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ABSTRACT

Multiple-mandate holding, i.e., the holding of more than one directly elected
mandate simultaneously on different government tiers, is a controversial prac-
tice with potential consequences on political trust. The research purpose of this
study is thus to contribute to this line of research by exploring how the extent of
this practice at the local level reflects on the opinions of ordinary citizens and
their confidence in local government. The aim of this paper is therefore to
examine this question utilising a vignette survey experiment carried out in
Finland. The findings presented contribute to shining a light on the potential
consequences of this practice for trust in the local government by exposing one
way in which negative evaluations of politicians are formed.
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Introduction

The practice of vertical multiple-mandate holding (henceforth ‘MMH"),” i.e.,
when politicians hold more than one directly elected mandate simulta-
neously on different government tiers, has been observed to be
a relatively common phenomenon. Van de Voorde (2019a), for instance,
notes that MMH is present in at least 16 West-European countries, includ-
ing France, Belgium, Germany, Sweden, and Finland. Still, it is widely
considered a highly controversial practice, not least in France from whence
most of the research concerning MMH, or cumul des mandats as it is
known in French, originates (see e.g., Dewoghélaére, Magni Berton, and
Navarro 2006; Foucault 2006; Francois 2006). Critics have asserted that the

CONTACT Fredrik Malmberg @) fredrik.malmberg@abo.fi @) Department of Political Science, Abo
Akademi University, Turku, Finland

@ Supplemental data for this article can be accessed online at https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2023.
2282564

© 2023 The Author(s). Published by Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group.

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided the original work is properly cited. The terms on which this article has been published allow the posting of the
Accepted Manuscript in a repository by the author(s) or with their consent.


http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8113-6222
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5222-9558
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2023.2282564
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2023.2282564
http://www.tandfonline.com
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/03003930.2023.2282564&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-11-16

2 (&) F.MALMBERG AND T. KARV

practice increases the risk of corruption and conflicts of interest, limits
political competition, leads to a concentration of power, blurs account-
ability, exacerbates problems with resource management, and tarnishes
the public image of politicians and political institutions. Defenders of this
practice meanwhile argue that it also provides valuable political benefits,
such as local embeddedness that enables multiple-office holders to defend
local interests in regional and/or national political arenas, and also
a greater degree of professionalisation in politics (Francois 2006; Navarro
2009; Ryyndnen 2009; Van de Voorde 2019b).

Irrespective of the potential political benefits, we argue that in an increas-
ingly polarised political environment this practice could potentially reinforce
a growing public sentiment of politics as broken (Norris and Inglehart 2019),
and thus consequently negatively affect political trust. Scholars have broadly
defined political trust as an evaluative judgement directed towards a political
object, such as a politician or a political institution (Levi and Stoker 2000, 476),
with high levels of trust in said political object interpreted as constituting
a sign of a positive relation between the public and politics (Hetherington
and Rudolph 2015; Norris 2011). Sufficient levels of political trust are thus
widely considered as critical for the democratic legitimacy of a political
regime, enhancing both the legitimacy and effectiveness (Mishler and Rose
2001, 30). Consequently, without a reservoir of political trust, it becomes
harder for the public to accept the implementation of unpopular, but some-
times necessary, policies instead of rioting (Marien and Hooghe 2011).
Therefore, in order to ensure the continuing stability and effectiveness of
a democratic political regime it should be regarded as common sense for the
politicians to avoid using practices with the potential of reducing the levels of
trust in the regime.

The central focus in this contribution is on a more specific form of political
trust, namely trust in the local government’s highest decision-making body,
the local (municipal or city) council. Previous studies have found that people
trust their local political representatives for other reasons than they trust their
national representatives (Fitzgerald and Wolak 2016; Malmberg and Karv
2022), and that trust in local authorities generally tends to be higher than
trust in national authorities (Back 2019; Close et al. 2023; Denters 2002;
Fitzgerald and Wolak 2016; Hansen and Kjaer 2020; but see; Petrzelka,
Marquart-Pyatt, and Malin 2013). Moreover, previous findings suggest that
the higher levels of government are often considered more corrupt (Francois
and Méon 2021). This has been explained by the fact that local governments
have greater possibilities to act in accordance with public preferences while
national politics could be perceived as having little impact on everyday lives
(Stein, Buck, and Bjgrna 2021). The ambition of this study is therefore to
uncover the potential causal effects derived from the occurrence of MMH on
political trust. Moreover, it is one of very few studies that focus explicitly on
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how the characteristics of local representational assemblies affect trust
evaluations.

The main research question in this study therefore reads How does the
extent of MMH in a local council affect trust in the local government?
Furthermore, this study will also explore potential moderating factors,
thereby assessing the potential causal mechanisms determining this relation-
ship. The research question is explored using a population-based vignette
experiment embedded in a survey that was carried out in Finland.

Cumul des mandats and political trust

The practice of MMH can be argued to be an indicator of what theorists in
democratic legitimacy have called ‘throughput’ or ‘procedural’ legitimacy
(Schmidt 2013; Schmidt and Wood 2019). Throughput legitimacy, which
can be theoretically differentiated from ‘input’ (involvement of the citizenry)
and ‘output’ (effectiveness of the outcomes) legitimacy (Scharpf 1999), is
a normative criterion that concentrates on what goes on in the ‘black box’
of political systems and on the quality of governance processes. Key aspects
of throughput legitimacy are considered to be accountability, transparency,
inclusiveness and openness, four evaluative criteria that are in turn argued to
be underpinned by other requirements, which include the ‘hard’ criterion of
legality and the ‘soft’ criterion of trust (Schmidt and Wood 2019). According
to Schmidt and Wood (2019, 730), there is a clear requisite for the relevant
politicians to be perceived as acting within the law and formal rules, in
a competent way that inspires trust, and that ‘they are believed to act with
integrity and without bias so as to ensure equal and open access while
meeting expected ethical and moral standards as well as legal ones'.

As argued by Navarro (2009, 18), MMH represents a direct challenge to
democracy since it concentrates political power into the hands of a small
‘elite within the elite’ that consequently are able to exercise more power than
single-mandate holders. This concentration of power also entails
a concentration of political resources such as campaign funding and staff,
which in turn is argued to act as an entry barrier that has a deterring effect on
political competition (Francois 2006). Banning the cumul has therefore in
some countries been seen as a relatively easy way of boosting political trust
since ‘policy-makers assumed that citizens perceived cumul des mandats as
a symbol of corruption and favouritism’ (Van de Voorde 2019b, 72). MMH
could therefore act to reinforce some people’s image of politicians as dis-
honest and self-serving (Medvic 2013).

In line with the traditional view of political representation, politicians are
expected to act in the best interest of their supporters (see e.g., Pitkin 1967).
However, the accumulation of mandates is often associated with both poten-
tial conflicts of interest and role conflicts among Members of Parliament
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(MPs) (Van de Voorde 2019b), hence challenging the traditional perception of
political representation. The former could, for instance, occur when an MP,
who is also a local and/or a regional councillor, is compelled to defend either
the local, regional or national interests. An MP is expected to make the
necessary decisions that benefit the nation as a whole, even if they often
treat different parts of the country in an unfair manner, but how is this even
possible if they are concurrently supposed to represent their hometown or
region and its diverging interests (Ryynanen 2009, 126-27)? MMH raises the
question of whose interests the officeholders are actually pursuing, the
state’s, the people’s, their own regions, their constituency’s, or perhaps only
their hometown’s? Nevertheless, it is to be expected that politicians have
competing loyalties irrespectively whether they are simultaneously holding
mandates at different levels, or not. As an example, what is the best outcome
for the constituency might not be the position promoted by the political
party. Hence, when there is a conflict of interest the politicians are forced to
decide where their main loyalties lie.

Previous studies have found the local political context to affect evaluations
of local politics (Fitzgerald and Wolak 2016; Karv, Lindell, and Rapeli 2022;
Malmberg and Karv 2022). Hence, even if a higher share of multiple-mandate
holders in the local assembly might not actually increase the risk of corrup-
tion to any significant degree, it might still lead to an increase in the appear-
ance of a greater corruption risk which can in turn have a negative effect on
political trust (Morris and Klesner 2010; Wang 2016). Another popular argu-
ment against mandate accumulation is that it takes quite a lot of resources to
wield several offices simultaneously, especially if one of them is parliamen-
tary, since holding a parliamentary office is often considered a full-time
occupation (Van de Voorde 2019b). Holding more than one office at a time
could therefore increase the risk that some of the ‘less important’ offices are
neglected due to time constraints and a need to prioritise, especially if at least
one of them is an executive office, which requires considerably more
resources than an ordinary backbencher position. Citizens are therefore likely
to suspect that the politicians will neglect or ignore at least some of their
official duties, or perform them poorly, which could in turn erode their trust in
both the politicians and the institution in question.

Nevertheless, it could also be argued that MMH might actually increase
political trust. If the accumulation of offices is interpreted as a sign of political
experience and professionalism on part of the office holder (Navarro 2009),
one might expect that a higher share of multiple-mandate holders could
indicate a more experienced and competent assembly, which in turn should
increase people’s confidence in its ability to manage public affairs. Navarro
et al. (2012) have for instance argued that so-called cumulards have more
experience with what is called ‘politicking’, which entails among other things
knowledge of how the political system works and how to negotiate
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successfully. Hajek (2017, 487) meanwhile claims that ‘[t]he practice of [...
multiple-office holding] is typical for politicians who are extraordinarily active,
and an expansion of the [...] phenomenon increases the ranks of these
hyperactive representatives’. Indeed, multiple-mandate holders are more
likely to be able to make a stable living of their political careers and always
have a safety net in the form of their additional office(s) in case they get
ousted from one of them. Hence, they might be viewed as more effective
representatives who are better able to focus on their political responsibilities.
Hajek’s (2017 findings provide at least some support for this proposition since
Czech MPs with a local office are found to be more active than their fellow
MPs without additional offices.

However, other studies have again argued that the increasing professio-
nalisation of politics and politicians, which has been observed to be
a growing trend in advanced liberal democracies (Cairney 2007), might be
an important explanation for rising anti-political sentiment (Fawcett and
Corbett 2018). Citizens are said to prefer ‘amateur politicians’ who resemble
themselves and are perceived as ‘ordinary’ or ‘authentic’ (Valgardsson et al.
2021), but paradoxically also more competent or even exceptionally so,
something which Medvic (2013) refers to as the ‘ordinary-and-exceptional
trap’. Citizens possess an apparent distaste for politicians who are deemed
‘out of touch’, elitist, and power-hungry, attributes which are perhaps judged
as incompatible with the core democratic principle of political equality (Dahl
2006). Based on this and the earlier mentioned research, suggesting that
citizens generally tend to be quite critical towards practices that contribute to
power concentration, we expect that, if anything, it will have a negative
impact on political trust. Hence, we form the following hypothesis:

H1: It has a negative effect on political trust when a higher share of the
councillors holds additional political mandates.

There are several potential elements of the composition in the local assembly
that could have a moderating effect on the impact of MMH on political trust.
One is political experience, i.e., previous experience of holding elective office,
which is often interpreted as a sign of competence (Miller, Wattenberg, and
Malanchuk 1986). Competence, together with integrity and authenticity, has
also been suggested to be one of the main criteria that people use when they
judge the trustworthiness of individual politicians (Levi and Stoker 2000;
Valgar@sson et al. 2021).

Since MMH is often associated with the amount of resources that
politicians hold (Francois 2006), one might expect that this could be an
important framing factor that influences the effect of the cumul on
political trust. Even if MMH can sometimes be seen as a proxy for
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political experience, this is not necessary always the case, especially if
one of the offices was recently created. Inexperienced politicians are
likely to hold less resources than more experienced ones, which might
make it more difficult for them to handle any additional offices. In
a local council where a majority of the councillors hold more than
one office, the odds that several of them are inexperienced is greater
if a large majority of the councillors are relatively inexperienced. The
following hypothesis is formulated accordingly:

H2: The negative effect of MMH on political trust is stronger when
a majority of the local councillors are inexperienced as politicians.

Finally, we examine if the treatment effect of the extent of MMH on
trust in the local council is conditioned by the ideological composition
of the council. Findings from the social psychology literature have
established that individuals tend to favour members of their own
group over outsiders (see e.g., Tajfel 1981), and ideology has conse-
quently been shown to function as a form of group identifying marker
(Johnston Conover and Feldman 1981) and used for explaining policy
attitudes (Rudolph and Evans 2005). Moreover, an extensive body of
literature on motivated reasoning and affective polarisation argues that
individuals interpret pieces of factual information differently depending
on how well they fit in with their pre-existing biases and ideological
positions (Strickland, Taber, and Lodge 2011). Indeed, studies have
indicated that trust in institutions and perceptions of corruption are
also shaped by a person’s ideological leaning (Torcal and Carty 2022).
Moreover, recent scholarship has suggested that those who identify
with the governing parties are more likely to perceive the political
institution as trustworthy, this in accordance with the so-called polar-
isation of political trust hypothesis (Hetherington and Rudolph 2015). It
is thus not so farfetched to believe that the ideological composition of
a local council can moderate the effect on political trust. More specifi-
cally, we expect that the extent of MMH will matter less if there is
ideological alignment, i.e., both the citizen and the council leans in the
same ideological direction. Hence, we form our third and final hypoth-
esis accordingly:

H3: The negative effect of MMH on political trust is weaker among those
who share the same ideological leaning as the majority of the local council.
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Political trust and the cumul in Finland

Local representatives in the Nordic countries are broadly respected and
highly trusted, and by many perceived as constituting key-decision makers
as well as champions for their local communities (Stoker 2011, 26).
Consequently, as a rule, citizens in highly decentralised states such as
Finland generally tend to appreciate the local government more than the
national government (see e.g., Denters 2002; Fitzgerald and Wolak 2016).
Hence, the potential for a decline in trust is also arguably greater in the case
of the local government than in the case of the national government. Recent
studies also confirm that Finns are indeed more trusting towards local deci-
sion-makers (Karv 2020) and that this trust has even increased somewhat in
recent years (Kuntaliitto 2021).

With the advent of the newly formed regional government tier (the so-
called welfare districts), MMH became relatively common in Finnish munici-
palities. However, recent evidence suggests that over two-thirds of Finns
would like to limit the number of elected mandates to either one (29%) or
a maximum of two (39%) (Haavisto and Rother 2022; see also Karv and Fredrik
2022). Only 6% of respondents thought that limiting the number of mandates
would be contrary to the spirit of democracy, while 22% called for more
transparency rather than limitations.

To test our three hypotheses, we conducted a vignette survey experiment
in Finland. We chose to run our experiment in Finland for two important
reasons. Firstly, Finland could be described as a ‘least-likely case’ (Eckstein
1975) since Finland, together with the other Nordic countries, tends to be
perceived as a country with very low levels of corruption and high levels of
professionalism in government (Malmberg and Karv 2022). Finland has long
been regarded as a high-trusting country, with political trust levels among
the highest in Europe (S6derlund 2019) and the comparatively high levels of
political trust are often mentioned as one of the defining characteristics of the
Nordic countries to which Finland belongs (Newton, Stolle, and Zmerli 2018).
Nevertheless, the extent of the cumul in Finland has still been described as
‘exceptional in [a] comparative perspective’ (Arter and Séderlund 2023, 98).
The phenomenon itself and its potential negative consequences for political
attitudes have so far not received that much public nor academic attention.

Secondly, since mandate accumulation is so common in Finland, at
least among the MPs (Karv and Malmberg 2023), we would also argue
that there is a greater likelihood that survey respondents would perceive
our main treatment (see below) as realistic. In January 2022 Finland held
the first nationwide elections for a brand-new regional government level
of 21 so-called ‘welfare districts’ (hyvinvointialueet) based on historic
counties, responsible for organising social and welfare services. This has
enabled a situation where Finnish politicians can potentially hold offices
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on up to three different institutional levels simultaneously. This creates
a similar situation as in neighbouring Sweden, where the tradition of
MMH is nevertheless considerably weaker than in Finland (Karlsson 2017).
Many of the factors identified in previous research as institutional pre-
conditions for the practice of MMH (Knapp 1991; Navarro 2009) therefore
presently apply to Finland and are likely to stimulate the continued
‘routineness’, or even an intensification, of this practice (see Table S10
in Appendix A).

Data, variables and method

The data for our study were collected 7-28 November 2022 using
a survey distributed with Qualtrics to a subset of the online panel
Kansalaismielipide.> At the time of the survey, the panel consisted of
approximately 4200 Finnish citizens, of which just over 60% were
recruited using a random sample and mail invitations, and the rest
were recruited through advertising on different online and social
media channels.? Since the City of Helsinki and the Aland Islands orga-
nise their own health, social and rescue services within their own
respective areas, and therefore lack designated welfare district councils,
we have decided to exclude respondents from these two areas from the
data collection.

A priori power analysis with G*Power 3.1 was done to establish the
necessary number of respondents (Faul et al. 2009). A total of 922 respon-
dents give a power of 0.90 for a factorial ANOVA with main effects and
interaction effects when we assume an effect size of 0.15 (medium) and
alpha =0.05. The survey was sent out to 1601 respondents. We set the target
number of responses to 1000 in order to be certain we have sufficient power
and achieved a total number of 989 completed survey responses.* Since the
online panel was partially assembled through non-probability methods, we
cannot deny the presence of at least some elements of self-selection.
However, because estimates from convenience samples are similar to pure
random samples (Mullinix et al. 2015), this should not constitute a major
problem.”

Vignette survey experiments entail that the respondents are provided
with a short description of a scenario where certain factors, which are
called ‘treatments’, are randomly varied. After having read this descrip-
tion, the respondents are asked to evaluate the scenario in one or more
survey items that form the study’s dependent variable(s) (Mutz 2011).
An examination of differences in the scores across treatments enables
the determination of the effect of and interaction between all treat-
ments. Survey experiments of this kind therefore combine experimental
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control of treatments examined on subjects that comprise
a representative sample of the population of interest (Mutz 2011, 1-2).

In the vignette for our survey experiment, which was placed near the end
of our survey, we describe a hypothetical newly elected municipal or city
council in the respondent’s own home municipality/city. In describing this
imaginary council, we randomly vary aspects to examine the importance of:

(1) SHARE OF MULTIPLE-MANDATE HOLDERS: Whether a small minority or
a majority of the council holds additional mandate(s).

(2) POLITICAL EXPERIENCE: Whether the council consists mainly of rela-
tively inexperienced or experienced politicians.

(3) IDEOLOGICAL COMPOSITION: Whether a majority of the council leans
more to the left or to the right on the traditional left/right ideological
scale.

Our vignette is worded as follows (Randomised elements in capital;
TREATMENT NAME BOLDED: ITALICS: PHRASING 1/PHRASING 2):

Imagine that municipal elections have recently been held in Finland and you read
some news about the composition of your new municipal or city council.

The composition of the newly elected council is as follows: The gender balance
in the new council is relatively equal and a majority of the council leans more to
the [IDEOLOGICAL COMPOSITION: LEFT/RIGHT] on the traditional ideological
scale. Around [SHARE OF MULTIPLE-MANDATE HOLDERS: TWO/55] percent of
the newly elected councillors also simultaneously sit as elected members of the
regional welfare district council and/or parliament. A large majority of the
members in the recently elected council are relatively [POLITICAL
EXPERIENCE: INEXPERIENCED/EXPERIENCED] politicians.

The study hence has three treatments corresponding to our hypotheses, with
two values for each treatment (2x2x2 design).

Outcome measures

Following the advice of Mutz (2011), who recommends using multiple items
as indicators for the dependent variable, we have chosen to include the
following three items as indicators of trust in the previously described
hypothetical local council and the chair of the executive board:

(1) Overall trust in the local council: How much trust would you say that
you would have in this imaginary local council on a scale of 0 to 100
where 0 is ‘l wouldn’t have any trust’ and 100 is ‘I'd have complete
trust”?
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(2) Trustin integrity: How much trust would you say that you would have
that this council will do what is right while carrying out its duties? Give
your answer on the scale 0-100 where 0 is ‘l wouldn't have any trust’
and 100 is ‘I'd have complete trust’?

(3) Trust in competence: How much trust would you say that you have in
the competence of this council to carry out its duties successfully? Give
your answer on the scale 0-100 where 0 is 'l wouldn't have any trust’
and 100 is ‘I'd have complete trust’?

It is crucial to include an item measuring trust in the local council in order to
gauge a general assessment of the political institution. The first item is
therefore a measurement of the respondent’s overall trust in the described
local council, using the standard single-item question. Nevertheless, since
there appears to be strong agreement among scholars that trust is in fact
a multidimensional construct (see, e.g., Liu and Stolle 2017; Seyd 2016; Wroe
2014), we also include items that reflect evaluative sentiments towards more
specific characteristics of the local council. Seyd (2016), for instance, identifies
five different characteristics of the workings of a political institution that can
be measured using trust items (competence, concern/benevolence, integrity,
reliability, and fairness) that can provide crucial information about the public
assessment of a political institution, which in turn enable researchers to
assess more specifically where potential problems may lie. For our research
purpose, we have thus chosen to focus on two of these dimensions in
our second and third outcome measures, namely trust in the integrity and
competence of the local council, since these two dimensions might be
judged as most relevant when it comes to mandate accumulation based on
the earlier discussion. These three outcome measures are randomised in the
survey so that the results are not dependent on any particular order.

We combine our three outcome measures into a single index of Trust in
local council (TLC) by adding them together and calculating the mean level of
trust on a scale of 0 (no trust) to 100 (complete trust). Figure S1 in Appendix
A shows the distribution of our dependent variable.

Moderating variables

The survey also included a question on ideological self-placement on the left-
right scale (0-10). We utilise this item and the ideological composition treat-
ment to construct a new variable (‘ldeological alignment’) which indicates
ideological alignment between the respondent and the local council. This will
be a dummy variable indicating whether there is any alignment
(1="Ideological alignment’) or not (0='"No alignment’). If both a majority of
the council leans to the left and the respondent has answered 0-4 on the
question regarding ideological position, or, alternatively, both the council
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leans to the right and the respondent has answered 6-10, they will be coded
as ‘1. In all other cases, the respondent will be coded as ‘0. This variable is
used to test hypothesis 3. For robustness, we will also control for the direction
of the ideological alignment (i.e., to the left or the right). Although we have
not formed a hypothesis on the direction of the alignment, we will still test if
this matters for the results.

To gain insight into the respondents’ attitudes towards mandate
accumulation, we also included questions on the perceived desirability
of councillors or MPs running for offices on the other government tiers
and a question on if the practice of MMH should be regulated or even
banned (for question wordings of all items included in the survey, see
Table S11 in Appendix B). We explore treatment heterogeneity using
our attitude towards MMH variables, although we did not form any
formal hypotheses for this. The same goes for variables measuring
political trust, political interest and level of education, which were
also included in our survey and will be used as covariates to explore
treatment heterogeneity.

Method

Factorial ANOVA is used to analyse the data for our dependent variable, trust
in local council (TLC). Both relevant interaction effects are included to deter-
mine if political experience and ideological alignment have any moderating
effects on the impact of our independent variable, share of multiple-mandate
holders. Control variables are not included in the main analyses since rando-
misation of the respondents should guarantee that all characteristics are
evenly distributed between treatments and cannot influence differences in
outcomes (Mutz 2011). However, we will control for gender, age, and educa-
tion as a robustness test.

Analysis

We begin by presenting in Table 1 the mean scores on the ‘Trust in local
council’ (TLC) index for our main effects and the combinations that are
relevant for our hypotheses.

Beginning from the top of the table and our key treatment of interest,
‘Share of multiple-mandate holders’ (Share of MMH), we can see that, as
expected and in line with hypothesis 1, the mean score in the TLC index is
lower when 55% of the councillors hold more than one mandate compared to
when a much smaller share of the councillors (2%) hold several mandates.
The difference is approximately five points on the scale from 0 to 100.

Looking at the other main treatments, we can also see that trust is
about four points lower when the council consists largely of
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Table 1. Mean scores for main effects and relevant combinations.
Trust in local council

Main effects Mean SE 95% Cl

Share of multiple-mandate holders

Two percent (0) 61.00 0.95 59.14 62.87
55% (1) 55.78 0.91 53.99 57.56
Political experience

Experienced (0) 60.41 0.93 58.59 62.23
Inexperienced (1) 56.30 0.94 54.46 58.14
Ideological composition

Left (0) 56.80 1.01 54.82 58.78
Right (1) 59.93 0.86 58.25 61.62
Ideological alignment

No (0) 54.09 0.97 52.19 55.99
Yes (1) 64.47 0.91 62.68 66.26
Combinations

Two percent#Experienced 63.72 1.26 61.25 66.20
Two percentitinexperienced 57.99 1.42 55.19 60.78
55%#Experienced 56.85 134 54.22 59.49
55%#tInexperienced 54.76 1.23 52.33 57.19
Two percent#No ideological alignment 56.21 1.39 53.46 58.95
Two percentildeological alignment 68.03 1.26 65.54 70.52
55%#No ideological alignment 52.10 1.34 49.46 54.74
55%#tldeological alignment 61.05 1.27 58.54 63.56

Table 2. ANOVA model including only relevant interaction terms.
Trust in local council

Source (df) Partial SS MS F Prob>F Effect size
Model (6) 3724.8 6206.8 16.6 0.000 0.104
Share of MMH (1) 6065.6 6065.6 16.3 0.000 0.019
Political experience (1) 5345.4 5345.4 14.3 0.000 0.016
Ideological composition (1) 1195.9 1195.9 3.21 0.074 0.004
Ideological alignment (1) 21315.8 21315.8 57.2 0.000 0.062
ShareMMH#experience (1) 46.7 460.7 1.24 0.267 0.001
ShareMMH#ideolog.align. (1) 4121 4121 1.10 0.294 0.001
Residual (859) 320373.1 373.0

Total (865) 357613.9 4134

Effects sizes are partial eta. Significant results (p < 0.05) are bolded.

inexperienced politicians, and that respondents are somewhat less
trusting (by around three points) when a majority of the council leans
more to the left. Furthermore, we can see that the mean TLC score is
over 10 points greater when there is ideological alignment between the
respondent and the council. A glance at the combinations in the lower
end of the table, meanwhile, reveals that the difference in means across
the ‘Share of MMH’ treatment seems to be the greatest when a large
majority of the councillors are experienced politicians and when there
is ideological alignment, findings which contradict our hypotheses 2
and 3.
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Figure 1. Direct effects of multiple-mandate holding, political experience, ideological
composition, and ideological alignment on trust in local council (95% Cl).

Next, we move on to Table 2, which shows the results from a factorial
ANOVA, in order to find out if the previously observed differences across
treatments are significant or not. Only the relevant interaction terms were
included in this model in order to save space. A full factorial ANOVA model
with all possible interactions can, however, be found in Table S5 in
Appendix A.

From Table 2 we can see that the effects of ‘Share of MMH'’ (F(1, 859) = 16.3,
P =.000), ‘Political experience’ (F(1, 859) =14.3, P=.000), and ‘ldeological
alignment’ (F(1, 859)=57.2, P=.000) are all highly significant. ‘Ideological
composition’, meanwhile, is non-significant (F(1, 859) = 3.21, P = .074) follow-
ing the standard threshold of statistical significance. Figure 1 illustrates all
four direct effects.

While the difference in TLC score across our ‘Share of MMH' treatment is
only around five points on a scale from 0 to 100, and can hence be viewed as
rather wealk, it is still highly significant and consistent across different models.

In Figure 2, we show the results concerning the conditional effects of the
extent of MMH depending on political experience and ideological alignment.

As we can see in Table 2, both the interaction between ‘Share of
MMH’ and ‘Political experience’ (F(1, 859) = 1.24, P =.267)° and the one
between the former and ‘Ideological alignment’ (F(1, 859)=1.10, P
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Figure 2. Differences in effect of multiple-mandate holding across political experience
and ideological alignment (95% Cl).

=.294) are non-significant. Furthermore, Figure 2 would have us believe
that the effect of MMH can mainly be found when the council is
generally more experienced and in line with the respondent’s ideologi-
cal direction, which, as previously stated, contradicts our two latter
hypotheses. In conclusion, we can only find support for our first
hypothesis.

Robustness tests

Several tests were performed in order to ensure the robustness of our results.
First, we checked that the results are not model specific by testing ANOVA
models where we only included direct effects, including a model with only
our main treatment of interest, ‘Share of MMH’, and models where we
included all possible interactions. Tables S2-S5 in Appendix A demonstrate
that our results are not driven by model specification.

Second, gender, age, and education were added as controls to our base-
line model from Table 2. From the results, which are reported in Table S6 in
Appendix A, we can see that there is no substantive change from our original
model. Third, we also ran the same model using the three different outcome
measures used to construct the TLC index as separate dependent variables.
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As can be seen from Table S7 in Appendix A, this had no substantive impact
on our conclusions.

Fourth, we included attention checks to see whether any missing or weak
effects could be due to non-attentive respondents. We asked three multiple-
choice questions asking respondents what they were shown for each of the
three treatments. We included three possible answers (two for the ideology
treatment), of which one was correct, and a ‘don’t know’ option to reduce the
number of respondents who guessed the correct answer without remember-
ing. Table S8 in Appendix A shows the distribution of answers across the
attention checks. About 76% of the respondents answered correctly on the
question regarding the share of multiple-mandate holders, while around 66%
answered correctly on all three questions. If we restrict our analysis to only
those who answered correctly on our multiple-mandates related question on
one hand and those who got all correct on the other hand, we get similar
substantial results as in our previous models. However, the results, which are
reported in Table S9 in Appendix A, also suggest that the effect of ‘Share of
MMH' is even greater in these cases. If we only look at the difference in means
across this treatment for those who answered correctly, we can see that it lies
around seven points on the 0-100 scale.

Fifth, we checked for treatment heterogeneity across several different
factors such as attitude towards MMH, gender, education, age, and political
trust, however none of these interaction terms came close to being signifi-
cant. Still, the results suggest that, as one could have expected, the effect of
MMH on trust is stronger among those who support limiting mandate hold-
ing to a maximum of one or two mandates. Finally, we also tried using
statistical weights, but this did not affect our main conclusion regarding H1.”

Discussion and limitations

As shown by our main findings, a substantial presence of MMH among the
elected representatives in our hypothetical local council does indeed seem to
have a deteriorating impact on trust in said council. This finding is in line with
earlier statements and findings in the literature, suggesting that people
generally prefer having councillors that focus wholeheartedly on their
responsibilities as a local councillor and do not hoard power (Frangois 2013;
Navarro 2009; Van de Voorde 2019b). Moreover, by confirming our first
hypothesis, we also add support to the previous scholarship that have
suggested that the increasing professionalisation of politics could be part of
the explanation for rising anti-political sentiments (Fawcett and Corbett
2018).

No significant moderating effects were found between our main vari-
able of interest, the share of multiple-mandate holders, and political
experience or ideological alignment. We were thus able to confirm only
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the first of our three hypotheses. Furthermore, any evidence of an inter-
action between these variables pointed in a reversed direction from the
one we hypothesised, namely that the effect of MMH is in fact weaker
when a majority of the councillors are inexperienced, and stronger when
there is ideological alignment. One possible interpretation for this is that
MMH mainly matters as an assessment factor when all other factors are in
line with the preferences of the citizen, i.e., the council consists of experi-
enced politicians and there is ideological alignment (mainly to the left). In
other words, a ‘bad’ council is still considered bad, irrespective of the
number of cumulards. Another possibility in the case of political experi-
ence is that inexperienced politicians might be judged as less likely to be
entangled in corruption-enabling networks, which in turn might alleviate
fears of corruption. Moreover, and especially during what has become
referred to as a populist-era in politics across liberal democracies (Norris
and Inglehart 2019), political experience might even become perceived as
a political disadvantage during elections (Porter and Steelman 2023).
However, due to the previously mentioned lack of significance, we are
unable to confirm these findings. While both political experience and
ideological alignment, to the left at least, seem to have a positive impact
on political trust, ideological composition by itself seems to matter very
little. We interpret this as a positive finding as it indicates that trust
evaluations have not become polarised in Finland, at least not at the
local level.

There are several noteworthy limitations with our study that need to be
addressed. First, our vignette experiment took place solely in Finland,
a country known for its relatively high levels of political trust (Séderlund
2019), and we cannot guarantee that similar results can be found elsewhere.
Hence, the extent to which we are comfortable with generalising our findings
is somewhat limited. Secondly, while we can conclude that MMH, or at least
the extent of it, has a negative impact on political trust, we cannot say much
about the exact causal mechanism through which this process works. Finally,
this study has focused on the so-called vertical cumul while ignoring the fact
that politicians often tend to hold several different offices and assignments
on the same level (so-called horizontal cumul, see Van de Voorde 2019b, 24).
In short, it is evident that much more research is needed.

Conclusions

Our findings contribute with shedding new light on a controversial practice
which we believe deserves closer empirical scrutiny: mandate-accumulation
among elected representatives. This is, as far as we are aware, the first study
to examine the effects of mandate-accumulation on political trust.
Furthermore, it contributes to a relatively meagre literature investigating
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how the composition of the local government can engender or impede trust
formation, which has in previous studies largely focused on descriptive
representation (see e.g., Ulbig 2007).

In this ongoing populist-era in democratic politics (Norris and
Inglehart 2019), with populist rhetoric framing, what they refer to as,
the political elites as power-grabbing, corrupt and anti-democratic, the
practice of mandate-accumulation could be used as an argument in
favour of their binary worldview (Roberts 2022, 698). Hence, the spread
of this practice could potentially reinforce an already worrying devel-
opment of increasingly negative sentiments shown towards politicians
(Citrin and Stoker 2018; Hetherington and Rudolph 2015). As Haveri
(2015, 137) argued, the capacity of a political regime to remain legit-
imate amongst the population is a vital issue. Hence, politicians should
be wise not to ignore the potential long-term consequences of prac-
tices that enables the population to start questioning the legitimacy of
a regime.

Notes

1. Multiple-mandate holding can be classified as either vertical or horizontal
(Van de Voorde 2019a), where the former refers to the stacking of political
positions on several tiers of government simultaneously in local, regional,
national and/or supranational assemblies, while the latter refers to the
accumulation of several unelected positions beside the elected mandate. In
this paper, we refer to the vertical variant when discussing the phenomenon
of MMH.

2. Administered by the Social Science Institute at Abo Akademi University as part
of the Finnish Research Infrastructure for Public Opinion (FIRIPO).

3. This type of study does not require ethical approval according to the guidelines
of Finnish National Board on Research Integrity when participants give
informed consent, and the study does not violate physical integrity, does not
involve minors, does not expose participants to exceptionally strong stimuli,
and does not cause harm or a safety risk for participants or their families
(https://tenk.fi/en/ethical-review/ethical-review-human-sciences).

4. The sample comprised originally of 1003 respondents, however in order to
ensure data quality, we excluded 14 respondents who completed the survey in
under one minute. The composition of the sample was not affected by this
procedure.

5. Information on the characteristics of our sample and the general population is
found in Table S1 in Appendix A. Our study was preregistered for the hypoth-
eses, data collection and analyses at https://osf.io/4zngb?view_only=
03c7b3039ae14b78a5c1fb533537f9c0 and deviations from the preregistration
are noted in Appendix B.

6. The corresponding numbers are F(1, 985) = 1.93, P=.166, if we only include the
interaction between ‘Share of MMH'’ and ‘Political experience’ in the model.

7. Results not shown here, but available upon request.


https://tenk.fi/en/ethical-review/ethical-review-human-sciences
https://osf.io/4znqb?view_only=03c7b3039ae14b78a5c1fb533537f9c0
https://osf.io/4znqb?view_only=03c7b3039ae14b78a5c1fb533537f9c0
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