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While politicians’ remuneration is a key issue in the relationship

between citizens and politicians, there is still limited knowledge

about the politicians’ own views on this issue. This article investi-

gates how politicians’ attitudes regarding pay are affected by their

motivation, political ideology and party position as well as institu-

tional position. Using data from a survey among municipal politi-

cians in Denmark (n = 838), our analyses suggest that politicians

with different levels of extrinsic motivation sort into parties with

different political ideologies. Left-wing politicians express a strong

distaste for high pay, probably for strategic as well as ideological

reasons. In addition, institutional position matters. Chairmen prefer

higher rewards for chairmen, but the backbenchers also prefer

higher rewards for the chairmen—if they come from the same

party. The results help us understand why politicians do not neces-

sarily act in line with the fundamental assumption that individuals

prefer more pay to less.

1 | INTRODUCTION

Remuneration of politicians is a key issue in the relationship between citizens and politicians (Dekker 2013), not least

because decisions regarding such remuneration may affect the public’s level of trust in the politicians and the political

system (Hood and Peters 1994, ch. 1; Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002). Recent empirical studies have investigated

the degree to which levels of pay can affect the recruitment, motivation and performance of politicians (Keane and

Merlo 2010; Hoffman and Lyons 2013; Braendle 2015; Fisman et al. 2015; Carnes and Hansen 2016), and the classi-

cal political thinkers put the question of the size of remuneration at the centre of their thoughts on good

government.

Tocqueville feared that the formal rewards would fall to a point where only the rich could afford to participate

(Tocqueville 2009, p. 403). A central argument is that rewards should provide sufficient alimentation to shield from a

return to aristocracy and corruption (Peters and Hood 1995). This was also a central concern for Weber, who saw

remuneration of politicians as crucial to securing equality in participation and to prevent corruption (Weber 2007).

Representativeness is also a central concern as it is argued that those elected should live on the same income as ordi-

nary citizens in order not to move away from the people (Hood and Peters 1994, p. 222). Bentham (1962 [1843])
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placed pay and rewards at the centre of his utilitarian philosophy of government, but in contrast he argued that sala-

ries should be set at a level suitable for attracting and retaining the appropriate talent—and no more. Furthermore, it

can be argued that rewards should reflect a concern for the market rate for ability (Peters and Hood 1995). Thus,

there is long-lasting divergence in the normative arguments on what the level of pay for politicians should be in order

to secure good governance.

Because politicians have a great deal of autonomy in setting their own wages, one might be tempted to think

that that they would continue to maximize their pay until it takes off into the sky. Elected officials tend to be skilled

at advocacy and bargaining, and they are therefore well situated to secure concentrated benefits for themselves by

diffusing the costs among the public at large (Wilson 1980; Hood and Peters 1994, ch. 1; Mause 2014). However,

this is not often found to be the case, as empirical studies show signs of pay erosion (Peters and Hood 1995; Brans

and Peters 2012). The direct pay of elected officials tends to develop very moderately and in some cases even falls

behind the pay of unelected officials, who should be expected to be less well situated for maximizing their rewards

(Christensen 1994). Politicians seem more able to increase less visible rewards than to increase their direct pay

(Hood 1994; Hood and Peters 1994, ch. 1), even if perks and invisible rewards often cause scandals and distrust in

politicians, which seem out of proportion with the amount at stake (Painter 2003; González-Bailon et al. 2013).

The importance of pay for politicians for good governance and political trust, and the empirical research, which

shows surprising limits of politicians’ ability to secure the level and type of their pay, make it highly relevant to inves-

tigate the actual attitudes and preferences of the politicians themselves. So far, these have remained largely unex-

plored, probably partly because of the fact that the numbers of politicians in the national assemblies are relatively

limited, because they are difficult to recruit for surveys and because generalizations can be difficult across countries

where the institutional settings vary considerably. In this article, we therefore investigate politicians’ attitudes

towards their own pay at the level of local government in Denmark. By moving our study to this level, we are able to

conduct a survey of more than 800 politicians, all placed within similar institutional settings.

Our investigation into the attitudes of local politicians is conducted in the context of a fortuitous case, which

illustrates the need for more knowledge regarding politicians’ own attitudes regarding their pay: on 1 January 2017

the mayors in Denmark received a considerable pay rise. Following decades of stagnant mayoral wages, the national

parliament had awarded the mayors of the 98 municipalities in Denmark a 31.4 per cent increase in remuneration.

This rise was also good news for the municipal committee chairs, whose remuneration is capped at a fixed percent-

age of the mayor’s remuneration. Thus, these committee chairs could also expect an overall 31.4 per cent increase in

remuneration, as long as the municipal council did not, for some reason, decide to vote against the rise. However,

about a quarter of the local councils actually chose to do so.

This case illustrates the need for a better understanding of politicians’ attitudes towards their own pay as extant

studies on the levels and consequences of politicians’ remuneration are often based on strong assumptions regarding

their motivations; for example, that they prefer ‘more to less’ (Keane and Merlo 2010; Hoffman and Lyons 2013;

Braendle 2015; Fisman et al. 2015; Carnes and Hansen 2016). This is in contrast to the actual development in pay of

politicians, where the actual pay in many cases tends to decrease over time (Brans and Peters 2012; Lodge 2012).

The more detailed dynamics unfolding in the actual decision-making behind this still need to be uncovered in more

detail, and the article aims to contribute to this.

We base our analysis on survey data of local councillors in Denmark collected during spring 2017 (n = 838). In

this confidential survey, local councillors were specifically asked about their attitudes regarding the increase in sala-

ries for mayors as well as potential increases in remuneration for municipal committee chairs. In addition, the survey

included a host of attitudinal and ideological variables, as well as variables on institutional positions. Using these data,

we contribute to the existing literature by investigating the degree to which politicians’ attitudes on their own pay

can be explained through three theoretical perspectives, focusing respectively on (1) the nature of personal motiva-

tion, (2) political ideology and parties, and (3) institutional position.

First, we address the question from the perspective found in the literature on motivational orientations (Perry

and Wise 1990; Deci et al. 1999; Ryan and Deci 2000). Based on this literature, we address the degree to which
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politicians’ attitudes on pay are affected by their level of extrinsic motivation and public service motivation (PSM).

Second, we address their attitudes through a perspective of political ideology and party affiliation. Political ideology

is closely related to views on fairness regarding economic inequality and rewards (Bartels 2005; Rekker et al. 2017).

We therefore ask whether the different ideological positions of the political parties play a role for the politicians’

positions on personal remuneration. Third, and finally, we investigate the impact of institutional position. As noted in

Miles’ Law, ‘Where you stand depends on where you sit’ (Miles 1978), we therefore investigate whether politicians’

positions on remuneration are affected by their own institutional position and that of their co-partisans on the

municipal council.

The outline of the article is as follows. First, we introduce the three perspectives used as the theoretical founda-

tion for our hypotheses. Next, we present the context of the analysis, followed by data and measures. In the subse-

quent results section, the main analysis is presented, utilizing individual-level variation in attitudes towards the

remuneration of committee chairs and mayors. In the final section, we summarize and reflect on the results.

2 | CONCEPTS AND THEORY

In the following subsections, we focus on three perspectives which may help explain politicians’ attitudes towards

their own pay. First, we focus on the nature of personal motivation in order to analyse whether self-interest rather

than altruism is at stake. Second, we focus on the importance of political ideology and parties. Third, and finally, we

focus on the importance of the variation in institutional positions of the politicians.

2.1 | Motivation and attitudes to remuneration

Politicians are not just self-interested actors; they may have mixed motives, and pro-social motivation may play a role

for them (Bénabou and Tirole 2006; Van Der Wal 2013; Ritz 2015). In line with this, recent research finds that the

Public Service Motivation (PSM) of politicians is related to their time-consumption and political influence (Pedersen

2014) as well as the likelihood that they will run for re-election (Ritz 2015). The PSM literature has indeed argued

that people seeking public office may be motivated by ‘less rather than more’ in the sense that they are willing to

accept lower pay when taking employment in the public sector where they are rewarded by being able to do more

good for society (Perry and Wise 1990). Therefore, motivation needs to be included in the analysis of attitudes to

pay for politicians.

Motivation is the energy put behind a goal (Andersen et al. 2013). The level of motivation may vary as individuals

can be more or less motivated, but the orientation of motivation also varies. The major distinction is between intrin-

sic motivation and extrinsic motivation (Gagné and Deci 2005). In the first case, there is an inner goal, when some-

thing is done because it is inherently interesting or enjoyable. In the other case—extrinsic motivation—there is an

external goal, something is done because it leads to external rewards such as pay or praise. In the classic view, indi-

viduals acting purely on extrinsic motivation may feel forced or controlled into a particular action, but, in many cases,

the external goal can also be endorsed somewhat by the individual, who then will act with more volition. Conse-

quently, there are degrees of extrinsic motivation and degrees to which the goal is internalized (Ryan and Deci 2000).

Local councillors acting out of extrinsic motivation would be expected to seek higher remuneration. In contrast,

PSM theory assumes that individuals may also have other-regarding and altruistic motivations. The goals are, in prin-

ciple, still external ones, as they encompass the orientation to doing good for society and others, the propensity to

direct extra effort towards society, and the broader societal impact of the job (Perry and Wise 1990; Perry and Hon-

deghem 2008). More specifically, PSM is defined as ‘an individual’s orientation to delivering services to people with a

purpose to do good for others and society’ (Perry and Hondeghem 2008). Thus, PSM is distinct from shared values

and norms on how things ought to be, and it is distinct from political ideologies.
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The discussion on what dimensions and items to include in the PSM construct continues to be relevant (Kim

et al. 2013). In our survey, considerations regarding questionnaire length forced us to focus on what was deemed to

be the most relevant dimension, namely the dimension of Commitment to the Public Interest. This dimension of PSM

denotes the desire to serve society based on values and duty, and previous research has shown that it is at the core

of the PSM construct (Perry 1996, 1997; Andersen and Pedersen 2012). It is a central proposition in PSM theory that

individuals with high PSM in this regard are less incentivized by economic incentives such as pay for performance

(Perry and Wise 1990; Perry et al. 2010). In line with this, it can be expected that local councillors with a strong com-

mitment to the public interest have a lower preference for higher remuneration for themselves. In summary, the

motivational literature leads us to the expectation that motivational factors are correlated with attitudes to pay for

politicians. Specifically, we expect:

H1A: Extrinsic motivation is associated with preferences for high levels of pay for politicians.

H1B: Commitment to the public interest is associated with preferences for low levels of pay for

politicians.

2.2 | The political ideology of parties and attitudes to remuneration

The second relevant perspective on the politicians’ attitudes regarding remuneration focuses on the differences in

political ideology among political parties. It is important to note that ideology is distinct from personal motivation.

While personal motivation can be seen as the energy behind a goal—‘the fuel in the car’, so to speak—ideology pro-

vides the goal, that is, the direction of the vehicle. Here, differing political ideologies may point politicians from differ-

ent parties in different directions. The divide between parties on the left and parties on the right in politics is, to a

large degree, based on differences in attitudes regarding economic inequality (Arian and Shamir 1983). Ideological

left-wingers are generally more averse to inequality than right-wingers, and left-leaning politicians will therefore gen-

erally have preferences for less variation in pay between different people, while differences in pay will be more

acceptable to right-leaning politicians (Bartels 2005; Rekker et al. 2017).

Thus, the ideological positions of parties are likely to be important for understanding the variation in attitudes to

pay for politicians. Because politicians, in general, have higher incomes than the average citizen (Hood and Peters

1994; Brans and Peters 2012), a left-wing position on the political spectrum may be associated with an aversion

towards high salaries for politicians, in particular with regard to remuneration for mayors, who have a salary that puts

them well above the median of the income distribution in the Danish population (for specifics regarding the pay for

local politicians in Denmark, see the ‘Context’ section). One could counter this line of reasoning by pointing to the

fact that parties on the political left generally exhibit higher levels of support for the public sector (Christensen and

Lægreid 2005), which might make them ready to reward public positions (including elected positions) with higher sal-

aries. However, we expect the above-mentioned mechanism of inequality aversion to be stronger, and, based on this

line of reasoning, we therefore expect that:

H2A: Politicians in right-leaning parties are more positive towards high levels of pay for politicians

than politicians in left-leaning parties.

The divide between the political left and right clearly captures a good deal of information regarding the ideological

differences between political parties, in particular in the context of Danish politics. The self-placement of Danish

voters on the left–right scale has traditionally been the single best predictor of party choice (Bengtsson et al. 2014;

Hansen and Pedersen 2014). However, in the context of our study, it is arguably too simplistic to reduce all differ-

ences between political parties to a single dimension, structured on differences regarding economic inequality.

Clearly, the differences between political parties (and voters) encompass more than a single economic dimension

(Flanagan and Lee 2003; Rekker et al. 2017). Particularly relevant for our study is the advent of right-wing populism.
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Unlike traditional right-wing parties, newer populist right-wing parties are more critical towards high levels of eco-

nomic inequality. While those who vote for populist right-wing parties tend to be sceptical towards many welfare

policies, they are simultaneously sceptical towards the level of economic inequality that is usually accepted among

traditional right-wing parties (Derks 2004, 2006). Furthermore, right-wing populism is often associated with a high

level of distrust towards politicians (Rooduijn 2018). This low level of trust may very well affect preferences regard-

ing pay for politicians, as people’s willingness to support and reward other individuals is strongly influenced by their

perceptions regarding these individuals’ deservingness (Petersen 2011; Petersen et al. 2011; Petersen et al. 2012).

Importantly, some of the factors affecting people’s judgement of the deservingness of others are their likes or

dislikes of others as well as perceptions about their moral character (Feather 1999, 2015). Thus, the voters and politi-

cians of populist right-wing parties may be relatively averse to higher pay for politicians; first, because they are criti-

cal towards high levels of economic inequality, and second, because they have low levels of trust towards other

politicians and parties. While politicians from right-wing populist parties may, in many ways, be different from the

inequality-averse politicians on the left side of the ideological spectrum, they may therefore end up with similar posi-

tions on pay for politicians. To the degree that this line of reasoning is applicable, we expect that:

H2B: Politicians from right-wing populist parties are relatively averse to pay increases for politicians.

2.3 | Institutional position and attitudes to remuneration

The third perspective that may explain politicians’ attitudes regarding remuneration is one focusing on the institu-

tional position of these politicians. Obviously, institutional position may affect attitudes to pay through self-interest.

The politicians holding institutional positions as mayors or committee chairs—and politicians who have a high likeli-

hood of obtaining such positions in the near future—would be likely to have relatively positive attitudes to pay

increases if they are economically self-interested. However, institutional position may also affect attitudes towards

pay through mechanisms other than self-interest. The literature on group interest and social identity theory has

repeatedly demonstrated that individuals readily identify with larger groups, and that this identification has implica-

tions for their willingness to reward members that are inside or outside of this group (Tajfel et al. 1971; Tajfel 1974;

Turner et al. 1979).

In the context of our study, the feeling of belonging to a group could lead to higher assessment of what a reason-

able salary would be for members of this group. A salient group identity for local politicians is their partisanship. Vir-

tually all members of the Danish municipal councils belong to a political party, and social identity theory suggests

that these politicians may be more willing to reward their co-partisans. Thus, politicians sharing a party with mayors

and chairmen might be expected to be more in favour of high levels of pay for these positions. In addition, mayors

and chairmen may also have some degree of common identity simply through their positions as mayors and chair-

men. For instance, if a chairman believes that chairmen should be rewarded with high pay, this may not be due exclu-

sively to considerations about their own salaries but also because they identify with other chairmen and feel that

these chairmen deserve a fair salary.

Thus, the institutional positions of the individual politicians and their co-partisans may have an effect on their

attitudes toward pay. This may be driven by both individual self-interest and through social identity. These two

mechanisms may easily coexist, and they are difficult to empirically disentangle. For example, the inclination to sup-

port co-partisans could also be easily interpreted as a matter of partisan self-interest: councillors from parties outside

of the mayoral coalition and parties without chairs could also oppose higher pay for these positions because they

wanted to appeal to segments of the electorate against such pay rises. Hence, we do not propose specific hypothe-

ses on the exact mechanisms linking institutional position and attitudes regarding pay. The potential mechanisms,

however, uniformly lead us to expect the following:
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H3A: Chairmen and mayors are more positive towards high levels of pay for chairmen and mayors

than other municipal councillors.

H3B: Councillors sharing a party or coalition with a chairman or a mayor are more positive towards

high levels of pay for chairmen and mayors than other municipal councillors.

3 | CONTEXT

Political authority in Danish local government rests with the city council, which consists of 9–31 councillors elected

for a fixed four-year term.1 The mayor, who is elected by and among the local councillors, is the head of the council

and automatically also head of the mandatory finance committee. The standing committees have decision-making

responsibility, and councillors are assigned to the committees according to a principle of proportionality. The city

council is, among other tasks, responsible for passing the yearly budget of the municipality (Ministry for Economic

Affairs and the Interior 2017).

However, the budgetary responsibilities of the city council do not entail the freedom to set the mayor’s or chair-

men’s pay, which is decided at the national level. At the beginning of 2017, the remuneration of the mayors increased

by 31.4 per cent. The increase was decided by the national parliament and was proposed in order to compensate for

the lack of increases since 1994, which had led to a relative decrease in mayors’ salaries. The increase was adopted

by the national parliament as part of an agreement regarding remuneration for local, regional and national politicians.

While several left-wing parties and one right-wing party voted against this agreement, several opposition parties

voted with the government in favour of the proposal. Furthermore, it should be noted that the political debate

regarding this agreement focused almost exclusively on the retirement benefits and salaries for national politicians.

Thus, while the rise for municipal mayors was substantial, it was not particularly contentious in the political debates.2

Similarly, media coverage of the pay rise generally noted that mayoral wages had been stagnant for decades

(e.g., Holst 2016; Olsen 2016). Following the rise, mayors now receive a yearly wage of approximately

700,000–1,200,000 DKK (approximately €94,000–160,000), depending on the number of inhabitants in the munici-

pality. The overall amount of money to be distributed to the committee chairs is fixed as a maximum percentage of

the salary of the mayor. This percentage also varies according to the size of the municipality (Ministry for Economic

Affairs and the Interior 2016). The local councils themselves decide whether to utilize the maximum amount allowed

and how the amount is to be distributed among the committee chairs. This discretion in the distribution is a conse-

quence of the fact that the councils decide locally the subject areas and the number of committees in the specific

councils. Consequently, the pay of the local councillors varies according to the different institutional positions they

hold, and also between similar institutional positions in different local councils.

4 | DATA AND MEASURES

The analysis is conducted on individual level data from a survey of Danish municipal councillors. The data were collected

in an e-mail questionnaire in spring 2017 among councillors in all 98 municipalities in Denmark. The response rate was

34 per cent, which amounts to 838 council members. Various strategies were applied to maximize the response rate.

Respondents were informed that the response time was limited, they were promised anonymity, and a number of

1Copenhagen Municipality is the sole exception with 55 councillors.
2The agreement was introduced to the parliament in ‘L100: Act amending the Act on Remuneration and Pension, etc. for ministers’
(Lov om ændring af lov om vederlag og pension m.v. for ministre) submitted to the parliament by the Minister of Finance, 14 December

2016. The agreement and the parliamentary debates were retrieved (in Danish) from: http://www.ft.dk/samling/20161/lovforslag/

L100/index.htm.
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follow-ups for non-respondents were distributed following the initial survey dispatch. A non-response analysis shows

small and few significant variations from the overall population (for a detailed description, see Bhatti et al. 2017). How-

ever, it is important to note that there is, of course, always a risk of non-representativeness on unobserved variables.

As dependent variables we utilize two questions regarding attitudes towards salaries: First, the respondents

were asked about mayoral salaries: ‘In 2017 mayors’ salaries increased by 31.4 per cent to catch up with the general

increase in salaries. What do you think about this increase?’ Responses were given on a 5-point scale from ‘far too

high’ to ‘far too low’. In the subsequent item, respondents were asked about their attitudes towards salaries of com-

mittee chairmen: ‘When mayors’ salaries increase, chairmen’s salaries increase equivalently, but some municipalities

have opted out of this increase. Do you think that chairmen’s salaries should increase in tandem with mayoral sala-

ries?’ Responses were again given on a 5-point scale, this time from ‘should increase far less (minimum 25 per cent

less)’ to ‘should increase far more (minimum 25 per cent more)’.

In order to capture motivation, we use two indices. The first index, capturing commitment to the public interest,

is composed of four questions: (1) ‘I feel that I contribute to my community to a very high degree’, (2) ‘Meaningful

public service is very important to me’, (3) ‘I would prefer seeing public officials do what is best for the whole commu-

nity even if it harmed my interests’, and (4) ‘I consider public service my civic duty.’ All questions were answered on a

5-point scale and there were no inverted items. The items were standardized before inclusion in the index, and the

resulting index had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.68. A second index captured extrinsic motivation by combining the fol-

lowing five items: (1) ‘My work in the municipal council is important because it has significance for my reputation in

the local community’, (2) ‘When I make an effort in the municipal council, it is because I get recognition for my politi-

cal work’, (3) ‘By doing my job in the municipality well, I avoid criticism’, (4) ‘It is important for my work in the munici-

pal council that I get an honorarium’, and (5) ‘The wish to be promoted to important political posts encourages me to

make an extra effort in the municipal council.’ Again, there were no inverted items, and the items were standardized

before inclusion in the index. Cronbach’s alpha of this index was 0.69. Furthermore, it is worth noting that the two

measures clearly tap into different dimensions of personal motivation: Our measures of commitment to public inter-

est and extrinsic motivation are only weakly correlated (r = 0.08, p = .02).

Besides party affiliation, councillors were also asked to place themselves on a standard 11-point scale of political

ideology, ranging from zero (extreme left) to 10 (extreme right). Figure A1 in appendix A shows the mean placement

of the local councillors across parties. It is evident that there are clear ideological differences between the parties. In

the analysis, we use the term ‘extreme left’ to denote parties with an ideological placement below two (in this case,

the Red-Green Alliance party), parties with a mean placement between two and five are classified as ‘left-to-centre’

parties (here, Socialist People’s Party, Social Democrats and the Social Liberals), while three parties with means from

five to eight are classified as ‘centre-to-right parties’ (the Liberals, Conservative People’s Party and Liberal Alliance).

Finally, we classify the Danish People’s Party as belonging to the ‘populist right’. It is noteworthy that politicians from

the Danish People’s Party do not place themselves further to the right than the traditional centre-to-right parties.

This is an illustrative example of how populist right-wing parties may not stand out on the traditional economic left–

right scale, even though they clearly differ from traditional right-leaning parties: the Danish People’s Party is a proto-

typical party of the populist right (Christiansen 2016).3

Institutional position was measured by whether the individual was a rank-and-file local councillor, a committee

chairman, or a mayor.4 In addition, we included measures of group position: whether the individual is a member of

the party that controls the mayoralty, whether the individual perceives herself/himself as a member of the coalition

behind the mayor, and whether the individual’s party holds a post as committee chairman. Finally, as additional con-

trol variables, we included whether the individual was planning to run for re-election, the politicians’ candidate num-

ber (measuring relative position in the party), percentage of personal votes, age, seniority, and gender.

3All other parties are classified as ‘Other parties’. This group consists of a host of local parties and a few minor national parties.

Because of the heterogeneity within this group, we do not focus on them in the subsequent analyses.
4The four largest cities also have several sector-specific full-time mayors. These are included in the mayor category.
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5 | RESULTS

We analyse our data with the help of regression models. As the first step, we look at the attitudes regarding the sala-

ries for mayors. Table 1 shows the factors associated with the local councillors’ attitudes to the increase in pay which

the mayors received. A high value on the dependent variable reflects a positive attitude towards the salary increase.

In models 1–3 we enter the variables regarding each of the three main perspectives separately. In model 4, we

include both the variables concerning motivation and political parties, which we assume to be causally prior to the

variables on institutional positions. Finally, in model 5, we include variables from all three perspectives, as well as

additional control variables.5

Looking first at the importance of motivational orientations, the results show that commitment to the public inter-

est (CPI) is not significantly associated with remuneration, either when tested in the model with only motivational ori-

entations (model 1) or when it is tested in models with additional variables (models 4 and 5). Thus, the results do not

support H1A. The coefficient for extrinsic motivation, on the other hand, is significant. When moving from model 1 to

4 (i.e., when we add political parties to the model), the coefficient of extrinsic motivation is halved. This may suggest

that councillors with certain types of personal motivation sort themselves into particular parties. The coefficient

becomes marginally significant when we add additional controls in model 5 (p = .065). Again, assuming that personal

motivation is at least partly causally prior to choice of party, and possibly other variables in model 5, we do not inter-

pret these results as invalidating the results from model 1. Rather, extrinsic motivation does in all likelihood have an

effect on attitudes regarding pay for mayors, and some of this effect seems to be mediated by the politicians’ choice

of party. Thus, the data are in line with H1B.

We also find strong support for the notion that political parties matter. Model 2 shows that there are significant

inter-party differences in attitudes regarding pay for mayors. We illustrate these differences between the parties in

Figure 1. As one can see, the extreme left Red-Green Alliance party clearly stands out. Members of the party are far

more critical towards the pay rise for mayors than all other parties. This result aligns well with the notion that left-

leaning parties are relatively critical towards high pay for politicians, but it comes with an important caveat. The Red-

Green Alliance is not just a party with a far-left ideology, it is also a party which requires its politicians to pay a con-

siderable ‘tax’ to the party. The party by-laws state that full-time politicians, such as mayors, are required to pay a

party tax of all of their earnings that exceed the average salary of a skilled metal worker.6 Thus, the aversion to higher

pay for mayors may very well align with the ideology of the politicians from the Red-Green Alliance, but this aversion

can also be explained by the fact that any mayor from the party would not get to keep anything from the rise. Still,

even if we disregard this party, the results still show differences between the left-to-centre and the centre-to-right

parties. The politicians in the centre-to-right parties are more positive towards high levels of pay for the mayors than

the politicians in the left-to-centre parties, in line with H2A (the mean values of the two groups of parties differ sig-

nificantly, p = .004).

Furthermore, politicians from the populist right party, the Danish People’s Party, are indeed relatively averse to

pay increases for mayors. While they are far from the politicians from the Red-Green Alliance, they are on average

significantly more averse to pay increases than politicians from centre-to-left parties (p < .001) and even more averse

than the average politicians from the left-to-centre parties (p = .045). Thus, the data align well with H2B. Finally, we

note that all of the differences between different party groups remain significant when we add additional controls in

model 5.

The importance of institutional positions is investigated in model 3. There is no significant correlation between

being a mayor and attitudes towards mayors’ pay. This result should, however, be interpreted with some caution as

5In addition to the controls included in model 5 we also ran an additional model with self-reported income added to the specification

(this variable was not included in our main models due to a large number of missing values). Adding this variable did not change the

substantive results from model 5, and the coefficient for income was insignificant. Similarly, when adding self-reported income to

model 10, the coefficient for this variable was insignificant, and results of the model remained essentially unchanged.
6The by-laws of the party are available (in Danish) at https://org.enhedslisten.dk/vedtaegter
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TABLE 1 Attitudes towards the remuneration of mayors (OLS regressions)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Motivation (H1)

CPI −0.055 0.015 0.011

(0.034) (0.032) (0.033)

Extrinsic 0.247*** 0.110* 0.088+

(0.048) (0.045) (0.048)

Political Parties (H2)

Red-Green All. (ref. cat.) 0 0 0

(.) (.) (.)

Socialists People’s Party 1.109*** 1.059*** 1.042***

(0.139) (0.142) (0.157)

Social Democrats 1.342*** 1.269*** 1.219***

(0.119) (0.126) (0.165)

Social Liberals 1.288*** 1.217*** 1.160***

(0.178) (0.181) (0.201)

The Liberals 1.456*** 1.389*** 1.295***

(0.117) (0.125) (0.159)

Conservative People’s Party 1.478*** 1.413*** 1.338***

(0.154) (0.160) (0.175)

Liberal Alliance 1.460*** 1.407*** 1.393***

(0.287) (0.296) (0.315)

Danish People’s Party 1.102*** 1.004*** 0.992***

(0.142) (0.149) (0.163)

Other parties 1.037*** 0.989*** 1.008***

(0.170) (0.172) (0.178)

Institutional Position (H3)

Mayor −0.007 −0.044

(0.120) (0.149)

Committee chairman 0.082 0.096

(0.062) (0.070)

Party holds mayoralty 0.263*** 0.158*

(0.064) (0.078)

Party in mayor’s coalition 0.066 0.108

(0.079) (0.077)

Party has committee chairman 0.282*** 0.0217

(0.076) (0.084)

Additional control variables No No No No Yes

Constant 2.764*** 1.540*** 2.410*** 1.602*** 1.665***

(0.028) (0.110) (0.066) (0.116) (0.222)

N 845 848 848 845 829

R2 0.041 0.204 0.084 0.212 0.238

Note: Unstandardized OLS coefficients (Robust standard errors in parentheses) + p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
See Table B1 in appendix B for the coefficients of the control variables.
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the number of mayors in our sample is fairly low. Nevertheless, as it stands, the model does not confirm H3A. How-

ever, there is a strong relationship between being from the same party as the mayor and acceptance of salary

increases, which is in line with H3B. Furthermore, a major part of the effect of being from the same party as the

mayor persists even when controlling for party in model 5. This suggests that this association cannot simply be

explained by sympathizers of high salaries joining parties that often get into positions of power.

As the next step of our analysis, we use similar regressions models to predict attitudes regarding remuneration

for committee chairs. These models are shown in Table 2.

Overall, the main trends of the results are the same as for mayors, but with some interesting differences. Extrin-

sic motivation still has a strong association with salary attitudes when we investigate it in model 6, but the effect

becomes much smaller and insignificant once we control for ideology in models 9 and 10. This may again suggest that

extrinsic motivation is mediated largely by ideology.

The party variables are still related to attitudes, although the relationship is not as clear as when looking at atti-

tudes regarding the mayors’ pay. We illustrate these results in Figure 2. Politicians from the extreme left party, the

Red-Green Alliance, are still significantly and substantially more critical towards increased pay for chairmen, com-

pared to all the other parties. However, there are no systematic differences between the remaining parties (the

means of the three groups Left-to-Centre, Centre-to-Right and Populist Right are not significantly different from

each other, all p > .2). While one should not overemphasize the differences in results when looking at pay for mayors

versus pay for chairmen, this difference could be due to the fact that mayors have a higher salary than committee

members. Therefore, inequality aversion might be less important in explaining variance in attitudes towards their sal-

ary compared to the mayor’s salary.

The positional variables in model 8 are also of some importance, just as they were in the previous models pre-

dicting support for the mayors’ salary. However, this time it is—unsurprisingly—the positional variables related to

committee chairs that show significant relations. There is a strong association between being a committee chair and

accepting that they should receive a higher salary. This relationship is also robust to the inclusion of additional

Red−Green AllianceExtreme Left

Socialist People´s P.

Social Democrats

Social Liberals

Left−to−Centre

Liberals

Conservative P. P.

Liberal Alliance

Centre−to−Right

Danish People´s P.Populist Right

1 2 3 4 5
Attitudes Towards Remuneration of Mayors

(1: Far too high − 5: Far too low)

FIGURE 1 Parties and attitudes on remuneration of mayors
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TABLE 2 Attitudes towards the remuneration of committee chairs (OLS regressions)

(6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Motivation (H1)

CPI 0.030 0.063 0.058

(0.046) (0.044) (0.043)

Extrinsic 0.179*** 0.042 0.015

(0.046) (0.043) (0.046)

Political Parties (H2)

Red-Green All. (ref. cat.) 0.000 0.000 0.000

(.) (.) (.)

Socialists People’s Party 1.123*** 1.120*** 0.974***

(0.154) (0.155) (0.168)

Social Democrats 1.383*** 1.358*** 1.236***

(0.120) (0.123) (0.155)

Social Liberals 1.500*** 1.478*** 1.323***

(0.177) (0.177) (0.185)

The Liberals 1.295*** 1.291*** 1.144***

(0.123) (0.127) (0.155)

Conservative People’s Party 1.265*** 1.254*** 1.123***

(0.156) (0.156) (0.167)

Liberal Alliance 1.347*** 1.361*** 1.271***

(0.238) (0.238) (0.245)

Danish People’s Party 1.208*** 1.185*** 1.135***

(0.153) (0.157) (0.165)

Other parties 1.020*** 1.026*** 0.982***

(0.180) (0.182) (0.180)

Institutional Position (H3)

Mayor −0.107 −0.108

(0.139) (0.153)

Committee chairman 0.250*** 0.256***

(0.064) (0.073)

Party holds mayoralty 0.117+ 0.028

(0.068) (0.086)

Party in mayor’s coalition 0.123 0.179*

(0.088) (0.087)

Party has committee chairman 0.243** −0.010

(0.085) (0.092)

Additional controls No No No No Yes

Constant 2.632*** 1.431*** 2.283*** 1.445*** 1.764***

(0.031) (0.110) (0.068) (0.113) (0.227)

N 808 810 810 808 793

R2 0.019 0.156 0.072 0.160 0.202

Note: Unstandardized OLS coefficients (Robust standard errors in parentheses) + p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
See Table B2 in appendix B for the coefficients of the control variables.
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control variables in model 10. The relationship remains highly significant, and the coefficient does not even decrease

in magnitude when other variables are controlled for.7

6 | DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

As illustrated by our puzzling case of several municipal councils in Denmark voting against a substantial pay increase,

there is a need for a better understanding of the attitudes on remuneration found among the politicians themselves.

Politicians do not necessarily act in line with the fundamental economic assumption that individuals prefer more to

less. At least for some politicians, it may be the case that less is more, as suggested by the title of this article. Using

this as our point of departure, this article has investigated the variation in the local councillors’ attitudes to remunera-

tion. In order to do so, we have reached out to the literatures on motivation, political ideologies and institutional

position. Thus, the article starts to fill a gap regarding the question of politicians’ own attitudes in the literature on

rewards at the top.

First, our analyses have shown that politicians’ attitudes towards remuneration are indeed associated with their

personal motivation. Somewhat surprisingly, we did not find commitment to the public interest, which is a core com-

ponent of PSM, to predict attitudes on remuneration. This is noteworthy, given the fact that it is a key proposition in

the PSM literature that employees with a high level of PSM respond less strongly to economic incentives and are

willing to work for less money as they are instead attracted to performing public service (Perry and Wise 1990). Even

if individuals with high PSM respond less to economic incentives, they do not seem to have distinct attitudes towards

Red−Green AllianceExtreme Left

Socialist People´s P.

Social Democrats

Social Liberals

Left−to−Centre

Liberals

Conservative P. P.

Liberal Alliance

Centre−to−Right

Danish People´s P.Populist Right

1 2 3 4 5

Attitudes Towards Remuneration of Mayors

(1: Far too high − 5: Far too low)

FIGURE 2 Parties and attitudes on remuneration of chairmen

7Because the dependent variables in all of our analyses are based on 5-point ordinal scales, we reran all of our models as ordered

logit. This additional check of robustness yielded substantively identical results to the OLS regressions. The only notable difference in

results was the coefficient for Commitment to Public Interest that was significant (p = .05) in one of the additional models (model 19).

However, the sign of the coefficient was the opposite of what was expected in H1B, and with the numbers of models in mind, we do

not consider this significant effect to be a strong indication of an effect of Commitment to Public Interest. Thus, all of our substantive

conclusions remain unchanged by these ordered logit models. All of the models based on ordered logit can be seen in appendix C.
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remuneration for politicians. This finding may also seem surprising, given that the other motivational form, extrinsic

motivation, was closely associated with attitudes on pay. However, it is important to note that motivation is not a

zero-sum game in the sense that having higher commitment to the public interest does not necessarily mean having

less extrinsic motivation (as noted, the two scales are only weakly correlated). This explains how extrinsic motivation

can be linked to attitudes regarding remuneration while commitment to public interest is not. The consequence of

this is that politicians can be motivated to work for the public good while at the same time being extrinsically

motivated and have positive attitudes to higher pay. Our analyses also revealed that the apparent effect of extrinsic

motivation becomes smaller when controlling for political parties. This may suggest that a large part of the effect of

extrinsic motivation is mediated by ideology. Consequently, politicians with different levels of extrinsic motivation

seem to sort into parties which have different ideological positions on inequality.

Second, our analyses found associations between ideology, political parties and attitudes towards pay, in particu-

lar regarding the mayors’ pay. This is not surprising given that ideology is associated with general attitudes towards

inequality and that political parties in Denmark have relatively clear ideological profiles. We emphasize that there are

several ways through which ideology and parties may affect attitudes towards pay. First, it may simply be a very

straightforward one, in the sense that local politicians allow their own personal ideology to affect their position on

pay. Second, the relationship between party ideology and attitudes regarding pay may also have a more strategic com-

ponent. Politicians and parties with a certain ideological position also appeal to voters with similar ideological posi-

tions, and politicians’ positions on pay may therefore also be affected by the anticipated reactions of voters. Hence,

when left-wing politicians express their distaste for high pay, it may also very well be because their potential voters

are highly averse to higher remuneration. The degree to which left-leaning politicians’ aversion to pay increases is

driven by their personal conviction versus the convictions of the voters to which they appeal is, however, a question

which is left unanswered by our study. Nonetheless, it seems to be a reasonable assumption that voters may very well

punish politicians who are perceived as working for the benefit of themselves rather than tackling societal concerns

(Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002). Furthermore, the extrinsic rewards associated with higher pay for politicians also

vary across the parties. This is evident in the Red-Green Alliance which has a particular cap on the wage of politicians,

but also the parties vary in their likelihood of obtaining the institutional positions that are highly rewarded. For

instance, 47 out of 98 mayors were from the Liberal Party at the time of the survey, while 34 were Social Democrats.

Third, we found evidence of the importance of institutional position, but with variations between the two main

analyses. In the analysis of mayors, belonging to the same party as the mayors seemed to matter. In the analysis of

committee members, the individuals’ own position as a committee chair seemed important. Again, these apparent

effects are open to different interpretations. They may be driven by self-interest among extrinsically motivated politi-

cians currently holding the position of mayor or chairman—and politicians expecting to obtain such positions in the

future. They may also be partly driven by identification and sympathy with current mayors and chairmen, in particular

mayors and chairmen that are co-partisans. Again, such ostensible sympathy with co-partisans may also have a stra-

tegic component at the party level. The relative willingness to reward mayors and chairs if they are co-partisans

might also reflect that politicians and parties without such positions choose to oppose such rewards because of elec-

toral considerations. It is obviously easier for parties to campaign against the higher pay for certain positions if they

do not themselves hold such positions.

It is worth discussing how well these conclusions travel to other settings, considering that the present is a study of

attitudes among local councillors in Denmark. Clearly, differences in institutions, political culture, etc. mean that we

should be careful in generalizing from this case. Nevertheless, our results do at the very least suggest that the three per-

spectives applied in this study may be relevant when investigating politicians’ attitudes to pay in other contexts.

First, the impact of personal motivations seems likely to also be able to have an impact in other contexts. Just as

Danish politicians differ in their level of extrinsic motivation, it seems probable that politicians in other contexts will

differ on this dimension, and that such differences may affect their attitudes towards pay. Still, since our study is the

first to show this association for politicians, there is of course a need for additional studies in order to determine the
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degree to which this finding can be replicated in other contexts. Such future studies may also want to consider

whether other measures of motivation and personal traits among politicians may play a role.

Second, the marked differences between political parties and attitudes on politicians’ pay also seem highly relevant

to other contexts. The Danish political parties included in our study are, obviously, unique to the Danish context, but it is

important to note that the differences between these specific parties were to a high degree explained by the ideological

left–right scale, which plays a key role almost universally across political contexts (Arian and Shamir 1983). Likewise,

political populism, in our case right-wing populism, is also a highly general phenomenon in modern politics (Rooduijn

2018), and future studies of politicians’ attitudes towards pay may therefore also want to investigate this phenomenon.

Third, and finally, institutional position is most likely also relevant in other contexts, but it may also be the area in

which it is most difficult to generalize. We have no reason to believe that Miles’ Law (1978) will be irrelevant in other

contexts, but there are clearly substantial differences in the political structures and the associated pay structures

across countries. As just one example of such institutional differences, we note that there are substantial differences

in the degree to which politicians can actually set their own wages. While politicians in most European national par-

liaments and the US Congress have a great deal of autonomy in setting their own wages, politicians in some coun-

tries, for example Sweden and the UK, have delegated the right to determine their pay to independent entities

(Brans and Peters 2012; Lodge 2012; Öberg 2012; Mause 2014). Such institutional delegation may very well both

affect politicians’ own attitudes on pay as well as the relevance of such attitudes.

Methodologically, the advantage of the study is that we have access to unique data regarding the attitudes of pol-

iticians. The downside of the data is that they are cross-sectional, and thus we should be careful about making overly

definitive causal claims. A topic for further research would be to attempt to better identify the causal effects, although

it should be emphasized that this is not an easy task as many of the variables of interest such as motivation and ideol-

ogy are fundamental, which renders them difficult to causally identify. In addition, further studies may also wish to

investigate the degree to which these attitudes towards pay have a real-life impact on the decisions made by the poli-

ticians. In sum, there are good reasons to further investigate politicians’ attitudes towards their own pay: politicians

have a large degree of autonomy in setting their own wages, and the level of such remuneration may have a large

effect on the recruitment, motivation and performance of politicians (Braendle 2015; Carnes and Hansen 2016), and

may ultimately have large effects on the public’s trust in these politicians (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002).

Initially, there is a contrast between the strong assumptions of self-interest among the politicians and the ten-

dency towards pay erosion. One explanation for this has been that the people are less inclined than the politicians

themselves to increase the pay of politicians, a tendency which may be increasing as political trust tends to decline in

many countries (Listhaug and Jakobsen 2017). Over the years, decisions on pay for politicians have increasingly been

made in an atmosphere of distrust, and decisions where politicians increase their direct pay are almost certain to

draw media attention (Brans and Peters 2012, p. 3; Lodge 2012). The analysis here adds to previous research by

examining more detailed differences among the interests and resources of the different players in the political arena,

specifically among the politicians themselves in local councils in Denmark. The variation between the attitudes of the

political parties and across institutional positions suggests that the aversion to higher pay is also represented among

the elected officials. This links the actual erosion of pay found across countries to the actual decision-making arenas.

Although some politicians are working for higher rewards, there are also politicians who—due to ideological positions

and distance from those holding institutional positions—are likely to speak against increasing pay for politicians.
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APPENDIX A: POLITICIANS’ SELF-PLACEMENT ON THE LEFT–RIGHT SCALE

APPENDIX B: MODELS WITH COEFFICIENTS FOR ADDITIONAL CONTROLS

Red−Green AllianceExtreme Left

Socialist People´s P.

Social Democrats

Social Liberals

Left−to−Centre

Liberals

Conservative P. P.

Liberal Alliance

Centre−to−Right

Danish People´s P.Populist Right

(Other Parties)

0 2 4 6 8 10
Self Placement on Left−Right Scale

(0: Extreme Left − 10: Extreme Right)

FIGURE A1 Parties and mean placement on left–right scale

TABLE B1 Attitudes towards the remuneration of mayors (OLS regressions)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Motivation (H1)

CPI −0.055 0.015 0.011

(0.034) (0.032) (0.033)

Extrinsic 0.247*** 0.110* 0.088+

(0.048) (0.045) (0.048)

Political Parties (H2)

Red-Green All. (ref. cat.) 0 0 0

(.) (.) (.)

Socialists People’s Party 1.109*** 1.059*** 1.042***

(0.139) (0.142) (0.157)

Social Democrats 1.342*** 1.269*** 1.219***

(0.119) (0.126) (0.165)

Social Liberals 1.288*** 1.217*** 1.160***

(0.178) (0.181) (0.201)

The Liberals 1.456*** 1.389*** 1.295***

(0.117) (0.125) (0.159)

Conservative People’s Party 1.478*** 1.413*** 1.338***

(0.154) (0.160) (0.175)
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TABLE B1 (Continued)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Liberal Alliance 1.460*** 1.407*** 1.393***

(0.287) (0.296) (0.315)

Danish People’s Party 1.102*** 1.004*** 0.992***

(0.142) (0.149) (0.163)

Other parties 1.037*** 0.989*** 1.008***

(0.170) (0.172) (0.178)

Institutional Position (H3)

Mayor −0.007 −0.044

(0.120) (0.149)

Committee chairman 0.082 0.096

(0.062) (0.070)

Party holds mayoralty 0.263*** 0.158*

(0.064) (0.078)

Party in mayor’s coalition 0.066 0.108

(0.079) (0.077)

Party has committee chairman 0.282*** 0.0217

(0.076) (0.084)

Additional controls

Running for re-election −0.012

(0.080)

Candidate number −0.008

(0.006)

Personal votes 0.001

(0.002)

Age −0.002

(0.003)

Seniority −0.006

(0.022)

Woman −0.113*

(0.055)

Constant 2.764*** 1.540*** 2.410*** 1.602*** 1.665***

(0.028) (0.110) (0.066) (0.116) (0.222)

N 845 848 848 845 829

R2 0.041 0.204 0.084 0.212 0.238

Note: Unstandardized OLS coefficients (Robust standard errors in parentheses). + p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

TABLE B2 Attitudes towards the remuneration of committee chairs (OLS regressions)

(6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Motivation (H1)

CPI 0.030 0.063 0.058

(0.046) (0.044) (0.043)

Extrinsic 0.179*** 0.042 0.015

(0.046) (0.043) (0.046)

PEDERSEN ET AL. 685



TABLE B2 (Continued)

(6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Political Parties (H2)

Red-Green All. (ref. cat.) 0.000 0.000 0.000

(.) (.) (.)

Socialists People’s Party 1.123*** 1.120*** 0.974***

(0.154) (0.155) (0.168)

Social Democrats 1.383*** 1.358*** 1.236***

(0.120) (0.123) (0.155)

Social Liberals 1.500*** 1.478*** 1.323***

(0.177) (0.177) (0.185)

The Liberals 1.295*** 1.291*** 1.144***

(0.123) (0.127) (0.155)

Conservative People’s Party 1.265*** 1.254*** 1.123***

(0.156) (0.156) (0.167)

Liberal Alliance 1.347*** 1.361*** 1.271***

(0.238) (0.238) (0.245)

Danish People’s Party 1.208*** 1.185*** 1.135***

(0.153) (0.157) (0.165)

Other parties 1.020*** 1.026*** 0.982***

(0.180) (0.182) (0.180)

Institutional Position (H3)

Mayor −0.107 −0.108

(0.139) (0.153)

Committee chairman 0.250*** 0.256***

(0.064) (0.073)

Party holds mayoralty 0.117+ 0.028

(0.068) (0.086)

Party in mayor’s coalition 0.123 0.179*

(0.088) (0.087)

Party has committee chairman 0.243** −0.010

(0.085) (0.092)

Additional controls

Running for re-election 0.010

(0.088)

Candidate number −0.001

(0.007)

Personal votes −0.000

(0.002)

Age −0.008**

(0.003)

Seniority 0.024

(0.023)

Woman 0.084

(0.064)
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APPENDIX C: ORDERED LOGIT MODELS

TABLE B2 (Continued)

(6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Constant 2.632*** 1.431*** 2.283*** 1.445*** 1.764***

(0.031) (0.110) (0.068) (0.113) (0.227)

N 808 810 810 808 793

R2 0.019 0.156 0.072 0.160 0.202

Note: Unstandardized OLS coefficients (Robust standard errors in parentheses). + p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

TABLE C1 Attitudes towards the remuneration of mayors (ordered logit)

(11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

Motivation (H1)

CPI −0.120 0.074 0.052

(0.103) (0.110) (0.112)

Extrinsic 0.615*** 0.285* 0.222+

(0.114) (0.123) (0.127)

Political Parties (H2)

Red-Green All. (ref. cat.) 0.000 0.000 0.000

(.) (.) (.)

Socialists People’s Party 2.523*** 2.398*** 2.446***

(0.379) (0.384) (0.410)

Social Democrats 3.312*** 3.146*** 3.154***

(0.313) (0.323) (0.395)

Social Liberals 3.040*** 2.867*** 2.815***

(0.496) (0.504) (0.529)

The Liberals 3.652*** 3.517*** 3.340***

(0.322) (0.335) (0.399)

Conservative People’s Party 3.683*** 3.552*** 3.436***

(0.424) (0.432) (0.453)

Liberal Alliance 3.673*** 3.535*** 3.573***

(0.756) (0.757) (0.796)

Danish People’s Party 2.588*** 2.339*** 2.438***

(0.359) (0.369) (0.389)

Other parties 2.441*** 2.318*** 2.504***

(0.400) (0.406) (0.422)

Institutional Position (H3)

Mayor 0.057 −0.032

(0.402) (0.469)

Committee chairman 0.303 0.403+

(0.201) (0.228)

Party holds mayoralty 0.871*** 0.616*

(0.193) (0.244)

Party in mayor’s coalition 0.126 0.274

(0.191) (0.216)
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TABLE C1 (Continued)

(11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

Party has committee chairman 0.664*** −0.033

(0.186) (0.235)

Additional controls

Running for re-election −0.018

(0.222)

Candidate number −0.024

(0.020)

Personal votes 0.002

(0.005)

Age −0.006

(0.008)

Seniority −0.026

(0.061)

Woman −0.376*

(0.179)

Cut 1 −2.056*** 0.657* −1.221*** 0.499+ 0.304

(0.109) (0.264) (0.151) (0.276) (0.607)

Cut 2 −1.252*** 1.654*** −0.389** 1.504*** 1.329*

(0.084) (0.276) (0.140) (0.287) (0.613)

Cut 3 2.529*** 5.683*** 3.583*** 5.572*** 5.548***

(0.130) (0.314) (0.205) (0.322) (0.631)

Cut 4 3.611*** 6.789*** 4.691*** 6.663*** 6.660***

(0.209) (0.355) (0.263) (0.362) (0.652)

N 845 848 848 845 829

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. + p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < 0.001.

TABLE C2 Attitudes towards the remuneration of chairmen (ordered logit)

(16) (17) (18) (19) (20)

Motivation (H1)

CPI 0.108 0.209* 0.199+

(0.101) (0.107) (0.108)

Extrinsic 0.404*** 0.109 0.051

(0.109) (0.117) (0.123)

Political Parties (H2)

Red-Green All. (ref. cat.) 0.000 0.000 0.000

(.) (.) (.)

Socialists People’s Party 2.686*** 2.702*** 2.342***

(0.408) (0.415) (0.437)

Social Democrats 3.256*** 3.203*** 2.967***

(0.336) (0.346) (0.405)

Social Liberals 3.560*** 3.511*** 3.233***

(0.520) (0.524) (0.534)
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TABLE C2 (Continued)

(16) (17) (18) (19) (20)

The Liberals 3.049*** 3.060*** 2.757***

(0.337) (0.351) (0.405)

Conservative People’s Party 2.934*** 2.918*** 2.644***

(0.414) (0.422) (0.441)

Liberal Alliance 3.342*** 3.401*** 3.259***

(0.788) (0.793) (0.821)

Danish People’s Party 2.730*** 2.676*** 2.675***

(0.387) (0.399) (0.416)

Other parties 2.425*** 2.429*** 2.385***

(0.420) (0.425) (0.440)

Institutional Position (H3)

Mayor −0.134 −0.174

(0.377) (0.440)

Committee chairman 0.737*** 0.742**

(0.205) (0.228)

Party holds mayoralty 0.296 0.043

(0.183) (0.233)

Party in mayor’s coalition 0.239 0.496*

(0.193) (0.217)

Party has committee chairman 0.553** −0.045

(0.183) (0.231)

Additional controls

Running for re-election −0.034

(0.218)

Candidate number −0.002

(0.020)

Personal votes −0.002

(0.005)

Age −0.025**

(0.008)

Seniority 0.091

(0.060)

Woman 0.223

(0.180)

Cut 1 −1.650*** 1.029*** −0.903*** 1.000** 0.002

(0.096) (0.298) (0.144) (0.308) (0.612)

Cut 2 −0.910*** 1.907*** −0.120 1.878*** 0.919

(0.078) (0.306) (0.138) (0.316) (0.617)

Cut 3 2.844*** 5.803*** 3.796*** 5.793*** 5.029***

(0.153) (0.346) (0.214) (0.355) (0.628)

Cut 4 3.611*** 6.574*** 4.565*** 6.564*** 5.807***

(0.217) (0.379) (0.264) (0.387) (0.646)

N 808 810 810 808 793

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. + p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

PEDERSEN ET AL. 689


	 When less is more: On politicians´ attitudes to remuneration
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  CONCEPTS AND THEORY
	2.1  Motivation and attitudes to remuneration
	2.2  The political ideology of parties and attitudes to remuneration
	2.3  Institutional position and attitudes to remuneration

	3  CONTEXT
	4  DATA AND MEASURES
	5  RESULTS
	6  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
	  REFERENCES




