THE ELECTION TO THE NORWEGIAN STORTING IN SEPTEMBER 1969

Norway experienced her first regular “ins-outs” election in September 1969: the
old “in” party, Labour, had been in opposition since 1965 and made a valiant
effort to gain the majority required for a return to executive power.! The fight
was very close: for a while during the exciting election night the computers in
fact seemed confident that Labour would make it back to the majority position.
The final result was as close to a deadlock as it is possible to get in the Norwe-
gian Parliament: Labour increased its strength from 68 to 74 seats, while the
governing coalition of four non-socialist parties scraped through with a minimal
majority of 76. In fact the vote was so close that a transfer of a few hundred
votes could have evened the score between the two blocks: in the Troms con-
stituency Labour came within 900 votes of winning an additional seat.

The dramatic gains for the Norwegian Labour party parallel several similar
Social Democratic surges toward the majonity point in Western Europe, In Swe-
den the Social Democrats made a spectacular comeback in September 1968: the
party had fallen as low as 42.2 %o at the local elections in 1966 but got back to
50.1 %o at the national election of 1968.2 In the German Federal Republic, the
Social Democrats finally broke through in September 1969 and gained the right
to take the lead in the formation of a kleine Koalition. And in Austria the elec-
tions of March 1970 brought the SPU back to prominence after four years in
opposition: even in this Proporz democracy elections at last seemed to offer a
chance for some alternation in power. In all these cases the Social Democrats have
had to face difficult issues of long-term as well as short-term strategy: should
they “go it alone” and work toward majority power all on their own or should
they negotiate some alliance with one of the possible partners to the left or to
the right? In Sweden, the Social Democrats were able to reach the majority point
on their own in 1968 but much of the debate among the leaders over the change-
over to a unicameral Riksdag and over the new electoral law hinged on con-
siderations of alternative coalitions or exclusions.® In Denmark, the Social Dem-
ocrats had traditionally sought their alliances on the right with the Radicals, but
for a brief period found it more rewarding to rely on an informal arrangement
for support with the left-wing Socialist People’s party: this, however, quickly
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came to an end after the split-up of the ally.* In Germany, the Social Democrats
were faced with two alliance options, both to their right: a kleine coalition
with the Liberals, a grosse with the Christian Democrats. Willy Brandt courage-
ously chose the harder course and worked out an alliance with a weakened but
radicalized FDP. In Austria, Bruno Kreisky was left with no such choice: a coali-
tion with the Nationalist-conservative Freedom party would clearly be suicidal;
the only realistic options were between a return to the old and well-tried formula
of grosse Koalition and Proporz government, and a desperate attempt at min-
ority parlamentarism.

In Norway the near-victory of the Labour party brought out into the open
a number of questions about the ranges of options in the inherited system of
constellations: should Labour stick to its “splendid isolation” and refuse to con-
template any coalition or should the party respond in some positive way to over-
tures from such possible partners as the radicalized wing of the Liberal party or
even, what remained much more speculative, from the old ally of the 1930’, the
Agrarian Centre party? The heavy losses suffered by the Liberal Venstre, par-
ticularly in its Western strongholds, triggered a crisis of confidence in the party
leadership and generated widespread speculation about the potentialities of a
Brandt-Scheel type coalition in Norway. The situation was no less ambiguous
on the left front of the Labour party: the Left Socialist party was deeply
demoralized after the defeat and a number of the local leaders withdrew from
the party and offered to support Labour in the municipal councils.

For all these reasons the election of 7—8 September 1969 opened up a new
phase in the development of the Norwegian party system. To gain some under-
standing of the changes in the conditions for parliamentary bargaining, we shall
clearly have to analyse a wide variety of data on the failures and successes of
the party campaigns in the different sections and strata of the expanding elec-
torate. In any such analysis it will be essential to go back to the stable period
through 1957 and to follow the process of change step by step: from the
initial defeat of the Labour party in 1961 through the mobilization of new sup-
port at the local elections of 1963 and the crushing defeat in 19655 to the near-
miss in 1969, Happily we have been able to build up a solid basis for analyses
of this kind within our joint Oslo—Bergen programme of electoral research: we
have not only assembled a wide variety of ecological and organizational informa-
tion commune by commune,® we have also brought together a considerable file of
biographical information on candidates and representatives, and have carried out
cross-sectional panel surveys of the electorate in 1965 and 1969.7 In this brief
note we shall confine ourselves to only very elementary tabulations, however:
fuller accounts of our analytical efforts will be published during 1971.

We shall first present the overall statistics for 1965 and 1969 and point out
differences in the results for the parties from one election to another. We shall
next present a simplified transition matrix from our pane] survey and discuss
some crude evidence for hypotheses about the major sources of instability.
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The resurgence of regional contrasts
Table 1 gives the nationwide results for each party at the elections of 1965 and
1969.

Table 1. Changes in the Strength of the Seven Parties from 1965 to 1969: Percentage Shares of
Vates and Seats

Votes cast Seats won

Party 1965 1969 Diff. 1965 1969 Diff.
CcP 1.4 1.0 — 0.4 —_— —_ -_—
Socialist People’s 6.0 35 —25 L3 — —1.3
Labour 43.2 46.5 + 33 453 49.3 + 4.0

Toral

Socialist Block 50.5 51.1 + 06 467 49.3 + 2.7
Liberals 10.3 9.4 — 0.9 120 8.7 — 3.3
Christian People's 8.1 9.4 +1.3 8.7 23 + 0.7
Agrarian Centre 9.9 10.5 +06 120 13.3 +13
Conservatives 211 19.6 — 15 207 19.4 — 1.3

Total

MNon-Socialist Block 49.5 438.9 — 0.6 533 50.7 —27
N = 100 % 2,074,394 2,158,712 150 150

Labour stands out as the definite winner of the election: the party gained
more percentage points than any of the other parties and was even more re-
warded at the allocation of seats. The table leaves little doubt that a substantial
number of the votes gained must have been cast by supporters of the splinter
parties to the left: the Socialist People’s party lost 2.5 percentage points and the
Communists another 0.4 points while Labour gained 3.3. The Labour party
centred its entire campaign on the question of government power: the election
was presented as a fight between two alternative teams of governors, the “ins”
versus the “outs”. This clearly netted the party a number of new votes: a con-
siderable proportion of the left Socialists were persuaded that the election was not
an occasion for the expression of intransigent counter-identities but an oppor-
tunity to change their governors. The deep ideological split within the Socialist
People’s party no doubt contributed further to the strength of the Labour party:
the ultra-gauchiste student faction which left the party in the winter of 1968—69
in fact adopted the French slogan élection-trabison and condemned parliamen-
tary politics as a sham and a waste of time. But the Labour party must have done
better than just rally some of its dissidents: the total vote for the three-party
socialist block increased by 0.6 percentage points to a clear majority of 51.1 %o,
But this majority of votes did not produce a majority of seats: all the vortes of
the two splinter parties were wasted below the threshold of representation.® In
1965 the CP had presented lists in 16 of the 20 constituencies without gaining
a single seat. The Socialist People’s party had presented lists in all the 20 con-
stituencies and won in only two: in the capital and in the second largest con-
stituency, Nordland. In that election altogether 11.3 %o of the socialist total was
wasted below the threshold: this compared with 6.9 /s for the non-socialist block.
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This gave the four parties on the right a definite advantage: they gained most
of their seats at the cheap first-seat level and were able to achieve representation
at a considerably lower cost than the Socialists, In 1969 the balance tilted the
other way: the two Socialist splinters lost votes and reduced the percentage below
the threshold for their block to 8.6, while the non-Socialist parties wasted many
more votes than in 1965 and in fact reached a higher below-threshold per-
centage than the Socialists.

The electoral system was less friendly to the non-Socialists in 1969 than it
had been in 1965: the victory in 1965 was achieved through an over-representa-
tion for the entire block of 3.8 points; in 1969 this was reduced to 1.8. To under-
stand how this came about we shall have to look at the results for each of the
constituencies (Table 2).

In 1965 the Socialist block presented a total of 56 lists: 34 of these went with-
out representation, three of them, the two Left Socialist ones and one Labour,
won one seat only while the remaining 19 all gained two or more seats each. The
four non-Socialist parties had a total of 71 lists in the field: of these only 14 went
without representation while as many as 37 won only one mandate. In 1969
there were 58 Socialist lists but only the 20 Labour lists gained representation:
all at the 2 + level. The non-Socialist lists fared worse: there were 73 lits all-
together, but the number of below-threshold lists increased from 14 to 19. Three
new lists proved unsuccessful: the ones presented by the Liberals in @stfold, the
Christians in Hedmark and the Agrarians in Finnmark.

Only one of the below-threshold lists from 1965 was successful in 1969: the
Christian list in Oslo. Of the one-seat lists from 1965, the Liberals proved the
most vulnerable: two of them lost to Labour (Vestfold and Sogn and Fjordane),
a third to the Agrarians (Ser-Trendelag). The Conservatives unexpectedly lost
their one seat in the inland constituency of Oppland: this reduced the representa-
tion in that district to two parties, Labour and the Agrarians. All the other non-
Socialist losses were at the two-seat level: the Conservatives lost their second seat
in Dstfold while the Liberals lost theirs in the heart of the West country, in
Rogaland and Hordaland. These losses at the two-seat level all represented gains
for competitors well beyond the threshold: to three- or four-seat Labour lists.
Interestingly enough, only one of the losses suffered in the 1969 election was
made at the margin: only in Vestfold did the last-seat party from 1965 lose out
in 1969. This Liberal loss must be understood against the changes in the list
structure in the constituency: the Christians had been kept out for tactical reasons
in 1965 but returned in 1969 on a joint list with the Agrarians; this clearly also
affected the chances of the Liberal list. In all the other cases the losers had had
reason to feel at a safe distance from the margin after 1965. This suggests that
there was some pay-off from marginality: it seems to have been easier to mobilize
new voters and even tactical cross-voting when the fate of the seat was clearly
in jeopardy. We do not know enough about the extent of such cross-party voting
in defence of marginal seats but hope to analyse further evidence in later reports.

The changes from 1965 to 1969 again underscored the importance of the
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inherited regional contrasts in Norwegian politics.? These contrasts come out
particularly clearly in the distribution of votes and are only faintly reflected in
the change-overs of seats. The Labour party fared particularly well in the North:
if we compare the Left Socialist losses with the Labour gains we find an average
surplus of 6 percentage points in the three constituencies up north. These specta-
cular gains in votes found no reflection in the distribution of seats, however:
Labour had too many seats already and the Sainte—Lagiie formula enforces in-
creasing costs for each additional seat. The pay-off for increases in voting
strength was greatest in the West: there the Labour party had still a far way to
go to reach the majority of seats; the cost of additional seats was consequently
lower. Three of the Labour gains from the Liberals occurred in the constituencies
with the lowest shares of Labour seats: Rogaland (1965: 3 Lab, out of 10), Hor-
daland (also 3 out of 10: a very close race in 1969) and Sogn and Fjordane (1 out
of 5 in 1965). The other Labour gains were made in the East: two of them brought
about through heavy Conservative losses in competition with Christians and
Agrarians (Dstfold and Oppland), the third in a constituency affected by changes
in the list structure and extensive cross-voting in the non-Socialist camp (Vest-
fold).

Even more important for the future of the party system were the changes
brought about in the balance between the three parties in the middle of the poli-
tical spectrum. The Liberal losses were markedly heavier in the southwest and
the west than in the rest of the country but these losses were, with great regu-
larity, balanced off against corresponding gains for the Christians. The anti-
fundamentalist policy postures of the Oslo—Bergen dominated Libera]l leader-
ship had split the party in its traditional strongholds in the southwest and west
and motivated at least some loyal Venstre supporters to vote for the Christians
in 1969: the frequent radical attacks against the religious and the mass-media
policies of the Christian leader, the Minister of Education, Kjell Bondevik,
seemed to have spurred a strong mobilization drive among the fundamentalist
Lutherans in the counter-cultural south and west. The consequent losses in Liberal
seats changed the regional balance in the middle of the political spectrum:

Region: Total seats Labour Liberals Christians Agrarians Conservatives
Oslofjord 35 18 2 2 3 10
East Inland and Southeast

{Telemark, Aust-Agder) 32 19 2 1 5 6
Southwest and West 45 17 6 9 5 8
Trendelag 16 8 1 1 4 2
North 22 12 2 1 3 4
Totals 1969: 150 74 13 14 20 3o

The Liberals had suffered their heaviest losses in their ancient heartland and
no longer dominated the anti-socialist front in that region. The Christian People’s
party had taken over the lead in the Southwest/West and had, in the process, be-
come much more regionally distinctive in its profile: 9 out of its 14 representa-
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tives were elected from that region, only 6 out of 13 Liberals. The Agrarians had
consolidated their strength in the eastern valleys and in the Trendelag: they ran
neck and neck with the Conservatives in the Inland East and they dominated
the government block in the home province of the Prime Minister, the Trende-
lag, The Conservatives remained the leader of the non-Socialist camp in the
central areas around the capital but even there suffered uncomfortable losses. In
the far north the Labour party held a clear majority while the government votes
were more evenly spread than in any other region. The Labour party had
clearly been able to mobilize a much greater number of peripheral protest votes
than the Left Socialists in 1961 or 1965: for a large party it really pays to be in
opposition for a while! The Labour gains were spectacular even in the nothern-
most of the constituencies, in the traditional stronghold of the anti-system left.
In Finnmark the CP maintained a remarkable hold on its clientele (4.2 %o in
1965, 4.1 %o in 1969) and the SP lost much less than elsewhere (the party collected
6.5 %0 of the votes in 1965 and 5.8 in 1969: if we set the 1965 share at 100, the
national average fell to 58 while the Finnmark score stayed at 89). Even so, the
Labour party did much better than average in this northern periphery: the nation-
wide increase was 3.3 points, in Finnmark it was 5.7.

Further ecological analysis will be required for any precise mapping of these
increases in the regional distinctiveness of the distributions of the votes among
the parties. These constituency-by-constituency tabulations bring out clear con-
trasts and suggest hypotheses for further testing. We shall briefly explore two
such hypotheses in this preliminary analysis: one concerning the transition of
votes from the Socialist People’s party to Labour, the other one concerning
changes from the Liberal party to the Christian People’s party.

Table 3. Support for Socialist Parties in 1969. Communes Grouped by Strength of the
Socialist People’s Party in 1965: by Type of Commune. Figures In parantheses
indicate changes between 1965—69.7

Strength of the Sociali Total
Type of Socialist People’s Lab . ) Pucml":’t number of
communes party in 1965 in abour ommunist coples votes!
percent of total vote party thousands
Sparsely popu- <30 336(+33) 02 (00 13(—1.0) 47
lated fishery 3,0—5.4 430(+ 6.2) 02(—032) 24(—17) 58
cOmMmMunes >5.4 56.0 (4 9.4) 0.8(—05) 4.5(—3.8) 42
Other sparsely <3.0 329 (+ 1.6) 02 (0.0) 1.2(—0.7) 224
populated 3.0—5.4 484 (+27) 07(—04) 23(—17) 294
communes >5.4 553 (+ 4.4) 1.9(—1.2) 4.5(—29) 193
Densely populated < 3.0 3g2(+23) 02(—02) 1L3{—09) 12
rural communes 3.0—-54 475(+ 2.0) 07 (—0.1) 2.3(—23) 29
5.4 56.6 (+ 4.6) 1.9(—07) 6.0(—3.6) 125
Urban communes 3.0 320(+ 15 02 (00 14(—07) 22
(including 3.0—5.4 416 (+ 1.8) 0.8(—04) 3.0(—1.6) 282
suburbs) =54 48.1(+3.8) 1.2{—01) 43(=3.3) 1075

# PData from publi: electoral staristics.
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In Table 3 the communes have been classified according to the stregnth of
the Socialist People’s party in 1965.

As might be expected, the commune-by-commune ecological analysis supports
our initial observation that the gains of the Labour party and the losses of the
Socialist People’s party tend to cancel each other out. Consequently, it is not
surprising that Labour in 1969 enjoyed the greatest gains in areas where the
Socialist People’s party held a relatively strong position at the preceding election.
However, an interesting difference appears when we compare communes by level
of urbanization. In the least urbanized communes, the sparsely populated fishery
communes, the gains of the Labour party as well as the losses of the Socialist
People’s party were greater than in more urbanized areas. In sparsely populated
communes, particularly fishery communes, the gains of the Labour party ex-
ceeded the losses of the Communists and the Socialist People’s party. In densely
populated rural communes, as well as in urban areas, changes in vote proportions
between the Socialist parties came close to a balance.

Next we turn to the question of vote exchanges between the Christian
People’s and Liberal parties. In Table 4 the communes have been classified ac-
cording to the strength of the Christian People’s party in 1965.

Table 4. Party Distributions in 1969 when Communes are Classified According ro Strength of
the Christian People’s Party in 1965, In percent of vores cast. Figures in parantheses
indicate changes between 1965—69.

Strength of Total
Christian . Soc. number
People’s Lab. Cons. Com. Chr. Agr. Lib. People’s o ...
party in 1965 PArtY  thousands
Sparsely Low 1 570 108 1.7 3.7 18.5 5.0 3.2 187
populated (+4.2) (—1.0) (—1.6) (+ 3.3) (—2.5) (—0.7) (— 1.8)
rural 2 538 11.3 0.9 4.3 19.8 6.2 3t 146
communes (+2.9) (—1.2) (—0.3) (+0.1) (+07) (—0.3) (—2.0)
3 460 109 0.7 9.4 211 9.2 2.6 159
(+ 3.4) (—1.2) {(—0.3) (+ 0.3) (+ 0.6) (—0.9) (—2.0)
4 381 118 0.3 170 194 113 2.0 169
(+32) (—1.5)  (0.0) (+1.4) (0.0) (—1.5) (—1.7)
High 5  30.1 9.9 02 241 205 135 1.7 161
(+26) (—12) (0.0) (—0.5) (+27) (—2.2) (—1.3)
Densely Low 1 46.2 29.1 1.3 4.6 5.7 9.5 36 205
populated (+ 2.7) (— 1.8) (—0.7) (+3.4) (—1.0) {(—0.8) (— 1.9)
rural 2 490 277 1.4 6.4 3.5 7.3 4.6 722
communes, (+ 4.0) (—2.2) (—0.2) (+ 1.4) (+ 1.0) (—0.7) (— 3.3)
towns and 3 463 192 08 109 59 133 34 272
suburbs (+2.8) (—20)  (0.0) (+ 1.5) (+ 1.8) (— 1.3) (— 2.8)
4 439 146 07 141 8.4 147 3.5 123
(+3.0) (—03) (+0.1) (—0.3) (+22) (—1.3) (—3.3)
High5 336 179 03 241 9.5 132 1.5 14

(+ 2.4) (—0.6) (—0.1) (+ 3.4) (—0.7) (—2.9) (— 1.4)
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Table 4 clearly demonstrates that the stronger the position of the Christian
People’s party was, the greater were the losses of the Liberals. This tendency
holds both for sparsely and densely populated communes. And the same regu-
larity is apparent in all regions, but less in the East than in other parts of the
country. The support for the Christian People’s party may be taken as an indica-
tor of the strength of the lay religious movements.

Table 4 supports our initial hypothesis that the Liberal party suffered its
greatest losses in areas where religious sentiments are strong. Apparently a large
number of those who left the Liberals in 1969 went to the Christian People’s
party. But if we compare the changes commune by commune, there is no clear
consistency between the losses of the Liberals and the gains of the Christian
People’s party, Table 4 suggests that the defectors from the Liberal party must
have moved in several directions.

Commune-by-commune ecology will help us to pinpoint the areas of maxi-
mal and minimal change and suggest propositions about conditions for substantial
transfers of votes within the electorate. But the commune figures can never be-
come more than net aggregates: to test hypotheses about transitions from one
election to another we shall clearly have to link up ecological-level data with
individual-level data from surveys. This requires complex analysis designs: in this
brief note we can only give a couple of elementary tables from our panel survey.

The movement of voters across party lines

As David Butler and Donald Stokes have demonstrated with such clarity in
their volume on the recent elections in Britain,!® the net changes in party
strengths from one election to another are functions of in-movements and out-
movements at three levels:

— at the level of the electorate: the intake of young entrants and naturalized
citizens must be balanced against the losses through death and emigration;

— at the level of participant voters: the numbers mobilized from the stra-
tum of abstainers must be judged against the numbers of backsliders into absten-
tion;

— at the level of each party: the votes gained from other parties must be
balanced against those lost through changes of preference.!!

In Norway there was a marked increase in the total electorate from 1965 to
1969: the age threshold for entry was lowered from 21 to 20. From 1961 to
1965 the electorate increased by 2.8 %o, from 1965 to 1969 by 7.2 %/e. This marked
increase was not only due to the lowering of the franchise: 1969 also saw the
entry of the “bulge” generation into national politics, The Central Bureau of
Statistics has estimated that the total number of new entrants was 316,000:
roughly 12 %6 of the 1969 electorate. On the other hand the losses through death
or emigration were roughly 143,000: this explains the net increase of 7.2 %b.

Table 5 tells us about the consequences of this increase. It has generally
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proved difficult to achieve adequate representation of the youngest members of
the electorate in sample surveys but the differences we can report from 1965 to
1969 certainly fit in with the other evidence we have at hand: Labour gained
back some of the confidence it had lost among the young in 1965 while the
Left Socialists proved unable to make use of the great opportunities offered
through the lowering of the franchise to the 20-year-olds.

Table 5. Differences in Reported Preference between First-Time Voters in 1965 and 1969. Note:

Party First-time voters: Total Panel:
1965 1969 Interviewed both 1965 and 1969
o/ A y

CP = 1 —_

5P g [ 3

Lak. 43 49 43

Lib. 10 10 19

Chr. 4 5 £

Agr. 13 9 15

Cons. 21 20 17

N = 100 %, 165 119 997

MNote: This table excludes all the respondents who refused to state a preference as well as
those who stated they did not vote in 1965.
* Less than .5 percent

The differences in turnout level were less important: the national average was
85.4 %0 in 1965, 83.8 %o in 1969. Most of this decline must clearly be attributed
to the increase in the proportion of first-time voters: the low turnoutr figures
for new entrants into the electorate have been repeatedly documented.? Qur
data from panel interviews in 1965 and 1969 make it possible for us to estimate
some of the consequences of fresh mobilization vs. abstention, but this analysis
is fraught with great difficulty. We were able to check turnout for the panel
respondents against the local registers for 1965 and we also had them report non-
participation in the 1969 interview but both percentages are much lower than
those reported in the official statistics: the panel clearly over-represents the stable
participants in the electorate.

Clearly, to get better estimates of the consequences of movements in and out
of the core of registered voters, we shall have to analyse in some detail the
respondents who could not be interviewed twice: we have already reported 2
set of data for those who were on the register for the first time in 1969 but we
shall also have to have a good look at the turnout record and the reported votes
of the others who could only be interviewed once.

In this round, however, we shall confine ourselves to the 1965—69 panel.
We were able to interview 1079 respondents in our nation-wide cross-section on
two occasions. Of these, 32 refused to indicate either their 1965 vote or their
1969 vote. Another 50 were checked out as non-voters on the registers in 1965.
Another 36 said they did not vote in 1969. This leaves only 961 twice-voters
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with known party preferences. In this analysis we shall include in our tables the
86 who failed to vote at one or both of the elections: this will allow some discus-
sion at least of the consequences of movements in and out of the ranks of the
participant voters.

Table 6 gives the full matrix for the 1047 cases. Table 7 concentrates on the
movement between the Left Socialists and Labour within major educational
strata: this was the movement that contributed most to the over-all change be-
tween the two elections and therefore deserves special attention.

Table 6. Transition Matrix for the Total 1965—196% Fanel

Control against

Stated preference Stated preference 1965 _
1969 CP SP  Lab. Lib.  Chr Agr. Coms ~ reBisters 196%:
did not vote
Uy Uy o o g %o %0 :

CcP e 2 0 0 o 1] 0 0
sSP ® 43 1 1 0 0 0 0
Lab. u 49 §9 1 5 2 4 50
Lib. s 0 2 7 0 0 9 4
Chr. e 2 2 5 78 4 3 4
Agr. = 0 2 7 4 86 4 3
Cons. 0 1 12 4 4 76 4
Joint non-Soc. ¥ o] 4] 0 3 4 2 0
Reported

non-voting L 4 3 7 6 0 2 30
N = 100 %% (6) 51 457 106 o7 136 170 50

Table 7. Transfer Matrices for two Levels of Education: Primary only vs. Further Education

Stated preference 1965:

Preference sP Lab. Lib. Chr. Agr. Cons. Non-voters 1965
1969 PR FU PR FU PR FU PR FU PR FU PR FU Primary Further
Yy Y % %% % Yo U Uy % %o Oy e %y ML
CP 4 0 o 0 o 0 g 0 o 0 o 0 0 0
sp 3g 0 1 2 o 1 o Q0 0 0 o 0 a 0
Lab. 56 42 50 &% 14 10 10 2 4 1 9 3 54 45
Lib. o 0 2 2 &0 55 o 0 2 0 9 9 8 0
Chr, 0 4 2 2 4 5 76 83 4 3 4 3 8 Q
Agr, o 0 1 2 3 9 5 4 &8 20 9 3 3 14
Cons. g 0 =01 10 12 5 4 2 5 60 79 8 ¥
Reportedly
not voting 4 4 4 3 9 3 4 7 0 0 9 2 20 40
N — 100925 26 260 197 28 80 21 46 50 88 28 147 28 22

The CP column for 1965 has not been included: too few cases.
For greater clarity, the diagonal percentages for each party have been italicized.

As so often before, Labour and the Agrarians, the two parties with the firm-
est basis in the social structure, stand out as the ones with the largest proportion
of loyal voters: on this score there is no difference between educational levels.
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The Christians and the Conservatives have smaller cores of stable voters and in
these parties education clearly matters: particularly in the case of the Conserva-
tive party there is a marked difference in the level of stability between the less
educated and the more educated. The parties subject to the greatest amount of
change were the Liberals and the Left Socialists. In both cases education made
some difference. The Liberals retained barely half of their 1965 voters: they
lost heavily to Labour in the lower educational strata; in the higher more
often to the Agrarians and the Conservatives. The direct losses to the Christians
seem to have been less important: this is surprising in the light of the
evidence in Table 2 of the fit between the net losses of the Liberals with the
gains for the Christians in the Western constituencies. This may be brought out
more clearly in regional breakdowns. As suggested in Table 4, the net Liberal
losses were brought about through complex movements across three or four party
fronts: the party made considerable gains from the Conservatives in many dis-
tricts but these gains were offset by greater losses to Labour and the Agrarians,
while all these parties in their turn lost some of their votes to the Christians.
These movements cannot be explored without further controls by region and by
level of urbanization: the difficulty with any such controls is that the N for the
Christians is uncomfortably low for both elections in the panel. Here again
comparisons with the respondents who could only be interviewed once may
pay off.

The most striking finding in these transition matrices is for the transfers of
votes from the Left Socialists to Labour: practically half of those who voted for
the Left splinter in 1965 voted for Labour in 1969. The educational control
offers clear evidence that it was the traditional working class voters, those with
least education, who turned back to the fold: of those with only primary edu-
cation as many as 56 %o voted Labour in 1969; of those with further education,
only 42 %o. This fits in with other evidence for the Socialist People’s party: the
educational levels of the SP voters were markedly higher than those of the La-
bour voters in the central regions of the country, while they were much more si-
milar in the western and the northern peripheries. Ottar Hellevik, using Gallup
data for 1965, has characterized the Socialist People’s party as an uneasy alliance
between an urban pacifist-intellectual movement and an agency for peripheral
protest: it was no accident that the party won one seat in the intellectual centre
of the country, the other in a northern periphery.!® The results for 1969 sug-
gest that the party suffered its heaviest losses in the social and the geographical
peripheries: the losses among the least educated are as marked as the losses in the
sparsely populated communes, particularly fishery communes in the two northern
constituencies, Nordland and Troms.

These early findings suggest important items for further analysis and fresh
data-gathering. The 1969 election brought into the national electorate the first
products of the educational explosion of the 1960’s, but the immediate impact
was one of stabilization: the Labour party made a spectacular comeback and the
regional differentiations within the non-Socialist block reasserted themselves
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with great clarity. Does this mean that the party leaders will find ways of con-
trolling even this great source of disequilibrium? The current party system has
already survived two generations of continuous social change: the decline of agri-
culture, the rapid increases in urbanization and the spread of urban life styles, the
growth of the services and the public sector. Will the system even survive the
fundamental changes brought about through the violent increases in levels of
scholling and in exposure to information? This will no doubt be a central theme
in any research on mass politics in the 1970’s.

Stein Rokkan and Henry Valen
Universities of Bergen and Oslo
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