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Data

This appendix provides additional information on the data that we use.

Data Sources

We combine data from a number of sources. All of the data are publicly available. First, we
use candidate-level election data from the Finnish Ministry of Justice. These data are available
on their website at https://tulospalvelu.vaalit.fi/ (accessed March 13, 2020). These
data can be merged with the voting aid application data from YLE based on candidate IDs. For
the 2019 data, see https://yle.fi/uutiset/3-10725384, and for the 2015 data, see https:

//yle.fi/uutiset/3-7869597 (accessed March 13, 2021).
We also use survey data on voter ideology. The voter surveys were conducted by conducted

by the Finnish Business and Policy Forum in 2015 and 2019 before the elections (EVA 2015,
2019). Researchers can acquire the data from the Finnish Social Science Data Archive after
registering. The 2019 data can be found at
https://services.fsd.tuni.fi/catalogue/FSD3330?study_language=en, and the 2015
data can be found at
https://services.fsd.tuni.fi/catalogue/FSD3001?study_language=fi (accessed
March 13, 2021).

Measuring Candidate Ideology

The voting aid application data allow us to measure candidate ideology. For some examples of
papers using these data in the Finnish context, see Matakos et al. (2018), Meriläinen (2020), and
Isotalo, Mattila, and von Schoultz (2020). The voting aid application data contain a number of
questions that we compress into two metrics of ideology using a principal component analysis. One
component captures the traditional left-right dimension of ideology, while the other component
measures candidate positions in the GAL-TAN axis. Principal component analysis is commonly
used to construct more compact measures of ideology from survey data (Ansolabehere, Snyder,
and Stewart 2001; Heckman and Snyder 1997).

2019 Voting Aid Application. The 2019 voting aid application contains 26 claims. We present
these claims in Table SI1. The candidates responded to these claims with “completely disagree”
(value 1), “disagree” (value 2), “agree” (value 4), or “completely agree” (value 5). Note that an
intermediate option was not offered.
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Once we run the principal component analysis, we see that claims that are associated with the
GAL-TAN dimension of ideology get a stronger loading to the first principal component. This
component explains 27% of the variation in the data. We multiply the predicted component value
by minus one so that smaller values of the resulting ideology score would reflect a stronger
leaning towards GAL. For example, the claim that “the growing number of immigrants has
increased insecurity in Finland” is associated with this ideology score. Claims that are associated
with the economic left-right ideology get a stronger loading to the second principal component
which explains 12% of the variation in the data. One example of a claim that gets a higher loading
to this principal component is that “public expenditures and revenues should be balanced rather
by cutting down spending than increasing taxes”.

2015 Voting Aid Application. The 2019 voting aid application contains 32 claims. We present
these claims in Table SI2. The candidates responded to these claims with “completely disagree”
(value 1), “disagree” (value 2), “do not agree or disagree” (value 3), “agree” (value 4), or
“completely agree” (value 5).

The principal component analysis suggests that claims that are associated with economic
ideology get a stronger loading to the first principal component. One example of a voting aid
application claim associated with this component is “It is too easy to live on welfare benefits”.
Now this component explains 20% of the variation in the data. The second component captures
claims that are associated with social ideology, and this component explains 11% of the variation
in the data. Again, we multiply the resulting score by minus one so that smaller values of the
resulting ideology score would reflect a stronger leaning towards GAL. For example, the claim
that “immigration should be restricted due to the threat of terrorism” gets a higher loading for this
principal component.

Measuring Voter Ideology

We use the survey data on voters in a similar manner as the voting aid application data on
politicians’ policy positions. To construct the voter ideology scores for 2019, we exploit 50
questions to which citizens would respond in a similar 1-5 scale (ranging from “strongly agree” to
“strongly disagree”.1 We compress these responses to two proxies of voter ideology using a
principal component analysis. The first two principal components capture voters’ left-right and
GAL-TAN ideology. More precisely, the inverse of the first principal component informs us about
the survey respondents’ GAL-TAN ideology and the inverse of the second principal component

1We use all questions in the Q1 category; see the codebook available at https://services.
fsd.tuni.fi/catalogue/FSD3330/PIP/cbF3330e.pdf (accessed March 13, 2021).
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captures their left-right ideology. The components explain 26% and 10% of the variation in the
survey responses, respectively.

In the 2015 survey, we observe 48 similar questions to which survey respondents would respond
in a five-point scale.2 Now, the first principal component measures economic left-right ideology
(explaining 14% of the variation) and the second principal component measures social GAL-TAN
ideology (explaining 8% of the variation).

2We again use all questions in the Q1 category; see the codebook available at https:

//services.fsd.tuni.fi/catalogue/FSD3001/PIP/cbF3001e.pdf (accessed March 13,
2021).
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Differences in Policy Positions

Table SI1 presents differences in policy positions for the Finns Party and the Blue Reform in the
2019 election. We see differences in the parties’ policy positions that are both large and statistically
significant. Table SI2 focuses on candidates who ran in both 2015 and 2019. We split the sample
in two: candidates who ran for the Finns Party in both elections, and candidates who ran for the
Finns Party in 2015 but the Blue Reform in 2019. Now, the differences are less obvious, although
one claim that stands out is “Finland should take a greater responsibility of the refugees arriving in
the EU”.

We also report the (average) policy positions of all major parties in Figure SI1. Panel A shows
parties’ policy positions using data from the 2015 voting aid application, and Panel B uses data
from the 2019 election.
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Figure SI1. Average ideological positions of parties in 2015 and 2019.

Notes: The figure shows average policy positions of Finnish political parties in the 2015 and 2019
parliamentary elections.
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Additional Regression Results

In this appendix, we present additional regression results.

Cost of Governing

To quantify the cost of governing in municipal politics we use data on the Finns Party from the
2012 and 2017 municipal elections and estimate a fixed effects specification of the following form:

Vote sharept = αGovernp,2012 +β1[Year = 2017]+ γp + εpt . (1)

Here Governp,2012 is an indicator variable for party p holding the chairmanship of the municipal
board, 1[Year = 2017] is an indicator for the 2017 election. δp are the party-municipality fixed
effects and εpt is the error term.

Results from this specification are presented in column (1) of Table SI3. We see that the Finns
Party lost around 3.5% of its vote share between 2012 and 2017, but the loss was larger if the
party had a governing position: the sum of the coefficients implies a loss of around 7%. This loss
is large also compared with the mean and statistically significant (p < 0.01). However, note that
the impact of governing is identified from a very small number of municipalities: the Finns Party
governed only seven municipalities after the 2012 municipal election.

Using data on all parties and including additional interactions in the regression model yields a
similar result. These regression results are reported in column (2) of Table SI3. Other parties do
not appear to face a cost of governing. The coefficient for being the governing party is small in
magnitude and statistically insignificant, but the coefficient for its interaction with the Finns Party
indicator is considerably larger. The regression results also demonstrate the general decline in the
Finns Party vote share between the 2012 and 2017 municipal elections.

Determinants of Party Choice

Table SI4 presents multivariate regression results trying to understand the correlates of party
choice. We study two samples separately. In Panel A, we only use data on candidates who ran in
both 2015 and 2019. In Panel B, we use data on all candidates.

We first limit our attention to candidates who ran for either the Finns Party and Blue Reform
and try to understand the party choice in this subsample. The regression results for rerunners
(Panel A) and all candidates (Panel B) are mostly similar. Column (1) shows that incumbency is
inversely associated with running as a Finns Party candidate. But, Finns Party candidates were
seemingly not complete political outsiders. The estimation results suggest that they were more
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Table SI3. Electoral cost of governing.

Finns Party All parties

(1) (2)

Govern (t-1) -3.428** -0.279
(1.721) (0.393)

1[Year = 2017] -3.522*** 0.620***
(0.240) (0.091)

Govern (t-1) × Finns Party -2.351
(1.759)

1[Year = 2017] × Finns Party -4.142***
(0.256)

N 509 3689
R2 0.52 0.14
Mean of dependent variable 11.51 15.57

Notes: The dependent variable is party vote share.
Column (1) uses data on the Finns Party only, and
column (2) uses data on all parties. Robust standard
errors are reported in parentheses. ***, ** and * denote
statistical significance at 1%, 5% and 10% levels,
respectively.

likely to be local politicians (although the point estimate in Panel A is not statistically significant)
and also more likely to have run in the previous election. There are no apparent differences in
terms of social background of the candidates, as university education or blue-collar background
do not appear to be statistically significant determinants of the choice between the Finns Party and
the Blue Reform. Column (2) then regresses the indicator for choosing the Finns Party instead
of the Blue Reform on measures of loyalty and agreeableness, confirming the findings we already
saw in the bivariate comparisons. In column (3), we look at the role of ideology in party choice.
Overall, the Finns Party candidates were more left-wing than Blue Reform candidates. What is
more, GAL-TAN ideology appears to be a very strong predictor of choosing the Finns Party.

The comparisons of Finns Party candidates and candidates from parties other than the Blue
Reform echo these findings to some extent (columns 4-6). Being a local politician is associated
with a 9% higher probability of running for the Finns Party instead of some other party, suggesting
that the Finns Party had strong local roots also compared with other political parties. We also
see that university education and having a blue-collar occupation is negatively associated with
the probability of choosing the Finns Party. In terms of ideology, we see that a one-standard-
deviation change in economic ideology makes it around 4% less likely that a candidate would run
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for the Finns Party. The relationship is the opposite for the GAL-TAN dimension of ideology: a
one-standard-deviation increase in the GAL-TAN ideology score is associated with a 15% higher
probability of running for the Finns Party.

The last three columns study the choice between Blue Reform and parties other than the Finns
Party. Blue Reform candidates were more likely to be incumbents than candidates from other
parties, but the opposite is true for being a local politician or a rerunning candidate (suggesting
that less non-elected candidates decided to run again for the Blue Reform). Similar to the selection
to the Finns Party, university education is negatively associated with the propensity of running as a
Blue Reform candidate as opposed to another party candidate, but having a blue-collar occupation
does not seem to matter. The economic left-right ideology does not appear to be a major predictor
of party choice in this subsample. However, the regression results hint that the GAL-TAN axis also
played a role in choosing the Blue Reform, although the relationship is less nuanced than it is for
the Finns Party.

Cost of Party Switching

We estimate the cost of party switching by using data on candidates who ran both in the 2015
and the 2019 parliamentary election. These data allow us to estimate the following fixed effects
specification:

Vote shareit = ζ Switchi,2019 +ηBlue Reformi,2019 +θ1[Year = 2019]+λi +µit . (2)

Here Switchi,2017 is an indicator variable for candidate i running for different parties in 2015 and
2019, Blue Reformi,2017 is an indicator for running as a Blue Reform candidate, and 1[Year= 2019]
is an indicator for the 2019 election that captures the general trend in vote shares. λi are the
candidate fixed effects and µit is the error term.

Table SI5 reports the regression results. We can see that, on average, party switchers for parties
other than the Blue Reform did not lose any more votes than other rerunners. In contrast, candidates
from the Blue Reform—all of whom were party switchers—did worse in the 2019 election.
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Table SI4. Determinants of party choice in 2019.

Finns Party vs. Blue Reform Finns Party vs. Others Blue Reform vs. Others

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Panel A: Rerunning candidates

Incumbent -0.255** -0.018 0.042*
[0.127] [0.036] [0.024]

Local politician 0.077 0.091*** 0.005
[0.102] [0.027] [0.014]

District vote share 0.063* 0.005 -0.003
[0.036] [0.005] [0.002]

University -0.034 -0.076** -0.014
[0.084] [0.032] [0.018]

Blue collar 0.060 0.044 -0.006
[0.096] [0.043] [0.023]

Loyalty 0.055* 0.043*** 0.005
[0.030] [0.009] [0.005]

Agreeableness -0.074*** -0.067*** -0.000
[0.024] [0.014] [0.006]

Left-right ideology -0.159*** -0.043*** 0.000
[0.051] [0.010] [0.006]

GAL-TAN ideology 0.460*** 0.150*** 0.036***
[0.082] [0.015] [0.009]

N 106 99 84 721 661 556 663 602 508
R2 0.06 0.10 0.31 0.03 0.10 0.23 0.01 0.00 0.03
Mean of dependent variable 0.77 0.80 0.79 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.04 0.03 0.04

Panel B: All candidates

Incumbent -0.227** -0.011 0.058**
[0.114] [0.029] [0.022]

Local politician 0.376*** 0.088*** -0.041***
[0.051] [0.014] [0.009]

Rerunning 0.168*** 0.015 -0.039***
[0.055] [0.015] [0.010]

University 0.023 -0.047*** -0.032***
[0.052] [0.014] [0.012]

Blue collar 0.065 0.045** -0.009
[0.056] [0.019] [0.016]

Loyalty 0.043** 0.030*** 0.009**
[0.019] [0.005] [0.004]

Agreeableness -0.078*** -0.041*** -0.003
[0.019] [0.007] [0.005]

Left-right ideology -0.172*** -0.032*** 0.002
[0.028] [0.005] [0.004]

GAL-TAN ideology 0.541*** 0.124*** 0.045***
[0.037] [0.008] [0.005]

N 364 316 273 2310 2110 1817 2248 2014 1730
R2 0.20 0.06 0.40 0.03 0.05 0.19 0.02 0.00 0.04
Mean of dependent variable 0.59 0.65 0.66 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.07 0.05 0.05

Notes: The dependent variable is an indicator for running for the Finns Party in columns (1)-(4) and an indicator for running for the Blue
Reform in column (5)-(6). The estimation sample includes candidates running for the Finns Party and the Blue Reform in columns (1) and
(2), candidates running for the Finns Party and other parties in (3) and (4), and candidates running for the Blue Reform and other parties in
columns (5) and (6). We report results separately for rerunning candidates (Panel A) and all candidates (Panel B). Robust standard errors are
reported in parentheses. ***, ** and * denote statistical significance at 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively.
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Table SI5. Electoral cost of party switching.

(1)

Switch party 0.189
(0.441)

Blue Reform -1.142**
(0.478)

1[Year = 2019] 0.065**
(0.028)

N 1492
R2 0.01
Mean of dependent variable 1.03

Notes: The dependent variable is
(district) vote share. Robust standard
errors are reported in parentheses.
***, ** and * denote statistical
significance at 1%, 5% and 10%
levels, respectively.
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