VOTING BEHAVIOR IN SHIFTING
«ELECTION WINDS»

AN OVERVIEW OF THE SWEDISH
ELECTIONS 1964—1968*

Bo Séarlvik
University of Géteborg

In the fall of 1966, after the local government elections, it was a widely accepted
expectation that the long era of Social Democratic government in Sweden was
bound to be brought to an end at the parliamentary election in 1968. Local elec-
tions usually reflect trends in national politics, and at that time few would be
willing to believe that the Social Democrats could manage to recover from the
1966 defeat and even to win one of its most convincing electoral victories only
two years later. In 1966 the Social Democrats found their share of the vote
reduced to 42 % which was less than the party had received in any election
through the past three decades. To the left, the Communist party seemed in-
creasingly succesful in its attempts to widen its base by establishing itself as a
democratic left-socialist opposition, freed from its previous linkage to Soviet
Communism. At the same time, the non-socialist parties (or “bourgeois” parties
as they are more often labeled in Swedish political vocabulary) had attained a
voting strength that would have given them a majority in the Second Chamber
of the Riksdag in a parliamentary election.

In retrospect it is obvious, of course, that the 1966 election verdict did not
foreshadow a durable weakening of the Social Democrats’ electoral support.
Although we have not yet the benefit of hindsight, there are good reasons to
conjecture that the 1968 election outcome, too, should be interpreted as a
transient deviation from a persisting “normal” balance of strength in the elect-

* The nationwide interview surveys reported on in this article were financially supported
by Governmental grants and were conducted as a part of the election stacistics program of the
Swedish Central Bureau of Statistics, The Survey Research Institute of the Central Bureau of
Statistics has been in charge of the field work administration and the sampling, while general
planning, questionnaire construction and data analysis have been carried cut as research work
at the Institute of Political Science, University of Géteborg, For this rescarch work, the author
has received grants from the Swedish Council for Social Science Research and from The Bank
of Sweden Tercentenary Fund. A major portion of the data material presented here also appears
in a report that has been prepared for the CBS official election statistics monograph. See: *Valer
1968, En redogbrelse fir statistiska centralbyrdns och statsvetenskapliga institutionens vid Go-
teborgs universitets intervjuunderstkning wid andrakammarvaler 1968". Prepared by Bo Sirlvik
in collaboration with research associates in the Swedish Representative Democracy Project.
{Mimeo.; the report will appear in print in 1970.) '

241

16 — Scandinavian Political Studies



VOTING BEHAVIOR IN SHIFTING
«ELECTION WINDS»

AN OVERVIEW OF THE SWEDISH
ELECTIONS 1964—1968*

Bo Séarlvik
University of Géteborg

In the fall of 1966, after the local government elections, it was a widely accepted
expectation that the long era of Social Democratic government in Sweden was
bound to be brought to an end at the parliamentary election in 1968. Local elec-
tions usually reflect trends in national politics, and at that time few would be
willing to believe that the Social Democrats could manage to recover from the
1966 defeat and even to win one of its most convincing electoral victories only
two years later. In 1966 the Social Democrats found their share of the vote
reduced to 42 % which was less than the party had received in any election
through the past three decades. To the left, the Communist party seemed in-
creasingly succesful in its attempts to widen its base by establishing itself as a
democratic left-socialist opposition, freed from its previous linkage to Soviet
Communism. At the same time, the non-socialist parties (or “bourgeois” parties
as they are more often labeled in Swedish political vocabulary) had attained a
voting strength that would have given them a majority in the Second Chamber
of the Riksdag in a parliamentary election.

In retrospect it is obvious, of course, that the 1966 election verdict did not
foreshadow a durable weakening of the Social Democrats’ electoral support.
Although we have not yet the benefit of hindsight, there are good reasons to
conjecture that the 1968 election outcome, too, should be interpreted as a
transient deviation from a persisting “normal” balance of strength in the elect-

* The nationwide interview surveys reported on in this article were financially supported
by Governmental grants and were conducted as a part of the election stacistics program of the
Swedish Central Bureau of Statistics, The Survey Research Institute of the Central Bureau of
Statistics has been in charge of the field work administration and the sampling, while general
planning, questionnaire construction and data analysis have been carried cut as research work
at the Institute of Political Science, University of Géteborg, For this rescarch work, the author
has received grants from the Swedish Council for Social Science Research and from The Bank
of Sweden Tercentenary Fund. A major portion of the data material presented here also appears
in a report that has been prepared for the CBS official election statistics monograph. See: *Valer
1968, En redogbrelse fir statistiska centralbyrdns och statsvetenskapliga institutionens vid Go-
teborgs universitets intervjuunderstkning wid andrakammarvaler 1968". Prepared by Bo Sirlvik
in collaboration with research associates in the Swedish Representative Democracy Project.
{Mimeo.; the report will appear in print in 1970.) '

241

16 — Scandinavian Political Studies



Bo Sarlvik

orate, In 1968, however, the deviation favored the Social Democrats. In the first
place, the tremendous enlargement of the turnout yielded a sizable increment to
the Social Democratic voting support, Furthermore, because of the Czechoslo-
vakian crisis the 1968 election campaign was pursued under quite peculiar cir-
cumstances. In spite of the fact that the Swedish Communists vehemently re-
pudiated the Warsaw Pact intervention, the party had to face the fact that in
this extreme situation its own standing was severely impaired by the wide-
spread agony and distrust that became aroused against international Com-
munism. The party suffered a loss that amounted to about half of its voting
strength in 1966. The bulk of this vote went to the Social Democrats. Both of
these components of the Social Democratic gain in 1968 are likely to be par-
ticularly uncertain assets for subsequent elections.

If the Czechoslovakian crisis at all contributed to the simultaneous weaken-
ing of the bourgeois parties, the effect must have been more indirect than in the
Communist case. One may speculate about the possibility that anxiety over
the international situation led previous bourgeois voters to cast their vote for the
established governmental party. However, we have found it difficult to find
tangible support in interview survey data for such an inference, Nevertheless, it
seems plausible that the Social Democrats were favored in the 1968 clection by
the mere fact that the events on the international arena detracted attention from
the non-socialist parties’ campaign against the Government’s domestic policy
record.

While both of these recent elections could be classified as “deviating”, the
party division in 1964 was quite close to the “average outcome” of previous
elections.! We shall therefore treat the 1964 vote as a baseline in much of the
following inquiry. Using this baseline, we shall attempt to appraise the signifi-
cance of the electoral shifts that occurred in the ensuing four year period.

The data base for this study has been obtained through a nationwide inter-
view panel survey that has been canducted by a research project directed by the
author at the Institute of Political Science of the University of Goteborg in
collaboration with the Swedish Central Bureau of Statistics. The panel study is
comprised of two interview sample surveys which were conducted in connection
with the parliamentary elections in 1964 and 1968. In addition to the panel
sample, the 1968 survey also includes a supplementary sample which consists of
respondents that reached the voting age after the 1964 election. For the entire
sample, voters’ register data pertaining to electoral participation have been col-
lected for the four elections held in 1962, 1964, 1966 and 1968. (It may also be
mentioned that a third panel wave to be completed immediately after the 1970
election is now in preparation.)

The first of the following sections will illuminate the exchange of voters
among the parties as well as the shifts between voting and non-voting and the
changes in the composition of the electorate which brought about an alteration
in the party division of the vote between the two parliamentary elections in 1964
and in 1968. Electoral change will then be put into a micro-macropolitical
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perspective. Through this part of the analysis we shall attempt to inquire into
the relationships between the partisan change flows and the structural properties
of the party system.

The data material requires some further comments, however, before the ana-
lysis results are presented. The actual election returns as well as the distributions
of seats in the Second Chamber of the Riksdag have been summarized in Tables
1—2. The corresponding distributions of the party vote in 1964 and in 1968 in
the interview sample are shown in Table 3. As can be seen from these tables, the
Social Democratic proportion is somewhat oversized in the interview sample
while Conservative and Communist voters are somewhat under-represented. It
should be noted, however, that the Social Democratic and Communist vote is
almost exactly the same as in the electorate as a whole for both elections. As we
will be concerned, primarily, with electoral trends it is also reassuring that the
changes that occurred in the electorate from 1964 to 1968 are mirrored almost
exactly in the sample. As regards the response rate, it may be noted that 92 %/
of the sample was interviewed in 1964, In 1968, interviews were conducted with
88 %o of the entire survey sample (including the supplementary sample of young
voters as well as respondents who belonged to the sample in 1964 but were not
interviewed on that occasion). Among those who had been interviewed in 1964
(excluding deceased persons and a few cases of disfranchisement), 91 %o were also
interviewed in 1968. Within the panel sample, 95 %4 of the respondents were in-
terviewed in at least one of the two surveys.

Table 2. Party Strength in the Second Chamber of the Parliament (Riksdag) after the Elections

1960—1968
Conser- \ Social ]
vative  Feople’s Bgur]g. Center Democr. Communist Total
party party oal. party e party
MNumber of sears
obtained in:
1960 39 40 —_ 34 114 5 232
1964 33 43 1 35 113 S 233
1968 32 34 - 39 125 3 233

Note: In the 1964 election, five Members were actually elected on local coalition ballots.
Two of them were elected by coalitions formed by regular party organizations, bowever, Two
of the remaining three joined established parliamentary parties when entering the Parliament.
The single Member appearing in the "Bourg. Coal” column, should, perbaps, more appropriately
be labeled “independent”. — It should also be noted that the official name of the Communist
party now is: “The Left party, the Communists" (Vinsterpartiet Kommunisterna). Furthermore,
immediately after the 1968 election, the Conservative party changed its name. In literal transla-
tion its former name was “The Right Party” ( Hogerpartiet), while it now appears under the label
“The Moderate Coalition Party" { Moderata Samlingspartiet).
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Losses and Gains in Voting Support
As the two interview surveys were conducted at the parliamentary elections,
most of the analysis in the present article will bear upon voting behavior in these
elections and the changes in the composition of the electorate that occurred be-
tween them. By utilizing participation data to fill in the missing link, however,
we shall also be able to gain insights about the flows of the vote that led to a
sharp deviation from the “average vote” in the 1966 local government election.
In the national electorate, the Social Democrats and the Center party in-
creased their shares of the vote by 2.8 and 2.7 percentage units, respectively,
from 1964 to 1968. The People’s party and the Communist party suffered cor-
responding losses of 2.1 and 2.2 percentage units, respectively, while the strength
of the Conservative party remained almost exactly the same in 1968 as in 1964.
Table 4 throws light on the changes in individual voting behavior and eli-
gibility to vote which are reflected in these aggregate figures by presenting the
survey data in the form of a transition matrix. Then, the direction of the per-
centage calculation is reversed in Table 5 so as to show how the 1968 voting
support of each of the parties as well as the category of non-voters in that elec-
tion were composed with regard to the individuals® party choice and electoral
participation in 1964. A comprehensive overview of the electorate at the two
elections is given through the complete cross tabulation in Reference Table I (at
the end of this article, p. 277), where all the cell entries are percentages of the
grand total for the entire table, i.e. the number of respondents who were eligible
to vote in at least one of the elections. It should be noted, however, that no “not
ascertained” categories appear in this set of tables, because we have excluded
from this part of the analysis all respondents who failed to give information
about party choice in an election in which they actually participated according
to the voters’ registers. On the other hand, these tables include all persons in the
entire sample (even non-interviewed) for whom interview data, register data, or
a combination of both provide sufficient information about voting behavior and
eligibility to vote. (The register data are complete.) Because of the exclusion of
missing data cases, the proportion of Social Democratic voters has become some-
what larger in these tables than in Table 3. Nevertheless, the trends in the electo-
rate are reflected correctly in the “change tables” and the data material also
shows a quite close congruence to the electorate with regard to the percentage
changes in the parties’ electoral strength,

The scope of the changes that occurred in the 1964—1968 electorate is illu-
minated by Table 6. The leftmost column of the table summarizes the entire
data material in Reference Table I, while the two remaining percent distributions
pertain to those who were eligible to vote in both of the elections and to the
1968 electorate, respectively. As can be seen from the table, 68 /o of the citizens
who were able to vote in both elections actually did so and supported the same
party on both occasions. As usual in Swedish elections, a substantial part of the
party change actually involved changes between different opposition parties.
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Table 6. Stability and Change in Party Choice, Participation, and Eligibility to Vote

Party Choice, Participation,
and Eligibility to Vote in
1964 and 1968

Entitled to vote in:

The Social
Democratic
proportion of
the vote within
each category

one or both both of the at the two
of the elections elections the 1:953 elections
1964 and 1968 1964 and 1968 €lection 1964 1968
0fy %o 80
Participated in both of the
elections in 1964 and 1968
voted for the same party in
the two elections 56.5 68.2 59.2 60%s  60%
changed betrween non-socialise
parties 5.9 7.2 6.2 0% 0%
changed between Social Democrats
and another party 57 6.9 6.0 428/  58%%
changed between Communise and
a non-socialist party 0.3 0.4 0.4 0% 0%,
Participated in the 1968
election only
cligible to vore but failed
o vote in 1964 7.4 8.9 7.8 . 58 %,
not eligible to vote in 1964 10.4 10,9 55 %/
Participated in the 1964
election only
eligible to vote in 1968 but
failed to vote 2.6 3 27 44 0
deceased or disfranchised at
the 1968 election 33 459 .
Did not participate in any of
the elections in 1964 and 1368
failed to vote in 1964 and
deceased or disfranchised in 1968 1.3
eligible to vote in both
elections, but failed 1o vote
on both occasions 4.4 5.3 4.6
not cligible to vote in 1964
and failed to vore in 1968 2.2 2.2 ' .
Total percent 100 100 100
Mumber of cases 2984 2492 2847

Note: Because of the omission of “missing data” cases mentioned in the text, this table gives
proportions that slightly underrate electoral participation. For those eligible to vote in both of
the 1964 and 1968 elections, the true proportions are as follows: Participated in both elections:
83.3%,. Participated in 1968, only: 9.0%6. Participated in 1964, only: 3.3%. Did not partici-

pate in any of the elections: 4.4%.
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Thus, about half of the 14 %% that shifted party choice are found to have
switched between bourgeois opposition parties.?

As should be expected, the two winning parties, the Social Democrats and
the Center party, maintained particularly large proportions of their 1964
support in 1968 (cf. Table 4). The Conservatives lost about a fifth and the
People’s party more than a third of their 1964 voters through partisan change.
Table 5 completes the picture by showing that the “feeder flow" of party
changers makes up about a fourth of the Center party’s total voting support in
1968, while the corresponding proportion for Social Democrats is only about
6 %. As a matter of course, this discrepancy is “explainable” as consequence of
the fact that the relative size of the Center party gain was much larger than
that of the Social Democratic party although both parties got about the same
increase in percentage units, Yet, the phenomenon is clearly noteworthy since
the degree of stability that obtains in the electoral basis of a political party may
well have political implications even if it is “expected” in a statistical sense.

Table 7. Net Gains and Losses due to Changes in Voting Bebavior, Participation, and Eligibiliry
to Vote from 1964 to 1968

Net gain {+) or net loss (—) due to:

. C ith f
Shifts between omposition o

Partisan i the electorare:
change voung “_"d first-time voters (+)
non-voting and mortality, etc. (—)

Conservative party +.1 %0 +.20/; +.5 %o
People's party —2.2%, +.4 % +1.3%
Center party +2.1% +1.0 % +1.0%
Social Democr. party +.9 % +3.2% +4.2%,
Communist party —.8 % —.1%, —.2 %y

Note: Net gains (+) and net losses (—) are calenlated as percentages of the total number of
respondents that were eligible to wote in at least one of the two elections in 1964 arnd 1968 {ex-
cluding “missing data” cases as specified in the text). The underlying bivariate frequency dis-
tribution is the same as for General Reference Table I; due to decimal rounding
the results obtained by the apprapriate additions and subtractions in the latter table may not
always be indentical to the entries in this table.

One may distinguish between three components of electoral strength which
jointly affect the voting strength of the parties, namely: (1) change in party
choice among consistent participants, (2) shifts between voting and non-voting,
and (3) changes in the composition of the electorate because of the inflow of
first-time voters and the outflow that is due to mortality, etc. The net effects
of these components are displayed in Table 7. Just as in Reference Table I all
entries are calculated as percentages of the total number of respondents who
were eligible to vote in at least one of the two elections (excluding the “missing
data” cases defined above), but in Table 7 entries indicate differences between
gains and losses. The sum of all these net effects is positive because there was a
larger proportion that participated in the 1968 election.
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The difference between the Center party and the Social Democratic party
that was pointed out above becomes visible also in these summary indexes of net
effects. As can be seen from the table, the Center party derived about half of
its total net increase from partisan change, while the major part of the Social
Democratic increment had its origin in the two other change components, If one
thinks of the net effect of shifts between voting and non-voting and changes in
the composition of the electorate as constituting a “synthetic” category of voters,
he can calculate how the 1968 vote was divided among the parties within that
category. It is then found that the Social Democrats obtained 61 % of the vote
in this synthetic category. This should be compared to the distribution of votes
among the consistent participants who did not change between Social Demo-
cratic and non-Social Democratic voting; i.e. those who either voted Social
Democratic in both elections, or voted for one or two of the other parties in both
elections. Within this category, the Social Democrats obtained 52 %o of the vote.
(It should be kept in mind that the Social Democratic proportion is somewhat
too large in our sample, however.)

When making this kind of comparisons, one must of course take note of the
fact that the party change component carries more weight than the others upon
the percent distribution of the vote among the parties; this is so for the simple
reason that every party change has a “double effect” inasmuch as it reduces the
strength of one party at the same time as it increases the strength of another.
It is also clear that both measurement errors (especially the under-representation
of Communist voters in the sample) and sampling errors are present; these cal-
culations must therefore have the nature of somewhat uncertain approximations.
On the other hand, we have very reliable measures of some major change factors
(e.g. participation, mortality and the size of the first-time vote) and for that
reason one would actually have to assume that the sample departs quite wildly
from the population in regard to some other components if the population para-
meters were to differ very much from the picture presented by the sample.

The finding that the increase in participation and changes in the composition
of the electorate favored the Social Democratic party in the 1968 election can
be traced through all the relevant subcategories in the sample. As is shown in
Table 6 where the Social Democratic proportions in 1964 and 1968, respectively,
in the “inflow” and “outflow” categories are specified in the rightmost columns,
the voters who entered the active electorate in 1968 were more Social Demo-
cratic than those who quit. The effect of shifts between voting and non-voting
was also amplified by the fact that the “inflow” was more than double as large
as the “outflow”. At the same time, it can be seen from the rop section of these
columns that the overall trend in partisan change was favorable to the Social
Democrats.

Our inference about the impact of the large turnout in the 1968 election
obtains further support through the data in Table 8, where the 1968 voters are
classified with regard to eligibility to vote and regularity of participation in the
three previous elections, We find, again, that the Social Democratic party re-
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ceived a particularly large support within categories of voters showing a compa-
ratively low propensity to vote: that is, among older voters who had abstained in
two or more of the previous elections (Section A), among young voters entering
the electorate as “delayed” first-time voters in 1968 (Section B), and within the
comparatively large group of non-voters in the 1966 local government election
{Section C).

Before concluding this section, it may be in order to stress that the differential
effect of participation changes that has been displayed in the foregoing tables is
not an expression of any strong overall relation between partisanship and
regularity in voting behavior. Indeed, the opposite is actually true, There ap-
pear to be only slight differences among parties when the 1968 major party
voters in the age groups that were entitled to vote in the last previous three
elections are compared with regard to their regularity in electoral participation
(see Table 9). Actually, the comparisons made in the “change tables” have di-
rected attention to differences that appeared in 1968 among changeable voters.
But in the total electorate, these categories do not carry too much weight as
compared to the much larger part of the citizenry that participates consistently
in election after election. Furthermore it should be noted (because the opposite is
often assumed) that in recent elections there does not actually appear any general
tendency to the effect that the Social Democratic vote should increase when the
turnout is heightened and then go down when the turnout is lowered. As a mat-
ter of fact, the Social Democrats received their largest voting support in the two
elections during the period which differ most widely with regard to turnout,
that is, in the 1962 local government election when the turnout was very low
and in the 1968 parliamentary election when it was extremely massive,

Table 9. Regularity in Participation in the Four Elections 1962—1968 among those who were
Eligitle to Vote through the Entire Period

Major party voters in 1968

Number of Elections Conser- Social
in which Respondents vative People’s Center Democr. Total
have Participated party party party party

By %o 0y %o %o
4 elections 81 79 77 77 71
3 clections 15 17 16 15 16
2 elections 2 4 4 5 [
1 election 2 4] 3 3 4
abstained in all
the four elections . . ; . 3
Total per cent 100 100 100 100 100
Number of cases 202 21 314 1223 2807

Note: The Total column includes all persons in the sample who were entitled to vote in
all of the four elections during the period 1962—1968, i.e., also minor party votes, the “not
ascertained” category, and 1968 non-voters among interviewed respondents as well as those per-
sons in the sample with whom no interviews were actwally conducted in the interview survey,
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Voling within Social Strata 1964—1968

The social bases of Swedish parties form a pattern that has hardly undergone
any profound change in regard to its main features since the 1920’s. An over-
view of this party division of the vote within social strata as it appeared in the
1968 election is provided by the data in Reference Table I1.A-B (pp. 278—79)
where the social composition of the major parties is also displayed.3

When comparing the 1968 voting of social groups with previously established
alignments, one encounters, however, one exception from this structural stability
which has become so marked that it may be taken to signify a real modifica-
tion of the party system. This has to do with the electoral base of the Center
party. Having existed through more than three decades as an almost exclusively
agrarian party, the Center party commenced in the late 1950’ (during the pen-
sion reform controversy) a strategy of appealing to a much wider electorate, Al-
though the transformation of the party has not yet permeated its organizational
and parliamentary leadership level, the Center party has now established itself
in a position where it enlists substantial voting support from outside the farming
population.® In particular, it has been a growth within the middle class strata
at the expense of the People’s party.

The change in the composition of the Center party vote is evidenced by the
data displayed in Table 10 where the 1956 election has been included in order to
provide the baseline, In 1968 the farmers’ votes make up less than a third of the
total Center party vote. Yet, the party has retained its predominance within the
farming population as can be seen from Reference Table II.A. Among occupa-
tionally active farmers and their wives the Center Party proportion of the vote
even amounts to 70 % (this definition of the farmers’ category is somewhat
more restricted than the one applied in the tables).

Table 10. The «Farmer Votes Proportion of the Total Center (Agrarian)
Party Vote from 1956 to 1968

The «farming populations

proportion of the total Number
Center (Agrarian) party vote of cases
Election 1956 77 % {23
Referendum on pension
reform 1957 449 (137)
Election 1960 57 %o (194)
Election 1964 48 Y% {35%)
Election 1968 299/, {469)

Note: The “farming population” is defined so as to include farm owners (also in retivement
age) and their bousewives as well as family members who are working on a family farm. Farm
waorkers are not included in the “farming population” as defined in Tables 10 and 11, — The
entry for the 1957 referendum pertains to the referendum proposal that was espoused by the
Center { Agravian) party. Data are drawn from surveys conducted in each of the years indicated
in the table.
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At the same time as it has expanded its support, the Center party has thus
retained its anchorage in the countryside population, This is also reflected in
Table 11 which shows that the party’s support is weakest in highly urbanized
communities. Actually, the Center party obtains less than a third of its votes
from communities where more than 90 %6 of the population lives in a built-up
area whereas the corresponding proportion for the People’s party and the Social
Democrats is about two thirds (cf. Reference Table II1I). As becomes apparent in
the bottom section of Table 10 the explanation is to be found in the fact that
the Center party has won its strongest support outside of the farming popula-
ion within the least urbanized areas. That is, the Center party share of the vote
increases with decreasing degree of urbanization even if farmers are excluded
from the percentage calculation.

The political significance of the displacement of the Center party basis in
the electorate is bound up with recent change trends in the Swedish economy.
These have led to an intensive economic growth within certain highly urbanized
and industrialized centers, whereas there are clear signs of economic stagnation
in rural and small-town areas in the country. The resulting discontent within
geographically peripheral population groups has obviously become voiced through
the new support for the Center party.

In the introduction the 1966 election was classed with regard to the electoral
strength of the Social Democratic party as a “temporary deviation” from the
more “average” party division in 1964. When looking at the 1968 voting within
social groups one finds grounds for that judgement. The change from 1964 to
1968 in the Social Democratic share of the vote comes forth as a fairly even in-
crement due to some increase at the expense of the Communists in the working

Table 11. Center Party Proportion of the Total Vote and of the «Non-agrarian Votes,
by Degree og Urbanization

Place of residence classified according to proportion of
parish population living in built-up {urban) area:

entirel less th
(urban) in built-up in built-up  in built-up T
area area area area area
Center party proportion
of the total vote in B9, 10 %y 229,y 26 % 47 %
each category
{(Number of cases) (253) (1078) {589) (311} (228)
Center party proportion
of the «non-agrarian 89, 90y 17 % 19 % 7%
votes in cach category
Number of cases) {520) (1065} (520) {246) (152)

Note: Entries in the upper section of the table indicate the percentage of Center party
voters of all voters in each ecological category. In the lower section of the table, the farming
population has been excluded from the percentage base.
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class and some gain from the bourgeois parties among enterprisers and white col-
lar employees. (Because of the difficulty of finding differences that could survive
significance tests, we shall not attempt to specify any further differentiation in
this regard.) The farming population is really the single exception in the entire
array of socio-economic groups from the general — but moderate — pro-Social
Democratic trend. Wherever the 1966 losses may have occurred, they were ap-
parently recovered in 1968. Indeed there seems to be no segment of the electorate
(with the possible exception for very rural arcas) where the loss of confidence
in 1966 persisted so as to depress the Social Democratic support below its 1964
level.

Strength of Party Affillation

The tendency of the Swedish multiparty system to function as a two-bloc system
provides a framework for partisan competition which appears to bring with it a
high degree of instability within the voting support of each of the parties in the
non-socialist bloc as an almost unavoidable consequence. In a sense, the difference
between the Social Democrats and the non-socialist parties in regard to turnover
rates can be seen as a sheer size effect. As long as the Social Democratic party
maintains a heavy predominance within one of the blocs, while the smaller
parties in the other bloc are involved in intra-bloc competition for votes, each
of the latter must show a relatively high turnover rate. Since party strength is
a result rather than a cause of voting, “size effects” of this kind can hardly be
invoked as an explanation of individual behavior, however, In order to account
for the peculiar shifts among the bourgeois parties that have occurred through-
out the post-war period, we shall instead inquire into the voters® attitudinal ori-
entations towards the parties.

In a previous study, focusing on electoral behavior during the 1956—1960
period, the author has shown that voters supporting a bourgeois party were
much less likely than Social Democrats to think of themselves as “convinced
adherents” of the party of their choice. Furthermore, it was shown that voters
having a weak sense of partisan commitment are also most likely to sway from
one party to another. These interrelationships between electoral party choice,
strength of “convincedness” in party support, and stability in voting behavior
come forth in a quite striking way also in our data from the 1964—1968 panel
survey. In Tables 12—13, we have taken the voter’s party choice and the
strength of his party affiliation at the 1964 election as an observation point
from which we can obtain a retrospective as well as a prospective view of his
voting behavior over time. The measure of strength in party affiliation applied
in these tables is provided by an interview question in which respondents were
asked whether they thought of themselves as “strongly convinced adherents” of
the party they intended to vote for or actually voted for.®

Qur earlier finding that bourgeois voters — in any given election — are
much more likely than Social Democrats to have switched from recent support
of another party obtains a firm corroboration in these data. It is also clear that
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there is an extremely high degree of turnover within the Communist voting sup-
port. The Communist “hard core” of stable supporters through a sequence of
elections is, indeed, so tiny that it becomes barely visible in a sample of the size
we are working with.

We furthermore find that inter-party differences in regard to voting stability
are fairly moderate among “convinced” party adherents (with exception for
Communists), while a quite drastic discrepancy appears when one compares
voters with weaker feelings of party affiliation. (See the middle section of
Table 12.) It is also noteworthy that the difference between “strong” and “weak”
adherents is comparatively insignificant for the Social Democratic party which
is, of course, not affected by the changes that occur among bourgeois parties.
About half of the party changers had shifted between bourgeois parties, only.
The bottom row of Table 12 has finally been included in this exposition of
retrospective data only to show that the overall party differences that have been

Table 12. Relation of Party Vote and Strength of Party Affiliation in 1964 to Stability of Party
Choice in Previows Elections

Party Vote in the 1964 Election

Conser- R c Social Commu-
vative i S enter Democt. nist
party party party party party

Proportion of each party’s

1964 voters who had voted

for another party in any 21 %, 299, 33% 4%, 54 %y
of the last previous elections

Proportion who had voted
for another party in any
of the last previous
elections among:

«strongly convineceds

in 1964 13 % 11 %0 13 %, 2% 39 9%
«not strongly convinceds

in 1964 26% 36 % 45 % 8 % 61 %
Proportion of 1964 voters

who had ever vored for 450y 449 400y 16 %o 64 9o
another party

Toral

number of cases 259 388 348 1200 67

Note: Data in this table are drawn from the 1964 election survey. Percentages in the upper
part of the table (pertaining to woting for another party in last previows elections) are based on
responses to retrospective questions concerning voting in the 1962 and 1960 elections and the
last election before 1960 in which the respondents had pardicipated. Percentages in the bottom
section in the table are based on the same set of guestions and, In addition, & more general ques-
tion about respondents’ voting history as well as a specific guestion about the respondent’s first-
time choice. — First time voters in 1964 and a small number of respondents who gave too in-
complete answers about earlier voting behavior have been excluded from this analysis.

257

17 — Scandinavian Political Studies



Bo Sérlvik

Table 13. Strength of Party Affiliation in 1964 and Stability in Party Choice 1964—1968

Voters’ Party Choice in the 1964 Election

Conser- ot Social Commu-
varive People’s Center Demeocr. nist
party party party party party

Proportion «strongly
convinced party adherentss 39% 30%, 369%0 63 % 34 %
of the 1964 voting support

Proportion of 1964 voting
support that changed o 25 %y 37 %, 18 % 7 Yo 69 %g
another party in 1968

Proportion changers

among:

sstrongly convinceds

in 1964 10 %% 32 %y 9 9%y 49 47 %
«not strongly convinced»

in 1964 330, 39 % 24 % 12 % B2 %

Total number of
cases (1964 vorers) 265 408 359 1248 67

Note: The rable rows that indicate proportions of party changers include only woters who
participated in both of the elections in 1964 and 1968. Cases of missing information con-
cerning party choice are also excluded from the percentage calculations.

noted above persist even if one takes into account the individuals® entire voting
records as these are reflected in our data.

In Table 13 the time perspective is reversed so that we are now taking the
1964 election as a baseline for a look ahead to voting in 1968. As is seen from
the top row of the table, the proportion of Social Democratic voters who con-
sidered themselves as “strongly convinced party adherents” is a great deal larger
than for any other party. It might be added that Social Democrats were more
confident, too, than the opposition voters about the outcome of the election. In
a 1964 pre-election interview, 46 %o of the Social Democrats declared that they
considered a change of government as a “not particularly likely” possibility and
an equally large proportion thought it was “not at all likely”. To a remarkably
large extent, bourgeois voters shared that expectation: 60 %/ considered a govern-
mental change as “not particularly likely” and 26 %0 believed it was “not at all
likely™.?

Four years later, in 1968, the story told by Table 12 was recapitulated.
About 93 %/ of the 1964 nonsocialist voters who participated in both elections
reaffirmed their non-socialist outlook in 1968, but about a quarter (24 %) of
these consistently bourgeois voters switched to another opposition party. And
again, the voters who had been lukewarm in their party support in the previous
election were, generally, most likely to change. The relevant data are given
in the lower rows of Table 13. As observed in a previous section, the Center
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party differs somewhat from the other non-socialist parties in that it lost a smal-
ler proportion of its former supporters than did the other two. This is obviously
an expression of the growth process that the Center party is undergoing at pres-
ent. More remarkable — because it has no counterpart in any of our previous
election studies — is the trend in the People’s party. As is seen from the table,
the landslide away from the party had almost the same magnitude among its
once “strongly convinced” adherents as among its less wholehearted supporters,
One is led to the inference that the migration of voters from the People’s party
to the Center party must have cut deeper into the losing party’s electoral base
than similar moves in the past.

In the 1968 survey, our measure of strength in party affiliation has been
redevised so that it can be considered as an adaptation to the Swedish multiparty
system of the party identification measure which has been employed in the writ-
ings of Angus Campbell and his research associates, Hence, we are now able to
distinguish, analytically, between actual voting behavior and feelings of personal
affiliation to a political party. (See the technical description in the note, below.8)
The complete classification gives for each party a three-point gradation ranging
from “strong identification” (strongly convinced adherents), over “weak iden-
tification” (party adherent but not strongly convinced) and to “party preference”
(no party adherent, but feels “closer to” some party than to the others). The
last of these categories corresponds to the category of “independents leaning to
a party” in the American classification. In addition, there are, of course, re-
spondents lacking (or not confessing) any sense of party affiliation, i.e. the “no
party identification” category.

The relationship between party vote and strength of party affiliation as it
comes forth in the 1968 election is displayed in Table 14. It should be noted,
however, that the party identification measure is applied in a somewhat com-
pressed form in the table, since all voters who were “adherents of” or “preferred”
another party than the one they actually voted for have been put in one joint

Table 14. Strength of Party Identification ameng Major Party Vaters in 1968

Voters” Party Choice in the 1968 Election

Strength of Conser- Social Commu-
Identification to Parry vative People’s Center Democr. nist
Supported in the 1968 party party party party party
Election g %y o Oy %a
Strong party identification 37 19 29 51 23
Weal party identification 26 3 24 25 10
Party preference 21 34 27 18 41
MNo party identification 7 9 b 4 5
Affiliation to another party 9 7 11 2 21
Total per cent 100 100 100 100 100
Number of cases 236 370 469 1458 39
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category, labeled “affiliation to another party”. Although this classification is
not entirely identical to the one employed in the foregoing tables, it is clear
that it measures essentially the same psychological phenomenon. We can also see
that the by now well known differentiation among the parties has persisted.
In Table 15 we can then compare consistent party supporters with party
changers. As expected, the parties’ new supporters tend in general to cast their
votes with a weaker sense of partisan commitment than the consistent voters.
Again, the People’s party is an exception, however, in that its stable voters are
almost as loosely attached to the party as are the party changers. This is, indeed,
both an unexpected and an unprecedented finding. (In the 1964 survey, e.g., 38 %
of stable People’s party voters were “convinced” party adherents as compared to
11 %o of those who had voted for another party in a recent election.)

All in all, the data explored here provide abundant evidence to support the
conclusion that the vicissitudes in the bourgeois parties” voting support are bound
up with the electoral behavior of a sizable mass of voters who are forming only
weak and transient feelings of attachment to any particular non-socialist party,
although they may be consistent in rejecting the Social Democrats.

We have already implied the presumption that intra-bloc party competition
is in itself a major cause of weak partisanship among bourgeois voters.? In the
present article, we shall not go much beyond that general presumption. Two con-
tributing features of the party system deserve to be mentioned, however, since
they bear directly upon stability in partisanship. In the first place, the tight
relationship that exists between the Social Democratic party and the trade
unions as well as other “labor movement” organizations brings with it a whole
network of supportive group affiliations that may help to explain why Social
Democrats more often than others show a strong sense of personal affiliation to
their party. If this is true, on the other hand, one should expect that the Center
party’s equally close links to the farmers’ organizations would have similar con-
sequences. Or more precisely, this kind of strong partisanship should appear
within the traditional agrarian part of the Center party’s electoral base. As is
shown by Table 16, this is, indeed, the case. Weak partisanship is a characteristic
only of the party’s newly acquired non-agrarian support.

The same differentiation within the Center party actually appears in regard
to voting stability. We have divided the 1964 Center party voters who also
participated in the 1968 election into two major groups: those who were farmers
through the entire period and those who had another occupation on both occasions
(thus excluding a small category who changed occupations). In the farmers’
category only 8 % switched to another party in 1968, while the proportion of
defectors amounted to 28 % in the other category.

One may furthermore interpret inter-party differentiation in regard to party
identification in the light of a theory on partisanship propounded by Angus
Campbell.1® From general attitude theory, Campbell derives the proposition
that in a party system wherein parties are arrayed along a predominant ideolo-

261



Bo Sérlvik

Table 16. Strength of Party Affiliation among Farmers and Others
within the Voting Support of the Center party

Strength of affiliation Farmers Others
to the Center party %o oo
Strong party identification 54 19
Weak party identification 28 22
Party preference 14 35
No party affiliation 1 10
Affiliation to another party 3 14
Total per cent 100 100
Number of cases 138 33

gical axis one should expect, in general, that the individual’s feeling of political
engagement would be dependent on the degree of extremeness of his party posi-
tion. The relationship between intensity in political engagement and party choice
would then obtain the U-shape that has become well known through the Guttman
scaling theory, so that centrist party voters would show a weaker sense of en-
gagement than the supporters of parties located towards the two extreme points
of the party dimension. The data in Table 14 lend partial support to this pro-
position in that it is found that Conservative voters tend to have stronger emo-
tional ties to their party than do the supporters of the two centrist parties. The
data for the Social Democrats also fit in with the proposition if one conceives
that the Social Democratic party has its center of gravity definitely to the left
of the center. The Communists present a clearly deviant case, however.

As the author has shown in a previous study, the functional relationship be-
tween political engagement and partisanship actually comes forth with much
more clarity (in the Swedish case) if one restates the proposition referred tw
above, so as to let it pertain to extremeness of partisanship within the frame-
work of a “socialist—non-socialist” two-bloc system.!! One of the analytic tools
used for this purpose was based on direction of strength of party identification
(toward a party in one of the blocs) in combination with a measure of “negative
identification” towards the opposite bloc. A compressed version of this classifica-
tion — being based on party identification only — is shown in Table 17. In the
same table, we have also included a behavioral expression of political involve-
ment, namely, electoral participation, The relationship appearing in the table
fits admirably well with our conception of the classification as a partisanship
continuum on which political engagement obtains a minimum at the midpoint
and increases towards the extremes.1?

Blocks and Parties

In our reasoning we have relied upon a theoretical model which describes the
Swedish party system in the form of a unidimensional party array which is
being partitioned into two clusters or party blocs. Like all models, this one
depicts the real world in an idealized fashion. Anyone who is familiar with
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Swedish politics will be aware, in the first place, of the fact that the relationship
between Social Democrats and Communists at the party leadership level is far
less intimate than the usage of the “bloc” concept might imply. The cohesion
of the non-socialist bloc is affected by less grave tensions. Nonetheless, the non-
socialist bloc shows incessant signs of falling apart so as to result in an isolated
Conservative party and — at best — a two-party Centrist bloc (the People’s party
and the Center party). In the case of the non-socialist parties, however, three-
party collaboration is consistently recognized as a compelling “minimum winning
coalition” requirement for a governmental change.

In a micro-macro political perspective the verisimilitude of our theoretical
mode] must be deemed to be dependent on its capacity to account for the indi-
vidual voters’ responses to party competition within the Swedish polity. From
the abundantly rich data material provided by the 1964—1968 pane] survey,
we have selected some of the relevant measures and analyses for presentation in
the article. Although the following exposition is thus not exhaustive, it should
be sufficient both to substantiate the tenability of the model and to throw light
on its limitations.13

In general, the arraying of the parties of a polity along some axis which is
generally recognized as a principal evaluative dimension forms a precondition
for party politics which would lead us to expect that party competition becomes
constrained to “neighborhood competition”. Unless some peculiar dislocation
occurs in the electorate, one would consequently expect voting change to take
the form, primarily, of change flows between parties occupying adjacent posi-
tions on the predominant axis. When the distribution of electoral support re-
mains close to equilibrium, it is warranted to add the presumption that there
prevails a fair amount of stability and, yet, some vacillation in regard to per-
ceived party positions as well as in regard to the preferred positions held by the
individual voters (i.e. their “ideal points” in Coombs’ terminology). From these
propositions (granting the validity of the added presumption), one can further-
more derive the proposition that change flows between adjacent parties should
be composed of voters whose “modal position” should be located near the mid-
point between the modal positions of the consistent supporters of the parties they
switch between.

In order to test the latter proposition we have inquired into the inter-
dependency between political attitudes and wvoting bebavior. As in the foregoing
section, behavior and attitudes in 1964 provide the points of departure for an
analysis that is directed backwards as well as forward in the time period spanned
by our surveys. The major part of the relevant data material is brought together
in Table 18, In the left margin of the table is found a classification pertaining
to the individuals’ voting records. When applied to the individuals’ voting
histories up to the 1964 election (in section (&) of the table), the classification
takes into account party choice in 1964 and in a sequence of recently preceding
elections.’* When applied to voting behavior at the 1964 and 1968 elections
(section (&) of the table), the classification pertains to these two elections only.
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Both parts of the table are based, of course, on the 1964—1968 panel of respon-
dents.s

The three attitude measures being deployed in this analysis reflect the voter’s
outlook at the time of the 1964 election, Qur measure of “attitude to welfare
state politics” consists of a set of six questions pertaining to ideologically colored
policy issues. It is of course intended to locate the individual’s position in rela-
tion to the prevailing left-right ordering of the parties. The measure of “Con-
fidence in Government” bears no such explicitly ideological menaing. It has
been obtained by means of five interview questions through which respondents
were asked to give “good-or-bad” evaluations of the government’s achievements
in various policy areas. Finally, the measure of “partisan attitudes” is a composite
which has been constructed by combining all of the items comprised by the two
previous measures; to this set has also been added a question asking respondents
whether they felt that current government policies had been mainly favorable or
mainly unfavorable to their own social class. In the form these measures are
being used here, they are all based on regression analyses in which the appropri-
ate interview responses were entered as independent variables, Voting behavior
in 1964 (as defined by a dichotomy comprising only a distinction between So-
cialist and Non-socialist voting) served as the dependent variable in these regres-
sion analyses. Scale scores are actually the predicted values (multiplied by 100)
that were obtained by applying the resulting regression equations to each indi-
vidual’s response pattern 16

By inspecting the data in Table 18 it is found that the modal positions of
the various voter categories fit exceedingly well with the expected ordering.
Stable Conservative voters are most extreme at the one end of the spectrum in
their attitudes to welfare state politics and they are also most consistent in ex-
pressing disapproval towards the government. At the opposite end, the Com-
munists occupy an extremely Socialist position on attitudes to welfare state
politics. When it comes to confidence in governmental politics they are — as
should of course be expected — more ambivalent. As a consequence both for this
measure and for the measure of “all partisan attitudes”, the mean values in-
crease from a minimum at the stable Conservative position towards a maximum
for stable Social Democratic voter, while they decline for the two voter cate-
gories at the extreme left.17

As the two parts of the table are almost identical to each other it may be
sufficient to comment in detail upon the data that pertain to voting behavior
in the 1964—1968 elections. These are also particularly interesting since they
indicate the capacity of attitude measurements obtained four years back in time
to predict tendencies in later voting change. (In 1964 the multiple correlation
between the items in the “all partisan attitude” set and two-bloc voting was
0.692.) As can be seen from the table, voters who changed between Conservative
voting and voting for a centrist party (i.c. the Center party or the People’s party
or the Christian Democrats) show a mean position in between the stable sup-
porters of these parties. It can be added that those who moved to the Con-
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servative party did not differ significantly from those who moved in the op-
posite direction. (The mean score on “All Partisan Attitudes” equals 26 for 1968
Conservatives and 23 for 1968 centrist voters.) What happened was, seemingly,
that “leftwing” Conservatives were exchanged for “rightwing” centrist party
voters without affecting very much the “attitude average” of any of the parties
involved. As is shown by the data given below the “attitude means” for the two
major centrist parties do not differ very much, and consequently those who
changed between parties in the middle of the party spectrum are not distinguish-
able from the stable supporters of these parties.

1964 mean score values for
consistent centrist party voters, 1964—1968

People’s party Center party
Attitude to welfare state politics 35 39
Confidence in government 38 43
All partisan attiendes 29 31

Voters who changed between bourgeois and socialist voting are located very
close to the midpoint of the scale (i.e. they had a probability close to 0.5 of voting
Socialist in 1964). As can be seen from the following breakdown of the data,
they did indeed move from the attitudinal peripheries of their 1964 parties.

1964 mean score values for
socialist — non-sacialist changers, 1964—1968

1968 Non-socialist 1968 Socialists
Attitude to welfare state politics 60 49
Confidence in government 57 418
All partisan attitudes 61 47

In order that our party system model be relevant for the study of micro-
macro processes it should be a further requirement that the model corresponds
to cognitions of the party system which are held by voters in general or, at least,
by a quite predominant part of the electorate. This requirement means that
within the electorate there should prevail a widely accepted cognitive picture of
the party system which could be described as a “map” showing the parties’
positioning in relation to each other. The locating of the parties on such a map
should then be expected to be concordant with the model.®® We shall conclude
this inquiry by presenting a selection of data which pertain to the tenability of
the model in this regard.

From a unidimensional party mode] one can derive the proposition that the
supporters of a given party should be most likely to cognize one of the parties
that occupy an immediately adjacent position on the predominant dimension as
the party they like “second best” or feel “second closest to”. The tenability of
that proposition can be judged on the basis of the data in Table 19 which dis-
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plays the response distributions obtained when respondents in the 1968 survey
were asked about their “second party preferences”. Although the corresponding
data obtained from the 1964 survey are not shown in this article, they form a
pattern which is almost identical to the one appearing in the 1968 data. This
lends support to our previous presumption that perceptions of party positions
are quite stable over time.1®

Most of the Conservative identifiers rate the People’s party as their second
preference. However, the fact that a sizable minority mentions the Center party
is noteworthy. There prevails, really, no ideologically recognized internal order-
ing between the two centrist parties on the left-right dimension. On the other
hand, there are very clear indications in these and other data that the Center
party is becoming cognized as nearer to the Social Democrats than the People’s
party. At least, that is (as can be seen from the table) the very predominant judge-
ment among Social Democratic identifiers. Also in accordance with the proposi-
tion, centrist party supporters are most likely to see the other centrist patry as
their second closest choice alternative.

An interesting trend appearing in the table is, furthermore, that the “modal”
second preference within each of the parties is most predominantly popular
among the party’s strong identifiers. Although this trend was not specifically
predicted by the proposition it serves to substantiate the general expectation
that “weak” party supporters should belong to the attitudinal periphery of their
party.

One aspect of the data in Table 19 that deserves particular attention is their
striking resemblance to the row-wise rank ordering of the transition probabilites
displayed in Table 4. In accordance with our previous reasoning, there appears
a very clear tendency for party changers to be most likely to move to the choice
alternative that is generally considered as the “second best” within the party
they leave. As the author has shown in a previous study, behavioral change rates
can indeed serve as a complement to psychological measures of proximity or
similarity of parties,2®

The interdependency between perceived distances to other parties and party
change can also be substantiated with the aid of data pertaining to the voters
party choice in previous elections. This is particularly apparent in the case of
the centrist party voters, because these voters have several options when choosing
the party they could feel “second closest” to. The data given below display the
voting records of those 1964 and 1968 centrist party voters who had actually
changed parties in comparison to previous elections. (The operational definition
of the change categories is the same as in Table 19, Respondents who did not
indicate any second preference have been excluded from the classification below.)
We can see from these data centrist party voters who consider the Conservatives
as the “second best” among the parties and are also most likely to have voted for
the Conservative party in a previous election. The same linkage between present
second preferences and previous voting appears very clearly in the remaining
categories.
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1964 Centrist Voters 1968 Centrise Voters
Voti Conser- CDI.’:IE.:' Social Conser-  Centrist Social
-:::mg vatves entrist  pemocr. vatives parcy Democr.

recor second P M:}; second second second second

best LR best best best best

bese

o e oo *fa #fa e
Changed between
Conservative p. 33 30 15 61 28 [
and Centrist party
Changed between 5 43 6 37 8 38

Centrist parties

Changed between
Socialist party 10 27 79 8 24 b1
and Centrist party

Total percent Ioo {ele] 100 1oc 100 100
Number of cases 40 0 85 13 57 36

Some features of the data in Table 19 are not quite accordant with the
clustering of the parties which is implied by the two-bloc conception of the party
system. Thus it is found that People’s party identifiers are about as likely to
choose the Social Democrats as the Conservative party as their secondly pre-
ferred party. Among Center party identifiers the proportion favoring the Social
Democrats is even somewhat larger than the proportion considering the Con-
servatives as their second closest party. Of course, we are not working with
complete preference orderings. It may well be true that a very large proportion
of the centrist identifiers are considering the Conservatives as “third best” and
thereby should move the Conservative party up to more favored average evalua-
tion than the Social Democrats, A much more drastic tendency for an extreme
party to repel rather than to attract sympathies becomes apparent in the evalua-
tions of the Social Democratic identifiers. When feelings of friendliness towards
other parties are solicited, a large majority of the Social Democrats are obviously
not at all inclined to conceive of their party and the Communists as forming a
bloc. If we were willing to treat the proportions in the rows of Table 19 as
proximity measures, these qualifications would, however, only affect inter-
party distances along the axis that is defined by the apparent unidimensional
ordering of the parties, i.e., Communist, Social Democrats, Center party, People’s
party and Conservative party.2!

The Swedish voters’ cognitive mapping of their system can also be gauged
with the aid of a measure which bears directly upon cognized inter-party dis-
tances. This measure was obtained by the use of a simple “cartwheel” technique
(cf. Coombs, op. cit.). Thus, for each of the parties, in turn, respondents were
asked to indicate which parties they considered as “closest”, “second closest” and
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“most far away” from that party. From the resulting response patterns, one can
recover individual rank orderings of the distances among the parties. These data
require a very extensive analysis (making use of non-metric scaling techniques)
which cannot be presented in its entirety in the present article, We shall never-
theless draw some partial results from such an analysis, since these are indeed
sufficient to substantiate the main features of our party system model,

We shall consider, first, the judgments made by all respondents on the dis-
tances from the extreme parties and to other parties.

The appropriate data are given below. (All percentages are based on the total
number of respondents, including those who expressed no opinion.) Within the
electorate as a whole there prevails, indeed, an almost complete consensus as to
the proper order of the parties in relation to the two extremes of the party system,

Distances from the Distances from the

Conservative party: Communist party:

72%0 considered the 75% considered the Conservative
People’s party closest party most far atway

71°%n considered the 53%s considered the Center party
Center party second closest second closest (19 % considered the

People’s party second closest)
77 %s considered the

Communist party most far away 799 considered the Social
Democrats closest

Note: “Don't know answers” etc. are included in the percentage bases for all distance

comparisons. This non-response proportion amounts to about 10%s for each of the 15 queries in
the total cartwheel set.

The centrist parties were generally seen as closest to eachother. When asked
about distances from the People’s party, 70 per cent thus mentioned the Center
party as closest. Likewise when judging on distances from the Center party, 71
percent thought that the People’s party must be its closest neighbor in the party
system. When distances to other parties are compared, the People’s party is con-
sidered as closer to the Conservatives than to the Social Democrats by a large
majority. The same judgement is also the most frequent in the case of distances
from the Center party but the unanimity is far less pronounced.

Some further penetration of the response frequences will serve to bring the
details of these features into light: As regards distances from the People’s party,
it is found that the Conservatives are most often mentioned as second closest.
A total of 76 percent mentioned the Conservatives as either second closest or the
closest to the People’s party which should be compared to the mere 14 percent
who attributed either of these positions of the Social Democrats.

As touched upon above, there was more disagreement about the positioning
of the Center party in relation to the Conservatives and the Social Democrats,
respectively. The Conservatives were considered as second closest or closest to
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the Center party by 57 percent when distances from the latter party were judged
upon. A sizeable minority disagreed, however: As much as 35 percent thought
that the distance to the Social Democrats was the second shortest or even the
shortest.

The prevailing view among the centrist parties’ voters coincided with the
general pattern. The data given below display the modal response pattern for
these voters. As is seen, most centrist voters agree that the non-socialist parties
are closer to each other than to any other party. Yet, the locating of the Center
party at the very midpoint of the party system is sustained by the views of the
22 percent who think of the People’s party as closest and the Social Democrats
as the second closest to their own party. The clustering of the bourgeois parties
is of course also recognized by the Conservative voters.

Distances from the Distances from the

People’s party as judged Center party as judged

by the party’s woters: by the party’s voters:

728 consider Center party 559 consider People’s

as closest and Conservatives party closest and Conserva-

as second closest tives second closest

12%s consider the Conservatives 22%% considered People’s party
as closest and Center party as as closest and Social Democrats
the second closest as second closest

A total of 85 %y considered A total of 809%s considered
Center party as closest People’s party as closest

When gauging distances from the Social Democratic party, 53 percent of all
respondents judged the Communists as closest, and a total of 66 percent men-
tioned the Communists as either closest or second closest to the Social Democrats.
The relative smallness of these proportions is due to the presence of a substantial
minority considering the gap between Social Democrats and Communists to be
wider than that between the Social Democrats and the centrist parties. By way
of contrast there was not much disagreement over the location of the Conser-
vatives in relation to the Social Democrats: in comparing distances from the
Social Democrats, 76 percent found the Conservatives to be “most far away”
from the Social Democrats.

The positioning of the Communists reveals a highly noteworthy differen-
tiation in respect of political outlook among the Social Democratic voters. Of
all Social Democratic voters 47 percent considered the Communist party as clos-
est to their own party as compared to 35 percent who chose the Center party.
When both “closest” and “second closest” ratings are taken into account, two
major categories of Social Democratic voters are formed: One (comprising 45
percent) conceives of the Communists as closest and a centrist party as second
closes to the Social Democrats, while another category of about equal size (44 %0
percent) reverses the picture so as to consider a centrist party as closest and the
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Communist as second closest. A word might be added about the Communists:
About 80 percent of all respondents thinks of that party as being “most far
away” from each of the non-socialist parties.

In general these data suggest that the voters’ cognitions of party distances
are more concordant to the two-bloc model than are their second party pre-
ferences. Such a comparison also suggests that these two modes of measurement
carry somewhat different psychological meanings. Questions asking for “feelings
of sympathy” seem to raise the average evaluation of the parties at the middle
of the party spectrum. Questions inviting respondents to make judgements on
distances among parties, on the other hand, seem more likely to elicit recogni-
tion of nearness to an extreme party.22

We can easily recover from our party distance data one “cognitive map” of
the parties’ positioning which is consistent with the prevailing views in the elec-
torate. This is given a geometric representation in the figure below. One im-
portant qualification is needed, however. Some response patterns suggesting
competing pictures of the party system appear so frequently in the data ma-
terial that they cannot be written off as expressions of idiosyncracies or as sheer
noise in the data. None of these raise any real doubt about the prevalence of a
basic unidimensionality in the voters’ cognitive mapping of the system. The one
deviating judgement that is most widely accepted differs from the representa-
tion given in the figure in one regard, only: It suggests a larger distance between
the Communists and the Social Democrats than between the latter and the Cen-
ter party. Thus it would place the Communist party far away from all other
parties. There is also a sizeable minority who would locate the Center party
closer to the Social Democrats than to the Conservatives. Also, there is a min-
ority who think of the People’s party as being closest to the Conservatives.
Taken together, these versions account for most of the psychologically meaning-
ful patterning that can be found in the data. There are, of course, means to
average out all tensions in the data. But we have chosen to let the figure below
represent an aggregation of the views on interparty distances that are most pre-
valent in the electorate.

Communist Center Conservative
party party party
+ + }
0 0 0 0 0
t t
Social Democr., People’s
party party

Note: The metric is arbitrarily chosen but distances in the figure are consistent with the
partial rank order of party distances recovered from most frequent responses. The distance be-
tween Communists and Social Democrats has arbitrarily been set equal to the distance between
the Center party and the People’s party; both are shorter than other distances but no direct com-
parison between them is possible.
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A word of caution as to the interpretation of these data should be added.
They do not prove that all the individuals in the great majority who are aware
of the “left-to-right” ordering of the parties must have a distinctively ideological
outlook on politics. On the contrary, our survey data evidence that this ordering
of the parties may serve as a reference frame also for individuals whose opinions
and policy preferences otherwise show very little of partisan consistency.

Why do the bourgeois parties not merge? Or, why could the Center party and
the People’s party not at least form a joint centrist party? The distinctly rural-
agrarian character of the Center party has, of course, posed a major obstacle to
any such development in the past. In recent political debate, however, these
questions have become highly salient. Party leaderships have not been altogether
unresponsive. Thus, the Center party and the People’s party have accomplished

Table 20. Party wote in the 1968 Election and Opinion on Proposal to Merge two or three of
Bowrgeois Parties in order to form a United Party

Inrerview question (asked before the election): “In some quarters it has been proposed that the
Conservative party, the People’s party and the Center party ought to go together and form a
united party. Others have proposed, instead, that the Center party and the People’s party should
form a united party., What is your opinion of these proposals? May I ask you to choose the
answer on this card that is in best agreement with your opinion?” (Response alternatives dis-
played in the table rows below.) This question was put only to a subsample comprising half
of the total sample.

Party Vote in the 1968 Election

Conf et Social Total
wvative People’s Center Democer. oy
party party party party

o % ofy s
«The Conservative party,
the People’s party, and 79 £ 32 7 23

the Center party should
form a united partys

«The Center party and the
People’s party should form & 41 38 25 27
a united partys

«Plays no role as far as 12 14 20 37 10
I am concerneds

Dislike both proposals 3 4 10 31 20
Total per cent 100 100 100 100 100
MNumber of cases 131 185 226 669 1362

Note: The Total column includes all respondents, i.e. also supporters of minor parties,
non-voters, etc. The “plays no role” row includes about 2 %e wha actually did not choose any al-
ternative at all (don’t knows).
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Table 21. Opinion on Merging of Bourgeois Parties among People’s Party and Center Party
Supporters
A. By Second Party Preference

®

Party Identification and Second Party Preference

People’s party ~ Center party
¥
Conserv. Center g yomocr, CORSEry. People’s p. Soc.Democr.
second second second second second

second best
best best best best best

L L7 % ofq 0/q T

Conserv. p., People’s
p-» and Center p. 88 31 32 68 33 2
should merge

Center p. and

People's p. 6 56 38 16 49 41
should merge

Plays no role 3 12 a7 g 14 24
Dislike both 3 1 3 3 4 2
proposals

Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100
Number of cases 35 113 7 25 96 46

B. By Attitude toward the Social Democratic Party

Party Identification and Accitude Toward Social Democratic Party

People's party Center party
Dislike e Dislike it
dislike dislike
Soc.Dem. SocDD Soc.Dem. Soc.D
very much oc.Lsem. very much oc.Lem.
very much very much
ofa ®fo e o

Conserv. p., People™
p- and Center p. 60 36 49 25
should merge

Center p. and
People’s p. 3s 43 33 42
should merge

Plays no role 4 18 10 20
Dislikes both _ 3 8 13
proposals

Total percent 100 100 100 100
Number of cases 53 149 49 135

Note: People’s party and Center party supporters are grouped according to responses to the
guestion: "What is your opinion of the Social Demcratic party? Is that a party that you dis-
like very muchi®
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a fairly successful policy coordination, Nonetheless, no party merger has oc-
curred, and none is really expected to occur in the near future.

As can be seen from Table 20 the idea that two or more of the non-socialise
parties should merge sounds quite attractive to a large majority of their voters.
Conservative voters are close to being unanimously in favor of the establishing
of a united bourgeois party. Among supporters of the two centrist parties,
opinions are divided over the choice between a three-party merger. Opinions in
favor of these two alternatives are about equibalanced.

The opinion profile for the supporters of the two centrist parties is delin-
eated in more detail by the data in Table 21 A-B. It becomes clear that those who
consider the Conservatives as a “second best party” are heavily in favor of a
three-party merger, while opinions are somewhat balanced in favor of a joint
centrist party among the others, Center party voters who have a second pre-
ference for the Social Democrats are the least enthusiastic about the three-party
merger.

A united bourgeois party was furthermore most attractive to the “right-
center”, that is, to the Center party and People’s party voters who held a strongly
negative attitude towards the Social Democrats.2® These data may serve to bring
out a dilemma which the leaderships of the two parties at the middle of the party
spectrum must be concerned with. If they choose to strengthen their political
position by forming a joint centrist party, they cannot avoid to affront at least
a part of their adherents in the “right center”. In any case, intra-bloc party com-
petiton would not disappear. On the other hand, if they join a united bourgeois
party they take the risk of estranging voting support at their left flank. Under
such circumstances, it may indeed seem most prudent to leave things as they
are.

Maybe, the majority of the voters agreed upon the prudence of that way of
reasoning when they decided the electoral verdict in 1968. At least, they left
things as they were.
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Reference Table II. B. Social Composition of Major Parties’ Voting Support and of the
Non-vorer Category

Voting behavior in the 1968 election

Occupational Con_ser- People’s Center Social Did
strata vative Democr. not Total
party party
party o, o, party vote ofq
Oty o 0/

Big enterprisers, Professionals,

Salaried employees in

higher positions 24 13 6 2 2 6
Small businessmen and

snterprisers

{excl. farmers) 12 13 11 4 7 8

Salaried employees in
lower positions

{excl. foremen etc.) 28 35 17 16 24 20
Foremen, shop assistants 4 6 3 10 6 8
Workers {excl. farm and

Lumbering workers) 12 21 26 61 44 44
Farm and Lumbering workers 2 3 7 5 & 4
Farmers 15 5 29 1 8 8
Students and others

not included in any 3 4 1 1 3 2
oecupational category

Total per cent 100 100 100 100 100 100
Number of cases 286 370 469 1458 214 2943

Note: The Total column includes all interviewed respondents in the sample, ie., also
minor party voters and the “not ascertained” category.

Reference Table 111, Perceny Distributions of Major Party Voters and Non-voters in the 1968
Election with regard to Degree of Urbanization of Place of Residence

Place of residence classi- Voting behavior in the 1968 Election

fied acording to proportion Conser- People Ce Social :Tcn:a]
of the parish population vative coples MEr Democr. Non- 111'r.cr-
living in built-up {urban )} pau.rl:y P:;:}r pau;:} pit‘t}" vi;:rs s:::pv;c
arca lo fa
%o
Entirely built-up (urban) area 21 25 9 20 16 19
90-—99 %y in built-up area k13 44 22 45 43 40
50—89 %6 in built-up area 21 18 23 21 16 21
10—49 %y in built-up area 13 8 18 ] 12 11
less than 10 %o in built-up area 9 5 23 5 13 9
Total per cent 100 100 100 100 100 100
Number of cases 286 370 469 1458 214 2943

Note: The 1965 census classification (1965 drs folk- och bostadsrikning) of parishes is em-
ployed in this table. The Total column includes all interviewed respondents, i.e. also minor
party voters and “not ascertained” cases.
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NOTES

! The term “deviating election™ has been drawn from Campbell’s typological classification
of elections, However, when attaching the “deviating™ label to the 1968 election, we are ob-
viously extending the meaning of the concept so as to let it denote not only a temporary weak-
ening but also a transient swelling of the predominant party’s voting support. Cf. Campbell, Con-
verse, Miller, Stokes. Elections and the Political Order, New York, Wiley, 1966, esp. Chapters
4 and 2. — The background data which provide the ground for considering the 1964 party
division as being more “average" or “normal” (especially in regard to the strength of the Social
Democratic party) have been analyzed in the author’s article on “Political Stability and Change
in the Swedish Electorate™, Scandinavian Political Studies, vol. 1, 1966.

* These and the following tables showing the size of change categories, require a technical
note, There is a small number of persons in the sample who have voted for a non-socialist “coali-
tion ballot” in one of the elections and for a regular party in the other. Persons in this category
who voted for the Center party, the People’s party, or the Conservative party in the other elec-
tion are counted as stable voters. If on the other hand, they voted for either the Social Dem-
ocratic or the Communist party on the other occasion they have been pur in the appropriate
change category.

* Comparable data for the 1964 election can be found in: Bo Sirlvik, "Socialeconomic De-
terminants of Voting Behavior in the Swedish Electorate”, Comparative Political Studies, vol.
II, no. 1, April 1969. Data for previous elections are given in: Bo Sirlvik. "Political Stability
and Change in the Swedish Electorate”, Scandinavian Political Studies, vol, 1, 1966, Additional
data material can be found in reports prepared by the author for the official election statistics;
these are published in: Riksdagsmannavalen dren 1959—1960, vol. 11 and Riksdagsmannavalen
dren 1961—1964, vol. 11, (Sveriges officiella statistik, Stockholm 1961 and 1965, respectively).

¢ Of the 39 Center party Members elected in 1968, 24 stated “farmer” as their occupation
in the parliamentary calendar. However, of the remaining 15 abour half can also be classed as
present or former farmers.

¥ Bo Sirlvik. “Political Stability and Change in the Swedish Electorate™, loc. cit., pp. 196 f.
For further discussion of the prerequisites of partisan competition in the Swedish party system,
see also the author’s article “Party Politics and Political Opinion Formation: A Study of Issues
in Swedish Politics 1956—1960", Scandinavian Political Studies, vol. I1, 1967.

* For a subsample consisting of half of the total sample, the question was asked in a pre-
election interview (which was later followed by a post-election mail questionnaire) and per-
tained to the party the respondent intended to vore for, Voters who switched from their pre-
elecrion voting intentions or had no certain voting intention are classed as “not convinced” in
the analysis presented in the present article. (This operation has no significant effect upon the
differences and trends discussed here, however.) For the other part of the sample, the question
was included in a post-election interview and was asked with reference to the party the respon-
dent had voted for.

T After a sequence of questions about the current Government, respondents were asked:
“How likely do you think it is that we will get another government in this country after this
year's election? Is it: Very likely (19%), Rather likely (6 %), Not particularly likely (50 %),
Not ac all likely (38 %/0). Marginal proportions are given within parentheses for each alternative;
5 %y expressed no opinion.

3 Prior to queries about voting, respondents were asked whether they considered themselves
as “adherents” of any party. Those responding affirmatively were asked if they regarded them-
selves as “strongly convinced adherents” of their party. The resulting two groups are denoted
as “strong identifiers” and “weak identifiers”, respectively. Respondents having no feelings
of “adherence” were asked if they felt “closer” to any of the parties than to the others. In this
way, the "non-adherents” could be divided into these with a “party preference” and those who
had “no party identification”. All respondents who indicated any kind of party affiliation
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were, of course, asked about which particular party they had in mind, For an exhaustive dis-
cussion of the concepr of party identification and its operationalization, see: Campbell, Converse,
Miller, Stokes. The American Voter, New York, Wiley, 1960,

® Frustration due to the seeming inability of the non-socialist parties to defeat the Social
Democrats might also be a possible cause of weak partisanship. However, in 1968 the possibility
of a governmental change seemed much less remote than in 1964, In pre-election interviews,
7% of the respondents thought a change in government was “very. likely”, 27 ¢y thought it
was "rather likely”, while 46 %% considered it as "not particularly likely” and 17 %o said it was
“not at all likely". Among bourgeois voters, 51 %o deemed it "very likely or “rather likely"
that the election would result in a new government.

¥ Angus Campbell. “A la recherche d'un modile en psychologie électorale comparative”,
Revue franc. Sociol, vol. VII, 1966, pp. 579—597. On the conception of a U-shaped relation-
ship between the intensity component of a one-dimensional attitude and its content component,
see; Stouffer et al. Measnrement and Prediction, Studies in Social Psychology in World War II,
Princeton, Princeton Univ. Press, 1950, Chapter 7.

11 Bo Sirlvik, “The Relation of Partisan Orientation to Political Engagement in the Swedish
Multiparty System”, paper prepared for the International Conference on Comparative Political
Bebavior, Insitute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, May 1967 (rev.
version forthcoming in print), It should be noted that this analysis also led to an alternate model
which did not require any two-bloc assumption. As a result, one then obtains a “sine curve”
(rather than a U-curve) model with engagement maxima over the “modal” party positions along
the “left-right” axis in the party system.

12 As is seen from the bottomn row of the table, there is an extremely high degree of coinci-
dence between party identification and voting if the two-bloc division only is taken into ac-
count. The comparatively large proportion of defectors in the Socialist “party preference”
category is mainly due to defections to the Center party. It should also be noted that a very con-
siderable proportion of the “no party identification” category is actually consistently non-socia-
list in its electoral choice.

13 For further discussion of the micro-macro direction of analysis, see: Stein Rokkan.
Citizens, Elections, Parties. Approaches to the Comparative Study of the Processes of Develop-
ment, Oslo, Universitetsforlaget, 1970, pp. 18 ff. Theoretical models of party competition are
treated, inter alia, in: Anthony Downs. An Economic Theory of Democracy, Wew York, Harper,
1957; Philip E. Converse, “The Problem of Party Distances in Models of Voting Change”, in Jen-
nings — Zeigler (ed.). The Electoral Process, Englewood Cliffs, Prentice Hall, 1966; Gunnar Sjs-
blom. Party Strategies in a Multiparty System, Lund, Studentlicteratur, 1968; Donald E. Stokes.
“Spatial Models of Party Competition”, in Campbell, Converse, Miller, Stokes, Elections and the
Political Order, New York, Wiley, 1966. Sce also: Bo Sidrlvik, "Partibyten som micw pi avstind
och dimensioner i partisystemet” (“Party Change as a Measure of Distances and Dimensions in
the [Swedish] Party System”), Sociologisk Forskning, nr. 1, 1968.

M It is obvious that these statements require several qualifications which have been omitced
here; see the author’s article on “Partibyten som mdtt pd avstind och dimensioner i partisyste-
met” (“Party Changes as a Measure of Distances and Dimensions in the [Swedish] Party Syscem”),
foc. cit. It should also be acknowledged, that most of the above reasoning has its origin in the
work of Downs, op. cit.

15 A technical note is required with regard to the classification that pertains to voting be-
havior up to the 1964 election. In addition to data concerning voting in 1964 it is based upon
interview questions concerning party choice in 1962, 1960 and at the last previous before 1960
in which the respondent had participated. These questions were asked in the 1964 survey. In
the classification, respondents who had switched between different bourgeois parties as well
as between a socialist and a bourgeois party have been put in the category comprising “change
between non-socialist and socialist party”. Furthermore, those who had switched between two dif-
ferent centrist parties as well as between a centrist party and the Conservative party have been
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included in the category of “change between Conservative party and centrist party”. — First-
time voters in 1964 and a small category of vorers who gave too incomplete responses to permit
classification have been excluded in the classification in section (a) of the table.

1¢ Ir goes beyond the scope of the present article to discuss the propertics of these measures
in any detail or to deal with them in relation to scaling theory. Yet one deficiency of the mea-
surement technique should be mentioned: It does not distinguish between the kind of attitudinal
ambivalence that arises when attitudes are somehow equibalanced, and the kind type of am-
biguity which is an expression of sheer absence of political cognitions, However, it is significant
for the purpose of the present inquiry that both kinds of ambivalent individuals ought to be
particularly unlikely to perceive ideological “purity” as an attractive feature in the parties’
appearﬂ.nces,

17 One way analysis of variance gives the following F-values and correlation ratios for the
section (a) of the table: Astitude to Welfare State Politics: F = 19372, corr. rauo = .36;
Confidence in Government: F = 177.94, corr. ratio = . 3M; All Partisan Attitudes: F = 352.36,
corr. ratio = .50,

18 This is of course to say that we require the model to be consistent with a “stimulus space”
which is being cognized and shared by a very large part of the electorate. For this require-
ment to be fullfilled, it is not needed that individuals’ agree in their evaluations of the parties.
It is sufficient that they employ concordant criteria for making judgements on “psychological
distances” among the parries andfor distances from their personal positions to the various par-
ties. For an exhaustive treatment of this mode of data analysis, see: Clyde H, Coombs, A Theory
of Data, New York, Wiley, 1964,

1% Profound alterations in party strategies may cause such perceptions to change, however.
In our 1956 survey (conducted during the Social Democratic — Center party coalition govern-
ment), 54 % of the Center (Agrarian) voters who expressed any second preference chose the
Social Democratic party, Only 8§ % of the People’s party voters who indicated a second pre-
ference mentioned the Center (Agrarian) Party.

0 See the author’s article on “Partibyten som mitr pd avstind och dimensioner i parti-
systemet” (Party Change as a Measure of Distances and Dimensions in the [Swedish] Party
System™), loc. cit. In this study transition probabilities as well as a specific kind of “"change
coefficients” were used 2s measures of proximity. The “change coefficients” were the ratios be-
tween observed and expected frequencies in the change cells. Expected frequencies were cal-
culated with the aid of a technique suggested by Goodman as suitable for the case when one
wishes to ignore the main diagonal frequenies in a mobility table, While non-metric scaling of
transition probabilities led to a one-dimensional solution, a similar analysis of change coeffici-
ents suggested a two-dimensional space in which the Center party and the People’s party were
located widely apart on a “less important” {conceivably rural-urban) axis. Coombs® technique
for multdimensional unfolding as well as the Guttman-Lingoes' computer program for smallest
space analysis were applied and yielded wery similar results in this case. (Cf. Leo Goodman.
“On the Statistical Analysis of Mobility Tables”, Amer. fourn. of Sociol., vol. X, 1965, and
Goodman, "A Short Computer Program for the Analysis of Transacrion Flows”, Bebavioral Sci-
ence, vol. I1X, 1964.

8 This would, of course, require that Table 19 can be considered as a conditional proximity
matrix wherein the row-wise rank ordering of second preference proportions reflect the rank
order of the appropriate inter-party distances. The unfolding of such “stimulus I-scales” would
be quite straightforward and lead to the resule indicated above. Cf. Coombs, op. cit.

*# Actually, the 1964—1968 panel survey provides a set of completing proximity and
similarity measures which will allow us to present a more searching comparison of different
models of data collecting in a subsequent study.

2 There are grounds o believe thatr the balance of opinion described here is quite stable, In
the 1964 survey, respondents were asked whether they considered it a good or a bad idea that
all the three bourgeois parties should join in order to form a united party. In 1964, 80 %% of the
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