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A little less concentration, a little more actors, please?

Exploring the relationship between populist attitudes and
perceptions of concentration of political power practices

Thomas Karv @@ and Fredrik Malmberg

Department of Humanities and Social Sciences (HSV), Mid Sweden University, Sundsvall, Sweden

ABSTRACT KEYWORDS
Demand-side studies of populism, adapting a citizen perspective, Multiple-mandate-holding;
have grown exponentially during the last decade as a result of a populist attitudes;
growing political and academic concern over the potential effects representational pluralism;
of populism on the political system. Nevertheless, how populist ~ PoPulism; public opinion
attitudes at the citizen level are related to actual proposals for

system-change is a surprisingly neglected research topic. One such

proposal concerns the future of multiple-mandate-holding (MMH),

ie. the simultaneous exercise of at least two directly elected

political functions, a controversial practice in many parts of Europe.

By utilizing cross-sectional panel data gathered in Finland in 2022-

2023, a country characterized by extensive MMH among Members

of Parliament, this study seeks to explore whether and how populist

attitudes are related to the idea of representational pluralism in the

political system, defined as the level of diversity among directly

elected political representatives active within the political system.

Using statistical analyses, we confirm our hypothesis that stronger

populist attitudes are clearly associated with weaker support for

MMH in general and stronger support for limiting the scope of

MMH specifically. Our findings contribute to the theory-building of

demand-side populism by showing that populist attitudes are also

associated with the idea of representational pluralism.

Introduction

With populist parties constituting established actors across Europe, there are good
reasons to explore what kind of political system their supporters actually want. Are
there, for instance, aspects of the political system that populist supporters would like
to change? Using populist attitudes, reflecting the extent to which individuals are popu-
lists themselves (Marcos-Marne, Gil de Zuniga, and Borah 2023, 294), has enabled scholars
to empirically explore these types of questions, by first identifying the supporters of popu-
list parties to thereafter assess how they relate to various aspects of the political system.
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The theoretical assumption underlying demand-side research of populism is that populism
is considered an ideational phenomenon, reflecting a set of beliefs about the people and
the elite, which allows researchers to characterize something as more or less populist
(Hawkins, Rovira Kaltwasser, and Andreadis 2020, 284). Thus far, demand-side research
on populism has come to broadly focus on the characteristics and political behaviour of
populist citizens, showing them to be increasingly dissatisfied with politics (Bowler et al.
2017; Zaslove and Meijers 2024), less supportive of democratic norms (Bos, Wichgers,
and van Spanje 2023) and more likely to vote for populist parties (Geurkink et al. 2020;
Van Hauwaert and Van Kessel 2018). Surprisingly, very few demand-side studies of popu-
lism have thus far explored how populist citizens relates to various political practices part
of the political system (but see Ellenbroek, Meijers, and Krouwel 2023).

Multiple-mandate-holding (henceforth MMH)", in this study defined as the simul-
taneous exercise of at least two directly elected political functions (Van de Voorde
2019a, 133), is an established political practice deeply embedded in many political
systems across Europe around which there is surprisingly little research (but see Arter
and Soderlund 2023; Frangois 2006, 2013; Karv and Malmberg 2022, 2023; Malmberg
and Karv 2024a; Navarro 2009; Van de Voorde 2019a, 2019b). According to Van de
Voorde (2019a), MMH is present in at least 16 West-European countries, including
France, Belgium, Germany, Sweden and Finland, and should therefore be considered as
a widespread modus operandi among elected officials across Europe. In Finland and
Sweden, taking two examples, it is possible for a Member of Parliament (MP) to be sim-
ultaneously elected at both the local-, regional — and national levels, contributing to a
situation where political power can be accumulated into the hands of so-called ‘super
politicians’.? In turn decreasing the extent of what we refer to as representational plural-
ism, defined as the level of diversity among directly elected political representatives active
within the political system. As MMH is a political practice that enables the concentration
of political power into the hands of a small ‘elite within the elite’ (Navarro 2009, 18), wide-
spread MMH constitutes an obvious obstacle for introducing a greater level of represen-
tational pluralism into the political system. Pluralism, together with elitism, are considered
as opposites to populism (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014, 1327) but whether, and
how, populist attitudes matter for preferences about increasing the levels of represen-
tational pluralism among political actors active in the political system has, to our knowl-
edge, not been previously explored.

Our study examines the relationship between populist attitudes and citizens” opinions
about a practice that limits the extent of representational pluralism within the political
system: MMH. The guiding research question that this study seeks to answer is sub-
sequently whether there is an association at the individual-level between populist —
and MMH-attitudes. By exploring this relationship in Finland, a country where MMH is
considered an integral part of the political culture (Arter and Soderlund 2023), this
study contributes to the extensive, and growing, research field about potential effects
for the functioning of representative political systems derived from populist sentiments
(see here also Christensen and Setédla 2024; Liders et al. 2021). By utilizing cross-sectional
survey data from a citizen panel gathered 2022-2023 in Finland, where a new govern-
ment tier with another directly elected political assembly has recently been established
and where the pros and cons of MMH have been discussed in the media (Malmberg
and Karv 2024a; Palonen 2022), we have arguably an ideal case for exploring this
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particular research question. Besides an empirical contribution, this study also makes a
significant contribution to the theory-building on demand-side populism by improving
our knowledge about the relationship between populist sentiments and representational
pluralism (see here also Ellenbroek, Meijers, and Krouwel 2023). Next, we present an over-
view of the main arguments used in favour and against MMH.

Multiple-mandate-holding across Europe

MMH is a widespread practice used by politicians across Europe but is also considered as
constituting a highly controversial practice, with both ordinary citizens and politicians
generally opposing the practice when asked in surveys (Francois 2013; Karv and Malm-
berg 2023; Malmberg and Karv 2024a). MMH permits politicians to accumulate political
power by accumulating concurrent political mandates while it simultaneously functions
as an obstacle for introducing greater representational pluralism into the political
system. The main arguments in favour of MMH has been that it creates a direct link
across institutional levels and contributes to political professionalization, in turn contri-
buting to higher political efficiency. Moreover, in candidate-centred electoral system it
is considered essential for smaller political parties to use their most popular politicians
as candidates during elections in order to maximize their electoral prospects (Arter and
Soderlund 2023). On the other hand, the main arguments against MMH are that it
creates a situation where it is more challenging for new candidates to get elected,
blurs accountability between institutional levels, contributes to increasing the risk of
conflicts of interest and concentrates political power (Frangois 2006; Navarro 2009; Van
de Voorde 2019a, 2019b). Additionally, MMH might further add to the negative percep-
tion of politicians, as it can arguably reinforce some citizens’ image of politicians as dis-
honest, corrupt and self-serving (Medvic 2013). If MMH is regarded ‘as a symbol of corrup-
tion and favouritism’ (Van de Voorde 2019b, 72), limiting MMH can be perceived as a con-
crete option for policymakers to improve the image of politics in general. Consequently,
some countries have decided to limit the extent of MMH (i.e. France, Ireland) while the
European Parliament (EP) has also since 2002 banned Members of the European Parlia-
ment (MEPs) from simultaneously holding national office.

Populism and populist individuals

Populism is, and will most likely remain, a somewhat disputed concept (see Hunger and
Paxton 2022 for overview). According to Canovan (1999), populism thrives from the
tension spurred from the gap between what she calls the ‘redemptive’ and the ‘pragmatic’
faces of democracy, where the notion of ‘people power’ lies at the centre of the former
while the latter is embodied by specific elite institutions and practices meant to ensure
the efficient and stable functioning of modern democracies. From this perspective, popu-
lism can be considered as a revolt against the ‘pragmatic’ faces of democracy in the
name of ‘people power. However, demand-side studies of populism tend to proceed
from an ideational understanding of populism, considering populism as a thin ideology
(Mudde 2004; Stanley 2008) that can also become a more thick-centred ideology when
combined with more complete ideologies like nativism or socialism (Schulz et al. 2018,
317). From an ideational perspective populism is considered as a set of ideas based on
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an antagonistic relationship between the ‘pure people’ and the ‘corrupt elite, the sover-
eignty of the people and a belief that politics should be an expression of the general will
(Mudde 2004; Zaslove et al. 2021, 729). In line with this definition, populism is considered
to revolve around three main ideas: anti-pluralism, anti-elitism and people-centrism (Mudde
2004), which adds to the notion of politics, and societies, as divided into ‘good’ and ‘evil’
(Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014, 1327; Elchardus and Spruyt 2016, 113; Mudde 2004).

Demand-side studies of populism put the electorate at the centre of attention, in con-
trast to supply-side research on populism that tends to focus on research questions
related to populist leaders and populist parties (see Barta, Boda, and Szikra 2020; Caiani
and Graziano 2022; Meijers and Zaslove 2021; S6derlund and Grénlund 2024; Vachudova
2021). There is a growing consensus within this research field that individuals can possess
stronger or weaker populist attitudes (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014; Spruyt,
Keppens, and van Droogenbroeck 2016; Van Hauwaert and Van Kessel 2018). Accordingly,
these populist attitudes can also be captured by assessing how citizens relate to various
aspects associated with the three main features of populism (Bos, Wichgers, and van
Spanje 2023, 854; Elchardus and Spruyt 2016; Van Hauwaert, Schimpf, and Azevedo
2020, 3). In short, ‘voters with stronger populist attitudes embrace the populist set of
ideas more than voters with weaker populist attitudes’ (Bos, Wichgers, and van Spanje
2023, 854) and are thus more likely to perceive the world through a populist ‘lens’
(Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2017). From an ideational perspective, politics is thus per-
ceived as a constant struggle between ‘good’ and ‘evil’ instead of as a competition
between various, and legitimate, political ideas (Hawkins and Rovira Kaltwasser 2017;
Marcos-Marne, Gil de Zuniga, and Borah 2023, 294; Mudde 2004).

Previous scholarship on demand-side populism has shown that included in a populist
worldview is also a deep distrust of politics, less political tolerance, and a rejection of
party-based politics (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014; Bos, Wichgers, and van
Spanje 2023; Van Hauwaert and Van Kessel 2018), considered to be derived from a
growing frustration and disappointment with the current state of democracy (Oesch
2008; Ramiro 2016; Rovira Kaltwasser and Van Hauwaert 2020; Van Hauwaert and Van
Kessel 2018). Consequently, it is unsurprising that stronger populist attitudes are also
associated with support for democratic innovations such as referendums (Jacobs 2024;
Jacobs, Akkerman, and Zaslove 2018; Pilet et al. 2023; Trudinger and Bachtiger 2023;
Zaslove et al. 2021; but see Bowler et al. 2017), but surprisingly not for the use of an
equally people-centric democratic innovation, citizen initiatives (Christensen and Setala
2024). However, studies have also shown that populist individuals tend to support
democracy as much as non-populist individuals (Rovira Kaltwasser and Van Hauwaert
2020; Spierings and Zaslove 2017; Zaslove and Meijers 2024), and according to some
studies even more than non-populists (Zaslove et al. 2021). In essence, populist individ-
uals tend to support democracy but are increasingly disappointed with how democracy
works and should subsequently be more open to proposals for democracy reform, e.g.
reforms of the core democratic rules (Bedock et al. 2023, 661).

Multiple-mandate-holding and populist attitudes

When perceiving populism as a thin ideology with three defining features, MMH-attitudes
can be directly related to both the anti-elitism and anti-pluralism features of populism. As
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MMH could be perceived as a way for the political elites to concentrate power in the
hands of the few (Navarro 2009), opposing MMH should be in line with an anti-elitist sen-
timent. However, as MMH also limits the extent of representational pluralism, supporting
it could equally be in line with an anti-pluralist sentiment (Katsambekis 2020). However,
here it is crucial to differentiate between anti-pluralism as it is usually defined in the popu-
lism literature and the concept of representational pluralism that we use in this study. The
concept of anti-pluralism includes both the norms and institutional structures upholding
a politically diverse political environment in democracies, such as ‘compromise, mediating
institutional bodies, and procedures that ensures, most notably, minority rights’ (Akker-
man, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014, 1327). According to the populist view about the supre-
macy of majority rule and that politics should function as an expression of the general
will (Mudde 2004, 562), it is essentially these pluralist features of a political system that
populists are expected to oppose. What we here choose to refer to as representational
pluralism, e.g. the level of diversity among directly elected political representatives
active within the political system, is equally something which populists could be expected
to oppose using the same arguments. However, the idea of diversifying political power
among more political representatives could also be attractive for populists as it should
theoretically limit the power of the political elites, speaking directly to the anti-elitist
feature of populism.

In support of this argument, a study by Ellenbroek, Meijers, and Krouwel (2023) showed
populist attitudes being positively associated with preferences for greater party pluralism,
e.g. inclusion of more political parties in the parliament. Finally, studies have also found
populist attitudes to be positively associated with support for deliberative methods
(Zaslove et al. 2021), considered to be inherently pluralist as it is a process where listening
to others and compromise-seeking are considered essential aspects (Bachtiger et al.
2018). The few studies that have explored MMH-attitudes from a citizen perspective
have noted that most citizens are negatively inclined towards it (Francois 2013; Karv
and Malmberg 2022; Malmberg and Karv 2024a), including active politicians (Karv and
Malmberg 2023, 89). Moreover, the presence of MMH among politicians in the local gov-
ernment has also been shown to negatively affect trust in the local government among
the local population (Malmberg and Karv 2024a). We therefore suggest that among citi-
zens with higher levels of populist attitudes MMH is considered a political practice that
excludes fair political competition simultaneously as it makes it possible for members
of the political elite to monopolize political power into the hands of the few. We therefore
present our hypothesis accordingly:

Hypothesis: Citizens with stronger populist attitudes tend to be more negatively dis-
posed towards the practice of MMH and more willing to limit it.

Next, we continue with introducing Finland as a case study before we present our
research design and survey data.

Research design and data

MMH is considered a standard practice among Finnish MPs (Arter 2021: 350; see also
Sandberg 2014) and has been described as something ‘deeply embedded in the
Finnish political culture’ (Arter and Soderlund 2023, 82). One reason for this is the candi-
date-centeredness of the compulsory preferential voting system used in Finland (Arter
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and Soderlund 2023; Karlsson 2018; Sandberg 2014), since preferential voting has been
demonstrated to favour incumbents and other notable candidates (Dewoghélaére,
Berton, and Navarro 2006; Navarro 2009). In 2022, Finland also held elections for a new
regional government tier of 21 so-called ‘welfare districts’ (Finnish: hyvinvointialueet)
based on historic counties, responsible for organizing social and welfare services. This
has created a situation where it is possible for Finnish MPs to hold directly elected political
offices at up to three different institutional levels simultaneously, creating a similar situ-
ation as in neighbouring Sweden where the tradition of MMH is although considered
to be considerably weaker than in Finland (Karlsson 2017). Following the 2022 regional
elections, this has resulted in a situation where over 50% of the Finnish MPs at the
time held a triple mandate and almost 90% held at minimum a dual mandate (Karv
and Malmberg 2023, 84).

Arguably, Finland could be considered as constituting an ideal case for exploring
potential predictors for MMH-attitudes. In Finland, MMH is considered an integral part
of the political culture while the recent introduction of another institutional level, with
an associated directly elected political assembly, has made the extent of MMH considered
to be even exceptional in an international comparison (Arter and Séderlund 2023, 97).
Moreover, MMH was also being widely discussed by the national media leading up to
the first regional elections in 2022 (Malmberg and Karv 2024a; Palonen 2022, 148), indi-
cating that the extent of MMH has also become an issue about which the public is
aware and, potentially, concerned. Consequently, this should have made the survey
respondents more familiar with the concept of MMH at the time of the surveys and there-
fore more likely to have formed reasonably well-grounded opinions on the matter, in sum
making Finland an ideal case for our research purpose. For our particular research
purpose, we would also argue that Finland constitutes what has been called an
‘outcome case’, i.e. a case that maximizes variation on the outcome of interest (Gerring
and Cojocaru 2016, 398), in this case MMH-attitudes (see also Karv and Malmberg 2023).

The survey data used in this study was collected during 2022-2023 in two separate
survey waves from a citizen panel, administered by the Social Science Research Institute
at Abo Akademi University, Finland. In the first wave, when the data used for our depen-
dent variables was collected, the panel consisted of 4200 Finnish citizens, with 60%
recruited through random selection procedures and the rest by advertising on social
media. The first wave was sent out in the autumn of 2022-1600 respondents, of which
62% responded.® Due to the fact that the City of Helsinki and the Aland Islands are respon-
sible of organizing their own health, social and rescue services, and consequently lack
directly elected welfare district councils and triple-mandate holding ‘super politicians’,
we decided to exclude respondents from these two areas from the data collection. The
second wave, which included among other things the items used to construct the popu-
list index (see discussion below), was sent out in the spring of 2023 to the same respon-
dents, of which around 80% responded, leading to some attrition in our final number of
observations.

In order to explore our hypothesis, three survey items related to MMH-attitudes will
constitute our dependent variables. The first two items are directly measuring general
perceptions about MMH as a concept. The first survey item we use is formulated as follow-
ing: How good or bad do you consider it to be when municipality - or city council
members run for office in regional elections?* The second survey item we use is
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formulated as follows: How good or bad do you consider it to be when members of parlia-
ment run for office in local - and regional elections?” Both survey items have a response
scale going from 0 = A very bad thing to 10 = A very good thing. As there is a high level of
internal correlation between these two variables (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.81), we created an
index variable reflecting a general evaluation of MMH (MMH-perception) by calculating
the mean value of the two items on a scale from 0 to 1. The third survey item related
to MMH-attitudes originates from a previous Finnish survey conducted by the Finnish
Business and Policy Forum (EVA, Haavisto and Rother 2022), and is formulated as
follows: Politicians can be simultaneously holding political offices at different levels.
Should this possibility be limited? Response options are here: Yes, one office at the
time; Yes, two at the most simultaneously, No, but the presence of politicians in
different offices should be reported more transparently, No, it would be against the
democratic ideal to limit the number of offices (see Appendix A1 for distribution of depen-
dent variable items).° In the analyses, we will treat this as a binary variable (MMH-limit),
reflecting whether the respondent would be open to limit MMH (Yes, one office at the
time or Yes, two at the most simultaneously) or not (No, but the presence of politicians
in different offices should be reported more transparently or No, it would be against
the democratic ideal to limit the number of offices).

The main independent variable of the study concerns populist attitudes. The growing
scholarly interest in demand-side populism has coincided with researchers starting to
utilize various types of populist attitude-indices for capturing populist sentiments in a
population (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014; Castanho Silva et al. 2020; Hawkins,
Rovira Kaltwasser, and Andreadis 2020; Schulz et al. 2018), offering various solutions for
operationalizing and measuring such an abstract theoretical concept like populist atti-
tudes. Previous studies have predominately tended to measure populist attitudes by con-
structing indices of survey items reflecting statements about elements related to the
three core features of populism: anti-elitism, anti-pluralism and people-centrism. Depend-
ing on the research purpose, survey items related to these features are either divided into
several indices, for instance separating between items measuring anti-pluralism or anti-
elitism (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014; Christensen and Setéald 2024) or combined
into a single populist index (Akkerman, Zaslove, and Spruyt 2017; Hawkins, Rovira Kalt-
wasser and Andreadis 2020; Lindholm and Rapeli 2023; Van Hauwaert and Van Kessel
2018; Zaslove et al. 2021). In a European comparison, it should also be noted that
Finland is characterized by the relatively low levels of populist attitudes (Jungkunz,
Fahey, and Hino 2021).

In the surveys used in this study, several items were included that asked the respon-
dents to reflect upon various statements related to the three core features of populism.
Firstly, anti-elitism can be argued to constitute the core of populist attitudes (Wuttke,
Schimpf, and Schoen 2020, 358) and we consider the statements ‘most politicians don
't care about the people’, ‘politicians are the main problem in Finland’, ‘most politicians
care only about the rich and powerful’ and ‘most politicians are trustworthy’ to primarily
capture various anti-elitist sentiments (Christensen and Setala 2024; Lindholm and Rapeli
2023). Secondly, for populists ‘compromise is impossible, as it corrupts the purity’, as
noted by Mudde (2004, 544), and we argue that the statement ‘making compromises
in politics is really just selling out on one’s principles’ mainly captures the anti-pluralism
feature of populism. We do, however, acknowledge that the item is arguably also related
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to the anti-elitism feature of populism (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014; Christensen
and Setala 2024). Thirdly, we argue that the people-centrism feature is captured by the
statement ‘the people, and not the politicians, should make the most important policy
decisions’, directly relating to the populist understanding that politics should be an
expression of the general will (Mudde 2004, 543). In order to obtain construct validity, a
measurement derived from an ideational understanding of populism should capture all
of the three main components (Meijers and Zaslove 2021, 375) and we consequently
decided to construct a populist index consisting of these six survey items. It should still
be noted that there is an apparent imbalance in the index, as a majority of the items
included are arguably closest related to the anti-elitist feature of populism. However,
that anti-elite items constitute the main part of a populist index is not uncommon (see
Hawkins, Rovira Kaltwasser and Andreadis 2020; Lindholm and Rapeli 2023) and we do
not consider it to affect the usefulness of the populist index as an analytical tool for
our research purpose.”

For each of these statements, the respondents were asked to indicate their agreement
with the statement on a Likert scale from 1 to 5, where 1 represents ‘completely agree’
and 5 ‘disagree completely’. Here all items were subsequently coded so that higher
values express stronger populist attitudes (see Appendix B1 for distribution of populist
items and Appendix C1 for response distribution). The populist index was then created
by simply adding the rest of the items together and calculating the mean value for
each respondent on a scale of 0-1. However, we also tried alternative strategies for con-
structing the index, such as constructing it based on the factor loadings, but this did not
affect our results in any substantial way.

In order to control for the effect of actually voting for a populist party, we include a
dummy variable based on party preferences. Following the 2023 parliamentary elections,
there are nine political parties represented in the parliament (Eduskunta). The current
right-wing government-coalition is led by the National Coalition Party (Kokoomus, KOK)
and further includes Finns Party (Perussuomalaiset, PS), Swedish People’s Party of
Finland (Svenska Folkpartiet, SFP) and Christian Democrats (Suomen Kristillisdemokraatit,
KD). The current opposition consists of three parties on the center-left, including the
Social Democratic Party of Finland (Suomen Sosialidemokraattinen Puolue, SDP), Green
League (Vihred Liitto, VIHR) and Left Alliance (Vasemmistoliitto, VAS). Additionally,
Centre Party (Suomen Keskusta, KESK) is a traditional agrarian party while Movement
Now (Liike Nyt, LIIK), having one sole representative in parliament, can be referred to
as being situated on centre-right on the ideological scale. Of the nine parties currently
represented in parliament there is only one, PS, that we refer to as constituting a populist
party. More specifially, scholars tends to define PS as a populist radical right party (PRRP)
(Arter 2024; Jungar and Jupskas 2014; Soderlund and Gronlund 2024; Zulianello 2020),
thus considered to be part of the most successful new party family to have emerged in
Europe since 1945 (Mudde 2014, 217). PRRPs tend to call for systematic changes in the
political system, urging the people to take back power from the political elites and
reform democratic procedures (Best 2020; Castanho Silva and Wratil 2023; Mudde and
Rovira Kaltwasser 2017; Rooduijn 2014; Zaslove et al. 2021), making it likely to find a con-
nection between PS-support and MMH-attitudes.

Since the 2011 national parliamentary elections, when PS under the leadership of Timo
Soini managed to increase their vote share from 4.1% in 2007 to 19.1%, PS is considered
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an integral part of the Finnish party system. Ever since, PS has been among the three
largest parties in each of the following national parliamentary elections (2015, 2019
and 2023), also being earlier included in a government coalition (2015-2017). Many
voters are drawn to PS due to disappointment with Finnish politics and subsequently
also want to change the direction of public policies in some crucial areas, such as immi-
gration-, environmental- and EU policies (Poyet and Raunio 2021, 823; Soderlund and
Gronlund 2024; Soderlund 2023). Accordingly, PS-voters tend to express the lowest
levels of external efficacy (Rapeli 2023) and political trust (Malmberg 2023) among the
main party supporters. Finally, it is worth noting that PS was the political party with
highest share of triple mandate-holders (71.4%) among the main parties, this relative
to their total number of MPs after the establishment of the new regional government
tier (Karv and Malmberg 2023, 85).2

In our statistical analyses, we further control for several individual-level factors that we
expect to potentially influence MMH-attitudes. Populist attitudes have been shown to be
associated with higher levels of political interest (Bernhard and Hanggli 2018; Van Hau-
waert and Van Kessel 2018) and lower levels of political trust (Geurkink et al. 2020) and
we therefore include variables measuring political interest and political trust. Political
trust directly relates to the anti-elite feature of populism by reflecting an opposition to
the ‘corrupt elite’ (Geurkink et al. 2020, 250). Subsequently, political trust items are regu-
larly included in studies exploring populist voting showing that lower political trust pre-
dicts a higher tendency for populist voting, albeit with the effect of political trust varying
across the ideological spectrum (Akkerman, Zaslove, and Spruyt 2017; Geurkink et al.
2020; Van Hauwaert and Van Kessel 2018). Furthermore, previous studies show that
when included as independent variables in statistical models explaining voting behaviour
or political attitudes populist attitudes and political trust tends to have similar effects
(Geurkink et al. 2020; Zaslove et al. 2021). The political interest variable is on a four-
point scale from low to high level of political interest, while we created an index variable
based of four survey items measuring trust in various political objects (government, par-
liament, political parties and politicians), measured on an 11-point scale, where 0 indicates
the lowest trust and 10 indicates the highest trust (Cronbach’s alpha: 0.94).° Furthermore,
we include variables for education, gender, age, community and ideological self-place-
ment on the left-right scale. In Finland, previous studies have shown political attitudes
to vary depending on where respondents live (Karv and Malmberg 2022; Karv, Lindell,
and Rapeli 2022; Malmberg and Karv 2024b), making it a valid contextual aspect to
also account for in these analyses (see Appendix D3 for descriptive statistics of variables).
All variables were recoded to vary between 0 and 1 in order to increase comparability.

Results

We begin with conducting a descriptive analysis describing the relationship between our
variables measuring MMH-attitudes and our independent and control variables, showing
both types of MMH-attitudes to vary extensively across the different subgroups (see
Table 1). Among the political parties, it is noteworthy that the PS-supporters are clearly
the most negative towards MMH among the main party supporters (see Appendix D4).

Before proceeding with the explanatory analyses, we control for the risk of multicolli-
nearity between our variables. The risk for multicollinearity is obvious, as political trust,
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Table 1. MMH-attitudes across sub-groups.

MMH-perception MMH-limit (%)

Variable Categories Mean No Yes
Total 0.44 (0.22) 493 50.7
Populist index High (0.5-1.0) 0.30 (0.22) 35.0 65.0
Low (0-0.49) 0.51 (0.20) 53.2 46.8
PRRP-voting Yes 0.36 (0.22) 26.7 733
No 0.44 (0.23) 47.6 52.4
Political interest High (somewhat/very interested) 0.42 (0.23) 45.0 55.0
Low (not at all/not very interested) 0.43 (0.23) 42.2 57.8
Political trust index High (0.5-1.0) 0.50 (0.20) 55.2 448
Low (0-0.49) 0.29 (0.21) 28.2 71.8
Gender Male 0.40 (0.23) 39.8 60.2
Female 0.45 (0.22) 48.7 513
Education Primary 0.42 (0.22) 46.8 53.2
Secondary 0.42 (0.23) 40.8 59.2
Tertiary 0.43 (0.22) 47.5 525
Age 18-29 0.44 (0.18) 52.7 473
30-39 0.41 (021) 43.0 57.0
40-49 0.40 (0.26) 49.7 50.3
50-64 0.41 (0.22) 40.4 59.6
65+ 0.45 (0.24) 41.7 58.3
Type of community Rural 0.45 (0.22) 449 55.1
Intermediate 0.46 (0.22) 52.7 473
Urban 0.41 (0.23) 424 57.6
Ideology Left (0-3) 0.45 (0.22) 49.2 50.8
Centre (4-6) 0.42 (0.23) 444 55.6
Right (7-10) 0.40 (0.23) 39.9 60.1

Note: Standard deviation in parentheses. MMH-perception on a scale from 0-1: 0 = negative perception, 1 = positive per-
ception. MMH-limit: Yes (Yes, one office at the time or Yes, two at the most simultaneously), No (but the presence of
politicians in different offices should be reported more transparently or No, it would be against the democratic ideal to
limit the number of offices).

populist attitudes and populist-voting has been repeatedly shown to be associated at the
individual level (Spierings and Zaslove 2017; Van Hauwaert and Van Kessel 2018).
However, the tests conducted to see if these variables met the assumption of collinearity
indicated that multicollinearity should not be an issue with these variables (Populist
index, Tolerance =0.59, variance inflation factor (VIF)=1.71; PRRP-vote, Tolerance =
0.82, VIF = 1.22; Political interest, Tolerance =0.92, VIF = 1.09; Political trust index, Toler-
ance =0.59, VIF=1.71), even as the initial correlation analyses indicated that it could
have been a concerning issue also here (see Appendix D5).

We thus continue with presenting the results from four explanatory ordinary least-
square (OLS) regression models to explore how MMH-perception vary based on the
level of populist attitudes (see Table 2). Model 1 includes only the populist index as an
independent variable to initially assess the bivariate relationship. Model 2 adds the
PRRP-vote variable as a key control variable, while Model 3 further controls for the
effects of political trust and political interest. Our fourth and final model includes the
sociodemographic control variables. Starting with the results for the effects of populist
attitudes on MMH-perception, the findings in Model 1 indicate that stronger populist atti-
tudes clearly predict a more negative MMH-perception. One SD change in our populist
index has the effect of approximately — 0.10 on MMH-perception (see also predictive
plot in Appendix D6). PRRP-voting lacks statistical significance in Model 2. Higher political
trust predicts a more positive MMH-perception, where one SD change in political trust has
the effect of around 0.10 on MMH-perception. A higher level of political interest predicts a
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Table 2. Explaining MMH-perception (OLS).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Variable B B B B
Populist index (0 = low, 1 = high) —0.44%** —0.43%** —0.18%** (0.06) —0.21*** (0.06)
(0.05) (0.05)
PRRP-vote (ref. no) —0.04 (0.02) 0.06 (0.02) 0.09 (0.03)
Political interest (0 = low, 1= high) —0.11** (0.04) —0.10* (0.04)
Political trust index (0 =low, 1= high) 0.45%** (0.06) 0.44*** (0.06)
Controls
Secondary education (ref. primary) 0.02 (0.03)
Tertiary education (ref. primary) 0.01 (0.03)
Gender (ref. female) —0.05 (0.02)
Age 30-39 (ref. 18-30) —0.00 (0.03)
Age 40-49 (ref. 18-30) —0.02 (0.04)
Age 50-64 (ref. 18-30) —0.04 (0.03)
Age 65+ (ref. 18-30) —0.01 (0.03)
Intermediate community (ref. rural) —0.07 (0.04)
Urban community (ref. rural) —0.16** (0.03)
Ideological self-placement (0 =left, 1= - 0-11* (0.04)
right)
Intercept 0.64 (0.02) 0.64 (0.02) 0.31 (0.07) 0.44 (0.08)
N 472 472 472 472
R? (adjusted) 0.20 0.19 0.33 0.34

Note: Linear regression (OLS): standardized beta-coefficients. Standard errors are shown in parentheses: * p < 0.05; ** p <
0.01; *** p <0.001. Dependent variable is on a scale between 0 and 1 (0 = negative MMH-perception; 1= positive
MMH-perception). Predictors: Populist index: scale between 0 and 1 (0 = weak populist attitudes; 1 = strong populist
attitudes). PRRP-vote: 0 = voted for other party/did not vote in the previous parliament election; 1 =voted for the
Finns Party in the previous parliament election). Political interest: scale with four steps between 0 and 1 (0 =not at
all interested; 1 = very interested). Political trust index: scale between 0 and 1 (0 =low trust; 1= high trust). Gender:
binary (0=female; 1=male). Age, Education and Type of community: categorical. Ideological self-placement:
eleven-step scale between 0 and 1 (0 = left; 1 =right).

more negative MMH-perception where the corresponding effect is around - 0.03. The
results from Model 4 further confirms these relationships, also showing that living in a
more urban community predicts a more negative MMH-perception. In Model 4, PRRP-
vote reaches borderline significance following conventional thresholds (p=0.06),
suggesting that PRRP-voting could potentially assist in predicting a more negative
MMH-perception. These results add initial support to our hypothesis.

Next, we continue with the results regarding perceptions about the proposal of limit-
ing MMH (see Table 3). As our dependent variable is binary, reflecting whether the indi-
vidual is for or against the proposal, we apply a binary logistic regression model with four
different models as presented in the previous table. The findings are broadly similar as in
the previous table when it comes to the effect of populist attitudes, as stronger populist
attitudes predict a higher tendency of wanting to limit MMH (see also predictive plot in
Appendix D6). The effect of PRRP-vote is statistically significant in Model 2, indicating that
voting for a PRRP also predicts a higher tendency of wanting to limit MMH. However, after
adding more variables in Model 3 and Model 4 the statistical significance for the
regression estimates disappears, even in the case of our populist index in Model
3. However, the populist index becomes statistically significant in our final model.
Higher political trust predicts a lower tendency of wanting to limit MMH in both model
3 and 4, while political interest lacks statistical significance. The results also show that
the political trust index has a stronger effect on MMH-perception in comparison with
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Table 3. Explaining limitation of MMH-perception (binary logistic regression).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Exp Exp Exp Exp

Variable B (B) B (B) B (B) B (B)

Populist index (0= —2.27%%% 011 —1.971%** 0.15 —0.95(0.67) 039 —2.31***(0.70) 0.10
low, 1= high) (0.46) (0.47)

PRRP-vote (0=no, 1 —0.66* 0.52 —0.41(0.27) 0.66 —0.35(0.34) 0.71
=yes) (0.26)

Political interest (0= —0.82 (0.43) 0.44 —0.76 (0.47) 0.47
low, 1= high)

Political trust index 2.04** (0.62) 7.70 1.85%* (0.67) 6.36
(0=low, 1=high)

Controls

Secondary education —1.03** (0.34) 0.36
(ref. primary)

Tertiary education —1.21** (0.43) 0.30
(ref. primary)

Gender (ref. female) —0.39 (0.24) 0.68

Age 30-39 (ref. 18- 0.07 (0.39) 1.07
30)

Age 40-49 (ref. 18- —0.20 (0.43) 0.82
30)

Age 50-64 (ref. 18- —0.32 (0.36) 0.73
30)

Age 65+ (ref. 18-30) —1.07%* (0.37) 034

Intermediate 0.18 (0.44) 1.20
community (ref.
rural)

Urban community —1.12%** (0.36) 0.33
(ref. rural)

Ideological self- 0.17 (0.45)  0.85
placement (0 = left,
1 =right)

Intercept 0.80 (0.23) 0.80 (0.23) —0.20 (0.70) 2.73 (0.88)

N 476 476 476 476

Nagelkerke 0.07 0.09 0.13 0.27

-2 log likelihood 609.99 603.11 586.38 526.99

Note: Standard errors are shown in parentheses: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Dependent variable is binary (0 =
limit MMH to one or two mandates; 1= no limitation of MMH). Predictors: Populist index: scale between 0 and 1 (0=
weak populist attitudes; 1 = strong populist attitudes). PRRP-vote: 0 = voted for other party/did not vote in the previous
parliament election; 1 = voted for the Finns Party in the previous parliament election). Political interest: scale with four
steps between 0 and 1 (0 = not at all interested; 1 = very interested). Political trust index: scale between 0 and 1 (0=
low trust; 1= high trust). Gender: binary (0 =female; 1 = male). Age, Education and Type of Community: categorical.
Ideological self-placement: eleven-step scale between 0 and 1 (0 = left; 1 =right).

our populist index, and that the statistically significant effect of the populist index on
MMH-limit disappears in Model 3 when the political trust index is included as a control.
These results add further support to our hypothesis.

To check the robustness of our findings we conducted several tests. Firstly, we tried
several different codings of our dependent variables and tested different versions of
our populist index.'® Secondly, we conducted subgroup analyses where we divided our
respondents into supporters of different party blocs (left or right-leaning parties) which
we analysed separately (see Appendix D8 and D9). Thirdly, we included interactions in
our OLS regression between the populist index and self-placement on the left-right ideo-
logical scale and between the populist index and party bloc support (see Appendix D10
and D11). According to our robustness tests there are some indications that the populist
index is mainly a statistically significant predictor for MMH-attitudes in relation to
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individuals supporting political parties on the right, at least when it comes to the proposal
of limiting the extent of MMH. Still, we found no significant interaction effects between
populist attitudes and party bloc support when it comes to MMH-perception. However,
our results showed a significant interaction effect between populist attitudes and ideo-
logical self-placement, suggesting that individuals with stronger populist attitudes who
lean more to the right are considerably more likely to express a negative MMH-perception
in comparison with individuals leaning more to the left. Hence, we cannot rule out the
possibility that our earlier observations are mainly relevant for individuals leaning more
to the right. Next, we discuss these findings in relation to the broader research field of
demand-side populism.

Discussion and limitations

Our results show that having stronger populist attitudes predicts a more negative MMH-
perception and also a higher willingness to support the proposal of limiting MMH, in line
with our hypothesis. Accordingly, our findings suggest that populist attitudes can also
transform into negative sentiments towards political practices within the political
system, and that citizens with stronger populist attitudes are more open to changing pol-
itical practices in the political system, in line with earlier scholarship (Zaslove et al. 2021).
We, therefore, argue that MMH is regarded by populist individuals as a political practice
used by the political elites to concentrate political power, adding support to the useful-
ness of using theoretical guidelines from the demand-side populism literature for explain-
ing individual-level attitudes towards MMH. This study adds to earlier scholarship by
showing that populist individuals, at least indirectly, seem to be in favour of introducing
greater representational pluralism in the political system, identifying an important area
for future research to explore from a demand-side perspective of populism. Our
findings add to previous scholarship that has already shown populist attitudes to be
related to having more favourable attitudes towards party pluralism (Ellenbroek,
Meijers, and Krouwel 2023), and thus makes an important contribution to the theory-
building of demand-side populism by showing another area in which populist attitudes
seemingly matter. Even as our results confirms our basic hypothesis, we still consider it
very likely that populist individuals could be willing to support MMH in more specific cir-
cumstances, for example when it is directly related to a populist politicians’ possibilities to
stand as a candidate in multiple elections. Hence, the general perception of a political
process among populist individuals might not apply in instances when it would limit
the possibilities of a favoured politician to act as a problem-solver on multiple insti-
tutional-levels (see Schneiker 2020).

Our results also show an interesting inconsistency between theory and practice, as
populist attitudes are negatively related towards MMH-attitudes while the actual use
of MMH is most widespread among MPs from the main PRRP in Finland, PS (Karv and
Malmberg 2023, 85). We argue that this can potentially be explained by two factors.
Firstly, even as populist individuals are more negatively disposed towards political prac-
tices concentrating power into the hands of the political elite there is nothing to suggest
that it should be an important factor to account for when it comes to actual voting
behaviour among populist individuals, even though supporters of PRRPs have been
shown to be the most negatively disposed towards MMH (Karlsson 2018; Karv and
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Malmberg 2022). Previous scholarship has, furthermore, noted that expressing populist
attitudes does not automatically transform into populist-voting (Bos, Sheets, and Boom-
gaarden 2018; Rooduijn, van Der Brug, and De Lange 2016; Van Hauwaert and Van Kessel
2018), since many who hold strong populist attitudes might vote for even more extreme
parties or simply abstain from voting at all. Secondly, previous research has shown that
politicians representing PS are the most negatively disposed towards MMH (Karlsson
2018; Karv and Malmberg 2023, 89) but limiting MMH is still not a political issue that
has been driven by the leading politicians representing PS, neither when in opposition
nor in government. This is also in line with previous scholarship regarding unwillingness
of PRRPs to conduct democratic reforms once in power (see Bedock et al. 2023). In the
case of PS, this is also potentially due to the fact that they are worried that such a
system change might have indirect or direct negative consequences on their electoral
support during elections considered as less important by their voters (such as local-,
regional — and European elections) when they would thereby be prevented from nomi-
nating their strongest candidates. As noted by Pilet (2008), big parties tend to be avoid
taking risks. In candidate-centred political systems, such as Finland, there are also clear
electoral benefits with having well-known candidates on the party list (Arter and Séder-
lund 2023), which might influence the unwillingness of PS to be the driving political force
for such a system change.

There are of course several noteworthy limitations with our study that need to be
addressed. Firstly, due to the design of our study, which utilizes cross-sectional data
from a citizen panel, we cannot say much about causality and causal directions. Secondly,
and closely related to the first point, our main dependent and independent variables,
were measured in a reversed sequence from conventional understandings of causality,
which further hampers this study’s ability to make any causal claims. Thirdly, our survey
data consists of a relatively small sample which also varies between time points when
the data was collected. Varying sample sizes are, however, not uncommon when using
panel data as individuals tend to leave these types of panels over time (see Lynn 2018).
Moreover, as there was only approximately six months between the time points of the
respective surveys (November 2022 and April 2023) we do not consider the time-factor
to have influenced our findings. Still, having a larger sample would of course have
been preferable. Fourthly, our panel consisted solely of Finnish citizens, a context
where the future of MMH has most recently been on the political agenda and extensively
discussed by the media. Hence, the extent to which these findings are transferable to
other national contexts where MMH is a lowkey issue, or not an issue at all, could be ques-
tioned. However, the ongoing public discussion in Finland about MMH should have made
our sample more aware of the pros and cons with MMH, potentially making their
responses less random than what could be expected in national contexts where this is
a low-key issue. Fifthly, our results show that the explanatory power of political trust
for MMH-attitudes is actually stronger in comparison with the effect of populist attitudes.
which was further confirmed by our robustness tests. This indicates that MMH-attitudes
are more directly related to the anti-elite feature of populism, which political trust has
been argued to capture (Geurkink et al. 2020), than with populist attitudes as something
of an all-encompassing phenomenon, including anti-elitist, anti-pluralist and people-
centric features. Sixthly, the results from our robustness tests seemingly suggests that
populist attitudes potentially mainly matter for MMH-attitudes among individuals
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leaning ideologically more to the right. Still, more evidence is needed in order to draw any
larger conclusions about whether the identified relationship between populist — and
MMH-attitudes is restricted to the ideological right.

Moreover, while our study focuses on the vertical variant of MMH, horizontal MMH
reflecting a situation when politicians hold several different offices and assignments
but on the same institutional level (Van de Voorde 2019b, 24), is arguably a more
widely debated issue (see Wittberg, Erlingsson, and Belfrage 2023). We thus recommend
future survey-based research about MMH to include survey items distinguishing between
the vertical and horizontal forms of MMH to explore whether there are noteworthy differ-
ences in how these two forms of MMH are perceived by the public, preferably both in a
national and cross-national perspective. From the perspective of representational plural-
ism, the horizontal form of MMH can be considered as being equally problematic as the
vertical form of MMH.

Conclusions

At the core, populism is about political representation based upon the idea of exclusive
rule of the citizens (Zaslove et al. 2021, 730). Proposals for changing the formal rules of
representative democracy in order to give more power to the people, including propo-
sals for electoral system reforms or the introduction of more direct democratic
elements, are therefore regularly included in the agendas of populist parties (Bedock
et al. 2023; Lisi and Gaio e Silva 2021). Our findings show that MMH is also an issue
over which the public is divided in line with the main elite versus anti-elite battleline
suggested by populism-scholarship (Elchardus and Spruyt 2016; Hawkins and Rovira
Kaltwasser 2017; Mudde 2004). In this study we also show that supporting a reform in
the electoral system that would limit the extent of MMH, if not completely, is also com-
patible with a populist worldview. Hence, this study makes an important contribution to
demand-side scholarship of populism by showing that anti-elitism, anti-pluralism and
people-centrism are not just abstract aspects of populism as a thin ideology but also
translates into direct support for the reform of a political practice that can be considered
to be inherently elitist (Navarro 2009). Even if limiting MMH could make representative
democracy work slower, as it would inevitably involve introducing more political actors
into the political system, it could also, more importantly, be a way of counteracting an
ingrained perception among citizens with stronger populist attitudes of politics as
being increasingly elitist and corrupt (Rovira Kaltwasser and Van Hauwaert 2020;
QOesch 2008; Ramiro 2016; Van Hauwaert and Van Kessel 2018). This would of course
not be enough in itself to ‘save’ or ‘fix’ the foundations of a representative political
system, but making the political system more open and pluralistic would at least indi-
cate that the political elites are acknowledging the grievances of an increasingly popu-
list population with how the political system is working.

Notes

1. Also referred to as the practice of multiple office-holding (Navarro 2009; Van de Voorde
2019a), mandate accumulation (Karv and Malmberg 2023) or cumul des mandats (Francois
2013).
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. The term ‘super politicians’ (Finnish: superpoliitikot, Swedish: superpolitiker) is frequently

being used by Finnish media when discussing multiple-mandate-holding politicians (Helsin-
gin Sanomat 2022; Svenska Yle 2023).

For more information about the data collection for the citizen panel administered by the
Social Science Research Institute at Abo Akademi University see Backstrom, Grénlund, and
Strandberg (2023). All analyses presented in the study are based on data weighted by
gender, education, age, language and region.

Original language survey items. Finnish: Kuinka hyvédna tai huonona asiana pidat sitd, ettd
kunnan- tai kaupunginvaltuuston jdsenet asettuvat ehdolle hyvinvointialuevaaleissa?
Swedish: Hur bra eller délig sak anser du att det &r att kommun- eller stadsfullméaktigeleda-
moter kandiderar till vélfardsomradesvalet?

. Original survey items. Finnish: Kuinka hyvana tai huonona asiana pidat sitd, ettd kansanedus-

tajat asettuvat ehdolle kunta- ja hyvinvointialuevaaleissa? Swedish: Hur bra eller dalig sak
anser du att det ar att riksdagsledamoter kandiderar i kommun- och vélféardsomradesval?
Original language survey items. Finnish: Poliitikoilla voi olla samanaikaisesti useita poliittisia
luottamustehtdvia eri paatoksenteon tasoilla. Pitdisiko poliitikon paallekkaisia tehtévia rajoit-
taa? Kyllg, yhteen tehtavaan kerrallaan (1), Kylld, korkeintaan kahteen tehtavaan kerrallaan (2),
Ei, mutta poliitikkojen lasndolosta eri tehtavissa tulisi raportoida nykyistd lapindkyvammin (3),
Ei, tehtdvien madran rajoittaminen olisi demokratian vastaista (4), En osaa sanoa (5). Swedish:
Politiker kan inneha flera politiska fértroendeuppdrag pa olika beslutsnivaer samtidigt. Borde
en politikers 6verlappande uppdrag begrédnsas? Ja, till ett uppdrag i taget (1), Ja, till hogst tva
uppdrag i taget (2), Nej, men foérekomsten av politiker i olika uppdrag borde redovisas mer
genomskinligt an i dag (3), Nej, en begransning av antalet uppdrag skulle strida mot demok-
ratin (4), Kan inte saga (5).

We also considered to include a ‘strong leader’ survey item in our populist index, ‘having a strong
leader is good, even if bends the rules to get things done’, as such a survey item can be argued to
correspond well to an expected wish among populist sympathizers of introducing a more direct
link between the leader and the people (Kriesi 2014; Lindholm and Rapeli 2023). An initial test of
internal consistency reliability also showed the items to be suitable for the construction of an index
(Cronbach’s alpha; 0.83). However further exploratory factor analyses (principal component factor
analysis) indicated that the ‘strong leader’ survey item performed considerably worse than the
other items in terms of internal consistency (see Appendix D1 and D2). Hence, we decided to
exclude this item from our main analyses, although the inclusion of this item did not affect our
results in any substantial ways. We also considered removing the survey item ‘Making compro-
mises in politics is really just selling out on one’s principle’ due to its comparatively weaker
loading in the factor analysis, although as the loading was not considered problematically low,
and as it is often included in the construction of populist indices (see Akkerman, Mudde, and
Zaslove 2014; Van Hauwaert and Van Kessel 2018), we decided to keep it.

. The situation has changed somewhat after the most recent parliamentary election 2023 and

because some of the newly elected MPs relinquished some of their other mandates.

. To what extent do you trust or mistrust the following?
. Among other things, we tested a three-pointed scale for our limiting MMH variable (0 = limit

to one mandate, 0.5 = two mandates, 1= no restrictions), which we analysed using ordinal
logistic regression (see Appendix D7).
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