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1 An Introduction to the Finnish
Electoral Context

Asa von Schoultz and Kim Strandberg

Introduction

Elections are fundamental in representative democratic systems. In elections,
voters are able to hold governments accountable for their actions and to express
support for future policies. By analyzing the political behavior of citizens, the
motivations behind their vote choices, and the processes that shape the outcome
of elections, we get a better understanding of how a particular democracy works.
This book, thus, zooms in on contemporary political behavior in Finland, a West-
ern European country less well known to the public than many other countries
belonging to the same region. One reason as to why Finland as a political arena
and Finnish political behavior have featured to a limited extent in international
scholarship is the comparatively late introduction of a national program for elec-
tion and voter studies. It was not until after the turn of the new millennium that a
group of scholars decided to join efforts and establish the Finnish National Elec-
tion Study (FNES) consortium, and to collect regular voter surveys at times of
parliamentary elections.

One purpose of this book is to celebrate the 20th anniversary of the FNES.
The primary aim is, however, to provide readers interested in political behavior
and Finnish politics with an interesting and comprehensive read, covering classical
topics in political behavior, and with extended insights into Finnish elections and
democracy. Finland is in many ways a fascinating democracy. Today, the country
can be classified as a typical Western European democracy with a proportional
electoral system with relatively stable governments and a relatively stable structure
of coherent political parties. From a historical perspective, however, Finland was
for long perceived as an outlier in the Western European sphere. The country had
up until the 1990s a distinct semi-presidential system with a president who held
substantial political powers (Duverger, 1980). The sensitive geopolitical location
manifested by a border to Russia spanning over 1,300 km and a complex and in-
tertwined relationship with the eastern neighbor also positioned Finland in a gray
zone in terms of international politics during the cold war. Finnish national politics
was in its earlier periods further marked by a high degree of party system polariza-
tion, with a strong communist party dividing the left, and of government instability
(for an overview, see Karvonen et al., 2016, 18-21).

DOI: 10.4324/9781003452287-1
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2 Asa von Schoultz and Kim Strandberg

The transformation of Finnish politics started after the long reign of President
Urho Kekkonen (1956—-1981). It accelerated with the ending of the cold war and
with Finland joining the EU in 1996, and was in many ways finalized with the
introduction of a new constitution at the turn of the millennium, which formally es-
tablished the decreased political powers of the President (Karvonen et al., 2016, 11).
While the Finnish president still has substantial powers within the field of foreign
policy, the development converted Finland to a country firmly rooted in the Western
sphere, with a more distinct parliamentary system and a more open political culture.
While recent changes in the international arena, with Russia’s invasion of Ukraine,
have again underlined the delicate geographical position of Finland, today there is
no gray zone in terms of collaboration and positioning, which is further manifested
by the country’s recent ascendancy into membership in the security alliance NATO.

Returning to the political situation after the turn of the millennium, Finland has
some features of particular interest for scholars interested in political behavior and
elections — features that will be highlighted throughout this volume. The key in-
stitutional structure which today makes Finland into a particularly interesting case
is that votes are cast for individual candidates rather than for a collective party list
and the effects this has on the dynamics of elections and campaigning. The man-
datory preferential voting for a single candidate makes the political arena highly
personalized, with a high degree of competition not only between parties but also
within parties. It further has substantial effects on how elections are played out with
a combination of party and candidate-centered political competition, campaigning,
and media coverage, which can be challenging for voters to navigate (Soderlund
et al., 2021). The strong personalization in Finnish politics has contributed to an
early professionalization of political campaigning and to Finland being one of
the first adopters of online and social media campaigning (Carlson & Strandberg,
2012; Isotalus, 1998).

In what follows, we will provide an overview of the central features of contem-
porary Finnish democracy that are useful for contextualizing the more in-depth
analyses in the following chapters. This will include the central political institu-
tions such as the electoral system but also structural features such as the party
system and the main political cleavages, and the development of political cam-
paigning. After this, we move on to an overview of the volume and the 15 themati-
cally oriented chapters it entails.

Finland’s political system

Finland is a relatively young state, gaining its independence in 1917. Up until 1809,
what today constitutes Finland was a part of Sweden, often referred to as the eastern
part of the kingdom, after which the country was a Grand Duchy of Russian Empire
for roughly a century. As a part of the process toward full independence from Russia,
Finland held its first parliamentary election already in 1907. This first election was
arranged according to the, at that time, radical Parliament Act of 1906, including
universal and equal suffrage, with eligibility to vote and stand as candidate for adult
women and men of 24 years of age or older. This made Finland the first European
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country to grant women the right to vote. The electoral system adopted was propor-
tional representation with relatively large constituencies. The rationale behind the
1906 Parliamentary Act was to foster national unity by allowing all adults the right
to vote and ensuring wide representation of different societal groups in the Finnish
parliament (for more on this see Raunio, 2005). The first decades of Finnish democ-
racy were, however, characterized by internal conflicts with a civil war, linguistic
conflict, a strong right extremist movement and repeated labor market struggles. In
addition, the country fought two wars against its neighbor in the east.

Today, Finland is a parliamentary democracy and a unitary state but with a re-
cently introduced (2023) regional government responsible for organizing health,
social, and rescue services, and a local government with more than 300 municipali-
ties. As part of its Swedish heritage, Finland is a bilingual country with two official
languages, Finnish (spoken by 87 percent of the population) and Swedish (spoken
by about 5 percent), given an equal status in the constitution. Until the turn of the
millennium, Finland was classified as a semi-presidential system. Especially dur-
ing the long presidency of Urho Kekkonen, the far-reaching constitutional powers
of the presidency were used to control domestic politics and government forma-
tion to guarantee a stable foreign policy line and to avoid tension in the sensitive
Finnish—Soviet relations that marked Finnish politics until the end of the Cold War
(Karvonen, 2014, 14). With the new constitution introduced with the new millen-
nium, the powers of the presidency were substantially reduced, and its former pow-
ers over cabinet formation were abolished (Paloheimo, 2016, 57—-66).

The earlier patterns of high degree of party system polarization (Sartori, 2005,
129) and government instability (Gallagher et al., 2001, 366) have, in the post-
Kekkonen era, been replaced by consensus (Mickelsson, 2007) and government sta-
bility (Karvonen, 2014, 73). In Finnish politics of today, ideological differences are
less pronounced, and governing coalitions can be formed among virtually all parties
(Karvonen, 2016, 122). The most common type of Finnish government has been a
surplus (or oversized) majority coalition. The high occurrence of this type of gov-
ernment is unique by European standards (Karvonen, 2014, 7, see also Chapter 4.).
Voting in the Finnish parliament — the Eduskunta or Riksdagen in Swedish — is
characterized by a high level of intraparty voting cohesion, particularly among the
parties constituting the government in power (Pajala, 2013, 44).

The party system

In terms of party politics, Karvonen et al. (2016) point toward five characterizing
qualities: a high degree of party system fragmentation, the absence of a dominat-
ing party, the strength of the Centre Party (agrarian), recurrent waves of populist
protest and an increased weakness of the left. The Finnish multiparty system is,
indeed, one of the most fragmented in Western Europe with an average effective
number of parties of more than five in the post-World War II era (Bengtsson et al.,
2014, 29). The party system was, however, for long relatively stable and tended to
consist of seven parties winning over 90 percent of the vote in almost all parlia-
mentary elections.
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The core of the party system was up until the parliamentary election of 2011 con-
stituted by three medium-sized parties with a historical basis in two cleavages and
three major poles of conflict: labor/workers (the Social Democratic Party), capital/
business owners (the National Coalition Party), and the rural periphery/farmers (the
Centre Party) (Rokkan, 1987, 81-95). The oldest of the Finnish parties is the Social
Democratic Party (SDP), formed in 1899 to represent the interests of the workers.
The party was, however, split between reformist social democrats and communists
in 1922, and the left has since been divided with a relatively strong (former) Com-
munist Party and, seen from an international perspective, relatively weak Socialist
Party. In the election in 2019, the SDP won close to 18 percent of the vote. The
National Coalition (KOK) was formed in 1918 but has roots in the Finnish Party
formed in 1863 to further the position of the Finnish language and independence.
The party of today is a classic right-wing party focused on economic policy. The
Conservative Party won 17 percent of the vote in the 2019 election. The Centre
Party (KESK, earlier the Agrarian Party) was formed to defend the interests of inde-
pendent small and medium-sized farms but has along with comparatively late but in-
tense Finnish urbanization been successful in winning the support of the population
residing in the countryside and peripheral towns. The Centre Party (KESK) won 21
percent of the vote in the 2015 parliamentary election and became the largest party
in the parliament. In 2019, the success turned into a historical setback, and the party
won less than 14 percent of the vote. These three parties — the Social Democratic
Party (SDP), the National Coalition (KOK), and the Centre Party (KESK) — have
dominated political competition in Finland, and two of the three have, in altering
constellations, generally constituted the central components of the government.

The smaller but fairly stable components of the party system are the Left Alli-
ance (VAS), the Christian Democrats (KD), and the Swedish People’s Party (RKP).
The Left Alliance was formed in 1990s after the collapse of the old left Socialist-
Communist Party and can be described as a green-socialist party. The party won
eight percent in the 2019 election. The Christian Democrats has been represented
in the parliament since 1970 (until 2001 the party was named the Christian League)
and won just below four percent of the vote in 2019. The Swedish People's Party
is an ethnic or linguistic party, formed already in 1906. The party has its roots in
the Swedish nationalist movement, active during the heated language conflict in
the second half of the 1900 century. The language issue has at times been a source
of political conflict, especially up until the first half of the 2000 century (Himmel-
roos & Strandberg, 2020). Today, the party primarily represents the interests of the
Swedish-speaking minority, constituting just above five percent of the population.
The electoral support of the RKP has decreased as the Swedish-speaking popula-
tion and the party won 4.5 percent of the vote in the 2019 parliamentary election.

Finland also has two newer parties, both distinct representatives of the value
dimension GAL-TAN, i.e., Green—Alternative—Libertarian versus Traditional—
Authoritarian—Nationalist values. In 2011, the populist-right party the Finns Party
(then labeled the True Finns Party, PS) had its major breakthrough when it won 19
percent of the vote and became the third largest party in the parliament. The party
has its roots in earlier agrarian populist movements. In the 1970s and 1980s, the
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Rural Party fought several strong elections but faced bankruptcy in the 1995s after
which the Finns Party was formed. The breakthrough of the Finns Party disrupted
the traditional setup of three core parties, and the fragmentation of the system fur-
ther increased. This new configuration with four medium-sized parties was con-
tinued in the 2015 and 2019 elections. Since the 1980s, Finland also had a party
representing post-materialist and environmental values, the Green League (VIHR).
The party was established as a political party in 1988, but representatives for the
Green movement successfully ran as independent candidates already in the 1983
parliamentary election. The party has increased its support over the years, winning
its strongest electoral support of roughly 11 percent in the 2019 election.

The electoral system

Elections to the Finnish national parliament take place on a Sunday in April every
fourth year with the Ministry of Justice as the highest election authority. The elec-
toral system is classified as an open-list proportional representation system or
OLPR (for an in-depth description of the electoral system see Raunio, 2005 or von
Schoultz, 2018). The 200 seats in the Eduskunta/Riksdagen are distributed in 13
districts (including the single-member district of the autonomous Aland Island),
using the D’Hondt highest average method. The number of seats distributed in
each district is determined based on the number of inhabitants. In the 2019 par-
liamentary election, district magnitude (M) ranged from 6 to 36. The variation in
seats across districts has increased over time, and no fixed electoral threshold at the
national level is applied. There is also no mechanism linking the share of votes a
party receives at the national level with the distribution of seats at the district level.
The practical implications of these rules are that the system is disadvantageous for
parties with a relatively low and geographically equally distributed support.

The Finnish OLPR combines the feature of open lists with a pooling vote (Cox,
1997, 42), which makes the system highly competitive both between candidates
(intraparty) and between parties (interparty). Parties and constituency associations,
or an alliance of parties or constituency associations, present a single list of candi-
dates at the district level, and all individual preference votes count for the list. The
total amount of votes cast for candidates on each list determines how many seats
the list is rewarded.

The aspect that makes the Finnish system stand out in comparison to most other
PR systems is that the fully open-list system makes it impossible for parties or
constituency organizations to guarantee the election to parliament of any individual
candidate. Preferential voting is obligatory: to cast a vote, all voters are obliged
to choose one candidate from a fairly large selection of aspirants, and they do so
by writing the number of their preferred candidate on the ballot paper. The sole
criterion in determining the party’s internal ranking of candidates is the amount
of preference votes each candidate receives. Moreover, most parties refrain from
ranking their nominated candidates. By presenting candidates in alphabetical order
on the lists, voters are left without indications of the parties’ preferred order of
preference. Lists are allowed to contain a maximum of 14 nominated candidates
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per constituency, or, if M exceeds 14, as many candidates as there are seats to
be distributed (Ministry of Justice, 2022). This generally amounts to an extensive
number of candidates for voters to choose from. To provide an example: in the larg-
est constituency of Uusimaa/Nyland, 492 candidates were nominated by 22 parties
or constituency organizations in the 2019 parliamentary election.

Finnish election campaigns

When it comes to political campaigning, Finland is characterized by being a fore-
runner in terms of innovation and professionalization. Although Finland, like the
other Nordic countries, has a strong public service media, its media system is sur-
prisingly liberal and media ownership concentration is very low in international
comparison (see Strandberg & Carlson, 2021; Hallin & Mancini, 2004; Noam &
Mutter, 2006). Thus, television in Finland has partially been funded by advertising
since its early days and there are no regulations or limitations on political adver-
tising. This has created a fertile ground for innovation and professionalization of
political campaigning.

Campaigns in Finland also highly reflect the fact that votes are cast on candi-
dates, not parties. While the parties run and coordinate the broader campaign high-
lighting main issues and themes, a lot of freedom and responsibility to the campaign
is on the individual candidates (Karvonen, 2010; von Schoultz, 2018). Candidates
typically have their own support groups, raise their own funds, and are free to run
political advertising as they like (Mattila & Ruostetsaari, 2002). According to some
estimates (Mattila & Sundberg, 2012; Moring & Borg, 2005), individual candi-
dates handle roughly 75 percent of all campaign spending. One consequence of the
freedom to advertise and the responsibility for individual candidates to campaign is
that Finnish campaigning has become very personalized, focusing on party leaders
as well as individual candidates’ policies and image (Karvonen, 2010).

The combination of the liberal media market and individual campaigning
has also brought with it a desire to innovate and try out new campaign forms
(Strandberg & Carlson, 2021, 77-78). The first online campaign websites in Fin-
land appeared already in the 1996 election for the European Parliament and the
1999 Parliamentary elections were the first in which the internet was used as a cam-
paign platform (Carlson & Strandberg, 2012; Isotalus, 1998). Finland has, thus,
been, and still is, one of the global leaders in online campaigning. In the 2019 elec-
tion campaign, almost 90 percent of candidates had a Facebook page and younger
candidates used a wide array of social media in their campaign communication
(Strandberg & Borg, 2020). Digital media also gave rise to a peculiar feature of
Finnish elections; the Voting Advice Applications (VAAs) hosted on media sites
since 1999. The VA As have been the most popular feature of Finnish elections for
long, both in terms of their usage by voters and the media attention (Strandberg &
Carlson, 2021, 80-81). Leading up to the Parliamentary election in 2019, VAAs
were used by almost 60 percent of the electorate with one-third of all voters and
over 80 percent of young voters reporting that the VAAs strongly influenced their
choice of candidate (Strandberg & Carlson, 2021; Strandberg & Borg, 2020).
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In the era of social media, the digitalization of Finnish campaigning has further
increased in both scope and speed of uptake. In fact, Strandberg and Carlson (2021,
78) deem digitalization as the main transformation of Finnish campaigning since
the mid-2000s. Already in the 2007 elections, YouTube and blogs were being em-
ployed as campaigning tools by candidates. In 2011, Facebook usage by candidates
surged to 88 percent and Twitter also started emerging as a campaign tool. 2015
saw Twitter use rising to above 50 percent and Instagram starting to be adopted by
some candidates. In the last 2019 election, campaign Instagram use by candidates
was already over 40 percent. Strandberg and Borg (2020, 118) state that by 2019
there is no doubt that digital campaigning in Finland has reached a level of maturity
and professionalism and is now to be considered the most important arena for Finn-
ish campaigning (see also Strandberg & Carlson, 2021).

The contents of the volume

This volume is the first to provide a thorough analysis of the Finnish electoral de-
mocracy of today, mainly from a voter perspective, for an international audience.
The book is also the first to make use of all the FNES datasets collected between
2003 and 2019 and disseminate this knowledge for international readers. Thus,
most of the chapters in this volume both describe key features of Finnish electoral
behavior from a longitudinal perspective and provide thorough explanatory analy-
ses and interpretations of the 2019 election.

The volume provides a broad assessment of Finnish electoral democracy by
focusing on parties and candidates, voters and campaigning. Thus, the chapters of
the volume analyze mechanisms related to the electoral output and demand. Fur-
thermore, the volume sets the stage by describing and analyzing the core state of
Finnish democracy, the electoral playing ground so-to-speak. These three aspects
form themes under which the individual chapters are sorted. Thus, the first section
zooms in on the state of democracy, the second on the electoral connection (voters
in relation to parties and candidates) and the third on campaigning. We will now
provide a brief overview of the chapters within these three themes.

Theme 1: The state of democracy

This theme contains five individual chapters that examine citizens’ perceptions of
democracy and its health (Chapters 2—4) as well as participation in both elections
and other activities (Chapters 5 and 6). Together, these chapters shed light on the
core functioning of Finnish electoral democracy and citizens’ trust in it as well as
highlighting potential challenges in the forthcoming years.

Chapter 2: What kind of democracy do people want? By Lauri Rapeli
and Kim Strandberg

In this chapter, Lauri Rapeli and Kim Strandberg focus on Finnish voters’ sup-
port for different models of democracy. Specifically, they describe the longitudinal
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development of support for representative-, direct-, deliberative-, and stealth de-
mocracy. Furthermore, the chapter studies individual-level explanations along an
ideology-based and dissatisfaction-based perspective for supporting these democ-
racy models at the time of the Parliamentary election in 2019. The findings show
that representative democracy has the strongest support followed by deliberative
democracy, direct democracy and stealth democracy. Support for various models
of democracy was found to best be explained by dissatisfaction, or satisfaction,
with representative democracy. Thus, people being satisfied with democracy and
its institutions and actors support representative democracy whereas various con-
stellations of dissatisfied citizens support the other models.

Chapter 3: Finland: A country of high political trust and weak political
self-efficacy. By Maria Bdck, Elina Kestili-Kekkonen and Thomas Karv

This chapter studies trust in political institutions and actors as well as political
self-efficacy among the Finnish citizens. The longitudinal development of both
aspects is presented for the years 2011-2019 and 2003-2019, respectively. In the
explanatory part, the authors use political self-efficacy as the main independent
variable for explaining variations in political trust. The descriptive findings in the
chapter essentially show that political trust in Finland has been high and stable
over time. The picture for political self-efficacy is the opposite: it has been stable
but low over time. In explaining high levels of political trust, the chapter shows
that political self-efficacy only has a weak significant effect whereby low efficacy
explains high trust and high efficacy explains low trust. The most important ex-
planatory factors for high political trust are social trust, strong identification with a
political party and positive evaluations of the MP’s competence.

Chapter 4. In safe elections, democracy wins: Perceptions of electoral
harassment among candidates and voters. By Veikko Isotalo and Hanna Wass

This chapter focuses on what might be deemed as an increasing threat to democra-
cies worldwide within the hybrid-threat era we are currently living in: electoral
harassment. Specifically, the chapter studies the extent to which candidates and cit-
izens reported that they had experienced various forms of harassment in the 2019
election. The authors also focus on whether certain types of citizens and candidates
are more prone to be harassed than others are. This chapter incorporates data from
the Finnish parliamentary candidate study 2019 to shed light on candidates’ experi-
ences alongside the FNES data for citizens’ experiences. The main results of the
chapter are that candidates report a much higher extent of harassment than voters.
The most common types of harassment are disinformation, negative campaigns
against certain candidates and various DDOS attacks on websites (traffic over-
load) or negative spamming on social media accounts. Regarding the question of
whether certain types of candidates and voters experience harassment to a higher
extent, the findings show that younger candidates seem to experience more harass-
ment. Among voters, this age pattern is also evident as is an effect that women
experienced harassments more than men.
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Chapter 5: Foiled at every turn? Understanding turnout in Finland. By
Theodora Helimdki and Hanna Wass

In this chapter, Helimédki and Wass provide an in-depth overview and explana-
tory contemplation on one of the main puzzles of the otherwise healthy Finish
democracy: the relatively low turnout in general elections. The chapter provides a
longitudinal description of turnout in Finnish parliamentary elections according to
gender (1908-2019), age (1987-2019) and education level (1987-2019). For these
aspects, the main findings are that modern Finnish elections have a reversed gender
gap whereby women vote more than men do. Furthermore, life-cycle differences
in turnout are shown to gradually becoming less pronounced over time, partly due
to generational differences in turnout levels. For education level differences in
turnout, the chapter demonstrates that what was already a substantial gap between
lower and higher educated citizens in 1987 has grown even bigger into 2019. The
final part of the chapter contemplates the applicability of two explanation models
for turnout in Finland: an institutional-level factors model and an individual-level
factors model. The former of these discusses effective electoral thresholds, effec-
tive number of parties and electoral uncertainty. The latter model contemplates
socio-economic factors and their transmission over generations through political
socialization. Health-related factors are also discussed.

Chapter 6. Act your age! Generational differences in political participation in
Finland 2007-2019. By Janette Huttunen and Henrik Serup Christensen

The authors examine participation in nine different activities according to five
voter generations: Traditionalists, Baby boomers, Generation X, Millennials, and
Generation Z. Furthermore, the chapter studies within these five generations how
political interest, left-right ideology, GAL-TAN position, and satisfaction with
democracy associate to different participatory activities. The findings show that
boycotts and signing petitions or citizens’ initiatives are the most popular activities
among Finnish citizens, whereas party activity and taking part in legal demonstra-
tions are the least popular. Younger generations tend to be more active in new forms
of activities, such as consumerism and signing citizens’ initiatives, whereas no big
generational differences are evident for traditional activities. Finally, the chapter
shows that political interest seems to be the one attitude which, across generations,
is associated most often with participatory activities. Younger generations’ activi-
ties seem to be more driven by attitudes than what is the case for older generations.

Theme 2: Elections, parties and candidates

In the second theme of the volume, seven chapters that focus on various aspects of
the connection between the citizens and the parties and candidates are included.
Mainly, this connection is studied concerning the bases or mechanisms of citizens’
vote choices (Chapters 7, 8,9, 11, and 12). Furthermore, the section contains a chap-
ter on how the parties tie into affective polarization among citizens (Chapter 10)
as well as a look at what candidate attributes contribute to electoral success
(Chapter 13).
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Chapter 7: The social basis of the vote: Class voting in Finland. By Aino
Tiihonen and Peter Soderlund

In this chapter, Tithonen and Soderlund depart from cleavage theories and build
a longitudinal exploration of class voting in Finland between 1984 and 2019. The
main focus is on the extent to which working-class voters vote for left-wing par-
ties, but an assessment of total class voting is also made. The FNES data is com-
plemented by data from the Finnish Business and Policy Forum (EVA) to build
the longer time-series. The authors focus on both occupational class and self-
identification into social classes. The findings show that class voting, both in terms
of working class voting for leftist parties and in terms of total class voting, has
declined over time in Finland but still remains at a significant level. A major part
of the decline was until the early 2000s, after which the trends have plateaued. The
working-class vote has gradually shifted from a leftist slant to increasingly be-
ing captured by the populist Finns Party. Self-identification with social class has a
clearer association with class voting than occupational class has.

Chapter 8: Value dimensions and party choice in Finland. By Kimmo Gronlund
and Peter Soderlund

In this chapter, the authors study how ideological differences within the Finnish
electorate have evolved between 2003 and 2019. Specifically, the focus is on the
traditional left-right dimension and the GAL-TAN value dimension. The authors
also focus on how strongly value dimensions have predicted party choice over
time. The results of the analyses show, first, that left-right differences are rather
small and have not grown much over time. The differences regarding GAL-TAN
values, secondly, are starker and have grown over time. The examination of the
predictive power of value dimensions on party choice shows that GAL-TAN val-
ues have more effect on party choice than the left-right values have. The left-right
dimension has only increased its importance over time for voting for the Social
Democrats (SDP) and for the National Coalition Party (KOK). Looking at the im-
pact of GAL-TAN values over time, the impact has grown significantly for the
two parties representing the two most extreme positions in these values: the Green
League (VIHR) and the populist Finns Party (PS).

Chapter 9: Party identification. By Sami Borg and Heikki Paloheimo

This chapter studies the extent to which Finnish citizens display identification with,
or attachment to, political parties. The authors also focus on which party’s citizens
feel close to, and the explanatory part of the chapter seeks to explain this party
identification. The latter of which uses sociodemographic variables (gender and
age), native language, subjective class identification, area of residence and a num-
ber of attitudinal value orientations as potential explanations of party identification.
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The descriptive trends show that party identification has grown overall in Finland
between 2003 and 2019, from 44 percent to 60 percent of citizens feeling close to
the party. Regarding which specific parties people feel close to, the Finns party ap-
pears to be the main party that has grown the most (from 1 percent to 18 percent).
This seems to have been due to people feeling close to the Social Democrats and
the Centre Party shifting allegiances as these two parties have seen the biggest de-
clines in the share of citizens feeling close to them. The explanatory analyses reveal
rather differing factors explaining support for specific parties. An interesting pat-
tern is found regarding GAL-TAN values which form strong predictors for the par-
ties at either end of the spectrum (Greens/Left vs. The Finns/Christian Democrats).

Chapter 10: Friends and foes: Affective polarization among Finnish voters.
By Arto Kekkonen, Staffan Himmelroos and Daniel Kawecki.

The authors examine developments in affective polarization among the electorate
between 2003 and 2019. Furthermore, they seek to understand differences regard-
ing affective polarization at both ideological and individual levels. The authors
focus on three cleavages across which they study affective polarization: political
parties, socioeconomic values (left-right) and sociocultural values (GAL-TAN).
The findings over time show a clear increase in party-based affective polarization.
Looking at ideological drivers of affective polarization, the analyses show that
extreme positions for the socioeconomic as well as the sociocultural dimensions
are the ones who have polarized the most over time. At the individual level, the au-
thors find that the intensity of GAL-TAN values appears to be an important driver
of affective polarization. Party identification and vote choices are also important
predictors.

Chapter 11: Parties and candidates as objects of electoral choice.
By Peter Soderlund

This chapter sheds light on one of the key features of the Finnish electoral system:
the attention voters pay to either candidate or party when casting their votes. Soder-
lund describes and explains both the extent to which voters vote for candidates
rather than for parties and the attitudes toward preference voting for individual
candidates in Finland. The descriptive findings show that the party has, over time,
become slightly more important than candidates are for citizens’ vote choice. The
Finnish electorate nonetheless displays a strong level of support for the ability to
vote for individual candidates. The explanatory analyses mainly reveal a pattern
whereby political sophistication and attachment to a party are the main dividers of
voters seeing the party or candidate as more important for their vote choices. As to
support for the ability to cast votes on candidates, the findings show that age seems
to be the main driver of this whereby older citizens value the current candidate-
focused electoral system the most.
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Chapter 12: How to find a needle in a haystack: Which candidate
characteristics matter for voters’ choice of candidate? By Theodora
Helimdiki and Asa von Schoultz

This chapter examines Finnish voters’ evaluation of factors that are important for their
choice of candidate and how these have developed between 2003 and 2019. Heliméki
and von Schoultz also explore which type of voters are prone to use certain types of
heuristics in their decision-making process when choosing which candidate to vote
for. The factors in focus in the chapter are the candidate’s party affiliation, their age,
previous experience in politics, gender, and their locality. The findings show that
party affiliation is the most important attribute for Finnish voters and has been so
during the whole period of study (2003-2019). Political experience of a candidate
is the second most important factor followed locality, gender, and, lastly, age. The
explanatory part of the chapter explains five types of voter heuristics: same-gender
voting, same-age voting, locality voting, ideological proximity voting, and politi-
cal experience-based voting. The main differences found between factors explaining
these various voting-heuristics are age, interest in politics, and closeness to a party.

Chapter 13: What makes a successful candidate in the Finnish open-list
proportional election system? By Veikko Isotalo and Asa von Schoultz

This chapter studies individual, so-called, vote-earning attributes of candidates and
how these relate to earning actual votes. This topic is first explored longitudinally for
candidate gender, incumbency, political experience, and celebrity status. For these,
the findings show that gender and celebrity status do not seem to make a difference
in votes earned, whereas incumbency and political experience do. In the explanatory
part of the chapter, the authors seek to explain candidates’ individual vote shares in
light of eight independent variables: being an MEP, MP, party leader, celebrity, local
councilor, previous experience, age, and gender. The effect of these on vote shares
are exactly in the order they were listed. Thus, being an MEP has a strong effect, fol-
lowed by incumbency as MP and so forth. Further supplementary analyses also re-
vealed that campaign spending has a clear independent effect on vote shares as well.

Theme 3: Campaigning

The final theme of the volume is about campaigning, which is arguably the main
mechanism that connects citizens to parties and candidates. Without campaigning,
parties and candidates would be rather unknown objects for citizens and, thus, also
very hard to form opinions on and to cast votes for. The chapters in this theme focus
on what candidates emphasize in their campaigning (Chapter 15), which specific
campaign activities they engage in and with what level of funding (Chapter 16)
as well as the extent to which different generations of Finnish voters follow cam-
paigns via the internet and social media (Chapter 14).
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Chapter 14: Generational patterns in voters use of the internet and social
media in Finnish parliamentary elections 2003-2019. By Tom Carlson and
Kim Strandberg

In this chapter, Carlson and Strandberg provide a longitudinal overview of citi-
zens’ use of both so-called Web 1.0 (party/candidate websites, blogs, VAAs, and
online election news) and Web 2.0 (social media, YouTube et cetera) information
channels for following elections. This is broken up according to generations of
voters: traditionalists and boomers, Generation X, Millennials, and Generation Z.
The authors, thus, focus on whether certain generations use the Internet and social
media to a larger extent than other generations do. Furthermore, in the explanatory
part, the authors focus on the 2019 election and explain Web 1.0 and Web 2.0 use
in light of the generations, demographic factors, political interest, efficacy, and
engagement in political discussion. Explanatory analyses are also done within each
generation. The longitudinal trends for both Web 1.0 and 2.0 unsurprisingly show
that the younger the generation, the higher the extent of usage is. The regression
analyses confirm that belonging to the younger generations predicts a high extent
of using the Internet and social media. Other significant predictors are political in-
terest and engaging in political discussion in everyday life. A notable finding within
the youngest Generation Z is that political interest does not predict the high use of
social media in the following elections.

Chapter 15: Candidates and campaigning. By Peter Séderlund

In this chapter, using data from the Comparative candidate survey, Soderlund first
explores variations in campaign styles among individual candidates at the con-
stituency level between 2007 and 2019. He focuses specifically on to what degree
candidates have pursued a personal vote rather than a party vote. Furthermore, he
focuses on longitudinal trends in the tendency of individual candidates to cam-
paign on their own personal strengths. Finally, the analyses identify factors that
explain variation in the level of campaign personalization across candidates. The
findings show that candidates focus on either party or themselves is a rather even
split. In the 2019 election, a slightly higher share of candidates did state that they
focused more on their own attention than the parties in their campaign. Soder-
lund’s findings also show that roughly 80 percent of candidates focus on issues
relevant to them as individuals and also on their own personal characteristics.
Nevertheless, the candidates also emphasize party-related issues and merits to a
high extent which indicates that campaign focus between party and candidate is
not a zero-sum game. The explanatory analyses of what explains an individualized
campaign show that, among other, candidates who perceive their chances to get
elected and are in competitive races tend to campaign in an individualized and
personalized way.
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Chapter 16: Individualized Campaigning in the Finnish Open-List System
By Mikko Mattila

In the final chapter of the volume’s analytical chapters, Mattila examines, using
the Comparative candidate survey, how important various campaign activities, or
specific tools, were for candidates in the 2019 election campaign. He also provides
an overview of campaign spending for all candidates running in the election. Fi-
nally, the explanatory part of the chapter seeks to explain candidates’ vote shares in
light of campaign variables, candidate experience, and with control for sociodemo-
graphic variables. Mattila’s findings show that Facebook was considered the most
important campaign tool by the candidates. Generally, candidates tended to favor
campaign activities that are tailored for individualized, rather than party-focused,
campaigning. Regarding campaign spending, the overview shows that candidates
spent, on average, 8,000 euros on their campaign. Elected candidates spent 35,000
euros or more. Mattila notes that younger candidates tended to spend more on their
campaign than older candidates did. In explaining the candidates’ number of votes,
Mattila finds that campaign funding is an important factor. Interestingly, though, a
focus on digital rather than traditional campaigning appears to yield votes as well.
Lastly, candidate experience as either an incumbent MP or as a local councilor has
very strong effects on votes as well.

Data [reference to data appendix]

Main data: FNES (including CSES Module)

Other data used: Finnish Parliamentary Candidates Study 2019; CCS; EVA data
(Tithonen & Soderlund, ch. 7). VAA-datasets (Isotalo & von Schoultz, ch. 13).
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2  What Kind of Democracy Do the
People Want?

Lauri Rapeli and Kim Strandberg

Introduction and theory

As mentioned in the Introduction, Finnish democracy can be characterized as
consensus-seeking and party-centered. With a highly fragmented party system
and oversized coalitions, the democratic process requires the ability to collaborate
across party lines. Consequently, parties and their leading politicians, especially
government ministers, are the key actors in a system that very strongly relies on
party-voter ties and representation of constituents’ interests.

The party-based, consensual style of democracy enjoys widespread support
among the Finnish electorate. In a cross-national comparison, Finnish voters are
more satisfied with how democracy works in Finland than the average electorate
in other European countries (Rapeli & Koskimaa, 2020). Although general sup-
port for democracy seems relatively high in Finland, the question of what kind of
democracy people really want is a different matter. How strong is support for the
current, strongly representative form of democracy, when compared with alterna-
tive models for democratic governance? In this chapter, we examine what type of
democracy the Finnish electorate prefers and whether the preference has fluctuated
over the years. Furthermore, we study the predictors of various democracy prefer-
ences in the 2019 Finnish Parliamentary election.

We approach democratic preferences from the perspective of the vibrant schol-
arly debate about whether support for democracy is declining among democratic
publics, even in established democracies (e.g., Foa & Mounk, 2017). While the
evidence for the alleged erosion of democratic support remains inconclusive (e.g.,
Wauttke et al., 2020; Alexander & Welzel, 2017; Wike & Fetterolf, 2018), an ad-
jacent literature has instead tackled the question whether democratic publics are
discontent with the existing democratic processes. Perhaps support for democ-
racy itself is not at risk, but maybe citizens are challenging the current forms of
democratic decision-making? This has led scholars to examine ordinary citizens’
preferences regarding the democratic process, that is, citizens’ ideas about where
decision-making power ultimately should be in democracy and how it should be
organized. Comparatively, Finland presents a scenario, where satisfaction with de-
mocracy remains high, despite the globally declining trend, and where we can ex-
pect to find strong, continued support for representative democracy.
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In mainstream research, two influential arguments have sought to explain the
reasons behind the contemporary challenge to electoral democracy and the logic
behind citizens’ democratic process preferences (see also Goldberg et al., 2020).
Firstly, people might have grown tired of representative democracy because they
sense a disconnect between the established parties and their own needs (Dalton
et al., 2004). In order to fix the “trust gap” between the people and their representa-
tives, the disillusioned citizens are looking to transform democracy through more
citizen participation. According to Bowler et al. (2007), many studies have found
that the push for more participation, and perhaps also for a deliberative version of
democracy, comes from an increasingly sophisticated citizenry, and particularly
from the younger generations. In this perspective, democratic discontentment is
primarily an expression of frustration among an attentive, but distrusting sec-
tion of the electorate who feel efficacious enough to demand more participation
opportunities.

Secondly, according to an opposite logic, a significant portion of democratic
publics would instead wish to participate less in politics and let elected representa-
tives take care of all decision-making. Expressed most prominently by Hibbing and
Theiss-Morse (2002), this type of democracy would resemble the stealth fighter
plane, which we know is out there somewhere, although we cannot (usually) see it.
In the same manner, people might only want to know that democracy functions in
the background, while they go on with their daily lives, with minimal involvement
in the democratic process. Hence, scholars have focused on two fundamentally
different conceptualizations of democracy, which are distinguishable from one
another in terms of how much and what kind of citizen participation they advo-
cate. To a great extent, the choice between these models of democracy becomes a
choice between active or passive democratic citizenship, or alternatively, between
elite-dominated or citizen-dominated democratic processes.

Previous scholarship has sought to map out the determinants of support for rep-
resentative, direct, participatory and deliberative democracy (e.g., Bowler et al.,
2007; Bengtsson & Mattila, 2009; Webb, 2013; Goldberg et al., 2020), and even
expert-driven democracy (e.g., Rapeli, 2016). In this chapter, we follow this pros-
pering field of literature and examine support for different types of democratic
processes using the FNES data from 2003 to 2019. The data allow us to trace the
support rates and individual-level determinants of representative, direct, delibera-
tive and stealth democracy.

Representative democracy is here understood as pertaining to the standard model
of democracy, with a focus on elections as the mechanism for delegating power
from the citizenry to elected office-holders. In the broader spectrum of democratic
theory, representative democracy is an elitist form of democracy in the sense that
it essentially relegates citizens into voters, whose function in democracy is to vote
politicians into office, when called upon to do so in regularly arranged, competitive
elections. Direct democracy, on the other hand, entails a model where citizens are
given a chance to participate in decision-making also through referenda. In direct
democracy, ordinary citizens are not only passive political subjects, but are regu-
larly consulted in important societal questions. In a similar fashion, deliberative
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democracy considers citizens as much more than just voters. Arguably, instead of
voting, deliberative democracy emphasizes communication, (public) reasoning,
perspective-taking and the power of the strongest argument as the proper basis
for democratic decision-making. Debating — or deliberating — stands in the core
of the deliberative view of democracy and it offers a very different approach to
democracy than the representative model. Finally, stealth democracy is perhaps
equally radical as it also proposes an alternative to contemporary applications of
party-based, representative democracy. It is built on the idea that people do not
really want to engage deeply in politics, but that they nevertheless want efficient
governance. Hence, in a strict sense, the concept of stealth democracy involves
technocratic government by experts, who allocate the available resources based on
rationality and evidence, rather than a democracy based on party-voter dynamics
and the logic of vote maximizing.

Previous research has produced many useful findings regarding both the struc-
ture of democratic process preferences and the individual drivers of those prefer-
ences. According to Webb (2013), those who are dissatisfied with the current state
of democracy in the United Kingdom support more citizen participation. How-
ever, even those who could be categorized as “stealth democrats”, and therefore
prefer only little citizen participation also support direct democracy. Bengtsson
and Mattila (2009) reported similar results from the Finnish context, suggesting
that citizens’ process preferences may sometimes seem incoherent, at least from
a theoretical standpoint. Webb, on the other hand, notes that supporting referen-
dums, while still opposing other, more demanding forms of citizen engagement,
can be logically compatible and even share common ground with a populist view
of democratic politics, which demands more power to the people. Certainly, it
seems that citizens do not consider democratic process preferences in a one-
dimensional manner, that consistently follows traditional theoretical trajectories.
Font et al. (2015) investigate the structure of such preferences among democratic
publics and demonstrate that people often support representative democracy but
also want direct forms of engagement. Nevertheless, Font et al. show that among
citizens, there is a somewhat clear distinction between supporters of representative
and participatory models of democracy. This suggests that citizens’ process prefer-
ences are roughly aligned according to the choice between more, or less citizen
engagement.

When it comes to the individual-level determinants of support for stealth de-
mocracy, Bengtsson and Mattila (2009) and Webb (2013) find that support is higher
among the disinterested, poorly informed sections of the electorate. Moreover,
Bengtsson and Mattila find a sharp ideological contrast. A rightist self-identification
is linked with stealth democratic attitudes, while a leftist self-identification is linked
with a stronger support for direct democracy. This is consistent with Christensen
and von Schoultz (2019), who show that a leftist orientation is a significant predic-
tor of support for deliberative democracy. Bowler et al. (2007) also found increased
support for direct democracy both among politically disappointed and politically
sophisticated individuals. They conclude that, overall, the most significant driver
of demand for more participation opportunities is distrust of politicians. Similarly,
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citizens’ belief in their own ability to have a say in politics (internal efficacy) and
their views on the responsiveness of the system (external efficacy) are factors that
some (e.g., Christensen & von Schoultz, 2019) have considered relevant for de-
mocracy preferences.

Taken together, these key studies from the field suggest that people hold rela-
tively coherent opinions regarding what kind of democratic processes they prefer.
Although the boundaries between the theoretical models are often fluid, a rough di-
viding line is drawn between a desire for more or less citizen engagement. Among
the citizenry, the line appears to be partly ideological, as people in the political left
want more participation. Partly, the desire to change the status quo seems driven by
a disillusionment with conventional democratic politics. Thus, one could say that
there is an ideologically based explanation for certain democracy preferences as
well as an explanation based on dissatisfaction/alienation from the current system
(see Bengtsson & Mattila, 2009).

In the empirical analyses that follow, we examine both the temporal develop-
ment in support for representative, direct, deliberative and stealth democracy and
the determinants of support for them. As regards temporal change, previous re-
search leads us to assume that there has occurred a shift away from support for rep-
resentative democracy toward other types of democracy. The assumption is based
on the dissatisfaction hypothesis, according to which a growing disenchantment
with representative, electoral democracy has increased across established democ-
racies. Although it is difficult to pinpoint exactly when the hypothesized effect
could be visible in attitudes toward democratic processes, events such as the 2008
economic crisis are likely to have contributed to the increased criticism toward
democracy (see, e.g., Wuttke et al., 2020).

In the case of Finland, the historically unprecedented, landslide victory in the
2011 parliamentary elections for the right-wing populist party, the Finns Party,
seems symptomatic of democratic disillusionment among the Finnish electorate.
Consequently, it seems plausible that support for the standard model of representa-
tive democracy would have decreased during approximately the past ten years,
while alternative models have simultaneously received more support. Therefore,
it seems logical to further assume that the individual-level drivers of support for
other models besides representative democracy are also connected to indicators
of democratic discontent, such as low political trust. Moreover, previous research
strongly suggests that a leftist self-identification increases support for deliberative
democracy, while a rightist self-identification increases support for stealth democ-
racy (Christensen & von Schoultz, 2019). For direct democracy, the pattern seems
more ambiguous, but following the Bengtsson and Mattila (2009) analysis of Fin-
land, we assume leftist ideology to increase support for it.

Descriptive trends

In this first part of our empirical section, we show how the democracy preferences
of the Finnish electorate have developed over time. Support for each type of de-
mocracy is here measured with a signpost-indicator strategy whereby one survey
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Table 2.1 Indicators of support for each democracy type

Democracy type  Survey item

Representative By voting people can have a say in how things are run

Direct Important political questions should more frequently be decided by a
referendum

Deliberative Discussions for ordinary citizens should be organized to support
representative democracy

Stealth Finland’s matters would be handled better if decision making were left

up to independent experts instead of politicians and citizens

Note: All items use Likert scales regarding to what extent respondents agree with the statement: agree
fully, agree somewhat, disagree somewhat, disagree completely.

item from the FNES surveys 2003-2019 is used for each type of democracy (see
Technical appendix of book). The rationale for this strategy was dictated by neces-
sity. Typically, each FNES survey only contained one or two items that indicate
support for a specific democracy type. Only support for stealth democracy has sev-
eral indicators since 2003. For stealth democracy, we opted to go with the indicator
that has been most used in studies throughout the world, i.e., support for independ-
ent experts to widely handle decision-making instead of politicians and citizens
(Bengtsson & Mattila 2009, 1040). The measures are summarized in Table 2.1:

In the literature review, we identified six potential predictors of support for vari-
ous types of democracy. These were satisfaction with democracy, political interest,
left-right ideology, political trust as well as internal and external efficacy.

On to the actual analyses, Table 2.2 depicts the longitudinal trends for the pref-
erences since the 2003 Finnish parliamentary election for each democracy type.
The last row in the table shows the change in percentage points between support
for the democracy types in 2003 (representative and direct) or in 2007 (deliberative
and stealth) and in the latest measurement in 2019.

Overall, the preferences have been stable among the Finnish electorate, and
all but stealth democracy have been supported widely throughout the period. It
is, thus, clear that a large share of citizens tends to support at least some features
of several different types of democracy. A simple correlation analysis (Pearson’s
correlation) shows that there appears to be two blocks of preferences; support for
representative democracy correlates positively with support for deliberative de-
mocracy, whereas positive preferences for all but representative democracy cor-
relate positively with each other. In a sense, thus, citizens view the different types
of democracy as complements to each other more than as supplements.

Longitudinally, representative democracy is nonetheless the most preferred type
of democracy with a support ranging between 75 and 87 percent. Support for rep-
resentative democracy has grown by almost 11 percentage points during 2003 and
2019, while support for direct democracy has declined by as much. Direct- and
deliberative democracy are equally preferred in 2003—2015 at around 70 percent
support, but the support for direct democracy declined into the 2019 election to
around 60 percent. A tentative, albeit likely, explanation for this decline in support
for direct democracy is the effect of the Brexit vote in 2016, which received a lot
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Table 2.2 Longitudinal development of democracy preferences 2003-2019, percentage hav-
ing strong or very strong preference, as well as these collapsed, for each democ-
racy type (n in parentheses)

Representative  Direct Deliberative — Stealth
2003  Very strong 24.7 355 missing missing
Strong 46.6 35.8 missing missing
Total 71.3 (492) 71.3 (905)
2007  Very strong 42.5 41.0 273 8.1
Strong 41.7 29.5 48.7 26.5
Total 84.2 (1,197) 70.5 (1,003) 76.1 (1,081) 34.6 (347)
2011  Very strong 40.8 37.1 24.5 4.1
Strong 42.5 32.6 45.2 13.0
Total 83.3 (585) 69.7 (904) 69.7 (905) 17.1 (199)
2015  Very strong 47.6 35.2 26.4 9.6
Strong 39.9 335 43.0 26.0
Total 87.5(1,389) 68.7 (1,090) 69.4 (1,102) 35.6 (566)
2019  Very strong 37.5 26.1 25.5 11.0
Strong 44.6 35.2 51.7 29.4
Total 82.1 (1,388) 61.3 (933) 77.3 (1,103) 40.4 (566)
Change in +10.8 =10 +1.2 +5.8

total support
(percentage units)

Note: All data has been weighted.

of media attention in Finland (Haugevik et al., 2018). At all elections, support for
stealth democracy has been the lowest with a range between 17 and 40 percent sup-
port. One could contemplate whether this is partly because there are no real-world
examples of stealth democracy being used that the Finnish citizens could relate to.
Interestingly, though, there has been a rise in support for stealth democracy that co-
incided with the decline in support for direct democracy. These longitudinal trends
are summarized visually in Figure 2.1.
To summarize, support for representative democracy, at least in terms of citizens’
faith in voting as a mechanism for impacting society, has increased in Finland
since 2003. Given the stability of high satisfaction with democracy in Finland (see
also Chapter 3 on political trust), this finding seems somewhat intuitive. Although
purely speculative, we are tempted to interpret this trajectory as a reflection of de-
velopments within party politics. As the right-wing populist party, the Finns Party,
became one of the largest parties in Finland in the 2011 parliamentary elections, a
position they have held since then, the day-to-day party politics was reinvigorated.
Their entrance provided an alternative for many voters who were dissatisfied with
the existing parties. The Finns Party agenda has also forced other parties to clarify
their stands on many pressing issues, which probably has made party-based repre-
sentative politics more attractive to many people.

Despite these interesting aggregate-level trends, it is, however, plausible that
there is significant individual-level variation in support for the various democracy

types.
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Figure 2.1 Longitudinal trends in support for the different forms of democracy (share indi-
cating very strong, or strong support).

Source: Compiled by authors from FNES data.

Explanatory analyses

This our second part of the findings delves into how democracy preferences can
be explained with a special focus to the ideology-based and disaffection-based ex-
planations put forth earlier in the chapter. To explore this, we ran linear regres-
sions predicting each type of democracy preference (Figure 2.2 and Table A2 in
appendix):

Of the two main explanatory perspectives, the dissatisfaction-thesis receives
much stronger support in Figure 2.2 than the ideology thesis does. Having a
left-leaning ideology positively explains support for representative democracy, but
the effect is not especially strong. Rather, strong support for representative democ-
racy is explained essentially by being a politically interested citizen who is satisfied
with democracy in general and trusts its institutions and actors. Most importantly,
people who feel that the current democratic system is responsive to citizens (exter-
nal efficacy) most strongly predicts strong support for representative democracy.
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Representative Direct
Satifaction with democracy —— ——
Political interest 4 —— —o
Left-right dimension - —o— ——
Political trust - — ——
Internal efficacy 1 —0—
External efficacy —— ——
Age ——
Gender (female) h e
Education ——
Deliberative Stealth
Satifaction with democracy 1 —o— ——
Political interest 1 —— ——
Left-right dimension - —1— ——
Political trust — ——
Internal efficacy - - ——
External efficacy —— ——
Age —— ——
Gender (female) - o
Education - : 19— : : —— :
-5 0 5 -5 0 5

Figure 2.2 Predictors of support for different forms of democracy.

Note: All dependents and predictors are standardized scales between zero and one. Predictors: [Satisfaction
with democracy]: scale 0—1 with five steps with 1 indicating respondent being very satisfied with democ-
racy; [Political interest]: scale 0—1 with four steps with 1 indicating respondent having a very high interest
in politics; [Left-right ideology]: scale 0—1 with 11 steps where 0 indicates a maximum left—wing position
and 1 indicates a maximum right-wing position; [Political trust]: Standardized average level of trust 0—1
where 0 indicates no trust and 1 indicates full trust for three political actors/institutions: the Parliament,
political parties, individual politicians. [Internal efficacy]: scale 0—1 with four steps where 1 indicates a very
high internal efficacy; [External efficacy]: scale 0—1 with four steps where 1 indicates a very high external
efficacy. [age]: respondent age; [gender]: O=man, |=woman; [education level]: scale 0—1 with eight steps
where 0 indicates only compulsory level education and 1 indicates a post gradual degree at university level.

Regarding support for direct democracy, the explanatory patterns are in stark
contrast to those regarding representative democracy albeit that the ideology-thesis
again receives only slight support in that right-leaning voters are more supportive
of direct democracy. Hence, supporters of direct democracy are citizens who ap-
pear dissatisfied with democracy, less trusting of its institutions and actors and who
tend to feel that the current system is not responsive to citizens’ needs. All covari-
ates were also strong significant predictors of which both the effect of being young
and having low education level suggest that the political competence of citizens
plays an important part in explaining the support for direct democracy as well.

The model for supporting deliberative democracy has rather weak explanatory
power (R? = .06), suggesting that the variables in the model are not particularly
relevant for explaining why some people support it. The model first and foremost
shows that high political interest is the most significant driver of deliberative dem-
ocratic preferences followed by being dissatisfied with democracy and lower in-
ternal efficacy. Being younger and woman are also significant predictors. To some
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extent, the explanations for preferring deliberative democracy resemble those of
direct democracy but the strong effect of political interest, which was insignificant
for direct democracy, is a clear distinction between the two democracy types. It
seems that a desire for democratic deliberation is associated with an unusually high
level of motivation to engage with politics.

Lastly, we turn our focus to explaining support for stealth democracy, the one
type of democracy preference that the descriptive analysis showed had the least
support of all types. Here, the model explains 12 percent of the variation (R?) and
points to the dissatisfaction thesis as the driver of stealth democracy preferences.
Thus, being uninterested in politics, having low political trust and feeling that the
system is unresponsive to citizens’ needs (low external efficacy) are significant
predictors. Younger age and being woman again retain some explanatory power.

Conclusions

Overall, support for representative democracy in Finland is higher than for other
types of democracy and it seems to have increased during the past couple of dec-
ades. From the perspective of the crisis of democracy debate, at least in terms of
support for a standard form of electoral, party-based democracy, there is no cause
for particular concern in Finland.

It is, however, obvious that dissatisfaction with democracy increases support for
alternatives to representative democracy, particularly direct democracy. Although
on population-level support for direct democracy has declined by 10 percentage
points since 2003, individual-level support for direct democracy is driven by exactly
those factors that are associated with disappointment with representative democ-
racy: democratic dissatisfaction, lack of political trust and low external efficacy. A
desire to reform representative democracy through an increased use of referenda is
clearly linked to a sense of disillusionment with democracy, also in Finland.

However, in addition to direct democracy, disillusionment may also lead to in-
creased support for deliberative democracy, depending on the level of political
attachment. While the politically disinterested and distrusting want more direct
democracy, the politically interested prefer deliberative democracy. In other words,
disappointment with how the democracy works has different outcomes depending
on how politically aware and interested a person is. Moreover, the politically dis-
engaged to a lesser extent show even some support for stealth democracy, but this
pattern is much less prominent.

Women and younger people are more likely to support alternatives to repre-
sentative democracy. In broad terms, this aligns well with the democratic dissatis-
faction hypothesis because women and youth are typically underprivileged even in
democratic societies. Although we rely on a minimalistic measurement of support
for different democracy types, the findings consistently point toward support for
precisely this; the desire for democratic reform among the disadvantaged.

In the case of Finland, it is nevertheless important not to overdramatize the mag-
nitude of the impact of democratic dissatisfaction. Although we find support for
the dissatisfaction hypothesis, we also find plenty of stability in democratic prefer-
ences and widespread backing for the current form of representative democracy.
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However, Finland could be a sobering reminder that underneath the seemingly
calm surface, there can be genuine disappointment with democracy, both among
the politically active and aware and the politically unattached citizens.
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Appendix

Table 2.41 Descriptive data for predictors in explanatory

analysis 2019 (n =1,597)

Predictors (0-1) Mean  Std.dev.
Satisfaction with democracy .62 26
Political interest .62 29
Left-right ideology (0=Left 1=Right) .36 .20
Political trust .55 .19
External efficacy .55 22
Age 51 .19
Gender (0=Man 1=Woman) 51 .50
Education level 48 23

Table 2.A2 Linear regression predicting preferences for each type of democracy (2019)

Representative Direct Deliberative Stealth
B S.E. B S.E. B S.E. B S.E.

Satisfaction with *088 .038 **—134 .043 —.071 .040 011 .047

democracy
Political interest *** 136 .036 —.049 .040 ***222 .039 **—118 .043
Left-right *—.097 .044 .086 .046 .027 .046 .003 .050

ideology
Political trust **% 287 065 **-220 .065 .016 .059 —.130 .069
Internal efficacy -.024 .029  *-.074 .035 *-.076 .031 .010 .039
External efficacy ~ ***.321 .051 ***-309 .053 —.007 .049 ***—396 .058
Age —.025 .045 ***-345 052 **— 153 .052 ***-215 .054
Gender (Woman) .020 .015 **064 .019 **.054 .017 .038 .020
Education level —.019 .036 ***-255 .044 .031 .041 —.006 .046
Constant **% 329 051 ***1.224 054 ***611 .058  ***832 .060
N 1,349 1,310 1,249 1,231 1,349
R? 224 213 .070 124 224
F **%24.93 **%37.56 **%7.20 **%14.64 **%24.93

‘p<.05, “p<.01, ""p<.001.



3 Finland

A Country of High Political Trust
and Weak Political Self-efficacy

Maria Bdack, Thomas Karv
and Elina Kestild-Kekkonen

Introduction

Finland has been described as a high-trusting society, characterised by well-
functioning political institutions and a trusting population (Biack & Kestild, 2009;
Listhaug & Ringdal, 2008; Salminen & Ikola-Norrbacka, 2010; Séderlund, 2019)
with high support for democracy (Chapter 2). Thus, public authorities in Finland
are perceived as both honest and trustworthy (Salminen & Ikola-Norrbacka, 2010,
654). Therefore, it is no surprise that since 1995, Finland has constantly been
ranked as one of the least corrupt countries in the world, according to the Cor-
ruption Perceptions Index (Transparency International, 2021). Finland is, subse-
quently, together with the rest of the Nordic countries, often distinguished as a role
model for its clean and honest government (Erlingsson & Kristinsson, 2020; Zook,
2009). High quality of government has been described as one of the success factors
across the Nordic countries (Haveri, 2015), and it has contributed to fostering high
levels of political trust (Salminen & Ikola-Norrback, 2010). Consequently, Finland
has repeatedly been ranked among the most politically trusting countries in the
world (Béck & Kestild-Kekkonen, 2019).

However, a recent OECD report, Drivers of Trust in Public Institutions in Fin-
land (2021), concludes that while Finland may boast with high trust figures, the
level of internal political efficacy, henceforth political self-efficacy, of the Finns
is, on average, lower in a European comparison. Political self-efficacy refers to a
citizen s subjective assessment of whether it is possible to understand and influence
political processes (Levy, 2013, 359). In addition to a modest level of political
self-efficacy among the Finns in general, previous studies have shown that there
are differences between social groups when it comes to political efficacy in Finland
(Karv et al., 2022). One of the most notable of these differences is the gender gap:
The Finnish National Election Study (FNES 2019) shows that one-fifth of men,
but over one-quarter of women, strongly agree with the statement that “politics is
sometimes so complicated that I do not understand what is going on”. Added to this,
there is a significant educational gap: while only 7 percent of respondents having
university degrees strongly agree with the statement, the corresponding share for
those who have only completed comprehensive school is 40 percent. Instead, the
differences between age groups are rather small. While 28 percent of the youngest
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age group (18-24 years) and 23 percent of the oldest age group demonstrate low
political efficacy, the share is a bit over or under 20 percent in other age groups.
The same patterns have also been observed in previous election studies (e.g.,
Kestila-Kekkonen, 2015). The story changes slightly when examining group-level
differences in political trust. No other social background variables have had a sub-
stantial effect on political trust besides education, especially when other strong
determinants of political trust, such as social capital, are controlled for (Bick &
Kestilda-Kekkonen, 2009).

The balance between political self-efficacy and political trust creates groups
of citizens who deviate in their relationship with the political system. According
to Sniderman (1981), individual citizens may be classified as either supportive or
committed citizens. While the supportive citizens base their evaluation of the politi-
cal system on informed citizenship, i.e., a balanced judgement and awareness of
the shortcomings of it, the committed citizens display a rather uncritical loyalty to
the government. In order to reach its full potential, trust in the democratic system
should be based on constant evaluation of the accountability of the system (Norris,
2011). However, other combinations of political self-efficacy and political trust
are possible. Well-informed citizens may withdraw their trust if they feel that the
system is not acting according to their normative expectations. We will here call
them critical citizens. Moreover, citizens may also feel that they have no political
competence (i.e., their political self-efficacy is weak) and they do not trust the sys-
tem itself. This group of citizens we call alienated citizens.

In this chapter, we set out to explore how political self-efficacy and political
trust are related in the Finnish electorate. Since a low level of trust is neither good
nor bad, we should delve deeper into its roots and explore to what extent the (high
or low) trust levels are based on a critical evaluation of the system and an informed
citizenship.

Political trust and political self-efficacy

Political trust is based on an evaluative judgement of a political object derived
from normative expectations about the performance of the political object
(Hetherington, 1998; Miller, 1974). A trust judgement, therefore, reflects an in-
dividual’s assessment about the trustworthiness of someone or something and
is, thus, relational but seldom unconditional (Levi & Stoker, 2000, 476). Hence,
a citizen might express low levels of trust in the incumbent government, while
expressing high levels of trust in one or a few of the Ministers. On a broader
societal level, political trust has been described as a glue that keeps the political
system together (van der Meer, 2010, 518) and as something vital for a well-
functioning democracy (Mishler & Rose, 2001). Conversely, declining levels of
political trust are considered a significant threat to the well-being of democra-
cies, as low-trusting citizens are less likely to follow laws (Marien & Hooghe,
2011) and vote in elections (Gronlund & Setéld, 2007), contributing to a more
unstable political community. Hence, political trust could even be perceived as a
success criterion for democracies (Listhaug & Ringdal, 2008, 131).
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Political trust is affected by the social surroundings of individuals and the ex-
perienced quality of local life (Fitzgerald & Wolak, 2016; Rahn & Rudolph, 2005;
Wolak, 2018). According to Reeves and Gimpel (2012, 509), citizens use the ob-
servations they make in their everyday lives to shape their opinions. Studies have
also shown that citizens are prone to use cognitive shortcuts, e.g., heuristics, when
asked to make trust judgements (Anderson, 1998; Rudolph, 2017). At the national
level, the levels of political trust are, thus, expected to increase when the future is
seemingly getting brighter. For instance, at the macro level, better economic per-
formance and well-functioning political institutions have repeatedly been shown to
have a positive effect on political trust (Fagerland Kroknes et al., 2015; Hethering-
ton & Rudolph, 2008; Mishler & Rose, 2001; Rahn & Rudolph, 2005; Weinschenk
& Helpap, 2015).

Broadly speaking, political efficacy can be conceptualised as a norm, a disposi-
tion or a behaviour: whether citizens should be able to influence politics, whether
they feel that they are able to do so or whether they actually do influence it (Abram-
son, 1972). Here, however, the attitudinal component is crucial: how a citizen feels
about his or her own possibilities to have a say in a society. From this perspective,
political efficacy is first and foremost a disposition and can be further divided into
internal, external and collective efficacy. Internal efficacy is based on the evalua-
tion of a citizen’s own abilities while external efficacy is linked to the evaluation
responsiveness of the political system to the needs of the citizens and collective
efficacy refers to the evaluated ability of a group to pursue its goals. In this chapter,
we focus on the internal efficacy or political self-efficacy, while still acknowledg-
ing that internal and external efficacy are empirically connected (e.g., Balch, 1974;
Craig, 1979). Strong external efficacy, i.e., a belief in the responsiveness of the
political system, also enables the development of stronger political self-efficacy.
In turn, strong internal efficacy enables the critical outlook to the political system
(Coleman & Davis, 1976).

While the concepts of external political efficacy and political trust are hardly
separable — they both evaluate the extent to which the political system responds
to the normative expectations of the public (see, however, e.g., Craig et al,,
1990) — the relationship between political trust and political self-efficacy is less
evident and its impact is likely to be more indirect. Political self-efficacy is both
theoretically and empirically strongly related to several key measurements of po-
litical competence: political knowledge, educational attainment, and especially
political interest, which is necessary to acquire information about politics (Craig
& Maggiotto, 1982). Thus, it seems reasonable to assume that some of the im-
pact of political socialisation on political trust is likely to be channelled through
political self-efficacy. The intervening effect of political self-efficacy on political
trust is likely to be related to alienation from the political system. Since the politi-
cal system, at its simplest, refers to the strength of the relationship between the
citizen and the state, this bond is severely weakened if the citizen has no skills or
knowledge to neither understand what the state does, nor to affect its decisions
(e.g., Finifter, 1970).
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Descriptive trends

As mentioned, Finland is widely perceived as a high-trusting society. This assess-
ment is confirmed after scrutinising country-level survey data from the European
Social Survey (ESS), collected across Europe in 2018." The ESS-data show that
regardless of the political object (parliament, legal system, police, politicians, po-
litical parties, European Parliament or United Nations), the level of trust is con-
siderably higher in Finland than in Europe on average. However, this is also the
case for the other four Nordic countries (Denmark, Iceland, Norway and Sweden).
Hence, the well-established image of the Nordic countries as highly politically
trusting societies still seems to hold (see, e.g., Listhaug & Ringdal, 2008).

We now continue by showing how political trust in Finland has developed over
time and how it differs between various political objects. Political trust is usually
measured with survey items asking the respondent to either rate the trustworthi-
ness of various political objects on a scale (i.e., how much do you trust?) or by a
binary assessment (i.e., do you trust?) (Levi & Stoker, 2000). Hence, depending
on whether one uses an 11-point scale (0—10) or a binary assessment (Yes/No), the
trust assessment might somewhat differ.

Since 2011, the FNES has included an array of survey questions asking the
respondents to rate the trustworthiness of various political objects on a scale from
zero to ten, where zero indicates no trust at all and ten indicates complete trust. This
makes it possible to compare the average levels of trust during three periods: 2011,
2015 and 2019. Based on the data from 2019, the President is the most trusted, fol-
lowed by the police and the universities and research institutions. At the other end
of the spectrum, the European Union (EU) is the least trusted, with politicians and
major corporations completing the bottom three. In general, there do not seem to
be any larger fluctuations in the levels of trust over time, and the trust evaluations
could, therefore, be considered relatively stable in Finland. Still, in relation to both
the Government and the Parliament, the trend is negative in terms of trust evalua-
tions (see Figure 3.1).

Measuring political self-efficacy is not straightforward, and while several at-
tempts have been made to find commonly accepted measures (see, e.g., Craig et al.,
1990; Morrell, 2003), there is little consensus in the field, especially when reviewing
data and surveys from different countries. Some scholars have utilised a variety of
“efficacy scales” (e.g., Niemi et al., 1991; Sapiro & Conover, 1997), whereas others
have relied on single-item solutions (Bennet, 1997; Michelson, 2000). An in-depth
discussion on these measurement problems is, however, beyond the scope of this
chapter. Unlike with political trust, the level of political self-efficacy in Finland is
broadly in line with the rest of Europe (ESS 2018).2 However, looking at political
self-efficacy from a Nordic perspective, Finland appears to deviate. According to
the data from the ESS 2018, the mean value for political self-efficacy in Finland
was 2.2 (on a five-point scale), being clearly lower than in the other Nordic coun-
tries (Denmark 2.7, Iceland 2.8, Norway 2.7 and Sweden 2.6). Given that the level
of political trust in Finland is in line with the other Nordic countries and above the
European average, the discrepancy regarding political self-efficacy is quite striking.
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Figure 3.1 Trust in Political Institutions in Finland, 2011-2019 (FNES).

In order to measure the development of political self-efficacy in Finland over
time, we use an item related to subjective evaluation of the respondents’ political
understanding. It is derived from a battery of statements (7o what extent do you
agree or disagree with the following statements?) and the statement is as follows:
“Sometimes politics seems so complicated that I cannot quite understand what is
going on”. The survey item is considered a standard item for measuring political
self-efficacy (see, e.g., Niemi et al., 1991). Disagreement with the statement is
coded as reflecting a more “efficacious” answer, on a four-point scale ranging from
0-3 and the survey item has been included repeatedly by the FNES since 2003.
The results show that the level of political self-efficacy has actually increased in
Finland for each survey during this period (see Figure 3.2).

This overview shows that political trust is comparatively high in Finland and has
remained quite stable over time. On the other hand, even if political self-efficacy
in Finland has slightly increased for each FNES survey since 2003, it is still com-
paratively lower in Finland in relation to political trust. Hence, Finland could still
be considered a highly politically trusting society but simultaneously as a society
with a comparatively low level of political self-efficacy. Following this, we now
continue with some explanatory analyses.

Explanatory analyses

In order to examine the relationship between political self-efficacy and po-
litical trust, we use the FNES 2019. Political trust, which constitutes the
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Figure 3.2 Political self-efficacy in Finland, 2003-2019 (FNES).

dependent variable in our linear (OLS) regression analysis, is measured with
an index consisting of five survey questions measuring trust in the president,
political parties, the parliament, the government and politicians (Cronbach’s
alpha 0.876). The index, as the separate questions it consists of, is measured
on an 11-point scale, where 0 indicates the lowest trust and 10 indicates the
highest trust.

The regression analysis is run in three steps. The first step includes only the main
independent variable of interest, namely, political self-efficacy. To measure politi-
cal self-efficacy, we employ the same single survey item used for the longitudinal
overview in the previous section, i.e., Sometimes politics seems so complicated
that I cannot really understand what is going on. Answers are given on an ordinal
scale (completely agree, agree, disagree, completely disagree). Hence, those who
agree with the statement have lower political self-efficacy than those who disagree.

The second step includes basic control variables related to social background,
namely, gender and age, which, according to previous studies, have not proven
to be strong predictors of political trust (Béack et al., 2016, 381), and education.
Some studies have shown a positive effect of education on political trust (e.g.,
Ugur-Cinar et al., 2020; Marien & Hooghe, 2011), but there are also studies that
indicate the opposite. It is also possible that the capacity to be more critical of the
political system increases with higher education (Listhaug, 1995), in line with the
ideas of “the critical citizen”.

The third model includes a number of variables that the ample literature and
previous empirical studies have shown to explain variations in political trust. So-
cial trust is measured with the commonly used 11-point scale reading Generally
speaking, do you think that most people can be trusted, or can you never be too
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careful? (0= “can’t be too careful”, 10= “most people can be trusted”) and we
expect the regression coefficients to be positive: higher social trust leads to higher
political trust. Attachment to the political system can be measured in a variety of
ways, and citizens who feel that they are highly attached to the political system are
expected to display higher political trust. We measure political interest with the
question How interested are you in politics? The variable is dummy-coded to rep-
resent those who are interested (“very interested” or “interested to some extent”)
and those who are not interested (“not very interested” or “not interested at all”).
For party identification, we use a question reading Do you usually think of yourself
as close to any particular party? (yes/no).

The political trust of citizens is also affected by their evaluations of how the
political system is performing. Especially, evaluations of the state of the economy
and how satisfied the citizens are with how the government is dealing with eco-
nomic fluctuations have been deemed relevant for the formation of political trust
(Banducci et al., 1999; Levi & Stoker, 2000; Mishler & Rose, 2001; Béck et al.,
2016). Thus, we include variables that measure the respondents’ evaluations of the
state of economy, evaluations of the competence of the MPs and how satisfied they
were with the previous government. Further, to measure evaluations of the state
of economy, we use the question In your opinion, how has the state of economy
in Finland changed over the past twelve months? In the regression, we compare
positive evaluations (‘“has gotten much or somewhat better”’) and negative evalua-
tions (“has gotten much or somewhat worse”) with the reference category, consist-
ing of those who indicated that they felt that the state of the economy has stayed
the same. Moreover, we explore the role of evaluations of the competence of the
MPs with the question What do you think about the following statement? Finnish
Members of Parliament are competent. Those who “agree” or “somewhat agree”
with the statement are coded as having a positive evaluation of the competence of
the MPs, whereas those who “disagree” or “somewhat disagree” provide a nega-
tive evaluation. Finally, we evaluate the respondents’ satisfaction with the previous
government with the survey question: How good or bad a job do you think the Gov-
ernment led by Prime Minister Sipild did over the past four years? We compare
those who were satisfied (very good job/good job) and those who were dissatisfied
(bad job/very bad job) with the reference category of respondents who were neutral
(neither a good nor a bad job).

Turning to the results of the regression analysis, we find that political efficacy, on
its own (Model 1), only has a very small effect on political trust and that the effect is
not significant for those who are the most efficacious. Also, as expected, adding the
social background variables gender, age and education does not readily improve the
model (Model 2), increasing the explained variance to just over 8 percent.

While political self-efficacy turns out to be a rather weak, albeit significant, pre-
dictor of political trust in the final regression model (Model 3), we further explored its
marginal effect on political trust in Finland. This control excercize revealed that the
levelofpolitical trustishighestamongthoserespondentswhoagree orsomewhatagree
with the statement that politics is sometimes complicated, i.e., respondents with lower
political self-efficacy. Conversely, those who are the most efficacious and completely
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Table 3.1 Block model regression analysis (OLS) for factors associated with political trust

(FNES 2019)

Model 1

Model 1

Model 3

Political self-efficacy (ref. “completely agree™)

Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Completely disagree
Gender (ref. “female™)
Age

0.427 (0.154)**
0.570 (0.165)%**
0.077 (0.238)

Education (ref. “Primary or lower secondary”)

Short vocational/college
level

Upper secondary

University of applied
sciences degree

University degree

Social trust (scale 0—10)

Political interest (ref. “not
interested”)

Party identification (ref.
“do not feel close to any
party”)

Evaluation of Finnish MPs
(ref. “not competent”)
Satisfaction with previous
government (ref. “neither
satisfied nor dissatisfied”)

Very or somewhat satisfied

Very or somewhat
dissatisfied

Evaluation of the economy
(ref. “no change”)

Economy has improved

Economy has worsened

Constant

Adj. R?

5.977 (0.121)***
0.015

0.302 (0.151)*

0.443 (0.165)**
~0.167 (0.236)
~0.129 (0.117)

0.021 (0.003)***

0.608 (0.152)%**

0.933 (0.210)***
1.060 (0.230)***

0.957 (0.208)***

4.458 (0.253)***
0.082

~0.090 (0.150)
0.137 (0.168)

—0.664 (0.208)***

~0.182 (0.108)
0.009 (0.003)**

0.486 (0.140)***

0.390 (0.206)
0.283 (0.211)

0.453 (0.194)*
0.230 (0.024)***
0.378 (0.145)**

0.521 (0.110)%**

1.002 (0.118)***

0.250 (0.147)
~0.273 (0.137)*

0.303 (0.129)*
0.154 (0.137)
2.947 (0.312)%**
0.417

Notes: Unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.001, “p<0.01,
p<0.05. All data have been weighted.

disagree with the statement demonstrate much lower political trust than those who
have low political self-efficacy. The regression coefficient is significant only for
those who completely disagree, indicating that the most efficacious respondents
are, in fact, the least trusting. On the one hand, this supports, at least to some extent,
the idea of the “critical citizens” whose informed scepticism has translated into
lower political trust. On the other hand, it also indicates that there might be some
amount of blind faith among those who feel that politics is complicated (low ef-
ficacy) but who still demonstrate a fairly high level of political trust.
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The final model of the regression analysis also reveals that the variables with
the strongest effect on political trust are social trust, party identification and posi-
tive evaluations of the MPs’ competence. Adding these variables and indicators
of evaluations of the economy and the performance of the government, the model
explains 41.7 percent of the variation of political trust in Finland. While satisfac-
tion with the previous government and evaluations of the economy have a modest
impact, evaluations of the competence of the MPs turn out to be a very strong
predictor of trust. Respondents who are interested in politics are also significantly
more trusting than those who are not.

Conclusions

This chapter has studied the political trust of the Finnish citizens around the Parlia-
mentary elections of 2019, with a special focus on the role of political self-efficacy.
While political trust is high in Finland, both in international comparisons and when
evaluating the level of political trust over time, the level of political self-efficacy
among the Finns is weaker. Since the citizens’ level of political attachment has
previously been found to explain the degree of political trust, we wanted to explore
how political self-efficacy and political trust are related in the Finnish electorate.

The results show that while we initially might have leaned towards expecting
the relationship to be the other way around, with higher political self-efficacy be-
ing connected to higher political trust, the results, instead, support the idea of the
critical citizen: the higher the political self-efficacy, the lower the political trust.
This is, however, not necessarily bad news for democracy. On the contrary, it might
be considered more worrying if political trust is independent of how well citizens
understand the political system and its processes. It could be argued that in an
ideal democracy, political trust is based on informed and critical citizenship and
informed scepticism, not on blind faith and ignorance. Thus, an ideal democracy
would, perhaps, consist of only supportive and critical citizens. Clearly, it would
be beneficial for democracy to have representatives whose trustworthiness is based
on the support of politically self-efficacious citizens who constantly and critically
evaluate the political system. In a similar vein, a democracy should have a certain
amount of informed distrust, which is the essence for its renewal. Based on the
analysis, it seems that in Finland, the critical citizens dominate over the supportive
ones, which partly explains the discrepancy between political self-efficacy and po-
litical trust in a cross-country comparison.

Interestingly, the empirical analysis also revealed that political interest matters to
the relationship between political trust and political self-efficacy, but only for those
who have low self-efficacy. This result explains the existence of the committed citi-
zens and separates them from the alienated ones. Although not trusting their own
capabilities to participate in politics, the committed citizens still have some curios-
ity when it comes to politics, which engages them and attaches them to the political
system at some level. The situation is more desperate for the alienated citizens who
have no interest in politics, do not feel competent to understand it and have no trust
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in the system itself. Political knowledge and interest in public matters are central
prerequisites for citizen involvement and, as Putnam (2000, 35) aptly writes: “If you
don’t know the rules of the game and the players and don’t care about the outcome,
you’re unlikely to try playing yourself”. Since we know that all these three compo-
nents matter for political participation, this sends a worrying message to both scholars
and decision-makers who have already been concerned about the differentiation of
political participation in Finland (see Chapter 5). Any efforts that focus on increasing
the Finnish citizens’ political self-efficacy would, therefore, likely further benefit their
attachment to the political system and their interest in participating in politics.

Notes

1 Europe here includes respondents from Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Switzerland, Cy-
prus, Czech Republic, Germany, Denmark, Estonia, Spain, Finland, France, United
Kingdom, Croatia, Hungary, Ireland, Iceland, Italy, Lithuania, Latvia, Montenegro,
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Serbia, Sweden, Slovenia and Slovakia.

2 Measurement of political self-efficacy in ESS 2018: ‘How confident are you in your own
ability to participate in politics?’. Scale from 1 to 5, with a higher value indicating a
more efficacious answer.
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