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The Danish parliamentary parties have traditionally been known for their high degree of
cohesion. Recent social and political changes may, however, justify a hypothesis on a
decline of party cohesion, In this paper two conflicting hypotheses on party cohesion in
the Danish Parliament during the 1970s are formulated and empirically tested. The
application of different operationalizations of party cohesion all give the same result: The
hypothesis on a decline of party cohesion is false, whereas the hypothesis on a high degree
of party cohesion is true, Party cohesion is as high in the 1970s as in previous decades,
and the new parties gaining representation during the 1970s are as cohesive as the old, well
established parties.

Introduction
The current political situation in Danmark is to a large extent the product
of a so-called ‘crisis’ in the party system. This system has not only under-
gone drastic changes recently, it has also found it difficult to gain a new
functional stability. A general impression of lack of continuity and stabili-
ty dominates when one looks at the larger number of parties represented in
Parliament, at the declining numbers of party members in the party
organizations, and at the volatile electoral behaviour. The question posed
in this paper is to what extent this lack of continuity and stability penetra-
tes the Danish party system in all its vital aspects, or whether there are im-
portant elements of continuity and stability in the system. The focus will be
on the parliamentary level of the party system and the degree of cohesion in
the parliamentary party groups.

In the second section of the paper two conflicting hypotheses about par-
ty cohesion in the Danish party system are presented and discussed. With a
view to a test of these hypotheses, the dependent variable is operationalised
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in the third section, and the findings are presented in the fourth section. Fi-

nally, the paper is concluded with a discussion of some theoretical perspec-
tives.

Conflicting Hypotheses on Party Cohesion

The Danish parliamentary parties have been known for their high degree of
cohesion (Loewerberg & Petterson 1979, 224). From 1953 to 1965 breaks of
party unity occurred in about 12 per cent of the final divisions on govern-
mental bills (Pedersen 1967, 147). For the period 1965—70 the correspon-
ding figure was 11 per cent (Damgaard 1973, 40). If other conditions in the
Danish political system had remained unchanged, a high degree of party
cohesion in the 1970’s could have been expected. However, as briefly indi-
cated above, a great number of conditions have actually changed during
the last decade, and it could be argued that a number of these changes are
highly relevant for party cohesion in Parliament. This suggests that a case
can be made for both the hypothesis of a high degree of party cohesion and
the opposite hypothesis of a decline in party cohesion.

The High Degree of Party Cohesion Hypothesis

It can be argued that the regime norms in the Danish political systemn as
well as the development of the work load of the Danish Parliament tend to
sustain a high degree of party cohesion in the parliamentary groups.

The democratic character of the political system in Denmark is expressed
in the regime norms which transform popular sovereignty to governmental
authority and legitimacy through (1) universal suffrage, (2) proportional
representation, and (3) parliamentarism or cabinet responsibility to Parlia-
ment, The last two of these regime norms are highly influential on party
cohesion (Rasmussen 1971, 218).

The political parties have important functions as mediating structures
between voters and Parliament and Cabinet. The party goal of vote maxi-
mation generally motivates the parties to be united. When a party has
taken a position on a current political issue, every deviation from this posi-
tion is likely to undermine the credibility of the party in the eyes of the vo-
ters. ‘If party cohesion did not exist, it would be difficult for the voter to
decide the opinion direction in the party that will succeed and thereby what
standpoint the party will adopt’ (Sjoblom 1968, 151).

This is so especially when the electoral system is one which combines
proportional representation and supplementary mandates, i.e. an electoral
system in which the votes cast for a party in one part of the country may re-
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sult in the election of a candidate in another part of the country (Johansen
1979). Since the introduction of proportional representation in Denmark in
1915—20, no member has been elected to Parliament without being a can-
didate of one of the political parties. This means that the voters first and
foremost choose among the political parties, which are supposed to stand
united around certain principles and policies.

The party unity required by proportional representation is sanctioned at
the individual level by the nomination procedure in Danish parties. The ge-
neral rule is that candidates are nominated by the local party organizations
(Meyer 1965, 190—194). If members of Parliament are disloyal to their
party they run the risk that party members in their local organization will
refuse to renominate them. In addition, they might not be reelected be-
cause the voters of the party may prefer a more loyal candidate.

From this line of reasoning a close connection would be expected be-
tween on the one hand proportional representation and a high degree of
party cohesion and on the other hand the relative majority system in single
member constituencies and lack of party cohesion. This works out fine
when most European countries are compared with the United States, but
not when Britain is included in the comparison. This means that the electo-
ral system is not a sufficient explanation of party cohesion. However, this
points to the importance of the third mentioned regime norm, namely par-
liamentarism.

The extent to which parliamentary parties act as a unity is fundamentally
influenced by whether they exist in a parliamentary or a separation of
powers system. When the Cabinet is responsible to Parliament, all divi-
sions on bills — and especially on governmental bills of some political
importance — involve not only a question of the passage of the bill, but
also a question of confidence in the Cabinet. Lack of party cohesion might
result in governmental instability, because there would be no solid basis for
the Cabinet. On the other hand, in a separation of powers system, where
the executive power is directly elected and legitimatized, there is not to the
same extent a need for a high degree of party cohesion.

This relationship between regime norms and party cohesion is most evi-
dent in two-party parliamentary systems (Epstein 1967, 318—331). Party
cohesion has been high in Britain, whereas it is low in the United States.
The importance of parliamentarism is, in particular, noticeable in a com-
parison between Canada and the United States, where ‘nothing except the
parliamentary system distinguishes Canada from the United States in such
a way as to account for the much greater cohesion of parties in the Canadi-
an House of Commons than in the American Congress’ (ibid., 330).
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The regime norm of parliamentarism is also a decisive factor in multi-
party parliamentary systems, such as the Danish, without a majority party.
In these systems all majority coalitions are results of a cooperation between
at least two parties. In negotiations between party leaders a high degree of
party cohesion is a necessary condition, because they negotiate from a posi-
tion of strength, which to some extent equals the number of mandates in
their party groups. ‘. . . (D)f lack of party cohesion prevails in a party, this
reduces the party’s possibilities of making a coalition with other parties’
(Sjoblom 1968, 87).

Comparative analyses have shown that party cohesion is high in almost
all political systems which combine parliamentary government and multi-
partism (Epstein 1967, 333—340; Ozbudun 1970, 355—363). The only ex-
ception is France of the Third and Fourth Republics. The low party cohesi-
on and the resulting governmental instability in France in this period may
be contributed to the nature of the French party system, which has heen
characterized as ‘extreme’ multi-partism, because of the existence of strong
anti-regime parties. ‘In an extreme multiparty system, the incentives for
party unity are weaker than in two-party or moderate multi-party systems.
As the center party (or parties) will always be in government, there is little
risk for its parliamentary representatives in voting against the majority of
their party. Nor does such an act constitute an unpardonable breach of
party loyalty, because cabinet reshuffle does not mean a loss of power or
prestige for the center party’ (Ozbudun 1970, 361).

It could be argued that even if the number of parties increased in Den-
mark during the 1970's, and the decade was characterized by governmental
instability, the Danish party system has hardly become ‘extreme’ in the
sense mentioned. The Progress Party and some left-wing parties are to
some extent of an anti-regime nature, but altogether they have never cont-
rolled more than a quarter of the seats in Parliament. A large area of basic
consensus exists among the remaining parties, and most of them are invol-
ved in the kind of bargaining described above. Certainly, the Social De-
mocrats have most often held governmental power, but alternative coali-
tions have actually replaced one another, the Social Democrats have been
out of Government, and an alternative bourgeois coalition Government
has always been a real possibility.

The incentive for party cohesion, which parliamentary government pro-
vides, does not only exist for the parliamentary party as a whole, but also
for each individual legislator. ‘. . . (A) legislator who has contributed to
the fall of his party’s government also loses his share in the obvious bene-
fits of executive power for his party’ (Ozbudun 1970, 356). It is also quite
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possible that his own chances tor reelection are likely to sutter, He is not
only personally to blame for the fall of his party’s Government, but his
party may also lose strength because it has shown itself uncohesive and
unable to maintain its leadership in office (Meoller 1974, 48—55).

Together with the regime norms in the Danish political system, the devel-
opment of the workload and structural adaption of the Danish Parliament
to environmental changes have contributed to a high degree of party cohe-
sion.

During the 20th century the scope of government has expanded in Den-
mark as in most other Western countries. This expansion was particularly
great during the 1960s. For the Danish Parliament the increased scope im-
plied both a growing number of proposed and passed bills and treatment of
more complicated bills with far-reaching social consequences. The in-
creased pressures on Parliament and its members can also be documented
by the number of proposed and passed resolutions, interpellations, re-
views, and questions asked (Damgaard 1977, 20—49, 286—288).

The increasing workload on members of the Danish Parliament has re-
sulted in a number of structural adjustments. Among these the develop-
ment of a structure of specialized and permanent committees — completed
by a reorganization of the committee system in 1972 — has been of essential
importance for party cohesion in the parliamentary party groups. The ex-
plicit aim of the reform was to improve efficiency and coordination in
legislative work: ‘Specialized standing committees allow for the simul-
taneous consideration of a large number of different items, Furthermore,
they constitute an infra-structure for division of labour in such a way that
issues are handled by those members of the parties who have special know-
ledge, experience, or interests in relevant areas’ (ibid., 292—293).

The increased workload combined with the division of labour and speci-
alization among members of Parliament has made it impossible for each
member to follow every legislative issue closely. The members have, accor-
dingly, to rely on the information and advice from party ‘experts’ on the
various issues, i.e. the party spokesmen who are normally members of the
permanent committees dealing with the relevant policy areas. The members
have, so to speak, more or less been forced to a low information strategy of
decision-making and to take cue from their colleagues (Matthews & Stimson
1977, 247—273). In sum, they follow the party line, unless special circum-
stances make deviant behaviour both possible and desirable.

The Decline of Party Cohesion Hypothesis
The opposite hypothesis can, however, also be argued. Recent changes in
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Danish society and party system may have weakened those factors which
previously caused a high degree of party cohesion in Denmark. This hypo-
thesis has been formulated both in the public debate in Denmark and in po-
litical science literature,

Up to the start of the 1970s, Danish politics was dominated by the four
‘old’ parties: the Social Democrats, the Radical Liberals, the Liberals, and
the Conservatives. In 1960 a new fifth party, the Socialist Peoples’ Party,
was added to this group of parties of considerable size and influence (Dam-
gaard 1974). After the election of September 1971 only these five parties
were represented in Parliament, with a close balance between the Social
Democrats and the Socialist Peoples’ Party on the one hand and the three
bourgeois parties on the other.

In December 1973 this party system was completely changed. The five
old parties lost almost one third of their support, and in particular the two
largest parties, the Social Democrats and the Conservatives, had heavy los-
ses. Both the socialist and the bourgeois bloc declined from about 46 per
cent to 32 per cent of the vote, which meant that the reaction of the elec-
torate against the political establishment hit both the left and the right.
Three entirely new parties, the Progress Party, the Center Democrats, and
the Christian Peoples’ Party, obtained representation. Whereas new par-
ties in Denmark generally used to fight to pass the electoral threshold of 2
per cent, two of the new parties were at once established as rather large par-
ties, and in sum they won almost one quarter of the votes, Together with
the new parties, some smaller parties, which had earlier been represented in
Parliament, regained representation (Borre 1974).

The dramatic election of December 1973 marked a shift from a relatively
stable to a new and rather fluid party system. New elections were called in
January 1975, February 1977, and October 1979. In 1975 the Left Socia-
lists won representation, whereas the Justice Party lost their parliamentary
seats. However, in 1977, the Justice Party was represented once again,
bringing the number of parties in Parliament up to 11,

Cabinets had a rather short life-time, and Cabinet formations were in
some cases of an unusual or even desperate character: A Liberal minority
Cabinet from December 1973 to February 1975 was backed by only 22 of
the 179 members in Parliament, and in August 1978 a minority coalition
was formed between the two traditional opponents in Danish politics, the
Social Democrats and the Liberals. This unusual combination lasted for
only one year. Political life has been dominated by almost permanent nego-
tiations on the economic difficulties and by a large number of compromises
between different combinations of parties named after the month, i.e. the
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‘August Compromise’ of 1976, the ‘May Compromise’ of 1980 etc.

This unstable political context, combined with the pressure against the
old parties and with a large number of unexperienced politicians in the new
parties, has time and again led to allegations about leadership crisis, lack of
party loyalty, and decline of party cohesion.

Among the five old parties, only the Social Democrats have avoided a
change of party leader since 1973, On the other hand, there have been
sharp clashes in the Labour Movement between the prime minister and
chairman of the Social Democratic Party, Anker Jergensen, and the chair-
man of the trade unions, Thomas Nielsen, in particular around the forma-
tion of the Social Democratic — Liberal coalition Governmerit in August
1978. Sharp internal confrontations have also occurred within the leader-
ships of the Conservative party and the Socialist Peoples’ Party.

The new parties have witnessed internal disagreements to an even greater
extent, and in a number of cases members have left their parliamentary
group in order to become a ‘maverick’ or to join another party group in
Parliament. The Progress Party has seen four members leave their parlia-
mentary group in the 1970s. Two members have left the Center Democrats
in the same period.!

It is a widely held view that a change in the behaviour of members of
Parliament has occurred since the beginning of the 1970s. This view is well
illustrated by a leading article in the independent-conservative newspaper
Berlingske Tidende, which in 1975 observed:

Within the old and the new parties an increased tendency is perceived towards protesting
against party cohesion in Christiansborg (the seat of Parliament in Copenhagen) — a
wish for greater independence from majority decisions within each of the party groups.
Previously deviants were mainly met with contempt by their fellow partisans, and with
suspicion by opponents who saw themselves supported by them. During the last couple
of yvears a special sympathy is perceived for people who — with, reference to the Consti-
tution — maintain that they have done nothing but break the “party discipline’ common-
Iy held in contempt.2

A hypothesis on a decline of party cohesion can also be derived from cur-
rent political research. At the theoretical level it has been argued that, with
higher voter volatility, heterogeneity among party members and party voters
could be expected to be greater. Furthermore, it is argued that with an in-
crease in this kind of heterogeneity, party cohesion might be expected to
decline (Sjoblom 1980, 24).

An increase in electoral volatility has certainly developed in Denmark
during the last decades. It has been calculated that whereas volatility? in the
Danish party system in the period 1948—59 was 5.5 per cent, it increased in
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1960—69 to 8.9 per cent and in 1970—1977 to 18.7 per cent (Pedersen
1979, 9). It has been argued that this increased electoral mobility was the
product of basic social and economic changes in Danish society and not on-
ly of passing and specific political events (Jarlov & Kristensen 1978). This
development has clearly been accompanied by a decline in class voting re-
sulting in greater heterogeneity among party voters (Worre 1979).4 As both
volatility and heterogeneity among party voters have become higher in
Denmark, it follows that a decline in party cohesion could be expected in
the 1970s.

The aim is now to turn to an empirical test of the two conflicting hypo-
theses. As a first step, the dependent variable has to be clarified and the ap-
propriate data described.

Data and Operationalizations

Party cohesion has a number of different aspects. The concept can be given
different meanings, the phenomenon can be studied at different levels, and
its importance can be discussed in different relations (Sjoblom 1968,
85—87, 183—184, 264—265). In this paper the focus is on the parliamenta-
ry level of political parties, but even at this level cohesion means different
things. Generally, it can be said that a parliamentary group is coherent
when it functions as a unit. This involves a number of obligations for the
members of the parliamentary groups. At least four obligations form the
core of party unity (Worre 1970, 169—170).

First, there is an obligation to secrecy. Party unity requires that members
of parliamentary groups keep silent about internal discussions. Open and
free discussion is allowed within the group — and this opportunity is pro-
bably used more now than earlier (Krag 1973, 91); but it is an established
norm that members may not inform the public about the discussions, in or-
der not to give an impression of weakness and discord. This norm prevails
in all parties represented in Parliament except the Progress Party, whose
group meetings are open to the press.

Second, members have a general obligation to be present and to take
part in the floor divisions of the Parliament, whenever demanded by the
party leadership. In any case, the members must inform their group, if they
are prevented from participation.

Third, members are obliged to obtain the approval of their group before
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they take any political initiatives. Whenever they raise an important issue
for public discussion, make specific proposals, or negotiate with other par-
ties, they are supposed to act as the representatives of their party.

Finally, the most important aspect of party unity is the obligation to fol-
low the party line in the divisions on the floor. Members of the parliamen-
tary groups will as far as possible try to reach a unanimous standpoint on
every issue, but when disagreement remains after a thorough discussion,
the general rule is that the minority has to yield to the majority.

In this paper the aim is to examine party cohesion in the last respect. This
is the most important aspect, because the other elements of party cohesion
are only indirectly of importance for the decisions taken by Parliament,
whereas the voting behaviour directly decides which proposals are adopted
or rejected. Whereas it is difficult, if not impossible, to get reliable infor-
mation on the degree to which the first mentioned obligations are fulfilled,
it is possible to provide reasonably good data on the last aspect of party
cohesion.

Divisions in the Danish Parliament are anonymous; roll calls seldom oc-
cur. This means that it is impossible to retrieve the voting behaviour of
every single member. However, for each division the Folketingsdarbogen —
The official Parliamentary Yearbook — records the number of members vo-
ting yes, no and abstaining from voting. It is recorded how the parliamen-
tary groups cast their votes, and as a rule also whether one or more mem-
bers deviated from the party line.’

The cohesion of the parliamentary groups is examined on the basis of
this kind of information about the voting behaviour at the final division af-
ter the third reading of governmental and private bills passed in the period
1971—79. The advantage of using such data is that it makes possible a dia-
chronic analysis of party cohesion in Denmark. Originally Mogens N. Pe-
dersen analysed party cohesion by means of this kind of data for the period
1953—65 (Pedersen 1967), and afterwards Erik Damgaard added the
1953—70 period (Damgaard 1973).

It is readily conceded that this kind of data has certain limitations or dis-
advantages. The first one has already been mentioned: there is no exact in-
formation about the voting behaviour of every individual member. More
important, the data reveal only part of the truth, because a large number of
important parliamentary decisions are not included. Parliament votes not
only on legislation. General debates and interpellations often end with a
vote on a motion technically termed ‘a motivated resolution to pass to the
next item on the agenda’. These divisions are not included in the data ana-
lysed in this paper, even though it must be acknowledged that important
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breaks of party cohesion have taken place in connection with decisions of
this kind.

In order to make a diachronic analysis possible, the first operationaliza-
tion of party cohesion in this paper is identical with that of the previous
studies. This means that party cohesion is measured by the relative number
of divisions with uniform behaviour, i.e. the frequency of the members of
parliamentary groups acting in unity by voting in the same way in the divi-
sions after the third reading of bills. If one or more members of a parlia-
mentary group vote differently from the majority of the group members,¢ a
break of unity is registered. Breaks of unity may occur in more than one
parliamentary group at the same division, which means that the total num-
ber of breaks is not equal to the number of divisions with breaks, but
somewhat higher,

It could be argued that this operationalization of the dependent variable
implies too weak a test of the two hypotheses on party cohesion, because it
only concentrates on the number of divisions in which breaks of the party
line have taken place. It is conceivable that even if breaks did not occur in
more divisions in the 1970s, party cohesion has no less declined, because
more members of Parliament deviated from the party line. Whereas the
number of divisions with breaks of the party line tells how offen party uni-
ty is broken, the number of members deviating from the party line tells to
what extent party unity breaks down.

The absolute number of individual members of Parliament deviating
from the party line is, however, a rather rough measure. The absolute num-
ber of breaks should be related to the number of divisions, or more precise-
ly the number of votes cast by each single member of parliamentary party
groups. The more divisions taken and the more votes cast, the more likely
it is that some members of a Parliamentary group break the party line. Si-
milarly, when the parties are compared, the absolute numbers in each parli-
amentary group breaking the party line should, in principle, be related to
the size of the group. The same number of members breaking the party line
in a large and a small parliamentary group does not represent the same de-
gree of disunity in the group. By computing the average number of breaks of
the party line for members of each parliamentary party group, it is possible
to account for this factor,

However, for a number of reasons it is rather difficult to consider both
of these factors simultaneously. First, the data used are not nearly exact
enough to calculate an index of party cohesion as proposed by Stuart Rice
(Rice 1928, 208—209).” Second, the level of party cohesion in the Danish
Parliament means that the few breaks of the party line disappear almost
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completely among the large number of divisions with party unity. Finally,
the presentation of an index might give the reader a false impression of ac-
curacy which the data and the assumptions do not justify. It might, on the
one hand, convincingly be argued that these difficulties make it impossible
to use the Stuart Rice index.? On the other hand, this index might give an
overall indication of the level of party unity during the whole decade and of
the degree of differences between the parties. Whereas the absolute figures
of party breaks tend to exaggerate disunity, the index at once puts the
breaks of the party line in relation to the number of divisions, and to the
size of the parliamentary groups.

In the following analysis the absolute numbers of breaks with the party
line, the average number of breaks in parliamentary party groups, and the
index of party cohesion will all be applied as complementary measures of
party unity.

Finally, it should be acknowledged that the validity of these measures is
not fully satisfactory, because they all to some extent overestimate the
number of breaks with the party line. The registered degree of party cohe-
sion is not necessarily in accordance with the perception of disagreement in
the political parties. In some situations the parliamentary group may not
only accept but even stimulate one or a few members to deviate from the
party line, for instance when they advocate local interests in opposition to a
general policy of the party or when they take care of demands from interest
organizations. In particular, this may be the case when the result of the di-
vision will not be affected by the deviant behaviour of one or a few mem-
bers. On specific issues it also happens that a division on the floor is more
or less explicitly declared ‘a free division’, which means that the party does
not have a common standpoint. If a break of party cohesion is defined
more narrowly as a deviant behaviour against the expressed wish of the
party, the number of breaks counted would certainly become smaller (Ras-
mussen 1971, 217—218).

To apply such an operationalization would, however, require a deeper
analysis of the background of all registered cases of deviant behaviour. In
addition there is an apparent danger that the gain in validity could be
overshadowed by a loss in reliability because a large number of doubtful
interpretations would have to be made.

In the period between 1971 and 1979, 1,336 divisions which passed priva-
te and governmental bills took place in the Danish Parliament at the end of
the third reading. All deviations from the majority position of parliamen-
tary groups have been identified and coded.® The results of the analysis are
reported in the next section.
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Findings

Number of Divisions with Breaks of the Party Line

The first test of the two hypotheses on party cohesion in the Danish Parlia-
ment during the 1970s is based on the frequency of divisions with breaks of
the party line. Figure 1 shows how often the divisions in Parliament have
been characterized by party unity.

Figure 1 does not support the second hypothesis on a decline in party cohe-
sion. Divisions with breaks of the party line do not occur more often in the
Danish Parliament during the 1970s than in the previous decades. In fact,
the cohesion of the parliamentary groups is very high, with a complete uni-
ty in all groups in 1,159 divisions or 86.8 per cent of all divisions passing
bills after the third reading. The remaining 177 divisions with deviations
from the party line in one or more parliamentary groups constitute 13.2 per
cent of all divisions,'® which by and large is the same as the 11 per cent for
the late 1960s and the 12 per cent for the 1953—635 period. The total num-
ber of breaks of the party line in all parliamentary groups is 240 or 35.6 per
cent larger than the number of divisions with breaks. For the 1953—65 pe-
riod the total number of breaks in the groups was 233 or 31.6 per cent lar-
ger than the number of divisions with breaks. When it is taken into account
that the number of parties increased in the 1970s this suggests a smaller ten-
dency towards party disunity within the parliamentary groups.

It is further seen in Figure 1 that the December election in 1973 and the
doubling of political parties represented in the Folketing did not lead to a
decline in party cohesion. Actually, the percentage of divisions with breaks
is 18.8 per cent for the 1971—73 period compared with 11.1 per cent for the
post 1973 period.!!

Even if there has been no aggregate decline in party cohesion in the last
decade, it is still possible that cohesiveness has declined in some parties or
that the new parties differ from the old parties in this respect. The alleged
internal disagreement within and the number of actual withdrawals from
the new parties could indicate that these parties are less cohesive than the
old parties. A lower cohesiveness in the new party groups could also be ex-
pected because the members of these groups were without any legislative
experience.

Table 1 shows party unity and breaks of the party line for each party.
Breaks have been identified in 240 cases, whereas in 119 cases it has been
impossible to make out whether a break of the party line has taken place or
not.

The figures in Table 1 by no means document that the new parties are less
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Table 1. Party Unity and Breaks of the Party Line in Parliamentary Party Groups 1971-—=79,
Percentages

Party Mot Total Mumber
Unity Breaks [dentified of Divisions
(N =100 per cent)

Social Democrats 96.3 3.0 0.7 1,336
Conservatives 97.7 1.5 0.8 1,336
Liberals 96.7 2.5 0.8 1,336
Radical Liberals 93.9 5.3 0.8 1,336
Socialist Peoples' Party $98.0 1.0 1.0 1,336
Progress Party 95.4 3.4 1.2 063
Center Democrats 97.6 1.1 1.3 963
Christian Peoples® Party 97.6 0.2 1.1 953
Justice Party 97.9 0.9 1.2 564
Left Socialists oR.6 0.0 1.4 845

The total numbers vary because the parties have been represented in Parliament for different
periods. The five old parties have been represented the whole period, the Progress Party, Cen-
ter Democrats, Christian Peoples’ Party and the Communists since 1973, the Left Socialists
since 1975; and the Justice Party 1973—75 and again since 1977.

cohesive than the old parties — if anything, they seem more cohesive, be-
cause breaks take place less often in a number of the new parties than in the
old ones. Among the new parties, the Progress Party seems less cohesive
than the Justice Party and the left wing parties. Among the old parties, the
lowest party cohesion is found in the Radical Liberal Party. It is remark-
able that cohesion in this party is lower in the 1970s (93.9 per cent) than in
the 1950s and 1960s (97.4 per cent).12

The Case of the Radical Liberal Party
The Radical Liberal Party is a center party par excellence, and it is known
to have a very volatile and heterogeneous body of voters. It is possible, the-
refore, that the decline in party cohesion for this party represents a partial
confirmation of the general hypothesis on decline of party cohesion. On
the other hand, it is also possible that special circumstances explain the re-
latively low degree of party cohesion in the Radical Liberal parliamentary
group in the 1970s. It is reasonable to examine the kind of political issues
which has caused breaks of the party line, because the decline of party
cohesion in the Radical Liberal Party might not be due to general social
and political changes in the Danish society but rather to specific political is-
sues in the 1970s.

Mogens N. Pedersen has identified four main groups of instances where
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breaks in cohesion occurred in the 1950s and 1960s (Pedersen 1967,
147—48). Two groups concerned the type of members who broke with the
party line, the other two groups the type of issues in which such breaks
took place. One issue group consisted of bills which gave rise to strong
emotionally toned public debate, in particular moral (religious and sexual)
and traffic matters. The second issue group consisted of bills on conditions
of delimited geographic localities. In coding the divisions with breaks of
the party line in the 1970s, these categories were used, and, in addition,
some social and economic issue areas were defined. This coding proved to be
very difficult, and the figures in Table 2 should, accordingly, be read with
caution. It is evident, however, that a special issue provoked a large num-
ber of breaks in the 1970s, namely bills relating to the Danish membership
of the European Community.

Table 2. Divisions with Break of Party Line and Political Issues 1971=79. Absolute Numbers
and Percentages

Number Percentage
Moral, traffic 35 19.8
Local ] 4.5
European Community kL] 21.5
Labour market 10 5.6
Taxes, duties 17 9.6
Social affairs, housing 26 14.7
Education 9 5.1
Foreign affairs, defence 4 2.3
Other 30 16.9
All 177 100.0

Danish politics in the first part of the 1970s was not only dominated by the
popular reaction against increasing taxes and public expenditures — which
formed an important part of the background for the advance of the Pro-
gress Party — the EC issue was, perhaps, even more controversial, at least
in the heated public debate up to the referendum in October 1972. The So-
cial Democrats and the Radical Liberals were seriously split on this issue,
not only among their voters and members, but even in their parliamentary
groups (Elklit & Petersen 1973, 200, 204).

In Table 3 the 240 cases of breaks of the party line are analysed by politi-
cal party and political issue. Even if the absolute numbers of several parties
are too small to calculate percentages, some important conclusions may be
drawn.
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Table 3. Breaks of Party Line and Political lssues in Parliamentary Party Groups 1971—79.
Percentages®

Moral, Local Eure- Labour Taxes So- Educa- Foreign  Other Tatal

traffic pean duties cial tion  affairs na. of
Comm. market affairs defence breaks
(M = 100%)
housing

Social
Democrats 1.5 10.0 10.0 10,0 10.0 22.5 5.0 0.0 5.0 40
Conservatives 45.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 15.0 5.0 10.0 20
Liberals 44,1 59 59 0.0 2.9 11.8 0.0 5.9 23.5 34
Radical
Liberals 9.6 2.9 45.7 4.3 11.4 10,0 4.3 4.3 8.6 T0
Socialist
Peoples' Farty — — — — — - - — —_ 13

Progress Party 42.4 0.0 6.1 3.0 6.1 24,2 .1 0.0 12,1 33

Center Demo-

crats — — _ —_ — — — = _ 11

Christian

Peoples' Party - — — —_ — — — - = 12

Communists - - - — — - — — = 2
5
0

|
|
|
|

Justice Party — — — —_ —_
Left Socialists — — — — —_ _ - = —_

* Percentages have not been caleulated on absolute numbers less than 20.

Table 3 shows, firstly, that the moral and traffic issues still cause many
breaks, particularly in the bourgeois parties. Whereas between one quarter
and one third of all breaks of party cohesion — 28.3 per cent to be exact —
concern these matters, almost half of the breaks in the large bourgeois par-
ties — Conservatives, Liberals, and the Progress Party — fall in this cate-
gory. A further study may uncover to what extent there was a ‘party line’ in
these cases or whether a ‘free vote' was announced. Secondly, the breaks are
most evenly distributed over the different categories in the Social Democra-
tic Party. Here almost half of the breaks have taken place in divisions
about social and economic issues (labour market, taxes, social affairs and
housing, and education). Thirdly, and most important to the problem dealt
with in this paper, the table shows that most of the breaks (45.7 per cent) in
the Radical Liberal Party concerned the EC issue.

The divisions on the bills caused by the Danish entry in the European
Community were limited in time — almost all took place in the 1972—73
session. If it was the EC-issue which mainly contributed to the lower level
of unity in the Radical Liberal Party in the 1970s, the influence of this issue
should be concentrated to the 1972—73 session, whereas party unity should
be high in the remaining part of the decade.
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Table 4. Breaks of the Party Line in the Radical Liberal Parliamentary Group 1971—79.
Percentages®

Party Breaks Mot Total number of
unity identified divisions (N = 100%)

1971—=72 91.9 6.1 0.0 165
1972—73 £20.6 18.9 0.5 196
197374

15t session — — - 12
197374

2nd session 92.0 8.0 0.0 112
1974—75

1st session = — — 6
1974—=75

2nd session 97.3 1.1 1.6 185
197576 039 29 1.2 172
1976—=77

1st session 02,9 7.1 0.0 42
1976—T77

2nd session 100.0 0.0 0.0 148
1977—78 95.4 2.0 2.6 151
1978—79 99.3 0.0 0.7 147
1971=T79 939 53 0.8 1,336

* Percentages have not been calculated on absolute figures less than 20.

Table 4 clearly shows that party cohesion was extremely low among the Ra-
dical Liberals in 1972—73 where party unity failed in one out of every five
divisions. This is the lowest degree of party cohesion found for any politi-
cal party in the whole 1971—79 period. The table also shows that since
1974 party unity has remained high, and that no trend towards a lower par-
ty unity is observed. A single year has a higher percentage of breaks, but
this is not unusual among the parties. Therefore, it is reasonable to con-
clude that the decline of the Radical Liberal Party cohesion from the pre-
vious decades to the 1970s was due to a specific political issue and to a spe-
cific and brief period, rather than to general social or political changes in
the Danish society.

Number of Members Breaking the Party Line
As mentioned above, it could be argued that the test based on the frequen-
cy of breaks of the party line in divisions is too weak, because party cohe-
sion could have declined, because more members of Parliament broke with
the party line in the same or almost the same number of divisions.

For the period 1953—65, Morgens N. Pedersen found that in 164 out of
233 cases of breaks of the party line — or 70 per cent — only one or two
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members deviated from their parliamentary group (Pedersen 1965, 146,
Table 1). To compare party cohesion in the 1970s with this information
raises a problem. Among the 240 cases of breaks of the party line in the
1970s, data are not available on the exact number of members of Parlia-
ment breaking the party line in 47 cases. Table 5 shows how many members
deviated from the majority of their parliamentary group in the remaining
193 cases.

Table 5. Breaks of the Party Line and the Number of Members in Each Parliamentary Group
Breaking the Party Line 1971—79. Absolute Numbers and Percentages

The number of members of Number of Breaks Percentages
Parliament breaking the of party line
party line
| member 98 50.8
2 members 29 15.1
3 members k¥ 19.2
4 members 12 6.2
5 members 4 2.1
6 members 1 0.5
7 members 4 2.1
£ members 1 0.5
9 members 2 1.0
10 members 2 1.0
11 members | 0.5
12 members 2 1.0
All 193 100.0

The figures in Table 5 demonstrate that no remarkable decline in party
cohesion has taken place during the 1970s. Whenever a break of the party
line occurs, it is most often one or a few members who deviate. In half of
the cases it is only a single member, in 66 per cent no more than two mem-
bers, and in 85 per cent no more than three members. Even if these figures
are not fully comparable with the figures from the 1953—65 period, they
form the same general pattern.

To draw a line at two or three members breaking the party line is, ob-
viously, somewhat arbitrary. All the information can be utilized if the ab-
solute number of members of Parliament is used as a measure of the deve-
lopment of party cohesion in the 1970s.

The development in party cohesion measured by the absolute number of
members of Parliament breaking the party line is delineated in Figure 2.
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Figure 2 does not show any growth in the absolute number of members of
Parliament breaking the party line. A large number of members broke with
their parliamentary groups in the beginning of the decade, whereas the
numbers became smaller later on in the decade. The absolute number of in-
dividual breaks of the party line was particularly large in the 1972—73 ses-
sion. This was, as mentioned above, partly due to the EC-issue, Neverthe-
less, the number of individual breaks was large, even if the EC-issue is eli-
minated from the analysis. In fact, the division with most members devia-
ting from their party colleagues took place in the 1972—73 session, when
35 members from four of the five parties represented on a bill on abortion
voted in another way than the majority of their group. It could be said that
this was a very extraordinary division, but even if we eliminate this division
from the analysis it still leaves 1972—73 as the session with the largest num-
ber of members deviating from the party line. It is worth noticing that this
took place before the 1973 election. Apart from the first two sessions, it is
seen that party cohesion was stable during the remaining of the decade.
The number of individual breaks falls, quite understandably, in the short
sessions — 1973—74 1st session, 1974—75 1st session and 1976—77 1st ses-
sion — where only a few bills were passed before the call of new elections.

Figure 2 clearly demonstrates that the 1973 election and the representa-
tion of a number of new parties did not result in a larger number of breaks
of the party line and a decline in party cohesion. The question remains,
however, whether a larger number of members deviated from the party line
in the new parliamentary groups than in the old ones.

Table 6. Total Number of Members of Parliamentary Party Groups Breaking the Party Line
1971—79. Absolule Numbers

All issues Exclusive the EC- All issues

1971—-73 [ssue 1971—73 1973=T79
Social Democrats 52 39 42
Conservatives 19 19 11
Liberals 25 20 20
Radical Liberals 131 46 29
Socialist Peoples’ Party 7 6 ]
Progress Party 68
Center Democrats 16
Christian Peoples® Party 18
Communists 1
Justice Party 3
Left Socialists 0
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The old parties have participated in more legislative divisions in the
1970s than the new parties. In order to compare the old and the new parties
on the basis of the same number of divisions, it is appropriate to divide the
period in two sub-periods — before and after the 1973 election.!

Table 6 shows that party cohesion in the 1971—73 period was lowest
among the Radical Liberals, and that the EC-issue accounted for two
thirds of the number of individual breaks in the Radical Liberal parliamen-
tary group. Actually, the same three Radical Liberals breaking with the
party line in 18 divisions on the EC-issue made up 54 of the 85 breaks on
that issue. It is also seen that — disregarding the EC-issue — the Radical
Liberal Party has the largest number of breaks of the party line, indicating
a lower party cohesion. However, a more accurate measure of party cohesi-
on level is obtained, when the size of the parliamentary party groups is
taken into consideration.

Table 7. The Average Mumber of Breaks of the Party Line per Member in Parliamentary
Party Groups 197179

All Issues Exclusive the EC- All Issues

1971—-73 Issue 1971—73 1973—79
Social Democralts 0.7 0.5 0.8
Conservatives 0.6 0.6 0.8
Liberals 0.8 0.7 0.7
Radical Liberals 4.9 1.7 2.2
Socialist Peoples' Party 0.4 0.4 0.8
Progress Party 2.6
Center Democrats 1.7
Christian Peoples’ Party 2.4
Communists 0.2
Justice Party 0.5
Left Socialists 0.0

Table 7 confirms that party cohesion in the 1971—73 period was lowest in
the Radical group, and that the EC-issue produced much of the party disu-
nity. In addition, Table 7 shows that even if this issue is eliminated, party
cohesion remains somewhat lower among the Radical Liberals. The questi-
on is, however, how substantial this difference between the Radical Libe-
rals and the other old parties is. Compared with the difference between the
Swedish parties in the 1960s — where average votes against the party line
was between 4.8 and 16.5 and average abstentions against the party line
was between 2.8 and 18.3 (Stjernequist & Bjurulf 1970, 138) — it seems to be
of a marginal nature. This impression is strengthened by the figures in

37



Table 8 where both group size and the number of divisions are taken into
consideration.

Table 8. Index of Party Cohesion 197]1—7914

All [s5ues Exclusive the EC All [ssues

1971=73 [ssue 1971—73 1973--T79
Social Democrats 99.6 99.4 09.8
Conservative 997 99.6 099.8
Liberals 99.6 99.6 99.9
Radical Liberals 97.4 99.0 99.5
Socialist Peoples' Party 99.3 99.8 99.8
Progress Party 99.5
Center Democrats 99.6
Christian Peoples' Party 99.5
Communists 100.0
Justice Party 99.8
Left Socialists 100.0

Table 8 demonstrates for the period 1971—73 that the Radical Liberal Par-
ty is clearly less cohesive than the other parties, when the EC-issue is in-
cluded, but only marginally less cohesive when it is excluded.

For the 1973—79 period Table 6 shows that the absolute number of
members breaking the party line varies among the new parties. In three of
the new parliamentary groups a considerable number of members have de-
viated from the majority in their groups, whereas only a few or one have
done so in the socialist parties and in the Justice Party, The absolute num-
ber of members breaking the party line is largest in the newly represented
Progress Party. In this context it should be remembered, however, that the
Progress Party was not only the largest of the new parties, but in most of
the period also larger than the old parties — except the Social Democrats.
When the size of the parliamentary groups is taken into consideration,
Table 7 shows a slightly different picture.

Table 7 indicates that party cohesion is marginally lower in three of the
new parliamentary party groups, and in particular in the Progress Party
and the Christian Peoples’ Party. But breaks of party line do not occur
more often in these new party groups than in the least cohesive of the old
parties, i.e. the Radical Liberals.

Finally, Table 8 indicates that even if party cohesion is marginally lower
in some of the new parliamentary party groups, party cohesion is generally
at the same high level in the new parties as in the old ones.
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To sum up, increased voter volatility, greater heterogeneity among the
voters of each party and the representation of a number of new parties
have not caused any substantial decline in party cohesion in the Danish Par-
liament. Breaks of the party line do not occur more often, and when they
occur, it is only marginally to a larger extent in some of the new parliamen-
tary party groups than in the well established parties. Generally, party co-
hesion is at the same high level in all parliamentary groups. A single inci-
dence of marked decline in party cohesion in one of the old parties is better
explained by the emergence of a transient political issue than by general so-
cietal changes.

Conclusions

In this paper two conflicting hypotheses on party cohesion in the Danish
parliamentary groups during the 1970s have been formulated and empiri-
cally tested. The application of different operationalizations of party cohe-
sion has all given the same result; The second hypothesis on a decline of
party cohesion is false, whereas the first hypothesis on a high degreee of
party cohesion is true. Party cohesion is just as high in the 1970s as in the
previous decades, and the new parties are as cohesive as the old, well esta-
blished parties.

This empirical result points to certain theoretical perspectives. First, the
factors of continuity have proved to be stronger than the factors of change
in this respect. Regime norms such as proportional representation and par-
liamentarism have furthered a high degree of party cohesion. Each indivi-
dual member of Parliament is encouraged to follow the party line by re-
wards of status and influence, whereas breaking the party line implies con-
siderable risks. In a political system based on norms of proportional repre-
sentation and parliameﬁtarism a decline of party cohesion would be dys-
functional and cause political instability. These regime norms have neither
been changed nor seriously attacked in Denmark during the 1970s, and
party cohesion has remained high. If Denmark has been characterized by
political instability it has not, at least, been caused by a decline in party co-
hesion. Differently stated, a high degree of party cohesion is a necessary,
though not a sufficient, condition for political stability in a parliamentary
system.

Second, although social and economic changes causing voter volatility
and heterogeneity may have tended to subvert party unity, some institution-
al changes have drawn in the opposite direction. A high degree of party co-
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hesion has been furthered by the development of the workload of Parlia-
ment and the resulting specialization of parliamentary activities.

Third, the result of the empirical analysis and the explanation proposed
demonstrate the importance of political factors in the explanation of politi-
cal life. Social and economic factors are, undoubtedly, of vital importance
for the functioning of political institutions, but they neither explain every-
thing, nor are they necessarily stronger than political factors. In this case,
basic social and economic changes causing voter volatility have not been
strong enough to change the influence of political factors such as regime
norms and parliamentary workload and specialization.

Finally, the analysis has shown that even if Danish politics has been
highly dramatic during the 19705 and a number of political changes have
occurred, it is doubtful whether the notion of ‘crisis’ is well-founded. Im-
portant elements of continuity and stability do exist in the Danish party
system. A high degree of party cohesion has been sustained by elements in
the political system, which are both well established and relatively unaffec-
ted by ongoing political, social and economic changes.

NOTES

1 In August 1980 still another member left the parliamentary group of the Progress Party.
Actually the short political history of the Progress Party has been described by a trained
parliamentary reporter, as ‘one unbroken chain of rows and internal personal show-
downs’, Aarhuus Stiftstidende, September 7, 1980,

Among the old parties only one member left his party in the 1971—1979 period to be-
come a ‘maverick’ or ‘independent'. This happened in April 1976, when a member left the
Conservative group. It should be remembered, in addition, that the Center Democrats
were formed as a new party just before the December Election of 1973 when its leader Er-
hard Jakobsen — a prominent member of the Social Democratic group — broke away
from his old party and thereby caused the election.

2 Exact and comparable figures for the heterogeneity among party members for each single
party are not available,

The *party line® is in this paper identified by the behaviour of the majority of the group
members. If it is doubtful how the majority has voted, the ‘party line’ has been identified by

3 Electoral volatility is defined by Mogens M. Pedersen as nel change, i.e. the net gains for
winning parties numerically equal to the net losses of the parties that are defeated in the
election, (Pedersen 1979, 3—4).

4 Exact and comparable figures for the heterogeneity among party memdbers for each single
party are not available,

5 The *party line’ is in this paper identified by the behaviour of the majority of the group mem-
bers. If it is doubtful how the majority has voted, the “party line' has been identified by
the speech of the party spokesman at the first reading of the bill and the standpoint in the
committee report.

6 As Erik Damgaard has pointed out, this can happen in the following six ways: yes/no,
yes/abstain, no/abstain, nofyes, abstain/no and abstain/yes, (Damgaard, 1973, noie 8,
p. 63).

7 Stuart Rice's “index of party cohesion’ is obtained by dividing the number of votes cast by
the majority of party members by the total number of party members who voted and con-



10

verting the percentages to a scale from 0 to 100 (by subtracting 30 from the percentage and
multiplying by 2}, cited here from Ozbudun 1970, 306.

Cf. Pedersen 1967, 148: *. . . the degree of cohesion of the groups in the Folketing cannot
adequately be described by quantitative methods developed in American research, And if
it had been possible to apply them, they would not have been sensitive enough to uncover
the differences among parties.”

I want to thank Kjeld Martinussen, graduate student of political science at the Universily
of Aarhus, for his careful coding of the data.

A minor problem of measurement should be noticed. Party unity and breaks add up to
100 per cent only, when we have full information. However, in 8 divisions it has been
impossible to obtain precise information on possible breaks in party cohesion. In Figure 1
the assumption has been that no breaks have taken place, as the figure reports the number
of registered breaks. If the assumption had been the opposite — that breaks had taken pla-
ce — we should have found 86.2 per cent of registered unity instead of 8§6.8 per cent.
Obviously this difference is of no importance for the conclusions drawn.

MNumber of divisions Percentages

Break of unity in all party groups 1 A

Break of unity in one or more party groups and
lack of information in the remaining party
groups 7 5

Unity in one or more party groups and break of
unity in one or more party groups and lack of

information in the remaining party groups 5 4
Unity in one or more party groups and break of

unity in one or more party groups 164 12.3
Registered breaks of unity 177 13.2
Lack of information in all party groups 5 4
Unity in one or more party groups and lack of

information in the remaining party groups 3 2
Unity in all party groups 1,151 86.2
All 1,336 100.0

11

12

Figure 1 includes all final divisions passing private as well as governmental bills. In the
previous studies, however, only the governmental bills have been treated. In principle, we
should therefore compare party cohesion on the governmental bills before and after 1970,
No difference from earlier studies can actually be expected, because almost all bills that
reach the final division in the Danish Parliament are of governmental origin, for instance
96.6 per cent in the 1971—79 period. Nevertheless, if the private and the governmental
bills are studied apart, a weak tendency towards a higher degree of party cohesion is found
in the divisions on governmental bills than on private bills, Whercas breaks occurred in
13.1 per cent of the divisions on governmental bills, the corresponding figure for private
bills was 17.8 per cent.

The following percentages of party unity have been computed for the 1953—635 period
from Pedersen, 1967, table 1, p. 146:

Social Democrats 98.8 per cent
Radical Liberals 97.4 per cent
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Conservatives 96.3 per cent
Liberals 94,9 per cent
Socialist Peoples' Party (1960—65) 98.4 per cent

13 In the 1973—79 period almost all parties participated in 963 divisions. Only two parties,
the Justice Party (N = 564) and the Left Socialists {N = 845), participated in a smaller num-
ber, ¢f. Table 1.

14 The index of cohesion has been computed for the 1973—72 period together, applying the
average number of seats in the three election periods, cf. note 7,
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Conservatives 96.3 per cent
Liberals 94,9 per cent
Socialist Peoples' Party (1960—65) 98.4 per cent

13 In the 1973—79 period almost all parties participated in 963 divisions. Only two parties,
the Justice Party (N = 564) and the Left Socialists {N = 845), participated in a smaller num-
ber, ¢f. Table 1.

14 The index of cohesion has been computed for the 1973—72 period together, applying the
average number of seats in the three election periods, cf. note 7,
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