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Debating explanations of electoral behavior, American scholars have focused on
three main theories: The identification model relying on underlying loyalty of
voters towards specific parties; the political agreement or proximity model as-
suming a rational calculation of parties’ ideological positions or stand on salient
political issues as the vardstick for choice of party; and the investment model
relying on voters' ability to calculate which government alternative will bring
most utility for the individual voter. Examining these theories with the use of
MNorwegian data from the elections of 1965, 1969 and 1977, we find that the iden-
tification model is far the most powerful in predicting individual voting behavior.
This model also has an edge in explaining support for the individual parties and
the total distribution of voters. Howewver, at the major postwar government ¢lec-
tion in 1963, the investment model certainly is of importance, and at the election
in 1977 the significance of the proximity model has increased.

Introduction

The last decade of electoral research has seen a major debate as to which
theoretical assumptions are the most fruitful in studies of political be-
havior generally, and of voting behavior more specifically.

The traditional doctrine that voting mainly could be explained as a
function of party identification has been strongly challenged during this
debate. This debate has been developed primarily among American scho-
lars, and has mainly been concerned with voting in two party systems
(Miller et. al. 1976, Popkin et. al. 1976, Steeper & Teeter 1976, D. RePass
1976, Miller & Miller 1976). However, the debate has at least the same
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interest for European scholars working with voting in multi-party sys-
tems.

The point of departure for the criticism of an identification explanation
of voting is the observed decline in the number of voters expressing
identification or loyalty to either of the two major parties in USA, and also
an increasing rate of defection even among those who express identifica-
tion with a party.

This development has been explained by an increasing level of educa-
tion and information about American politics within the electorate; this
factor has been considered the foundation for higher ability to anafyse
politics in rational terms; to form theoretically or ideologically consistent
opinions about politics (Downs 1957).

The important distinction between the two approaches is found in the
identification model’s assumption of lasting loyalties among the voters
towards specific parties, while the rationality models assume voting to be
entirely explained by voters’ economic, social or cultural preferences.
Voting is considered a rational act to the extent that individual preferences
are compared with the political goals of parties according to some political
yardstick, and the voter is able to decide which party has the closest
position to his own.!

Studies based on one or another economic-rational assumption disag-
ree, however, on what yvardstick is the most appropriate (o explain voting
behavior and what yardstick gives the best theoretical conception of
vating, if voting is to be understood as an act of rational calculations
(Popkin et. al. 1976, Miller et. al. 1976, Miller & Miller 1976, Kiewiet &
Kinder 1979). Different rational models disagree not only on what aspects
of the voter's rationality-calculus are of importance; the logical implica-
tions of the different models seem to be inconsistent, and give substan-
tially different explanations as to why people vote for which party. The
debate of recent years seems, however, to crystallize two major traditions
for rational behavior studies; one tradition views party preferences as a
Sunction of political{ideological proximity or issues agreement between
parties and vorers (Miller et. al. 1976, Miller & Miller 1976). The second
tradition is primarily concerned with party preferences as a function of
voters' evaluation of what party will give the largest (economic) utility if in
government position (Popkin et. al. 1976, RePass 1976, Steeper & Teeter
1976). The second tradition is concerned with policy performance as the
important criterion of vote calculation, while the first tradition focuses on
political profites of parties.

Even if all three models have some common theoretical assumptions
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Table 1. Assumptions of different explanatory models for the study of electoral behavior in multiparty systems

Identification model

Proximity model

Investment model

Time- Present political Evaluation of future

orientation FPast experience agreement political performance/
outcome

Important Voters' social, ethnic and Voters® ideological position Volers' level of political

voler cultural member categories inside multidimensional information

characteristica

cleavage structure/stand
on political issues

Political
predispositions

Social-psychological
identification with
specific category

Evaluation of the importance
of different political issues
and voters’ stand on issues

Woters” scale of preferences
for different political
solutions

Decisionmaking
criteria

Party-identification according
Lo party closest to specific
category of adherence

Comparing own stand on dif-
ferent issues with stands
of different parties

Comparing different govern-
mental alternatives’ stands
on issues to own preference-
scale

Explanations
on non-
participation

Political cross-pressure;
divided loyalty between
different categories of
adherence and different
political parties

Alienation/Indifference:
no political party close
enough to own political
position

Information costs:
costs of information on
parties’ stands exceeds
utility of differences in
governmental policies

Explanations of
deviation from
predicied
voting

Effects of short-term
political forces

Indecisiveness on parties’
positions inside cleavage-
structure/position on
voter-salient issues

Use of ‘information short-
cuts” (to overcome information
costs) gives mal-information

Explanation of
political parti-
cipation

The social cleavage struc-
ture salient, and party system
differentiated to an extent

at which different social
categaries give their

support for a party

The ideological cleavage
structure {or specific
issues) salient, and party
system differentiated to an

extent at which different ideolo-

gical categories give their
support for a party

Use of “information short-
cuts’ (to overcome information
costs), party label, past
performance, social and eco-
nomic every-day experience,
gives information on utility-
difference between govern-
mental alternatives.
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about electoral behavior, there are still differences which make them
important for research on political behavior. They differ in their assump-
tion of electoral response to political events and to political parties, they
differ on what political objects are of importance for voters’ party evalua-
tions, and they differ in the conceptual framework of analysis and thereby
the substantive understanding they give of voters’ behavior and party
competition. (Table 1 gives the main differences between our three
theories.)

The purpose of this paper is to study to what extent voters in a multiparty
system conform to some of the assumptions and some of the predictions of
what today are called the identification, the proximity and the investment
theories of voting. We will also see whether changes in political conditions
at different elections may help us understand the extent to which the
electorate conforms to the assumptions of the different theories.

The Comparison of Theories

The three theories which will be analyzed are as mentioned mainly de-
veloped and debated among American scholars of electoral research, and
are closely connected to the study of presidential elections.

This may be the reason for their focus on which model is the best, the
most correct, or the most fruitful in analyzing electoral behaviour; that is,
the reason for choosing one of the models. This may be reasonable for
explaining voting in a two-party system. However, in party systems where
one may find socialist, liberal, conservative, christian, agrarian, regional,
communist, and fascist parties, along with parties that cannot easily be
labeled, the problem of choosing a theory or model might be a quite
different matter. Obviously, there are reasons to expect explanations of
voting behavior to be more complex under these conditions, and a fruitful
approach may be to rely on more than one model.

Another matter that should be mentioned is that the three models
examined, in spite of their dissimilarities, do not form inconsistent be-
havioral patterns. Obviously, we could find that large groups of voters
conform to all three models. Most voters would be quite satisfied with
voting for the party with which they identify, with expressing position
agreement or ideological proximity with the same party, and with viewing
their first political preference as the party most able to govern. Neverthe-
less, the question asked, and the explanation given for voting behaviour,
would be different depending on the different theories.

Our focus will therefore concentrate on the relative importance of party
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identification, of political agreement on issues, and on evaluation of gov-
ernment performance in explaining party preferences of Norwegian vot-
ers.

We will assume that the different theories might vary in importance for
helping us to understand the support of different parties, and we also
assume that there might be differences in the relative importance of the
theories as political circumstances change from one election to another.

The Norwegian party system since the 1960’s should be appropriate as a
test of the relative importance of the models, and of how their ability to
explain voting behavior varies over time. The reasons for believing that all
models are of some importance are of course found in major aspects of the
party system:

-~ All parties are both by their foundation and by their voter support
closely connected to the sociological cleavage structure.

— All parties are connected to different ideological positions.

- Since the election in 1965, there have always been two distinct
governmental alternatives, a Social Democratic-Labor govern-
ment vs. a non-socialistic coalition government.

Under such circumstances, there are reasons to believe that all three
models are of some importance in understanding the voting behaviour of
the electorate, even if we expect the relative importance of the models to
vary with the party studied and with changes in political circumstances.

Politics as Loyalty

A most common conclusion in all modern electoral research is that mem-
bership in different social categories correlates with voting for specific
parties (Rokkan & Valen 1974). Membership in social, economic, ethnic,
cultural and geographic categories seems not only to have been a major
force in the mobilization process for political participation and the forma-
tion of distinct party systems; it also seems to have been the most impor-
tant factor in explaining the stability of most multi-party systems (Rokkan
1967). The very slow changes inside these party systems can only be
explained if long lasting identifications between members of different
categories and corresponding parties are recognized.

Animportant presumption is, however, that societies are characterized
by stability. Like all western societies, post-war Norway has been marked
by a rate of social and geographical mobility unknown in earlier history.
The main causes of this mobility are the expansion of the educational
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system and the transformation of the Norwegian economy from a largely
primary economy, to an industrial economy and finally to a modern
service economy. With these objective changes there have also been
changes in expectations for future social adherence. For the voteritis no
longer only a matter of which group to belong to, but also of which way to
head. Expectations may not even be concerned with one’s own future
position, but with that of one’s children.

In societies with such trends of social and economic development, we
might expect a breakdown of earlier social cleavages, and accordingly a
break-down of social group identification and party loyalty. These expec-
tations seem to be correct for the American electorate, but not so in
Norway.

The proportion reporting an identification with a party among American
voters has declined from more than 75 % in 1956 to slightly above 60% in
1976 (Miller & Miller 1977). At the same time the rate of defection among
those reporting to identify with a party has increased in the U.5.A. In
Norway, on the other hand, identification rose from 65 % in 1957 to more
than 709 in 1965, then dropped to nearly 609 in 1969, and then again
steadily increased to approximately 709 in 1977 (Pettersen 1979). At the
same time defection rates among Norwegian identifiers are much lower
than among Americans.

Rokkan and Campbell have explained these differences by pointing to
the social homogeneity of Norwegian parties as compared to the two
major American parties (Rokkan & Campbell 1970). The ‘wave pattern’ in
Norwegian identification also indicates that the conflict structure for
different elections is of some importance for understanding identification
among Norwegian voters. Especially the rise in identification in 1965 and
1977 seems to indicate some connection with the Labor party and the
Conservatives as the main election opponents. It is increased identifica-
tion for these two parties which explains the overall increase in identifica-
tion. This gives us reason to believe that identification is a persistently
better variable for explaining Norwegian voting than what we find in
America, though we do expect differences among parties for identification
as an explanatory factor of support.

Politics as Issue Agreement

The basic assumption behind the proximity theory is that individual voters
as well as each party (in USA also each presidential candidate) occupy a
specific ideological position, or take distinct positions on the salient politi-
cal 1ssues, The voters’ interpretation of distances between their own
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positions and the positions of the parties is the basis for calculating which
party is closest to their own position. The rational voter, of course, gives
his support to the party closest to, or least far from, his own position.

Since there is no reason to assume that a single voter will conceive one
single party as the one closest on every issue, the voter must either decide
what party is on the average the closest, or what party is the closest for
those issues the voter feels have most importance (Miller et al. 1976, Miller
& Miller 1976, Miller & Miller 1975).

Such decision-making by voters of course assumes a well-informed
electorate, which is again the reason for introducing the proximity theory
in societies with a comparatively high level of education for its population
and a very high flow of information through the media systems. Both in the
USA and Norway media coverage of politics has increased, people have
better access to old media, and the introduction of TV has made it possible
to follow the political decision-making process in close view. The increase
in information, and the higher average level of education, make us believe
that voters are able to see sharper distinctions between parties and distin-
guish subtle differences between them, and thereby perceive the ideologi-
cal cleavage structure between parties. And it is certainly the case that
both among American and Norwegian voters there has been an increased
ability among the electorate to express agreement with parties on issues
and to differentiate party positions inside the party systems (Pettersen
1979, Nie ct al. 1973).

Increased information and an increased ability to handle information
could, however, have generated an increasing number of voters to become
aware that parties other than their first preference have a closer stand on
some issues. Increased information could in this way give the ¢ffect of an
increased disruption of voters' issue sympathy. The guestion of interest
under such circumstances is what issues seem to be vote-determining for
the different parties. That is, to what extent does knowledge of a voter's
stand on different issues make us able to predict which party he will
choose?

Our analysis will not only give information on the saliency of different
cleavages; we will also illuminate what issues are of importance for the
support of different parties.

We will see, as well, to what extent the different parties are monolithic
coalitions, to which voters give support through stands on one or a few
issues. Or to what extent support is based on heterogeneous coalitions as
regards stand-issues, where several issues give rise to the support of one
party.

227



Politics as Performance Evaluations

Animportant pre-condition for the proximity model is the voter’s ability to
separate party positions either according to distinct ideological cleavages
or stands on issues. This assumption is often criticized for giving too much
credit both to the consistency of voters' ideological understanding and to
their knowledge of parties’ stands on political issues. Therefore, the critics
say, a model of proximity will not only give wrong information on electoral
behavior, it will also hinder the development of a correct understanding of
what voting behavior is all about.

According to this view, the model which should be subsituted for the
proximity model is a model viewing voting, and other ways of political
participation, as a calculation of utility and costs or ‘as an investment in
one or more collective goods made under conditions of uncertainty with
costly and imperfect information’ (Popkin et al. 1976, p. 780).

Voters' ability to choose between parties arises from their ability to
calculate which party in government would give the most utility or the
least hard times.? The benefits of participation must, however, be con-
ceived as larger than the costs of participating; otherwise the rational voter
would not find it worthwhile to participate.

It is easy to see that to some extent the investment theory of voting is an
extension and revision of some of the assumptions behind proximity
analysis of voting. In both cases the question of voters being able to decide
which parties are closest to their own preferences is at stake, even if it
might be argued that the two theories assume different preference scales,
one ideological or based on political sympathies and the other based ona
cost benefit analysis of economic utility.

Both models also assume rationality to be based on the information
available to voters, and assume that the knowledge level of voters might be
sophisticated or superficial. The main differences between the two
theoretical approaches as regards explaining voting are first, the investor
model’s presentation of the costs involved in political participation. The
main costs are connected with gathering relevant information of parties’
political performance. The investment theory explicitly assumes informa-
tion accumulation to be costly and assumes that most voters therefore use
some ‘shortcuts’ to relevant political information like party labels,
ideological labels or traditional expectations of different parties. These
‘short-cuts’ to information can be compared with the voters’ political ‘free
information’ from every day life. Knowledge about inflation from daily
shopping, and knowledge about the economic and unemployment situa-
tion from reading newspapers or watching television are examples of such
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free information.

Having introduced the concepts of informational short-cuts and free
information, one may argue that the investment theory seems to be very
close to the identification explanation of voting. However, neither the
investment model nor the proximity model assumes, as identification
voting does, a positive affective relationship between voters and parties. It
is perfectly within the theoretical framework of these theories to have
voters choosing the least disliked alternative.? The cost benefit assump-
tion behind investment voting allows for calculation which involves
minimization of loss as well as maximization of utility. Proximity analyses
allow for calculations of both relative and absolute distances between
voters and parties.

A second difference between the proximity and investment models, one
which is especially important for analyzing voting in multi-party systems,
is that the political objects of attention for the two models would be slightly
different. While proximity analysis of voting would be concerned with
party ideologies (in US candidates also), the investment analysis of voting
would be concerned with government performance (in US also candidate
performance) and the conception of future government performance for
parties competing for government position. This introduces a significant
theoretical problem since only parties with a reasonable possibility of
getting into government position could be of relevance for investment
voters through the calculated utility of a hypothetical policy output. What
we may call government-relevant parties should therefore be the only
parties of concern for investor voters. This problem is of no importance in
two-party systems, where a vote for a party automatically becomes a vote
for a government alternative. Not so in multi-party systems. In most
multi-party systems, as in Norway, there exist parties with no reasonable
possibility of getting into government position.

During the 1950’s and early 60’s, Norway had only one government
alternative, as the non-socialistic parties were too much in disagreement
with each other to form coalitions. In this period, it is difficult to under-
stand how investment voting could explain voting for the non-socialist
parties, even if they got between 409 and 50% of the vote. Not until the
election of 1965 were the non-socialist parties able to form a pre-election
alliance which gave promise to the voters of a new government in the event
of a non-socialist majority in parliament. As a result of the elections of
1965 and 1969, 5 out of 7 parties were what we have called government-re-
levant parties. The proportion was reduced to 4 out of 10 by the early 70’s.
Given the assumptions of the investment theory of voting, there seems to
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be no way of explaining support for some parties.

The government-relevant parties are, however, by far the largest ones,
and a reasonable question therefore is, to whar extent voting for the
government-refevant parties must be explained in different terms than
voting for the ‘permanent opposition’ parties.

Since 1965, Norway has had 3 types of government. Until 1971, a4 party
coalition government existed, followed by a Labor Party government,
which was the same party that governed from 1945 to 1965. Labor left the
government position after the referendum on EEC membership in 1972,
and a minor non-socialist government, consisting of Liberals, Christians
and Agrarians, took over. The Labor Party came into office again after the
election in 1973 and remained in office after the next election in 1977.

The Norwegian electorate, therefore, had the opportunity to experience
the utility of several different government alternatives. The question of
course is, fo what extent these experiences provided the basis for an
increase in the importance of evaluations of government performance as
the premises for voting decisions.

Analyzing the importance of our three theories for explaining voting
behavior among Norwegians, we shall depend on a set of variables ex-
pressing identification, political agreement and evaluation of political
performance, and our analysis will tell:

. Which variables have the largest impact on the individual voter's choice of party,
. Which variables are important for the net aggregate election oulcome, and
. The importance of these variables for the support of the different parties.

b P =

Data and Statistics

The survey data which will be analysed have been collected by the Nor-
wegian Electoral Research Program, Institute of Social Research, Oslo.
These data were not gathered primarily for the investigation of theories
like those focused on here. However, to a large extent, the data have
proved very useful in examining different theoretical assumptions.

Analysis and debate of the three theories have, as mentioned, mainly
occurred among American scholars. Differences in the political systems of
the US and Norway, have, unfortunately, given rise to differences in
survey questions which means that direct comparison between the two
countries is impossible.

To examine the three theories for the Norwegian electorate, we need
three types of information about the individual voter, in addition to infor-
mation on voting.
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1) We need information on the self-declared party identification of the
voters: to what extent voters have an affective attachment to a specific
party, or whether they in fact feel independent of parties when facing the
decision as to which party to vote for. In this analysis, the categories of
strong identifier and weak identifier are merged into one category of
identifiers as opposed to independents.

2) We need information on what parties the voters perceive as those
closest to their own positions on the political issues involved. Here, the
Norwegian data differ from the American data. The American surveys,
utilizing a 7 point scale to measure political proximity or agreement, asked
the voters to give their own position, plus their opinions on the two parties
and on the candidates’ positions on different ideological issues. The Nor-
wegian voters were asked which party or parties they felt expressed their
points of view with regard to the issues involved. Considering the number
of parties in the Norwegian party system, a scaling technique would have
been most uneconomic. Even if slightly different, both techniques give a
measurement of political proximity or agreement.

A problem to face in both cases is the tendency for the importance of
issues to change over time. This is, of course, one of the major properties
of political conflicts, but gives the researcher few possibilities to compare
proximity between voters and parties for the same issues over several
elections. The survey always has to choose those issues which seem to be
of most importance at the different elections. For the Norwegian electo-
rate we have information on which party or parties voters feel express
their opinions with regard to the following issues:

1965 1969 1977

NATO Membership NATO Membership NATO Membership
Teaching of Religion Teaching of Religion School Policies in

in Schoal in School General
Tax Policies Tax Policies Tax Policies
District Development District Development Environmental Protection
Social Service Policies Help to Developing Exploitation of Qil
Language Policies Countrics Resources

Abortion Laws

3) To investigate the investment theory of voting, we need information as
to whether voters perceive a link between the policies of different gov-
ernments and economic development, and to what extent voters believe a
change of government would make any difference in the level of economic
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development. In this case, for the elections of 1965, 1969 and 1977, we do
have data on voters’ perceptions as to whether government policies have
cansed unemployment and inflation and on their perceptions as towhether
or not a change in government would make any difference in the un-
employment and inflation rates.* (For 1965 we also have information on
voters’ perception of government policies as a cause of the housing short-
age, and of whether a different government would make the housing
market better or worse.) What we lack, primarily, are data which will
indicate the extent to which voters feel that government policies are of
importance for their private standard of living, and the extent to which
changes in government would make any difference in their individual
economic situation. For one election, 1969, we have such data and they
will of course be analyzed. For the election in 1977, a question regarding
the voters expectations of their future economic situation will also be
analyzed. In this case we will analyze the voting pattern for those who
expect an improvement or a worsening of their future economic situation.

A major problem in analyzing these data with multivariate statistical
techniques, however, is that all the variables we depend on are nominal
scale variables. To handle this problem, the original variables have been
transformed to sets of dichotomous variables. For most variables this has
been a straightforward categorization of voters for party xi as the 1 value
while voters for other parties and abstainers get 0 value. Similarly iden-
tifiers with party xi or expressed agreement with xi are assigned the value
I, non-identifiers or identifiers with other parties are assigned the value 0,
and no agreement expressed or agreement with other parties than Xi also
get a value of 0.

On the questions of government performance respondents were allowed
to choose which government they expected to do the best job, or to
indicate that they felt there was no difference between the Labor-govern-
ment alternative and the non-socialist coalition government. To solve this
problem in constructing dichotomous variables we introduced one vari-
able giving a value of 1 to Labor-government preferences, and a value of 0
to coalition government preferences and no difference responses. Then a
new variable was constructed for which coalition government preferences
were given a value of 1, and Labor-government preferences together with
no-difference responses were given a value of 0. For government perfor-
mance we will therefore have different variables in our equations as we
analyze support for different parties. Obviously it would not make much
sense to try to explain voting for the non-socialist parties by Labor
government preferences or socialist voting by attitudes indicating that the
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non-socialist parties would perform best in government.

Structuring our data in this way requires that we analyze the different
parties separately. But the symmetry of the data gives a direct compara-
bility between the importance of different variables for different parties
and also across time.

The next problem is to choose which statistics to use. With our data
there are several available.

For the first part of our analysis we will depend on the Bi coefficients
from regression analysis, since this would give us the most information in
the most concentrated form. The Bi coefficients give the change in prob-
ability for the individual voter in choosing a specific party Yiif his score on
variable xi is 1, and 0 for variables x; ... xk. Then given the regression
equation ¥ = bo + bi + bj .. .bk (since Xi, X; .. Xx all equal - 1) the relative
probability for choosing a specific party y given the bi value for a certain
variable is ¥ = bo + bi. The single B coefficients give the probability
change for choosing party y given x as impact factor.s

The B’s will, on the other hand, only give information on the probability
of individuals choosing a specific party. To develop an aggregate statistic
for the importance of the different variables we will have to take into
consideration the effect of the proportion of respondents having a value of
| for the different variables. The number of respondents identifying or
expressing agreement with a party will, of course, vary from party to party
and from one issue to another.

The individual probability of voting for a party, as a function of identifi-
cation, political agreement or government evaluation, together with the
size of the proportion identifying, expressing agreement or evaluating the
government alternatives (the dichotomous means X), will give our aggre-
gate net effect of different variables with our measurement of the product
BiXi.

The BiXi will be much larger for the biggest parties while identification
with a small party naturally will give a small net impact on the total
outcome. To measure the relative importance of the different variables for
the different parties we will calculate the BiXi-values as a percentage of the
total support for different parties. This measurement (BiXi%) will give
the relative importance of the variables for the support of different parties.

The Superiority of Loyalty and the Growing Importance of
[ssues

Since most Norwegian voters do identify with a specific party and very
few defect from their identification, it is hardly surprising to find identifi-
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cation as the variable that best explains the probability for individual
voting. Still the questions which must be answered are for which parties
identification gives the best predictability, and for which parties issues
and government evaluation have a certain marginal effect on voters’
inclination to choose the party. Our focus will be on which changes we find

Srom 1965 to 1977,

Table 2. Regression equation on party identification, agreement on issues and government

evaluations. 1965,

Com. L. Soc.  Lab. Lib. Chr. Agr. Con.
B B B B B B B
(r) (r) (r) ir} (r) (r) r)
Bo = Bo = Bo = Bo = Ba= Bo= Bo =
-0 AOI8 094 30 HH A6 136
Party identification 366 650 575 740 75 829 H58
473) (490 (6R2)  (6dB) (L728) (T14) (L6TO)
Agreement with party's -.014 226 40 {175 42 A75 138
stand on ax policies CIT5y  (378)  (3e6)  (L273)  (LIBT) (.243)  (Ld6d)
Agreement with party’s AM4 L0013 A23 05 =017 022 047
stand on NATO policies (2600 147 141y (Lld6) (O072) 0 159 (L332)
Apreement with party’s 023 027 &1 009 80 -0 D54
stand on social policies 254y (L2200 3y LMTY (A2 (L2BTY (L314)
Agreement with party on 229 65 018 A6 054 071 63
district development (414 (L236) (315 (L228) 0 (232 (316 (.222)
Agreement with party’s JA37 =47 M7 007 = 107 =020 A2
stand on languages I3 04 G1E9 136) 038 (152 (3T
Agreement with party’s A3 A26 022 54 A28 02 A6
stand on religion 2000 (190 293y (243) (254 (LIB2) (.250)
Labor government cause g Loz 41 + 4 4 + + ++
of low unemployment (026} (=.022)  (.287) b 4 & + 4 +
Increased unemployment 00 —.015 101 ++ + o+ ++ ++
il non-socialist govit. (.053) (025 (.372) + + ++ ++ ++
Decreased unemployment + + ++ + + —-.041 18 004 -.027
if non-socialist govt, + + ++ + + (.015) 021y (.026)  (O85)
Labor government cause ++ + + 4 22 -.011 07 39
of inflation ++ ++ + + U2y (039 (L112)  (L208)
Increased inflation if -7 —_ 064 4 4 § + ++
non-socialist govi. (.017) — (.239) 4 i + + o+
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Com. L. Soc. Lab. Lib. Chr. Agr. Con,

B B B B B B B
(r) ir) (r) ir) (r) (r) trl
Bo= Bo= HBo= Bo= Bo= Bo= Bo =
001 NI A4 030 06 36 J36
Decreased inflation if + ++ + + =013 024 RilE: =030
non-socialist govi. ++ ++ ++ 084y (025 (149 (215
Labor government cause ++ ++ ++ — LYY - 006 —-.011
of house shortage ++ ++ ++ — COIRY  (L115) (190
Increased house-shortage 009 012 -2 ++ + + ++ ++
if non-socialist povt. (073 (L48)  (.333) + + + + + ++
Decreased house shortage ++ ++ ++ 034 -.021 — 07
if non-socialist govt, ++ ++ + + (.126)  (.038) - {.300)
M= 11 70 6E0 162 a1 194 278

++ = Mot included in the regression equation.
— = Insufficient F-level for computation of statistics.

From Table 2 we may see the relative importance of the different variables
at the election in 1965.¢ Identification explains individual choices of party
by far the most satisfactorily, compared with issue agreement or govern-
ment evaluations, even if there are some differences among parties. Obvi-
ously the center parties are those where the relative importance of iden-
tification is greatest. With the Agrarian party as the leader there actually is
a change in probability of voting for one of the center parties of from 75 %
to more than 809, knowing that a voter identifies with one of these
parties.

The Conservatives and Left Socialists reach a 659 level while Labor is
below 60 %. (The Communists are down toa 35 % level, but in this case the
small number of respondents introduces uncertainty.) Just a glance at the
rest of the table tells the story of the extreme importance of identification.

Still, the question is to what extent parties which are relatively low on
identification may compensate for this by gains from issue agreement or
government performance evaluation. First we notice that the center par-
ties seem fairly dependent on identification since no issue or government
evaluation variable gives as much as a 10% increase in the probability of
voting for these parties. As a matter of fact, in 1965 there seemed to be few
other variables which could compensate for identifcation for voters for
any party.

In 1965 we only find 3 variables giving more than 109 change in
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Table 3. Regression equation on party identification, agreement on issues and government

evaluations. 1969,

Com. L.Soc. Lab. Lib. Chr. Agr. Con.
B B B B B B B
(r) (r) (r) (r) (r) (r) ir}
Bo = Bo= Bo= Bo= Bo= Bo= Bo=
Q05 006 41 035 016 29 32
Party identification 131 663 581 620 837 JT9R 633
(.132)  (.540)  (.6BD)  (L50T)  (.6T71)  (.727) (.60B)
Agreement with party’s 63 107 106 .41 =029 el 23
stand on tax policies CLO0Y (341 (3500 (178 110y (.236) (.354)
Agreement with party’s 014 d14 46 024 007 006 125
stand on NATO policies 094y (363 (23T (182 130y (L2600 (413
Agreement with party =003 =030 103 090 058 070 =045
on district development 058y (212 (3800 (26l (LIB5) (L3611} (.252)
Agreement with party’s 09 102 006 - 007 012 A28 070
stand on develpm. aid 046) (289 (L269)  (LIB2)  (LI98)  (.192)  (.293)
Agreement with party’s 029 18 332 131 074 — Rt
stand on religion CO8G) (242 (277 (283 (L311) — (.291)
Government cause of 005 031 -.0029 ++ ++ + + ++
unemployment (.022)  (.082) (.192) ++ ++ ++ +4+
Increased unemployment ++ + + ++ 018 011 =020 -.044
if socialist govt. ++ + + + + (029 06Ty (074 (L109)
Decreased unemployment — 021 A75 ++ + + ++ ++
if socialist govt. _ (-.018)  (.30%) ++ + + ++ + 4
Government cause of =004 —.001 042 ++ 4+ 4 + + ++
inflation (-0 (005 (.233) S + 4+ + 4
Increased inflation il ++ ++ + =028 =003 054 036
socialist government ++ ++ + + (=001 04D (L132) (L196)
Decreased inflation if =005 - 008 A0 + - ++ ++ + +
socialist government (—.029) (-.026) (.266) ++ ++ ++ ++
Best private economy + + ++ + + 016 -.02] 025 073
if non-socialist govt, ++ ++ ++ (.033) (—.023) (.169) (.260)
Best private economy =003 026 070 ++ o + + ++
if socialist govt. (=011} (=051} (.383) o e ++ + + ++
N = 9 41 677 128 109 189 232

+4 = Not included in the regression equation.

— = Insufficient F-level for computation of statistics.
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probability voting for a party; that is agreement with the Left Socialist or
the Conservatives on tax policies, and the belief among Labor voters that
unemployment will increase if a non-socialist government should take
over after the 1965 election. Except for these three variables there is little
independent effect for other variables, even if the Agrarian and the Liberal
voters also seemed to be somewhat affected by agreement on tax policies,
as were Christians and Labor voters by agreement on social service
policies. For the Conservatives the second most important issue seemed
to be agreement on language policies, but the independent effect of this
variable is only 7% probability change.

Looking at the B-coefficients for the analysis of the 1969 election (Table 3)
gives the impression of major stability. After four years the only signific-
ant changes in the importance of identification have been for the Liberals
and Christians. For the Liberals there has been a slight decrease in
importance, while the Christians have become the most benefited party in
1969, For the rest of the parties the B-coefficients indicate stability in the
effect identification has on individual voting from 1965 to 1969.

In 1969 we do find, however, a tendency towards larger effects of
issue-voting, while, as we have predicted, the importance of government
evaluation has completely faded away. While only 3 issues had a prob-
ability effect of 109% or more in 1965, the number of issues which exceeded
this level in 1969 had risen to 8. Tax policies again were the most important
issue, giving a 109 increase for the Left Socialist, Labor Party and the
Conservatives.

Remembering that 1969 was the year of renewal of Norwegian member-
ship in NATO, it is no surprise to see that agreement on NATO member-
ship also gives a substantial effect on voting for the Left Socialist and the
Conservatives. At this election we also find a 109 probability increase for
voters agreeing with the Left Socialists on development aids for voters
agreeing with the Liberals on religion, and for voters agreeing with Labor
on district development.

Close to the 10% level we also find agreement with the Christians and
Conservatives on religion, and district development for the Liberals.

The major pattern between the election in 1965 and 1969 is, however,
the continuing importance of identification.

Such changes as were found are marginal, mainly a slight increase in the
number of issues which independently of identification have effect on
voters’ choice of party. More important, however, is the almost zero-
effect of government evaluation at this election. Obviously far too large a
part of the electorate perceived no significant political difference between

237



"the Labor government prior to the 1965 election and the post-election
non-socialist government, to make government performance an important
evaluation criteria for choice of party.

Table 4. Regression equation on party identification, agreement on issues and government

evaluations. 1977,

L.S0c.  Lab. Lib. Chr. MN.Lib.  Agr. Con.  Prog.
B B B B B B B R
{r) ir) {r) r) (r) (r) {r) (r)
Bo= Bo= Bo = Bo= Bo= Bo= Bo= Bo=
-~ (W6 J66H 05 104 000 A26 012 007
Party identifi- 347 ST6 328 H91 621 T32 445 632
cation (.6E5) (741 (.634)  (.732) (604 LT3 LTI (L269)
Agreement with
party on lax 211 46 L85 022 062 — 193 A998
policies (.688) (.576)  (.437) (409 (400) — {.637)  (.235)
Agreement with
party on Nato 05 - 13 =016 =013 =021 44 A25
membership (.624) - (.251)  (235) (197 (.234)  (.508)  (.052)
Agreement with
party on school 021 J45 030 66 085 123 86 —. 1K)
policies 4700 G417y (L329) (4B5)  (L365) (336) (U548 (-.007)
Agreement with
party on environ- 168 40 020 82 -4 .48 A0 227
mental protection  ((678) (490 (354)  (46d)  (342)  (367) (54Ty (218)
Agreement with
party on oil 21 06T A8 038, 30 16 A6 ~.016
policies (.652)  (473) (395 (352)  (.403)  (472) (L534) (06T
Agreement with
party on abortion 08| 066 235 A10 284 069 66 ~. 138
law (.308) (.385) (.492) (.466)  (456)  (.37B) (451} (.0B3)
Governmenl
cause of 4 + 4+ =011 012 05 =003 NN J08
unemployment ++ ++ (.01 (00F)  (022)  (46)  (139)  (012)
Increased un-
cimployment if
non-socialist -9 04 ++ + + + & 44 + + +
govl. (164 (L2T8) 4+ 4 + 4+ + ¢ 4 + + + 4
Decreased
unemployment if
non-socialist + + ++ -0 =020 04 =022 021 A2
govt, + + o (-014) (43 029 (036)  (.225)  (.008)
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L.Scc.  Lab. Lib. Chr. N.Lib.  Agr. Con. Prog.

(r) (r) (r) (r) (r) (r) (r) (r)

Bo= Bo= Bo= Bo= Bo= Bo= Bo= Bo=
—. 006 066 005 04 0 026 A2 YT

Government

cause of ++ ++ A8 L LHH =016 040 =002
inflation ++ ++ 029 (030D (=009 007y (227 (.025)
Increased infla-

tion if non- L20 037 ++ ++ + + ++ ++ LEat
socialist govt, (.142)  (.236) ++ ++ ++ + + ++ ++
Decreased infla-

tion if non- A 4 o =07 =018 004 06 - 024 ——
socialist govt, + 4+ ++ (0300 (022 (014 (49 (227) —
Expects im-

provements of

personal econom. 000 =026 ++ + 4+ ++ ++ ++ ++
situat, (.008)  (.037) + + ++ ++ + + ++ + -+
Expects agrava-

tion of personal 014 + + =012 — -0 —011 120 —_—
ecom. situat. (.051) ++ (-.016) - (—.042) (=011 (.009) —_
Fears future =007 =026 0 A6 — 008 013 005
unemployment G020 01Ty ole)  (.002) —- (-.018) (-.059) (-.035)
MW= 68 645 53 169 20 136 342 18

44 = Mot included in the regression equation.
— = Insufficient F-level for computation of statistics.

Looking at the pattern for the 1977 election we notice some important
changes. While identification still is the most important variable overall,
there has been a marked tendency towards less importance for this vari-
able, even if the decrease is small for some parties, especially Labor.
Compensating for this tendency is the sharp rise in the number of issues
having an important effect on individual voting behaviour. By now the
agreement between 14 issues and parties gives probability changes of
more than 10%.

Again tax policies are of importance for the Left Socialists, Labor and
the Conservatives, and also the Progressive Party is at this level. As in
1969 the question of NATO-membership seems to be of importance for the
left socialist voters, and by 1977 we also find environmental protection and
oil policies as important issues for the leftist voters. The political signifi-
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cance of the abortion law is demonstrated through the large B's for the
Liberal, Christian and New Liberal voters. Oil policies also are of political
significance for the Agrarians and the New Liberals. Agreement on en-
vironmental protection is of importance for Conservatives and for voters
of the Progressive party. The Agrarians, perhaps somewhat surprisingly,
gain at the 109 level among voters agreeing on school policies.

This tendency of increased importance for issue agreement is also
demonstrated by the large number of issues which comes very close to a
109 level of change in voting probability. Tax policies have impor-
tance for Liberal voters, school policies for New Liberals and Conserva-
tives, environmental protection for Christians, oil policies for Liberals and
the conflict over abortion law for the Left Socialists. Again we may notice
that government performance evaluations are of hardly any significance.

At the individual level we may then conclude that even if identification
1s by far the best predictor for individual voting patterns, we have found a
certain decline in the importance of this factor from the 1960's until the
electionin 1977. This development is paralleled by an increase in the effect
of issue voting, even if voters’ perception of what the salient issues are
divides them inside parties as well as between parties.

When it comes to government evaluations, this theory seems without
major significance for explaining voting patterns among individuals, Only
in 1965 do we find one variable included in this theoretical framework
giving a probability change of 109¢ (and one variable at the 69 level).
Labor voters’ fear of increased unemployment (and increased inflation)
seems to be the only important instance of explanation based on govern-
ment evaluation for those elections we have analyzed. This of course also
fits well with our hypotheses; the 1965 election was to some extent a
government election as the nonsocialist parties for the first time after the
war had promised to form a government if they attained a parliamentary
majority. Some Labor voters obviously feared the consequences of sucha
political take over, while it is slightly surprising that we do not find any
effect of hope and optimism among nonsocialist voters. The best we get is
a 4% probability change among Conservative voters giving the existing
Labor government the blame for inflation rates.

Explaining Party Support: Issues and Cleavage Structure
The B-coefficients only give information on the individual likelihood of

choosing a party. Obviously, although the B-coefficients for identification
with Labor were smaller than those for the Left Socialists in 1965 and
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1969, they had a greater net impact on the election outcome. This, of
course, is a consequence of the much larger proportion of the voters
identifying with the Labor party compared to the Left Socialist or any
other party.

The product of the proportion of voters with a positive association to a
party for some specific variable (X), and the corresponding B value gives
that specific factor's net aggregate impact on the election outcome. A BX
value of, say, .010 would mean that a variable gave a net benefit of the total
election outcome of 1% for a specific party. But then the BX values for
small parties naturally will all be very small since a relatively small
proportion of voters tends to express agreement with these parties, and so
the BX will not tell anything about the relative importance of variables for
the strength or support of parties. This is a measure which we get from the
BX-value as a percentage of the support of a party. If the Liberals have a
product of proportion expressing agreement with the party on tax policies
(10.3 of the voters) and a B coefficient for tax policies (B = .075), the BX
product would be .008, meaning that agreement with the Liberals on tax
policies at the election outcome level gave the Liberals a net benefit of
0.8%, which is hardly important for the total distribution of voters be-
tween parties. But if the Liberals at the election in 1965 got 10% of the
votes, the BX product would tell us that 8% of support for this party
could be accounted for by agreement on tax policies. That 1s, even small
BX values may be significant for understanding the support of small
parties, and of course the relative importance of the support effect of
variables can be calculated the same way for larger parties. Negative BX
coefficients tell us that even if voters tend to express agreement with a
party, the net effect is (controlling for the effect of other variables) a
benefit for other parties, which in this analysis we will not be able to
specify. We shall mainly be concerned with the BX % values as an
indication of which variables have the greatest relative importance for the
support of different parties.

Table 5 gives the BX and BX % values for the election in 1965. All
parties benefit most from identification, except for the Left Socialist
where agreement on tax policies seemed to be slightly more important
than identification in 1965. At this election we also see that the Agrarians
and the Christians together with Labor are those who depend most on
identification. (Identification with the Labor Party is of course the variable
which gives the largest net aggregate impact with 22 % benefit, followed by
identification with the Conservatives with a 6 % impact.) With reference to
our theories we may notice that the Labor Party in 1965 gets additional
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support from voters who either fear unemployment in the event of a
non-socialist government or think that the Labor government is respons-
ible for almost no unemployment in the country, together with issue
agreement on social service policies.

Table 5. The aggregate net importance of and the relative party support importance of
identification, issue agreement and government evaluation as measured by BiXi and
BiX % of vote. 1965,

Com. L.Soc. Lab, Lib. Chr. Agr. Con.

BX BX BX BX BX BX BX
BX% BX% BX9% BX% BX% BX% BX%

Party identification 002 010 222 045 A30 R 069
23.2 53.0 46.0 53.5 52.1 40.4
Agreement with party 000 012 013 008 .00l 005 .032
on tax policies 7.9 il 8.0 1.7 4.3 18.7
Agreement with party L02 01 L06 001 =003 L0 011
on NATO membership 2.3 1.4 1.0 -5.4 0.9 6.4
Agreement with party 001 L0 A29 1M 003 Ki]| KN
on social policies 2.3 .9 1.0 53 0.9 2.9
Agreement with party 002 002 003 002 02 011 .00
on district development 4.7 0.7 2.0 3.5 9.4 35
Agreement with party 000 =001 01 000 002 — Y 00T
on language conflict -2.3 0.2 -3.6 -9 4.1
Agreement with party 000 0ol 05 006 09 00 002
on religious matters 23 1.2 6.0 16.0 1.2
Labor government cause L02 =01 A6 ++ ++ ++ + 4+
of low unemployment =2.3 s ++ ++ 4+ ++
Increased unemployment K -4 027 + + + =+ + +
if non-socialist govt. 9.3 6.4 ++ + + 4+ + +
Decreased unemployment ++ ++ & & =002 01 00 =002
if non-socialist govt. + + + o -2.0 1.7 -1.2
Labor government cause o+ ++ ++ 008 A3 K03 014
of high inflation + + ++ ++ 8.0 53 2.6 8.2
Increased inflation =001 — 07 ++ + 4+ 4+ o+
if non-socialist govt. —_— 1.7 ++ ++ ++ + 4
Decreased inflation ++ + + + =003 03 05 -8
if non-socialist govt. ++ 4+ + 4 =3.0 5.3 4.3 —4.7
Labour government cause -+ -+ ++ — Q01 —002 -.003
of house shortage + ++ ++ — 1.7 -1.7 -1.8
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Com. L.Soc. Lab. Lib. Chr. Apr, Con.

BX BX BX BX BX  BX  BX
BX% BX% BX% BX% BX% BX% BX%

Increased house shortage 02 2 =002 ++ ++ ++ ++
if non-socialist govt. 4.7 .5 ++ ++ ++ ++
Decreased house shortage 44+ ++ +4 A04 0 <004 —_— 001
if non-socialist govi. e o 4 o 4.0 =7.1 - 0.6

Party support in
survey 0.7 4.3 41.9 10.0 5.6 11.7 17.1

BX % for Communist are excluded because of low N,

++ = Mot included in the regression equation.
— = Insufficient F-level for computation of statistics.

The major governmental opponent at the election, the Conservatives,
get their major advantage from agreement on tax policies, but again
government performance evaluation is important since the party gets an
8% support from voters feeling that the Labor government is a major
cause of inflation. Except for these two variables the support of Conser-
vatives seems to be explained by agreement on NATO-membership. For
the other non-socialist parties, government evaluation also seems to be of
importance at the 1965 election. We may notice that the notion that the
Labor government causes inflation also yields a substantial net support for
the Liberals, while the Christians seem to benefit as much from voters
hoping for a reduction in inflation in the case of a non-socialist government
after the election. The issue agreement variables of importance for the
center parties seem mainly to be connected to these parties’ positions
inside the Norwegian cleavage structure. The support for Agrarians is
close to 10% for agreement on district development policies, and agree-
ment on religious issues may explain 16% of the Christian support. The
Liberal Party, the center party during the 60's, does not have one major
support-explaining issue, but benefits from tax policies as well as from
agreement on religious issues. 19635, then, seems to be an election in which
all of our theories seem to be of some importance for explaining the
support of different parties. Identification is obviously the most impor-
tant, but a major part of the support for the different parties is explained by
issues agreement, and except for the Left Socialists, government evalua-
tion seems at least to be as important as issues in explaining support of
party. Notice, however, that while Labor voters are inclined to evaluate
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governments on employment performance, non-socialist voters seem to
be more concerned with performance on inflation. It looks as if these two
major groups of voters use a different yard-stick in evaluating povernment
performance.

Table 6. The aggrepate net importance of and the relative party support importance of
identification, issue agreement and government evaluation as measured by BiXi and
BiXi% of vote. 1969,

Com. L.Scc. Lab. Lib, Chr. Agr. Con.

BX BX BX BX BX BX BX
BX% BX% BX% BX% BX% BX% BX%

Party identification 01 06 198 024 031 65 049
23.0 46.7 30.0 45.6 55.1 138
Agreement with party 00 S04 22 003 -2 005 014
on tax policies 15.6 5.2 38 -2.9 4.2 9.7
Agreement with party 000 009 010 A0 =001 1Ll 031
on NATO membership 34.6 2.4 5.0 =1.5 0.8 21.4
Agreement with party D -2 A2 008 A3 A1 =003
on district development -1.7 5.0 10.0 4.4 9.3 2.1
Agreement with party L0000 03 LM -.001 A1 02 006
on development aid 11.5 0.2 -1.3 1.5 1.7 4.2
Agreement with party 00 000 A5 010 021 — —.007
on religious matters 1.2 12.5 30.9 —_ 4.8
Mon-socialist govt. A01 003 -0 ++ ++ ++ ++
cause of unemployment 11.5 0.9 ++ ++ ++ ++
Increased unemployment e oo 4 4+ 4 .00l 000 <001 =002
if Labor government o+ 4 + 4 1.3 0.8 -1.4
Decreased unemployment . -3 A0 + + ++ ++ ++
if Labor government — =11.5 2.4 + + ++ ++ + +
Mon-socialist govt, AL KLY A07 ++ ++ ++ + 4+
cause of high inflation 1.7 ++ ++ ++ ++
Increased inflation ++ ++ 4+ —.002 000 04 003
if Labor government + 4+ + + + 4 -.2.5 34 2.1
Decreased inflation =001 =001 01 + + ++ ++ + +
if Labor government -3.8 0.2 + + ++ ++ ++
Best private economy ++ +4 ++ =00z 002 003 007
if non-socialist govt, +4+ ++ +4 2.5 2.9 2.5 4.8
Best private economy 001 =004 12 o+ o+ ok + + + +
if Labour government =15.4 2.8 + + + 4+ + + ++
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Com. L.Soc. Lab. Lib. Chr. Agr, Con.

Party support in
survey 0.6 2.6 42,4 2.0 6.8 11.8 14.5

BX ¢ for communist are excluded becuase of low N,

+ 4 = Mot included in the regression equation.
— = Insufficient F- level for computation of statistics

At the election in 1969, identification has lost some of its importance for
every party except for the Agrarians, whereas the impact of issue-voting
has increased substantially. Again remembering that this was the election
at which renewal of NATO memberhsip was one of the salient issues, it is
not surprising to see that both the Conservative and even to a larger extent
the Left Socialist support may be explained by agreement on this issue.

Agreement on tax policies also explains a substantial part of the support
for the Conservatives (9.7%) and for the Left Socialists (15.3 %).

The party most dependent on issue agreement, however, is the Christ-
1ans, who in 1969 benefit at the 309 level from agreement on religious
Issues.

For the other parties issue agreement is of less importance, even if the
Agrarians and Liberals approach a 109 benefit from agreement on district
development, and the Liberals also get a similar benefit from agreement on
religion.

Only the Left Socialists seem to have a major net gain among voters who
agree on aid to developing countries, and this party is surprisingly the only
party which seems to benefit from government evaluations in 1969; that is,
among voters who think that the non-socialist government was the cause
of the rise in unemployment from 1965 to 1969,

Otherwise, government evaluations are without any important impact
either on the overall distribution of voters among parties (BX-coeffi-
cients) or on the relative importance of variables explaining support for the
different parties.

The 70"s were marked by much less stability compared to the 1960’s. New
issues were introduced, new parties were formed and old parties were
split. At the same time we found an increasing mobility among Norwegian
voters. This increased mobility should at least indicate a growing concern
for issues in Norwegian politics, but it does not necessarily indicate less

245



identification among voters. This would mainly depend on what groups of
voters caused the increase in mobility during the 1970’s. It could be a
mobility increase among independent voters, where the identifiers stuck

with their old party.

Table 7. The aggregate net importance of and the relative party support importance of
identification, issue agreement and povernment evaluation as measured by BiXi and

BiX ¢ of voles. 1977,

L.Sec. Lab. Lib. Chr. MN.Lib. Apr. Con. Prog.
BX BX BX BX BX BX BX BX
BX% BX% BX% BX% BX% BX% BX% BX%
Party identification 08 2000 012 .45 003 (40 065 001
205 536 387 459 250 506 328 10,0
Agreement with party on 07 047 002 000 001 — 44 M
tax policies 179 126 64 83— 222 400
Agreement with party on e — L0000 003 001 002 012 .00l
NATO membership 15.3 — =31 B3 25 6.0 100
Agreement with party on 000 008 -001 009 001 005 018 001
school policies 2.1 =32 9.2 8.3 6.3 9.0 -10.0
Agreement with party on 05 012 001 005 000 006 013 001
environmental protection 12.8 3.2 3.2 3.1 7.6 65 100
Agreement with party on 04 022 004 001 001 010 011 000
oil policies 10.2 59 12,9 1.0 831 1246 55
Apgreement with party on 006 0230 005 029 002 004 =008 001
abortion law 153 62 161 295 166 | 4.0 =10.0
Labor government cause o o+ ++ =001 001 001 000 001 001
of unemployment ++ ++ =32 1.0 83 s 10
Increased unemployment =002 001 ++ ++ ++ ++  ++ 4+
if non-socialist govt, =5.1 03 ++ ++ ++  ++ t+ + +
Decreased unemployment +4+  ++ 000 -002 000 -002 .001 .001
if non-socialist govt, ++ ++ 2.0 -2.5 0.5 100
Labor government cause + + +4+ 002 001 000 —003 006 000
of high inflation 4+t 6.4 -=1.0 =318 30
Increased inflation if 001 005 ++ +4+ o+ + ++
non-socialisl povernment 2.5 1.3 ++ ++ + 4 4 o +
Decreased inflation if ++ +4+ =002 =002 000 001 -3 —
non-socialist government + + +4+ =65 =2.0 1.} -1.5 —
Expects improvements in O 006 4+ 4+ R A
private economy =16 4+ ++ ++ ++  +4+ ++
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L.Soc. Lab. Lib. Chr. N.Lib. Agr. Con. Prog.

BX BX BX BX BX BX BX BX
BX% BX% BX% BX% BX% BX% BX% BX%

Expccts aggravation of L0 e =03 — 00 002 003 —
private economy _ 25 ++ 97 — 83 -25 .5 —
Fears unemployment in =002 007 001 003 — 002 —003 001
YyEears to come =51 =19 3.2 31 — =25 35 -0

Party support in
survey 39 33 3l 9.8 1.2 7.9 19.8 1.0

Communists and Marxist-Leninists are excluded because of low N,

++ = Mot included in the regression equation.,
— = Insufficient F-level for computation of statistics.,

To what extent this is the case would be impossible to answer from our
data, since we do not have the net shifts between parties for different
groups of voters, but at least we can ascertain that the overall net impact of
identification (BX) only fell for the Liberals, which of course is explained
by the 1972 party split. and for the Agrarians who also were big losers at
the 1977 election. Otherwise, the importance of identification is stable or
slightly increasing in its aggregate net impact.

For the relative importance of different parties’ support we mainly find
the same impact as in the 1969 election, with the exception of Labor and
the Liberals, where we find an increase in the importance of identification.
The tendencies for these two parties are easily explained by the decrease
in support from 1969 till 1977; this naturally emphasizes identification as
long as we find some relative stability of the net impact. Now, the impor-
tant question is of course whether we have had a rise in issue voting and in
voting based on government alternatives. The most striking aspect of
Table 7 is precisely the growing importance of issue-voting, whereas there
is no trace of greater concern for government evaluations.

We may see the increased importance of tax policies for the support of at
least four parties, the Left Socialists, Labor, the Conservatives and the
Liberals. For one of the new parties, the Progressives, agreement on tax
policies is by far the single most important variable for explaining support.

The NATO issue still holds its significance for the Left Socialists in
1977, and school policies have become important for both the Christians
and the Conservatives, as has environmental protection for the Left
Socialist Party.

The new issues which really provide a major explanation of party
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support are, however, oil policies and the conflict over the abortion law.
Three of the center parties, the Liberals, the New Liberals and Agrarians,
along with the Left socialists, gain considerable support from voters who
agree with these parties on oil policies. The same goes for the Left
Socialists, Liberals and Christians on agreement regarding abortion legis-
lation. The last party benefits only at the 3.09% level as a net aggregate
impact, but this amounts to approximately 309 of the party's support.

Finally, we see that it is the smaller parties like the Left Socialists,
Liberals and Progressive Party which to the largest extent depend on issue
voting, indicating the inability of these parties to build up stable groups of
voters giving these parties their main strength from one election to
another. These parties depend heavily on their ability to communicate a
political message important enough to be of electoral significance. Among
the larger parties the Labor Party seems to be quite dependent on identifi-
cation: the net aggregate effect for this variable has been at the 209 level
for all three elections analysed, and the explained support at the 50%
level. Labor does not seem to have one or a few issues which give marginal
support in 1977; rather most i1ssues are of some, but rather low, impor-
tance. For the Conservatives the importance of identification is much
lower, but on the other hand agreement on tax policies seems to compen-
sate for lack of identification effects. Even if the figures for the smaller
center parties are uncertain due to the small number of cases, we may
notice that the New Liberals gain much less than the ‘old Liberals™ from
identification, and that agreement on abortion law is nearly as important as
identification for them.

Looking at the overall trends in 1977, compared to the trends of the 1965
and 1969 election, we find some striking differences. While identification
always has been the most important variable, it has become so to a lesser
extent, and the relative importance of issue voting has been on the rise.
More parties depend on issue voting and more issues seem to be of
importance. An important point connected to issue voting is also that the
question of which issues are of importance for the different parties seems
to depend heavily on the parties’ position inside the cleavage structure in
Norwegian politics. Foreign policies and defense together with tax
policies, both issues connected to the left/right conflict, are of importance
for socialist and conservative parties. Parties concerned with the over-
exploitation of natural resources, mainly the Liberal and Agrarians, be-
nefit from agreement on the exploitation on oil resources; while the
traditional defenders of Christian values in Norwegian politics, the
Christian People’s party, benefit from the conflict over the abortion law.
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Variables connected to theories of government evaluation seem to be of
nearly no importance in 1977. Only at the election in 1965, an election
which was the first post-war governmental election, and where expecta-
tions of major changes if a new government took over were dominant, did
explanation based on the investment theory contribute to our under-
standing of the election outcome.

Conclusion

Evaluating our three theories on voting behavior, identification obviously
is the best explanation in the sense that information on party identification
gives the highest probability change for an individual in choosing a specific
party, gives the highest aggregate net impact on election outcome, and is
the relatively most important explanatory factor for the support of most
parties. Still, from the 1960's to the election in 1977, identification has lost
some of its edge in explanatory power to political proximity or issue
agreement.

Especially at the election in 1977, issue agreement seems to explain a
substantial part of the support for different parties, even if the saliency
patterns of political issues vary for voters of the different parties.

The variation in vote-determining issues for the different parties seems
to indicate that there is a major connection between parties’ position
inside the political cleavage structure of Norway and the importance of the
effect of different issues on support for the parties.

We might have expected parties with the most distinct ideological
profiles, where we also should expect to find the ideologically most
homogenous voters, to be most dependent on identification. This is defi-
nitely not the case. Those parties most dominantly occupying center-
positions inside the political cleavage structure depend most on identifi-
cation, while parties with a distinct socialistic or conservative profile are
much more dependent on issue agreement. This tendency might be
explained by the ability of ideologically distinct parties to express clear cut
stands on most issues, and the voters’ ability to recognize these stands,
and then either express agreement or disagreement. Still, even for parties
with distinct ideological profiles, there is a tendency to disagree on what
the important issues are.

For the center parties, mainly the Christians and the Agrarians, their
dependency on identification may be explained by slightly different social
phenomena.

For the Christian voters, cultural and religious/church identification
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obviously are of importance, and may give a direct effect on loyalty
towards a party perceived as devoted to defend religious values.

For the Agrarian voters there might be the feeling of adherence 1o a
threatened social group. The post war economic development has reduced
the economic importance, as well as the number, of farms and of the labor
force inside the primary economy considerably. In both cases the feeling
of membership in a threatened minority might bring solidarity and loyalty
towards political institutions like parties.

As far as our three elections indicate, evaluation of government perfor-
mance or investment voting seems to be of importance only at major
government elections. In our case the government election in 1965 had two
alternatives, one based on a party which had continuously governed the
country since 1945, the other a completely new alternative which of course
was hard to evaluate on policy performance. The experience of non-
socialist government from 1965 to 1969 obviously must have given a
not-so-much-of-a-difference perception among Norwegian voters, since
all tendencies of government evaluations faded away in 1969, The gov-
ernment changes during the 1970's do not seem to have brought elements
which might indicate major policy differences between the government
alternatives.

This indicates that government performance evaluation only will have a
significant theoretical force in Norwegian voting if conflicts among gov-
ernment alternatives rise to the forefront, at the expense of party politics.
Otherwise it is likely that political differentials between governments only
will have an indirect effect on voting through what impact they may have
on identification or issue saliency and issue agreement.

NOTES

1 Authors who distinguish between voting according to some rational model and voting for
party identification reasons often imply a real difference between the cconomic-rational
voter and the irmational (or arational) voting of party identifiers. Identification voting is
seen as less rational because party preferences are perceived not as deliberate choices, but
maore as preferences subtly transmitted from parents to children which accounts for the
stability of party preferences across generations, Party identifiers, the argument goes, do
not evaluate political preferences from election to election, but vote instead in order to
express loyalty for a party in the absence of reflection upon questions of agreement, utility
or compelence.

This line of reasoning reflects a severe misunderstanding of the assumptions behind the
different theories on voting. The different rationality theories assume a rationality based
on specific political goals which, more ofien than not, connect to personal economic
interests, Only given these poals is there any reason to assume rationality. The fact that
some voters change party preference more often than others is in itself no indication that a
rational calculating process has taken place. Similarly, consistent voting along party
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identification lines does not preclude calculations. Identifiers may have political goals of a
quite different nature than those assumed to guide the economic-rational voter. Assuming
goals of a broader scope, where there is concern among volers for social, cultural and
economic development trends, the position of the different parties will be stable enough to
provide voters with information on which party to choose in order to realize these goals.
Given stable goals among voters the rational act may, of course, be to stick with the old
party.

2 There has, however, been some debate on which yardsticks are used in caleulating utility.
Popkin et al. seem to rely on personal impact theories: where it is assumed that the more
personally involved or affected by political action the voters are, the more likely will they
respond politically. The ‘pocket book” voter who feels his own economic situation affected
by political action is one type, while we may think of the ‘socioeconomic’ voter on the
other hand, being concerned by the well being of his nation, and less concerned by his
private economic situation. The last position is represented by Kinder and Kiewiet;
Sociotropic Politics, Yale University.

3 It should be noted by now that both proximity analysis of voting and investment explana-
tions have difficulties in coping with voters” rationalization of political predispositions.
That is, even if party identification may predispose voters to prefer a specific party, voters
may still evaluate parties in terms of proximity or according to an utility function.

4 These are two of the issues which Popkin ct. al. feel are most strongly connected to voters’
perception of government performance.

5 Since our three models are neither logically inconsistent nor assume inconsistent be-
havioural patterns, we do expect quite large intercorrelations between our independent
variables. This raises the problem of multicollinarity; which means that a large proportion
of the explained variance (R2) cannot be indentified with specific independent variables.
To measure the degree of multicollinarity we have used a technigue usually known as *R?
delete’ (J. Kmeta, 1971). We obtain the R2 for all regression-equations with one indepen-
dent variable omitted in turn. For the Labour party in 1965 this gives us 11 *R2 delete’. Each
‘R? delete’ is substracted from our original B2, and the 11 differences are summed. Since
the divergence between our original R? and some of the *R? delete” will be very small, due
to the correlation between some of the independent variables, the sum of differences
hetween the original R2 and the 11 °R2 deletes” will be much smaller than our total explained
variance. This sum of variance is the variance of the original regression equation that may
be identified with specific independent variables. As an illustration we will here only show
the differences between original and variable-specific variance for the Labor party for our
three clections.

Explained variance for Labor party

Oripinal R* Veariable

specific R
1965 49.6% 23.1%
1969 49,99, 23.1%
1977 50.8% 20099

6 Space prevents us from commenting on our tables in any detail. Only the trends of major
theoretical interest will be analysed.
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