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ABSTRACT  
Multiple-mandate holding (MMH), i.e. the simultaneous exercise of 
at least two directly elected political functions, is a widespread but 
controversial political practice. Theoretically it can be argued to 
constitute a valuable personal vote earning attribute (PVEA) 
among candidates due to its’ combination of the incumbency 
and local background traits, but previous scholarship has also 
shown that citizens tend to be quite critical towards it. However, 
whether and how the practice of MMH affects voter preferences 
has not been previously empirically explored. The purpose of this 
study is thus to contribute to this line of research by exploring 
the potential causal impact of the practice of MMH, making a 
valuable empirical contribution to scholarships of voter 
preferences and candidate traits. We examine this question by 
utilising a conjoint survey experiment carried out in 2023 in 
Finland, a country that recently (in 2022) established a new 
regional government tier, thereby enabling the possibility for 
politicians of being simultaneously elected at three different 
institutional levels. The results of the study confirm that MMH as 
a candidate trait has the potential to be disadvantageous for 
individual candidates during elections.

KEYWORDS  
Multiple-mandate holding; 
conjoint experiment; voting; 
elections; parliament

Introduction

Recent scholarly debates on the ‘personalisation of politics’ in Western democracies focus 
on the alleged growing importance of individual candidates and leaders at the expense of 
political institutions (Garzia et al., 2022; Karvonen, 2014). One key aspect of this trend is 
the cultivation of the personal vote, whereby politicians are increasingly evaluated on 
individual traits and direct voter engagement rather than party affiliation. Multiple 
mandate holding (MMH) – the simultaneous exercise of at least two directly elected pol
itical functions – can be closely tied to personal vote cultivation, as it boosts visibility and 
fosters individual-level ties to voters.
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There has been a longstanding view among researchers that the perceived electoral 
advantage of MMH is one of the principal reasons for the persistence of this relatively 
widespread practice (Knapp, 1991; Mény, 1992; Van de Voorde, 2019a). Politicians 
who imagine that they will gain an edge over their competitors through the accumulation 
of mandates will probably continue doing so, while parties in turn will continue encoura
ging their politicians to run as candidates in as many elections as possible. Especially 
smaller parties in candidate-centred election systems are thus highly incentivized to 
nominate their highest vote-earners in as many elections as possible (Malmberg & 
Karv, 2024b, p. 237). Defenders of this practice often tend to argue that it is democrati
cally legitimised by the voters who continue to support multiple-mandate holders in elec
tions, which justifies their reluctance to ban or even limit it (Van de Voorde, 2019b). 
Critics contend that it reduces representational pluralism, defined as the level of diversity 
among directly elected political representatives active within the political system (Karv & 
Malmberg, 2024). However, as pointed out by Van de Voorde, this oversimplifies the 
complex decision-making process of casting a vote into a binary conclusion where the 
voter is either supportive or aversive of the candidate’s concurrent mandates. In 
reality, most voters probably are not even actively contemplating or aware of the 
number of mandates that a candidate currently holds when deciding on how to cast 
their vote. Other criteria are likely to weigh heavier on the voter’s mind than the candi
date’s mandate portfolio. The (re)election of mandate accumulators should hence not be 
mistaken for the voters’ endorsement of the practice as such (Van de Voorde, 2019b).

Theoretically, MMH could be argued to benefit a candidate since it features a combi
nation of two important features that foster the personal vote and function as a so-called 
personal vote-earning attribute (PVEA): the incumbency and the local background effect 
(Cain et al., 1987). However, as noted by Van de Voorde (2019a), surprisingly few studies 
have separated the electoral effect of MMH from and compared them to other PVEAs. In 
other words, few have examined the crucial question if the combination of political man
dates produces an additional advantage beyond solely the pure incumbency effect.

Moreover, the empirical evidence on the actual electoral benefits of this practice for 
individual candidates is still somewhat unclear and scarce, especially outside a French 
context. Foucault (2006) used cross-sectional analysis to examine the effect of MMH 
on votes for incumbent candidates in French national elections and found no effects, 
except in the cases of Member of Parliament (MP)-major and MP-regional councillor 
– combinations (see also Bach, 2012; Ragouet & Phélippea, 2013). Similarly, Van de 
Voorde’s (2019a) more recent study from a Belgian context suggests that MMH in 
both national and local elections does not yield additional electoral gains in comparison 
to single-mandate holding after controlling for the already established effects of incum
bency and local ties, which contradicts theoretical assumptions and widespread beliefs. 
Overall, evidence would hence seem to indicate that the electoral effects of this practice 
are either weak or non-existing.

Nevertheless, despite providing valuable empirical evidence on this important and 
often neglected question, the main limitation of these previous studies is their use of 
observational data, which strongly impedes their ability to make any firm statements 
regarding causality and disentangle causal mechanisms. As noted by Horiuchi et al. 
(2020), research based on observational data is often unable to untangle the main attri
butes of interest (e.g. local ties and the preference for local candidates per se) from other 
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candidate attributes, such as extensive local networks that provide mobilizational 
advantages.

In this article, we therefore address these research gaps using a conjoint survey exper
iment carried out in Finland, a country with a highly candidate-centred preferential 
voting system (OLPR), making it an ideal case to explore how candidate characteristics 
affect candidate evaluations (Christensen et al., 2020). Dual-mandate holding has in fact 
for a long time been an integral part of the political culture in Finland (Arter & Söder
lund, 2023). Moreover, recently triple-mandate holding has also become possible, and 
even widespread, among Finnish MPs (Karv & Malmberg, 2023), as a consequence of 
an extensive administrative reform and the introduction of directly elected regional 
assemblies responsible for social- and healthcare services. Following the parliamentary 
elections in April 2023, 56 percent of the MPs became triple-mandate holders (Kunta
liitto, 2023). These recent developments have furthermore triggered an intensifying 
debate both in the media and among politicians themselves regarding the pros and 
cons of this widespread practice (see e.g. Holmlund, 2023; Salomaa, 2022). We contribute 
to this debate by exploring the electoral consequences of this practice and our main 
research question therefore reads: What is the impact of multiple-mandate holding on 
candidate favourability?

Theory

Heuristics and Candidate Choice

How do voters decide which candidate to vote for in elections? This question has received 
an enormous amount of attention among scholars interested in explaining electoral pro
cesses and voter behaviour (see e.g. Bartels, 1996; Christensen et al., 2021; Coffé & von 
Schoultz, 2021; Downs, 1957; Horiuchi et al., 2020). The question becomes even more 
salient when there are many alternatives to choose from and when the electoral environ
ment is complex (Coffé & von Schoultz, 2021).

Some of the early literature on vote choice depicted it as a very costly process where 
rational voters aiming to increase their own benefit were required to spend much time 
and effort to become more or less fully informed in order to make the right choice 
between different candidate and party options (Downs, 1957). Plenty of evidence 
however suggests that this is hardly ever the case in a real world setting where voters 
are often portrayed as somewhat ignorant and unwilling to dedicate much effort to 
acquire new information (Dahl, 1989; Delli Carpini & Keeter, 1996), which can be con
sidered a rational strategy since voters are likely to be aware of the fact that their ballots 
have an extremely small chance of being decisive in extensive elections with a very large 
number of both candidates and voters (Downs, 1957).

Previous literature has therefore also hinted at the existence and use of various infor
mation shortcuts, cognitive heuristics, or cues that help voters to navigate the complex
ities surrounding the available political information, thereby facilitating decision-making 
processes (Coffé & von Schoultz, 2021; Downs, 1957; Lau & Redlawsk, 2001; Mondak, 
1993). The use of cognitive heuristics has thusly been noted to facilitate a type of vote- 
casting that resembles rational-choice (i.e. fully informed) voting (Lupia, 1994; Popkin, 
1995), at least for some voters (see Lau & Redlawsk, 2001). These mental shortcuts or 
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cues may include both voter and candidate traits, where voter traits can entail such 
factors as party affiliation, social class, religion, or perceptions of the economic situation 
(Cain et al., 1984, 1987). Candidate traits, meanwhile, may entail candidate-specific 
characteristics such as previous experience, place of residence and/or birth, looks, and 
other attributes. These personal traits, which are known as personal vote-earning attri
butes or PVEAs, are used by voters to quickly determine a candidate’s suitability with 
minimal information and effort (Shugart et al., 2005).

Cultivating the Personal Vote in Candidate-Centred Systems

In many electoral systems, particularly those where voters choose between individual 
candidates rather than closed party lists, electoral success increasingly hinges on a can
didate’s personal appeal – a phenomenon commonly referred to as personal vote cultiva
tion (Cain et al., 1987; Carey & Shugart, 1995; Shugart et al., 2005). The personal vote 
refers to electoral support that derives from candidate-specific qualities rather than 
party affiliation or ideology.

PVEAs – such as incumbency, local roots, prior political experience, and personal 
recognisability – function as cues that voters use to assess the trustworthiness, compe
tence, and representativeness of candidates, especially in low-information contexts 
(Christensen et al., 2021; Coffé & von Schoultz, 2021). Finland’s electoral system, 
based on open-list proportional representation (OLPR) with compulsory preference 
voting, strongly incentivizes personal vote cultivation. Voters cast their ballots for indi
vidual candidates – not just party lists – and the candidate with the most personal votes 
on each party list is the one who is elected. This creates intense intra-party competition 
and forces candidates to emphasise personal visibility and local ties to secure electoral 
success (Arter & Söderlund, 2023; Christensen et al., 2020).

In this candidate-centred context, MMH could act as a powerful PVEA: it may signal 
experience (via incumbency), local embeddedness, and broad appeal across governance 
levels. Theoretically, this should translate into higher candidate favourability. However, 
MMH may also backfire, appearing as elitist or overreaching, which may harm rather 
than help a candidate’s standing. In this study, we assess whether MMH functions as a 
positive or negative personal vote cue under OLPR rules.

MMH as a Personal Vote-Earning Attribute Under OLPR

We theorise that MMH may operate as a PVEA in systems where candidate-centred 
voting dominates – such as Finland’s OLPR system.

MMH is claimed to be a highly potent vote-earning attribute since it combines two key 
PVEAs, namely the incumbency and the local background traits (Van de Voorde, 2019a). 
These two features are among the most consistently identified PVEAs in OLPR systems 
(Cain et al., 1987; Shugart et al., 2005). Since MMH often reflects both, it may be per
ceived as a proxy for quality and dedication.

The first PVEA suggests that multiple-mandate holders can benefit from the previous 
experience from the same institutional tier for which they strive to be re-elected. Much 
research has shown that incumbents have a tendency to be re-elected (see e.g. Cox & 
Katz, 1996; Dahlgaard, 2016; Eckles et al., 2014), which is at least partly due to them 
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being perceived as more experienced and reliable and consequently less risky office- 
holders, in addition to being more visible and having access to more resources. Political 
experience in general is often argued to be a cue that is used by voters to infer competence 
(Portmann, 2022). Experience from other political offices has also been argued to act as a 
comparable indicator of candidate quality (Berz & Jankowski, 2022). Politicians have also 
often been noted to gain experience from less prestigious offices before they qualify as a 
candidate in national elections (see also Arter & Söderlund, 2023).

Regarding the second PVEA, Van de Voorde (2019a, p. 137) in fact argues that ‘voting 
for candidates with local ties is attractive for the entire electorate, and not only for voters 
originating from the same municipality as the respective candidate’. He bases this argu
ment on at least two reasons that are of relevance here. Firstly, politicians with local ties 
could be perceived as ‘defenders of the general municipal interest’ (Van de Voorde, 
2019a, p. 137) who grasp the more general needs of local government and are better pre
pared to defend them (Tavits, 2010). Secondly, he claims that having local ties and 
thereby being closer to ordinary citizens is often portrayed as the ability to better 
empathise with ‘the man in the street’.

While multiple-mandate holders are often portrayed as ‘superior’ candidates, it has also 
been suggested that this practice can potentially be harmful for the public image of poli
ticians and institutions and for the trust in these public actors (Malmberg & Karv, 
2024a; Navarro, 2009). Navarro (2009, pp. 30–31) even goes as far as suggesting that it 
‘can also represent a cost if the electorate are defiant towards it: we might indeed 
suppose that the most critical part of the electorate towards ‘cumul des mandats’ will not 
vote for a candidate who is holding several mandates’ (italics in original).

Much of the criticism towards this practice is rooted in perceptions of it being 
almost antidemocratic, contributing to a concentration of power and political 
resources into an ‘elite within an elite’, a ‘baobab tree’ that deters competition and 
monopolises vital resources (François, 2006; Navarro, 2009). MMH is also often 
argued to contribute to a heightened risk for conflicts of interest and role conflicts 
(Ryynänen, 2009; Van de Voorde, 2019b). Another popular argument against the sim
ultaneous exercise of several offices is that it has negative consequences for parliamen
tary activity since being a MP is often considered a full-time occupation (Van de 
Voorde, 2019b). Holding several offices at once could therefore signal that the office
holder devalues at least some of them, which could lead citizens to suspect that (s)he 
will neglect or ignore at least some of the official duties, or perform them poorly, 
which could in turn erode their confidence in the politicians (Malmberg & Karv, 
2024a). Unsurprisingly, previous research has also showed lower level of political 
trust to be associated with a more negative perception of MMH (Malmberg & Karv, 
2024b).

Furthermore, there is some previous evidence suggesting that the combination of pol
itical mandates could in some cases backfire and actually result in an electoral penalty 
(Foucault, 2006; Van de Voorde, 2019a). Nevertheless, Van de Voorde (2019a) found 
a significant penalty only in the special case of mayor-MPs in municipal elections and 
one robustness check, which could be a sign of the strong agreement in Belgium concern
ing the incompatibility of a mayoral and a parliamentary seat. Meanwhile, Malmberg and 
Karv (2024a) found, using a vignette experiment conducted in Finland, that the extent of 
MMH in a hypothetical local council has a diminishing effect on the respondents’ trust in 
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said council. Still, it remains to be seen if MMH can have a negative impact on trust in 
individual politicians.

However, based on the earlier discussed theoretical arguments concerning the poten
tial beneficial effects of MMH on candidate favourability, and the empirical fact that this 
practice is so common in the Finnish parliament and Finland in general (see discussion 
on Finland as a case), we have decided to form the following initial hypothesis: 

H1: Dual-mandate holding on the local- and regional levels has a positive effect on the can
didate’s favourability compared to single-mandate or no previous mandate holding.

One might also expect there to be differences in the effect of MMH depending on the 
exact number of directly elected mandates a politician can hold, which of course in 
turn depends on the number of administrative tiers in a specific country. In the 
Finnish case, the current number of government levels where politicians can hold a 
directly elected mandate is three; the local municipal council, the regional welfare district 
council, and the national parliament (Eduskunta) (Arter & Söderlund, 2023).

On one hand, a higher number of concurrently held mandates is generally perceived 
as more problematic as it exacerbates the problems associated with MMH (François, 
2006; Navarro, 2009; Ryynänen, 2009; Van de Voorde, 2019a, 2019b). Recent evidence 
also indicates that over two thirds (71%) of Finns would like to put a cap on the 
number of elected offices to a maximum of two (Haavisto & Rother, 2025; see also Malm
berg & Karv, 2024a). Only 29 percent were however prepared to limit it to a single 
mandate, which would suggest that there is quite a higher tolerance of dual-mandate 
holding. Meanwhile, six percent of respondents believed that limiting the number of 
mandates would go against the spirit of democracy, while 22 percent called for more 
transparency instead of limitations.

On the other hand, a higher number of mandates could also be interpreted as an even 
stronger indicator of candidate quality, which could mean that triple-mandate holders, 
i.e. parliamentary incumbents who are also members of the local- and regional councils, 
would have an even bigger advantage than dual-mandate holders. Regardless of whether 
MMH has a positive or a negative effect on candidate favourability, we expect this effect 
to be stronger in the case of triple-mandates. Hence, we form the following hypothesis: 

H2: Triple-mandate holding has a stronger effect than dual-mandate holding on candidate 
favourability.

Despite Van de Voorde (2019a) argument that local roots should matter irrespective of 
which municipality the candidate hails from, we will also test if the effect of MMH is 
stronger when both the respondent and the candidate hail from the same municipality 
rather than from neighbouring or more distant municipalities.

The value of local roots as a PVEA is generally based on the assumption that it func
tions as a cue to infer a candidate’s knowledge and understanding of specific local issues 
(Berz & Jankowski, 2022; Shugart et al., 2005; Tavits, 2010). Voting for a candidate from 
your own hometown helps to ensure that local interests are better represented in parlia
ment. We therefore form the following hypothesis: 

H3: The positive effect of multiple-mandate holding on the candidate’s favourability is 
stronger if the candidate hails from the respondent’s municipality.
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Lastly, we examine whether the ideological leaning of the candidate matters, as ideology 
has repeatedly been shown to influence candidate favourability (Anderson & Singer, 
2008; Treier & Hillygus, 2009). Findings from the social psychology literature has also 
established that individuals tend to favour members of their own in-group over outsiders 
(see e.g. Tajfel, 1981), including in Finland (Karv & Bäck, 2019), and ideology has con
sequently been shown to function as a form of group identifying marker (Johnston 
Conover & Feldman, 1981). 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 et al., 2011). Ideology has subsequently been ident
ified as an important heuristic used by voters for candidate evaluation (Huckfeldt et al., 
2005). Hence, when the candidate is considered as part of a respondent’s ideological in- 
group, MMH could become interpreted as a sign of competence as other members of the 
in-group have already seemingly provided the candidate with a stamp of approval. It is 
thus not far-fetched to believe that when there is ideological congruence between the can
didate and the respondent the positive effect increases. We thus formulate our fourth and 
final hypothesis accordingly: 

H4: The positive effect of multiple-mandate holding on the candidate’s favourability is 
stronger when there is ideological congruence between the candidate and respondent.

Finland as a Case

Finland constitutes a most-likely case for examining the impact of MMH on candidate 
favourability for several reasons rooted in its electoral system and political culture.

Firstly, the Finnish electoral system featuring the previously mentioned OLPR and 
mandatory preference voting is heavily candidate-focused and induces strong inter- 
and intra-party competition. Finnish voters are forced to pick only one single candidate, 
and the party leaders have no way of ensuring who gets elected from the party list. This 
means that voters are used to selecting between different candidates, which in turn helps 
to increase the face validity of conjoint analysis as an instrument to examine the associ
ations of interest (Christensen et al., 2020).1 This candidate-centeredness not only 
encourages the phenomenon of MMH, but also increases the ecological validity of 
research instruments such as conjoint analysis in the Finnish context, as voters are 
well-accustomed to making individualised choices among candidates.

Secondly, multiple studies have recently asserted that MMH is deeply embedded in the 
Finnish political culture (Arter & Söderlund, 2023; Karv & Malmberg, 2023). In the pre
vious parliamentary terms, over 80 percent of the MPs have held at least a dual-mandate 
(Karv & Malmberg, 2023; Sandberg, 2014), and the share of MPs who are also local 
council members has consistently increased for every term since 1996 up to the most 
recent one that began in April 2023 (Kuntaliitto, 2023).2 Almost 21 percent of the 
newly elected parliament is also noted to consist of municipal council or board chairs. 
Meanwhile, more than half held a triple-mandate in the previous term (55.5% following 
the most recent national election) after it became possible to also sit in the new regional 
councils (Karv & Malmberg, 2023; Kuntaliitto, 2023). Arter and Söderlund (2023, p. 97) 
even go as far as describing the Finnish cumul as ‘exceptional in [a] comparative 
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perspective’. The normalisation and long-standing practice of MMH in Finland thus 
creates a context in which both the practice itself and research on it can be perceived 
as highly realistic and relevant, further strengthening the validity of empirical findings.

Thirdly, while triple-mandate holding was very common during the latter part of the 
previous parliamentary term, and still is in the most recent one, it remains quite a recent 
phenomenon that Finnish MPs can simultaneously hold three elected offices instead of 
just two. Hence, it would be of high interest to explore the effects of mandate accumu
lation on candidate favourability in this kind of setting.

Given these specific features, the extent to which the results travel beyond the Finnish 
case must be carefully considered. Finland’s OLPR system and long-standing tradition of 
MMH set it apart from many other European countries, where party control is stronger 
and MMH is less common or even legally restricted. Nonetheless, because Finland rep
resents a most-likely case, with institutional and cultural factors that maximise the visi
bility and acceptance of MMH, evidence of an effect of MMH on candidate favorability 
here suggests that such effects could also be present, and perhaps even more pronounced, 
in less permissive contexts. Conversely, if little or no effect is found in Finland, it is 
reasonable to expect similarly limited effects in countries with more restrictive 
systems. In this sense, Finland serves as a critical test case for evaluating the broader 
implications of MMH on candidate favorability.

Data, Variables and Method

Presentation of Survey

To test our hypotheses, we use experimental data gathered via a survey distributed to 
1461 participants in the online panel Kansalaismielipide in October-November 2023.3

A total of 1030 individuals responded to our survey.
For this experiment we use a conjoint design, which entails a random assignment of 

attribute values to different profiles of hypothetical politicians (Bansak et al., 2021). Con
joint analysis presents several advantages to our research purpose (Bansak et al., 2021; 
Hainmueller et al., 2015). Firstly, and most importantly, it facilitates the examination 
of the independent effects on the preferences of respondents of multiple features of 
complex multidimensional objects such as MMH. Secondly, due to the fact that there 
is no need to ask respondents directly for their preferences on the given attributes, it 
also allows us to avoid potential problems with social desirability bias and untruthful 
answers, which often plague analyses of survey data on public opinions. Thirdly, even 
though experimental research often suffers from low external validity, conjoint analysis 
has been shown to perform remarkably well in approximating real-life effects (Hainmuel
ler et al., 2015).

In this conjoint experiment, respondents are first presented with an introduction that 
explains that the aim of this study is to examine their views on hypothetical candidates in 
an imaginary election for the national parliament (Eduskunta).4 The introductory text 
makes it clear to respondents that they are evaluating hypothetical candidates. Then 
they are shown six comparisons of two hypothetical candidate profiles where each 
profile consists of randomised combinations of the different levels for the five attributes 
shown in Table 1. Table 1 presents the full set of attributes and their levels. The first 
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attribute concerns respondents’ preferences on the number of mandates that the candi
date holds. This attribute has three levels: (1) the candidate holds no other popularly 
elected positions, (2) has one other popularly elected position and (3) has two other 
popularly elected positions. The second attribute is related to the candidate’s previous 
parliamentary experience and has three levels: (1) the candidate is a first-timer, (2) has 
been a MP since 2019 or (3) has been a MP since 2011. The third attribute concerns 
the candidate’s local status and has two levels: the candidate is either from the same 
municipality as the respondent or from a municipality located further away. The fifth 
attribute concerns the candidate’s gender and has two values: male or female. This attri
bute was chosen to make the profiles more realistic to respondents, and therefore we do 
not present specific hypotheses on the expected effects. The fifth candidate attribute 
measures candidate’s ideology and can take three values: (1) the candidate is politically 
on the left, (2) in the centre, and (3) on the right.

After having viewed a comparison, the respondents are asked to choose their preferred 
candidate. We use these choices to construct the main dependent variable used in the 
analyses. The respondents were also asked a follow-up question on whether they could 
think of voting for that candidate profile. We use this as a robustness check.

The design with 1030 respondents performing six tasks and a maximum of three attri
bute levels entails that for H1 we can estimate relatively small effects sizes of AMCE =  
0.03, or changes in favourability of 3 percentage points, with an estimated statistical 
power of 81%, and effects sizes of AMCE = 0.04 with a statistical power of 95% (Lukac 
& Stefanelli, 2020).

Variables

The dependent variable is whether a shown candidate profile is chosen or not in a com
parison between two different profiles. Dummy variables are used to code all attribute 
levels and indicate whether the attribute was displayed or not. Randomising the attribute 
levels among respondents eliminates the need for control variables to determine the 
causal effects (Hainmueller et al., 2014). However, it can be beneficial to analyse 

Table 1. Conjoint attributes and attribute levels.
Attribute Description Levels (R = Reference category)

1. Multiple-mandate 
holding

The candidate … 1. has no other popularly elected positions on any of the other 
government tiers (i.e. in the municipalities and/or the welfare 
districts) (R)

2. currently has another popularly elected position in a 
municipal or a welfare district council

3. currently has two other popularly elected positions in a 
municipal council and a welfare district council

2. Parliamentary 
experience

The candidate … 1. is running for parliament for the first time (R)
2. has been a member of Eduskunta since 2019
3. has been a member of Eduskunta since 2011

3. Localness The candidate hails from 1. your own municipality (R)
2. a municipality located quite far from your own

4. Gender The gender of the 
candidate is … 

1. male (R)
2. female

5. Ideology Ideologically, the candidate 
is located … 

1. on the left (R)
2. in the centre
3. on the right
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variations in the magnitude of effects among sub-groups since there could be significant 
differences in the impact for specific groups (Hainmueller et al., 2014; Leeper et al., 2020). 
We examine hypothesis 4 by comparing the sub-group effects between ideologically con
gruent sub-groups.

In line with our hypotheses, we test if dual-mandate holding has an effect on candidate 
favourability and if this effect is dependent on [1] whether the candidate is an incumbent, 
[2] whether the respondent hails from the same municipality as the respondent in ques
tion, or [3] whether there is ideological congruence between the respondent and the can
didate. Hence, in addition to the localness variable, we create the following two variables 
based on the existing attributes:

Incumbent is a binary variable constructed based on the parliamentary experience 
attribute. Those candidates who have had the position of MP the previous parliamentary 
term(s) are coded as ‘incumbent’ (1) while those who lack this experience are coded as 
‘not incumbent’ (0).

Ideological congruence is constructed based on the respondents’ score on the 0–10 
ideological score and the position of the profile. Respondents’ ideological score was oper
ationalised with a question included in a previous survey wave measuring the respon
dents’ position on the conventional left-right scale. The variable has four categories: 
(1) Mismatch (respondent and profile had different ideological positions); (2) Both 
leftist (profile was leftist and respondent indicated 0–4 on the scale); (3) Both centrist 
(profile was centrist and respondent chose 5 on the scale); and (4) Both rightist 
(profile was rightist and respondent chose 6–10 on the scale).

Methods of Analysis

The analyses consist of linear regression analyses with standard errors clustered at the 
respondent level to take into account that each of the 1030 respondents provides six 
evaluations of two profiles (Hainmueller et al., 2014). The randomisation of attributes 
facilitates the interpretation of coefficients as Average Marginal Component Effect 
(AMCE), which describes how much the probability of choosing a certain candidate 
profile would change on average if one of the candidate’s attributes were switched 
from the reference category to the specific attribute level (Hainmueller et al., 2014)

It is important to note that these are population averages and there might as previously 
stated be important differences in effects across certain sub-groups (Leeper et al., 2020), 
although we did not hypothesise for any other sub-group differences beyond ideology. 
Still, we will explore for treatment heterogeneity using interaction terms between our 
key attributes of interest and the respondent’s level of political trust and attitude 
towards MMH,5 variables that could be expected to moderate the impact of MMH on 
candidate choice (Karv & Malmberg, 2024). Through this conditional AMCE we can 
demonstrate the effect sizes for the different sub-groups.

Another measure of interest is the marginal mean, which gauges the level of favour
ability towards candidates possessing a specific attribute, disregarding all other attributes 
(Leeper et al., 2020). Unlike the AMCE, which relies on the chosen reference category, the 
marginal mean enables us to assess the popularity of a particular attribute level through 
descriptive terms without the need for a reference category. This approach avoids the 
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potential for arbitrary choices and misleading interpretations when evaluating variations 
across sub-groups (Leeper et al., 2020).

The results are reported in coefficient plots as recommended by Hainmueller et al. 
(2014). The dots on the graph represent the estimates, while the lines around them 
show the 95% confidence intervals, which reveal the level of uncertainty associated 
with these estimates. In the case of AMCEs, there is a vertical line positioned at 0. 
When the confidence intervals cross this line, it means that the observed effect is not stat
istically significant at p < 0.05. The marginal means are in turn represented by a line posi
tioned at 0.5, denoting the threshold where fewer than half of the respondents exhibit a 
preference for this particular option when it is presented to them. We refer to the online 
appendix for the complete regression results.

Results

Figure 1 shows the direct effects of our attributes on candidate favourability (also see 
Table A1 in the online appendix). Contrary to our expectations in H1, we find that 
dual-mandate holding on the local and regional levels has a negative effect on favourabil
ity. A candidate who currently has an elected position both on the local and the regional 
level is four percentage points worse off (AMCE = −0.04, p = 0.002) compared to a can
didate who has no previous mandate on either level. Meanwhile, a candidate who has 
only one previous mandate on either the local or regional level has no significantly 

Figure 1. Direct effects of multiple-mandate holding (AMCEs and marginal means).
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better chance of being picked than a candidate who lacks a previous mandate (AMCE =  
0.01, p = 0.364). Incumbency status has a positive effect on candidate favourability: 
having been an MP since 2011 increases the probability of being selected by 5.3 percen
tage points (AMCE = 0.05, p = 0.000), and having served in the parliament since 2019 by 
4.3 percentage points (AMCE = 0.04, p = 0.000). Female candidates also have a 5.7 per
centage points higher probability of being selected than men (AMCE = 0.06, p =  
0.000). In terms of candidate ideology, being on the right or left decreases the probability 
of being chosen by an average of 9.4 percentage points. Being from the same municipality 
has a strong positive effect on candidate favourability: the probability of being selected 
increases by 10.5 percentage points (AMCE = 0.10, p = 0.000) when the candidate is 
from the same municipality.

We also hypothesised that a third mandate, in the form of incumbent status, may 
moderate the reaction to dual-mandate holding on the lower government tiers. Figure 
2 shows the differences in the effects of holding additional mandates on the lower gov
ernment levels depending on if the candidate is an incumbent or not.

There is no significant interaction term between having dual mandates on the other 
levels and incumbency status (B = −0.039, p = 0.104). Hence, we find no support for 
our hypothesis H2. However, as a side note, it would appear that having a single 
mandate on either the local or regional level and not being an incumbent would 
strengthen a candidate’s chances of being picked (B = −0.064, p = 0.007).

Figure 2. Differences in effects of multiple-mandate holding depending on incumbency status (con
ditional AMCEs and marginal means).
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Next, we examine if localness, i.e. being from the same municipality, matters for the 
impact of MMH. Figure 3 shows the differences in the effects of holding additional man
dates on the lower government levels depending on if the candidate hails from the 
respondent’s home municipality or not.

Again, we find no significant interaction term between having dual-mandates on the other 
levels and hailing from the same municipality (B = −0.013, p = 0.566). The same goes for 
holding only one mandate on another level. We therefore find no support for hypothesis H3.

Finally, we look at if the impact of MMH is moderated by ideological congruence. Figure 4
shows the differences in the effect of MMH depending on if there is an ideological mismatch 
between the candidate and the respondent or if both are either leftist, centrist or rightist. As 
might be gleaned from the figure, and confirmed from Table A2 in the online appendix, there 
are significant negative interaction terms between holding a single mandate on either the 
local or the regional level and ideological congruence both to the left and to the right (but 
not in the centre). Hence, it would seem like holding a previous mandate from another gov
ernment level matters more if there is ideological congruence. However, we find no support 
for our hypothesis H4 that MMH would have a stronger positive effect.

Robustness Checks

To ascertain the robustness of our results we performed a few robustness checks. The 
results can be found in the online appendix, and we only describe our most relevant 
findings here.

Figure 3. Differences in effects of multiple-mandate holding depending on localness (conditional 
AMCEs and marginal means).
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First, due to the ‘forced selection’-nature of the choice-based format utilised in this 
experiment respondents may be compelled to choose a candidate profile that they do 
not actually like. Hence, we included a follow up question after each round where we 
asked the respondents whether they could also imagine themselves voting for the candi
date that they just selected. This test is more demanding of the impact of MMH since 
respondents get two chances to reject or reward multiple-mandate holders. We re-ran 
the analysis again, focusing solely on the candidates selected in the choice-based conjoint, 
resulting in the number of units of analysis being reduced by half, from 11,512 to 5,756. 
The results can be seen in Figure A2 in the online appendix. As might be expected, the 
results are weaker when related to voting due to the fact that some indicate that they 
would not vote for the chosen profile, however this does not substantially affect our con
clusions regarding the direct effect of MMH.

Secondly, we check for sub-group differences across the level of political trust and atti
tude towards MMH (see Figure A3-A4 in the online appendix). Here we find the stron
gest and most consistently significant interaction effect between MMH and the 
respondent’s attitude towards MMH, where those who are more negative towards 
MMH in general are significantly less likely to choose a candidate who holds dual-man
dates on the other government levels compared to those who are more positive towards 
MMH. This finding confirms the existence of a link between the respondents’ general 
attitude towards this practice, as measured in a previous survey (see endnote 5), and 
their reluctance to pick candidates who hold offices on the two lower government levels.

Figure 4.  Differences in effects of multiple-mandate holding depending on ideological congruence 
(conditional AMCEs and marginal means).
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Discussion

Our findings provide little support for the general theoretical expectation that MMH 
enhances a candidate’s electoral prospects. Rather, our results suggest that, in the 
Finnish context, holding several elected offices simultaneously may actually reduce a can
didate’s favourability among voters, particularly when candidates seek a third mandate at 
the national level while already holding local and regional positions. This finding is con
sistent with recent empirical work showing that MMH can have negative implications for 
political trust (Malmberg & Karv, 2024a).

At the same time, other candidate attributes, such as incumbency and municipal 
proximity, are found to be positively valued by Finnish voters, corroborating earlier 
research on Finnish electoral behaviour (Arter & Söderlund, 2023; Helimäki & Schoultz, 
2024; Mattila, 2024). Thus, our evidence suggests that Finnish voters do not necessarily 
regard MMH as a candidate asset and instead they appear to prefer candidates who focus 
on a single mandate, aligning with the broader tendency to value territorial and local 
representation.

Taken together, these results raise important questions about the generalizability of 
theories positing that MMH constitutes a positive PVEA. The Finnish case may be par
ticularly instructive in this regard. The exceptionally high prevalence and normalisation 
of MMH among Finnish MPs, facilitated by the candidate-centred nature of the Finnish 
electoral system, paradoxically may have contributed to growing public scepticism 
toward mandate accumulation. As triple-mandate holding becomes the norm, the 
value of holding multiple offices may be increasingly called into question, both by the 
public and within political discourse. This shift may also reflect broader currents in Euro
pean democracies, such as anti-elite sentiment and scepticism towards the professiona
lisation of politics (Karvonen, 2014). Consequently, the apparent dissonance between 
theoretical expectations and our empirical findings may be rooted in the particular insti
tutional and cultural dynamics of Finland, but it could also signal a more general shift in 
how MMH is perceived in European democracies. While MMH may once have been 
regarded as a signal of competence or broad support, it now risks being viewed as a 
marker of political ambition or elitism, qualities that are increasingly unpopular 
among voters. Thus, the Finnish case serves not only to challenge established theoretical 
assumptions about MMH, but also to highlight the importance of context and evolving 
public attitudes in shaping the electoral consequences of holding multiple mandates.

From a practical perspective, our findings suggest that greater transparency or empha
sis on a candidate’s existing mandates may, under current conditions, be detrimental to 
their electoral prospects. If negative sentiment towards MMH continues to grow, high
lighting a candidate’s multiple offices could further erode their appeal among voters, 
reinforcing broader trends towards scepticism of political accumulation and elite status.

There are nevertheless some caveats to this study. Conjoint experiments are indeed 
useful instruments for examining multidimensional choices, however there is still 
quite a limited set of attributes that can be considered in an experimental setting. 
While we managed to take into account if the candidates held elected offices on any of 
the other levels (the so-called vertical cumul), we were unable to consider other potential 
offices that they could hold on these levels (the so-called horizontal cumul), i.e. whether 
they for instance held an office as chair of the local council. Examining the impact of 
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horizontal MMH is a promising avenue for future research on this subject. Furthermore, 
future studies should examine if similar results can be found in other contexts besides the 
Finnish one.

Conclusions

Our findings contribute to on-going debate about the pros and cons with MMH by explor
ing the electoral consequences of this practice for candidates. In the Finnish context, voters 
seem to prefer politicians that seemingly focuses on one mandate instead of ‘mandate- 
accumulators’ (Malmberg & Karv, 2024b), which we interpret as a sign that there are no 
clear individual-level benefits for a politician to ‘take one for the team’.

Notwithstanding the lack of clear individual-level benefits, there are still clear party- 
level benefits for parties fielding their most vote-gathering politicians in all types of elec
tions. This especially for smaller parties in a candidate-centred political system, which are 
expected to be more dependent on their most well-known politicians during elections. 
The professionalisation of politics is still likely to continue, albeit voters still seem to 
prefer a political system with wider representational pluralism. As MMH is a political 
practice that effectively enables the concentration of political power into the hands of 
a small ‘elite within the elite’ (Navarro, 2009, p. 18), widespread MMH constitutes an 
obvious obstacle for introducing a greater level of representational pluralism into the pol
itical system. Consequently, the gap between the people and the political system con
structed to represent their interests continues to widen.

To promote a healthy degree of representational pluralism within a three-tier political 
system, we recommend introducing legislation that limits politicians to holding no more 
than two directly elected mandates concurrently, whether at the local, regional, or 
national level. Such a measure would promote greater representational pluralism 
within the political system, while not imposing a substantial restriction on democratic 
participation. While some critics argue that legislative limits on MMH could undermine 
democratic principles by restricting candidacy, our proposal preserves the right to stand 
for election. The suggested limitation would only require that, upon election to more 
than two offices, politicians choose which mandates to assume. In this way, the founda
tional democratic principle of open candidacy is maintained, while also safeguarding rep
resentational pluralism by preventing the excessive accumulation of mandates.

Notes

1. Consequently, we cannot guarantee that our findings are valid outside the Finnish setting. 
Future studies need to look into this.

2. The representatives of the so-called ‘Municipal party‘ are noted to have increased in share 
from 85.5 percent in the previous parliamentary term to 88.5 in the current one (Kuntaliitto, 
2023).

3. This panel consisted of 4200 Finnish citizens, with 60 percent recruited through random selec
tion procedures and the rest by advertising on social media. Due to the fact that the City of 
Helsinki and the Åland Islands are responsible of organising their own health, social and 
rescue services, and consequently lack directly elected welfare district councils on the regional 
level, we decided to exclude respondents from these two areas from the data collection.
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4. A preregistration of the experiment was done at https://osf.io/rsqd4/?view_only= 
974d80e6df59482cbdfc8d4b2f59943b. Deviations from the preregistration are compiled in 
the online appendix.

5. Political trust was measured using an index created from the seven items included in the 
beginning of the survey (see online appendix 8, Q1). Meanwhile, attitude towards MMH 
was measured through an index constructed using the following two items that were 
included in a previous survey wave: [1] ‘How good or bad do you think it is that 
members of the municipal or city council run for office in the welfare district elections?’ 
(0-10 scale); [2] ‘How good or bad do you think it is that Members of Parliament run for 
office in municipal and welfare district elections?’ (0-10 scale) (see Karv & Malmberg, 2024).
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