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l. Introduction

In the study of legislative behavior in the United States, the roll-call analysis has
long been regarded as an obvious instrument. The roll calls clearly offer ex-
ceptionally good data to determine the degree of party cohesion and party co-
operation. Roll-call analysis, of course, does not elucidate dissensions within the
party which do not come out into the open. Nor do the roll calls reveal anything
of internal agreements, compromises or pressure. Obviously, the roll calls cannot
provide complete knowledge of the real cooperation between the parties, They
convey no information about the phases of the political process preceding the
final parliamentary decision, such as compromises and agreements in committees.
It ought to be further observed that the fact that two parties vote alike does
not necessarily mean that any cooperation, in a real sense, has occurred.

Open voting was introduced in the Swedish parliament in 1925, and since
then roll calls exist indicating how every MP has voted. Actually, it is remark-
able that this material, with a minor exception, has not been previously utilized.1
The following investigation concerns the voting in the lower house in 1964 and
1966.2

The degree of party cohesion and party cooperation is a function of the
structure of the party system and of the political system in general. In a politi-
cally important question, greater party cohesion is probably demanded than in
a question of less importance. And the demands on party cohesion are likely to
be intensified, when the distribution of seats among the parties is such that the
outcome can hang on one or a few votes. Furthermore, it is probably true that
a governing party requires a stricter discipline than opposition parties.

Sweden has long had proportional representation and hence a multiparty
system. Five parties have been represented in the Swedish parliament since the
1920s — the Conservatives, the Liberals, the Center party, the Social Democrats
and the Communists, The parliament is divided into an upper house and a lower
house. From the beginning of 1971, however, the bicameral system will be suc-
ceeded by a unicameral legislature. The houses have equal competence and powers

# This article is a summary of a report published in Statsverenskaplig tidskrift, 1968, pp.
335—405.
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in all matters. If they disagree on legislative matters and their decisions cannot
be reconciled, the question is dropped. If they differ on matters concerning state
expenditures or taxation, each house has to vote on the different proposals, Then
the votes of the two houses are added and the opinion that receives a majority
of the aggregate number of votes constitutes the decision of parliament, Since
the 1930s the Social Democrats have been the dominant party; they have had a
majority in the upper house since 1942 and at times also in the lower house, In
the elections the distribution of votes between the Social Democrats and Com-
munists on the one hand and the three non-Socialist parties on the other hand
has been very stable, oscillating since 1940 between 58/42 per cent (1940) and
49.6/50.3 per cent (1956). Among the non-Socialist parties there have been con-
siderable fluctuations. The Social Democrats have been the governing party,
sometimes in cooperation or coalition with the Center party. The non-Socialist
parties, or at least the Conservatives and Liberals, have in each election hoped
to overthrow the Socialist government but without success. In the 1960s this plea
for a change was strong., Joint actions from the non-Socialist parties or from
the Liberals and the Center party together sometimes occurred in both the par-
liamentary and the electoral arenas. Plans for a united non-Socialist party, or at
least a merger of the Liberal party and Center party into a middle party, had
their advocates.?

The distribution of seats in the lower house in 1964 and 1966 was:

1964 1966
Conservatives 39 33
Liberals 40 43
Center party 34 36
Social Democrats 114 113
Communists 5 8
Total 232 233

Il. Major Probhlems

We are interested in answering the following questions concerning party cohe-
sion and party cooperation in the lower house of the Swedish parliament in 1964
and 1966:

1. Party Cobhesion
Are there differences in cohesion between the parties?
Is party cohesion stronger on politically more important issues than on less
important ones?
On what types of issues is party cohesion weakest?
Are there subgroups within a party exhibiting a different degree of cohesion
than the complements of the subgroups, i.e, the remaining members of the

party?
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Is the voting behavior of parallel subgroups within two parties more similar
than that of the complements of the subgroups, i.e. the remaining members of
each of the two parties?

2. Party Cooperation
Which parties vote most or least frequently alike?
What is the nature of the cooperation between the non-Socialist parties?
Which parties’ voting behavior is most or least similar?

. Data

The basic data consist of all the main divisions in the lower house during 1964
and 1966, which were officially recorded. Votes are counted by an electrical vot-
ing machine, to which buttons are connected from each MP’s desk, The number
of divisions totalled 366 and 360 respectively; the frequency of divisions was
thus practically the same both years. It ought to be stressed that the major por-
tion of matters was decided unanimously and not by a division. Furthermore, it
ought to be noted that both years were election years. The divisions have been
classified according to whether the vote concerned a government bill and/or a
private member’s proposal, initiated by a party (party proposal). It has also been
noted if the division concerned a private member’s proposal, initiated by the
Liberal party leader and the Center party leader together, Such proposals were
systematically initiated in 1966.

The number of MPs in the lower house was 232 in 1964 and 233 in 1966.
With the help of photographs from the electric score board, attached to the vot-
ing machine, it has been possible to determine how every MP voted in each divi-
sion, L.e. if he or she voted yes, no, abstain or was absent. In addition, each mem-
ber has been classified by party and a number of other attributes, It has been
assumed that these data could contribute to explaining the occurrence of deviant
voting, and consequently with their assistance it would be possible to establish
the existence of groupings within and across party lines. The personal attributes
discussed in this article are: age, number of years in parliament (tenure), sex,
membership in the “Christian group” and in one of the two temperance groups
in parliament (the Social Democrats have such a group, and the non-Socialists
have one). The investigation has also dealt with a number of other attributes,
e.g. the regional residence of the MPs. These attributes, however, are not dis-
cussed in this article due to the fact that they seem to have had only a minor
effect on the voting behavior.

The coding scheme for the data presented here is:*

Identity number 1964: 1-232, 1966: 1-233 (= the MP’s seat number)

Age 1. -49 years, 2. 50-59 years, 3. 60+ years

Sex 1. Male, 2. Female

Party 1. Social Democrat, 2. Liberal, 3. Conservative, 4. Center,
5. Communist

Christian group 1. Non-member, 2. Member
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Temperance group 1. Non-member, 2. Member of the Social Democratic group, 3. Mem-
ber of the non-Socialist group

Tenure 1. First term in office,® 2. Second and third term, 3. Four or more
terms

V. Definitions

In this study, party cohesion is defined as cohesion in voting for a specific line.
Party cooperation is said to exist when two or more parties adopt the same
line, i.e. vote alike in a division. How is the party line defined? Here the party
line denotes the way in which most party members have cast their vote. When
the number of “yeas” and “nays” has been equal, the party line has been
designated as the “yeas”. When the absolute majority of the party members have
abstained from voting, the party line however has been designated as “abstain”.

The correctness of this definition can, of course, be questioned in individual
cases. The majority of the party can deviate from the party’s ideological and
traditional line for tactical reasons. The party’s proposal may have already been
rejected during the vote on the counterproposal. But in spite of such considera-
tions, the party line must be the position of the party majority in each specific
division.

In previous studies of party cohesion, usually only votes against the party
line have been considered as deviant votes. Abstentions and absences have been
disregarded. This procedure can be questioned. An abstention may be caused by
different circumstances, An MP may abstain because of pairing. Or an absten-
tion may be due to an accident or a defect in the voting machine. In these cases
an abstention cannot be viewed as deviant voting. However, these cases are
probably relatively rare. In the overwhelming number of cases when an MP has
abstained, he has done so for other reasons. He has been unsure of the nature of
the issue. Or he has wanted to indicate that his position deviates from the party
line.

In this connection we are interested in those who deviate and thus in those
who “abstain against the party line”. Cases when “abstain” is the party line, by
definition, are consequently not included.

In order to be able to take various types of “abstentions” into account, the
votes “abstain” have been given the following alternative interpretations:

(1) As a form of absence, i.e. only the yeas and the nays have been considered.

(2) As a wavering vote, i.e. half the abstentions have been regarded as yeas and
the other half as nays.

(3) As a half protest against the party line, i.e. each abstention has been regarded
as a half vote against the party line.

An absence may be due to dissatisfaction with the party line or uncertainty.
But nearly always it is other circumstances which are the cause, Therefore, it has

been considered warranted not to include absences in the analysis.®
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V. Methods
With these working definitions we can analyze:

(1) The cohesion within a party (a party group). We shall investigate the fre-
quency of deviant voting.

(2) The joint voting of the parties. Two parties are said to have voted jointly
on a question, if the party majorities have voted alike.

Broad measurements of the degree of party cohesion can be obtained by
specifying the average number of votes as well as abstentions against the party
line per member or per division and by attempting to secure data on the disper-
sion. Similarly, the degree of party cooperation can be measured by specifying
the frequency of joint voting among the parties. These measurements, however,
are crude. They do not provide a reliable basis for comparisons between the par-
ties. Difficulties arise when comparing subgroups within one party or sub-
groups with the same attributes in different parties. What is necessary is that a
ratio of affirmative votes to negative votes for every group (subgroup) is cal-
culated for each particular division.

Therefore in our anlysis we shall rely on two well-known methods of mea-
surement, both of which were originally devised by Stuart A. Rice.” Each
method is based on a special index — the index of cohesion and the index of
likeness.

1. Index of Cobesion
This index provides a measure of the internal cohesion of a group. In this con-
text a group is defined as the aggregate of MPs who have the same attributes for
one or more of the variables in the coding scheme. If the votes of a group are
divided 50/50 in a division, disunity is total and the index of cohesion = 0.
Conversely, if the distribution of votes is 100/0 or 0/100, unity is complete and
the index of cohesion = 100. The index of cohesion is usually defined as the
absolute difference between the percentage of affirmative votes and the per-
centage of negative votes. When the distribution of votes is e.g. 70/30 or 30/70,
the index of cohesion is 40 in both cases.

Because of the three alternative interpretations given to abstentions, we have
the following three variants of the index of cohesion:

(1) Absolute difference between the percentage of affirmative votes and the
percentage of negative votes. Base: Yeas -+ nays.

(2) Absolute difference between the percentage of affirmative votes and the
percentage of negative votes, when half of the abstentions have been added
to the affirmative votes and half to the negative votes. Base: Yeas + nays +
abstentions.

(3) Absolute difference between the percentage of affirmative wvotes and the
percentage of negative votes, when half of the abstentions have been added
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to the smaller sum of the affirmative or negative votes respectively. Base:
Yeas + nays + /2 the abstentions.

The index of cohesion has not been calculated for divisions when two-thirds
or more of the group’s members have abstained. Due to limitations of space, only
the first variant is discussed in this article.

2. Index of Likeness
This index provides a measure of the similarity (or dissimilarity) in the voting
behavior of two groups. If the votes in one group are divided 50/50 and likewise
50/50 in the other group in a division, the voting behavior is entirely similar and
the index of likeness = 100. This is also true if the distribution of votes in the
two groups is 100/0 or any other identical distribution. Conversely, if the distri-
bution of votes in one group is 100/0 and in the other group is 0/100, the voting
behavior is totally dissimilar and the index of likeness = 0. The index of like-
ness is calculated by subtracting from 100 the absolute difference between the
percentages of affirmative votes cast by the two groups, For instance, if the
distribution of votes is 70/30 and 30/70 respectively, the index of likeness is 100
— (70-30) = 60.

Because of the three alternative interpretations of abstentions, we have also
three variants of the index of likeness, viz.:

(1) Subtraction from 100 of the absolute difference between the percentages of
the affirmative votes. Base for each group: Yeas + nays.

(2) Subtraction from 100 of the absolute difference between the percentages of
the affirmative votes, when in each group half of the abstentions have been
added to the affirmative votes and half to the negative votes, Base for each
group: Yeas -+ nays + abstentions.

(3) Subtraction from 100 of the absolute difference between the percentages of
the affirmauve votes, when half of the abstentions have been added to the
smaller sum of the affirmative or negative votes, Base for each group: Yeas
+ nays -+ abstentions.

The index of likeness has not been calculated here for divisions when two-
thirds or more of the members in one group or in both groups have abstained.

In comparisons using the index of likeness, one must operate with different
numbers of abstentions in the groups. This complicates the analysis of data.
Therefore the second and third variants have not been employed in this study.

3. Sign Test

In previous research the index scores have usually been analyzed with the aid of
averages and in some cases frequency distributions. Such an anlysis, however,
is not adequate because index scores are comparable only division for division.
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In addition, the mean as well as frequency distributions are relatively crude and
superficial.

In analyzing differences in voting behavior between various groups, it is es-
sential to know whether or not the differences are randomly dependent. If we
want to investigate the difference in the degree of cohesion between Social Dem-
ocrats who are members of the Christian group and the remaining Social Dem-
ocrats, the index of cohesion series of the former group has to be tested against
the corresponding index series of the latter group. This presupposes that each
index score in the one series is compared with the index score for the same divi-
sion in the other series, which requires that the index series be arranged by pairs.
The only possible tests of significance are thus tests for matched pairs. Since it
is crucial that divisions with extremely large index differences should not overly
influence the results, the most suitable method would seem to be the so-called
sign test.® This means that the following procedure is applied to the indices of
cohesion: We examine the divisions one by one, to see whether the index score
for group A is larger than the index score for group B or whether the opposite
is true. No other comparisons are made, If the index scores are the same or if
one of the scores has not been calculated, because two-thirds or more of the
group have abstained, the division is omitted. After comparing all the index
scores, we obtain a sign test value according to the formula

n,--n_
1.' n + +n__

where n = the number of times group A’s index score is larger than group B’s
and n_ = the number of times group B’s index score is larger than group A’s.
If there is no difference in the voting behavior of the groups, the number of
pluses and the number of minuses will be approximately the same. The value of
the sign test is low in this case. The larger the difference is between the number
of pluses and minuses, the higher the value of the sign test. A high sign test
value is an index that the voting behavior of the groups is dissimilar.
The following levels of significance apply to the sign test:

>1.96 the difference is significant at the 5% level {0.05)
=>2.58 the difference is significant at the 1% level (0.01)
>»3.29 the difference is significant at the 0.1% level {0.001)
>3.89 the difference is significant at the 0.01% level {0.0001)

Dissimilarity (or more precisely: observed dissimilarity) between two groups is
said to exist if the groups exhibit a difference at the 5 %% level of significance.
If a large number of comparisons are carried out between groups, which in
reality are alike, it will be (incorrectly) asserted that the groups are dissimilar in
one case out of 20. With a significance level of 1 %, it will be (incorrectly) as-
serted that the groups are dissimilar in one case out of 100, Thus an observed

135



Nils Stjernquist & Bo Bjurulf

difference which is significant at the 1 %o level is a more reliable index that a
real difference exists than if the observed difference is significant only at the
5 %o level. A similar line of reasoning can be applied to the other levels of sig-
nificance.

It ought to be borne in mind that with this test, we receive only a measure-
ment of the reliability of the observation that a difference exists, and not any
measurement of the size of the difference.

4. Objects Analyzed with the Index of Cobesion
(1) All possible pairs of parties (10 pairs).

Question: Is the cohesion in, e.g., the Conservative party significantly greater

or less than in the Liberal party?

The method of analysis, as already indicated, is constructed so as to take
into account that the groups are of varied size, and that the voting behavior is
comparable only division for division. The cohesion of various parties is mea-
sured by testing the cohesion index scores with the sign test.

(2) A number of subgroups within a party are compared with the complements
of the subgroups, i.e. the remaining party members.

Question: Is the cohesion of a subgroup different from the cohesion of its

complement? Does the cohesion of, e.g., the Social Democratic temperance

group differ from the cohesion of the other Social Democrats?

Objects Analyzed with the Index of Likeness

(I) Similarities and dissimilarities in the voting behavior of the parties, To mea-
sure party X’s voting behavior in comparison with the other parties, the index
of likeness scores for each pair of parties, in which x is included, must be
compared with the index scores for every other pair of parties, in which x is
also included.
Question: Is the similarity in the voting behavior between, e.g., the Conser-
vatives and the Liberals greater or less than the similarity in the voting be-
havior between the Conservatives and the Center party? A complete answer
to the question with reference to all parties and party pairs may be obtained
by analyzing the following five units of party combinations:

a b c d e
Cons.—Soc. Lib.—Soc. Cent.—Soc, Soc.—Lib. Com.—Soc.
Cons.—Lib, Lib.—Cons. Cent.—Lib. Soc.—Cons. Com.—Lib.
Cons.—Cent. Lib.—~Cent. Cent.—Cons. Soc.—Cent. Com.—Cons.
Cons.—Com. Lib.—Com. Cent.—Com. Soc.—Com. Com.—Cent.

Within each unit, each pair’s index of likeness scores have been tested against
every other pair’s index scores with the sign test. For instance, for unit a:

Index of likeness for Cons.—Soc. is tested against the index for Cons.—Lib.
Index of likeness for Cons.—Soc, is tested against the index for Cons.—Cent.
Index of likeness for Cons.—Soc. is tested against the index for Cons.—Com.
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Index of likeness for Cons.—Lib. is tested against the index for Cons.—Cent.
Index of likeness for Cons.—Lib. is tested against the index for Cons.—Com.
Index of likeness for Cons.—Cent. is tested against the index for Cons.—Com.

The results of the first sign test indicate thus whether the similarity in the
voting behavior of the Conservatives and the Social Democrats is greater or less
than the similarity in the voting behavior of the Conservatives and the Liberals
or if no difference exists.

(2) Similarities in the voting behavior of parallel subgroups in more than one

party. The index of likeness scores of a subgroup within one party and of the
corresponding subgroup within another party are compared with the index of
likeness scores of the complements of the two subgroups. In this fashion, we
eliminate the party factor. Hence the analysis concerns the possible influence
of other attributes on voting behavior.
Question: Is the voting behavior of parallel subgroups in different parties
more similar than the voting behavior of their complements? Is there greater
similarity in the voting behavior of, e.g., Liberals and Social Democrats who
belong to the Christian group of the Swedish parliament than in the voting
behavior of Liberals and Social Democrats who do not belong to the group?
To answer this question, it is necessary to calculate the index of likeness
scores for the Liberals and Social Democrats in the Christian group and then
to compare them with the scores of Liberals and Social Democrats who do
not belong to the Christian group.

6. Paired Comparisons of Individual MP’s Voting (Cluster-Bloc Analysis)
The methods presented above provide information about the voting behavior of
certain groups defined a priori (cf. the variables of the coding scheme). The
question can be raised, however, if there are additional groups of MPs, either
from one party or from more than one party, who vote alike more often than
average in the one party or the parties. This question is particularly relevant for
countries where party discipline is relatively weak, but it is also pertinent to
Sweden. An analysis to identify additional groups is made possible if all fre-
quencies of agreement in voting for each pair of MPs are computed. This method
also gained repute through Stuart A. Rice and has been refined by Herman C.
Beyle.? The method is useful for an analysis of groupings within one party and
of groupings across party lines. We have investigated the latter but have, in this
article, refrained from presenting a detailed account (cf. the summary).

VI. Party Coheslon: Some Broad Measurements

The number of main divisions in the lower house, as previously mentioned, was
366 in 1964 and 360 in 1966. In a substantia]l number of these, the parties voted
unanimously. The frequency of unanimous votes is shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Number of Divisions with No Votes against andlor No Abstentions against the Party

Line

Party Conservarive Liberal Center Socialist Communist
Year 1964 1966 1964 1966 1964 1966 1964 1966 1964 1966
Number of members 39 33 40 43 34 35 114 113 5 8
No votes against and

no abstentions 128 172 140 142 169 142 115 173 339 288
MNo votes against 234 237 228 221 237 226 231 259 346 323
No abstentions 134 202 161 167 205 184 141 204 352 307

The average number of votes against the party line'® per MP was 12.6 in
1964 and 10.0 in 1966. The corresponding figures for each party are presented
in Table 2.

Table 2. Number of Votes against the Party Line per Member

Party Cons. Lib. Cent. Soc. Com. Toral
1964 14.0 16.5 13.2 10.9 4.3 12.6
1966 10.8 14.2 12.7 7.6 6.3 10.0

The average number of “abstentions” against the party line'! per MP was
10.8 in 1964 and 9.3 in 1966. The corresponding figures for each party are pre-
sented in Table 3.

Table 3. Number of Abstentions against the Party Line per Member

Party Cons. Lib. Cent. Soc. Com. Total
1964 18.0 18.3 11.4 5.8 28 10.8
1966 9.4 0.9 16.0 30 7.3 9.3

All the MPs voted at least once against the party line, with the exception of
two MPs from the Center party in 1964; however, they were absent for long
periods because of illness.

Table 4. Number of Divisions with Specified Number of Votes and Abstentions against the
Party Line®

Party Conservative Liberal Center Socialist
Year 1964 1966 1964 1966 1964 1966 1964 1966
More than 5 votes

against the party line 36 17 47 40 29 27 50 35
More than 9 votes

against the parey line 18 5 25 20 9 11 39 25
More than 15 votes

against the party line 0 0 2 4 0 0 33 21
More than 5 abstentions 45 27 42 61 14 30 25 13
More than 9 abstentions 22 20 23 45 5 12 8 4
More than 15 abstentions 15 19 13 18 2 4 2 2
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In the Conservative party the highest number of deviant votes cast by a
single MP was 43 in 1964 and 27 in 1966, in the Liberal party 31 in 1964 and 33
in 1966, in the Center party 25 in 1964 and 39 in 1966, among the Social Demo-
crats 38 in 1964 and 22 in 1966, and among the Communists 8 in 1964 and 23
n 1966,

The dispersion of deviant votes is partially illustrated in Table 4, which in-
dicates the number of divisions per party when more than 5, 9, 15 votes and
abstentions respectively have been cast against the party line,

These figures related to party cohesion, as already stressed, must be inter-
preted with caution. They do not provide any solid knowledge of the parties’
cohesion. We do not know if the differences between the parties and the years
are significant. The following hypotheses, however, can be made:

(1) Cohesion was strongest among the Communists and subsequently among the
Social Democrats (cf. Tables 2 and 3).

(2) Cohesion, with regard to voting against the party line, was stronger in
1966 than 1964. The Communists, however, represent an exception; in their
case the situation was the opposite.

VIl. Party Cohesion: Comparisons between the Different Parties
First, to be able to test the above hypothesis concerning the parties’ relative de-
gree of cohesion, the index of cohesion scores have been computed for each

party, and each pair of index scores (a total of 10) have been tested with the
sign. test.

Results of the calculations are presented in Table 5.

Table. 5. Differences in Party Cobesion

1964 19646

Sign Signifi- Sign Signifi-
Parties n,! n * test cance n,! n * test cance

value level value level
Soc.—Lib. 118 84 2.24 0.05 120 74 3.30 0.001
Soc.—Cons. 105 72 2.48 0.05 101 66 271 0.01
Sac.—Cent. 109 o4 1.05 — 120 65 4.04 0.0001
Soc.—Com. 19 121 8.62 0.0001 34 77 4,08 0.0001
Lib.—Cons. g0 104 1.77 —_ 86 105 1.37 —
Lib.—Cent. 97 93 0.29 — 99 101 0.14 —
Lib.—Com. 16 123 9.08 0.0001 3 122 7.36 0.0001
Cons.—Cent. 101 g8 0.95 —_ 114 86 1.98 0.05
Cons.—Com. 16 114 B.70 Q.0001 35 97 5.40 0.0001
Cent.—Com. 17 120 8.30 0.0001 32 120 714 0.0001

' n, indicates the number of times the index of cohesion score is larger for the first mentioned
party.

n_ indicates the number of rimes the index of cohesion score is less for the firse mentioned
party.

2
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The table indicates the following:

(1) The cohesion of the Communist party was significantly stronger than that
of all other parties both in 1964 and in 1966.

(2) In 1964 the Social Democrats, as compared with the non-Socialist parties,
had in all cases a greater frequency of higher indices of cohesion. This dif-
ference was significant at the 0.05 level wis-d-vis the Conservatives and the
Liberals. Vis-d-vis the Center party, however, the difference was not signifi-
cant, The cohesion of the non-Socialist parties was not significantly differ-
ent in 1964. Of interest, thus, is the intermediate position of the Center
party: neither the difference in relation to the Liberals nor the difference in
relation to the Social Democrats was significant, whereas the Conservatives
and the Liberals were significantly more disunited than the Social Democrats.

(3) In 1966 the Social Democrats had a significantly stronger cohesion than all
the non-Socialist parties (in general at the 0.0001 level). The Conservatives
had a stronger cohesion than the Liberals and the Center party. The dif-
ference, however, was significant only in relation to the Center party. As in
1964, a significant difference between the Liberals and the Center party did
not exist in 1966. It ought to be underlined that the intermediate position of
the Center party in 1964 disappeared in 1966.

The hypothesis that cohesion was strongest among the Communists and sub-
sequently among the Social Democrats has thus been verified. Particularly, in
1966 the Social Democrats were significantly more united than the non-Socialist
parties. Is it the demand by a governing party for stricter party discipline that
basically explains the difference? It is also conceivable that the mounting de-
mands for increased non-Socialist cooperation have created new dissensions in
one or more of the non-Socialist parties, What is most striking with regard to the
relations between the non-Socialist parties is the stronger cohesion of the Con-
servatives in 1966. It may be mentioned that of the 8 Conservative MPs who
topped the group’s list of those voting against the party line, 5 had left parlia-
ment, and that of the 8 who topped a similar list of those abstaining against
the party line, 7 had left parliament,

It ought to be observed that the method uwpon which Table 5 is based cannot
be used to test the second hypothesis — viz. the parties’ cohesion, excluding the
Communists’, was stronger in 1966 than in 1964.

VIil. Party Cohesion on Politically Important Issues
In the foregoing section, all the divisions and hence all issues have been regarded
as equally important. Such a view, however, is a distortion of reality. Different
questions are of varying political significance. A politically important question
requires greater party cohesion than does a question of less political importance.
How has this requirement been met during 1964 and 1966?

To classify divisions and issues according to their political importance for
the respective parties is virtually an impossible task, The same issue may be of
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varying importance to different parties. At any rate, such a solution cannot re-
sult in data which are suitable as the basis for a quantitative analysis.!® Instead
our solution is based on the assumption that the party proposals constitute politi-
cally important questions. In the divisions on party proposals, cohesion in the
parties thus ought to be higher than average with regard to the party’s own pro-
posals and the other parties’ proposals. It is relatively difficult to distinguish the
party proposals of the Communists, and therefore they are not dealt with in the
analysis. The Social Democrats, the governing party, did not initiate any party
proposals as such. Instead the government bills have been included. It should be
noted that the non-controversial bills are automatically excluded, because this
analysis deals only with divisions. What is examined is the parties’ voting on
government bills and party proposals as they have been reported out of com-
mittee by the committee members of the respective parties. The government hills
have been divided into two categories, The first consists of cases when the
counterproposal is a party proposal; the second consists of cases when the counter-
proposal is of a different nature. The first category ought to contain more con-
troversial issues than the second.

Of special interest are the proposals introduced jointly by the leaders of the
Liberal and Center parties in 1966.

'The number of votes as well as abstentions against the party line during the
divisions on party proposals and government bills are presented in Tables 6—9.

Table 6. Number of Votes and Abstentions against the Party Line in Divisions concerning the
Party Proposals in 1964

prI::::aI Number Number Conservative Liberal Center Socialist  Communist

nitiared | Of of Votes Ab- Votes Ab- Votes Ab- Votes Ab- Votes Ab-
by divisions members against stain against stain against stain against stain against stain

Cons. 36 39 4 33 60 127 35 51 L] 28 1 0

Lib. 45 40 138 151 9 19 91 58 24 55 2

Cent. 19 34 22 43 17 10 1 4 g 16 0 1

(Soc. 114)

(Com. 5)

Table 7. Number of Votes and Abstentions against the Party Line in Divisions concerning the
Party Proposals in 1968

Part o .
prop D:;l MNumber MNumber Conservative Liberal Center Socialist  Communist
sitiated of of Votes Ab- Votes Ab- Votes Ab- Votes Ab- Votes Ab-

by divisions members against stain against stain against stain against stain against stain

Cons. 36 33 0 4 48 163 55 90 3 12 0 0
Lib, 15 43 16 14 4 6 28 32 § 16 4 2
Cent. 21 35 33 23 65 86 o 9 2 6 3 3
(Soc. 113)
(Com. 8)
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Table 8. Number of Votes and Abstentions against the Party Line in Divisions concerning the
Government Bills in 1964

Type MNumber Conservative Liberal Center Socialist Communist

of gov. of Votes Ab- Votes Ab- Votes Ab- Votes Ab- Votes Ab-
bill divisions against stain against stain against stain against stain against stain
F1 36 82 g4 11 30 54 51 13 31 2 1
B2 75 133 137 163 121 91 no 235 12 8 4

P 1 = Government bill versus party proposal
P 2 = Government bill versus another proposal

Table 9. Number of Votes and Abstentions against the Party Line in Divisions concerning the
Government Bills in 1966

Type Number Conservative  Liberal Center Socialist  Communist
of gov. of Votes Ab- Votes Ab- Votes Ab- Vores Ab- Votes Ab-
bill divisions against stain against stain against stain against stain against stain
P1 46 45 24 51 119 35 46 11 25 4 8
r2 100 98 72 242 231 158 130 323 112 17 22
r3 14 25 16 2 ] 12 11 11 9 1 0

P 1 = Government bill versus party proposal
P 2 = Government bill versus another proposal
P 3 = Government bill versus proposal initiated by the leaders of the middle partics

The trend is clear, Party cohesion is intensified to the point of virtual un-
animity during divisions on the party’s own party proposals. Cohesion among
the Social Democrats is similarly intensified during divisions on non-Socialist
party proposals irrespective of whether or not the party proposals were paired
with a government bill. We shall later return to the cuestion of how the other
two non-Socialist parties have voted during divisions on the party proposals of
the third non-Socialist party. Here it suffices to point out that cohesion in this
case is higher than average.

In the same fashion, cohesion is intensified during divisions on government
bills. For understandable reasons this is especially pronounced when the counter-
proposal concerns a party proposal.

'The proposals, initiated jointly by the leaders of the Liberal and Center par-
ties in 1966 resulted in a total of 25 divisions. The support from the two parties
was practically complete. During these divisions no Libera] MP voted against
the party line, and only 7 abstentions occurred in the Liberal party. In the Cen-
ter party, 4 votes were cast against the party line and 10 abstentions. Among the
Social Democrats, only 16 votes against the party line and 9 abstentions occurred.
Most striking is that the majority of the Conservatives actively supported the
motions in only 8 cases. We shall return to this in connection with the discussion
of party cooperation.
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IX. Party Cohesion on Politically Less Important Issues

The analysis of the parties’ internal cohesion during divisions on party proposals
and government bills reveals that cohesion is high in politically important ques-
tions. Qur hypothesis, however, has additional implications; it states that cohe-
sion increases according to the political importance of the issues, It logically fol-
lows also that disunity is relatively greatest on issues of little or no importance.
To define these issues by means of a method as mechanical as that used to dis-
tinguish politically important questions is not possible. However, it is possible to
approach the problem by reversing the procedure and analyzing issues on which
cohesion has actually been weak. We have examined all divisions where at least
25 %o of the votes cast within a party were against the party line.’ The number
of cases when this occurred totalled 66 in 1964 and 51 in 1966. The distribution
per party and year is apparent from Table 10. It should be noted that the num-
ber of divisions is smaller than the number of cases, since more than one party
could display the specified degree of disunity during the same division.

Table 10. Number of Cases when at least 25 %o voted against the Party Line

Farty Conservative Liberal Center Socialist Communist
Year 1964 1966 1964 1966 1964 1966 1964 1966 1964 1966
Number 17 5 20 16 13 15 12 11 4 4

These divisions, with a few exceptions, concerned relatively insignificant
matters. Nor were the exceptions of any real major political importance.

X. Party Cohesion: Different Policy Areas
One question often raised is whether the degree of party cohesion varies from
policy area to policy area. As examples of “party splitting” issues, cultural and
moral questions are usually cited, although a reduction of differences in these
areas may have transpired during the 1960s. It has also been common to point
to issues which are basically of local or regional interest; according to this view
the parties, to a greater degree, can allow or simply cannot prevent splits in these
questions. However, these issues are frequently of minor political importance, and
they are poor examples to the extent that they fall within several different areas
of policy.1®

One feasible approach to answering the question is to attempt to classify the
roll calls according to policy areas, e.g. agricultural issues, defense issues, bud-
getary issues, cultural issues, moral issues, and to attempt to categorize the divi-
ions according to whether they affect national, regional or local interests. This
sort of classification, however, presents serious difficulties for the investigartor,
because the classifications cannot be made mechanically. Frequently an issue en-
compasses more than one category. Similar difficulties are encountered in clas-
sifying issues as national, regional or local. Therefore we have refrained from
classifying all the divisions. Instead we have once again only analyzed instances
when a party group was so divided that at least 25 %% of the votes cast within
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the party were against the party line. The number of cases was 117, and the
number of divisions 89. What areas of policy did they deal with?

Most conspicuous is that 22 of the divisions (25 cases) concern education and
youth, and 7 divisions (11 cases) traffic questions. Among the cultural questions,
3 (7) concerned the theater, while 4 (6) of the welfare questions concerned
temperance measures, and of the questions of appointments 4 (7) dealt with
creating new professorships in medicine. Only a limited number of the divisions
(about 10) concerned questions of purely local interest. Probably the explanation
is that questions of purely local interest can only on rare occasions generate a
party split of the dimensions we are now discussing.

Xl. Party Coheslon of Different Groups within the Partles

In attempting to analyze variations in the degree of party cohesion, we have so
far centered attention on the characteristics of the issues voted upon, The prob-
lem can, however, be attacked also by focusing on the MPs and investigating if
certain of their attributes can contribute to shedding light on party cohesion (cf.
code scheme). Our hypothesis has been that persons with certain attributes
have formed subgroups, characterized by internal cohesion, within their party
and perhaps also between parties.

Thus what we are concerned with here is examining the cohesion of sub-
groups defined on the basis of the attributes specified above. For practical rea-
sons, the analysis has been limited to subgroups with at least 5 members. This has
resulted inter alia in the Communists being automatically excluded.

As an initia] step, the average number of votes against the party line and the
average number of “abstentions” against the party line cast within the sub-
groups have been calculated for each party. Due to limitations of space, these
figures have been omitted in this article.

To obtain more reliable measurements, we have tested the cohesion index
series of the individual subgroups in a party (e.g. Social Democratic women MPs)
against the cohesion index series of the subgroup’s complement, i.e. the remaining
party MPs (in this instance the Social Democratic male MPs). In evaluating the
findings, it should be noted thar the sign test is so constructed that cases when
the index scores are alike are excluded. This means that all divisions when the
party was united have been omitted, The analysis thus concerns divisions when
some disunity has occurred in a party.

1. Age
Table 11 shows the findings for age group 1 (49 and under) and age group 3
(60 and over).

In 1964 the youngest age group (49 and under) displayed a significantly
stronger cohesion in the non-Socialist parties. In 1966 a significantly stronger
cohesion among the younger Liberals and Social Democrats can be observed. For
the Conservatives, however, the situation was the reverse. The younger Con-
servatives now exhibited a weaker cohesion than the rest of the party.
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Table 11. Cobesion in Subgroups: Age
Age 1 (—49 years)

1964 1966
MNumber Sign Signifi- | Number Sign Signifi-
of n,t n_? test cance of n,? n ? test cance

members value level |members value level
Cons. 7 29 85 5.24 0.0001 14 73 43 279 o001
Lib. 7 24 89 6.11 0.0001 9 47 85 331 0Q.001
Cenr, 9 44 83 346 0.001 15 58 75 147 —_
Soc. 29 63 74 0.94 —_ 25 25 74 492 Q.0001
Age 3 (60— years)
Cons. 12 46 75 2.64 0.01 4 {not five members)
Lib. 18 76 51 2.22 0.05 15 42 87 39 0.0001
Cent. 12 56 70 1.25 _ 8 34 B3} 453 0.0001
Soc. 33 73 62 Q.95 — 35 a7 41 1.62 —

' n indicates the number of times the index of cohesion score is larger for the complement
than for the subgroup.

*n_  indicates the number of times the index of cohesion score is less for the complement
than for the subgroup.

In general, the oldest age group (60 and over) does not form as pronounced
a subgroup as the youngest age group, Significant differences exist only on oc-
casion and can (as in the case of the Liberals) be indicative of opposite trends.

2. Tenure

Cohesion based on the MP’s number of years in parliament is shown in Table 12,
which presents the findings for group 1 {(MPs who are serving their first term of
office) and for group 3 (MPs who are serving their fourth term or more).

Table 12. Cobesion in Subgroups: Tenure
1. First mandate period

1964 1964
Number Sign Signifi- | Number Sign Signifi-
of n, n test cance of n, n test  cance

members value level |members ) ~ value level
Cons. & 41 68 2,59 0.01 11 61 55 056 _
Lib. 10 34 94 5.30 0.0001 9 56 73 150 —_—
Cent. 8 46 76 2.72 0.01 7 i 90 543 0.0001
Soc, 21 41 94 4.56 0.0001 11 18 80 626 0.0001
3. At least fourth mandate period
Cons. 17 77 44 3.00 0.01 10 43 73 279 00
Lib. 21 a3 38 4.45 0.0001 21 71 59 105 —
Cent. 13 52 73 1.88 —_ 14 70 60  0.88 —
Soc. 56 69 56 1.14 — 66 62 34 286 001

In 1964, MPs serving their first term had a significantly stronger cohesion
in all parties, In 1966 the difference is significant for the Social Democrats and
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the Center party. In the Conservative party, however, as in the case of age,
the situation has changed: MPs serving their first term reveal a tendency toward
weaker cohesion.

MPs serving four terms or more exhibit a weaker cohesion in general. The
difference is significant for the Conservatives and Liberals in 1964 and for the
Social Democrats in 1966. The Conservatives, however, provide a contrasting
picture for 1966. The Conservative MPs with the longest tenure displayed a sig-
nificantly stronger cohesion.

3. Women MPs

The internal cohesion of women MPs per party is shown in Table 13. Only the
Conservatives and the Social Democrats have sufficiently large subgroups (at
least 5 MPs).

Table 13. Cobesion in Subgronps: Women

1964 1966
Number Sign Signifi- | Number Sign Signifi-
of n, n_ test cance of n, n_ test cance
members value level | members valoe level
Cons. 5 27 55 3.09 0.01 5 17 al 490 0.0001
Soc. 25 a1 74 1.12 -_— 24 40 60 200 0.05

The women MPs consistently exhibited a greater frequency of high cohesion
index scores. The differences are significant, except for the Social Democratic
women MPs in 1964.

4, Members of the Christian Group

The internal cohesion of members of the Christian group is presented by parties
in Table 14,

Table 14. Cobesion in Subgroups: Members of the Christian Group

1964 1966
Number Sign Signifi- | Number Sign Signifi-
of n, n_ test cance of n, n_ test cance

members value level | membeors value level
Cons. 23 65 57 0.81 _ 22 75 40 326 0.01
Lib. 21 53 71 1.62 — 21 56 73  1.50 —
Cent. 18 63 62 0.09 —_ 20 86 45 353 0.001
Soe. 9 44 93 4,19 0.0001 9 28 72 440 0.0001

The Social Democratic members of the Christian group exhibited a signifi-
cantly stronger cohesion than the remaining Social Dermocrats in 1964 as well as
1966. The Liberals in the Christian group also exhibited consistently a greater
frequency of high cohesion index scores. As for the Conservative and Center
party members of the group, the situation is the reverse in 1966.
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5. Members of Temperance Groups

The internal cohesion of members of the two temperance groups is shown by
parties 1n Table 15. It should be noted that the number of Conservative members
was not large enough to constitute a subgroup.

Table 15. Cobesion in Subgroups: Members of the Temperance Groups

1964 1964
Number Sign Signifi- | Number Sign Signifi-
of n, n test cance of n, n_  test cance
members value level | members value level
Lib. 27 71 58 1.14 — 27 6} 69 Q.52 —_
Cent. 11 53 74 1.86 — 12 50 81 271 oG
Soc. 48 74 58 1.39 —_ 42 &3 36 271 001

Members of the Social Democratic temperance group have a lower cohesion
than the remaining Social Democrats. The difference, however, is not significant
in 1964. As for the Libera] party, whose members in the temperance group con-
stituted a majority, there was no uniform trend and no significant differences.
The Center party members of the temperance group exhibited a consistent trend
of greater unity than the rest of the party group. The difference is significant in
1966.

By combining the attributes, listed in the coding scheme, subgroups within
a subgroup can be formed, e.g. Social Democrats who are members of both the
Christian group and the temperance group. In many instances, however, there
are strong correlations between the various attributes — and primarily between
attributes of particular interest — e.g. between age and tenure, or between mem-
bership in the Christian group and one of the temperance groups, Of the 21
Liberal members of the Christian group in 1966, no less than 20 also belonged
to the non-Socialist temperance group. To examine groups where an extensive
overlapping of attributes exists is hardly meaningful, without investigating zll
combinations, which is out of the question (see below). On the other hand,
attributes without such overlapping and which are interesting to investigate re-
sult generally in groups with less than 5 members and therefore should not be
analyzed. Thus we have not analyzed subgroups with more than one attribute.

XIl. Similarities in Voting Behavior of Subgroups within More Than one Party

In order to get additional information about party cohesion, it is of importance
to investigate if there are trends of similar voting behavior between parallel
subgroups in the various parties, e.g. subgroups formed by members of the
Christian group. With the aid of the index of likeness, we can examine for each
pair of parties if the subgroups differ from their complements, i.e. the remaining
party members.
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1. Age

This examination focuses on the youngest group, i.e. 49 and under. The similarity
in voting behavior among members of this group, as compared with the comple-
mentary group, is shown for each pair of parties in Table 16.

Table 16. Similarity in Voting Bebavior between the Youngest Age Groups in the Parties

1964 1966
n! nt Sign Signifi- | n 2 n ® Sign Signifi-
test cance test cance
value level value level
Soc,—Lib. 99 82 1.26 _ 119 72 3.40 0.001
Soe.—Cons, 126 111 0.97 _ 141 72 4.73 0.0001
Soc.—Cent. 153 125 1.68 —_ 129 107 1.43 o
Lib.—Cons. 79 76 0.24 — 86 102 117 —_
Lib.—Cent. 92 128 2.43 0.05 89 152 4.06 0.0001
Cons.—Cent. 109 69 3.00 0.01 110 a1 1.34 —_

'n, indicates the number of times the index of likeness score of the two complements is larger
than the index of likeness score of the two youngest age groups.

*n_ indicates the number of times the index of likeness score of the two complements is less
than the index of likeness score of the two youngest groups.

The Social Democratic and non-Socialist MPs who belong to the youngest
group exhibit both in 1964 and 1966, in every comparison of party pairs (i.e.
Soc.—Lib., Soc.—Cons., and Soc.—Cent.) a tendency toward less similar voting
behavior than the Social Democrats and non-Socialists belonging to the older
age groups. The differences are significant only in the cases of the Soc.—Lib.
and Soc.—Cons, for 1966. As far as the Lib.—Cent. are concerned, the youngest
MPs have a significantly more similar voting behavior than the remaining mem-
bers during both years. The situation is the opposite for the Cons.—Cent.; how-
ever, the difference is not significant for 1966.

2. Tenure
This examination focuses on the group of MPs serving their first term in parlia-
ment. The similarity in voting behavior among members of this group, as com-
pared with the complementary group, is shown for each pair of parties in
Table 17.

The trends apparent in Table 16 recur more pronouncedly here. The less
similar voting behavior between the Social Democrats and non-Socialists serving
their first term of office is consistently significant.

The non-Socialists serving their first term have a significantly more similar
voting behavior in 1964 than the remaining members. In 1966, this is true only
of the Lib.~Cent. Also of interest is the difference between the age groups and
tenure groups for the Cons.—Cent, in 1964. In the case of the youngest age
group, the voting behavior is significantly fess similar, and in the case of shortest
tenure significantly more similar.
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Table 17. Similarity in Voting Bebavior between the Groups with Shortest Tenure in the Parties

1964 1966
n,! n ? Sign Signifi«| n 3 n_? Sign Signifi-
test cance test cance
value level value level
Soc.—Lib. 127 74 374 .00 130 58 525 0.0001
Soc.—Cons. 156 76 5.25 0.0001 | 150 68 5.55 0.0001
Soc.—Cent. 185 102 .86 0.001 136 24 35 0.001
Lib.—Cons. 62 97 278 0.01 89 96 0.51 —_
Lib.—Cent. 93 133 266 0.0 81 141 4.03 0.0001
Cont.—Cent. 63 103 3.10 0.01 95 85 0.75 —

Motes, see under Table 16

3. Women MPs

Only the Conservatives and Social Democrats have sufficiently large groups. A
comparison of the series of indices of likeness does not reveal any significantly
different voting behavior between the female subgroups of the two parties and
their male complementary groups.

4. Members of the Christian Group
The similarity in voting behavior within this group, as compared with the com-
plementary group, is shown for each pair of parties in Table 18.

Table 18, Similarity in Voting Bebavior between the Members of the Christian Group in the

Parties
1964 1966
n! n? Sign Signifi- | n,*  n_? Sign Signifi-
test cance test cance
value level value level
Soc.—Libh. 103 95 0,57 —_— 106 g6 1.44 —_
Soc.—Cons. 145 118 1.66 —_ 134 81 3.61 0.001
Soc.—Cent. 161 115 277 0.01 144 93 in 0.001
Lib.—Cons. 96 85 0.B2 —_ 73 108 2.20 0.05
Lib.—Cent. 104 134 1.94 —_— 74 155 5.35 0.0001
Cons.—Cent. £9 95 0.44 _ 72 123 3.65 0.001

Motes, see under Table 16

Both in 1964 and 1966 the Social Democratic and non-Socialist members of
the Christian group (Soc.—Lib., Soc.—Cons., Soc.—Cent.) have in each case a
tendency to less similar voting behavior than their fellow party members. The
difference is significant for the Soc.—Cent. during both years and for the Soc.—
Cons. in 1966. The non-Socialist members of the Christian group in 1966 have a
significantly more similar voting behavior than the remaining non-Socialists.

5. Members of the Temperance Groups

Group members in the Soc.—Lib. and Soc.—Cent, do not display any signifi-
cantly different voting behavior as compared with the complementary groups
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in the Soc.—Lib. and Soc.—Cent. respectively. On the other hand, the similarity
in the voting behavior of group members in the Lib.—Cent. is significantly
greater than the similarity in the voting behavior of the complementary groups.
It should be noted that the Conservatives do not have a sufficiently large (5
members) subgroup.

Xl Multivariate Analysis?

In the preceding sections we have analyzed various subgroups in the parties and
across party lines. We have ascertained differences in the cohesion of the sub-
groups as compared with their complementary groups, and we have established
similarities and differences in the voting behavior of parallel subgroups in the
various parties. The subgroups have been defined a priori on the basis of certain
attributes. The result is thus certain correlations (positive or negative) between
one particular attribute or several attributes and a certain voting behavior, The
question arises, then, if the specified attributes explain the voting behavior
brought out in the analysis. In many instances this would seem to be the case.
Tenure, e.g., appears to be a significant variable.

Reality, however, is far more complicated, As already pointed out, the attri-
butes are not independent of one another. There is thus a close correlation be-
tween age and tenure, Through a more or less skewed distribution in other
variables, one variable can determine the findings. To overcome this difficulty,
a complete analysis of all combinations of variables contained in the data would
be required. The number of combinations is exceedingly large. In addition, our
a priori defined variables are not the only ones which can be of importance in
this connection.

The enormous amount of work which a complete run of all combinations of
variables would require, along with the substantial unreliability which would
still remain due to the new variables, has led us to stop at this point. The findings
of the analysis can at any rate provide indications, at times relatively clear ones,
of the nature of the cause, but a definite warning must be made against too hasty
conclusions.

XIV. Joint Voting of the Parties: Some Broad Measurements
It should be recalled that by definition two parties are said to vote jointly if the
party majorities vote alike in a division, i.e, “yes”, “no” or “abstain”.

We shall begin by presenting the number of times two or more parties have
voted jointly.!® All combinations consisting of two to five parties, which oc-
curred during the divisions are shown in Table 19.

It should be noted that the two-party combinations include all cases when the
respective parties voted alike, and not merely the cases when the parties voted
alike in opposition to the remaining parties, This is also true of the three-party
and four-party combinations.

Table 20 shows how many times a party has voted alone against the re-
maining parties; Table 21 how many times two parties have voted against the
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Table 19. The joint Voting of the Parties: ANl Party Combinations
(Figures in brackets indicate the percentage)

Combi- Number of cases Combi- MNumber of cases
nation 1964 1966 nation 1964 1966
(366 div) (360 div.) (366 div.) (360 div.)
Soc.+ Com. 287 (78) 309 (86)  Cons.+Lib.+ Cent. 158 (43) 135 (38)
Lib.+ Cent. 265 (72) 289 (80)  Cent.+Soc.+Com. 119 (33) 114 (32)
Cons.+Lib. 214 (58) 172 (48)  Lib.+Cent.+Com. 101 (28) 106 (29)
Cons.+ Cent. 193 (53) 156 (43)  Lib.+Soc.-+Com. 81 (22) 99 (28)
Cent. +Com. 167 (46) 148 (41)  Lib.+Cent.+Soc. 79 (22) 83 (23)
Cent.+Soc. 147 (40) 124 (34)  Cons.+Soc.+ Com. 62 (17) 77 (21)
Lib.+Com. 131 (36) 131 (36)  Cons.+Cent.+Com. 46 (13) 27 (8)
Cons.+Soc. 111 (30) 110 (31)  Cons.*+Cent.-+Soc. 45 (12) 24 (7)
Lib.+Soc. 106 (29) 110 (31)  Cons.+Lib.+Com. 40 (1) 29 (8)
Cons.+Com. 88 (24) 90 (25)  Cons.+Lib.+Soc. 37 (10) 28 (8)

Lib.+Cent.+Soc.+Com. 62 (17) 75 (21)
Cons.+Lib.+Cent.+Com. 23 (6) 16 (4)
Cons. +Cent.+5c0e.+Com. 21 (5) 15 (4)
Cons,+Lib.+Cent.+50c. 18 (5) 13 (9
Cons.+Lib.+Soc.+Com. 16 (4) 18 (5)
Cons.+Lib.+

Cent.+5o0c. + Com. 1 {0 5 (1)

Table 20, Number of Cases when One Party bas stood alone

Parcy 1964 (366 div.) 1966 (360 div.)
Number Number

Cons. 61 70

Lib. 20 10

Cenr. 15 13

Soc. 22 i1

Com. 17 !

Table 21. Number of Cases when Two Parties bave voted against the Other Three!

Combi- 1964 (366 div.) 1966 (360 div.)
nation Number Number
Cons.—Lib, 33 22
Cons.—Soc. 18 22
Cons.—Cent. 5 9
Cons.—Com. 0 1
Lib.—Cent. 29 64
Lib.—Soc, 2 i
Lib.—Com. 9 1
Cent.—Soc. 3 1
Cent.—Com. 7 2
Soc.—Com. 123 122

1 The vwo partics have voted in the same way, yes, no or (absolute majority for) abstain. The
other parties have voted in another way than the twe.
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Table 22. Number of Cases when three Parties bave Voted against the Other Two?

Combi- 1964 (366 divy) 1966 (360div.)
nation Number MNumber
Cens.—Lib.—Cent. 118 111
Cons.—Lib.—Soc. () 2
Cons.—Cent.—Soc. 3 1
Cons.—Lib.—Com. 2 Q
Cons.—Cent.—Com. 2 1
Cons.—Soc.—Com. 26 49
Lib.—Cent.—Com. 17 20
Lib.—Soc.—Com. 4 11
Cent.—50c.—Com. 7 29

I The three parties have voted in the same way, yes, no or {absolute majority for) abstain. The
other parties have voted in another way than the three.

three remaining parties; and Table 22 how many times three parties have voted
against the two other parties, A discrepancy in the figures in Tables 21 and 22
arises because the third variable "an absolute majority abstain” has operated in
different ways.

The figures provide occasion for comparisons, reflections and appraisals.
Undeniably the combinations of the Soc. + Com. and Cons. + Lib. + Cent. re-
spectively, as seen in Tables 21 and 22, are beyond comparison the most frequent.
On the other hand, it ought to be underlined that the instances when a strict
cleavage between the Socialist parties and the non-Socialist parties has occurred
are a minority of all the divisions. It is possible to speak of a non-Socialist bloc
and a Socialist bloc, but this depends entirely upon what degree of cohesion is
used as the criterion for being able to speak of blocs.

A complementary picture of “blocs” may be obtained if we exclude the Com-
munists. We then obtain the following data for 1964. The Social Democrats
voted alone in 22 + 123 divisions, i.e. 40 %0 of the total number. The non-
Socialists stood united in 22 -+ 118 divisions, i.e. 38 %o. In 1966 the corresponding
figures were 11 + 122, i.e. 37 % and 11 + 111, i.e. 34 %0. During the remaining
divisions, one or two or, in 18 cases in 1964 and 13 cases in 1966, all three non-
Socialist parties voted in the same fashion as the Social Democrats. The fre-
quencies of “the absolute majority abstains”, however, ought to be noted.

The Communists voted in 1964 and 1966 during 78 %o and 86 %/ of the
divisions in the same fashion as the Social Democrats. In 22 and 11 cases re-
spectively, they voted together with the non-Socialist parties against the Social
Democrats, in a few cases they voted with only the Liberals or only the Center
party, in one case (1966) with only the Conservatives (both parties abstained),
and in 17 and 20 cases respectively they formed a common front with the two
middle parties.

What was the nature of non-Socialist cooperation during these two years?
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The question has already been partially answered by the comments on the cases
when all three non-Socialist parties voted alike. What is of particular interest
here are the cases — and they are the major portion — when they did not vote
alike. To start with the Conservatives, this party to a greater degree than the
Liberals and the Center party voted alone during the divisions: 61 times against
20 for the Liberals and 15 for the Center party in 1964, and 70 times against
10 for the Liberals and 13 for the Center party in 1966. Furthermore, the Con-
servatives, relatively more often than either one of the middle parties, were the
only non-Socialist party which voted in the same way as the Social Democrats.
The combination Cent. + Soc. + Com. however was more frequent than Cons,
+ Soc. + Com. in 1964. But this was not the case in 1966.

Of a total of 44 and 71 cases respectively when the Cons. + Soc, or Cons. -+
Soc. + Com. voted against the Lib. + Cent.,, 8 and 18 cases respectively con-
cerned proposals for larger appropriations, rejected by the Conservatives and the
Social Democrats.

The Liberals and Center party voted together (in toto) substantially more
times than with the Conservatives: 265 times against 214 for the Cons. + Lib.
and 193 for Cons. + Cent, in 1964; and 289 times against 172 for the Cons. +
Lib. and 156 for Cons. -+ Cent. in 1966. The changes from 1964 to 1966
are primarily explained by the fact that the Liberals and Center party voted
alone during 29 divisions in 1964, while the corresponding figure for 1966 was
64. In connection with this change the figures for the Cons. + Lib. (alone)
dropped from 33 to 22, the figures for the Cons. +- Cent, rose from 5 to 9, while
the figures for the Cons. alone rose from 61 to 70.

Of the non-Socialist parties, the Liberals exhibited the lowest frequency of
total joint votes with the Social Democrats, and the Center party the highest.
The difference between the Conservatives and the Liberals is, however, negli-
gible.

The Center party was the non-Socialist party which voted most frequently
with the Communists.

Looking at the shifts in the non-Socialist cooperation from 1964 to 1966, it
is conspicucus that the Conservatives became more isolated, while the coopera-
tion of the middle parties increased.

The same objections as mentioned above (p. 139) can be leveled at these total
figures for the joint voting of the parties, viz. that the divisions concerned is-
sues of highly varying political importance. Of crucial interest is joint voting on
politically important issus. Therefore in the next section we shall analyze joint
voting on government bills and party proposals including proposals initiated by
the leaders of the Liberals and the Center party.

In addition, the above measurements of joint voting are crude, Qur procedure
does not take into account the voting behavior of the entire party. Nor does it
allow us to determine if the differences are significant or not, In section XVI
we shall obtain a more reliable basis by measuring similarities and differences in
the parties’ voting behavior with the aid of the index of likeness,
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XV. Joint Voting on Politically Important Issues

The Conservative party proposals led to 36 divisions both in 1964 and 1966.
The parties’ positions on the proposals and the party combinations voting for
the proposals are presented in Table 23.

Table 23. Propasals by the Cons. Party: Voting and Party Combinations

1964 1966

Parey MNumber of times the party has voted MNumber of times the party has voted

yes abstain ne ves abstain no
Cons. 36 0 0 5 o o
Lib. 10 3 23 12 2 22
Cent. 9 Q 27 7 2 27
Soc. 0 0 36 1 0 35
Com. 0 v] 36 1 1 34

MNumber of times the combination MNumber of times the combination

Combi- has voted has vored
nation yes yes
Cons. 22 (24)! 21 (23
Cons.+Lib. 3 5
Cons. -+ Cenr. 2 0
Cons.+50c¢. 4 Com. 0 1
Cons. +Lib.+ Cent. 7 7

I The figures in brackers include also the cases when some of the other parties abstained.

In 7 divisions the middle parties voted with the Conservatives, while the
party stood alone in 22 (24) and 21 (23) divisions respectively.

The Liberal party motions caused 45 divisions in 1964 and 15 in 1966. The
parties’ positions and the party combinations voting for the proposals are pre-
sented in Table 24.

Table 24. Proposals by the Lib. Party: Voting and Party Combinations

1964 1966

Party Mumber of times the party has voted Number of times the party has voted

yes abstain no yes abstain no
Cons. 16 4 25 7 0 8
Lib. 45 0 0 15 0 o
Cent. 22 0 23 10 0 5
Soc. 3 o 42 J 0 15
Com. 9 o] 3b 0 1 14
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MNumber of times the combination MNumber of times the combination

Combi- has voted has voted
nation yes yes
Lib. 13 (17 3
Lib.+Cent. 6 5
Lib. + Cans. 2 ‘ 2
Lib.+ Com. 1 0
Lib.+ Cons.+ Cent. 10 5
Lib.+ Cent.+ Com. 3 0
Lib. +Cons.+5o¢. 1 0
Lib.+ Cons.+Com, 2 0
Lib.+Cons.+

Cent. -+ Com. 1 0
Lib.+Cent.+Soc.+Com. 2 0

1 The figures in brackets include also the cases when some of the other parties abstained.

Tt is difficult to compare the two years because of the large difference in the
number of divisions. But we can note that the Center party voted with the Lib-
erals in approximately one-half of the divisions in 1946 and two-thirds in 1966,
while the corresponding figures for the Conservatives were one-third and one-
half.

‘The Center party proposals resulted in 19 divisions in 1964 and 21 in 1966.
The parties’ positions and the party combinations voting for the proposals are
presented in Table 25.

Table 25. Proposals by the Cent. Party: Voting and Party Combinations

1964 1966
Party Mumber of times the party has voted WNumber of times che party has vored
yes abstain no yes abstain no

Cons. 9 0 10 4 1 16
Lib. 16 1 2 11 1 9
Cent. 19 o] o 21 0 0
Soc. 0 0 19 Q 0 21
Com. 3 v] 16 4 a 17

Number of times the combination Number of times the combination
Combi- has voted has voted
nation yes yes
Cent. 2 7 (9
Cent.+ Cons. 0 1
Cent.+Lib. 5 4
Cent.+ Com. 1 1]
Cent. 4+ Cons.+Lib. 9 3
Cent.+Lib.+ Com. 2 4

1 The figures in brackets include also the cases when some of the other parties abstained.
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The Liberals, with minor exception, have voted with the Center party in all
the divisions except those when the Center party stood alone. The instances of
the Conservatives voting with the Center party have been largely confined to
cases when the Liberals also voted for the proposals.

The proposals, initiated by the leaders of the Liberal and Center parties to-
gether, which occurred only during the 1966 session, caused 25 divisions. The
parties’ positions and the party combinations voting for the proposals are pre-
sented in Table 26.

Table 26. Proposals by the Leaders of the Middle Parties: Voting and Party Combinations

1966

Parry Mumber of times the party has voted

yes abstain no
Cons. 8 6 11
Lib, 25 0 0
Cent. 25 0 0
Soc. 0 0 25
Cont. 3 1 21
Combi- Number of times the combination has voted
nation yes
Lib. 4 Cent. 14
Cons.+Lib.+ Cent. 7
Lib.+ Cent. + Com. 3
Cons.+Lib.+

Cent.-+ Com. 1

Table 27. jeint Voting in Divisions concerning the Gov. Bills: Al Party Combinations
{The figures in brackets indicate the percentage)

Combi- Mumber of cases Combi- Number of cases
nation 1964 1966 nation 1964 1966
(111 div) (143 div)) (111 div) (143 div.)
Soc. +Com. 90 (82) 126 (3%) Cons.+Lib.+ Cent. 47 (42) 50 (35)
Lib.+ Cent. 81 (73) 105 (73)  Cent.+Soc.+Com. 39 (35) 55 (38)
Cons. +Lib. 61 (55) 72 (50)  Lib.4Cent.+ Com. 34 (31) 45 (31)
Cons.+Cent. 60 (54) 64 (45) Lib.+Soc.+ Com. 24 (22) 47 (33)
Cent.+Com. 56 (50) 67 (47)  Lib.+Cent.+Soc. 20 (18) 35 (24)
Cent.+Soc. 43 (37 59 (41) Cons. + Soc.+ Com. 22 (20) 25 (1)
Lib.+ Com. 42 (38) 60 (42) Cons.+ Cent. 4+ Com. 20 (18) 12 ()
Cons.+ Soc. 32 (29) 35 (24) Cons.+ Cent.+Soc. 13 (12) 10 (7)
Lib.+ Soc. 27 (24) 49 (34)  Cons.+Lib.+Com. 14 (13) 12 (8)
Cons.+Com. 32 (29) 30 (21)  Cons.+Lib.+Soc. 7 (6 9 (6

Lib.-+Cent.+Soc.+Com. 18 (16) 34 (23)
Cons.+Lib.+ Cent.+Com. 9 (8) 5 (3
Cons. + Cent.+5oc.,+ Com. 11 (10) 7 (5
Cons.+Lib,+Cent.+S0e. 2 (2) 2 (1)
Cons.+Lib.+Soc.+Com. 4 (4} 7 (5

156



Party Cohesion and Party Cooperation in the Swedish Parliament in 1964 and 1968

The middle parties supported the motions in all the divisions, It is striking
that the Conservatives voted with the middle parties in only 8 cases, The party
abstained 6 times, and in the remaining cases adopted the same stand as the
Social Democrats or the Social Democrats and the Communists together,

The government bills led to 111 divisions in 1964 and 143 in 1966. The
party combinations which occurred during the divisions are presented in Table 27.

Table 28 indicates how many times a party has voted alone against the
others; Table 29 how many times two parties have voted against the remaining
three; and Table 30 how many times three parties have voted against the re-
maining two. The figures in Tables 29 and 30 do not agree because the third
variable “absolute majority abstains” has operated in different ways, The four-
party combinations are apparent from Table 27.

The tables ought to be compared with the corresponding tables (19—22) for
the total number of votes. To facilitate a comparision, the percentages for the
total number of roll calls are stated in parentheses below.

During the divisions on the government bills, the Social Democrats (here the
Communists are excluded) voted alone in 9 + 38 cases, i.e. 42 %o (40) of the di-
visions. The non-Socialists were united in 9 + 36 cases, i.e. 41 %/ (38). For 1966
the corresponding figures were 5 + 46, L.e. 36 %o (37) and 5 + 43, i.e. 34 % (34).

Table 28. Number of Cases when One Party has stood alone in a Division concerning a Gov.

Bill
Party 1964 (111 div.} 1966 (143 div.)
MNumber MNumber
Cons. 18 34
Lib. it 7
Cent. 4 7
Soc, 9 5
Com. 2 2

Table 29. Number of Cases when Two Parties bave stood against the Other Three

Combi- 1964 (111 div.) 1966 (143 div.))
nation Number Number
Cons.+Lib. 8 14
Cons.+Soc. 7 7
Cons.+Cent. 2 6
Cons.+Com. 1] 0
Lib.+Cenr, 9 15
Lib.+Soc. 1] 0
Lib.+Com. 1 1

Cenr. +Soc. 2 1
Cenc.+ Com. 1 0
Soc.+Com, 33 46

! The two parties have voted in the same way, ves, no or (absolute majority for) abstain. The
other parties have voted in another way than the two.
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Table 30. Number of Cases when Three Parties have stood against the Other Two?

Combi- 1964 (111 div.) 1966 (143 div.)
nation MNumber MNumber
Cons.+Lib.+Cent. 36 43
Cons.=+Lib.+ Soc. 1 0
Cons.+Cent.+ Soc. 0 1
Cons.+Lib.+ Com. 1 0
Cons.+ Cent.+ Com. 0 0
Cons.+50¢.+ Com. 7 11
Lib.+ Cent.+ Soc. 4] 0
Lib.+ Cent.+Com. 7 7
Lib.+ Soc.+Com. 2 7
Cent. + Soc.+ Com. 10 14

! The three parties have voted in the same way, yes, no or (absolute majority for) abstain. The
other parties have voted in another way than the three.

The Communists voted in 1964 and 1966 during 82 %o (78) and 88 %, (86) of
the divisions in the same fashion as the Social Democrats. During 8 /o (6) and
3 %0 (4) respectively, they voted together with the three non-Socialist parties.
During 6 %0 (5) and 5 %o (6) they formed a common front with the two middle
parties.

The Conservatives voted alone in 1964 during 16 %/ (16) of the divisions,
against 10% (5) for the Liberals and 4% (4) for the Center party; in 1966 during
23 %5 (19) against 5 %o (3) for the Liberals and 5 %o (4) for the Center party. The
Conservatives, relatively more frequently than either of the middle parties, was
the only non-Socialist party to vote in the same way as the Social Democrats.
The combination Cent. + Soc. + Com., however, was somewhat more frequent
both years than Cons. -+ Soc. + Com.

The combination Lib. + Cent, was (in toto) more frequent than the combina-
tions Cons. + Lib. and Cons. + Cent.: in 1964 during 73 % (72) of the divisions,
against 55 %o (58) for the Cons. + Lib. and 54 % (53) for the Cons. + Cent,;
in 1966 during 73 %o (80) aginst 50 %/o (48) for the Cons. -~ Lib. and 45 %o (43)
for the Cons. + Cent.

The extremely high degree of agreement between the percentages for all the
divisions and the percentages for the divisions on government bills is conspicuous.

XVI. Similarities and Differences in the Voting Behavior of the Parties

In section XII we compared the similarity in the voting behavior of subgroups
in more than one party. The index of likeness scores of the subgroups were tested
with the sign test against the corresponding scores of the complementary groups;
the complementary groups consisted of the remaining members in the particular
parties. The same method is now used to measure similarities and differences in
the voting behavior of the parties, The index of likeness scores of, e.g., the Cons.
—Lib. are computed for each division and are tested aginst the corresponding
scores of, e.g., the Cons.—Cent. The sign test value indicates whether the simi-
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larity in the voting behavior of the Conservatives and Liberals is greater or less
than the similarity in the voting behavior of the Conservatives and the Center
party, or if there is no difference. In this way, we shall test, party by party, all
combinations of party pairs in which the one party is included.

1. The Conservatives

It is to be expected that the voting behavior among the non-Socialist parties is
significantly more similar than the voting behavior of a non-Socialist party in
relation to the Social Democrats. What we are primarily interested in is the re-

Table 31. Similarity in Voting Bebavior between the Conservatives and the Other Parties

1964 1966 -
Parties n,t n 2 Sign Signifi- n,!' n 2 Sign Signifi-
test cance test cance
value level value level
{Cons.—50¢,)—
{Cons.—Lib.) £4 247 B.96 0.0001 95 213 672 0.0001
(Cons.—Soc.)—
(Cons.—Cent) 90 240 8.26 00001 107 207  5.64 0.0001
{Cons.—S0c.)—
{Cons.—Com.) 123 133 0.62 —_ 112 g6 1.85 —_
(Cons.—Lib.}—
{Cons.—Cent.) 150 116 2.08 0.05 129 119 0.64 —
{Cons,—Lib.)—
{Cons.—Com.) 226 93 7.45 0.0001 200 39 6.53 0.0001
{Cons.—Cent.)—
{Cons.—Com.}) 227 93 7.49 0.0001 188 98 5.32 0.0001

! n, indicates the number of times the index of likeness score is larger for the first two parties.
®n_ indicates the number of times the index of likeness score is less for the first two parties.

Table 32. Similarity in Voting Bebavior between the Liberal Party and the Other Parties

1964 1966
Parties ng! n ? Sign Signifi- ny!' n 2 Sign Signifi-
test cance test cance
value level value level
(Lib.—Soc.)—
{Lib.—Cons.) 93 248 8.39 0.0001 110 213 573 0.0001
{Lib.—Soc.)—
({Lib.—Cent.) 88 255 9.02 0.0001 93 253 8.60 0.0001
{Lib.—S0c.)—
(Lib.—Com.) 133 127 0.37 _— 132 110 1.41 —
{Lib.—Cons.)—
{Lib.—Cent.) 122 147 1.52 — 95 185 5.38 0.0001
(Lib.—Cons.)—
(Lib.—Com.) 237 94 7.86 0.0001 188 123 3.69 0.001
{Lib.—Cent.)—
(Lib.—Com.) 2738 43 13.12 0.0001 282 40 13.49 0.0001
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lationship between the non-Socialist parties. Here it can be noted, then, that the
Conservatives arc significantly more similar to the Liberals than to the Center
party in their vouing behavior in 1964 but that this difference is not significant
in 1966.

2. The Liberals

The similarity in the voting behavior of the Liberals and Conservatives in 1964
is less than, but not significantly different from the similarity in the voting be-
havior of the Liberals and the Center party. In 1966, however, the latter two
parties have a significantly more similar voting behavior than the Liberals and
Conservauves.

3. The Center Party

The voting behavior of the Center party for both years is significantly more
similar to that of the Liberals than that of the Conservatives. It can be further
noted that the Center party in 1964 — as distinct from the Conservatives and
Liberals — is significantly more similar to the Social Democrats than the Com-
munists. In 1966 this difference is not significant for any non-Socialist party.

Table 33. Similarity in Voting Bebavior between the Center Party and the Other Parties

1966 1964
Parties n,? n_? Sign Signifi- n,1 n ? Sign Signifi-
test cance test cance
value level value level

(Cent.—Soc.)—

{Cene.—Lib.) 110 230 6.51 0.0001 32 249 9.18 0.0001
(Cent,.—50¢,)—

(Cent.—Cons.) 117 220 5.61 0.0001 124 201 4.27 0.0001
{Cent.—Soc.)—

(Cent.—Com.) 149 93 .60 0.001 115 117 .13 —_
{Cent.—Lib.)—

(Cent.—Cons.) 183 80 6.35 0.0001 212 51 5,93 0.0001
{Cent.—Lib.)—

(Cent.—Cons.) 226 86 7.93 00001 260 49 12.00 0.0001
{Cent.—Cons.)—

{Cent.—Com.) 200 125 4,16 0.0001 177 133 2.50 0.05

4. The Social Democrats

The Social Democrats and Conservatives exhibit during both years a significantly
more similar voting behavior than the Social Democrats and Liberals, At the
same time, however, the Social Democrats and the Center party have a signifi-
cantly more similar voting behavior than the Social Democrats and Conserva-
tives. Thus the Liberals’ voting behavior differs most from the Social Demo-
crats.
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Table 34, Similarity in Voting Bebavior between the Social Democrats and the Qther Parties

1966 1964
Parties n,t n ® Sign Signifi- n, ! =n 2 Sign Signifi-
test cance test cance
value level value level
{Soc.—Lib.)—
(Soc.—Cons.) 117 175 3.39% 0.001 116 157 248 0.05
(Soc.—Lib.)—
{Soc.—Cent.} §9 197 6.32 0.0001 88 167 4.95 0.0001
(Soc.—Lib.)—
(Soc.—Com.) 55 269 11.89 0.0001 35 278 13.74 0.0001
(Soc.—Cons.)—
(SOC.-—CEHL:] 118 189 4.05 0.0001 122 161 2,32 0.05
(Soc.—Cons.}—
(Soc.—Com.) g1 259 9.65 0.0001 55 260 11.55% 0.0001
(Soc.—Cent.)—
(Soc.—Com.) 77 239 2.11 0.0001 36 271 13.41 0.0001

Notes, see under Table 31

5. The Communists

The Communists and Liberals as well as the Communists and the Center party
exhibit during both years a significantly more similar voting behavior than the
Communists and Conservatives; the Communists and the Center party a sig-
nificantly more similar voting behavior than the Communists and Liberals.

Table 35, Similarity in Voting Bebavior between the Communist Party and the Other Parties

1966 1964
Parties n,! n ? Sign Signifi- n,! n 1! Sign Signifi-
test cance test cance
value level value level
{Com.—Soc.}—
{Com.—Lib.) 258 68 10.52 0.0001 271 42 12.94 0.0001
{Com.—Soc.)—
{Com.—Cons.) 279 55 12.26 0.0001 279 34 13.85 0.0001
(Com.—5Soc.)—
(Com.—Cent.) 242 71 9.67 0.0001 266 47 12.38 0.0001
{Com.—Lib.)—
(Com,—Cons.) 137 76 4.18 g.ooo1 142 101 2.63 0.01
(Com.—Lib.)—
(Com.—Cent.) 77 126 344 0.001 82 126 3.05 0.01
{Com.—Cons.)—
(Com.—Cent.) 74 171 6.20 0.0001 86 175 5.51 0.0001

MNotes, see under Table 31

XVIl. Summary

1. Party Cobesion

The Social Democrats displayed a stronger cohesion than the non-Socialist par-
ties; the difference in comparison with the Center party, however, was not sig-
nificant in 1964, The cohesion of the non-Socialist parties was not significantly
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different in 1964. In 1966, however, the Conservatives had a stronger cohesion
than the middle parties; these two parties did not differ from each other. The
Communists had a stronger cohesion than all the other parties.

Party cohesion seems to have been intensified from 1964 to 1966, The Com-
munists were, however, an exception; the trend here appears to have been the
opposite.

On politically important issues, cohesion was substantially greater. During
divisions on party proposals and government bills the parties closed their ranks.
During divisions on a party proposal, members of the party sponsoring the pro-
posal have nearly unanimously supported it.

Divisions where sharp splits occurred in a party { > 25 %o of the votes against
the party line), concerned almost invariable issues of minor significance.
Of the few exceptions, one or two had some political importance but did
not constitute a major issue of political importance.

Issues causing sharp splits (> 25 %o of the votes against the party line) fall
within several policy areas. Among such areas with a relatively high frequency
are issues concerning culture, education, youth and traffic.

With regard to the cohesion of various subgroups, it can be pointed out: The
youngest age group (49 years and under) in the different parties often exhibited
stronger cohesion than the remaining party members, while, on the contrary, the
oldest age group (60 years and over) did not form such cohesive subgroups in the
respective parties, Similarly, the MPs with the shortest tenure (those serving
their first term) as a rule exhibited a stronger cohesion. On the other hand, MPs
with the longest tenure (those serving their fourth term or more) as a rule had
a weaker cohesion than the rest of the party. The women MP’s cohesion was
generally stronger than that of the other members. As far as the Christian group
is concerned, the Social Democratic members had a stronger cohesion than the
remaining Social Democrats. The picture is more varied for the non-Socialist
parties. The Liberal members seem to have been more united, the Conservative
and Center party members less united. Members of the temperance groups ex-
hibited only in some instances a stronger cohesion.

The analysis of the subgroups’ voting behavior across party lines sheds addi-
tional light on the findings mentioned above. The youngest age groups and
above all the groups with the shortest tenure, in a comparison between the Social
Democrats and the non-Socialist parties, generally had a more dissimilar voting
behavior than the older groups and groups with longer tenure. The opposite
was true for the Liberals-Center party. The voting behavior of women sub-
groups did not differ from that of the complementary groups. The non-Socialist
members of the Christian group had a more similar behavior than the other non-
Socialists. As for the Social Democratic members of the Christian group their
voting behavior tended to be more dissimilar to that of the non-Socialist mem-
bers of the group than was the case for the complementary groups. We obtain
a similar picture for the temperance groups. The similarity in the voting behavior
of the subgroups in the Liberal and Center parties was greater than for the
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complementary groups. However there was no significant difference for the
Soc.—Lib. and Soc.—Cent.

2. Party Cooperation

The most frequent two-party combination of joint voting was Soc. + Com.; the
most frequent three-party combination was Cons. -+ Lib. + Cent. On the other
hand, it ought to be stressed that the cases when a strict division between the
Socialist and non-Socialist parties occurred constituted a minority of the total
number of divisions. If we exclude the Communists, we find that the Social
Democrats voted alone during 40 %0 (1964) and 37 %0 (1966) respectively of the
divisions. The Liberals and the Center party in toto voted together considerably
more times than either did with the Conservatives: 265 times against 214 for the
Cons. + Lib. and 193 for the Cons, + Cent. in 1964, and 289 times against 172
for the Cons. + Lib. and 156 for the Cons. + Cent, in 1966, Cooperation be-
tween the middle parties increased from 1964 to 1966, while the Conservatives
increasingly voted alone. The Liberals were the non-Socialist party exhibiting
the lowest frequency of total joint voting with the Social Democrats, the Center
party the highest frequency. The difference between the Liberals and Conserva-
tives, however, is negligible. The Conservartives, relatively more frequently
than the middle parties, were the only non-Socialist party to vote in the same
way as the Social Democrats. '

With respect to non-Socialist cooperation during the divisions on non-Social-
ist party proposals, it can be said: The Conservative party proposals received
the support of both the Liberals and the Center party in about one-fifth of
the cases, and in about three-fifths of the cases the Conservatives voted alone;
this is true for both years. The Liberal party proposals received the support of
the Conservatives in about one-third (1964) and one-half (1966) respectively of
the cases and the support of the Center party in about one-half and two-thirds
respectively of the cases. The Center party proposals received the support of
the Conservatives in about one-half and one-fifth of the cases respectively
and the support of the Liberals in about three-fourths and one-half of the cases
respectively. The proposals, initiated by the leaders of the middle parties (1966)
received the support of the Conservatives during only 8 of the 25 divisions.

As far as the government bills are concerned, there is a very high degree of
agreement between the percentages of joint voting on the bills and the corres-
ponding figures for the total number of divisions.

The comparisons of the scores of indices of likeness reveal the following: The
Social Democrats and Conservatives exhibited during both years a more similar
voting behavior than the Social Democrats and Liberals. At the same time the
Social Democrats and the Center party had a more similar voting behavior than
the Social Democrats and Conservatives. Thus the voting behavior of the Liber-
als differed most from that of the Social Democrats. The Conservatives in 1964
but not in 1966 were significantly more similar to the Liberals than to the Cen-
ter party in their voting behavior.
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The analysis of the joint voting of individual MPs discloses that there are
some minor groups, as a rule regional groups, in the parties with a high fre-
quency of voting jointly with a corresponding group in another party or with
that party in general.
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the greater the distance, Qur two-party combinations can serve the same purpose (cases when
the absolute majority of the one party has abstained have been regarded as voting in opposi-
tion). They provide, however, an inverted picture, Le. an index of nearness and not an index
of distance. The nearness of the parties is however apparent, without undue complication, from
the absolute figures in Table 19 because the number of divisions during both vears is almost
exactly equal.
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