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Owning protest but sharing distrust?
Confidence in the political system and anti-political-establishment party
choice in the Finnish 2011 parliamentary elections

Maria Bick & Elina Kestilid-Kekkonen
Abo Akademi University, University of Tampere

In this study we explore to what extent did anti-political-establishment voting mobilized man-
ifest political distrust in the 2011 Finnish parliamentary elections. In particular, we seek to
determine whether the channels of manifest political distrust vary for different forms of polit-
ical trust. Individual-level data from the Finnish National Election Study (FNES 2011, N =
1,268) is analyzed by applying multinomial logistic regressions. The results show that anti-
political-establishment voting effectively channels both specific and diffuse political distrust,
but this dissatisfaction is not reflected as anti-incumbency voting. Furthermore, it seems that a
significant amount of latent political distrust, which is not explicitly expressed by party prefer-
ence at electoral polls, exists in the electorates of several governmental and opposition parties.
Keywords: Political trust, anti-establishment party, protest party, vote choice, Finland

Introduction

In general, politically dissatisfied citizens have three op-
tions in terms of manifesting (expressing) their political dis-
trust at the ballot box. First, they may demonstrate their dis-
trust against all political institutions and actors by voting for
an anti-political-establishment party. Second, they may vote
against the current office holders by casting a ballot for an
opposition party (anti-incumbent vote). Third, they may ab-
stain from voting altogether. While all these three forms of
political participation provide a channel for manifest politi-
cal distrust, latent (silent) political distrust may exist in the
electorates of all parties without ever getting a political ex-
pression in terms of party choice (or abstention). Therefore,
a dissatisfied citizen may opt for party loyalty despite their
political malcontent (Hirschman 1970).

In this article we set out to explore to what extent manifest
political distrust was channelled through the anti-political-
establishment vote in the 2011 Finnish parliamentary elec-
tions. While it is easy to presume that distrust is simply
expressed by voting for anti-political-establishment parties,
we want to present a more detailed picture by also examin-
ing alternative manners to express dissatisfaction, i.e. anti-
incumbency voting and abstention. In particular, we seek fo
determine whether the channels of manifest political distrust
vary when the concept of political trust is further divided into
its sub-indicators: trust in political actors (i.e. political par-
f.ies and politicians), trust in national and European political
institutions (i.e. parliament, government and the European
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Union), and satisfaction with democracy, representing both
specific and diffuse sides of political support. The underly-
ing rationale behind these questions stems from the broader
literature in which it is argued that distrust in political actors
and institutions is not necessarily harmful for the political
system or democracy (Norris 1999; Cook & Gronke 2005;
Geissel 2008) and that it is important to distinguish between
possible objects of the feelings of distrust (Marien & Hooghe
2011, 270). As noted by Marien and Hooghe (2011), there
is need for more empirical research on the consequences of
political trust. Moreover, by allowing other parties than the
most obvious one (in this case the Finns Party) to be possi-
ble beneficiaries of distrust, we hope to give a more nuanced
picture of the linkages between confidence in the political
system, anti-political-establishment voting, and party choice.

The research questions are examined in the political con-
text of Finland, which in 2011 experienced its most volatile
parliamentary elections in 66 years. This exceptional result
was due to the rise of the nationalist and EU-critical Finns
party (PS), which emerged as the major electoral winner by
advancing 15 percentage points (from 4.1 to 19.1 per cent of
the votes cast) compared to the previous parliamentary elec-
tions in 2007. Already in the 2008 municipal elections and
the 2009 European Parliament elections, the Finns gained 5.4
% and 9.8 % of the total vote, which anticipated the electoral
breakthrough of the party in Finnish politics. Despite coming
third in the elections in terms of votes, disagreements on the
composition of the government coalition and programme -
particularly on EU policy - led to the decision of the Finns
party to withdraw from the exceptionally long government
negotiations (for detailed electoral results, see Statistics Fin-
land 2012). However, the landslide victory emphasized the
fact that after 2011 there has been a third way of express-
ing political dissatisfaction in Finland - through a significant
anti-establishment party alternative.
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The structure of the paper is as follows. We start by outlin-
ing the theoretical discussion around the concepts of political
support, trust, and protest. The task ahead is three-fold: first,
there is a need to differentiate between different levels of trust
and their importance for the political system. Second, we dis-
cuss the difference between anti-incumbent and anti-political
-establishment voting and third, we present a number of hy-
potheses deriving from the ideas about specific and diffuse
support in relation to distrust and voting. Also, the context
for the study is set by discussing the changes in political trust
and anti-political-establishment party alternatives in Finland.
In the empirical part we focus on the predictors of our model
and present our data and the variables, followed by the main
results of the analyses. The final part provides the discussion
and concluding remarks.

The study shows that there is a significant amount of latent
political distrust in the electorates of several Finnish parties,
which is not premeditated by party preference at the electoral
polls. This distrust is also unrelated to the governmental sta-
tus of the party. Because the distrustin political actors did not
clearly benefit the main opposition parties, the results imply
that despite their anti-political-establishment sentiments, the
Finns party may play an important role as a pro-system party
actor, absorbing the political discontent of the citizens to the
democratic system.

Political support, trust, and
protest

A bulk of the political science literature is concemed with
the topic of political trust and its varying political outcomes.
While the conventional wisdom seems to hold that “the more
trust, the better for democracy” (Almond & Verba 1963; Dal-
ton 2008), some amount of distrust or cynicism may also be
beneficial for democracy as it may lead to required changes
in a political system (Miller 1974). Easton's (1965; 1975)
approach to the analysis of political support includes the idea
that while political trust is a demonstration of specific support
for the system, that is to say, citizens’ object-specific evalu-
ations of the performance of particular political authorities,
institutions or the implementation of policy outputs (Miller
1974, cf. Citrin 1974) diffuse support of the political sys-
tem “refers to evaluations of what an object is or represents
— to the general meaning it has for a person — not what it
does”, thus encompassing the affect it has on the entire polit-
ical system and its fundamental arrangements (Easton 1975,
444; see also Iyengar 1980, 249; Dalton 2008, 251).

The lack of diffuse and specific political support has vary-
ing implications on voting behaviour and party preference.
Criticism of the political system can also be seen as ‘in-
formed scepticism’, i.e. (a) conscious demonstration(s) by
the citizens that they are not satisfied with the performance
of the government or public authorities (Miller 1974). Con-
sequently, a lack of specific political support may manifest it-
self in votes for all opposition parties, independent of the ide-
ology, that are not under the direct influence of the incumbent
government. In two-party systems, the relationship between
the dissatisfaction with incumbent political actors and insti-

tutions (specific support) and party preference is evidently far
more straightforward than in a multi-party system, where the
shared accountability in government coalitions makes the tar-
geted expression of dissatisfaction towards government pol-
icy far more complex (Hooghe et al. 2011).

Hence. when evaluating the impact of political distrust on
party choice, the anti-incumbent vote should be kept concep-
tually separate from the anti-political-establishment vote. An
anti-incumbent vote is an integral part of democratic gov-
ernance and a possibility for a voter to demonstrate a lack
of specific support for those in power. The main idea of an
anti-incumbent vote is to ‘throw the rascals out’ and vote for
an alternative government composition. An anti-political-
establishment vote is often institutionalized in the form of
a political party: here the rationale is to vote against the po-
litical elite and all established parties. In addition, the con-
cepts of anti-political establishment voting and protest vot-
ing are often used interchangeably, while it is open to de-
bate whether these two concepts indicate the lack of spe-
cific support for the incumbent actors or the lack of diffuse
support for the more permanent arrangements of the politi-
cal system. According to Schedler (1996), anti-political es-
tablishment parties set the political elite against the people,
and the political elite against themselves. Simultaneously,
they reject the traditional setting of government and oppo-
sition, clustering their adversaries together to one homoge-
nous political class. As a consequence, the anti-political-
establishment parties tend to concentrate less on issues re-
lated to traditional socio-economic left-right cleavages and
more on the political system and its malfunctions. This is
not to say that anti-political-establishment parties are anti-
democratic, in the sense that they oppose participation in the
institutions of the representative democracy (Schedler 1996;
Arter 2010). Because the distrust of the electorate of anti-
political-establishment parties is often directed against the
ruling elite, the dissatisfaction with democracy is more re-
lated to the unresponsiveness of the system, i.e. the ineffec-
tiveness of the political arrangements (independent of their
governmental status) to respond fo the needs of the citizens.

The key question from a citizen's perspective is whether
their political dissatisfaction is latent or manifest, i.e.
whether they intentionally want (o express their distrust by
casting a ballot to an opposition party or, more strongly per-
haps, to an anti-political-establishment party (either as the
only motivation of party choice or in addition to the ideolog-
ical preferences). Anti-incumbent voting and anti-political-
establishment voting are, however, driven by different polit-
ical motivations. While the former is based on the evalu-
ation on the performance of incumbent office holders, and
often has its roots in the traditional left-right cleavage, the
latter is based on the rejection of the whole political class
which is presented as incompetent, immoral and insincere by
anti-political-establishment parties. Furthermore, in terms of
party strategy, while an opposition party should represent it-
self as a clear alternative to the incumbent government, an
anti-political-establishment party should perceive itself as an
alternative to the entire political establishment and empha-
size the fundamental divide between political class and the
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people. It should also challenge the status quo in terms of
major policy issues (Schedler 1996; Abedi 2002, 556-7). To
put it bluntly, the citizen’s vote against the entire political
system and its actors will go to waste if a party does not en-
joy the status of being an anti-political-establishment party in
the political system, or does not identify itself as one in order
to make strategic electoral choices to attract the electorate.

It is important to note, however, that anti-political-
establishment voting does not necessarily exclude the pos-
sibility of ideological voting, because a citizen may cast an
anti-political-establishment vote while simultaneously vot-
ing rationally according to (ideological) policy preferences
(Eatwell 2000, 419; c £. Kitschelt 1997; Norris 2005). For in-
stance, while admitting their willingness to protest and trans-
form the party system, the Finns party electorate seem to
support single policy issues driven by the party (e.g. in EU
and immigration policies) as well as the party’s conservative
ideology (e.g. restoration of traditional moral values).

The division into specific and diffuse support will serve as
a foundation for our hypotheses and analyses. A few more
notes should, however, be made on the two concepts. Defin-
ing diffuse support has proven to be both theoretically and
operationally challenging. The major undertaking, it seems,
is concerned with the question of how to construct a measure
of diffuse support that is not affected by the opinions of the
current incumbents, recent government policies or other fac-
tors that may be seen as indicators of specific support (Iyen-
gar 1980, 249). A characteristic for diffuse support is also
that it tends to be quite stable. The government and its actors
cannot possibly meet all of the citizens’ expectations and the
system will, in order to outlast periods of public malcontent,
need some of the diffuse support that is not immediately con-
nected to policy outputs (Dalton 2008, 251). However, the
lack of specific support may also ultimately lead to distanc-
ing from the political institutions and actors and erode the
diffuse support. Simultaneously, as Hetherington (1998, 792)
concludes, if a political system does not enjoy legitimacy, it
will be hard for the government to marshal resources and
remain effective.

Our approach and hypotheses will be derived from the tra-
ditional literature and research on political trust maintaining
that political trust is multi-dimensional and should be studied
as such. Norris (1999, 2) argues that rather than talking about
political trust, it is crucial to be specific about its object. She
further claims that much of the confusion surrounding the
topic of political trust is a result from neglecting the different
distinctions of the concept (see also Gronlund & Setili 2007;
Fischer et al. 2010; cf. Hooghe 2011).

There has furthermore been disagreement on whether the
commonly used survey item measuring “satisfaction with
democracy” should be regarded as an indicator of specific
or diffuse support (Grénlund & Setili 2007). One could, on
the one hand, assume that the question is intended to measure
an overall sentiment of satisfaction regarding the norms and
principles that the democratic decision-making system relies
on. On the other hand, the answers to the survey question
may absorb interpretations of the ‘output’ side as well, in-
cluding evaluations of regime performance and policy out-

comes. We concur with Gronlund and Setdla (2007, 400),
who argue that “questions of trust refer to the extent to which
institutions fulfil people’s normative expectations, whereas
questions of satisfaction with institutions pertain to the sat-
isfaction with policy outputs”. Naturally, a citizen may have
normative expectations with regard to policy outputs, for in-
stance in social policy and taxation. Furthermore, as Borre
(2000) argues, distrust in politicians and dissatisfaction with
how democracy is working may concentrate on policy posi-
tions that are opposed to government policy on a critical set
of issues, particularly in cases where public opinion strongly
deviates from government policy.

In sum, we identify trust in politicians and parties repre-
senting the specific side of political support, whereas trust in
national and European political institutions as well as satis-
faction with democracy, would fall on the diffuse side. Nev-
ertheless, we recognize the complexity of the concepts of
trust and satisfaction, as well as potential overlapping when
it comes to interpretations of survey measures. The relation-
ship between citizens and political actors is to a certain de-
gree also interpersonal and there may thus be other than in-
stitutional bases of trust, such as familiarity or personal char-
acteristics. However, while it seems theoretically appropriate
to differentiate between trust in politicians and trust in insti-
tutions, it is likely that empirical correlations can be found
between the two (Gronlund & Setild 2007, 405). In this
article, we will by political trust refer to both specific and
diffuse support for the political system. We also agree with
Fuchs and colleagues who argue that ‘the important question
is whether or not the indicator refers to a generalized attitude
towards the political system’. It is support, after all, which
is decisive when it comes to maintaining the democratic sys-
tem (Fuchs et al. 1995, 330-2). Fuchs and colleagues also
find sufficient evidence for the validity of the survey item as
an indicator of ‘support for the democratic system’.

Instead of casting an anti-incumbent or an anti-political-
establishment vote, a citizen may also demonstrate distrust
towards the political system by abstaining, i.e. by choosing
an ‘exit option’. Indeed, the decline in turnout and the erod-
ing of political trust have gone hand in hand during the past
30 years (e.g. Franklin 2004). The empirical findings on the
influence of political trust on electoral turnout have, however,
been rather weak (Citrin 1974; Hetherington 1998), although
Gronlund and Setild (2007), for instance, have found a pos-
itive relationship between high turnout and trust in parlia-
ment, as well as satisfaction with democracy.

Based on the theoretical discussion above, we set two
main and four additional hypotheses:

Main hypotheses

o H1. If the specific political support of a respondent is
low, the likelihood of an anti-political-establishment vote in-
creases. Low trust in political actors increases the probability
of voting for the Finns party over other political parties.

e H2. If the diffuse political support of a respondent is
low, the likelihood of an anti-political-establishment vote in-
creases. Low trust in national political institutions and the
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EU as well as dissatisfaction with democracy increases the
probability of voting for the Finns party over other political
parties.

Additional hypotheses

e H3. If the specific political support of a respondent is
low, the likelihood of an anti-incumbent vote increases. Low
trust in political actors should increase the probability of vot-
ing for the opposition parties (The Social Democratic Party -
SDP, The Christian Democrats - KD, The Left Alliance -VAS
and The Finns Party - PS) over the main incumbent parties
(The Centre party - KESK, The National Coalition Party -
KOK).

o H4. The low diffuse support of a respondent does not
affect the likelihood of anti-inciembency voting. Low trust
in national political institutions and the EU as well as dis-
satisfaction with democracy should neither increase nor de-
crease the probability of voting for the opposition parties
(SDP, KD, VAS and PS) over the main incumbent parties
(KESK, KOK).

o H5. If the specific political support of a respondent
is low, the likelihood of abstention increases. Low trust in
political actors increases the probability of abstaining in the
elections.

o H6. If the diffuse political support of a respondent is low,
the likelihood of abstention increases. Low trust in national
political institutions and the EU, as well as dissatisfaction
with democracy increases the probability of abstaining in the
elections.

Political trust and
anti-political-establishment party
alternatives in Finland

In general, Finnish citizens display a fairly high level of
satisfaction with the way democracy works in the country
(Paloheimo 2006, 137-8), even though it seems thal con-
fidence in the political institutions and especially in politi-
cians, political parties, and the European parliament has de-
creased 1o a certain degree. The economic depression at the
beginning of the 1990s naturally eroded the political trust of
the Finns, but a slight increase of trust was observed again at
the beginning of the millennium (Mattila & Sinkiaho 2003,
82-7: Newton & Norris 2000, 56). Moreover, a compar-
ison of several European countries shows that an average
Finn trusts the institutions slightly more than an average Eu-
ropean, and is somewhat more satisfied with governmental
policies. They do, however, display relatively negative views
of the political elite (Kestild 2006). Nevertheless, trust in
political parties is the second highest in Finland after Den-
mark when 17 European Social Survey (2004) countries are
compared (Paloheimo 2006, 144-5).

Already before the 2011 ‘earthquake’ elections, the issues
of political trust received notable media coverage. This had
much to do with the scandal of electoral funding after the
2007 parliamentary elections. Several candidates did not re-
port their sources of funding in time, which was required if
the funding from a single donor reached the limit of 1,700

Euros. In particular, it turned out that several known politi-
cians of governmental parties received funding from the in-
terest group Kehittyvien maaknntien Suomi (KMS), which is
often considered as the lobbying organisation of three in-
fluential businessmen. This led to several charges for both
donors and politicians; especially the Centre Party, the Na-
tional Coalition Party, and to a certain degree the Social
Democratic Party suffered from the scandal. It is important
to note, however, that in 2011 only 38 % of Finns party voters
and 26.6 % of abstainers responded that the electoral funding
scandal was a quite significant or a very significant reason for
their electoral choice.

The other issue eroding the political support of the Finns
party for the incumbent office holders was the economic cri-
sis which, after a long period of steady economic growth, hit
Finland hard in 2007-2009. This was illustrated particularly
by falling production numbers as well as a decrease in pri-
vate investments (17 % in 2009) and exports (20 % in 2009)
(Freystitter & Mattila 2011). Hence, the top five issues of the
Finnish electorate in the 2011 parliamentary elections were
related to handling and/or mishandling of the economy and
most specifically to the financial support for the PIIGS (Por-
tugal, Ttaly, Ireland, Greece, Spain), stability funds, employ-
ment, public economy, social inequality; and income dispar-
ities.

Consequently, although it seems that no significant
changes have occurred in the level of diffuse support for the
political system over the past 20 years, the specific support
for the incumbent office holders was put under rigorous test
in the 2011 parliamentary elections as a result of the scan-
dals and the financial crisis. Furthermore, as indicated by the
massive electoral support for the Finns party, a more general
anti-elite sentiment seems to be on the rise.

The Finns party was not a newcomer to the Finnish politi-
cal field. It was founded already in 1995 as a successor party
of the Finnish Rural Party (SMP). Political scientists have
disagreed on the placement of the Finns party (PS) in the
ideological spectrum of both Finland and Western Europe.
According to Arter (2010), the Finns party should be classi-
fied as a populist radical right-wing party that combines tra-
ditional conservatism (socio-cultural authoritarianism) with
ethno-nationalism (nativism). In contrast, Paloheimo (2011)
argues that the Finns party should be classified as a centre-
based populist party. Raunio (2012) concludes that while the
anti-EU discourse of the party resembles that of other Euro-
pean radical right or populist parties, the contextual factors
have moderated their argumentation.

First and foremost, the Finns party has inherited both anti-
elitism and anti-intellectualism from its predecessor (Arter
2010, 488-9). Despite its current strong position in the
party system, the anti-political-establishment tag of the party
has hardly vanished. Besides the fact that the party’s main
contenders and media tend to label it as an anti-political-
establishment or protest party in public discussion, over 43
% of the Finns party voters in the Finnish Electoral Survey
2011 (FNES 2011, see Borg & Gronlund 2011) replied that
the willingness to cast a protest vote influenced their party
preference quite a lot or significantly, and for over 80 % of
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the voters it was important to shake up the frozen party sys-
tem through their vote. To put these numbers into context,
only 28.7 % of those who abstained reported that their choice
was influenced by a willingness to protest against politics and
politicians,'

In the 2011 parliamentary elections the Finns party had
a dual role. On the one hand, it was an opposition party
capable of gathering anti-incumbent votes, and the electoral
success predicted by opinion polls made it a serious chal-
lenger to office holders. On the other hand, it was the only
party enjoying the status of an anti-political-establishment
party. This argument comes, however, with a few reser-
vations. First, it could be argued that the rhetoric of the
Left Alliance, founded in 1990 as a successor party of the
communist Finnish People’s Democratic League (SKDL),
approaches that of an anti-political-establishment party. In-
deed, typical of anti-political-establishment parties, the Left
Alliance often sets the political and economic elite against
the people, and differentiates itself from the former. In gen-
eral, however, it more easily conforms to the traditional set-
ting of government versus opposition (Schedler 1996), de-
spite the fact that the party in the 2012 local elections di-
rected its electoral campaign against the Conservatives, a fel-
low government coalition partner. Furthermore, the Left Al-
liance positions itself strongly on the left-right axis, deriving
its electoral themes from income disparities and, to some ex-
tent, from class cleavages. Second, in the Finnish parliamen-
tary elections, the open-list proportional representation en-
courages candidate-based voting, which allows voters to pick
an ‘anti-political-establishment candidate’, despite the fact
that a party that the candidate represents would not fulfil the
criteria of an anti-political-establishment party above. Third,
there were nine marginal parties competing in the 2011 par-
liamentary elections, which together received only 2 % of
the votes cast. While most of these parties can be considered
as having an anti-political-establishment ideology, their em-
phases on issues vary significantly (e.g. the Pirate Party of
Finland, the Senior Citizens Party, the Independence Party)
and they can be considered rather loose gatherings, changing
from one election to the next.

Research design, data and
method

The study employs individual-level opinions as survey
items, measured in the Finnish National Election Study
(FNES) 2011, which is a nationally representative survey
conducted in connection with the parliamentary elections in
Finland (Borg & Gronlund 2011). The total number of re-
spondents in the data is 1,298, which is slightly reduced in
the analyses because only those cases with complete data for
the dependent variable and the predictors are included. The
data are weighted to match the actual voting behaviour in the
elections. In the survey data, the abstainers are heavily un-
derrepresented, whereas voters of the Swedish People’s Party
(RKP) and the Social Democratic Party are overrepresented.

The study at hand measures the effect of different sub-
indicators of political trust on party choice, particularly fo-

cusing on anti-political-establishment voting, and controlling
for the effect of other important predictors. Because the de-
pendent variable (party choice) is not continuous, we esti-
mated four multinomial logistic regression models. The eight
largest parties were included in the analysis, and the marginal
parties in the category of ‘other party’ were recoded as miss-
ing because only 17 respondents replied that they had voted
for a candidate in this category.? Furthermore, a ninth cate-
gory, ‘abstention’ was added to the party choice variable by
combining information from a variable measuring voting vs.
abstention.

The incumbent government coalition in the 2011 parlia-
mentary elections was formed by the Centre Party, the Na-
tional Coalition Party, the Swedish People’s Party, and the
Green League (VIHR). In Finland, however, two large parties
typically form the core of a government coalition. The Cen-
tre Party and the National Coalition Party were the leading
partners in the government of Matti Vanhanen (2007-2010)
and later in the government of Mari Kiviniemi (2010-2011).
In both governments, the minister of finance came from the
National Coalition Party. The Centre Party had 25.5 % of the
parliamentary seats while the National Coalition Party held
25 %. Thus, the analysis was conducted so that the reference
category in each sub-analysis was first the Centre Party (i.e.
the main incumbent party), and then the National Coalition
Party (i.e. the second incumbent party).3 We argue that vot-
ers are able to identify who has the most power (and respon-
sibility) within the government. As is the case in many other
political systems, in Finland these are the prime-ministerial
and finance-ministerial parties (Duch and Stevenson 2008).
Consequently, we find it important not to choose one (main)
party as a reference category over another.

In FNES 2011, political trust was mainly operational-
ized by asking the respondents how much trust they had in
the President of the Republic, political parties, the parlia-
ment, the national government, politicians, and the European
Union.* The respondent’s satisfaction with democracy was
asked in a Likert scale of four values: On the whole, are you

* It should be noted that amongst those who abstained, the major-
ity would have chosen to vote for the Finns party in the event that
they would have voted (23.8 %) rather than the Social Democrats
(15 %). Because the number of respondents for this particular
question is quite low (N = 160) no far-reaching conclusions can
be drawn from the party preference of abstainers.

* Because it is highly possible that the voters of marginal parties
may be willing to express their political distrust through their party
choice, we repeated the analysis by combining the Finns party vot-
ers to voters of marginal parties and compared the levels of political
distrust of this group to the level of political distrust of a main in-
cumbent party. As expected, however, the original results did not
change, whether the category ‘others’ is included in the analysis or
not.

*The other two governmental parties, the Swedish People’s
Party and the Green League were included in the analysis but not
as a reference group due to their small number of seat shares in the
parliament (with 7.5 % and 4.5 %, respectively)

“In the FNES 2011 the question was as follows: To what extent
do you trust or do not trust in the following actors and institutions?
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very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied or not at all
satisfied with the way democracy works in Finland?

In the empirical part, three levels of trust with possibly
different outcomes for party choice are of interest: trust in
political actors (politicians and parties), trust in political in-
stitutions (parliament, government and the European Union),
and satisfaction with democracy. These three levels are seen
as sub-indicators of political trust and due to their different
theoretical implications presented above, four separate anal-
yses are conducted. National political institutions are fur-
ther separated from the European Union. We conducted a
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) on all five trust items
(trust in politicians, parties, parliament, government and the
EU). The empirical analysis supported our theoretical view:
trust in politicians and parties loaded clearly into one prin-
cipal component, whereas trust in national government and
parliament loaded into another. Trust in the European Union
loaded into a third principal component. In statistical terms,
the differences between the dimensions are not striking, but
we find it theoretically important to separate them in the anal-
ysis. As the analysis below reveals, they also have signifi-
cantly different impacts on party choice.

Because the multinomial logistic regression model is sen-
sitive to missing information and blank cells, the trust vari-
ables are recoded into three categories, and dummies are used
in the further analyses to improve the estimation precision of
the parameters. The variable trust in political actors is cre-
ated as an additive scale, combining trust in political parties
and trust in politicians (Cronbach’s alpha 0.84), and the vari-
able trust in political institutions as an additive scale combin-
ing trust in parliament and trust in the government of Finland
(Cronbach’s alpha 0.89). The values of both sum variables
range from 0 to 20 (0-8 = low. 9-12 = medium, 13-20 =
high). As a single item, the original scale for trust in the
European Union ranges from 0 to 10. This variable is further
divided into three categories (0-3 = low, 4-6 = medium, 7-10
= high). The four values of satisfaction with democracy are
recoded into two categories (category "very/somewhat dissat-
isfied’ as a reference).

Deriving from previous studies (e.g. Paloheimo & Sund-
berg 2005), we control for socioeconomic and demographic
background, ie. gender, age (18-34, 35-54, over 55
years), education (university/polytechnic degree (high), oc-
cupational education (middle), no occupational education
(lower), religiosity (religious vs. non-religious), and place
of residence (countryside/small town vs. city/suburb). The
overall model fits for the four regressions are over 0.30
(Nagelkerke R*) which is satisfactory considering the re-
stricted number of variables.

An important note should be made here: Is the (possi-
ble) correlation between different indicators of political trust
and anti-establishment voting causal in the first place, or is it
spurious in a sense that both distrust and anti-establishment
voting are related to a certain constellation of values and is-
sue positions that the established parties have failed to repre-
sent?® Controlling for issue positions and value orientations
that might have an effect both on anti-establishment party
choice and political trust (for instance attitudes towards im-

migration, the European Union, income distribution and wel-
fare chauvinism etc.) would definitely complete the model.

A problem with the data, however. exists in this regard.
In the Finnish National Election Study 2011, the best data
available on the electoral behaviour of the Finnish citizens,
the questions concerning the issue positions and value ori-
entations are in the follow-up questionnaire. When adding
the controls, the number of respondents falls in the model to
slightly over 650. In particular, the number of respondents
of small parties drops to such an extent that making reliable
inference from multinomial regression is not possible. Fur-
thermore, the loss of the data is not random — particularly the
voters of the Greens, Swedish People’s party, and the True
Finns were not as active as voters of other parties in respond-
ing to the follow-up, nor were the abstainers.

We reran the analysis, however, by adding two controls
available in the follow-up questionnaire: attitudes towards
immigration (negative — neutral — positive)® and attitudes to-
wards the membership in the European Union (positive - neg-
ative).” The results of the analyses (when these two new con-
trols are included) show that although some ori ginal control
variables lose their statistical significance, the main results
remain. Particularly the link between low trust and voting
for the Left Alliance and the True Finns gains support. The
most significant changes in statistical significance concern
the Greens but it should be noted that only half of the green
respondents (27) filled the follow-up questionnaire: also for
some other parties standard errors grow significantly due toa
small-N problem. Overall, as an individual question, a neg-
ative attitude towards the European Union membership in-
creases the likelihood of voting for the True Finns over the
National Coalition Party and the Centre Party while the at-
titude towards immigration was only significant in a model
measuring the connection of satisfaction with democracy and
party choice. The results of these analyses are not reported
in this article but are available upon request.

Results

The descriptive statistics reveal some general patterns re-
garding the party choice of those possessing low political
trust. For the sake of easier comparison, we have here re-
scaled the sum variables ‘trust in political actors’ and ‘trust
in political institutions’ to their original scale ranging from

Evaluate each actor or institution on @ scale ranging from 0 to 10
where 0 means “I do not trust at all” and 10 “I totally trust”.

5 We would like to thank the anonymous reviewer for pointing
this out in his criticism.

5 The respondent’s attitude was asked to the following statement:
“(Do you prefer) Finland, where immigration would be more large-
scale than currently?” Original scale 0-10 (0 = very bad proposition,
10 = very good proposition), recoded in three categories, negative
(0-3), neutral (4-.6) and positive (7-10).

"The respondent’s attitude was asked regarding the following
statement: “Overall, membership in the European Union has been
a positive thing” Original scale 1-5 (1 = strongly disagree, 5 =
strongly agree), which was recoded in two categories (negative (1-
2), positive (4-5), missing (3)).
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Table 1
Trust in political actors, political institutions and the Euro-

pean Union. Mean values by party choice.

Political Political The
actors institutions European
(0-20) (0-20) Union
(0-10)
SDP 6.00 6.62 5.14
KESK 6.30 721 5.49
KOK 6.03 717 5.86
RKP 5.99 6.88 5.50
KD 5.67 6.74 4.40
VIHR 5.78 6.56 5.98
VAS 4.99 5.58 4.12
PS 5.14 6.01 3.78
Abstainers 4.85 5.66 5.18
Total 5.65 6.50 5.06

Source: FNES 201 1.

Table 2
Satisfaction with democracy (dummy) (%) and party choice.

Cross tabulation.

Not satisfied Satisfied Total
SDP 19.7 80.3 100
KESK 12.1 87.9 100
KOK 7.2 92.8 100
RKP 214 78.6 100
KD 17.9 82.1 100
VIHR 24.0 76.0 100
VAS 348 65.2 100
PS 40.2 59.8 100
Abstainers 313 69.7 100

Source: FNES 2011.

0 to 10. When comparing mean trust in political actors and
institutions, the voters of the Left Alliance, the Finns party
as well as the abstainers seem to be, on average, the most
distrustful. The European Union evoked the least sympa-
thies among the electorates of the Christian Democrats the
Left Alliance and the Finns party (see Table 2 for further
details). When asked about how democracy currently works
in Finland, the shares of dissatisfied respondents was notably
large among the electorates of the Left Alliance (34.8 %), the
g)inm; party (40.2 %) and the abstainers (31.3 %) (see Table

In order to control for other theoretically relevant vari-
ables that may have influenced the voter's party choice or the
decision to abstain, four multinomial regression models were
run, with trust in political actors, political institutions, the
European Union and satisfaction with democracy alternating
as predictors. The descriptive statistics reveal some general
patterns regarding the party choice of those possessing low
political trust. For the sake of easier comparison, we have
here re-scaled the sum variables ‘trust in political actors’ and

‘trust in political institutions’ to their original scale ranging
from 0 to 10. When comparing mean trust in political actors
and institutions, the voters of the Left Alliance, the Finns
party as well as the abstainers seem to be, on average, the
most distrustful. The European Union evoked the least sym-
pathies among the electorates of the Christian Democrats the
Left Alliance and the Finns party (see Table 2 for further
details). When asked about how democracy currently works
in Finland, the shares of dissatisfied respondents was notably
large among the electorates of the Left Alliance (34.8 %), the
Finns party (40.2 %) and the abstainers (31.3 %) (see Table
3).

In line with our hypotheses, and confirming the initial
results of the descriptive analysis, the multivariate analysis
shows that low trust in political actors had no effect on the
vote choice of three of the four incumbent parties (KESK,
KOK and RKP). In other words, a respondent’s low trust
in politicians and political parties did not increase the like-
lihood of choosing one incumbent party over another (see
Table 4). Diverging from this pattern, however, low trust in
political actors affected the probability of choosing the Green
League over the Centre Party (OR = 3.065). No uniform
pattern was found among the opposition parties. While low
trust in political actors did not differentiate the electorates
of the main opposition party (SDP) and the main incumbent
parties, it did increase the likelihood of choosing the Left Al-
liance over the Centre Party almost nine-fold (OR = 8.791)
and of choosing the Left Alliance over the National Coalition
Party almost six-fold (OR = 5.769). The same held true for
the Finns party (OR = 7.159 and OR = 4.697, respectively).
For abstainers, the figures correspond to those of the Left
Alliance (OR = 9.259 and OR = 6.075).

Regarding trust in the national political institutions, i.e.
the parliament and the government, the level of trust did not
seem to influence the likelihood of choosing one incumbent
party over another, with the exception of choosing the Green
League over the Centre Party (OR = 3.793) (see Table 5).
Accordingly, low institutional trust significantly increased
the probability of voting for the Left Alliance (OR = 13.617)
and the Finns party (OR = 7.634) over the Centre Party, as
well as the likelihood of casting a ballot for the Left Alliance
(OR = 8.455) and the Finns party (OR = 4.740) over the
National Coalition Party. Corresponding figures are found
among abstainers: low trust significantly increased the like-
lihood of abstaining (instead of choosing KESK or KOK).
As for the other opposition parties (SDP and KD), low trust
in the political institutions did not seem to be a significant
factor when choosing these parties over the incumbent ones.

Accordingly, the respondents that were the most dissat-
isfied with the democracy in Finland were more likely to
choose the Green League, the Left Alliance, the Finns party,
or to abstain, over the main incumbent parties. The probabil-
ity was the highest for the Finns party: for those dissatisfied
with the democracy in Finland, the likelihood of casting an
anti-political-establishment vote over the Centre Party was
almost fivefold (OR = 4.985) and over the National Coali-
tion Party over eight-fold (OR = 8.509) (see Table 6). As
the cross-tabulation in Table 3 shows, 92.8 % of the voters
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Table 3

Trust in political actors. The probability of choosing a party or abstaining over the

parties, ref.)

Centre Party (KESK) or the National Coalition Party (KOK) (main incumbent

Vote Choice
SDP KESK KOK RKP KD VIHR VAS PS Abstainers
Trust in political act. Low trust (0-8) KESK 1.440 - 1.524 2.058 3.754* 3.065* 8.791hew T.159%%+ 9.259##*
(ref. high 13-20) KOK 0.945 0.656 1.351 2463 2.011 5.769%** 4.697%»* 6.075%*
Median trust (9-12) KESK 1.737* - 1.882** 1.569 3,123+ 3.542% %+ 3,027+ 3.592%+* 2.573%*
KOK 0.923 0.531%* 0.834 1.659 1.882* 1.608 1.908%* 1.367
Gender (ref. male) Female KESK 0.964 - 0.943 1.574 2.079 1.890* 1.619 0.825 1.469
KOK 1.023 1.061 - 1.669 2.205* 2.005* 1.717* 0.875 1.558
Age (ref. 55 +) Young (18-34) KESK 0.596 - 0.680 0.618 0312 6.731h** 1.009 1.233 5.208%**
KOK 0.876 1.470 - 0.908 0458 9.8924%* 1.483 1.813* 7.653%**
Middle (35-54) KESK 0977 - 0.647 0.774 1.425 3.858%% 0.846 1.593 2.34]%*
KOK 1.512 1.547 - 1.196 2.205* 5.967*** 1.309 2.464%* 3.620%*
Education (ref. high) Lower KESK 2.036* 0.328%** 0.648 1.001 0.519 1.698 2.511*+ 6.30044*
KOK 6.218%** 3.053m%* 1.979 3.056* 1.584 5.186%** 7.666%** 19.263***
Middle KESK 2.069* - 0.756 1.065 0933 1.147 1.805 2.699** 3.534*%*
KOK 2.736%%* 1323 - 1.409 1.235 1.517 2.388* 3,571%e* 4,675%%*
Religiosity Non-religious KESK 1.849* 1.388 2.983** 0.204* 1.973* 4.140%%* 1.404 1.676*
(ref. religions) KOK 1.332 0.720 - 2.149* 0.147%* 1.421 2.982%k%* 1.011 1.207
Place of residence Countryside/small town KESK 0.261%** - 0.352%%> 0.527 0.273** 0.184+*+ 0.373** 0.467%* 0.393%++
(ref. city/suburb) KOK 0.742 2.841%%* 1.497 0.775 0.522 1.058 1326 1.117
N 1143
MNagelkerke R2 0.356

Source: FNES 2011; Notes: * p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ok p < 0.001
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Trust in political institutions. The probability of choosin

incumbent parties, ref.)

o EE4 A0 10 o At ey Iy — =4 — =7 g e
2 Y. e e el AL, e et g

g a party or abstaining over the Centre Party (KESK) or the National Coalition Party (KOK) (main

Vote Choice
Sbp KESK KOK RKP KD VIHR VAS PS Abstainers
Trust in political institutions Low trust (0-8) KESK 2.789 - 1.611 1.554 3.238 3.793* 13.617%+* 7.634»%% 9.39%**
(ref. high 13-20) KOK 1.732 0.621 - 0.965 2.011 2.355 84550 4.740%»% 5.831#*%
Median trust (9-12) KESK 1.997* - 1.587 2.255 1217 3.031** 4.203 4% 4.0074 3.464%%%
KOK 1.258 0.630 - 1421 0.767 1.910* 2.705%+ 2.525% %+ 2.183%+
Gender (ref. male) Female KESK 0.926 - 0.950 1.550 2.100 1.804 1.437 0.742 1.354
KOK 0975 1.053 - 1.632 2.211 1.899+ 1513 0.781 1.426
Age (ref 55 +) Young (18-34) KESK 0.586 - 0.639 0.607 0.272 5.895%+% 0.809 0.988 4.167%**
KOK 0917 1.565 - 0.950 0.426 0.225%%* 1.266 1.546 6.52]1%%*
Middle (35-54) KESK 0977 - 0.634 0.748 1.465 3.797%+ 0.830 1.533 2.283#*
KOK 1.541 1577 - 1.179 2.310* 6.989%*» 1310 2.418%* 3.601%*»
Education (ref. high) Lower KESK 1.861% . 0.306** 0.657 0.881 0.450* 1313 2.017* 4.785%3"
KOK 6.087*+%+ 3.272%w% - 2.149 2.882% 1473 4.296%»+ 6.599%w« 15.654%**
Middle KESK 1.906* - 0.683 0.946 0.788 0.950 1.429 2.033* 2.588*
KOK 2.792%#* 1.465 - 1.385 1.155 1.392 2.094* 2.979ukx 3.792%#%
Religiosity Non-religious KESK 1.781* - 1422 3.223%* 0.217* 2.089+ 4.520% %% 1.516 1.813*
(ref. religious) KOK 1.253 0.703 - 2.267% 0.152#%% 1469 3.185%#» 1.066 1.275
Place of residence Countryside/small town KESK 0.276%%* ] 0.373%** 0.553 0.318%* 0.208#*+ 0.410** 0.502%* 0.267
(ref. ciry/suburb) KOK 0.741 2.684%4x - 1.483 0.852 0.557 1.099 1.346 1.173
N 1143
Nagelkerke R? 0.341

Source: FNES 2011; Notes: * p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, **¥ p < 0.001
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of the National Coalition Party were very satisfied or fairly
satisfied with how democracy worked in Finland, compared
for instance to the 80.3 % of the voters of the Social Demo-
cratic Party and 78.6 % of the voters of the Swedish People’s
Party. The multivariate analysis confirms this finding: those
who were dissatisfied with the democracy in Finland were
over three times more likely to cast a ballot for SDP (OR
= 3.004), or the Swedish People’s Party (OR = 3.254) than
the National Coalition Party. When compared to the Centre
Party, however, no differences emerge.

Not surprisingly, the probability of choosing the Finns
party over the main incumbent parties increased signi ficantly
for respondents with low confidence in the European Union:
the likelihood was over eleven-fold compared to the National
Coalition Party (OR = 11.656) and over seven-fold com-
pared to the Centre Party (OR = 7.412) (see Table Al in
Appendix). The analysis reveals, however, that the criticism
towards the European Union did not necessarily turn into an
anti-political-establishment vote. It was equally likely that
distrust towards the EU would be channelled by choosing the
Left Alliance (OR = 9.849 and OR = 6.263, respectively) or
another opposition party. No significant differences emerged
between the incumbent parties. However, low trustin the EU
increased the probability of choosing the Social Democratic
Party over the National Coalition Party (OR = 2.090) and
the likelihood of choosing the Christian Democrats over the
National Coalition Party and Centre Party (OR = 6.287 and
OR = 3.998, respectively). Low trust in the EU did not in-
crease the likelihood of abstaining (over voting for the Centre
Party). In this respect, however, the abstainers differed sig-
nificantly from those who chose the National Coalition party.

Discussion and concluding
remarks

The empirical analyses indicate that the distrust towards
the incumbent office holders and their policies, as well as
towards the political institutions, and dissatisfaction with
democracy, are quite effectively channelled through the anti-
political-establishment vote. However, keeping in mind the
dual role of the Finns party as both an opposition party and an
anti-political-establishment party, is it possible to tell if the
distrust was mediated through an anti-political-establishment
vote or can it be regarded as normal anti-incumbency vot-
ing? Although it is impossible to reach the voters” minds,
two empirical observations support the idea of anti-political-
establishment voting. First, 12.4 % of the Finns party voters
identified with the Social Democratic Party. Thus, in case a
voter wanted to cast an anti-incumbent vote, it would seem
much more likely that they would vote for the main oppo-
sition party that they identify more strongly with. Second,
giving support to our first and second hypothesis, the lack of
both specific and diffuse support increases the likelihood of
voting for the Finns party over the main incumbent parties
and most opposition parties. Unsurprisingly, the probability
is at its highest regarding trust in the European Union, which
is probably due to the issue ownership that the Finns party
hold in EU criticism. Thus, though not necessarily being

against the norms and principles of the democratic regime,
those who turn to the Finns party at the ballot box seem Lo
critically evaluate the regime performance and policy out-
comes as a whole, including its actors and institutions.

While the overall conclusion is that H1 and H2 are sup-
ported by the empirical evidence, there is one notable excep-
tion. Political distrust seems to increase the probability of a
citizen voting for the Left Alliance as much as for the Finns
party. Indeed, in the event that a citizen lacks political trustin
actors and institutions, the probability of voting for the Left
Alliance is even higher than for voting for the Finns party.
We find two possible explanations. First, the incumbent gov-
ernment in the 2011 elections was centre-right-wing, which
may explain the weak specific support of the leftist voters.
Second, the Left Alliance suffered from a long opposition
period (2003-2011). Thus, the distrust of the voters of the
Left Alliance may be more policy-based and directed to of-
fice holders.

For those with a low trust in the European Union and low
satisfaction with democracy, the Left Alliance is almost an
equally probable party choice as the Finns party. Interest-
ingly however, the two electorates differ in the data set also
in terms of perceptions of system responsiveness. While 66.7
% of the Finns party electorate completely or partially agreed
with the statement that ‘parties are only interested in people’s
votes and not their opinions’, the corresponding share of the
voters of the Left Alliance was 52.2 %. As for the statement
that ‘politicians do not care about ordinary people’s opin-
jons’, 71 % of the Finns party voters and 58.1 % of the Left
Alliance voters somewhat or completely agreed. On a more
ideological level, the discontent with how democracy works
in Finland could be explained by expectations that the elec-
torate of the Left Alliance may have for the system. The
Left Alliance, together with the Green League, is the most
prominent bearer of post-materialist values, including strong
support for participatory democracy and alternative ways of
political participation (Inglehart 1977; Mickelsson 2007).

Thus, perhaps not surprisingly - and deviating from other
governmental parties - dissatisfaction with how the democ-
racy was working significantly increased the likelihood of
a Green League vote. All in all, regardless of the similar
patterns in the relationship between political trust and party
choice among the voters of the Left Alliance and the Finns
party, the issues of interest and the conceptualizations of dif-
ferent aspects of the political system may vary due to ide-
ological disparities. Although the Finns party also set the
‘good civil society’ against ‘bad politics’ (Schedler 1996,
297), their discussion on democracy seems (0 be based more
on the fundamental divide between the elite and the people in
the framework of representational democracy and the trans-
parency of democratic governance, than on the ideal of par-
ticipatory or deliberative democracy.

The empirical analysis also indicates that the lack of polit-
ical trust in Finland does not follow the traditional patterns of
anti-incumbency voting, whereby the dissatisfied electorate
critically evaluates the office holders and votes against the
government. The probability of voting for the main opposi-
tion party (SDP) was not significantly higher than the prob-



Table 5

Satisfaction with democracy. The probability of choosing

incumbent parties, ref.)

a party or abstaining over the Centre Party (KESK) or the National Coalition Party (KOK) (main

Vote Choice
SDP KESK KOK RKP KD VIHR VAS PS Abstainers
Satisfaction with dem Not satisfied KESK 1.760 - 0.586 1.906 1.502 2.593+ 3.555%%* 4.985%* 3.119%%+
(ref. satisfied) KOK 3.004*+ 1.707 - 3.254* 2564 4435%4= 6.067*** 8.500%** 5.323w%
Gender (ref. male) Female KESK 0.955 - 0.996 1.447 2.162% 1.841* 1.526 0.727 1413
KOK 0.959 1.004 1452 2.170* 1.847* 1.531 0.730 1418
Age(ref. 55 +) Young (18-34) KESK 0.589 - 0.643 0.652 0.284 6.28]1%++ 0.884 1.111 4.225%%%
KOK 0916 1.556 - 1.015 0441 9.772%%x 1.376 1728 6.573%*
Middle (35-54) KESK 1011 - 0.628 0.803 1.508 4,153m% 0.892 1.754* 2.365%*
KOK 1.609 1591 - 1.278 2.399* 6.608%** 1419 2.791%** 3.763%0n
Education (ref. high) Lower KESK 1.953* - 0.32] %%+ 0.676 1.005 0.498 1.641 2230+ 5265%»*
KOK 6.088%w* 311742 - 2.106 3.133% 1.552 5.116%%* 6.95244% 16.414%#
Middle KESK 1.969% - 0717 0.996 0.848 1.001 1.424 2.096* 2.593*
KOK 2,746+ 1.395 - 1.389 1,183 1.396 1.987 2.923%4+ 36174+
Religiosiry Non-religious KESK 1.809* - 1.446 2,975 0.217% 2.090* 4.7750%%* 1476 1.869*
(ref. religious) KOK 1.251 0.692 - 2.058* 0.150** 1.446 3,2864%+ 1.021 1293
Place of residence Countryside/small town KESK 0.282%%» - 03812+ 0.570 0.300%* 0.206%** 0.403%* 0.475%* 0.412%%+
(ref. city/suburb) KOK 0.740 2.625%+* - 1.497 0.812 0.542 1.057 1.246 1.080
N 1146
Nagelkerke R? 033

Source: FNES 2011; Notes: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ¥** p < 0.001
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Table 6
Trust in the European Union. The proba
incumbent parties, ref.)

bility of choosing a party or absta

ining over the Centre Party (KESK) or the National Coalition Party (KOK) (main

Vote Choice
SDP KESK KOK RKP KD VIHR VAS PS Abstainers
Trust in European Union Low trust (0-3) KESK 1.329 - 0.636 0.785 3,998+ 0.789 6.263%%* TA12%+* 1.887
(ref. high 7-10} KOK 2.090* 1572 - 1.235 6.287** 1241 9.849%%* 11.656%** 2.967**
Median trust (4-6) KESK 1.210 - 0.791 1.096 2.197 1.210 3.804** 3.0344** 1.190
KOK 1.529 1.264 - 1.385 2.776* 1.529 4.806%%* 3.834h% 1.503
Gender (ref. male) Female KESK 0.995 - 0.961 1.508 2.232*% 1.937* 1702 0.816 1452
KOK 1.036 1.041 - 1.570 2.323* 2.016* 1.772* 0.849 1.512
Age (ref. 55 +) Young (18-34) KESK 0.597 - 0.609 0.640 0.310 54384+ 1.017 1.292 5.045%**
KOK 0.980 1.641 - 1.050 0.508 8.923%*% 1.669 2.120* 8.278%**
Middie (35-54) KESK 0.981 0.644 0.812 1.445 3.837** 0.864 1.599 2.572%*
KOK 1.524 1.553 1.262 2.244% 5.958%%+ 1.342 2.482%%* 3,994%*%
Education (ref. high) Lower KESK 1.930* - 0.309%*++ 0.729 1.011 0.524 1.608 2.144* 6,042%**
KOK 6.238%%* 323304+ - 2.355 3.267** 1.693 5.108% %+ 6.932%%+ 19.532%%*
Middle KESK 2.053* 0.726 0.964 0.906 1.058 1.653 2.374** 3.010**
KOK 2.820%*+ 1378 - 1.328 1.249 1457 2277 3271%% 4.148%%*
Religiosity (ref. religious) Non-religious KESK 1.821* - 1.494 3,103+ 0.211* 2.187* 4.566%** 1.446 1.814*
KOK 1.219 0.668 2.077* 0.141** 1.464 3.056%** 0.968 1.214
Place of residence Countryside/small town KESK 0.20244* - 0.403%* 0.592 0.347%* 0.200%** 0.405** 0.497** 0.449**
(ref. city/suburb) KOK 0.724 2.483%** 1.469 0.863 0.496 1.006 1.235 1114
N 1139
Nagelkerke R? 0.349

Source: FNES 2011; Notes: * p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ¥**p < 0.001
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ability of voting for the office holders even if a citizen pos-
sessed low specific trust. In contrast, low trust in political
actors even increased the likelihood of voting for one incum-
bent governmental party, namely the Green League. This
finding could partly be explained by the controversial deci-
sion, opposed by the Greens, on the building of a fifth nuclear
power plant during the government’s term in office. Thus,
neither H3 nor H4 receive strong empirical support. In con-
trast, and against our hypotheses, the data reveal a signifi-
cant government-opposition divide regarding trust in the Eu-
ropean Union: the lower the trust, the higher the likelihood of
voting for all opposition parties. We therefore strongly ques-
tion whether trust in the European Union represents diffuse
support for the political system or if it (in Easton’s terms)
falls somewhere under the ‘input’-side at an intermediate
level. Indeed, in the national political debate, the European
Union is often presented as an independent political actor in
its own right, shaping political situations or issues in Fin-
land. Furthermore, given the electoral context in 2011, the
respondents’ evaluations of the trust in the European Union
probably strongly overlapped with the measures of trust in
the national government and the European Commission in
handling the financial crisis. Accordingly, low trust in the
European Union seems to increase the probability of abstain-
ing. The expectations surrounding H5 and H6 also receive
empirical support.

The analysis indicates that a significant amount of latent
political distrust, which is not explicitly expressed by party
preference at the electoral polls, exists in the electorates of
several Finnish parties, and this distrust is unrelated to the
governmental status of the party.® Because distrust in the
political actors did not strongly benefit the main opposition
parties, the results imply that although being against the po-
litical establishment, the Finns party has an increasing and
perhaps even an important role as a pro-system party actor,
which absorbs the political malcontent of the citizens to the
democratic system.
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Table Al. Trust in the political actors, national political institutions and the European Union and the satisfaction with democ-

racy. The probability of abstaining.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Trust in political actors (ref. high 13-20)
Low trust (0-8) 3.07%* - -
Median trust (9-12) 1.2]1%#* - -
Trust in political institutions (ref. high 13-20)
Low trust (0-8) 246%%+ - -
Median trust (9-12) 1.43*
Satisfaction with democracy (ref. satisfied)
Dissatisfied - - 1.38*
Trust in the EU (ref. high 13-20)
Low trust (0-8) - - 1.09
Median trust (9-12) - - 0.85
Gender (ref. male)
Female 097 0.94 0.98 096
Age (ref. 55 +)
Young (18-34) 5.53%+ 4.97%+* 4,78+ 5.64*%*
Middle (35-54) 2,00%%% 2.08+++ 1.97%%* 2.274%+
Education (ref. high)
Lower 4,59+ 4.08%++ 4.00%+* 4.69%++
Middle 3.7140* 3.23%ss 3.25%%% 3.56%+*
Religiosity (ref. religious)
Non-religious 098 1.00 1.05 1.02
Place of residence (ref. city/suburb)
Countryside/small town 0.90 097 0.93 0.98
N 1262 1262 1267 1254

Source: FNES 2011; Notes: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001






