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The topic of the article is a comparison of voter reactions in Sweden and Nor-
way towards some current political issues. The analysis is based upon nationwide
election surveys in 1976 (Sweden) and in 1977 (Norway). Despite the fact that
the party systems are different in several ways, the patterns of political attitudes
in the two electorates are surprisingly similar. The analysis suggests that political
cleavages are basically the same in these two neighbouring countries. Likewise
the location of corresponding parties in the two systems is approximately the
same in relation to specific cleavages.

The topic of the present paper is to compare reactions of voters in Sweden
and Norway towards some current political issues. The two countries
reflect considerable similarities with regard to social structure and politi-
cal institutions. In both countries some 95 percent of the population belong
to the Lutheran State Church. And except for tiny Lapp minorities in the
North, both countries are characterized by ethnic homogeneity. Econo-
mic and social differences are left as the main areas of political dispute.
Both nations are constitutional monarchies and unitary states with a
parliamentary form of government. The electoral systems are almost
identical, applying a modified version of the Sainte-Lagué method of
proportional representation. Furthermore, the structure and functioning
of mass media in the two countries have much in common: in both, for
example, radio and television are run as a state monopoly.

The framework for political contest is rather similar in Sweden and
Norway. However, the content of political dispute in any given society
depends upon the character of competing electoral alternatives. A compa-
rison of the party systems of Norway and Sweden reveals striking simila-
rities as well as interesting differences. Due to variations in historical
experiences earlier stages of party development were not quite parallel in
the two countries. But around 1920 the Scandinavian five-party core
model was established in both (Berglund & Lindstrom 1978). The parties

SPS .| 313



Scandinavian Political Studies, Vol. 2 - New series — No. 4 1979
[SSN 0080-6757
© Mordic Political Science Association

Political Cleavages in Sweden and Norway

Olof Petersson, University of Uppsala
Henry Valen, University of Oslo

The topic of the article is a comparison of voter reactions in Sweden and Nor-
way towards some current political issues. The analysis is based upon nationwide
election surveys in 1976 (Sweden) and in 1977 (Norway). Despite the fact that
the party systems are different in several ways, the patterns of political attitudes
in the two electorates are surprisingly similar. The analysis suggests that political
cleavages are basically the same in these two neighbouring countries. Likewise
the location of corresponding parties in the two systems is approximately the
same in relation to specific cleavages.

The topic of the present paper is to compare reactions of voters in Sweden
and Norway towards some current political issues. The two countries
reflect considerable similarities with regard to social structure and politi-
cal institutions. In both countries some 95 percent of the population belong
to the Lutheran State Church. And except for tiny Lapp minorities in the
North, both countries are characterized by ethnic homogeneity. Econo-
mic and social differences are left as the main areas of political dispute.
Both nations are constitutional monarchies and unitary states with a
parliamentary form of government. The electoral systems are almost
identical, applying a modified version of the Sainte-Lagué method of
proportional representation. Furthermore, the structure and functioning
of mass media in the two countries have much in common: in both, for
example, radio and television are run as a state monopoly.

The framework for political contest is rather similar in Sweden and
Norway. However, the content of political dispute in any given society
depends upon the character of competing electoral alternatives. A compa-
rison of the party systems of Norway and Sweden reveals striking simila-
rities as well as interesting differences. Due to variations in historical
experiences earlier stages of party development were not quite parallel in
the two countries. But around 1920 the Scandinavian five-party core
model was established in both (Berglund & Lindstrom 1978). The parties

SPS .| 313



were from left to right: the Communists, the moderate Socialists (Social
Democrats), two parties at the centre — Liberals and Agrarians — and
finally the Conservatives. However, subsequent developments turned out
to be quite different. Sweden in fact is the only Nordic country which has
maintained the Scandinavian five-party model. The only exception is a
tiny Christian Democratic party which emerged in 1964. Not only has the
number of parties remained stable in the Swedish system, the proportion
of the electorate supporting each one of the parties is basically the same
today as 50 years ago. Indeed, the Swedish party system reflects a stability
during recent decades which is perhaps unequalled in the world. Norway
on the other hand has experienced substantial changes. The establishment
of the Christian People’s party in 1933 marks the first deviation from the
five-party model. Another split occurred in 1961 when a leftwing group
broke away from Labour to form the Socialist People’s party which
ideologically was located between Labour and the Communists. Finally,
in 1972-73, after the intensive dispute over Norway's entry into the
European Communities, fragmentation occurred in several parties (Valen
& Rokkan 1974). The old Liberal party was split and reduced to two
mini-parties, Liberals and the New People’s party. On the left there was
both a split and a merger: an anti-EC faction broke out from Labour and
joined the Communists and the Socialist People's party in a Socialist
Electoral Alliance (SV). Finally, a populist protest party emerged on the
rightwing, named Anders Langes party (for the reduction of taxes and
public expenditures). In 1976, after the death of the founder, the party
changed its name to the Progressive party (FRP).

A common feature of Swedish and Norwegian politics is a strong labour
movement. Since the 1930°s the Social Democrats have been dominating
parties in both countries, occupying government office for most of the
time. As for the strength of other parties, considerable varations are
evident between Sweden and Norway. Table 1 describes the support for
various parties at the parliamentary elections of, respectively, 1976 and
1977. The most striking similarity is found in the division of the vote
between socialist and non-socialist parties. Itis almost identical in the two
countries. But among bourgeois parties the differences are great. Jointly,
the parties at the centre enjoy much greater strength in Sweden than in
Norway, while the Norwegian Conservatives are nine percentage points
ahead of their Swedish sister party.

The question now is: how are variations in partisan alternatives in
Sweden and Norway reflected in the formation of public opinion? Because
political parties tend to set the agenda for political debate, one should
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Table 1. Partisan Distribution of the Votes at the 1976 Riksdag Election in Sweden and the
1977 Storting Election in Norway

Sweden® Norway *
Communists VPK 4.8 5Y 4.2
(Left socialists)
Social Democrats 5 427 A 42.3
(Labour)
Liberals FP 11.1 v 3.2
DMNF 1.4
Agrarians C 24.1 s5p 8.6
Christians KDS 1.4 KRF 12.4
Conscrvatives M 15.6 H 24.8
Progressives - FRFP 1.9
(nher 3 1.2
100, 1005,

* Figures from public electoral statistics.

expect similarities as well as differences between the two electorates in
their reactions towards current political issues.

At first sight, the political agenda in Sweden may appear to be quite
different from that in Norway. Whereas Norwegian politics during the
1970's has revolved around the EC and oil issues, Swedish political debate
of recent years has concerned itself mainly with nuclear energy and wage
earners’ funds. Nevertheless, a closer investigation will disclose similari-
ties of major significance between the two nations. A great number of
political issues have been the subject of debate in both countries. This fact
became evident when the Norwegian election survey of 1977 was in the
planning stages. In its eventual formulation one will find that approxima-
tely one-half of the attitudinal questions included were drawn directly
from the equivalent Swedish survey of 1976. More specifically, there are
15 questions that are exactly identical. Another four are comparable, but
differ somewhat in their wording and response alternatives. These 19
questions cover a broad spectrum of current political issues, and it is this
data base which will help us illustrate some similarities and differences
between Swedish and Norwegian party politics.

We have presented the 19 attitudinal questions in Table 2: because of
space limitations, some of the questions have been abbreviated in the
table, which shows in percentages the response distributions, plus three
summarizing statistical measures. The first of these is an index showing
the balance of opinion: the proportion of positive answers minus the
proportion of negative ones. ‘Don’t know’ and ambivalent answers are
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included in the percentage base, but not in the index. The other two
statistical measures are arithmetic means and standard deviations. These
measures have been calculated under interval scale assumptions, whereby
the values 1 through 5 have been ascribed to the response alternatives:
‘Don’t know’ responses have here been excluded from our calculations.

The questions have been ranked in Table 2 according to their degree of
similarity between Norwegians and Swedes. First we present those ques-
tions where the distributions of opinions in the two countries are highly
uniform. The further down the list, the greater the differences in attitudes
between Sweden and Norway. As a summarizing measure of the degree of
similarity we employ the absolute amount of difference between the
balance of opinion figures.

The question on which the Norwegian and Swedish electors are in
closest correspondence is the proposal to build more day care centres for
children - the balance of opinion is exactly the same. With regard to the
thought of reducing taxes on low incomes we find almost the same cor-
respondence of attitudes; an overwhelming majority supports this idea in
both countries. The same is true with respect to the question of furthering
equalization in terms of incomes and conditions of work. On these matters
there is a widespread inclination toward a favourable view of equalization
in both Sweden and Norway.

Out of the 15 directly comparable questions, the one on which attitudes
diverge most sharply is the idea of equal representation of women in
parliament through sex quotas. In Norway 44 per cent are negative to-
wards this proposal, but only 20 per cent in Sweden. Another area where
opinion differences between Norwegians and Swedes are particularly
pronounced is defence issues — in Sweden there are comparatively more
respondents who wish to reduce defence appropriations. Also with re-
spect to pornography there are noticeable differences between the count-
ries: more Norwegians than Swedes would like to prohibit all forms of
pornography.

The principal picture which emerges through this form of comparison of
the response distributions is that there are no major differences between
the political climates of Norway and Sweden. On the whole, the responses
in the two countries approximately coincide. On some questions. where
divergences are more substantial, the latter may possibly be related to
particular circumstances in the respective countries. The more favourable
disposition of Norwegians toward their military defence may be explained
by Norwegian membership in NATO. The somewhat more positive atti-
tudes of Swedes toward nuclear power may be related to the opinion-for-
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mation activities of the Swedish Social Democratic Party. The more averse
reaction against pornography in Norway may be traced to the fact that
Norwegian culture, as regards moral issues, is somewhat more conserva-
tive. But such interpretations should not be carried too far — it is not
possible to find any general tendencies to the effect that one nation is more
radical, conservative, or favourable toward decentralization than the
other.?

So far we have only examined the questions individually. By an analysis
of pair-wise relationships we gain the possibility of a closer investigation
of attitude structures in the two countries. If we subject the ensuing
correlation pattern to factor analysis, we may discern a number of more
general attitude dimensions. Tables 3 and 4 are presentations of two factor
analyses: one from Sweden in 1976, and one from Norway in 1977.2 The
figures in the tables, the factor loadings, express the correlations between
a particular question and an underlying factor. These values are our guide
in interpreting the political contents of the factors.

In both Sweden and Norway, the first and most important factor ex-
plains about 20 per cent of the total variance, and roughly 60 per cent of the
common variance. Not only does it have equal importance in both count-
ries; interpretations of its contents lead to nearly identical results. The
factor loadings have the same structure in both countries. The only excep-
tion is the question of social reforms, which loads considerably higher in
Sweden, but the difference might well spring from differences in mea-
surement techniques. It is indisputable that factor number one captures
the left-right dimension, measures opinion conflicts between voters who
favour a great deal of government influence over economy and social life
versus those who wish-the opposite. Given the 19 attitudinal questions,
this left-right dimension takes on a striking predominance. It accounts for
more than twice as much of the total variance as any of the other factors.

The government-influence dimension, however, is not the only ideolo-
gical cleavage in the electorate of either Norway or Sweden. The remain-
ing three factors provide important complementary information about
opinion cleavages. Admittedly, the interpretation of factors is not always
self-evident. To ascribe to a factor a general political content, frequently
summarized under a single category or label, is in effect to simplify reality.
But in this particular case we find ourselves in a favourable situation. With
respect to both election surveys we have previously carried out factor
analyses on all of the collected material, not only on that particular subset
of questions which are common to both countries. The outcome of these
factor analyses has provided detailed descriptions of attitude structures,
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Table 3. Factor Analysis of Political Autitudes: Sweden 1976

Factor
1 2 3 4
Government  Energy, Equality Cultural
influence  environment outlook

Risk of unemployment 03 A93 209 .49
Big business too powerful B52 118 248 31
Nationalize large corporations 641 120 044
Reduce public control - 552 —.060 23 35
Too much social welfare -.439 =213 - 170 291
Increase influence of employees A28 123 | 460 | =268
Cut taxes on high incomes ~.3RE —-.037 =109 089
Reduce defence appropriations 325 —.056 239 002
Build nuclear power plants 209 634 =07 -.058
Save energy e —-. 464 058 046
Mew sources of energy -.075 -.375 =014 -.219
Further equalization 285 -.041 AT - 144
More women in politics 037 —.055 455 182
More day care centres 201 81 366 -.372
Prohibit pornography =037 —.050 20 464
Hydroelectric power -.000 —.00g -7 366
Close down unprofitable

railways -.014 130 027 274
Cut taxes on low incomes 114 A1 265 J8T
Decentralize government offices 138 —. 141 276 35
Eigenvalue 3.95 1.6 1.52 1.12
Percent of total variance 20.8 8.8 8.0 59
Percent of joint variance 6l.3 17.7 13.8 7.1

with which the present solutions can be compared. The Swedish analysis
contained 29 questions which yielded 5 interpretable factors. In the Nor-
wegian case, 35 variables gave as a result 6 different factors (Petersson
1977, Table 3.11; Valen 1978, Table 3).

The question which loads highest on factor two in Sweden concerns
nuclear energy. Attitudes toward nuclear power also characterize the
second factor in the original Swedish factor analysis. However, in the
reduced solution in Table 3 this factor is not distinguished on the basis of
nuclear power alone. Questions of energy conservation and new sources
of energy also attain relatively high factor loadings. The characterization
of the original factor analysis as purely a nuclear energy dimension is due
to the fact that three separate interview guestions were contained in the
survey. The correlations between these three questions were sufficiently
high for the constitution of a separate factor. But when, as in this case,
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Table 4. Factor Analysis of Political Attitudes: Norway 1977
{in order to facilitate comparison with Table 3, the order of factors 2 and 3 has been changed)

Factor
i 2 3 4
Government Energy, Equality Cultural
influence  environment autlook
Risk of unemployment B3l 123 —. 144 -.033
Big business too powerful 704 -.014 205 —-.030
MNationalize large corporations 68E 097 —-.004
Reduce public control -.368 073 A77 —.018
Too much social welfare -, 187 =052 =144 093
Increase influence of employees 440 -.058 —1%0
Cut taxes on high incomes =430 179 -.030 =030
Reduce defence appropriations 360 =030 182 084
Build nuclear power plants - 118 I S12 | -.051 -.283
Save encrgy 05 —287 097 141
Mew sources of energy =024 [Ca72 | 021 022
Further equalization 130 —-.254 A24 - 142
More women in politics 103 094 JA445 24
More day care centres 079 —.007 352 I =312 |
Prohibit pornography -.m7 039 072 460
Hydroelectric power 018 261 = 140 44

Close down unprofitable
railways -. 044 | 382 I 096 13

Cut taxes on low incomes w9 =026 346 | 062
Decentralize government offices 071 -.153 27 040
Eigenvalue 3.42 1.39 1.61 1.30
Percent of total variance 18.0 1.3 8.5 6.8
Percent of joint variance 39.5 12.7 17.4 10.4

only one nuclear energy question is included, then other and related
questions will also load relatively high. Even though the factor now
warrants a somewhat broader interpretation, it is still obvious that it
captures an underlying dimension which has to do with positioning on
issues of energy policies. One end of this scale represents a strongly
positive attitude toward nuclear power combined with skepticism toward
energy conservation and alternative sources of energy. At the opposite
end we find nuclear power opponents, ardently supporting a new set of
cnergy policies.

In Norway also the second factor is characterized by energy questions.3
The pattern is the same as in Sweden. Nuclear power is also in Norway
attitudinally opposed to energy conservation and alternative sources of
energy. Furthermore, the extended analysis had previously demonstrated
that this dimension also captures controversies in questions of oil exploi-
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tation in the North Sea. The factor loadings are not exactly identical in
Norway and Sweden. The guestion of discontinuing unprofitable railroad
services has a high loading in Norway, somewhat lower in Sweden.
However, despite certain minor differences, the overall picture remains
convincing: in both Sweden and Norway there is a separate attitude
dimension in matters of energy and environment policies.

Even the third factor has similar political contents. In both countries it
represents attitudes toward equality. Obviously there are also in this case
certain national peculiarities, yet one is struck by the similarity between
the two countries. What is represented is not only equality with regard to
socio-economic matters and equality between groups of employees, but
also sexual equality. In both countries the questions of women represen-
tatives in parliament and of day care centres for children have high
loadings. This interpretation of the factor is supported by the fact that it
also appeared in the original analyses, those based on the entire material in
the two countries.

However, the fourth factor is, on the face of it, more difficult to inter-
pret. Particularly in Sweden, it seems that questions of various contents
have high loadings. But on the background of previous analyses we
venture an interpretation, fully conscious of its less-than-solid founda-
tions. The fact that the pornography and day-care-centre questions have
high loadings, on opposite sides, leads us to the conclusion that in both
countries this factor reflects differences in something which we, forlack of
a better term, may call cultural outlook. In Sweden this attitudinal dimen-
sion corresponds to those two factors which in the previous analysis were
designated moral and social policies. In the Norwegian analysis the equi-
valent factor has previously been referred to as a liberal view of culture. A
liberal, modern permissive cultural attitude is represented on this scale, as
its opposite = a morally conservative and traditional view.

This latter factor reflects a cultural difference between generations.
Attitudes on these types of moral issues are strongly correlated with age.
Young respondents express liberal opinions, whereas older people are
more conservative on moral issues (Table 5). With respect to the remain-
ing three attitude dimensions, age differences are considerably less pro-
nounced. True enough, there is in both countries a tendency that younger
respondents are more critical toward nuclear energy and favourable to-
ward equalization than their elders, but these correlations are weak. And
with regard to the most important political dimension, government in-
fluence, age differences are guite negligible.
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Table 5. Age Differences in Cultural Outlook
Average of factor scores, factor 4 in Tables 3 and 4. Positive value indicates a morally
conservative attitude.

Ape Sweden Norway Numiber of Respondents
1974 1977 Sweden Norway
18=30 =4 =32 669 402
3140 =20 -6 470 307
41=50 -1 + 7 378 256
51=60 +20 +13 431 308
61-70 +40 +22 374 226
T1-80 +51 +37 170 117

Thus far we may summarize our impressions from the comparison of
Sweden and Norway. Indisputably, the predominant impression is one of
similarity. It is hardly surprising that certain minor details in the factor
solutions diverge. All the more striking is the fact that marginal distribu-
tions, correlation patterns, as well as factor structure and age correlations,
are so similar. Those cleavages we may observe in one country, are also in
evidence in the other, Despite historical incongruities and despite the fact
that on the surface political developments have at times been rather
different, there is nonetheless a great deal of common ground in these two
political systems. The political poles, between which political life in both
Sweden and Norway unfolds, are government versus private control over
the economy; industrial centralization/growth vs. environmental protec-
tion/decentralization; conservation vs. active elimination of social clea-
vages; and liberal vs. conservative views on cultural and moral issues.

In our analysis thus far we have considered the electorate as a whole.
But behind the averages there may be hidden considerable differences
between sub-groups. An analysis of cleavages in political systems of the
Nordic type would be incomplete if it did not address itself to one such
type of collectivities: the political parties. The role of political parties in
the democratic process is decisive, not only as options at elections, but
also through their important role in the process of opinion formation. The
parties are not just passive listeners to the expressed opinions of the
clectorate: they also take an active part in the formation of attitudes.

What differences of opinion, then, can we find between the supporters
of the various parties? Tables 6 to 9 present an overview of opinion
divergencies between the parties in Sweden in 1976 and in Norway in 1977.
Tables 6 and 7 present the balance of opinion figures for the 19 questions.
The figures may be compared with Table 2, which gives the equivalent
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information for the entire electorate, including non-voters. Tables 8 and 9
are based on the four general attitude dimensions, which have been
described in Tables 3 and 4. Tables 8 and 9 show attitude averages within
parties, These means have been computed from factor scores derived
from the four factors.

Tables 6 and 7 provide us with ample opportunities for detailed compa-
risons between our two countries. Opinions may here be compared, not
only between parties within one country, but also between parties in
different countries. At this point one should recall that four of the
questions are not comparable between countries. In Tables 6 and 7 these
have been marked by asterisks. The remaining 15 questions are, as we
have previously mentioned, identical.

The nuclear energy question presents an interesting example of a pos-
sible comparison. In Norway there is hardly any disagreement between
the parties; they are all decidedly negative toward nuclear energy. The
only exception is the Conservative (H) voters, who, though preponder-
antly negative in their views, assume a somewhat more sympathetic
position. The pattern in Sweden corresponds to the Norwegian one in that
the supporters of most parties are critical, with Moderate voters somea-
what more positive. But the great exception is the Social Democrat party.
In Sweden this party had taken a position in favour of nuclear energy
before the 1976 election, conducting an intensive information campaign
for its views, thereby pulling its supporters towards more favourable
opinions on nuclear energy. In Norway, the nuclear energy issue has not
been politicized in this manner. The results are evident in our data: the
balance of opinion index for the Social Democrats (S)is =2, for the Labour
Party (A) -64.

Tables 8 and 9 present average positions for each party on the four
ideological dimensions from our factor analysis. As one would expect, the
attitudes toward government influence distinguish sharply between par-
ties. In Sweden the average scores vary from +116 (VPK) to —83 (M), in
Norway from +119 (§V) to =83 (H). The parties fall along the classical
left-right dimension. Not only is their order parallel in the two countries,
but the average figures for ‘sister parties’ are amazingly similar. The
Moderate and Conservative voters express attitudes which place them at
exactly the same index figure on this left-right scale. VPK and SV also
assume a practically identical position; the difference between the Social
Democrats and the Labour Party is also negligible. The remaining ‘parties
of the centre” average in Norway between -28 and —42, and in Sweden =33
and —43 (KDS in Sweden-14). With respect to the most important political
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Table 6. Political Issues:- Balance of Opinion among Swedish Voters, by Party

Party choice 1976
VPK S C FP M KDS

Risk of unemployment* +69  +42 41 46 73+ 9
Big business too powerful * +89  +63 #1011 -3 41 +43
Nationalize large corporations +72 + 2 66 =78 90 49
Reduce public control 44 -4 +38 450 +59 +43
Too much social welfare* -42 -5 +62 +51 +72 +74
Increase influence of employees +97 84 +47 +58 +19 426
Cut taxes on high incomes =77 =57 31 22 419 40
Reduce defence appropriations +74 +30 +7 +9 42 + 9
Build nuclear power plants -50 -2 -8 -5 37 -89
Save encrgy +63 +39 +72 +68 +60 491
MNew sources of energy * +88 +70 +88 +89 491 491
Further equalization +95 +84 +72 +58 +27 +60
More women in politics +30 +37 +26 +20 =4 4+ 6
More day care centres +86 +73  +41 +53  +31 -4
Prohibit pornography 0 +3 +3 =9 -8 +89
Hydroelectric power =33 22 12 32 28 +14
Close down unprofitable railways 71 45 55 &0 51 51
Cut taxes on low incomes +93  +87 +84 +84 477 489
Decentralize government offices +31 36 +H40 + T 12 +40

MNote: Asterisk (*) indicates that the wording of the question is not exactly identical in
Sweden and Norway.

Table 7. Political Issues; Balance of Opinion among Morwegian Voters, by Party

Party choice 1977
5V A ¥V KRF 5P DNMF H FRP

Risk of unemployment * +44 42 18 _18 -9 -20 -48 ~-l6
Big business too powerful* +76 +22 56 51 57 65 -8} 42
Mationalize large corporations +66 +15 62 52 -57 55 -83 -58
Reduce public control 60 12 414 +26 +19 +30 +40 0
Too much social welfare® 60 62 60 -53 43 60 40 44
Increase influence of employees +94 471 +51 +29 427 +70 +21 +42
Cut taxes on high incomes <75 38 38 4+ 6 - T 20 445 +37
Reduce defence appropriations +74 -9 i3 -19 36 75 64 + 5
Build nuclear power plants 91 64 T3 66 T4 60 34 58
Save energy +78  +42 +80 +60 457 +T70 +41 =16
MNew sources of energy * +69 +43 +64 +358 +55 +45 +55 +358
Further equalization +94  +80 +82 +62 +70 +100 +67 +68
More women in politics -4 -6 + 5 =29 30 =25 -3 +21
More day care centres 484 +57 471 +44 436 475 452 +68
Prohibit pornography +16 +34 430 +81 437 +55 +15 +37
Hydroelectric power =50 =2 =36 10 =13 4 5 =10 +11
Close down unprofitable railways -69 22 38 =26 =52 50 =23 37
Cut taxes on low incomes +91 +88 +89 +8S +77 +75 +81 +79
Decentralize government offices +71 +52 +76 +58 467 475 +42 +6R

Note: Asterisk (*) indicates that the wording of the questions is not exactly identical in
Sweden and Norway.
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Table 8. Political Attitudes among Swedish Voters, by Party: Average Factor Scores

Factor
1 2 3 4

Government Energy, Equality Cultural MNumber of
Party choice influence  environment outlook respondents
VPK +116 -18 +44 =27 97
5 + 47 +32 +22 -4 1024
C - 33 —46 -6 +10 534
FP - 43 ~-11 -14 -16 277
M - B3 + 3 -6l + 1 il
KDS - 14 -39 -9 + 78 £l

Table 9. Political Attitudes among Norwegian Voters, by Party: Average Factor Scores

Factor

l 2 i 4
Party choice Government  Energy, Equality Cultural Number of

influence  environment outlook respondents
sV +119 =50 +46 -14 68
A + 3l +10 +13 -2 596
¥ - 28 =34 +19 +10 32
KRF -1 -4 =12 +43 158
5P = 36 =27 =26 + 14 128
DNF - 42 -25 4 14 -8 20
H - 83 + B -26 -19 334
FRP -3 =13 -1 + 7 17

cleavage, the left-right dimension, Norwegian and Swedish voters are in
essence faced with the same party system.

As regards location on the second factor, the energy and environment
dimension, the similarities between Sweden and Norway remain great,
but party conflicts form somewhat divergent patterns in this case. [n
Sweden the position as the most ‘environmentalist’ and anti-nuclear-ener-
gy party is occupied by the Centre party (and KDS). In Norway it is SV
which has the equivalent extreme position. At the opposite pole there is in
Norway a cluster of three parties: the Labour Party (+ 10). the Conserva-
tives (+8), and the Progress Party (+13). In Sweden the Social Democrats
form incontestably the most pro-nuclear-energy party (+32). In Sweden
the energy policy battle, particularly the nuclear energy issue, has been
fought with somewhat different alignments from those which at present
characterize the Norwegian party system on these issues.
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The conflict patterns along the third dimension, the equality factor, are
similar in both countries. As in the case of controversies over government
influence, it is the left—right dimension that dominates. One notable ex-
ception is the Norwegian Centre Party, which ends up close to one pole of
the scale, with the same average index as the Conservatives.

The distinguishing feature of party conflicts over cultural and moral
issues is the fact that a single party in each country assumes an extreme
position. This is the religious party —in Sweden KDS and in Norway KRF
— whose supporters have extremely conservative views. Between the
other parties, however, differences are not significant; for them, as pre-
viously shown, the gulf in attitudes between generations is the most
important factor. In the case of most voters, year of birth is a better
predictor of opinions on moral and cultural issues than party affiliation.

As evidenced in this analysis, it is obvious that certain parties resemble
each other quite strongly, that their supporters have approximately the
same attitudes. Other parties, on the other hand, seem to be opposites;
their attitude profiles are entirely contrary to each other. These vaguely
based impressions may find exact quantitative expressions. As we shall
now see, the preceding description of attitude structures can form the
basis of a pair-wise comparison between the parties of Sweden and Nor-
way. This comparison, in turn, permits a configuration analysis of the
Norwegian and Swedish party systems. Dimensional analyses of party
systems are nowadays common in political science. But to our knowledge,
this is the first time anybody has carried out one common dimension
analysis of the party systems of rwo countries.

Our configuration is based on the data presented in Tables 8 and 9, the
party averages on our four factor indices. We take advantage of the fact
that our factor analysis yielded parallel results in the two countries, that
the four factors are pair-wise comparable, Thus, Tables 8 and 9 may be
regarded as a data matrix. Our four factors constitute the units of analysis.
The 14 political parties (6 in Sweden and 8 in Norway) form the variables.
Each party can now be compared to any other party. One must only
provide a measure which yields a high positive value if the attitude profiles
of the two parties are highly congruent. Inversely, this measure should
have a strongly negative value if attitudes diverge sharply, and it should
take a value close to zero when attitude profiles are neither very similar
nor very dissimilar. One measure which fulfills these criteria is the well-
known product moment correlation coefficient. A system of coordinates is
formed for each pair of parties; the four data points — the attitude scores —
are plotted in; and the correlation is computed. Naturally, four data points
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are not much, but in this case they should suffice. Significance problems
are small, as this analysis is based on a universe in its entirety. As regards
the relative weights of our four attitude dimensions, they will vary from
party to party. In the case of a party which assumes an extreme position on
any factor, this data point will be located far away from origin, and hence it
will take on a comparatively great weight in the computation of correla-
tions. Reciprocally, when a party occupies a centre position on a scale.
this dimension will influence the correlation coefficient to a relatively
lesser extent. Thus, factor 4 has the greatest significance for the extreme
parties KDS and KRF, and less for the other parties.

In Table 10 we have listed the highest positive correlations, identifying
those parties which are most ideologically akin, according to the opinions
of their electors. Also shown are those pairs of parties with the highest
negative correlations, those parties which are furthest apart.

Table 10. Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients: Pair-Wise Party Comparisons

Highest pasitive correlations: Highest negative correlations:

H - FRP 0,985 VP - M - 0,965
KRF - 5P 0.977 5V - H - 0.963
FP - FRP 0.971 M - 5V - 0.961
VPK - 5V 0.967 SV ~ FRP = 0,960
FP - H 0.958 VPK - FRP = (1.957
VPK - A 0.943 5 - KRF = 0.954
C -V 0.914 5 - 5P - {1.952

The results so far are hardly surprising. The closely related parties are
either non-socialist parties, such as the Conservatives and the Progressive
Party (+ 0.985), or socialist parties, such as VPK and SV (+ 0.967). Those
parties which are characterized by the greatest distance, which constitute
the extremes of the party system, are VPK and the Moderates (-0.965),
and SV and the Conservatives (-0.963). Thus far, all is familiar. It sounds
as if the old left-right dimension should be able to summarize the correla-
tion pattern. It is possible to subject this conjecture to a more rigorous test.
One may, for example, enter the correlation matrix into a factor analysis.
The results are shown in Table 11.

The result of this configuration analysis is not one, but three factors.
The first factor, however, is by far the most important, accounting for
nearly two thirds of the total variance. It captures the left-right scale: at
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Table 11. Joint Configuration Analysis of the Party Systems of Sweden and Norway: Factor
matrix based on orthogonal varimax rotation

Party Factor
1 2 i

VPK —.935 -.350 —.050
5 ~ 476 =796 -.373
C =039 01 597
FP 599 21 437
M 918 A6 -.213
KIS -.[58 76 a4
5V =992 =120 051
A - 538 -.402 =370
vV —. 004 492 A7
KRF 576 B3 86
5P L300 915 099
DNF 305 155 940
H 985 =040 1e9
FRP 966 20 229
Eigenvalue 9.02 346 1.51
Percent of variance 4.5 24.7 10.8

the far left we find SV (factor loading —0.992) and VPK (-0.935), at the
extreme right the Conservatives (0.985), FRP (0.966), and the Moderates
(0.918). But the second dimension also provides important information, it
complements the picture of the party systems. The ideological similarities
and dissimilarities between the supporters of various parties cannot be
totally captured by the left-right model alone. In the two-dimensional map
in Figure 1, based on the factor matrix in Table 11, we notice the existence
of two distinct party blocs: the socialist and non-socialist blocs. Within
these blocs, however, there are interesting variations, as the second
dimension reflects ideological opinion differences which chiefly concern
energy and environment issues as well as cultural and moral questions.
The polar ends are constituted by, on the one hand the Social Democrats in
Sweden, and on the other hand a cluster of four parties: the Swedish
Centre Party, the Norwegian Centre Party, KDS, and KRF. The rurally
dominated and the religiously oriented parties are thus set off in a separate
group, whereas the more ‘modern’ and urban bourgeoisie are represented
by the Conservatives, the Moderates, the Liberal Party (in Sweden), and
the Progressive Party. The Norwegian Liberals (V) and New People’s
Party (DNF) do not quite belong to either of these clusters, but float
somewhere in between, though certainly still on the non-socialist side.
Thus there emerges a common picture of the party systems of Sweden
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Figure 1. Joint Map of the Party Systems of Sweden and Norway (Factors 1and 2 in Table 11)

and Norway, a picture which confirms the principal antagonism between
left and right, which illustrates certain partial deviations from this main
model, but which above all demonstrates the Kinship of the Norwegian and
Swedish party systems.

NOTES

. These 15 questions may be classified on the one hand according to the conflict dimension
which they reflect (further below), on the other according to the degree of opinion
similarity between the two countries (Table 2). These two properties are not related to
cach other.

. This table presents the factor matrix of an orthogonal selution afier varimax rotation. Ina
preparatory analysis Kaijser's criterion gave five factors in both Sweden and Norway.
Since the fifth factor was uninterpretable, the number of Tactors was limited to four.

3, It should be emphasized that for reasons of comparability the second and third factor in

Morway have been interchanged. [n our factor analysis the energy policy factor oniginally
came out number three. However, the eigenvalues of factors two and three are relatively
equal both in Sweden and Norway.

bt
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