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1. Introduction: The Bull-Galenson Hypothesis

The relationship between industrialization and labor ideology in Scandinavia has
been a popular and oft-cited topic in recent political sociology. It all began nearly
fifty years ago when the Marxist historian, Edvard Bull, Sr., presented a con-
cise analysis of the ideological differences in the Norwegian, Swedish, and Danish
labor movements.! Bull's analysis saw the Norwegian Labor Party as most radical,
the Danish as most moderate, and the Swedish as falling somewhere in between.
His explanation for this ranking included historical, structural, and individual
factors but his primary thesis was based on the pace and timing of industrializa-
tion. Rokkan and Valen have concisely summed up this so-called ‘Bull proposi-
tion’ as follows:

The Marxist historian Edvard Bull was, to our knowledge, the first in the
North to try out a distinctly sociological analysis of the differences in the
reactions of the workers to the political alternatives they were faced with.
He focused on one central ‘macro’ variable: the suddenness of the changes
brought about by industrialization. He developed a general proposition
and he tried to show in some detail that it fitted the facts: the slower the
growth of industry and the more of its labour force can be recruited from
already established urban communities, the less leftist the reactions of
the workers and the less radical their party; the more sudden the growth
of industry and the more of its labour force has to be recruited from agri-
culture and fisheries, the more leftist the workers and the more revolu-
tionary their party.2

Bull, himself, unfortunately did little to establish his proposition on a more se-
cure empirical basis, but his ideas have been strongly reflected in the work of the
labor economist, Walter Galenson.* I have taken up Galenson’s work elsewhere and
will not go into it here, except to say 1) that his views are almost identical with
Bull’s, 2) that he offers certain empirical indicators (none of them systematic,
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however) in support, and 3) that he is the perennially cited source for the Scan-
dinavian situation.?

Most of those who make this citation are primarily interested in showing Nor-
way as an example of radicalism resulting from rapid industrialization. Mancur
Olson, Jr., uses it to strengthen his case for the disruptive aspects of rapid eco-
nomic development.® Val Lorwin uses it to illustrate the contradictions of national
character (since the once radical Norwegian movement rapidly became ‘one of the
most solid — yet independent and imaginative — labor movements in the world’).®
Leon Epstein uses it to show how heightened class consciousness is associated with
‘explosive industrialization’.” William Kornhauser uses it to demonstrate the re-
lationship between alienation and extremism on the one hand and ‘discontinui-
ties in community’ on the other.® And, finally, Seymour Lipset uses it to refute
the “vulgar Marxist’ contention that rapid economic development is the only way
to stave off communism.?

Lipset sums up Galenson’s picture of Scandinavia concisely when he states that
‘wherever industrialization occurred rapidly, introducing sharp discontinuities be-
tween the pre-industrial and industrial situation, more rather than less extremist
working-class movements emerged’.1”

In the study mentioned above, I have analyzed the Bull-Galenson hypothesis
on the total-system level, comparing time series and developmental factors for the
three Scandinavian countries. In this article I would like to approach the problem
on the level of communal aggregates for the Norwegian context alone. The goal
will be to explicate, as far as possible, the relationship between labor ideology and
industrialization in Norway between 1900 and 1921. After a brief historical sketch,
I will introduce some relevant data from an earlier study by Bjornset, and then
turn to an extensive correlation and regression analysis of all 589 Norwegian com-
munes.

2. Historical Sketch

The Norwegian Labor Party was founded in 1887 and competed in its first na-
tional election in 1903. Membership grew from approximately 1,600 in 1890 to
about 10,000 in 1900, and on to a peak of about 105,000 in 1919 before declining
again in the post-war depression. Its share of the national vote grew from 10 to 30
percent between 1903 and 1918, with respectively 4 and 18 representatives for
the two time-cuts.!!

The core of the original party leadership was recruited primarily from craft-
based unions and Liberal-sponsored ‘worker societies’. From about 1906 on, a
strong opposition movement developed in the party under the leadership of Martin
Tranmal and his local party apparatus in central Norway. The movement was
actually composed of two separate wings, with one faction following Tranmzl’s
brand of quasi-syndicalism and the other (strongly anchored in the socialist youth
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movement) looking to the Russian Bolsheviks for ideological guidance, The pres-
sure of events was such that Tranmel managed to maintain control over the two
wings through the election of 1921, but by 1923 the Comintern conflict had re-
sulted in the splitting off of the Bolshevik-oriented group into Norway’s Commu-
nist Party.

The party ‘radicalization’ we are interested in here took place primarily be-
tween 1911 and 1918. In the first of these years, Tranmezl’s group sent out the
radical “Trondheim’s Resolution of 1911°, calling for basic changes in party tac-
tics and structure; in the latter year the radicals officially took over the party. In
1919 the party joined the Comintern, and in 1921 the old moderate leadership
finally broke away and formed Norway's Social Democratic Labor Party. In the
election of 1921, Tranmel's party (DNA) ran on a quasi-syndicalist/communist
platform (with certain reservations in relation to Bolshevism), while the moderate
party (NSA) ran on a clear platform of reform social democracy. The Tranmzl-
ites received 21.3 percent of the vote as compared with 9.2 percent for the
Social Democrats. It is this election which forms the major dependent variable
for the current analysis.

3. Some Relevant Findings

Asbjorn Bjérnset has carried out a brief study of the Bull proposition in Norway
for the period 1910-1920.12 Using the 562 rural communes for this period, Bjérn-
set cross-classifies the degree of electoral support for the two socialist alternatives
in 1921 with the percentage of the work force in industry in 1910 and 1920 and
the absolute rate of change between these two dates. His first two tables are re-
produced here as Tables I and II.

Table I. Electoral Support for DNA and NSA in Communes with Differing Degrees of
Industrial Development, 1910-1920

Socialist Percent decline® Percent increase®

party 104 5=10 0=5 0=5 5-10 10-15 15-20 204
DNAY 21,5 21.8 18.5 18.0 211 227 14.5 28.9
NSA # 6.1 9.2 2.5 7.2 55 6.8 7.2 7.6
DMNA/MNSA 4.5 2.4 22 2.5 3.9 3.3 2.0 3.7
N (16} (36) {162) (229) (76) (23) (8) (12)

* Percent change = percent in industry 1920 minus percent in industry 1910.

t  Det Norske Arbeiderparti.

F Norges Sosialdemokratiske Arbeiderparti.

Source: Asbjirn Bjérnset, Sammanheng mellom Industrialisering og Radikalisering? Howvud-
fagsoppgive i historie, Bergen: Universitetet i Bergen, 1968 (mimeo), Table 13,

Bjdrnset’s data show a slight but definite tendency for the radicals (DNA) to
be stronger in communes which changed the most, either declining or increasing
in industrial work force. The highest average DNA percentages are found at the
extremes of the change continuum (Table I). It should also be noted, however,
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that the lowest average is found in the category with a 15-20 percent increase.
The only pattern discernible for the moderate party (NSA) seems to be a slight
tendency toward strength in the declining communes, but not those which de-
clined the most. We might characterize their strength in terms of industrial stagna-
tion rather than industrial decline. In growing areas they show a relatively uniform
distribution. As to relative strength within the socialist sector, it is clear that the
radicals were proportionately the stronger in industrially declining communes.

Table If. Electoral Support for DNA and NSA in Communes with Differing Degrees of
Industrial Development, 1910-71920%

Socialist Percent decline Percent increase

party 104 5=10 0-5 0=5 5=10 104
DNA 26.5 26.0 24.0 27.2 304 32.6
NSA 6.9 12.0 15.5 10.9 8.1 7.4
DNA/NSA 38 2.2 1.6 2.5 38 4.4
N (12} (1) (28) (25) (12) (8)

* 95 communes with more than 3( percent of the labor force in industry in 1910,
Source: Bjirnset, op.cit., Table 15,

These results are slightly altered when we control for the level of industrialization
in 1910 (Table II). In those communes with more than 30 percent in industry as
of 1910, the radicals were stronger in developing communes than in stagnating or
declining communes. The three highest averages are all symmetrically placed
within the categories of the developing units.

The pattern for the moderales remains approximately the same with the highest
averages in the declining sector, although the third strongest group here shows up
in the category with slight increases. The distribution of relative strength reverts
to the DNA pattern for the total sample, with highest average ratios in the cate-
gories of extreme change.

Bjornset's further analysis of the two variables by other statistical methods did
not add much to these results. A series of four-fold tables seemed to indicate a re-
lationship between industrial growth and DNA support (with no relationship at
all here for the NSA), but when more powerful correlation techniques were ap-
plied this connection seemed to disappear. The zero-order correlation between in-
dustrial change (1910-1920) and electoral support in 1921 showed coefficients
of +.08 for the radicals and —.08 for the moderates,

In terms of the Bull proposition we might sum up Bjomset’s data by saying that
there appeared to be a slight relationship between the radicals and industrial
change but that this change did not comprise industrial growth alone. The moder-
ates, on the other hand, showed no relation to growth at all, but there was a slight
tendency toward strength in declining or stagnating regions.

Three major factors must be taken into consideration, however, when inter-
preting Bjornset’s data. (1) His major independent variables (percent in industry
and industrial change) were collected at time-cuts which straddled a period of
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growth and decline. The core of Norway’s industrial surge for this period took
place between approximately 1905 and 1916, and BjSrnset’s data are for 1910
and 1920.1% (2) Bjornset’s rate of change was the simple difference between the
percent in industry at T: and T2. This ‘absolute’ rate of change is known to suffer
from the so-called “ceiling effect’ and could have introduced a certain amount of
error.'4 (3) Bjornset’s data apply only to rural communes, thus leaving out a con-
siderable part of the variance in the total national vote of both the radicals and
moderates. As we can see below (Table III} the administrative cities accounted
for approximately 30 percent of the radical vote and a full 42 percent of the mod-
erate support. By compensating for these three problems in the analysis which fol-
lows we should gain an interesting perspective for comparison with Bjirnset’s
preliminary study.

4, Industrialization and Labor Response

I have chosen the term ‘labor response’ in line with a research strategy based on
a clear specification of the dependent ideological variable as a reaction to situa-
tions and changes which have preceded it in time. The election of 1921 is seen as
a distribution of communal aggregates which have chosen the radical or moderate
socialist alternative as a ‘response’ to ecological changes during the preceding
twenty years.

Urbanization and Party Strength

The problem of grouping the data for analysis was one of the first methodological
questions which had to be decided. Subgroupings at a level lower than the na-
tional sample were seen as desirable in order to avoid the problems of ‘washing
out’ which seem to be a common result in ecological analysis.!® At least two pos-
sibilities were open here: 1) an inductive method in which groupings are formed
in accordance with criteria of common variance on one or another variable or 2)
a deductive method in which groupings are decided a priori in accordance with
specific theoretical or analytical considerations, such as regional divisions.!® For
this particular analysis I have chosen a combination of both methods by which
the communes are divided into groups according to levels and characteristics of
urbanization. Six categories will be used under the following headings:

1. Cities: The official administrative urban units (kjgpsteder and ladeste-
der) (N = 60).

2. Other urban: Communes with more than 500 people in urban agglom-
erations as of 1900 (N = 70).

3. Urbanizing: Communes with less than 200 in urban agglomerations as
of 1900 and more than 500 as of 1920 (N = 73).

4. Urban-rural: Communes with between 200 and 500 in urban agglom-
erations as of 1920 (N = 89).

11 Scandinavian Political Studies
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5. Rural: Communes with less than 200 in urban agglomerations as of
1920 (N = 297).
6. Total country: All 589 Norwegian communes and cities for the 1900-

1921 period with 1900 as the base for communal splits and population
transfers.

These divisions are based cn extremely precise measures of urbanization carried
out by the Norwegian demographer, Hallstein Myklebost.*” The lower level of
200 is that set for inclusion in the data, and the upper level of 500 is arbitrarily
imposed as a meaningful urbznization level for primarily rural communes. In 1920
the average rural communal populations of Norway’s most and least populous
provinces (Akershus and Finnmark) were respectively 8,000 and 2,000. For the
total rural population (i.e. other than administrative cities) the average com-
munal size in 1920 was approximately 3,500.

In Table III, I have preseated the distributions of Socialist Party strength for
these six categories. In proportion to the total electorate, the NSA had a more un-
even distribution across the five subgroupings than did the DNA. The strength of
the moderates diminishes symmetrically along the urban-rural continuum, while
the radicals had greater relative strength in suburbs and other urban agglomera-
tions than they did in the adrainistrative cities. The DNA was almost as strong in
newly urbanized communes as in the major cities, while the NSA was more than
twice as strong in the latter as compared with the former.

Table [T, Distribution of the Norvegian Socialist Vote, 1921, According to Urban Categories*

Percent of total Percent of party's
Urban electorate total vote
category NSA DNA MNSA DNA
1. Cities 14.5 226 42.0 29.4
2. Other urban 11.5 246 275 26.5
3. Urbanizing 6.6 20.3 11.0 153
4, Urban-rural 5.1 17.5 6.6 10.2
5. Rural 4.4 14.2 12.% 18.6
6. Total country 9.2 21.3 100.0 100.0

&

0Oslo excluded. The NSA received 8.1 percent of the total vote in Oslo as compared to 354
percent for the DNA.

In terms of internal party distributions, the NSA received nearly 70 percent of
its total vote in cities and other urban agglomerations as compared with approxi-
mately 56 percent for the DNA in the same areas. Once again, the variation is
much greater for the moderates than it is for the radicals, with ranges of 35.4
for the former and 19.2 for the latter.

Levels and Type of Industrialization

As the first step in the attempt to analyze the Bull proposition, I have tried to as-
sociate socialist strength with factors of static industrial development for the period
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immediately preceding the 1921 test election. The goal here was to try to de-
termine both the relationship to industrialism in general and, more specifically, the
type of industrial complex, as far as this was possible from the available indi-
cators. Seven indicators were chosen according to their diversity and availability
in proximity to the 1921 time-cut:

1. Workers/capita (1910): Number of industrial workers per capita as
recorded by the industrial statistics in 1910.

2. Workers/factory (1910): Number of industrial workers per industrial
concern computed from communal marginals,

3. Work-years (1915): Total communal industrial activity as measured
by ‘work-years’ (one work-year = 300 work days).

4. HP/factory (1915): Total applied mechanical horsepower per factory
computed from communal marginals and not including electric horse-
power employed in smelting and electrolytic processes.

5. Percent in crafts (1920): Percent of population, 15 years old and over,
employed in crafts (mester, hdndverker, svenn, etc.) according to the
census of 1920.

6. Percent in industry (1920): Percent of population, 15 years old and
over, employed in industry and mining,.

7. Percent in construction (1920): Percent of population, 15 years old
and over, employed in construction.

Indicator 1 is seen as a measure of industrialization at the peak of the 1905-
1915 industrial surge, indicators 2 and 4 as two different measures of large-
scale or ‘heavy’ industry, indicator 3 as the most direct measure of actual in-
dustrial activity, and indicators 5, 6, and 7 as measures of the type of in-
dustrial activity as of 1920. The last three are highly important since all three
categories would be recorded as merely ‘workers’ and “work-years’ in the earlier
industrial statistics (which ceased producing detailed communal data as of 1915).
In Table IV, I have presented the zero-order correlations for these indicators with
the two socialist alternatives for the total national sample.

Table 1V, Levels of Industrialization and Secialist Vote, 1921, Entire Country

NSA DNA
Indicator (N = 555)* N = 589)
1. Workersfcapita (1910) 36 35
2. Workers/factory (1910) 22 28
3. Work-vears(1915) 23 135
4. HP/factory (1915) A2 20
5. Percent in crafts (1920) 24 17
6. Percent in industry (1920) 38 30
7. Percent in construction {1920) .08 20

*

The number of regional units differs for each party due to the fact that the NSA did not
enter voting lists in one county (Sogn og Fjordane).
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The configuration of coefficients for the entire country indicates a moderate but
consistent relationship between both socialist parties and industrialization, with few
dramatic differences between the two alternatives. There are, however, at least
three clear ‘tendencies’: 1) the radicals show slightly higher correlations for the
two heavy industry indicators; 2) the moderates show a stronger relationship to
the proportion of the work force engaged in crafts; and 3) the radicals show a
much stronger relationship to the construction industry. All three tendencies are
in the direction predicted by the Bull-Galenson hypothesis. The next step is to de-
termine the effect of the urban-rural continuum on these patterns (Table V).18

Table V. Levels of Industrialization and Socialist Vote, 192), Five Categories of Urbanization

Other
Cities urban Urbanizing Urban-rural  Rural

N3A DNA NSA DNA NSA DNA NSA DNA NSA DNA
Indicator (9 (60) (69) (70) (69) (73) (B2) (B9) {(276) (297)
1. Workers/capita (1910) 53+ 08 Al® 32¢ 10 37 19 O 12 19+
2. Workersffactory (1910) S51% 04 45*% (16 =02 28 .05 40+ =01 .12
3. Work-years (1915) 220 09 28 13 —-05  29* 20 .18 .05 22%
4. HP/factory (1915) A9% =01 22 28 -05 22 04 19 =02 .08
5. Percent in crafts (1920) =07 =19 =05 08 .14 03 =05 =02 .15 .00
6. Percent in industry (1920) A4% =01 50 28 .12 .18 W08 20 05  .15%
7. Percent in construction

(1920 25 00 14 07 10 .19 W07 20 .02 207

-

Significant at level <= .01 (see note 18).

When controls for the level and type of urbanization are introduced, there is a
marked shift in the relative magnitudes of the coefficients. In the two most estab-
lished urban categories, industrialization works primarily to the advantage of the
NSA. This is especially true for the administrative cities, where all industrial indi-
cators are strongly positive for the moderates and very low or negative for the
radicals. It is especially interasting to see that moderate strength in both urban
categories is not related to the crafts but is related to the percent in construction
and large-scale industry in general.

The picture changes dramatically when we look at the urbanizing, urban-rural,
and rural groupings. In general, it is the radicals who are favored by industrial
factors in all three types of commune, with construction workers as a consistently
strong measure, especially in the most rural areas. In rural communes with small
urban agglomerations, it is the two measures of large-scale industry (workers and
horsepower per factory) which are most discriminative in a radical direction. The
only clear element of support for the moderates is the percent in crafts in the
newly urbanized and rural areas.

The urban categories thus provide a much more detailed picture of the in-
dustrialization-socialism relationship. It must be remembered, however, that these
measures are all static, cross-sectional indicators and that, although they seem to
provide support for the Bull proposition, they do not reach directly to the core cle-
ment of change.
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Industrial Change

The pace and timing of industrialization are the two key factors stressed by all the
authors who have relied on and supported the Bull-Galenson hypothesis. The tim-
ing aspect involves a complicated treatment of the problem of relativity, i.e. the
relationship between diverse and generally incongruous social forms such as in-
dustrialism and ‘traditional’ rural culture. Some of these effects seem to be at
work in the rural categories analyzed above, and others will be marginally intro-
duced below. But first I would like to concentrate solely on the question of change,
in an attempt to determine just how much of the radical/moderate ecological
variance can be attributed to the industrial spurt of 1905-1915.

Bjornset tried to measure the effects of change on the 1921 election, but his
results were relatively inconclusive. Most of his subanalyses pointed to a slight
negative relationship between the moderates and increases in industrial popula-
tions, but the radical picture was somewhat more confused. Some indicators showed
radical strength with both increasing and declining populations, while others pointed
in the direction of a stronger positive relationship, especially if the level of in-
dustrialization in 1910 was controlled for. I made the point, however, that many
of Bjornset’s results were quite possibly affected by the indicator chosen, the time
period, and the rate of change employed. All three problems can be eliminated by
using an indicator which exactly spans the significant industrial spurt between
1905-1915 and by employing a rate of change which seems to be relatively
problem-free.

This has been done for the results presented in Table VI. The official statistics
allow for measurement of levels of industrial activity in terms of work-years for
1905 and 1915, and thus for the computation of the ‘deviant’ rate of change for
the industrial surge which took place during this decade. The deviant rate of change
has been described by Duncan, Cuzzort and Duncan as the only measure which
fully takes into account the level of the indicator at the beginning of the period,
thus reducing the potential ‘ceiling effect’.’® The rate is based on the residual
from the interannual regression line and is defined as follows:

A
Dy’ —_ Yﬂ — Yg
where A
Yo = ay,y,y + b)’glel'

In other words, the rate measures the deviance of the actual value of an indica-
tor at Yz from its predicted value, based on the general linear tendency in the
pooled set of indicators. For the data in Table VI, scparate interannual regres-
sions have been run for each urban grouping. I have also presented the cross-
sectional correlations for each time-cut as a further expression of change in the
static states of the system.

As for the work-years indicator, it seems preferable to the other industrial mea-
sures both because it is available at the critical time-cuts and because it is a much
more direct measure of actual industrial activity than, for example, the proportion
of the population who list their primary occupation as industrial on the national
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census form. Between 1905 and 1915 the number of work-years increased from
110,000 to 201,000, an increase of 82 percent, while for 1900 and 1920 the in-
dustrial population increased by only 66,000, a change of approximately 26 per-
cent.?® (Relative to the increase in the total population this latter change was less
than 1 percent.)

Still, when we look at the correlations for the entire country in Table VI, it is
apparent that the work-years indicator does not give results significantly different
from Bjornset’s. Bjdrnset found correlations of —.08 and +.08 respectively for the
relationship between moderate/radical vote and changes in the industrial popu-
lation between 1910 and 1920, whereas here the coefficients are —.09 and +.05,
Once again the tendencies are in the expected directions, but the sizes of the
coefficients are quite small.

In the urban areas the NSA showed strength in stagnating or steeply declining
industrial areas, while the DNA had insignificant correlations for both the syn-
chronic and diachronic dimensions, It is the urbanizing category which once again
shows dramatic differences between the two parties. There is an almost exact re-
versal in both magnitude and direction in the cross-sectional relationships, and the
difference in the deviant change coefficients is the largest of the entire Table and
the only significant figure for this indicator.

Both the urban-rural and rural groupings show figures which deviate from ex-
pected patterns, In the former, it is the NSA which has the stronger change coef-
ficient, and in the latter the relationship for the DNA is considerably less than ex-
pected. The cross-sectional correlations actually decline here, indicating radical
strength in industrial areas but not in newly industrialized areas. It should be re-
membered, however, that any industry located in these areas must be located in
urban agglomerations with fewer than 200 toral inhabitants, Given the relatively
high correlation between the DNA and construction workers in these areas it can
be assumed that many of the work-years here were in fact in non-urban construc-
tion projects.

In sum, it seems that — with the exception of the urbanizing communes, which
are striking — there is relatively little support for the postulated relationship be-
tween radicalism and rapid industrialization. Before generalizing further, however,
I would like to look at some additional measures of ‘social disruption’ to see it
there were other dimensions of change possibly not picked up by the work-years
measure.

Change and Social Disruption

In Table VII I have presented the deviant rate of industrial change along with a
‘control’ variable for the level of industrial development in 1900 (industrial work-
ers per capita), In addition, I have employed four measures which, theoretically
at least, should touch upon aspects of social disruption. These indicators were the
only available measures for this dimension on this level of analysis. They are:
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Illegitimates/change: The deviant rate of change between the percent of
illegitimate births in 1900 and 1920.

In-migrants/rural: The percent of the 1920 population born in rural areas
outside the county (fylke) within which the commune is located.?!

In-migrants/urban: The percent of the 1920 population born in urban areas
outside the county within which the commune is located.

Percent aliens: The percent of the population born outside Norway as of
1920.

The latter three indicators are relatively straightforward and should not present
too many problems for most. I see them all as indirect measures of a general state
of ‘uprootedness’.?> The use of illegitimate births, however, will probably sur-
prise some. My major justification here is expediency (since it was the only mea-
sure available on the communal basis), but my rationalization is to the effect
that births out of wedlock are a phenomenon strongly affected by the normative
social fabric and that if this fabric is disrupted (by, for example, industrialization)
we could expect systematic variation in the indicator. I am well aware that pat-
terns of legitimacy vary according to urban-rural factors, but since we are here
controlling for the degree of urbanization, and since interest is focused only on
change in the rates, I do not see these problems as excessively prohibitive.® II-
legitimacy, in this sense, does not seem any more problematical than more com-
mon anomie measures such as suicide or divorce,

The results from Table VII are most interesting. Both radical and moderate
support for the entire country seems to have been based on a relatively high level
of industrialization as early as 1900. Since this antedates the hydroelectric break-
through by about five years, we can say that Bull receives little support here as
far as electoral radicalism is concerned. On the national basis, both the NSA and
the DNA were strong in previously industrialized areas and the changes in these
levels of industrialization had only the slightest of effects in the posited directions.

There were, however, marked differences on the question of social disruption.
The radicals were stronger in areas where the number of extramarital births in-
creased and where there was a large proportion of in-migrants, especially from rural
areas. The moderates show little relationship to the births indicator, a weaker con-
nection with rural in-migrants, and an equally strong relationship with urban-born
migrants, The fourth “disruption’ indicator is discriminative only for the moderates,
showing a relatively strong relationship between the percent of foreign-born and
a moderate socialist ideology.

Once again, however, the control categories show that these relationships are
heavily dependent on the degree of urbanization.

If we proceed indicator by indicator, we see that the level of industrialization in
1900 was a differential support factor in only the most- and the least-urbanized
categories and that the relationship was reversed for the two parties. The radicals
were strong in areas which industrialized early in the countryside but not in the
city; the situation was reversed for the moderates. The increase in illegitimate
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children was discriminative in only two categories (other urban and rural), both
in favor of the radicals. In neither case, however, did these increases seem to be
related to industrialization. (The zero-order correlations between industrial change
and increase in illegitimate births in these two categories were both —.03.)

The percentage of rural-born in-migrants proves to be particularly effective as a
predictor of radicalism in urban and urbanizing areas, but not so in rural areas.
The same tendency also holds for urban-born in-migrants but here the coefficients
are much less dramatic. It is interesting to note, however, that the largest single
correlation for the NSA is for urban-born migrants to rural areas, a rather special
category of mobility.

Finally, it is obvious that the percent of aliens was strongly related to the mod-
erate vote. The radicals have only negative or nonexistent correlations here as
opposed to relatively high positive figures for the moderates in four of the five
categories.

5. Summary and Conclusions

In order to provide a more ‘synthetic’ summary and to control for the intercor-
relation of indicators, I have run separate multiple regression analyses on the data
from Tables V and VII. The three major predictors from each of these analyses
and the cumulative multiple correlation coefficients (R?) are presented in Table
VIII according to the five urbanization categories. There are no indicators which
appear in both analyses, so there is no part of the explained variance which is
directly common for the two sets of predictors. The goal of the exercise was not
to predict as much of the variance as possible, however, but rather to see which
indicators were most effective within the specified theoretical realms.

Urbanized Communes, The moderate Social Democrats were clearly much
stronger than the radicals in urban industrial areas. Nearly all NSA indicators for
both urban categories are ‘solid’ industrial measures, and the amounts of ex-
plained variance are considerable for all four analyses. In addition, the moderates
had nearly 70 percent of their total vote in these areal units. Unexpectedly, the
percent of aliens was a strong support factor for the NSA,

The combined effect of the two sets of indicators was much less for the radicals,
indicating that industrialism was not the primary basis for their 56 percent of the
vote here. The industrial indicators explain a meager 4.8 percent of the variance
in the cities, and two of the factors are negative. Otherwise, it is clear that the
proportion of rural in-migrants and the proportion of aliens were respectively
strong positive and strong negative contextual factors, and that there was a slight
contribution from the measure of normative disruption. This configuration (plus
the absence of the industrial change indicator) seems to indicate that these areas
were possibly urbanizing but not necessarily industrializing. (The categories of
administrative cities and other urban areas do not take into account changes in
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urban population between 1900 and 1920. Further studics will have to try to con-
trol for these changes.)

Urbanizing Comimunes. In newly urbanized areas, the moderates were stronger in
communes with high percentages of both craftsmen and aliens, but the contribu-
tion of the former was extremely slight. There was a lack of heavy industry and
industrial activity actually declined. The latter may possibly have contributed to
the slight positive effect from the rise in illegitimate births.

The radicals showed strength in industrializing areas and areas with a large
number of construction workers. The proportion of the work force in crafts and the
number of aliens were apparently moderating influences. It is important to note,
however, that the second most powerful contributor among the sociceconomic in-
dicators is the control variable for the level of industrialization in 1900. It would
seem, therefore, that Myklebost’s lower level of 200 in urban agglomerations does
not exclude the possibility of some industrial activity prior to the major surge of
1905-1915 in this grouping. In one sense this takes thc sharp edge off the rural/
industrial conflict as expressed by the indicators used here, but it does not serve
to alter the fact that these communes were primarily rural as of 1900.

Primarily Rural Communes. In the grouping of urban-rural communes, where the
NSA had only 6.6 percent of its total vote, there is a complete reversal in the pat-
tern for the moderates. The explained variance is very low, but the indicator con-
figuration is one which we might have ideally predicted for the radicals, Percent
in crafts is low; percent in construction is high; industrial activity is increasing; and
there seems to be norm disruption. The radicals show a similar pattern (minus the
work-years increase) but the combined effect of the indicators is much greater. Tt
thus appears as though both socialist alternatives derived support from small urban-
industrial pockets in rural settings, but the effect was stronger in a radical direction.

In the large rural grouping the discriminative power of the indicators once more
emerges, even though the amounts of explained variance are quite low. (The lar-
ger sample size must be taken into account however. The ratios of explained
variance for the radicals here are on a significance level comparable to those
of the moderates in the more urbanized categories.) The NSA was strong in rural
communes with large numbers of urban-born in-migrants, aliens, and craftsmen.
The little industrial activity which did exist was light and declining. All indicators
seem to point in the dircction of small guild-centered handicraft operations, which
were probably declining in importance during a gradual shift to heavier industry.

The radical support was apparently related to this shift, at least in terms of
new construction. It seems most likely that both the work-years indicator from
1915 and the workers per capita figure for 1910 are related to construction ac-
tivity. It also seems likely that the increase in illegitimate births (in this grouping
as in the urban-rural grouping) is directly connected with the type of social dis-
ruption which Bull associated with the rapid development of hydroelectric power
in the countryside.
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The data from the ecological analysis thus seem to permit some of the following
conclusions in relation to the Bull-Galenson hypothesis.

1. The intensity of industrialization was not as important a factor as the original
theorists imagined. Both Bjornset’s measure of change and the more accurate de-
viant rate show little discriminative power for the total sample of units. In the break-
down for urbanization, the change measure appears in only one of the radical
categories (urbanizing communes) and four of the moderate groupings (twice
positive and twice negative). Its greatest contribution is to the radicals in the ur-
banizing areas, and it is probable that it was the highly salient units in this group
which prompted Bull's original generalization. It was pointed out, however, that
this grouping accounted for only 15.3 percent of the total DNA vote.

2. Radicals were somewhat stronger in urban areas where in-migration from
rural regions was high and where there was some evidence of norm disruption.
Industry in these areas was apparently small but ‘power intensive’, with low
worker ratios and high power ratios. (Excluding the electric power applied to
smelting and electolytic processes.??) Industrial change was not a factor, however,
indicating a certain autonomous effect from the urbanization itself or, perhaps
more correctly, an effect due to the incongruence of rural and urban-industrial
life styles.

3. In the countryside, radicalism was most strongly related to construction ac-
tivity and a seemingly related norm disruption. Both results strongly confirm Bull's
emphasis on the radicalizing effects of construction workers in rural settings. (The
construction indicator was the second most powerful predictor in the urbanizing,
urban-rural, and rural categories, and the beta weights for each grouping were all
of similar magnitudes: .20, .24, and .18.) But, it was noted that moderate
strength was also related to a similar configuration in the urban-rural grouping,
and with a positive contribution from the industrial change indicator. Despite the
relatively small percentage of variance explained here, such results should serve to
check enthusiasm in proclaiming Bull’s proposition as totally confirmed and should
stimulate the search for mitigating circumstances on both the ecological and other
levels of analysis.

4. The percent of the work force in handicrafts proved to be a slightly moder-
ating influence, primarily in the rural and newly urbanized areas. It was some-
what ambiguous, however, since the moderates show a negative coefficient here,
in the urban-rural group. Perhaps what is most important, however, is the fact
that it was the percent in crafts which was the major moderate predictor in just
those areas where the radical support was most closely connected with new indus-
tries or construction. Seemingly it was in these areas of social disruption that the
moderating influences of the guild tradition (predicted by Galenson) had their
greatest effect.

5. The proportion of aliens proved to be a consistently positive measure of sup-
port for the moderates and an equally consistent negative measure for the radicals.
My reasons for including this indicator (which was not mentioned directly by Bull)
were based on exact opposite expectations. Thinking of the American labor move-
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ment (where immigrants played such a large role in the most radical groups2s);
and of the study by Rydenfelt of communism in Sweden (where foreign workers
were also a radicalizing factor?) and the general implications of the disruption/
anomie theory, I anticipated similar effects for aliens in Norway. The results in
the opposite direction disprove these ideas, but they do not offer an immediate
alternative explanation for the relationship to moderate socialism. I would antic-
ipate, however, that the coraposition of the alien population (largely Swedish)
and the regional location of alien-strong communes are vital elements to consider.

6. Finally, it can be said in further support of Bull that moderate socialism was
strongly related to established urban industrial areas — areas, moreover, in which
a rural-born labor force played absolutely no role. The established urban prole-
tariat, in other words, seemed to form an extremely fruitful electoral basis for the
party of Bernsteinian social democracy.

In sum, the limited ecological analysis conducted here seems to provide general,
and in some cases strong support for the multifaceted Bull proposition. It also
shows, however, that the supporting factors are uneven in their explanatory weight
and far from consistent in the picture they present. It will be the task of further
analysis to try to supplement these weightings and to make the picture more con-
sistent through the introduction of additional indicators of social and ecological
structure and, eventually, alternative theoretical frameworks. Edvard Bull seems
to have clearly grasped the cssence of the radicalization process. It is an open
question, however, as to whether or not there were perhaps other essences which
were somewhat less salient to the politically active Marxist professor.
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