE!

Keerpunt '98 (K'98)

Vooruitstrevende Partij Baarle
(VPB) *

Fractie Ulicoten (F.U) *

#4 Baarn (1%eat$

Party

Baarnse Onafhankelijke
Partij*

VVD

IL (Independent
locals)

IL (Independent
locals)

IL (Independent
locals )

IL (Independent
locals )

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent
locals )

# Votes
2.135

2.111

Percenta
ge

855 27,19%
801 2547 %
505 16,06 %

491 15,61 %

342 10,87 %
Percentage # Seats

18,29 %
18,08 %

# Seats % Seats
4 30,76%
3 23,07%
2 15,39%
2 15,39%
2 15,39%

%Seats
21,05%
21,05%
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Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats %Seats

Democraten 66 (D66)* 1.894 16,23 % 3 15,79%
CDA 1.547 13,25 % 2 10,53%
GROENLINKS* 1.165 9,98 % 2 10,53%
Partij van de Arbeid 1.127 9,65 % 2 10,53%
(P.v.d.A)*
L T S (Lijst Tinus Snyders) IL (Independent 874 7,49 % 1 5,26%
locals)

ChristenUnie -SGP ChristenUnie/SGP 820 7,02 % 1 5,26%
#5 Beuningen (2%eat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Per;::nta # Seats %Seats
Beuningen Nu & Morgen* IL (Independent 3.838 36,79 % 9 42,85%

locals )
Democraten 66 (D66)* 1.688 16,18 % 5 14,28%
CDA 1.632 15,64 % 3 14,28%
VVD 1.233 11,82 % 2 9,53%
GROENLINKS 1.035 9,92 % 2 9,53%
Partij van de Arbeid 1.007 9,65 % 2 9,53%
(P.v.d.A)
#6 Breda (3%eat3
Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats  %Seats
VVD 13.411 19,73 % 8 20,51%
Democraten 66 (D66) 12.332 18,14 % 8 20,51%
SP (Socialistische Partij)* 10.744 15,80 % 6 15,39%
CDA* 9.809 14,43 % 6 15,39%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)* 7.187 10,57 % 4  10,26%
GROENLINKS* 5.767 8,48 % 3 7,69%
BREDA'97* IL (Independent 3.381 4,97 % 2 5,13%
locals )
TROTS/OPA TROTS/OPA 2.072 3,05 % 1 2,56%
Bredase Ondernemers Ouderen  -Partij IL (Independent 1.842 2,71 % 1 2,56%
locals)

#7 Den Haag (45eat$

Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats %Seats
Democraten 66 (D66)* 30.922 15,50 % 8 17,78%
PVV (Partij voor de Vrijheid) 27.938 14,00 % 7 15,56%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)* 24.705 12,38 % 6 13,33%
Haagse Stadspartij* IL (Independent locals ) 22.223 11,14 % 5 11,11%
VVD* 18.965 9,51 % 4 8,89%
CDA* 13.432 6,73 % 3 6,67%
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Party
Groep de Mos / Ouderen Partij Den
SP (Socialistische Partij)
GROENLINKS
Islam Democraten
Partij van de Eenheid
ChristenUnie -SGP

Partij voor de Dieren

#8 Den Helder (3keat$

Party
Stadspartij Den Helder*

VVD
Democraten 66 (D66)
CDA

Helder Onafhankelijk!
Fractie Vermooten*
(afsplitsing)

Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)
ChristenUnie*
GROENLINKS*

Behoorlijk Bestuur*

Vrije Socialisten *

#9 Diemen (2keat3

Party
Democraten 66 (D66)*

Partij van de Arbeid
(P.v.d.A)*

VVD

Leefbaar Diemen

SP (Socialistische Partij)*
GROENLINKS*
Partij van de Ouderen (P.v.d.O.)

CDA

Aggregate Party

Haag IL (Independent locals )

IL (Independent locals )

IL (Independent locals )
ChristenUnie/SGP

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent
locals )

IL (Independent
locals )

IL (Independent
locals )

IL (Independent locals

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent
locals )

IL (Independent
locals)

)

# Votes

11.468
10.934
10.392
7.664
6.305
4.898
4.186

Percentage  # Seats

5,75 %
5,48 %
5,21 %
3,84 %
3,16 %
2,45 %
2,10 %

# Votes Percentage # Seats
7.028 32,64 % 11
2.780 12,91 % 4
2.552 11,85 % 4
2.372 11,02 % 4
1.729 8,03 % 1
1~k
1.460 6,78 % 2
1.145 532 % 1
959 4,45 % 1
787 3,66 % 1
719 3,34 % 1
# Votes Percentage  # Seats %Seats

1.569 15,63 %
1.508 15,03 %

1.502
1.232

14,97 %
12,28 %

1.222 12,18 %
1.022 10,18 %

985

751

9,81 %

7,48 %

3 14,29%
4 19,04%

3 14,29%
3 14,29%

3 14,29%
2  9,52%
2 952%

1 476%

3
2
2
2
1
1
1

%Seats
6,67%
4,44%
4,44%
4,44%
2,22%
2,22%
2,22%

%Seats

35,49%

12,91%
12,91%
12,91%

3,22%
3,22%*

6,46%
3,22%
3,22%
3,22%

3,22%
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#10 Eindhoven (45eat$

Party
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)*
Democraten 66 (D66)*
SP (Socialistische Partij)*
VVD
Ouderen Appel Eindhoven
CDA
GROENLINKS*
Leefbaar Eindhoven
Lijst Pim Fortuyn Eindhoven

ChristenUnie

#11 EttenLeur (27seat$

Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage
12.464 16,02 %
11.503 14,78 %
11.172 14,36 %
10.459 13,44 %
IL (Independent locals ) 7.581 9,74 %
6.281 8,07 %
5.904 7,59 %
IL (Independent locals ) 3.135 4,03 %
IL (Independent locals ) 2.941 3,78 %
1.542 1,98 %

Percentage

# Seats

# Seats

8
7
7
6
5
4
4
2
1
1

%Seats
17,78%
15,56%
15,56%

13,33%

11,11%

8,89%
8,89%
4,44%
2,22%
2,22%

%Seats

CDA*

Algemeen Plaatselijk
Belang*

VVD
Democraten 66 (D66)*

Ons Etten -Leur

Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)

Leefbaar Etten -leur
#12 Groningen (3%eat$

Party
Democraten 66 (D66)*
SP (Socialistische Partij)

Partij van de Arbeid
(P.v.d.A)*

GROENLINKS*
VVD*
STADSPARTIJ

CDA
ChristenUnie

Student en Stad

Partij voor de Dieren

Aggregate Party # Votes
3.344
IL (Independent 3.124
locals )
2.347
2.183
IL (Independent 1.947
locals)
1.368
IL (Independent 1.293
locals)
Aggregate Party # Votes
19.167
13.203
12.549
8.465
7.799
IL (Independent 7.238
locals)
5.648
5.079
IL (Independent 4.269
locals)
3.690

21,20 %
19,80 %

14,88 %
13,84 %
12,34 %

8,67 %
8,20 %

Percentage
21,46 %

14,78 %
14,05 %

9,48 %
8,73 %
8,10 %

6,32 %
5,69 %
4,78 %

4,13 %

# Seats

6
6

N

N

9

22,22%
22,22%

14,81%
14,81%
11,12%

7,41%
7,41%

% Seats

23,08%
15,38%
15,38%

10,26%
7,70%
7,70%

7,70%
5,12%
5,12%

2,56%
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#13 Haarlemmermeer (38:at$

Party
VVD*
HAP*

Democraten 66 (D66)*

CDA

Forza! Haarlemmermeer

Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)*
GROENLINKS

ChristenUnie -SGP

EEN Haarlemmermeer

Sociaal Rechts Haarlemmermeer
(SRH)

Christen -Democratische Volkspartij
(CDVP)

#14 Helmond (38eat$

Party
SP (Socialistische Partij)*
CDA*
VVD*
SDH/OH/HELMONDSE BELANGEN/LH
HELDER HELMOND
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)
Democraten 66 (D66)
Helmond Aktief
GROENLINKS*
Senioren 2013

#15 Hengelo (OV) (33eat$

Party
Pro Hengelo
SP (Socialistische Partij)*
CDA*
VVD
Democraten 66 (D66)*
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)*
Burger Belangen
GROENLINKS

ChristenUnie

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent
locals )

IL (Independent locals

ChristenUnie/SGP
IL (Independent locals

IL (Independent locals

IL (Independent locals

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent locals

IL (Independent locals

IL (Independent locals

IL (Independent locals

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent locals )

IL (Independent locals )

# Votes

9.733
8.597

7.409
6.812
) 6.005
4.695
4.320
2.441
) 1.774
) 1.392

) 1.280

Percentage # Seats  %Seats
17,87 % 7 17,95%
15,79 % 6 15,39%
13,60 % 6 15,39%

12,51 % 5 12,83%

11,03 % 4 10,26%

8,62 % 4 10,26%
7,93 % 3  7,68%
4,48 % 1 2,56%
3,26 % 1  2,56%
2,56 % 1  2,56%
2,35 % 1  2,56%

# Votes  Percentage

5.002
4.998
4.050

)  3.593

) 2.729

2.445
2.216

) 1.799
1.601

) 1.487

16,42 %
16,41 %
13,29 %
11,79 %
8,96 %
8,03 %
7,27 %
5,91 %
5,26 %
4,88 %

# Votes  Percentage

6.536 19,49 %
6.003 17,90 %
5.198 15,50 %
4.267 12,73 %
4.186 12,49 %

3.040
1.822
1.093

970

9,07 %
5,43 %
3,26 %
2,89 %

# Seats %Seats

# Seats

.
7
6
5
4
4
2
1
1

6 16,21%
6 16,21%
5 13,51%
5 13,51%
3 811%
3 811%
3 8,11%
2 541%
2 541%
2 541%

%Seats
18,92%
18,92%
16,21%
13,51%
10,82%
10,82%
5,40%
2,70%
2,70%
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#16 Hoogeveen (3eat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats  %Seats

CDA* 6.039 25,53 % 8 2581
%

Gemeentebelangen Hoogeveen en IL (Independent 5.054 21,37 % 7 22,59
omstreken* locals ) %
SP (Socialistische Partij) 2.922 12,35 % 4 12,90%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.) 2.788 11,79 % 4 12,90%
ChristenUnie* 2.311 9,77 % 3 9,68%
VVD 2.235 9,45 % 3 9,68%
Democraten 66 (D66) 1.137 4,81 % 1 3,22%
GROENLINKS 739 3,12 % 1 3,22%

#17 Hoogezan®appemeer (28eat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes  Percentage # Seats  %Seats
SP (Socialistische Partij)* 2.667 19,24 % 521,74%
Partij van de Arbeid ( P.v.d.A)* 1.844 13,30 % 313,04%
VVD 1.815 13,09 % 3 13,04%
HS Centraal! IL (Independent locals ) 1.714 12,36 % 3 13,04%
ROODGEWOON IL (Independent locals ) 1.433 10,34 % 2 8,70%
Democraten 66 (D66) 1.418 10,23 % 3 13,04%
ChristenUnie* 1.015 7,32 % 1 4,35%
GROENLINKS* 983 7,09 % 2 8,70%
CDA* 973 7,02 % 1 4,35%

#18 Huizen (28eat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage  # Seats %Seats
VVD 3.850 20,05 % 5 18,52%
CDA* 3.391 17,66 % 5 18,52%
Democraten 66 (D66)* 2.916 15,19 % 4 14,81%
Dorpsbelangen Huizen* IL (Independent 2.157 11,24 % 3 11,11%
locals )
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.) 1.670 8,70 % 3 11,11%
GROENLINKS* 1.665 8,67 % 2 7,41%
ChristenUnie* 1.493 7,78 % 2 7,41%
Leefbaar Huizen IL (Independent 1.378 7,18 % 2 741%
locals )
Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij 678 3,53 % 1 3,70%

(S.G.P)*
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#19 Leiden (3%eat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats %Seats
Democraten 66 (D66)* 15.673 28,42 % 12 30,77%
SP (Socialistische Partij)* 6.856 12,43 % 5 12,82%
VVD* 6.479 11,75 % 5 12,82%
Partij van de Arbeid 6.388 11,58 % 5 12,82%
(P.v.d.A)*
GROENLINKS 5.718 10,37 % 4 10,26%
CDA 4.528 8,21 % 4  10,26%
Leefbaar Leiden IL (Independent 3.531 6,40 % 2 5,13%

locals)

Partij voor de Dieren 2.063 3,74 % 1 2,56%
ChristenUnie 1.665 3,02 % 1 2,56%

#20Leidschendarvoorburg (35seat3

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats % Seats
GBLV/Gemeentebelangen* IL (Independent locals ) 7.598 23,50 % 8 22,86%
VVD* 7.395 22,87 % 8 22,86%
Democraten 66 (D66)* 6.196 19,16 % 7 20,00%
CDA 4.401 13,61 % 5 14,28%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.) 3.045 9,42 % 3 857%
GROENLINKS 2.628 8,13 % 3 857%
ChristenUnie -SGP ChristenUnie/SGP 1.072 3,32 % 1 2,86%

#21 Loon op Zand (18eat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes  Percentage # Seats % Seats
Gemeentebelangen* IL (Independent locals ) 2.398 27,19 % 5 26,32%
CDA* 1.670 18,94 % 4 21,05%
VVD 1.654 18,76 % 4 21,05%
"VOOR LOON"* IL (Independent locals ) 1.619 18,36 % 3 15,79%
Pro3 PvdA/GroenLinks 1.477 16,75 % 3 15,79%

#22 Maastricht (3%eat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage  # Seats % Seats
Senioren Partij Maastricht* IL (Independent 7.083 15,04 % 6 15,39%
locals )
CDA 6.176 13,11 % 5 12,82%
Democraten 66 (D66)* 6.059 12,86 % 5 12,82%
SP (Socialistische Partij)* 5.787 12,29 % 5 12,82%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.) 5.284 11,22 % 5 12,82%
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GROENLINKS*
Partij Veilig Maastricht (PVM)

VVD*

Stadsbelangen Mestreech
Maastrichtse Volkspartij (MV)

Liberale Partij Maastricht

#23 Meppel (23eat3

Party
Sterk Meppel (SteM)

VVD*

Partij van de Arbeid
(P.v.d.A)*

CDA*

Democraten 66 (D66)
SP (Socialistische Partij)
ChristenUnie*

GROENLINKS

#24 Middelburg (2%eat3

Party
Lokale Partij Middelburg (1L M)

Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)*
CDA*

Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij
(S.G.P.)*

VVD*

SP (Socialistische Partij)
Democraten 66 (D66)
ChristenUnie*

GROENLINKS

#25 Nieuwegein (38eat3

Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage  # Seats % Seats
4.151 8,81 % 4 10,27%
IL (Independent 3.775 8,02 % 3 7,69%
locals)
3.366 7,15 % 3 7,69%
IL (Independent 2.074 4,40 % 1 2,56%
locals)
IL (Independent 1.431 3,04 % 1 2,56%
locals )
IL (Independent 1.119 2,38 % 1 2,56%
locals)
Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats %Seats
IL (Independent 3.290 22,00 % 5 21,74%
locals)
2.364 15,81 % 4 17,39%
2.024 13,54 % 4 17,39%
1.856 12,41 % 3 13,03%
1.564 10,46 % 2 8,70%
1.559 10,43 % 2 8,70%
1.535 10,27 % 2 8,70%
760 5,08 % 1 4,35%
Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage  # Seats %Seats
IL (Independent 3.381 15,18 % 4 13,80%
locals)
3.278 14,72 % 4 13,80%
2.934 13,18 % 4.13,80%
2.488 11,17 % 310,34%
2.307 10,36 % 310,34%
2.219 9,96 % 3 10,34%
2.095 9,41 % 3 10,34%
1.910 8,58 % 310,34%
1.191 5,35 % 2 6,70%

VVD*

SP (Socialistische Partij)*

Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage  # Seats %Seats
3.686 16,03 % 5 15,15%
3.398 14,78 % 5 15,15%
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Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage  # Seats %Seats

ieders Belang IL (Independent 3.134 13,63 % 5 15,15%
locals)
D66* 2.674 11,63 % 4 12,12%
Partij van de Arbeid 2.279 9,91 % 3 9,09%
(P.v.d.A)*
CDA 2.218 9,65 % 5 9,09%
Verenigde Senioren Partij 2.085 9,07 % 3 9,09%
ChristenUnie 1.434 6,24 % 2 6,06%
GROENLINKS* 1.129 4,91 % 2 6,06%
Stadspartij Niwegein IL (Independent 951 4,14 % 1 3,04%
locals )
#26 Nieuwkoop (2%eat$
Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage  # Seats %Seats
Samen Beter IL (Independent locals ) 3.231 26,75 % 6 28,56%
Nieuwkoop*
CDA* 2.309 19,12 % 4 19,05%
MPN-PN IL (Independent locals ) 2.253 18,65 % 4 19,05%
VVD 1.719 14,23 % 3 14,29%
Democraten 66 1.717 14,21 % 3 14,29%
(D66)*
SGP/ChristenUnie ChristenUnie/SGP 850 7,04 % 1 4,76%
#27 Oldambt (25eat3
Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats %Seats

SP (Socialistische Partij)* 3.213 18,60 % 5 20,00%
Verenigde Communistische Partij (VCP) IL (Independentlocals ) 2.757 15,96 % 4 16,00%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)* 2.320 13,43 % 4 16,00%
CDA* 1.966 11,38 % 3 12,00%
Partij voor het Noorden* 1.700 9,84 % 312,00%
VVD 1.576 9,12 % 2 8,00%
Democraten 66 (D66) 1.372 7,94 % 2  8,00%
ChristenUnie 910 5,27 % 1 4,00%
Oldambt Aktief IL (Independent locals ) 905 5,24 % 1 4,00%
#28 PijnackerNootdorp (31seatd

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats %Seats
VVD* 3.391 16,54 % 5 16,13%
CDA* 3.230 15,75 % 5 16,13%
Democraten 66 (D66)* 3.115 15,19 % 5 16,13%
Gemeentebelangen* IL (Independent locals ) 2.665 13,00 % 4 12,89%
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Party
Eerlijk Alternatief
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)
GROENLINKS
ChristenUnie -SGP
Partij voor de Dieren
Leefbaar Pijnacker -Nootdorp
TROTS Pijnacker -Nootdorp

#29 Rijswijk (2%eat$

Party

Gemeentebelangen Rijswijk
(GR)*

BETER VOOR RIJSWIIK (BVR)

Democraten 66 (D66)*
VVD*

CDA

Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)
Onafhankelijk Rijswijk

SP (Socialistische Partij)*
GROENLINKS

#30 Roosendaal (eat3

Party

Roosendaalse Lijst*

CDA*

SP (Socialistische

Partij)*

VRIJE LIBERALE PARTIJ
(V.L.P.)

VVD*

Democraten 66 (D66)

Partij van de Arbeid
(P.v.d.A)

Nieuwe Democraten

GROENLINKS

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent locals )

ChristenUnie/SGP

IL (Independent locals )

TROTS (Trots op Nederland)

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent
locals )

IL (Independent
locals)

IL (Independent
locals)

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent
locals )

IL (Independent locals )

IL (Independent locals )

# Votes  Percentage # Seats
2.200 10,73 % 3
1.565 7,63 % 2
1.090 5,32 % 2
971 4,74 % 2
813 3,96 % 1
789 3,85 % 1
676 3,30 % 1
# Votes Percentage  # Seats
3.335 16,34 % 5
3.282 16,08 % 5
2.355 11,54 % 4
2.280 11,17 % 8
2.008 9,84 % 3
1.931 9,46 % 3
1.881 9,22 % 2
1.837 9,00 % 2
1.497 7,34 % 2
# Votes Percentage # Seats
6.094 21,74 % 9
3.956 14,12 % 5
3.643 13,00 % 5
3.583 12,78 % 5
3.271 11,67 % 4
1.952 6,96 % 2
1.929 6,88 % 2
1.711 6,11 % 2
824 2,94 % 1

%Seats
9,68%
6,45%
6,45%
6,45%
3,23%
3,23%
3,23%

%Seats

17,24%

17,24%

13,80%

10,34%
10,34%
10,34%
6,90%

6,90%
6,90%

%Seats

25,71%

14,29%
14,29%

14,29%

11,43%
5,71%
5,71%

5,71%
2,86%
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#31 Rotterdam (45eat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats %Seats
Leefbaar Rotterdam* IL (Independent locals )  59.505 27,53 % 14 31,12%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.) 34.193 15,82 % 8 17,78%
Democraten 66 (D66)* 27.433 12,69 % 6 13,33%
SP (Socialistische Partij) 22.685 10,50 % 5 11,11%
VVD 16.120 7,46 % 3 6,67%
CDA* 12.753 5,90 % 3 6,67%
GROENLINKS 10.631 4,92 % 2 4,44%
Nida Rotterdam IL (Independent locals ) 10.322 4,78 % 2 4,44%
ChristenUnie -SGP ChristenUnie/SGP 6.902 3,19 % 1 222%
Partij voor de Dieren 5.389 2,49 % 1 2,22%

#32 Smallingerland (3%eat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats %Seats
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)* 4.395 17,65 % 6 19,35%
CDA 4.111 16,51 % 5 16,13%
ChristenUnie* 3.831 15,39 % 5 16,13%
SP (Socialistische Partij)* 3.279 13,17 % 4 12,90%
Eérste Lokale Partij (E IL) IL (Independent 2.329 9,35 % 3 9,68%
locals)
VVD 1.744 7,00 % 2 6,45%
Democraten 66 (D66)* 1.724 6,92 % 2 6,45%
Smallingerlands Belang IL (Independent 1.391 5,59 % 2 6,45%
locals)
FNP 1.251 5,02 % 1 3,23%
GROENLINKS 842 3,38 % 1 3,23%

#33 Tilburg (45seat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats  %Seats
Democraten 66 (D66)* 13.742 18,69 % 9 20,00%
SP (Socialistische Partij)* 9.727 13,23 % 6 13,33%
Lijst Smolders Tilburg (LST) IL (Independent locals ) 8.411 11,44 % 5 11,11%
VVD 7.812 10,62 % 5 11,11%
CDA* 7.344 9,99 % 5 11,11%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.) 6.698 9,11 % 5 11,11%
GROENLINKS* 6.507 8,85 % 4 8,88%
Tilburgse Volkspartij (TVP) IL (Independent locals ) 4.319 5,87 % 2  4,44%
Voor Tilburg IL (Independent locals ) 2.202 2,99 % 1 222%
Verenigde Senioren Partij Verenigde Senioren Partij 2.029 2,76 % 1 222%
Tilburg
OPA 1.782 2,42 % 1 222%
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Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage  # Seats  %Seats

TROTS TROTS (Trots op 1.415 1,92 % 1 2,22%
Nederland)

#34 Tytsjerksteradiel (28eat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats %Seats
CDA* 3.646 25,12 % 6 26,09%
FNP* 2.829 19,49 % 521,73%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)* 2.557 17,61 % 417,39%
VVD 1.674 11,53 % 3 13,04%
GrienLinks GROENLINKS 1.476 10,17 % 2 8,70%
ChristenUnie 1.359 9,36 % 2 8,70%
Gemeentebelangen Tietjerksteradeel IL (Independent locals ) 976 6,72 % 1 4,35%

#35 Utrecht (45eat3

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats %Seats
Democraten 66 (D66)* 36.829 26,48 % 13 28,90%
GROENLINKS* 23.531 16,92 % 9 20,00%
VVD* 15.127 10,88 % 5 11,11%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.) 14.121 10,15 % 5 11,11%
SP (Socialistische Partij)* 13.223 9,51 % 4 8,89%
CDA 8.667 6,23 % 3 6,67%
Stadsbelang Utrecht IL (Independent locals ) 5.808 4,18 % 2 4,44%
ChristenUnie 5.400 3,88 % 2 444%
Student & Starter IL (Independent locals ) 4.993 3,59 % 1 222%
Partij voor de Dieren 3.426 2,46 % 1 222%

#36 Utrechtse Heuvelrug (Z&at$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats  %Seats
Democraten 66 (D66)* 4.503 18,85 % 5 17,24%
VVD 4.046 16,94 % 5 17,24%
CDA* 3.763 15,75 % 5 17,24%
GROENLINKS/Partij van de Arbeid PvdA/GroenLinks 3.091 12,94 % 4 13,80%
(P.v.d.A)*
Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij 2.660 11,13 % 3 10,34%
(S.G.P.)*
SP (Socialistische Partij) 2.410 10,09 % 3 10,34%
BVH (Burger Vertegenwoordiging IL (Independent 2.356 9,86 % 3 10,34%
Heuvelrug) locals)
ChristenUnie 1.061 4,44 % 1 3,46%
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#37 Vlaardingen (35eat$

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage  # Seats %Seats
SP (Socialistische Partij)* 3.777 13,82 % 5 14,29%
VV2000/Leefbaar Vlaardingen IL (Independent locals ) 3.690 13,50 % 5 14,29%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)* 2.982 10,91 % 4 11,42%
ONS Vlaardingen IL (Independent locals ) 2.579 9,43 % 3 8,56%
Democraten 66 (D66)* 2.396 8,76 % 3 8,56%
CDA* 2.246 8,22 % 3 8,56%
Algemeen Ouderen Verbond (AQV) IL (Independent locals ) 1.937 7,09 % 3  8,56%
VVD 1.914 7,00 % 2 571%
ChristenUnie/SGP* 1.871 6,84 % 3 8,56%
GROENLINKS 1.668 6,10 % 2 571%
StadsBelangen Vlaardingen IL (Independent locals ) 1.208 4,42 % 2 571%

#38 Vlissingen (28eat3

Party Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats  %Seats
Lokale Partij Vlissingen* IL (Independent locals ) 3.075 17,79 % 518,52%
Partij Souburg - Ritthem* IL (Independent locals ) 2.697 15,60 % 4 14,82%
SP (Socialistische Partij)* 2.211 12,79 % 414,82%
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.) 1.621 9,38 % 3 11,11%
Democraten 66 (D66)* 1.489 8,61 % 311,11%
VVD 1.204 6,96 % 2 741%
CDA 1.203 6,96 % 2 7,41%
Staatkundig Gereformeerde 942 5,45 % 1 3,70%
Partij (SGP)
GROENLINKS 886 5,13 % 1 3,70%
Progressief Ondernemend IL (Independent locals ) 886 5,13 % 1 3,70%
Vlissingen*
ChristenUnie* 627 3,63 % 1 3,70%

#39 Wageningen (2feat3

Aggregate Party # Votes Percentage # Seats %Seats
Democraten 66 (D66)* 3.564 19,76 % 5 20,00%
GROENLINKS* 3.323 18,43 % 5 20,00%
Stadspartij Wageningen* IL (Independent 3.157 17,51 % 5 20,00%

locals )

Partij van de Arbeid 1.955 10,84 % 3 12,00%
(P.v.d.A)
CDA 1.737 9,63 % 2 8,00%
VVD 1.665 9,23 % 2 8,00%
SP (Socialistische Partij) 1.529 8,48 % 2 8,00%
ChristenUnie 1.049 5,82 % 1 4,00%
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#40 Zaanstad (39eat3

Party
Democraten 66 (D66)*
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)*
VVD*
SP (Socialistische Partij)

Democratisch Zaanstad

Politieke Partij voor Ouderen en
Veiligheid

ROSA

CDA*
GROENLINKS

Zaanse Onafhankelijke
Groepering*

ChristenUnie*

Zaanse Inwoners Partij

#41 Zeist (33eaty

Party
VVD*
Democraten 66 (D66)*
Seyst.Nu*
GROENLINKS
CDA*
NieuwDemocratischZeist
Partij van de Arbeid (P.v.d.A.)
ChristenUnie/SGP
SP (Socialistische Partij)

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent
locals)

IL (Independent
locals )

IL (Independent
locals)

IL (Independent
locals )

IL (Independent
locals )

Aggregate Party

IL (Independent locals

IL (Independent locals )

)

# Votes
7.472
7.135
7.007
5.965
5.949

5.609

4.145

3.106
2.783
2.328

1.922
1.264

# Votes
5.298
4.536
3.118

2.891
2.841
2.181
2.091
1.951
1.859

Percentage
13,26 %
12,66 %
12,43 %

10,59 %
10,56 %

9,95 %

7,36 %

5,51 %
4,94 %
4,13 %

3,41 %
2,24 %

Percentage
19,79 %
16,95 %
11,65 %

10,80 %
10,61 %
8,15 %
7,81 %
7,29 %
6,95 %

# Seats  %Seats
5 12,82%
5 12,82%
5 12,82%
5 12,82%
4 10,26%

4 10,26%
3  7,69%

2 513%
2 5,13%
1 2,56%

2 513%
1 2,56%

# Seats %Seats

7 21,21%
6 18,19%
4 12,12%
3 9,09%
4 12,12%
2 6,06%
3 9,09%
2 6,06%
2 6,06%
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Appendix C: Manifesto analysis dictionary
SocieEconomic Left/Right dimension

Taxes

Statement

Keywords

De onroerendezaakbelasting (OZB) moet omlaag, ook als dit leidt tg
extra bezuinigingen.

Onroerendezaakbelasting
0zB

De hondenbelasting moddijven.

Hondenbelasting

Betaald parkeren moet ingevoerd worden.

Parkeren,
parkeertarieven,
parkeertarief,
parkeergeld, betaald
parkeren

De hoogte van de afvalstoffenheffing moet afhangen van hoeveel af
je aanbiedt.

Afvalstoffenheffing, afval

Degemeentelijke belastingen mogen onder geen enkele voorwaarde
omhoog.

Gemeentelijke
belastingen,
gemeentebelastingen,
lokale belastingen

Regulation

Statement

Keywords

Winkeliers en horeca moeten zelf kunnen bepalen wanneer hun win
open of dicht is.

Sluitingstijden horeca,
openingstijden,
horecagelegenheden
open

De gemeente moet de welstandscommissie afschaffen.

Welstandstoets,
welstandscommissie

Burgers moeten zelf meer verantwoordelijkheden en/of budgetten
krijgen om voor de leefbaarheid in hununtite zorgen.

Leefbaarheid budget,

Het moet makkelijker worden voor bedrijven om een vergunning te
krijgen.

Vergunning(en)

Government Spending

Statement

Keywords

De gemeente moet stoppen met bezuinigen op cultuur.

Cultuurbezuinigingen,
cultuur, kunst

Er moet weer schoolzwemmen komen, ook al kost dat de gemeente
geld.

Schoolzwemmen,
zwemmen

De gemeente moet geld opzij zetten voor de zorg of minder bezuinig
in de zorg.

Zorg, ouderenzorg,
thuiszorg, WAO, WMO

De gemeente mag bezuinigen op faeintal ambtenaren.

Ambtenaren

51



Social Security

Statement

Keywords

Ouderen (65+) moeten gratis met het openbaar vervoer kunnen reiz

QV, gratis openbaar
vervoer, ouderen

De gemeente moet minder geld uitgeven aan armoedebeleid.

Armoede, armoedebeleid

Mensen met een (bijstands)uitkering moeten worden verplicht een
tegenprestatie te leveren.

Tegenprestatie, bijstand,
bijstandsuitkering

De gemeente moet bezuinigen op de kortingspas voor gezinnen me
laag inkomen.

Kortingspas, pas

Het aantabeschikbare sociale huurwoningen is genoeg.

Sociale huurwoning,
sociale woningbouw

GAL/TAN dimension

Referenda

Statement Keywords
Bij grote investeringen moet de gemeente de inwoners raadplegen v| Referendum,
een referendum. raadplegen,

volksraadpleging

Wijk- en dorpsraden moeten democratisch door de inwoners worden
gekozen.

Wijkraden, dorpsraden,
democratisch gekozen

Foreign Policy

Statement

Keywords

De gemeente moet asielzoekers van wie de procedure nog loopt, blij
opvangen.

Uitgeprocedeerde
asielzoekers,
asielzoekers,
allochtonen,
arbeidsmigranten

Softdrug Policy

Statement

Keywords

Het aantal coffeeshops in de stad of het dorp moet omlaag.

Coffeeshop(s)

De gemeente mag experimenteren met het zelf kweken van wiet om
illegde handel tegen te gaan.

Wiet, legaliseren,
gemeentelijke proef

Safety

Statement

Keywords

De gemeente moet het cameratoezicht uitbreiden.

Cameratoezicht, camery

Er mag meer preventief gefouilleerd worden.

Fouilleren, gefouilleerd

Ermogenmeed (i  RA 6 OKGSYy k. h! QakiG2ST A

BOA, stadswacht(en),
toezicht(houders)
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Religious Topics

Statement

Keywords

Winkels mogen op zondag geopend worden.

Zondag, winkeltijdenwel

Green Energy

Statement

Keywords

De gemeente moet investeren in windmolens

Windmolen,
windmolenpark

De gemeente moet investeren in groene energie en/of energiezuinig
huizen (nieuwbouw)

Energiezuinig,
energieneutraal, groene
energie, duurzame
energie, energiezuinig

Environmental Policy

Statement

Keywords

Er moeten meer 30kraones komen in woonwijken en/of de politie
moet hier meer op handhaven.

Snelheid, drempels,
snelheidslimiet,
shelheidsbeperking,
maximumsnelheid

Bezuinigingen en investeringen van de gemeente mogen ten koste ¢
van groen.

Groen, speeltuin

De gemeentanoet meer milieubewuste maatregelen nemen.

Milieubewust, groene
energie, intensieve
veehouderij, milieu
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Appendix D: Example page of the SPSS dataset

1410025PSSDAT;
File  Edit View Data Transform  Analyze DirectMarketing  Graphs  Utilities  Add-ons  Window  Help
_ — e -~
SEe@jc~ BLAEF B H¥ BoE 99 %
|
MunicipalityC| Municipality Party NumericalSiz| RelativeSize |MunicipalBoa IndependentP| GALTAN | LEFTRIGHT | DISTANCE HHI SizeHHI | ProbMunicipa ExpMunicipal| '
luster ] rd arty |Board Board
1 1 ACHTCDA 5 ,2381 0 0 2,5556 2.2857 6247 2695 0642 8970 1
2 1 ACHTCU 3 1429 0 0 2,3333 2.1429 3627 ,2949 0421 5754 1
3 1 ACHTFNP 6 .2857 1 1 17778 1.8571 ,2642 ,3906 1116 ,9420 1
4 1 ACHTGBA 3 1429 1 1 17778 1.8571 ,2642 2431 0347 ,6043 1
5 1 ACHT ACHTPVDA 3 1429 1 0 11111 1.2857 1.1403 3731 L0633 5309 1
6 1 ACHTVVD 1 0476 0 0 2,0000 2.4286 4286 ,3600 L0171 L1613 0
7 2 AMSCDA 1 0222 0 0 2,8000 2.2857 ,8495 2619 ,0058 297 0
[ 2 AMSDB6 14 31 1 0 1.4000 2.4286 7373 2362 0735 9740 1
) 2 AMSGL 6 1333 0 0 1.6000 1.0000 1.0770 .2559 0341 5632 1
10 2 AMSPVDA 10 2222 0 0 1.4000 1.4286 8286 2752 0612 .8643 1
" 2 AMSPVDD 1 0222 0 0 1.2000 1.8571 8127 1914 ,0043 1492 0
12 2 AMSPVDO 1 0222 0 1 1.7000 1.8571 3323 A876 ,0108 0814 0
13 2 AMSSP 6 1333 1 0 1.4000 1.8571 6168 2373 0316 5637 1
14 2 AMS AMSWD 6 1333 1 0 2,6000 3.0000 1.1662 3745 0499 4851 0
15 5 BEUNCDA 3 1429 0 0 2.2500 2.0000 .2500 3139 .0448 5647 1
16 5 BEUNDG6 3 1429 1 0 1.7500 2.8333 L8700 2128 0304 6208 1
17 5 BEUNDVVD 2 0952 0 0 21250 2.5000 5154 3747 0357 3141 0
18 5 BEUNGL 2 0952 0 0 1.0000 1.6667 1.0841 237 0221 3889 0
19 5 BEUN BEUNNU 9 4286 1 1 1.7500 2.3333 A167 L2677 1147 9969 1
20 5 BEUNPVDA 2 0952 0 0 1.6250 1.3333 7649 4257 .0405 ,2893 0
21 6 BREDBY7 1 0270 1 1 24286 1.5000 6585 1960 ,0053 1597 0
22 6 BREDBOP 1 L0270 0 1 25714 2.6000 .8286 ,3250 ,0088 237 0
23 6 BREDCDA 6 1622 1 0 27143 2.1000 7213 ,3989 0647 ,6058 1
24 6 BREDDG6 8 2162 0 0 1.8571 2.0000 1429 2419 0623 8599 1
25 6 BREDGL 2 0541 1 0 1.0000 1.2000 1.2806 3077 0166 1968 0
26 6 BREDPVDA 4 1081 1 0 1.8571 1,8000 ,2458 5010 0542 ,3040 0
27 6 BREDSF 6 1622 1 0 1.0000 1.,6000 1,0770 ,2982 0484 6596 1
28 6 BREDTROT 1 0270 0 0 21429 1.6000 A247 2779 0075 1360 0
29 6 BRED BREDVVD 8 2162 0 0 3.0000 2.8000 1.2506 3575 0773 8246 1
30 3 BRLBRLE! 3 ,2308 0 1 1.8000 2.2857 .3488 .3333 0769 8675 1
3 3 BRLNAS BRLCDA 4 3077 1 0 1.8000 1.8571 ,2458 . . . .
32 3 BRLK98 2 15838 0 1 1.6000 1,1429 ,9459 ,3962 L0610 5692 1
33 3 BRLULI 2 1538 1 1 2,4000 2.4286 5862 4922 0787 5144 1
34 3 BRLVPB 2 1538 1 1 2,6000 1.5714 7373 2411 037 6538 1
35 4 BRNBOP 4 2105 1 1 2.0000 2.1667 1667 4201 0884 7852 1
36 4 BRNCDA 2 1053 0 0 2,6250 2.0000 6250 1911 ,0201 L4580 0
a7 Al 4 ooMcLeCn 4 neac n o 2 cnan 1 cecT cann a7cC n44c 2044 o
——

Data View  Variable View
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