The Politics of Taxation

in Sweden 1945-1970:

A Study of the Functions of
Parties and Organizations™®

NILS ELVANDER
University of Uppsala

1. Introduction

The economic sphere is beginning to attract more attention from political scientists.
The functionalistic and system-analytical theories’ narrow delimitation of the politi-
cal system — and their tendency to designate the political and economic systems
as secparate subsystems within the social system — are beginning to be regarded
as irritating and repressive. The problems which despite their fundamental political
importance have so far been neglected are those of allocation of economic re-
sources and of distribution of costs and benefits. These are at last attracting in-
creasing attention in political science research. It is symptomatic that William C.
Mitchell, who began as a political sociologist and wrote a standard work on Talcott
Parsons, now advocates a shift in the focus of political theory, from political soci-
ology to political economy. One of the points to which Mitchell draws attention
is the odd fact that the political scientists have ignored tax policy: while there is a
wealth of literature, some of it empirical, dealing with financial theory and taxa-
tion in terms of economics, hardly anything has been written in the field of political
science on either the decision-making and the political process in tax questions or
the citizens’ attitudes to taxation.?

The policies of taxation may be regarded as the most significant of all domestic
issues. It is of critical importance for the political system’s distribution, among the
different social groups, of the scarce values produced by the society. It is a matter
of constant concern to both political parties and most interest organizations. It
continually gives rise to new attitudes toward various subsidiary questions. There
is, therefore, every reason for a political scientist to study tax policy — irrespective
of his attitude toward the theoretical question of determining the boundary be-
tween political and economic systems. Indeed tax policy seems — for the reasons

* This article is a summary of parts of my book Svensk skattepolitik 1945-1970. En studie i
partiers och organisationers funktioner, Scheduled for publication in late 1972,
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stated above — to be not the least appropriate subject of research if we are to
analyze functions which parties and intercst organizations arc assumed to fulfill
in a Western political system.

The main purpose of my investigation of tax policy in Sweden since World
War II, the chief results of which are here presented, is to illustrate the distribu-
tion of functions and the interplay between parties and organizations. The theo-
retical point of departure is thus structural-functional — taking into account the
limitations this approach imposes on the possibilities of explaining causes and of
analyzing political and economic power relations — because no systematic com-
parative analysis of the political activities of parties and organizations, intended to
clarify the basic functions of a political system of Western type, has as yet been
made, either in Swedish or, as far as is known, in the political science research
of any other country.

2. The Theoretical Framework

I found a natural starting point for my investigation in Gabriel Almond’s well-
known concepts ‘interest articulation’ and ‘interest aggregation’ and the normative
generalizations he uses when he illustrates his functionalistic scheme of analysis
with empirical examples. To be sure, Almond peints out that there is no sharp
dividing line between the two functions and the structures which fulfill them. Yet
he also says that in the modern, highly developed political systems it is primarily
the ‘associational interest groups’, such as trade unions and business organiza-
tions, which articulate interests, while the aggregation function is mainly per-
formed by political parties. He expresses his belief in this state of affairs as fitting
by approving of the British political system, where he thinks this distribution of
roles exists. Conversely, he describes France (before De Gaulle) and Italy in
harshly critical terms as examples of political systems where the two functions are
unfortunately combined and where there is no effective interest aggregation in the
party system.?

The terminology and the views of Almond and his colleagues are fairly generally
accepted as regards the funcrions of articulation and aggregation and their re-
spective distribution among organizations and parties in Western democracies. The
criticism voiced against Almond’s scheme of functional analysis was not applied
to this particular point.? On the contrary, Almond’s concepts and the thought be-
hind them - that in a properly functioning democratic system the organizations
are chiefly responsible for the articulation of particular group interests, while the
parties combine them to a collective opinion on the basis of a view of politics as
a whole — proved useful both for comparative studies of different political systems
and for analysis of the system in a specific country. Examples can be found in a
series of textbooks and general works in political science.?

Nevertheless neither Almond nor any other author has tried to make these con-
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cepts precise and useful for empirical investigations. It would seem difficult, if not
impossible, to do so, as the concepts are so vague and so abstract. Thus the func-
tionalists of Almond’s school make no distinction between the aggregation function
and the parties’ use of group-oriented standpoints and arguments in order to win
votes among different groups. But it is by no means clear that the parties’ adjust-
ment to group interests in the parliamentary arena is identical to their com-
bination of promises to different groups in order to win votes in the electoral
arena: separate concepts should be used for the two arenas. In my investigation
I used the term ‘group appeals’ for the electoral arena. Another problem involves
the empirical use of the very distinction between articulation and aggregation.
This is obviously a question of a difference in degree. At what stage, for example,
can an organization’s articulation of group interests be said to go over to aggrega-
tion? How is one to compare the degree of articulation and aggregation in parties
and organizations when there is no term covering the intermediate points on the
scale from articulation of specific group interests to an all-inclusive combination
of interests? Another peculiarity in Almond is that articulation of interests seems
to mean only that demands and wants from the surrounding society are passively
recorded and later integrated into the political system. Almond does not discuss the
possibility that organizations, parties, and other structures may play an active part
in interest articulation by anticipating the citizens’ wants, arousing needs, and
creating opinion.

The same criticism may to some extent be raised against David Easton’s con-
ceptual framework. Easton’s conversion of ‘wants’ to ‘demands’ has its closest
equivalent in what Almond calls interest articulation, while the reduction and com-
bination of demands into a smaller number of distinct and coherent alternatives
for political action stand for the aggregation function, Both these functions are per-
formed by ‘gate-keepers’ (parties, organizations, etc.). Thus Easton uses the con-
cept of ‘gate-keeping’ in two senses, which is advantageous in that the functions
in reality are difficult to distinguish. On the other hand, though, it means that the
concept is still wider and vaguer than Almond's terms. For the most part Easton
too neglects the anticipation of wants. To be sure, he mentions en passant that the
interest groups — which in modern industrialized systems are ‘specific structures
for the conversion of wants’ — may anticipate wants and initiate demands.® Yet
the point of his theoretical construction lies in the influx of demands and in the
necessity of reducing their number by gate-keeping so that the system is not over-
loaded to the breaking point. This perspective allows little scope for anticipation
of wants and the eliciting of demands — a fact which plays an important role in
a modern ‘service democracy’ of, for instance, Sweden’s type.

Guided by Almond’s and Easton’s theoretical works we can make two general
assumptions which may be empirically tested:

1. In a well-functioning democracy of Western type, the function of formulating
the special interests of the different groups is mainly performed by the interest
organizations.

5 Scandinavian Political Studies
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2. In a political system of this type the parties carry the main burden of reducing
and combining the demands of the organizations into alternatives of political
action on the basis of a view of politics as a whole.

These two assumptions may be supplemented by a third which can be derived
from Almond:®

3. The distribution of roles may be less marked in a multi-party than in a two-
party system: the parties tend to represent special interests, and more adjust-
ment of group interests is made between parties than within them.

These assumptions, which seem to be mere common sense and which often
occur in textbooks on political science, guided me in my investigation of tax policy.
Their validity has been tested by questions and hypotheses derived from them.
The third assumption, of course, can only be completely tested in a comparative
investigation of two or more political systems, A partial answer, however, may be
deduced from a comparison of the Swedish political parties. If, for example, the
three small non-socialist parties should prove to represent as wide a combination
of group interests as do the Social Democrats, who are in power — with a per-
centage of the electorate varying in the period from 1945 to 1970 between 42
percent and 51 percent — this would seem to contradict the thesis of a difference
between a multi-party and a two-party system.

Some concepts will be defined before the results of the investigation are pre-
sented. First, the word ‘function’ designates only the ‘articulating’ and ‘aggre-
gating’ activities which organizations and parties are assumed to perform within the
political system. No other functions will be examined.

That which is articulated and aggregated is described as group interests. This
means standpoints and arguments which may be related to the economic interests
of the different groups in the society. The choice of wording denotes that the in-
vestigation is concerned not with the conversion of wants to demands but only with
the views which organizations and parties publicly present to the decision-makers
in the form of remiss answers 10 commission proposals, manifestos, party motions,
etc. (these documents and also the debate in the press have been subjected to
systematic content analysis). This also means that the first stage in the ‘aggrega-
tion process’, the adjustment of opinions within organizations and parties, will not
be discussed.

It should be clear from my discussion of Almond and Easton that I find myself
unable to use their concepts. T'o denote the oscillation between Almond's articula-
tion and aggregation functions, and to avoid so comprehensive a designation as
Easton’s gate-keeping, I shall instead use the following expressions: ‘formulation
of pure group interests’, ‘formulation of interest combinations’, and ‘formulation
of general interests’. The term formulation also includes anticipation of group in-
terests as well as the answers of organizations and parties to expressed wants. The
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expression pure group interests means that an organization or party adopts a stand-
peint concerned with the material benefit of a certain group and argues more or
less openly on the basis of this group’s interests. The term inferest combination, of
course, designates a coordination of a number of group interests. The concept
general interests is reserved for those cases — which do in fact appear from time
to time in tax debates — where the standpoint has no apparent connection with
any definite group or groups and where the arguments are based wholly on gen-
eral ideas of public interest, such as economic balance. This is one way to formu-
late interests on the basis of a view of society as a whole, which could be described
in Almond’s terminology as ‘aggregation on the highest level’ — an aggregation of
interests which is so inclusive and diffuse that the group interests are superseded.
The expression “general interests’ is used in my analytical language as a technical
term, with no evaluating or normative connotation, to denote the opposite of a
precise formulation of a particular group interest. ‘Pure group interests’ and ‘gen-
eral interests’ should therefore be regarded as extremes on a continuum, and be-
tween them there is a series of points at which a number of group interests are
combined. I indicate by this usage that I do not accept a concept of an ‘objective’
or ‘real’ public interest to which the actors’ views on tax policy may be related.
I also make a distinction between formulation of general interests and the actors’
often repeated attempts to promote their manifest group interests or combinations
of interests in the guise of the public interest, or their assertions that these are
compatible with the public interest.

It is, of course, worthwhile to consider this line of argument — indeed the idea
that there is a public interest plays an important part in politics.” Yet the purpose
of this analysis is to penetrate the group interests and to try to relate standpoints
and arguments to them. The use of ‘general interests’ thereby becomes a kind of
remainder: the term is reserved for those cases in which standpoints and arguments
cannot be clearly related to group interests. Usually, however, it is only a question
of a more or less far-reaching approximation to what is described as general in-
terests.

Another vital problem of definition concerns my use of the term conflict dimen-
sion. This concept has more or less the same meaning as ‘cleavage’, namely a deep
and lasting antagonism between the parties and within the electorate which is re-
lated to a specific issue or consists of a pattern of several issues which may be
more or less open or latent.? I distinguish three conflict dimensions in Swedish tax
policy: 1) government finance, which refers to the contrast between heavy pres-
sure of national taxes versus general reduction of taxation, and which generally
coincides with the attitude toward the size of the public sector; 2) disiribution
policy, which concerns the division of the burden of taxation among the different
classes of society; and 3) equality. The latter conflict dimension refers to the
special problem of the design of family taxation, i.e. joint or individual taxation of
married couples, justified among other things by arguments concerning equally
of the sexes and similar treatment of married and single persons. These three ana-
lytical instruments are used for a comparative analysis of the activity of parties and
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organizations in taxation policy. Their positions — the word denotes a summary
of standpoints and arguments — in the different conflict dimensions may be fixed
and related to each other, and shifts in position determined. For practical reasons
I shall here use the expressions ‘to the right of’ and ‘to the left of’, although this
does not mean that I shall try to assign the positions in the different conflict dimen-
sions according to a uniform right-left scale. Finally, I should add that I shall also
use the term ‘politicization’, which means that a question has by a party or parties
been brought into the electoral arena and become an issue between the parties.?
Different degrees of politicization and tendencies to depoliticization of subsidiary
tax questions may be observed within the conflict dimensions, but, on the whole,
tax policy is always politicized.

3. The Decision-Making Processes

Space does not permit a detailed account of the development of Swedish tax policy
since 1945, Yet a number of main features must be mentioned briefly. Alto-
gether twelve different decision-making processes have been investigated, most of
them concerned with partial reforms. Three large reforms, involving fundamental
changes in the tax system, have been carried through. In 1945 the property tax
and death duties were tightened up, as was the taxation of large incomes, while
the ncome tax was reduced for the majority of wage earners. This reform was,
therefore, clearly concerned with distribution policy, and was passed by a Social
Democratic government — supported on the main points only by the Communists
and the Swedish Trade Union Federation (Landsorganisationen, 1LO) — after one
of the fiercest political battles which has ever occurred in Sweden. This strife gave
rise to successful right-wing propaganda in favor of a general lowering of taxes
and of a reduction in the public sector, which left its mark on the political debate
of the 1950's. The Social Democrats — who in 1951-1957 formed a coalition
government with the non-socialist Farmers® Party — retreated. In 1952 and 1956
there were general reductions in the income tax. In 1952 parties and organizations
were more or less in agreement (although at odds on the questions of the property
tax and death duties), but in 1956 there was discord in the conflict dimension of
distribution policy: thus the LO rejected the suggested tax reduction.

At the end of the fifties, however, the Social Democratic government began a
counter-offensive to the right-wing propaganda for tax reductions. One of its results
was the second great tax reform. In 1959, despite a united opposition, the govern-
ment forced through a general indirect tax in the form of a sales tax, The sales tax,
which was accepted in the following year by the three non-socialist parties, pro-
vided the state with the resources for a strong reform policy during the sixties.
There was a powerful expansion in the public sector, financed to some extent by
gradual increases in the saies tax. Partial reforms in 1961 and 1965 brought about
a redistribution of the tax burden from direct to indirect taxation. These reforms
were passed with, to a great extent, the support of the non-socialist parties. Tax
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policy was, therefore, to some degree, depoliticized: only the Communists held fast
to their opposition in principle to increases in indirect taxation.

The third great reform, carried through in 1970, comprised continued re-
distribution from direct to indirect taxation (the sales tax had been superseded in
1968 by a value-added tax, in accordance with the wishes of big business and the
opposition). Nevertheless the reform was concerned with distribution policy, which
was related to the ideas of equality brought to the fore in political debate in Sweden
during the latter half of the sixties. The income tax was reduced only for lower and
average incomes, while the tax was increased for persons with high incomes or
large fortunes. The biggest innovation was the introduction of individual taxation
of married couples. This reform was intended to bring about equality between the
sexes and to induce married women to take up gainful employment: this was
instigated by the large wage-earner organizations among others. In contrast to
thosc of 1947 and 1959 the reform of 1970 was passed more or less unanimously.
The government motion was supported to a great extent by the Liberal Party (Folk-
partiet) and the Center Party (Centerpartiet) — after the Farmers® Party left the
government in 1957, the party changed its name.

To what extent do parties and organizations participate in the decision-making
processes in tax policy? How is the initiative promoting tax reforms divided be-
tween parties and organizations? To what extent are the riksdag's decisions in tax
questions in harmony with the demands put forward by parties and organizations?
The answers to these questions will give a general picture of the distribution of
roles between the government, the parties in opposition, and the interest organiza-
tions.

It appears that the parties (with the exception of the Communists), through
their representatives, played major roles in the twelve Royal commissions on tax
policy which I investigated. The organizations were not represented on most of the
commissions. The government — which in the Swedish system appoints all com-
missions of investigation — thus regarded tax policy as the domain of the political
parties. On the other hand almost all the organizations investigated were active
when it came to remiss answers to the commissions’ proposals. This is the chief
method by which the organizations can influence tax policy. As a rule the actual
initiative for tax reforms comes from the government. The only significant excep-
tion was the reform of 1952, which was undoubtedly instigated by the non-socialist
opposition. The organizations are of small importance as initiators. The same ap-
plies to their influence on the making of decisions in the riksdag. Most of the
organizations have their own way only in details — insofar as their wishes do not
coincide with the government’s intentions. The government is more likely than any
other actor to realize its intentions in riksdag decisions. The Liberal and Conserva-
tive (Hdger) Parties were relatively successful, however, in the reform of 1952,
Like the Center Party they also had some success in questions of detail around 1960.
On the whole, however, the government — usually supported by the LO — has
dominated Swedish tax policy since 1945,
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4. The Formulation of Interests

Are there any general differences between parties and organizations as regards
the formulation of interests? Are there any differences in this respect from party
to party and between different types of organizations? These are the main ques-
tions in my investigation, The latter question will be discussed first. Some hypoth-
eses have been deduced from the answers to the questions, hypotheses which are
related to the three theses inspired by Almond.

The investigation shows that as regards tax policy the Swedish parties are chiefly
characterized by their formulation of various interest combinations. Yet in some
cases formulation of pure group interest occurs. The Communists, who are the
smallest party in the riksdag, and who have a higher percentage of industrial
workers among their voters than any other party, speak for the interests of the
lower income group with more consistency and more bias than the other parties.
The Farmers’ Party had in the forties and fifties a small and homogeneous group of
voters, and the party’s concern was at that time narrowly restricted to the interests
of the agrarian population. From around 1960 the party widened its register to
cover a broad range of group interests, based mainly on the low income groups.
At the same time the party had remarkable success in widening and increas-
ing its electorate. The Conservatives experienced a similar success in the fifties:
the party’s profile of interests became less socially exclusive than it had been during
the great struggle over the reform of 1947; it won a series of victories at elections;
and its electorate came from a somewhat wider social base. Thus a correlation
emerges between the size and degree of homogeneity of a party’s core of voters
and its tendency to formulate pure group interests. The correlation may be ex-
pressed in the form of two hypotheses as follows:

1. The smaller and more homogeneous the group of potential voters, the more
the party will tend to formulate pure group interests.

2. The larger and more heterogeneous the group of potential voters, the more
the party will tend to formulate combinations of interests.

(It should be observed that the correlation only expresses a static relation. It may,
however, be reversed. For instance, an already small, homogeneous group of sup-
porters may, should they find themselves continually reduced in members, provoke
an effort by a party to increase the group of potential voters by broadening the
profile of interests. The development of the Center Party is an example of this.)
An obvious difference emerges between the Social Democrats and the non-
socialist parties, in that the latter often function as channels for specific and very
limited business interests (trade, small enterprises). This is particularly true in
questions concerning the technical shape of indirect taxation, because organiza-
tions of tradesmen and small enterprises have very close contacts with the sitting
members of the non-socialist parties. The Social Democrats, on the other hand,
formulate broad combinations of the interests of workers and of lower salaried
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employees, which at times — especially in 1959 — approach formulation of gen-
eral interests. The observation may be generalized in the form of a third hypothesis:

3. The closer the relations between the parties and organizations with limited
spheres of interest, the more they will tend to formulate pure group interests.

The same type of correlation may be observed in the organizations as in the
parties. In almost all the tax questions investigated, the big mass organizations with
heterogeneous memberships revealed a strong tendency to formulate general in-
terests. This was particularly true of the Swedish Cooperative Union’s Wholesale
Society (Kooperativa Férbundet, KF), the organization with the most heterogene-
ous composition. ‘The Consumers’ interest’, as it is represented by the KF, has the
character of a diffuse ‘gencral interest’. Indeed, on some occasions a formulation
of general interests appeared in the KF’s comments on tax proposals. Even the
big organizations, the LO and the Central Organization of Salaried Employees in
Sweden (Tjdnsteménnens Centralorganisation, TCO), together with the joint
organization on tax questions consisting of big business, the banks, and the in-
surance companies, the so-called Business and Industrial Tax Committee (Nérings-
livets skattedelegation), have a tendency to consider the tax problems from the
point of view of the general public. They do not usually relate their views to the
group interests of their members but have a more comprehensive, diffuse formula-
tion of interests. On the other hand, the small and more homogencous organiza-
tions of the wholesale trade, the retail trade, and small enterprises and agriculture,
together with the Central Organization of Swedish Professional Workers (Sveriges
Akademikers Centralorganisation, SACO) — which is smaller and more homo-
geneous than the TCO — are clearly inclined to formulate pure group interest.
The following hypotheses may be put forward:

4. The smaller and more homogeneous the organizations, the more they will tend
to formulate pure group interests.

5. The larger and more heterogeneous the organizations, the more they will tend
to formulate general interests.

The analyses of the twelve decision processes investigated yielded a clear result:
the differences from party to party and between different types of organizations
are so great that there are no general differences between parties and organiza-
tions, Shades of difference may be observed, however, by means of a discussion
of the goals of parties and organizations, and of their positions in relation to each
other in the various conflict dimensions.

The goals of the parties in a multi-party system are — to use the terminology of
Gunnar Sjéblom — to realize as far as possible the ideas in their programs (pro-
gram realization), to win as many votes as possible in the electoral arena (vote
maximation), to attain the greatest possible influence in the parliamentary arena
(maximation of parliamentary influence), and finally to secure internal har-
mony (party cohesion). Program realization is the supreme goal, while the other
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three may be regarded as subsidiary, or strategic, goals. The points of interest
here are primarily the strategic goals of vote maximation and maximation of parlia-
mentary influence, These two goals are of course connected: a party tries to win
votes in order to come into power, either alone or in coalition with another party
or parties. Yet conflicting aims may also arise. For example, parties which are
engaged in fierce competition for the same groups of electors encounter difficulties
in forming a coalition government with each other,1?

In the Swedish system the goals of the interest organizations are of a different
nature. They do not take part in elections; they seek no share in the ruling power.
Their supreme goal is program realization in the sense of maximation of their
members’ long-term interests. Their most important strategic goal may be stated
as follows: to formulate the interests of their members in such a way that these
win the maximum consideration of the government and the riksdag. They, like the
parties, also have the strategic goal of internal cohesion. For smaller and more
homogeneous organizations, ‘interest maximation’ leads first of all to formulation
of pure group interests, since this is adjudged to be the most cffective (the most
plausible and informative) means of promoting and protecting the members’ in-
terests in the face of the government. The larger and more heterogeneous organi-
zations, on the other hand, tend to maximize their members’ interests by formulat-
ing them more in terms of general interests. The motives for this strategic assess-
ment would seem to differ in different organizations (this will not be discussed
here).!* The point at issue is instead that organizations seldom formulate interest
combinations. Their formulation of interests usually occurs at the extremes on the
scale of pure group interest-general interests.

This is the point of emergence of the great difference between the organizations
and the parties. If they are to win as many votes as possible the parties must com-
bine the interests of a number of groups. This applies especially to the non-
socialist parties, which, compared with the Social Democrats, have a heterogeneous
body of potential voters; to a great extent the three non-socialist parties have been
competing for the same voters.? In some situations, however, when the opposi-
tion’s propaganda in favor of tax reductions was regarded as a dangerous obstacle
to vote maximation, even the Social Democratic Party has taken on interest com-
binations in order to win voters outside their core group, the working class. The
government’s concession to the opposition in connection with the reform of 1952
is the clearest example. Only the Communist Party seems to have no need for in-
terest combinations, for such deviations from the purely low-income group line
would not benefit them in any way, either in the electoral or the parliamentary
arena.

It may be appropriate at this point to insert the following problem into our rea-
soning: What positions do the parties adopt in different conflict dimensions in
relation to the organizations which represent the groups whose votes the parties are
trying to win, or to keep?

There is here an obvious trend: in all the decision processes except three one
or more of the parties adopted a more moderate position than the ‘related’ organi-
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zations. In the three exceptions, special circumstances prevailed so that no general
conclusions could be drawn. In the majority of cases it is in the conflict dimension
of distribution policy that the parties’ positions lie nearer to the middle than do
the organizations’: in 1947, 1952, and 1956 the LO took up positions ‘to the left’
of the government; the Business and Industrial Tax Committee and certain other
industrial organizations stood ‘to the right’ of the Liberal and Conservative Parties
in 1947, 1952, 1956, and 1970; and on three occasions the agricultural or-
ganizations went farther ‘to the right’ than the Farmers’ Party/Center Party. Thesame
pattern can be seen in 1952 and 1956 in the conflict dimension of government
finance. We mention only the great tax reforms here, but similar tendencies emerge
in certain minor questions, In the equality dimension, on the question of family
taxation in 1964-1970, the TCO and the SACO adopted a more radical position
than the Conservatives, while their views approximately coincided with those of
the Center, the Liberal, and the Social Democratic Parties. In their comments on an
important commission proposal in 1964 the SACO and the TCO took up positions
in the conflict dimension of distribution policy that were far ‘to the right’ of those
which the non-socialist parties were to adopt in connection with the partial reform
of 1965: they wished to go much farther than the parties in the question of re-
ducing the income tax for the middle income groups.

Why does this pattern emerge in the relations between the democratic parties
and the organizations which are closest to them? The answer is partly implicit in
the question as far as the parties are concerned. The parties are constantly trying
to retain the votes of their core groups and at the same time they are seeking sup-
porters in nearby groups of electors. The Social Democrats are chiefly concerned
with preserving and strengthening their position of power by mobilizing the votes
of the working class, but from the end of the forties until-the middle of the fifties
they felt compelled by the opposition to compete for the votes of the middle groups.
Their positions on tax questions were therefore somewhat ‘to the right’ of the
LO’s. During the sixties there was no such tension between the party and the LO,
partly because both in tax policy and other political questions the government
veered to the left from 1965 onward.

The Center Party succeeded — except in the unfavorable election in 1956 -
in keeping their share of the votes of the agrarian population: it was between
61 percent and 66 percent throughout the sixties. Yet since the proportion of
farmers in the population was falling rapidly, the party could only survive by ap-
pealing to other groups. The Center Party’s many-sided output of group-related
standpoints and arguments in connection with the strife over the sales tax in 1959
is to be seen in this perspective, as is its consistent concentration on the low-in-
come groups during the sixties. While the percentage of farmers among the Center
Party’s supporters fell from 77 percent in 1956, 57 percent in 1960, 48 percent in
1964 to 29 percent in 1968, the number of industrial workers increased from 1 to
2 percent in 1956 to 13 percent even in 1960 and rose in the following general
elections to the second chamber to 22 and 26 percent respectively. The small
businessmen to whom the Center Party earnestly appealed from the end of the fif-
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ties onward constituted 10-11 percent of its supporters throughout the sixties,
compared with 2 percent in 1956, The change in the composition of the group vot-
ing for the Center Party is — so far as we can judge from available electoral
statistics — the only great change in the social groups represented by the varjous
parties to occur in the postwar period. In comparison with this development the
shifts in the electorates of the Conservative and Liberal Parties are of minor in-
terest; they depend to a great extent on the fact that approximately the same
groups of voters went from one party to the other and back again.’* To return to
the question of the positions adopted by the Center Party on tax questions, these
were bound to be less dependent on those of the agricultural organizations, simply
because the party was appealing to other groups, although still able to rely on the
continued support of the farmers. The action taken by the Center Party as regards
tax policy after the end of the fifties provides unmistakable evidence of this state
of affairs.

The Conservative and Liberal Parties were evidently unwilling to risk their goal
of vote maximation by adopting as extreme positions as did the Business and In-
dustrial Tax Committee and the smaller industrial organizations at times. They
had to appeal to a wider range of potential voters, This applies particularly to the
Liberal Party, since its members are more evenly distributed among the occupa-
tional groups than are those of the Conservative Party. The strategic goal of
maximation of parliamentary influence would seem to have restrained the Con-
servatives during the sixties. The Conservatives endeavored to adopt positions
which were moderate on the whole and did not diverge too much from the ‘middle
positions’ taken up by the Center and Liberal Parties. Thus the Conservatives
tried to smooth the way to a reliable non-socialist government alternative and to
the acquisition of ruling power.

The tendency on the part of the parties (with the exception of the Communists)
to formulate interest combinations and to take up relatively moderate positions on
the main questions in the parliamentary arena corresponds to their efforts to in-
clude in their propaganda to potential voters ‘broad’ group appeals such as ‘low-
income groups’, ‘middle-income groups’, and ‘families with children’. This was
clearly proved by the systematic content analysis of the press debate, radio and
television programs, and certain brochures.

If we reverse the question of the positions of the actors in relation to each other
and consider the relationships between organizations and parties from the organi-
zations' point of view, we find a natural explanation as to why they adopt more
extreme positions than the parties ‘akin’ to them. The organizations can formulate
the interests of their members without the restrictions imposed on the parties by
the strategic goals in the electoral and parliamentary arenas, An interest organiza-
tion necd not calculate with voles won or lost or with parliamentary constellations.
Its problems instead comprise deciding how the message can be expressed to have
the maximum effect on the hearer, taking the divergent views within the organiza-
tion into consideration, and in certain cases coordinating its views with those of
other organizations, e¢tc. This type of deliberation does not normally lead to for-
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mulation of interest combinations — for the simple reason that the organization
does not need to consider primarily the interests of other groups. Either it formu-
lates a pure group interest without considering what positions the parties have
adopted or may be expected to adopt, or else it represents so large a section of
the population or — as in the case of the Business and Industrial Tax Committee
~ a sector so central in the country’s economic life that it naturally rises above
group interests and formulates its position more in terms of general interests. Even
the large and heterogeneous organizations often disregard the attitudes of the par-
ties, and they too may adopt positions which are more extreme than those of parties
‘close’ to them. The latter does not apply to the KF — no party can be said to
have a close affinity to the cooperative movement — and it only applied once to
the TCO, in 1964, The TCO’s answer to the commission’s proposal of 1964 was
indeed far ‘to the right’ of the non-socialist parties’ positions in 1965, but the
circumstances surrounding the tax reform of 1965 were so unusual that no con-
clusions can be drawn from the case of the TCO in 1964.

We are left with the LO and the Business and Industrial Tax Committee. These
alone among the big organizations tend both to formulate general interests on some
occasions and to adopt more extreme positions than parties ‘close’ to them. This is
not by chance. The LO and the Business and Industrial Tax Committee stand out
as the two great opposite poles in Sweden’s economic life. The trade union move-
ment stands against the collective of big business. The interests of the two blocs in
the field of tax policy are at times expressed in more ideological terms and in more
extreme standpoints than are to be found in the Social Democratic and the Con-
servative/Liberal Parties. This happened especially in 1947, but to some extent
also in 1952 and 1956; it also happened to a limited degree in 1964-1965 so far
as the Business and Industrial Tax Committee was concerned, and in 1970. It is,
therefore, in situations in which tax questions are fairly or very strongly politicized
that the LO and the Business and Industrial Tax Committee take their positions
out on the wings. They put forward their opposite interpretations of ‘the public in-
terest’, unimpeded by the strategic and parliamentary considerations which restrain
the parties. The LO acts as a goad on the government and as a guardian of the
ideology during a period when the Social Democrats are carrying on a defensive
campaign against an aggressive right-wing opposition; this was particularly clear
in 1947.

The agrarian organizations took up somewhat more extreme positions than
‘their” party, the Farmers’ Party, in two tax questions during the fifties, the decade
when tax policy was fairly strongly politicized. Moreover all the organizations (ex-
cept the LO) took up positions on the wings in relation to the non-socialist parties
during a brief period of political strife concerning the commission proposal of 1964.
Taken together these observations apparently provide a good foundation for the
following hypothesis:

6. The more politicized the tax policy, the more the organizations tend to adopt
extreme positions in relation to their ‘related’ parties.
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At this point it is appropriate to ask whether or not there is any connection be-
tween the degree of politicization and possible differences between the parties’ and
organizations’ lines of argument. It seems reasonable to assume that the organiza-
tions’ arguments are more technical and more neutral than those of the parties,
especially in slightly politicized questions, while their arguments become more and
more political and more like those of the parties in decision processes in which
party political divisions are strong. Yet the investigation confirms only the second
part of this assumption. It is quite clear that the organizations use technical and
more or less neutral arguments in questions which are only slightly politicized. But
s0 too do the parties, on the whole. On the other hand, in questions regarded as
politicized the arguments of both parties and organizations incorporate a heavier
political emphasis. The following hypothesis may be formulated:

7. The more politicized the tax policy, the more political are the arguments of
the organizations.

If this hypothesis — and the closely related hypothesis 6 — can be confirmed
by other empirical investigations, as seems probable, then it is proven that there is
an intricate interplay between organizations and parties in a democratic political
system of the Swedish type. The organizations closely follow the shifts in the
struggle of party politics. Their positions are affected by the degree of politicization.
Their standpoints and their arguments are sometimes used by the parties as
weapons in the political struggle. In strongly politicized issues, the organizations
can speak their minds in a more emancipated and radical fashion than their ‘re-
lated’ parties.

What is said here implies a not unimportant modification of the distribution of
roles between parties and organizations which is usually taken for granted, namely
that the parties struggle to attain vote maximation in the electoral arena and maxi-
mation of parliamentary influence, while the organizations — at least those in-
different to party politics — seek only to promote their members’ interests without
side-glances at the parties. The neutral organizations often emphasize their in-
dependence of party politics. This is, of course, correct insofar as they generally
take sides in politicized interest questions without allowing themselves to be affected
by the parties’ known or assumed standpoints. Nevertheless, they are greatly in-
fluenced by the general political situation — the degree of tension between the
parties, the tone of party political arguments, conditions of parliamentary power,
tendencies to depoliticization of an issue, etc. The organizations may not be bound
by the party standpoints. Yet they are by no means free of the influence exercised
by the very game of politics. The parties, moreover, are often decisively influenced
by the organizations’ views when they make their calculations for vote maximation.

5. Summary and Conclusions

At the beginning of this article two general assumptions were put forward, based
on the theoretical works of Almond and of Easton. These were intended to guide
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our investigation: their validity was to be tested by questions relevant to them. This
process is now complete in that the guestions have been answered and certain
hypotheses formulated. The results of this testing will be summarized in a closing
discussion of the two central assumptions; the third assumption, concerning dif-
ferences between two- and multi-party systems, will be mentioned more en passant.

The investigation provided no support for the two generalized assumptions
(pages 65f above). Reality is far more complicated. In the generalizations no dis-
tinction is made between different kinds of parties and between different types
of organizations, My results indicate that this theory is untenable, at least as re-
gards the political system in Sweden. Certain parties have a purely ‘articulating’
function; certain organizations go so far in their reduction and coordination of
special interests that they tend, to a greater degree than any party, to formulate
general interests, The most striking relationships between attributes of parties and
of organizations and their ways of performing their functions are expressed in
hypotheses 1-5.

The third assumption, however, which may also be derived from Almond, in-
volves an important modification of the two main hypotheses. It states that the
assumed distribution of roles between parties and organizations is less marked in
a multi-party than in a two-party system, because in the former case the parties
tend to represent special interests; group interests, therefore, are coordinated by
means of compromises between the parties in parliament rather than by internal
agreements within the parties as in the two-party system. On the whole this is in
accordance with the picture given by the investigation of the Swedish multi-party
system. The non-socialist parties have a tendency to formulate pure group in-
terests, so that in some situations they are forced to coordinate their standpoints
at the parliamentary level. Thus the Liberal and Center Parties collaborated closely
in the riksdag during the latter half of the sixties. On some occasions for example
they submitted joint motions on tax questions. To be sure the difference between
government and opposition diminished somewhat during the sixties. The Social
Democrats were more faithful to the interests of their core group, while the Center
Party changed from a narrow ‘class party’ to a broad ‘popular party’. Nevertheless,
the non-socialist parties still serve as channels for the special business interests,
side by side with the organizations concerned. In a two-party system this special
‘interest articulation’ would pass through a filter of internal coordination in the
non-socialist party. The non-socialist interest combination would probably be
more extensive and inclusive than is that of each individual opposition party at
present,

Naturally Almond is right in saying that interest combinations are peculiar
to the parties of a democratic political system of the Western type: the investigation
confirms this view and shows that the explanation thereof is to be found in the
parties’ strategic goals. Nevertheless, Almond ignores almost completely the fact
that certain organizations — the large and heterogeneous top organizations — may
go much farther than do the parties as regards the coordination of group interests
and formulation of general interests. To be sure, he does point out that European
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organizations of this type carry out a far-reaching aggregation of special interests
and present ‘policy alternatives’ to the parties and the government.!* However,
he does not seem to assign any great significance to this accurate observation: he
does not allow it to modify his theoretical generalizations. Almond’s neglect may
be explained by his regarding the parties as a kind of filter between the interest
groups and the decision-makers,'® The parties’ main tasks are to screen off cer-
tain special interests, to modify and coordinate other interests, and, finally, to pro-
pose political alternatives based on alternative interest combinations. The aggrega-
tion by the parties takes place after the articulation by the organizations. In Al-
mond - as in Easton — this view is so prevalent that the idea that the parties make
up their minds on political questions before the organizations do and that the lat-
ter turn directly to the government seems wholly alien.

Yet it is just this which is characteristic of the Swedish system, with its well-
developed system of commissions and remiss answers. The parties often adopt
views at the commission stage which coincide with their final standpoints on pro-
posals, party motions, and parliamentary committee reports. In such cases the
parties are but little influenced by the remiss answers of the organizations. The
organizations’ views serve to reinforce the opinions already adopted by the parties,
rather than as a basis for their decisions. There is no aggregation of organization
interests at the political party level: organizations and parties formulate their in-
terests in parallel, and largely independently of each other. On important ques-
tions the organizations address themselves directly to the government by their
remiss answers and informal contacts: they do not go via the parties in the riksdag.
These circumstances mean that Almond’s normative ‘theory’ on interest articula-
tion and interest aggregation cannot be applied to the Swedish system. It is not
only the terminology which is inappropriate, the underlying idea of a certain
distribution of roles between organizations and parties also seems irrelevant. A
comparative investigation of the functions of parties and organizations in connec-
tion with the formulation of interests would probably show that this is also true of
other European democracies besides Sweden,

Almond’s and Easton’s schemes of analysis are also misleading at a more funda-
mental level. They seem to be based on an ideal picture of representative democ-
racy, in which all initiatives emanate from the people; the citizens as individuals
or in groups put forward their interests or demands, and the task of the rulers is
confined to the making of decisions on the basis of the reduced and coordinated
demands of the citizens, As suggested in the introductory section this perspective
allows little scope for the anticipation or guidance of wants, or for opinion-making
on the part of the parties, organizations, and government bodies. Above all, Al-
mond and Easton ignore the government’s dominant role as instigator and policy-
maker in the important domestic problems of the distribution of values and allo-
cation of resources in socicty. They do not distinguish between the great basic
questions of distribution and the many minor current problems; they do not realize
that the distribution of initiative and the decision process may be entirely different
in the two types of questions. Probably their mental picture of the ideal political
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system was unwittingly colored by political life in the USA, where the frequency
of spontaneous initiative on the part of the citizens and the activity of interest
groups (in the form of lobbying) would seem to be higher, relatively speaking,
than in the European democracies — at least in the field of home affairs — and
where the political system is less centralized than it is in Europe. Almond’s theory
of interest articulation may well cover the situation in the USA, and perhaps even
that in Britain, It is probable that Easton’s analytical scheme of the political sys-
tem is highly suitable for subsystems (parties, organizations, local authorities,
administrative bodies) in Western democracies. Nevertheless, it is definite that
their theories can only be applied to the national political systems in Western
Europe if they are essentially modified in such a way that the government’s lead-
ing role is maintained as regards the central problems of distribution policy.

The investigation of Sweden’s tax policy provides extraordinarily clear evidence
of the dominant role played by the government in the big and constantly topical
questions of the extent of the state’s resources, and the principles to be applied in
the distribution of the burden of taxation over the different citizen groups. The
roles of the parties and — even more so — of the organizations are largely con-
fined to answering the proposals initiated or inspired by the government, and to
trying to avert too unfavorable a distribution of the burden for their own groups.
There may well be reason to ask at this point whether or not the tax policy really
1s representative of distribution issues in domestic affairs in general. This problem
was not discussed at the beginning of this essay; the only assumption made was
that the politics of taxation would be the most suitable subject for investigation
in a study of the functions of parties and organizations as advocates of group
interests.

Tax policy evidently differs in one respect from other complexes of domestic
issues. In the conflict dimension of government finance the tax policy is, so to
speak, the answer to the demands for reform put forward by parties, organizations,
administrative bodies, and individual opinion-makers: it provides the society
(the state and the local authorities) with the resources necessary to bring about
the reforms. So it is only natural that the government, personified by the chancellor
of the exchequer, should dominate national tax policy. Only the government has
the power and the general view necessary if all the demands for expenditure are
to be weighed against each other and against the total (national and local) pres-
sure of taxation, Parties and organizations, etc. tend to accept the government’s
judgment in the conflict dimension of national finance. The development in Swe-
den during the sixties — when the disagreements on tax policy were reduced at
the same time as the total tax pressure sharply increased — may be regarded as
a confirmation of the views herein expressed. The conflict dimensions of distribu-
tion policy and of equality allowed greater scope for initiative and influence from
other actors than the government — and even from public opinion. My investiga-
tion provides examples of this. Nevertheless even here the government generally
takes the lead, by reason of the inescapable relationship between the conflict di-
mension of government finance and the other two. The parties’ and the organiza-
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tions’ role is to avert rather than instigate and promote. By using one of Easton’s
concepts in a way he did not intend, the parties and the organizations could be
said to act in tax policy as sentries at the gates of the citizens’ homes, and not, as
Easton had in mind, in front of the chancellor of the exchequer’s treasury.

We should add that the picture of the government’s dominance and the rela-
tively passive parts played by the opposition and the organizations would be some-
what different if the main emphasis of investigation of tax policy had been on cur-
rent minor matters such as communications from the industrial organizations, an-
nual non-socialist party motions in the riksdag concerning details of the form of
corporation taxation, the abolition of point taxes on certain goods, reductions of
the vehicle and petrol taxes, etc. The frequency of initiative ‘from below’ is prob-
ably greater in this type of tax problems than in the big tax questions which are
subject to investigation by commissions and the remiss system. Possibly this would
be a more appropriate setting for Almond’s and Easton’s ideas on interest articula-
tion and ‘gate-keeping’. Nevertheless the study of the treatment of such questions,
which was made in connection with the analysis of the decisions on indirect taxa-
tion taken in 1959, 1965, and 1968, indicates that even here the government pre-
vails, in that the initiative taken by non-socialist parties and concerned interest
organizations does not usually lead to any results, Moreover, it is obviously of
greater interest to investigate the decision process in the large central tax problems
of distribution policy than in the many minor questions which primarily concern
special interest groups.

There is, therefors, evidence that the government’s major role is more pro-
nounced in tax policy than in other spheres of home affairs. A government which
seeks to realize the reforms called for by the party program, and also to satisfy
certain requests for expenditure made by opposition parties and organizations, and
which is concerned with maintaining the balance of the country’s economy, must
keep a firm hold on tax policy and see that it retains the initiative in this central
area. The opposition and the organizations are thus obliged to be relatively passive,
prepared to keep watch. Where expenditure is concerned, they probably have
more opportunities of taking the initiative and forcing measures through. The
strategic goals of the parties in opposition — vote maximation and maximation of
parliamentary influence — constantly incite them to try to outbid the government’s
reform policy. The organizations make demands involving government expenditure
in their special spheres of interest. Parties and organizations formulate and anti-
cipate the interests of the different categories of citizens more actively in special
interest areas than in the field of tax policy. It is possible that as regards expenditure
the political system functions in closer harmony with Almond’s and Easton’s
theoretical models than proved to be the case in tax policy. This, however, is only
a guess at this juncture. The matter should be investigated by systematic analyses
of the distribution of initiative, the participation of the various actors in the deci-
sion processes, the correspondence between the decisions and the demands made,
the character of the formulation of interests, relations between parties and organi-
zations, etc, These analyses should be undertaken in those sectors of expenditure
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where the policy has a certain consistency, so that many observations may be made
over longer periods. Certain of the hypotheses here proposed could provide guid-
ance and be subjected to tests.
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