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The left-right positions of the political parties in Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Finland, and
Iceland are compared from the late 19705 to the beginning of the 199%0s. To locate the parties,
survey data on the voters' self-placements along the left-right continuum are used. In order
to study changes in the left-right polarity and the degree of consensus along the left-right
continuum in each of the countries, we use the mean party positions to calculate three different
measures of party distances. The wing party distance is that between the party farthest to the
left and the party farthest to the right. The rival party distance is that between the Social
Demaocratic Party and the traditional Conservative Party. Finally, the mean party distance is
the average distance between all pairs of parties. One of the main conclusions is that in
Sweden and Iceland the left-right continuum scems to contract, whereas in Norway and
Denmark the lefi-right polarity and the distances between the partics are increasing. In
today's Nordic party space, the distance between left and right is longest in Denmark and
shortest in Norway. Eventually, 39 Nordic parties are brought together on the same left—right
scale. The analysis reveals that there are some clearly distinguishable clusters of parties or
party families in the Nordic countries, such as, for example, the socialist partics, the social
democratic parties and the conservative parties. Other party groups differ greatly in left-right
position, like the progressive parties, the liberal parties and the centre parties.

Introduction

The golden age of mapping the Nordic voters’ perceptions of the party
space goes back a good 20 years (e.g. Converse 1966; Sirlvik 1968, 1976;
Converse & Valen 1971; Pesonen 1973; Rusk & Borre 1976; Worre 1976;
Petersson & Valen 1979; Holmberg 1981). After a period of few advances,
there are now signs of a renewed interest (e.g. Hardarson & Kristinsson
1987; Nannestad 1989; Tonsgaard 1989; Bennulf & Holmberg 1990; Gilljam
& Holmberg 1990; Listhaug, Macdonald & Rabinowitz 1990, 1994; Rab-
inowitz, Macdonald & Listhaug 1991; Gilljam & Holmberg 1993; Oscarsson
1995; Pesonen, Sinkiaho-& Borg 1993; Bennulf 1994). The most central
question today is to what extent the left-right dominance and the uni-
dimensionality of the 1960s and 1970s have been replaced by a party space
with two or even more dimensions.

By using different types of dimensional analysis, scholars have confirmed
that the left-right dimension is today more subject to significant competition
than in the previous two or three decades. The left-right dimension still
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dominates when voters are asked to evaluate the parties on some sort
of feeling thermometer. But a uni-dimensional party space is no longer
completely sufficient to grasp how the voters perceive the distances and
the competition between the parties. An awkward problem in this regard
is to interpret, in a meaningful way, the party positions along possibly new
dimensions (e.g. Nannestad 1989; Listhaug, Macdonald & Rabinowitz
1990; Oscarsson 1993; Bennulf 1994).

In this article, we do not deal with possible new political dimensions and
what these might represent. We prefer to stay on more solid ground,
and have therefore limited the analysis to the still-dominant left-right
dimension. With respect to geography, we are, however, more inclusive:
the following analysis of the voters’ perceptions of party positions along
the left-right dimension includes all five Nordic countries. The aim is to
bring together all the parties in the five countries along the same left-right
scale.

Since our data cover the period from the 1970s to the 1990s, we also deal
with the question whether the left-right dimension in the different countries
is contracting — which in such a case could indicate a larger degree of
consensus and cooperation in politics. Three different measures of the
party space will be used: (1) the wing party distance (WPD), which is the
distance between the party farthest to the left and the party farthest to the
right; (2) the rival party distance (RPD), which is the distance between the
Social Democratic Party and the traditional Conservative Party; and (3)
the mean party distance (MPD), which is the sum of all distances between
pairs of parties divided by the total number of distances.’

There are basically three ways to determine how the voters perceive the
party locations in the party space. A dimensional analysis, built on how
the voters evaluate the parties on a feeling thermometer, always gives a
solution open to interpretations. In such an analysis, the voters’ evaluations
are summarized in one, two or possibly more dimensions, but it is generally
unclear what type of dimensions these are. The ordering of the parties
along the left-right dimension is recognized by most people. However, if
the analysis unveils other dimensions, the number of questions rapidly
Increases.

Another, more direct method is to take the step from evaluations to
cognitions, and focus on how the voters place the parties along pre-
constructed scales. In the Nordic countries, the left-right scale is of course
the most frequently used (e.g. Sirlvik 1976; Holmberg 1981; Borre 1983;
Hardarson & Kristinsson 1987; Aardal & Valen 1989). However, following
the American tradition, Norwegian scholars have asked the voters to place
the parties along several other types of issue dimensions as well (e.g. Aardal
& Valen 1989, 1993; Macdonald, Listhaug & Rabinowitz 1991).

A third possibility to obtain a party map of how the voters perceive the
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party positions is to follow the roundabout way of asking how the voters
place themselves along different scales. A party position along a scale is,
in this case, the average self-placement for the people voting for the party.
Since we wish to compare all five Nordic countries, and since the most
adequate data do not exist, we have chosen to operate in this roundabout
manner. The following analysis is built, in other words, on the Nordic
voters’ self-placements along the left-right dimension.

Data

The data for this analysis are taken from the election studies in Sweden
(1979, 1982, 1985, 1988 and 1991), Norway (1977, 1981, 1985 and 1989),
Denmark (1977, 1979, 1984 and 1990), Iceland (1987 and 1991), and Finland
(1991). Unfortunately, there are no relevant data from the Danish elections
of 1987 and 1988, and in the Finnish case the time-series is limited to one
data point (1991).

The Swedish, Norwegian, Danish and Finnish election studies are carried
out as face-to-face interviews, while the Icelandic scholars rely upon tele-
phone interviews. The Norwegian, Danish and Icelandic studies are post-
election studies, which means that the interview question on party choice
has been used to group the respondents according to political affiliation.
In Sweden, half of the interviews are conducted before the election, and
the other half after the election; therefore the respondents have been
grouped according to party preference and not according to party choice.
The Finnish study is a panel with both pre- and post-interviews, and since
the question on left—right self-placement is only included in the pre-election
study, we again rely upon party preference.

The interview question on left-right placement differs somewhat between
the countries. A delicate problem in this regard is that the number of points
along the left-right scale varies between different studies. Sweden and
Iceland use an 11-point scale (0-10), Denmark and Finland use a 10-point
scale (1-10), while Norway first used a 9-point scale, and from 1985 onwards
a 10-point scale (1-9 and 1-10 respectively). In the following analyses, the
Danish, Finnish and Norwegian scales have been transformed to 11-point
scales (0-10).%

Sweden

The voters’ map of the Swedish party positions along the left-right scale
1979-91 — operationalized as the average self-placement for groups of
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Fig. 1. Average Left-Right Sclf-Placements Among Swedish Voters, 1979-91 (Means). The
party labels are: left = Left Party (winsterpariiety; sd = Social Democrats (socialdemo-
kraterna); ¢ = Centre Party (centerpartier); lib = Liberals (fofkpariiet liberalerna); con = Con-
servative Party (moderate samlingsparties); chr = Christian Democrats (kristdemokratisha
sambhillspartiet — kds); env = Green Party/Environmentalists (miljdpariier de grona); nd =
Mew Demaocracy (ny demokraii). The wording of the question is: *The parties are sometimes
thought of as being ordered from left 1o right according to their political positions. On this
card T have a kind of scale. T would like you to place the political parties on the scale. The
further to the left you think a party is. the lower the number. And the further to the right
vou think a party is, the higher the number.” The scale goes from O-"far to the left’ 1o 10-
‘far to the right' and has a middle point of 5, *neither left or right” . . . Where on the scale
would vou place yourself?" A complete account of the number of ohservations, means and
standard deviations for each party and election vear can be found in Appendix B.

people with the same party preference - can be found in Fig. 1. On the
1979 scale, we find the five traditional parliamentary parties — the Left
Party (left), the Social Democratic Party (sd), the Centre Party (c), the
Liberal Party (lib) and the Conservative Party {con) — and the Christian
Democratic Party (chr), which was formed in 1964 but did not enter
Parliament until 1991. On the 1982 scale, we also find the newly created
Green Party/The Environmentalists (env); and on the 1991 scale New
Democracy {nd) appears, which is the latest addition to the Swedish party
bouquet.

According to the voters, all the parties, with the exception of the Greens,
have moved toward the right during the last decade. The shift toward the
right between 1979 and 1991 is largest for (in order) the Christian Demo-
cratic Party (0.9 units), the Left Party (0.6 units) and the Social Democratic
Party and the Liberal Party (both 0.5 units). The Green Party’s leftward
shift was 0.5 units between 1985 and 1991. The largest change between two
consecutive elections is the Christian Democratic Party's shift to the right
between 1988 and 1991 (0.8 units).?

The main result for Sweden is a somewhat compressed left-right dimen-
sion with shorter distances between the parties (cf. Gilljam & Holmberg
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1993; Oscarsson 1993). The wing party distance (i.e. the distance between
the Left Party and the Conservative Party) has decreased from 5.30 units
in 1979 to 4.87 in 1991 (—0.43 units). The rival party distance (the distance
between the Social Democrats and the Conservatives) has decreased from
3.93 in 1979 to 3.60 in 1991 (—0.33); the highest figure, however, was 4.12
in conjunction with the wage-earners’ funds debate of the 1982 election.
The mean party distance (the sum of the distances between all pairs of
parties divided by the number of distances) has declined from 2.29 in 1979
to 1.88 in 1991 (—0.41).* The shrinking distances between the Swedish
parties indicate a larger degree of consensus along the left-right dimension
and therefore, possibly, a larger potential for new political dimensions.?

Norway

The Norwegian voters’ map of the left-right party positions contains, with
one exception, the same parties as in Sweden, 1.e. the Socialist Left Party
(soc), the Social Democratic Party (sd), the Liberal Party (lib), the Centre
Party (c), the Christian Party (chr), the Progressive Party (pro) and the
Conservative Party (con). The newly created Green Party is missing from
the scale because of its small size; in the 1989 election it only received 0.4
percent of the votes. The greatest differences in comparison with the
positions of the Swedish parties are that the Liberal Party is situated
relatively farther to the left and the Progressive Party relatively farther to
the right (see Fig. 2).

The shifts in the Norwegian voters’ party map between 1977 and 1989
have been toward the left in four cases and toward the right in three cases.
Shifts to the left are observed for, in order, the Social Democratic Party
(0.9 units), the Centre Party and Christian Party (both 0.5 units), and the
Liberal Party (0.4 units). However, the movement of the Liberal Party is
u-shaped, and hides the largest change of all — from 5.1 in 1977 to 4.0 in
1981, down to 3.5 in 1985, and back to 4.7 in 1989. The Progressive Party
shows the largest shift to the right (0.8 units).®

Norway is certainly not a case of increased consensus and decreased
party distances. On the contrary, the three measures of party space show
an increased polarization. The wing party distance has grown from 4.49 in
1977 to 4.53 in 1989 (40.04 units), the rival party distance has increased
from 2.48 in 1977 to 3.55 in 1989 (+1.07), and the mean party distance has
risen from 1.87 in 1977 to 2.84 in 1989 (+0.97). However, the largest
distance in the Norwegian par'y space was not found in 1989 but in 1985,
when the first right-wing led conservative government since 1928 had
completed its first four-year period in office (WPD 4.91, RPD 3.64 and
MPD 3.22).7
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Fig. 2. The Average Left-Right Self-Placements Among Norwegian Voters, 1977-89(Means).
The party labels are: soc = Socialist Lelt (sosialistisk penstreparii); sd = Social Democrats
{(arbeiderpartien); lib = Liberals (eensire); cd = Centre Party (serterpartier); chr = Christian
Party (kristelig folkepartiy; pro = Progressive Party (fremskrinspartier); con = Conservative
Party (hoyre). In 1977 and 1981 the wording of the question was: “There is much talk these
days of radicalism and conservatism. Here 1 have a scale. Let us assume that those who are
furthest to the left on the radical side, shall have a value of 9, but those who are furthest 1o
the right on the conservative side, shall have a value of 1. Where would you place yoursell
on this scale?”, The scale has been inverted so that the calculations of the means can be
compared with other data. In the 1985 and 1989 Morwegian election studies, the wording of
the question was: “There is so much talk about the conflict between the right and the left in
politics. Here is a scale that goes from 1 on the left § that is, those who are placed politically
furthest 1o the left § 1w 10 on the right, that is, those who are politically furthest 1o the right,
Where would you place yoursell on this scale?”. A complete account of the number of
abservations, means and standard deviations for cach party and ¢lection year can be found

in Appendix B,

When changes along the left-right dimension in Norway and Sweden are
compared, the three measures of distance show a decreased polarity in
Sweden and an increased polarity in Norway. By the end of the time-
period, the rival party distance is on the same level in both countries (3.60
and 3.55 respectively). The wing party distance, however, continues to be
larger in Sweden than in Norway (4.87 versus 4.53). When it comes to the
mean party distance, the countries have switched places. The average
distance between the political parties is now significantly larger in Norway
than in Sweden (2.84 vs. 1.88).%

Denmark

From the Danish election studies it is possible to map the positions of the
nine largest parties along the left-right dimension. To the left of the Social
Democratic Party (sd) we find the Socialist People’s Party (spp) and even
further to the left the Socialist Left Party/Left Alliance (soc/la), which was
not represented in the Parliament following the 1990 election.” Farthest to
the right we have the Progressive Party (pro), and in the middle and to the
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Fig. 3. Averapge Lefti-Right Self-Placements Among Danish Voters, 1979-90 (Means). The
party labels are: soc = Socialist Left (venstresocialisterne); la = Left Alliance {enhetdslisten),
spp = Socialist People’s Party (socialistisk  folkeparti), sd = Social Democrats (socfal-
demokratier); rl = Radical Liberals (radikale venstre); al = Agranan Liberals (pensire); cd =
Centre Democrats (centrumn-demokraterne); chr = Christian People’s Party (hristelig folke-
partiy; pro = Progressive Party (fremskridispariiet); con = Conservative Party (konservative
Jetkeparti). The wording of the question was: “In politics, one often speaks of the “left’ and
‘right”. Where would you place yoursell on this scale?” A complete account of the number of
observations, means and standard deviations for each party and election year can be found
in Appendix B.

\

right of the middle the traditional non-socialist parties: the Radical Liberals
(r1), the Christian People’s Party (chr), the Agrarian Liberal Party (a), and
the Conservative Party (con). The Centre Democrats (cd), a break-away
from the Social Democratic Party in 1973, have no direct counterpart in
the other Nordic countries. Note that Denmark, like Norway, does not
have a significant green party (0.9 percent of the votes in the 1990 election).

In contrast to Sweden and Norway, the Danish Progressive Party is
situated more to the right. Also in contrast to Sweden, but like Norway,
the Danish Radical Liberals are relatively close to the Social Democratic
Party. Even more notably for today’s Danish party system is that the
old farmers’ party, the Agrarian Liberals, is found to the right of the
Conservative Party (see Fig. 3).

The two greatest changes on the voters’ map of the Danish party space
are the Agrarian Liberal Party’s and the Progressive Party’s shifts toward
the right by a total of 1.1 units between 1979 and 1990. The Socialist Left
Party also showed a relatively large shift toward the right (0.7 units);
this change, however, should be viewed in light of the party’s election
cooperation with the Communist Party in the 1990 election. Three Danish
parties have moved somewhat toward the left during the period - the
Centre Democrats (0.5 units), the Socialist People’s Party (0.3 units) and
the Social Democratic Party (0.2 units).

In Denmark, the distances between the political parties have increased,
precisely as seen in Norway. The wing party distance has grown, from what
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Fig. 4. Average Left-Right Self-Placements Among Ieclandic Voters, 1987 and 1991 (Means),
The party labels are: pa = People's Alliance; wa = Woman's Alliance; ure = Union of
Regional Equality; sd = Social Democratic Party; pp = Progressive Party; cip = Citizens’
Party; ip = Independence Party. A complete account of the number of observations, means
and standard deviations for each party and election year can be found in Appendix B.

was previously a Nordic record of 5.87 in 1979, to a new record level of
6.29 in the 1990 election (+0.42). The rival party distance has increased
by the same amount — from a relatively modest value of 2.64 in 1979 to
3.06 in 1990, which is still approximately half a unit less than in Norway
and Sweden. The average distance between the parties (MPD) has also
grown by a slim half unit — frcm 2.98 in 1979, surpassed only by the
Norwegian record of 3.22 in 1985, to the new Nordic record of 3.38 in 1990
(+0.40).

Iceland

The voters’ map of the Icelandic party space in the elections of 1987 and
1991 is displayed in Fig. 4. The four traditional parties in Iceland are the
large non-socialist Independence Party (ip), the agrarian Progressive Party
(pp), the relatively small Social Democratic Party (sd), and the relatively
large left-socialist People’s Alliance (pa). Iceland differs from the other
Nordic countries due to its lack of a liberal party and, perhaps most
importantly, because of its unique, combined women’s and environmental
party, called the Women's Alliance (wa), which has been represented in
the Parliament since 1987. In the election of 1987, also the Citizens’ Party
(cip) and the Union of Regional Equality (ure), (break-aways from the
Independence Party and the Progressive Party, respectively) were repre-
sented in the Parliament. But in contrast to the Women's Alliance, these
newcomers were not successful in repeating their success in the election of
19911

According to the Icelandic voters’ party map, the parties to the left of
the middle (the People’s Alliance and the Women’'s Alliance) have shifted
toward the right, whereas the parties to the right and in the middle (the
Independence Party, the Progressive Party, and the Social Democratic
Party) have moved toward the left. The two largest changes between 1987
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Fig. 5. Average Left—Right Self-Placements Among Finnish Voters, 1991 (Means). The party
labels are: lu = Leftish Union (demokratiska férbundet for finfands folk — dfff); sd = Social
Democrats (socialdemokraterna); g = Green League/the Ecological Party Greens (de gréna);
frp = Finnish Rural Party (finska landsbygdspartier); ¢l = Christian Leaguc (finfands kristliga
Sférbund); ¢ = Finnish Centre Party (centerpartiet & agrarférbundet); spp = Swedish People’s
Party (svenska folkpartiet); lib = Liberal Party (liberalerna); con = Conservative Party (sam-
{ingspartier). The wording of the question i5: “People’s political attitudes are traditionally
described as being on the left or the right. I shall next show a kind of left-right scale. Where
would you place yourself on this scale?”. A complete account of the number of observations,
means and standard deviations for each party and election year can be found in Appendix B.

and 1991 are the leftward movement of the Progressive Party (0.5 units)
and the rightward movement of the People’s Alliance (0.3 units). The result
of these changes is that the Progressive Party is found just to the feft of the
Social Democrats in 1991.

Just as in Sweden — but unlike Norway and Denmark — the distances
between the Icelandic parties along the left-right dimension have
telescoped. The wing party distance (i.e. the distance between the People’s
Alliance and the Independence Party) has decreased from 5.12 in 1987 to
4.66 in 1991 (—0.46), while the mean party distance has declined from 2.07
in 1987 to 1.79 in 1991 (—0.28)." The rival party distance remains
unchanged (2.28 in both 1987 and 1991), but owing to the fact that the
position of the Social Democrats is relatively far to the right, the RPD-
value is already significantly lower than that in the other Nordic countries.
The mean party distance in the last Icelandic election (1.79 in 1991) is
clearly less than that in Denmark (3.38 in 1990) and Norway (2.84 in 1989)
and a trace less than in Sweden (1.88 in 1991).

Finland

The Finnish party system contains, in principle, the same parties as the
other three large Nordic countries. For Finland it is notable that there are
two liberal parties, one being the Swedish People’s Party (spp, 5.5 percent
in the 1991 election) and the other the Liberal People’s Party (lib, 0.8
percent in 1991). The other Finnish parliamentary parties, from left to
right, are: the Left Union (lu), the Social Democratic Party (sd), the Green
League (g), the Finnish Rural Party (frp), the Finnish Christian League
(cl), the Finnish Centre Party (c), and the Conservative Party (con). The
voters” map of the party positions along the left-right dimension in the
1991 election is presented in Fig. 5.
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Questions on how the voters place themselves along the left-right dimen-
sion have unfortunately not been included in earlier Finnish election
studies. Therefore, it is not possible to comment on whether the Finnish
party space is changing. The wing party distance in Finland in 1991 (5.71)
was less than that in Denmark, but larger than in the rest of the Nordic
countries at approximately the same time. The rival party distance (the
distance between the Social Democrats and the Conservative Party) was
larger in Finland (3.84) than in the other countries, which is somewhat
surprising in light of the fact that these two parties had participated in the
same government in the years preceding the 1991 election. The mean party
distance in Finland in 1991 (1.93) was in approximately the same range as
that in Sweden and Iceland; that is to say, considerably less than that in
Norway and certainly less than that in Denmark.

The Five Countries Compared

As with most political parties, those reviewed in this article have siblings,
or at least relatives, in the other Nordic countries. These relations do not,
however, need to indicate identical or almost identical positions along the
left-right dimension. Therefore, it is now interesting to compare the party
maps in the five countries: Which Nordic party is, according to the voters,
farthest to the left and which is farthest to the right? Where on the map
do we find the different social democratic parties? And how great are the
differences between the traditional right-wing parties, the different protest
parties, as well as the traditional farmer parties, respectively? The answers
to these and similar questions can be found in Fig. 6, which shows the 39
party positions along the left-right dimension for Norway in 1989, Denmark
in 1990, and Sweden, Iceland and Finland in 1991.

It is primarily Denmark which is responsible for the relatively high
polarity along the left-right dimension in the Nordic party space. The
Danish Progressive Party (position 8.4) takes the flank position farthest to
the right even on the Nordic left-right dimension; the Danish Progressives
are found a whole 0.9 units farther to the right than the three closest
parties on the scale, which are the Swedish Conservative Party, the Finnish
Conservative Party, and the Danish Agrarian Liberal Party (all at position
7.5). Farthest to the left we find the Finnish Left Union (1.8) and the
Danish Left Alliance (2.1); just to the right of these two parties, the

Fig. 6. Average Left-Right Self-Placements Among Nordic Voters (Means). The results come
from the election studies in Sweden 1991, Norway 1989, Denmark 1990, Finland 1991 and
Iceland 1991,
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remaining socialist left parties are situated - the Danish Socialist People’s
Party (2.5), the Swedish Left Party and the Icelandic People’s Alliance
(both at 2.6,) as well as the Norwegian Socialist Left Party (2.7).%

The largest empty space along the Nordic left-right scale is the distance
of 1.0 units between the left-socialists and the social democratic parties.
Farthest to the right amongst the left-socialists is the Norwegian Socialist
Left Party (2.7) and farthest to the left amongst the social democratic
parties we find the Norwegian and the Finnish social democratic parties
(both at 3.7). The social democratic parties in the four largest countries
are relatively well grouped around the 4.0 position, with the Norwegian
and the Finnish parties farthest to the left (3.7), the Danish party farthest
to the right (4.3), and the Swedish People’s Party in-between (3.9). The
Icelandic Social Democratic Party is clearly to the right of its Nordic brother
parties. Iceland’s representative in the social democratic span is, instead,
the Women’s Alliance (4.0) which has approximately the same left-right
position as the Swedish Social Democrats.

The Nordic left-right party space further contains two, fairly well-con-
nected, trans-national, party families. All five traditional conservative
parties are found within the small interval of 7.3 to 7.5, with the Norwegian
and Danish Conservative Parties and the Icelandic Independence Party a
little to the left of the Finnish and Swedish Conservatives. The Christian
parties are found in the interval of 5.7 to 6.4, with the Swedish Christian
Democratic Party and the Danish Christian People’s Party to the right
(both at 6.4), the Norwegian Christian Party closer to the centre (5.7) and
the Finnish Christian League in-between (6.0).

Within the remaining Nordic party families, there is a larger internal
spread along the left-right dimension. The liberal parties are found in two
discernible groups. The Finnish Swedish People’s Party (6.6), the Swedish
Liberal Party (6.4) and the Finnish Liberal Party (6.1) are situated clearly
to the right of the Icelandic Citizen's’ Party (5.2), the Danish Radical
Liberals (5.1) and the Norwegian Liberals (4.7).

As for the protest parties and the traditional farmers’ parties, it is
uncertain whether one can speak of some type of party families. The protest
parties have an interval range of three units, with the Danish Progressive
Party farthest to the right (8.4), followed in turn by the Norwegian Pro-
gressive Party (7.1), the Swedish New Democracy (6.3) and the Finnish
Rural Party (5.4). The farmers’ parties range over almost as large an
interval, with the Danish Agrarian Liberal Party farthest to the right (7.5),
the Icelandic Progressive Party farthest to the left (4.8) and the Swedish,
Finnish and Norwegian Centre Parties in-between (6.1, 6.0 and 5.2 respect-
ively).

Finally, the results for the green parties are somewhat ambiguous. In
Iceland, there is no explicit environmental party and the Danish and
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Norwegian Green Parties are too small to be included in this study. If we
take the liberty to count the Norwegian Liberals and the Icelandic Women's
Alliance as their respective country’s environmental party, the green parties
are found within a one-unit interval slightly to the left of the middle point -
the Finnish Green League at 4.8, the Norwegian Liberals at 4.7, the
Swedish Green Party at 4.5 and the Icelandic Women’s Alliance at 4.0.

Mapping the Nordic Party Space

To a large degree, Denmark sets the framework for the voters’ map of the
Nordic party positions along the left-right dimension. The wing party
distance in Denmark was as high as 6.29 in 1990, which is a good half unit
more than in Finland in 1991 (5.71), and about one and a half units more
than in Sweden in 1991 (4.87), Iceland in 1991 (4.66) and Norway in 1989
(4.53). The high degree of polarity in Denmark depends primarily on the
position of the Progressive Party far to the right, while the relatively short
wing party distance in Norway primarily depends on the Socialist Left
Party’s position somewhat to the right of the left-socialist parties in the
other countries. The distance between left and right is, in other words,
longest in Denmark and shortest in Norway.

Considering the rival party distance, variations between the five countries
have a very different pattern. In the early 1990s, the longest distance
between the Social Democrats and the traditional Conservative Party is
found in Finland (3.84 units), while the shortest distance is in Iceland
(2.28), with Sweden (3.60), Norway (3.55) and Denmark (3.06) in-between.
The results perhaps indicate that a government shift, signifying a power
displacement from socialist to non-socialist, or the reverse, could have
the relatively greatest political consequences in Finland and the least
consequences in Iceland.

The mean party distance, lastly, can give a hint of eventual empty spaces
for new parties between the existing flank parties, and may also provide a
hint on how far the average potential party switcher must stretch if he
chooses to leave his present party. The mean party distance is longest in
Denmark (3.38) and in Norway (2.84), and least (in order) in Finland
(1.93), Sweden (1.88) and Iceland (1.79). Denmark, with its already rich
party bouquet, consequently could provide a good opening for further new
additions between the Progressive Party and the Left Alliance. On the
other hand, Iceland, Sweden and Finland, ceteris paribus, could be expected
to show a high degree of voter volatility.

The longitudinal analysis has not resulted in any uniform answer to the
question of whether the party map in the Nordic countries has changed
toward conflict or consensus along the left-right dimension. In Sweden and
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Iceland, the distances between the parties have shrunk, while the changes
in the Norwegian and Danish party systems show an increased polarization.
Developments in Finland remain to be outlined, since the 1991 election
study so far provides the first point in the Finnish time-series.

The voters’ map of the party positions along the left-right dimension is
of course significant for understanding party competition and possibilities
for party cooperation in politics. In this perspective, it appears that Den-
mark and Norway are on the road toward more instability, while Sweden
and Iceland show signs of more tranquillity.

To say that the left-right dimension is dominant is not the same as saying
it provides the whole picture. The tendency for new dimensions to be
formed around environmental questions, moral issues, family politics, as
well as refugee and immigrant questions has grown stronger. A more
complete answer to the question of conflict or consensus in politics should
therefore be explored in a multidimensional party space. The voters” map
of the Nordic party space needs to be complemented by at least a green, a
white—ethical and a xenophobic-cosmopolitan dimension.
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NOTES

l. The three measures of the party space for all countries and all time-points are listed
in Appendix A. The mean party distance (MPD) is calculated from all partics in the
respective election year. This allows for testing the hypothesis that the addition of
new parties means that the party system is perceived to be less polarized. The
calculation of MPDs based upon the same number of parties at different time-points
is listed in the footnotes.

2. The 1-9 and 1-10 scales have been transformed in the following way: First, the original
values were subtracted by 1 which gave the scales a zero point. The 9-point scale now
ranged from (V1o 8 and the 10-point scale from 0 to 9, Thereafter, all scale values were
multiplied by a number which made the highest scale value equal to 10. The scale
values on the 9-point scale were multiplied by 10/8s and the scale values on the 10-
point scale were multiplied by 10/9s.

3 The Swedish data alse include information about where on the left-right scale the
volers have placed cach of the eight parties. For the voters’ placement of their own
party, the changes between 1979 and 1991 were in the same direction as for the sell-
placements. However, taking into consideration all the voters’ placement of the
respective parties, there are two differences in comparison to the self-placements and
placements of the own party: In the eyes of all voters, the Centre Party and the
Conservative Party have shifted somewhat to the feft between 1979 and 1991 - the
Centre Party from 6.2 to 5.7 and the Conservative Party from 8.9 1o 8.7,

4, The mean party distance, when based on the distances between the five traditional
parties — left, sd, ¢, lib and con — (MPD35), has decreased from 2.62 in 1979 and 2.63
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in 1982 to 2.45 in 1991. If chr is included, the mean party distance (MPD6) has
decreased from 2.29 in 1979 and 2.30 in 1982 to 2.15 in 1991.

The decreased polarization along the left-right dimension is even more pronounced
if the three measures of the party space are instead based on where along the left-
right scale the voters placed the different parties. The changes between 1979 and 1991
are as lollows: WPD for self-placement —0.43, WPD for all the voters’ placement of
the partics —0.55, and WPD for the voters' placement of their own party —0.57,
The corresponding changes of the RPD are —0.33, =0.80, and -0.33, and the
corresponding changes of the MPD are —0.41, —0.92 and -0.91. _
The Norwegian data also include information about where on the left-right scale the
voters have placed the different parties. Taking into consideration all the voters’
placements of the different parties, there are two differences in comparison with the
self placements. In the election of 1981, the Liberals (5.0) did not stand to the left of
the Social Democrats (3.9). The other difference is that all the voters perceive that
the Progressive Party (8.8) in 1989 stood to the right of the Conservative Party (8.0).
According to the voters’ placements of the parties, it was only the Progressive Party
which shifted toward the right between 1977 and 1989 (1.5 units). The remaining
parties have moved toward the left: lib by 1.4 units, ¢ by L0 units, chr by 0.8 units,
sd by 0.6 units, and con and soc by 0.2 units. When it comes to the voters’ placement
of their own party, the changes between 1977 and 1989 follow in the same trend as
for all the voters’ placement of the respective parties.

The increased lefi-right polarity, with the exception of the rival party distance,
becomes more obvious if the distances are calculated based on the voters’ party
placements. The changes are as follows: WPD for self placements +0.04, WPD for
all voters’ placements of the partiecs +0.84, and WPD for the voters” placement of
their own party +0.52. The corresponding changes of the RPD are +1.07, +0.43, and
+0.49, and the changes of the MPD are +0.97, +1.93 and +1.70.

The conclusion holds true even when consideration is given to the increased number
of partics in Sweden. MPD for Norway in 1989 is 2.84 while MPD3 and MPD6 for
Sweden in 1991 are 2.45 and 2.15 respectively.

In 1990, the Socialist Left and the small Communist Party joined together for the
clection under the name of the Left Alliance. Therefore, the scale notations for 1990
refer to the Left Alliance and not the Socialist Left.

The absence of a liberal party in Iceland is a “modified truth™, since the Citizens’
Party is now called the Liberal Party (1.2 pereent of the votes in the 1991 clection).
Note also that the Icelandic Progressive Party should not be confused with the
corresponding party labels in Norway and Denmark. The Progressive Party was
created back in 1916 and is [eeland’s equivalent to the traditional farmer/centre party
in the other Nordic countries.

The decrease in the MPD-value from 2.07 in 1987 to 1.79 in 1991 (—0.28 units) is
based on seven parties in 1987 and on six parties in 1991, which reflects the picture in
Fig. 4. If the measure is based on the same five parties both in 1987 and in 1991 (the
four traditional parties and the Women's Alliance), the decrease is still =0.28 units -
from 2.33 in 1987 1o 2.05 in 1991. If the MPD-value is based on seven parties in 1987
and five partics in 1991 (i.c. only the parliamentary parties), the decrease would be
only marginal = from 2.07 in 1987 to 2.05 in 1991 (—0.02 units). Lastly, if the MPD-
value is based on six parties in both 1987 and 1991 (i.e. without including the Union
of Regional Equality in both 1987 and 1991) the decrease is —{.45 units, from 2.24 in
1987 to 1.79 in 1991.

The distance between the Danish Progressive Party and the smallest of the three
neighbours immediately to the left on the scale, i.e. the Danish Agrarian Liberal
Party, is significant at the 0.025 level. The distance between the Finnish Leftist Union
and its nearest neighbour on the scale, i.e. the Danish Left Alliance, is, however, not
significant at any reasonable level of significance. The distance between the Left
Alliance and the third party from the lefi, i.e. the Danish Socialist People’s Party, is
significant at approximately the 0,075 level. A complete account of the number of
observations, means and standard deviations for each party can be found in Appendix
B.
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Appendix A

Measures of the Party Space in the Nordic Countries: Wing Party Distance
(WPD), Rival Party Distance (RPD) and Mean Party Pistance (MPD) in
Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Finland and Iceland 1977-91.

Change
Sweden ' 1979 1982 1985 1988 1991 1979-91
Wing party distance  5.30 522 5.05 3.15 4.87 —0.43
Rival party distance  3.93 4,12 4.03 3.92 3.60 —0.33
Mean party distance 2.29 2.12 2.10 2.10 1.88 —0.41
Change
MNorway 1977 1981 1985 1989 1977-89
Wing party distance 4.49 4.14 4.91 4,53 +0.04
Rival party distance 2.48 2.22 3.64 3.55 +1.07
Mean party distance 1.87 2.52 3.22 2.84 +0.97
Change
Denmark 1979 1981 1984 1990 1979-90
Wing party distance 5.87 5.23 578 6.29 +0.42
Rival party distance 2.64 2.85 2.47 3.06 +0.42
Mean party distance 2.98 2.73 2.93 338 +0.40
Change
Iceland 1987 1991 1987-91
Wing party distance 5.12 4.66 —0.46
Rival party distance 2.28 2.28 0.00
Mean party distance 2.07 1.79 =0.28
Finland 199
Wing party distance 5n
Rival party distance 3.84
Mean party distance 1.93

Appendix B

Number of observations, means and standard deviations for each country,
year and party.

SWEDEN 197991

MNumber of LEFT 5D C LIB CON CHR ENY ND Total®
observations

1979 132 1048 395 265 4588 35 2548
1982 123 1072 356 148 559 i 44 2578
1985 126 1011 248 394 475 57 41 2531
1988 117 966 248 258 354 63 131 2425
1991 75 771 176 201 470 160 78 146 2344
Mcans LEFT 35D C LIB cCON CHR ENY ND Mean
1979 2.04 3a 5.85 5.90 7.34 55 4.87
1982 2.37 3.47 6.17 597 71.59 5.65 477 5.02
1985 2.62 3.64 6.17 6.25 1.67 6.46 5.00 517
1988 2.50 3.73 5.94 6.38 7.65 5.62 4.63 201
1991 2.63 3.90 .10 £.39 1.50 6.44 4.51 6.29 5.46
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Standard
deviations

1979

1982

1985

1988

1991

LEFT

1.44
1.62
1.50
1.3l
144

CHR ENV ND
1.34

L15 080

1.51 1.40

1.35 1.40

143 137 1.51

"The outer column shows the total number of observations, means and standard deviations
for all respondents who placed themselves on the left-right scale.
left = Left Party; sd = Social Democrats; ¢ = Centre Party; lib - the Liberals; con -
Conservative Party; chr - Christian Democrats; env — Environmentalists; nd — New Democ-

racy.

NORWAY 1977-89

Mumber of
observations

1977

19581

1985

1959

Means
1977
1981
1985
1989

Standard
deviations

1977

1951

1985

1939

s0C

B
77
108
218

s0C
2.56
2.43
2.52
273

S0C

1.36
1.41
1.31
1.43

1.35
1.52
1.39
1.55

113

124
101

5.73
5.65
5.59
3.18

C

1.61
1.53
1.04
1.11

CHR
125

FRO CON
16 328
34 448
63 380
195 393

PRO CON

6.33 T.05

6.49 657

7.43 7.16

7.0 7.20

PRO CON

1.80 1.64

2.48 .79

2.0 1.34

1.82 1.24

Total*

1434
1416
1994
2059

Mean
5.44
524
5.13
5.07

Std

2.06
2.06
2.18
2.24

*The outer column shows the total number of observations, means and standard deviations
for all respondents who placed themselves on the lefi-right scale,
soc — Socialist Left; sd - Social Democratic Party; lib = Liberals; cd = Centre Party; chr -
Christian Party; pro - Progressive Party; con = Conservative Party,

DENMARK 1979-40

MNumber of
observations

1979

1981

1984

1990

Means
19749
1981
1954
19940

42

s0C
60

13

34

50C

1.44
1.92
1.38

LA

19
LA

2.08

SPP

96
101

83

SPP
2,59

3.24
2.52

5D

616
235

297

sD

4.52
4.30
4.53
4.29

RL

85
41

29

RL

3.03
5.16
4.94
5.14

cD

50
74

38

ch

0.47
5.89
6.39
6.04

CHR

28
25
27
14

CHR
6.15
6.07
6.70
6.14

PRO AL
97
50
14
34

PRO
7.31

220
111
111
126

AL

6.43
6.99  6.35
.36 697
8.37 7.3

221
104
172
118

CON
7.16 526
7.15 519
7.0 541
7.35 5.50

CON Total
1473

754
788
675

Mean



Standard S0C LA SPP SD RL CD CHR PRO AL CON Sud
deviations

1979 1.05 1.2 1.27 L21 148 133 L76 LO5 150 1.32
1981 2.98 L28 149 172 L73 177 2.22 L1.Bo 1.60 1.85
1984 1.66 1.43 147 1.23 146 170 2.53 1.52 1.82 1.65
1990 149 098 144 L11 L09 L88 L5356 1.30 1.51 1.37

*The outer column shows the total number of observations, means and standard deviations
for all respondents who placed themselves on the left-right scale.

soc — Socialist Left; la - Left Alliance; spp - Socialist People’s Party; sd - Social Democratic
Party; rl — Radical Liberals; al - Agrarian Liberal Party; cd - Centre Democrats; chr -
Christian People's Party; pro - Progressive Party; con - Conservative Party.

ICELAND 1987-91

Mumber of sDp PP P Fa WA URE CIP Total*
observations '

1987 203 192 403 181 153 14 04 1439

1991 152 156 386 132 95 & 1118

Means S5DP FP 1P PA WA URE C(CIP Mean

1987 5.11 5.30 7.39 2.27 3.88 4.15 6.47 5.39

1991 4.97 4.80 7.25 2.59 4,02 5.17 537

Standard SDF PP P Pa WA URE CIP Sud
deviations )

1987 1.70 1.78 1.63 1.74 1.70 2.43 1.74 2.40

1991 1.79 1.77 1.67 1.75 1.89 1.83 2.36

“The outer column shows the total number of observations, means and standard deviations
for all respondents who placed themselves on the left-right scale.

pa - People's Alliance; wa - Women's Alliance; ure - Union of Regional Equality; sd -
Social Democratic Party; pp - Progressive Party; cip — Citizens’ Party; ip - Independence
Party.

FINLAND 1991

LU 35D G FRF CL C SPP CON LIB Total®
N of observations 71 280 122 32 27 246 55 234 12 1383
Means 1.83 370 4.82 5.38 597 597 659 7.54 6.1l 5.30
Standard dev. 1.19 1.73 2.10 2.17 2.18 1.59 1.93 1.60 1.38 2.33

*The outer column shows the total number of observations, means and standard deviations
for all respondents who placed themselves on the left-right scale.

lu = Leftist Union; sd - Social Democratic Party; g — Green League/the Ecological Party
Greens; {rp — Finnish Rural Party; ¢l — Christian League; ¢ - Finnish Centre Party; spp -
Swedish People’s Party; lib - Liberal Party; con = Conservative Party,

43



Iceland, the distances between the parties have shrunk, while the changes
in the Norwegian and Danish party systems show an increased polarization.
Developments in Finland remain to be outlined, since the 1991 election
study so far provides the first point in the Finnish time-series.

The voters’ map of the party positions along the left-right dimension is
of course significant for understanding party competition and possibilities
for party cooperation in politics. In this perspective, it appears that Den-
mark and Norway are on the road toward more instability, while Sweden
and Iceland show signs of more tranquillity.

To say that the left-right dimension is dominant is not the same as saying
it provides the whole picture. The tendency for new dimensions to be
formed around environmental questions, moral issues, family politics, as
well as refugee and immigrant questions has grown stronger. A more
complete answer to the question of conflict or consensus in politics should
therefore be explored in a multidimensional party space. The voters” map
of the Nordic party space needs to be complemented by at least a green, a
white—ethical and a xenophobic-cosmopolitan dimension.
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NOTES

l. The three measures of the party space for all countries and all time-points are listed
in Appendix A. The mean party distance (MPD) is calculated from all partics in the
respective election year. This allows for testing the hypothesis that the addition of
new parties means that the party system is perceived to be less polarized. The
calculation of MPDs based upon the same number of parties at different time-points
is listed in the footnotes.

2. The 1-9 and 1-10 scales have been transformed in the following way: First, the original
values were subtracted by 1 which gave the scales a zero point. The 9-point scale now
ranged from (V1o 8 and the 10-point scale from 0 to 9, Thereafter, all scale values were
multiplied by a number which made the highest scale value equal to 10. The scale
values on the 9-point scale were multiplied by 10/8s and the scale values on the 10-
point scale were multiplied by 10/9s.

3 The Swedish data alse include information about where on the left-right scale the
volers have placed cach of the eight parties. For the voters’ placement of their own
party, the changes between 1979 and 1991 were in the same direction as for the sell-
placements. However, taking into consideration all the voters’ placement of the
respective parties, there are two differences in comparison to the self-placements and
placements of the own party: In the eyes of all voters, the Centre Party and the
Conservative Party have shifted somewhat to the feft between 1979 and 1991 - the
Centre Party from 6.2 to 5.7 and the Conservative Party from 8.9 1o 8.7,

4, The mean party distance, when based on the distances between the five traditional
parties — left, sd, ¢, lib and con — (MPD35), has decreased from 2.62 in 1979 and 2.63
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