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In the 1994 EU referendum a majority of Norwegian volers rejected membership in the
Evropean Union. The outcome contrasts with victories for membership in the corresponding
referendums in Austria, Finland and Sweden. The article reports a preliminary investipation of

factors relating to the support for “no™. Analysis of agprepate data (representing 435

municipalities) and survey data demonstrates the importance of traditional cleavages as well as
new cleavages for the vote. The no-vole was strongest in northern Norway, among supporters
of the traditional “counter-cultures™ and among those employed in the primary sector. Women
were more likely to vote no as were public sector employees. The major parties took relatively
clear stands on the issue, and we find that party identification shows a strong correlation with
the vole in the referendum. With a turnout of 89 percent, the 1994 referendum represents an
all-time high for elections in Norway. Compared with the previous referendum on the EC in
1972, we find that the increase in mobilization was particularly strong in the no-dominated
periphery, but the shift in mobilization patterns was not decisive for the outcome of the
referendum.

Introduction

In the referendum of 28 November 1994, 52.2 percent of the Norwegian
voters rejected membership in the European Union. This result closely
mirrored the referendum of 25 September 1972, where 53.5 percent voted no
to membership in the European Community. The Norwegian disapproval of
EU membership followed referendums in Austria, Finland, and Sweden
where majorities of the voters said “yes™ to membership in the EU. Norway
remains the only country which has declined membership in the European
Union by a popular vote, and now even for a second time. The near identical
outcomes of the two referendums, although spanning a period of 22 years,
raise the question of how to account for the continuity of Norwegian
Euroscepticism. Moreover, as the vote in Norway was scheduled after the
decisions in Finland and Sweden, maximum pressure in a pro-EU direction
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was enforced. This is in contras to 1972, when the referendum in Norway
was held before the vote in Denmark.

The outcome of the referendum can be understood by pursuing
explanatory factors in three different directions. First, one may put the
focus on the comparative aspect of the issue. Various comparative arguments
have been raised. In a recent study Huseby & Listhaug (1995) have listed
some of the factors that could be used to explain the negativity towards the
EU in Norway. The geographical location of Norway on the northern
periphery of Europe and the dominance of seaward and westward patterns of
alliances, migration, and trade have isolated Norway from continental
Europe. Norway won full sovereignty as late as 1905 and the strength of
nationalism could be a force to be reckoned with. The comparative
assessment must also be updated to cover the recent period. Following the
decision to join the EU, Finland has dramatically shifted its political
allegiance to the West. This was possible through the breakdown of the
Soviet Union. For a concise analysis of the Finnish referendum see the
chapters in the volume edited by Pesonen (1994). Similarly, the traditional
non-alliance position of Sweden is at least weakly modified through
membership. Like Finland, membership for Sweden might also be facilitated
by the end of the cold war. Nevertheless, in pure foreign policy terms these
nations took bolder steps than Norway would have needed to join the Union,

Second, one may search for explanations in the political and social
structure within Norway. With reference to the Rokkan—Valen model of
socio-cconomic cleavages, a case could be made to support the view that the
prevailing structures of cleavage conflicts — old and new - even in the 1990s
remain loaded against European integration.

Third, one can explain the outcome with reference to how the contending
forces mobilized the electorate in the referendum campaign. This raises
questions on the development and strength of the ad hoc organizations, the
impact of the mass media for attitude formation, and the role of political
partics. We are unable to pursue all these questions in this paper. Qur main
focus will be on the role of the cleavages for the vote in the referendum and
on the effect of the mobilization of the periphery for the outcome.

The Cleavage Model

The Rokkan-Valen cleavage model is the most famous and most widely
applied model of electoral behaviour in Norway. Less known is the fact that
the impressions from the debate on EEC membership in 1962-63 inspired
Rokkan’s original contributions to the model (Rokkan & Valen 1964; Valen
1995). The cleavage model has already proven its relevance and fertility in
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explaining the voting patterns in the EEC referendum of 1972 (Valen 1972;
Bjgrklund 1993).

The Territorial Cleavage

According to the old saga, Norwegian medieval kings were not considered
legitimate without the consent of the people in all parts of the country. The
kings who neglected the regional oppositions were often short lived. The
tension between the political centre and the peripheries is a central theme,
perhaps the theme, in the political history of modern Norway.

Before 1814, the cities, and especially the site of the Danish governor in
Norway, Oslo, were spearheads of Danish culture and strongholds of
colonial administration. During the Danish rule of Norway (1536-1814) and
the period under Sweden (1814-1905), the efforts to modernize Norway and
to build national institutions were led by the shifting political elites of the
Capital. In a sparsely populated country with a tradition of local autonomy
such efforts were destined to provoke resistance, not least in the western and
northern peripheries.

In the second half of the 19th century the central political elite was
discredited and finally defeated during the struggle for national indepen-
dence and democratization. The modern Norwegian nation is a product of
the struggle for political independence and the core political institutions
were formed during the campaign for political freedom. The constitution of
1814 was one of the most radical of its time, strongly inspired by the French
and American Revolutions and the idea of popular sovereignty. Parliamen-
tarism was introduced in 1884 as the result of the the effort by the Storting to
control the cabinet appointed by the Swedish king. The first political party,
The Liberal Party (Venstre), was formed as an alliance of radical
townspeople, farmers, and other representatives from rural areas. The
establishment of independent Norwegian political institutions eventually led
to the collapse of the union with Sweden in 1905. Norway was declared an
independent nation after a popular referendum. An overwhelming majority
of 99 percent voted in favour of independence. In this period of political
turbulence new social groups were politically mobilized through the
extension of voting rights, making the processes of national independence
and democratization strongly connected.

The Counter-culture Cleavages: Language, Lay Christendom and
Teetotalism

The secularized and continental lifestyles of the urban elites created
resentment along several lines. The hostility was primarily related to three
issues: the role of Danish and later “riksmal™ as the official administrative
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language and the language taught in schools, the control over religious
teaching and practice, and the moral evils related to the consumption of
alcohol. Through mandatory schooling and a state church, the worldviews of
the educated few were introduced to people in the social and geographical
peripheries. Three distinct social movements countered this “penetration
from the centre™, using Rokkan’s terminology. A new language, “nynorsk”,
based on the dialects from the western parts of the country, was launched as
an alternative to the urban, semi-Danish language, a religious lay movement
outside the state church claimed independence in spiritual matters, and,
finally, teetotallers organized to guard moral purity, basic welfare and family
life. The coastal areas in the south and southwest formed strongholds of the
religious counter-culture. A ban on the sale of liquor and wine ratified by a
referendum in 1919 was supported by large majorities of voters in the
western and southern peripheries.

Rokkan and Valen portrayed the counter-culture cleavages as closely
connected to the territorial cleavage. The counter-culture movements formed
an important part of the Liberal Party. Tensions between the radical and
urban faction and the morally conservative religious wing of the party
eventually led to a split in 1888, but the party was reunited during the final
battle over the union with Sweden in 1905, and the support of the “counter-
cultures™ was integrated into the party platform. However, the success was
short lived. The power of the Liberal Party gradually faded as the different
factions broke away to form the Christian People’s Party and the Farmers’
Party (later renamed the Centre Party).

The importance of the counter cultures as predictors of the vote has
gradually declined in the post-war period (Valen 1981). In the previous
referendum on EC membership in 1972, the counter-cultures demonstrated
the continued strength of the old alliance between the peripheries, counter-
cultures and urban radicals (Valen 1972).

The Commaodity Market Cleavage

Norway became industrialized from the second half of the 19th century. The
numbers in urban and industrial areas multiplied and, consequently, the
importance of the market for food, increased. A shortage of manpower lead
to a gradual modernization of farming and fisheries. The primary sector was
integrated into the monetarized economy of the urban areas. After the severe
market crisis in the 1920s, both farmers and fishermen organized to control
the harvesting, production and distribution of their products. Through the
new Farmers® Party they also sought to secure stable prices by pushing for
restrictions on agricultural imports. These efforts were opposed by the urban
population, not least by the growing class of industrial workers.
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The Labour Market Cleavage

In 1889 the Labour Party was founded by the political leaders of craftsmen
and skilled workers, but rose to power through the support from unskilled
industrial workers, smallholders and farm workers in the 1920s and 1930s.
The success of the Labour Party had not been possible without the support of
the poorer segments of the rural population. However, Labour had difficulty
in winning support in the rural areas in the southern and western parts of the
country where the counter-cultures were dominant. The rural support for
Labour came mainly from Trendelag, Northern Norway, and the interior
arcas of castern Norway.

New Cleavages?

Since the late 1970s various scholars have described the historical cleavages
as fading in Norwegian party politics (Bjerklund & Hagtvet 1981; Valen
1981; Valen & Aardal 1983; Knutsen 1985; Jenssen 1993). Several attempts
have been made to identify new emerging cleavages. We examine four new
cleavages: cducation, gender, generation, and sector of occupation (Vogt
1993; Bj@rklund 1994).

Education is a key factor in the discussion on new values and increased
cognitive competence in the younger cohorts (Inglehart 1977, 1990; Dalton
et al. 1984; Jenssen 1993). Inglchart claims that the younger and better-
educated generations are more cosmopolitan in their worldviews due to their
postmaterialist values and socialization in a peaceful period. If this reasoning
is correct, we expect the younger and better educated to support the idea of
international cooperation, including the European Union.

A different view is stated by Galtung (1964). He sees the middle aged
(30-60 years) to be at the peak of their occupational careers as well as other
hierarchies in society. Consequently, they will tend to support policies
advocated by the elites. Younger people and the very old belong to the
“social periphery™ in the modern society, and are more likely to hold elite-
challenging views. Seeing the EEC, and later the EU, as primarily a
cooperation of elites, he predicts a curvilinear relationship between age and
support for European integration.

About twenty years ago Martinussen (1975) described gender as a latent
cleavage in Norwegian politics. He conceived a process of political
mobilization of women to improve their status in society. In the 1970s and
earlier, women were slightly more conservative in their voting patterns than
men (Bjerklund 1986). This balance shifted in the opposite direction in the
1980s (Listhaug, Miller & Valen 1985; Aardal & Valen 1989; Valen, Aardal
& Vogt 1990; Bratterud 1994; Listhaug, Huseby & Matland 1995).
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Lafferty (1988) introduced the concept of a “public sector class” to
describe the fact that public employees have an interest in high levels of
public spending. On some issues, like support for welfare, public employees
have been described as more to the left than the working class in the private
sector (Knutsen 1986). Public employees are also more likely to vote for the
Socialist Left Party than unskilled workers in the private sector (Hines
1993).

Of the new cleavages, especially gender and sector were politicized in the
campaign. The no-movement argued that the EU was a threat to public sector
interests and the welfare state, and — partly as consequence of this — of
disadvantage to women as well.

Stability and Change Between the Two Referendums: 1972 vs. 1994

The structural changes of Norwegian society 1972-94 weakened some of the
main forces of the traditional cleavage model which created resistance to the
EC in 1972, Norway became more urbanized. Most notably, the population
increased in the Oslofjord area — the only main region with a majority of yes-
voters in 1972, While 12 percent of the population was employed in the
primary sector in 1972, only 6 percent had its income from agriculture or
fishing twenty vyears later. The proportion employed by the service sector
increased from 54 percent to 68 percent. Norway has traditionally been a
major exporter of raw materials and industrial products. Through the
development of major oilfields in the 1970s and 1980s the country became
even more dependent on international trade and access to foreign markets.

In the 1970s Norway experienced a major expansion of education at all
levels. Nine years of compulsory education was introduced. The student
population of the universities expanded and each of the 19 counties
established regional colleges to teach courses and degrees at the under-
graduate level. In 1972, 31 percent of the population had education beyond
the compulsory level; in 1992 this figure had increased to 69 percent. The
proportion with a university degree more than doubled, from 7 percent to 18
percent.

The modernization of Norwegian economy as well as the decline of the
rurally based counter-cultures readily point to the prediction of victory for
yes in 1994, This prediction could be premature if some of the new cleavages
were not considered. The continued expansion of the public sector, including
a dominant proportion of female employment, could constitute a new
structural basis for anti-EU attitudes.

Finally, the impact of the periphery obviously depends on how strongly
the voters of the periphery were mobilized in the campaign. In assessing the
importance of the mobilization of the periphery for the no-victory in 1994
one should look for the strength of the no-vote as well as the relative turnout
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in 1994, Or, in other terms, did an extraordinary mobilization of the
periphery compensate for the decline in numerical strength?

Centre and Periphery; One Concept, Many Issues:
Analysis of Aggregate Data

We begin the discussion of the role of the periphery by analysing aggregate
data for all 435 communes. The commune, or municipality, is the basic
administrative unit in Norway. The Commune Database of the Norwegian
Social Science Data Services contains a very large number of variables with
information on the communes. The database includes a number of indicators
that can be used to tap the centre-periphery dimension. Here we consider the
impact of municipality size, population density, geographical location,
average income, and the proportion employed in the primary sector.

Turnout: A Mobilization of the Periphery in 19947

The distribution of turnout levels at the 1972 referendum confirmed a
traditional pattern for Norwegian elections. Mobilization was highest in the
small but densely populated Oslofjord area and the valleys of the interior
cast. As we move west and north the participation rates tend to decline, and
the northern region in particular had few municipalities that could match the
mobilization of the southern regions.

The mobilization pattern in the municipalities changed sharply from 1972
to 1994. The participation increased from 79 percent in 1972 to 89 percent in
1994 (Table I). As can be seen from Table I the average participation level in
1994 exceeded the maximum turnout in 1972, The lowest turnout increased
by 22 percentage points and the highest turnout by 7 percentage points. More
significantly, a major part of the increased mobilization came in the
peripheries of western and northern Norway.

Map 1 illustrates that very few municipalities in the Oslofjord area and the
interior east of Norway increased the turnout by a substantial margin. An
increase in the magnitude of 10 percent and more is rather common in the
southern, western and northern regions. The variation in turnout change

Table 1. Turnout in the Referendums in 1972 and 1994, Municipalitics Weighted by Population
Size. Percent,

Mean Sud. dev. Min. Max. M
1972 78.9 3.25 60.5 87.0 435
1994 890 1.58 52,9 94.6 435
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MAP 1. Diff. in % Between Turnoul in 1972 and 1994,
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Map 2. Percentage No-Votes in the 1972 Referendum.
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Map 3. Percentage No-Voles in the 1994 Referendum,
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Table I1. Regression of the No-Proportion (Fercent) in Municipalities on Municipality Size
(Per 1000 Voters). Upper Row Bi-Variate B-Ceefficients and Lower Row Pearson's R.

1972 1994
Population size of the -0.21 =0.23
municipality in 1000 —0.33 —0.37
R? 0.10 0.13
M= 435 435

suggests that this factor might have contributed to the outcome of
referendum in 1994 as the increase in mobilization was strongest in areas
where the no-vote was strong. To achieve a fuller understanding we take a
look at the geographical distribution of the vote in the two referendums.

The Geographical Distribution of the Vote: Nearly ldentical Patterns

When we compare the distribution of strength for no, the similarity between
1972 and 1994 is impressive (see Maps 2 and 3). For both years the strength
of the supporters of membership is concentrated around the Oslofjord and in
the region north of Oslo, although the strength of yes in the latter area
declined in 1994. Qutside this region only a few municipalities with major
industries dependent on international markets, or major cites, showed
majorities for yes. The near identical geographical patterns of the two
referendums demonstrate the profound effects of the centre-periphery
conflict on the issue. We now move on to demonstrate more directly the
relationship between particular aspects of the centre-periphery dimension
and the vote.

Local Government: The Swiss Argument

Switzerland has in general resisted membership in supra-national organiza-
tions, the EU included. The high degree of decentralization of Swiss
government contributes to the scepticism towards European integration.
Decentralization is also a strong feature of the Norwegian polity. A plausible
hypothesis is that the fear of losing democratic control to the EU would be
stronger in the smaller municipalities. This is also what we find. An increase
in population size of 1000 reduced the percentage voting no in the commune
by about 0.2 percent in both years (see Table II).

This does not seem to be much of an effect, but we have to consider that
Norwegian municipalities vary in size from a few hundred inhabitants to
nearly 500,000 (Oslo).
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Table [11. Regression of the No-Proportion (Percent) in Municipalities on Density of the
Population and Centrality of the Municipality. Upper Row Caontrolled B-Cocfficients, Middle
Row Bivaniate B-Coefficients and Lower Row Pearson’s R.

1972 1994
Density of the population -1.86 =221
{Proportion living in urban —2.60 -2.91
arcas). Standard census bureau 10-point scale —0.57 —-0.61
Centrality of the municipality. -2.36 —2.65
Standard census bureau 7-point -3.07 -3.39
scale ={0.59 =0.63
R* 0.49 0.59
N= a7 435

However, properties other than size are also of importance. Table III
shows the effect of population density assessed on a 10-point scale and
degree of geographical centrality measured on a 7-point scale. For both years
there is clear evidence that the degree of urbanization and centrality of the
municipality has a major effect on the strength of opposition to membership
in the EU. In 1994 the two scales explain as much as 61 percent of the
variance of the no-votes in the communes. The impact of geographical
centrality is especially strong. When we move one point on a 7-point scale
from the most peripheral municipalities to those close to a major city, the
proportion rejecting membership declines by more than 12.5 percent (Table
1)

Economic Development

We use two indicators of economic development, average income of
taxpayers and the proportion employed in the primary sector. The interest

Table 1V. Repression of Mo-Proportion (Percent) in Municipalitics on Proportion Inside the
Primary Economy and Average Income of Tax Payers in NOK 1000, Upper Row B-
Coefficients, Middle Row Bivariate B-Coefficients and Lower Row Pearson’s R,

1972 1994
Proportion in primary 0.31 0.78
economy in 1970 and 1990 0.53 1.05

0.69 (.72
Average income of -1.52 -0.42
tax payers in NOK 1000 in —2.80 =0.74
1971 and 1972 ~0.68 =0.63
R® 0.51 0.61
N= 375 433
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Table V. Regression of the No-Proportion (Percent) in 1972 in Municipalitics on Index of
Strength of the EU-Opposition Parties in 1969 and No-Proportion 1994 on EU-Opposition
Partics in 1985, 1989 and 1993. Upper Row Controlled B-Coefficients, Middle Row Bivariate
B-Coefficients and Lower Row Pearson's R,

Referendum Year 1972
Elections Year 1969 1994
Strength of the - 0.45
opposition parties in 0.33 0.92
1969 and 1993 .46 (.56
Proportion No at the - 0.56
1972 referendum = 0.92
s = (.HE
R~ 0.21 (.54
N= 435 435

Oppuosition parties include Centre party, Christian People’s party and Left Socialist party for
all years. Other parties included are: 1969, The Communist party. 1985, The Liberals,
Marxist-Leninist and Communist party. 1989, The Liberals and Marxist-Leninist. 1993, The
Liberals, Marxist-Leninist and Communist party.

organizations of the primary sector argued very strongly that membership in
the EU would weaken Norwegian agriculture and fisheries. The organiza-
tions argued that the small farms of Norway with a relatively short growing
season would not be able to compete in an open European market. In contrast
to farming, fisheries needed access to markets, here the argument against
membership primarily was one to keep control of resources. Table IV shows
that in both referendums the size of the primary sector was positively
correlated with the strength of the no-vote, while the affluence level of the
municipalitics tapped by the average income of taxpayers, was negatively
correlated with support for “no”.

The aggregate analysis has demonstrated that resistance to Norwegian
membership was strongest in the communes of the periphery. The statistical
relationships are remarkably similar in 1972 and 1994 — indicating strong
patterns of continuity. On balance, the associations between centre-periphery
factors and the vote are even a bit more potent in 1994 than in 1972.

Continuity in Referendum Voting 1972-94

The continuity of referendum voting can also be observed directly by
looking at the correlation between the votes in the two years. Table V shows
that the correlation between the votes in 1972 and 1994 is 0.88. The impact
of party is also evident. To capture the party effect we have constructed a
variable that sums the vote for the Centre Party, the Socialist Left Party, the
Christian People’s Party, and minor parties that were against membership. In
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Table VI. Regression of No-Proportion (Percent) in Municipalities on Turnout Level and
Maobilization Differences Between 1972 and 1994, Upper Row Controlled B-Coefficients,
Middle Row Bivariate B-Coefficients and Lower Row Pearson’s R.

1972 1994
Turnout level in 1972 -
—0.22
—0.07
Turnout level in 1994 -0.41
0.34
0.05
Mobilization difference 0.92
between 1972 and 1994 0.91
0.22
R* 0.002 0.049
N= 435 435

1972 we find that the correlation between the strength of the no-parties at the
previous parliamentary election in 1969 and the vote in the referendum was
0.46. In the 1994 referendum the correlation is 0.51, 0.57, and 0.86 with the
strength of the no-parties at the elections of 1985, 1989, and 1993,
respectively. The strong impact of the vote in 1993 on the outcome of the
referendum indicates that much of the opposition to Norwegian membership
was already in line at the Storting elections one year prior to the referendum,
where the strong showing of the Centre Party in particular must be accounted
for by the forceful stand of the party leadership against membership.

Table VII. Reduction in the Proportion of “No™-Votes After a Hypothetical Reduction in the
Mohilization Difference Between the Referendums in 1972 and 1994, Percent.

Difference in mobilization Mean proportion

between 1972 and 1994 voling “no™ for all Proportion “no” in the
reduced by: municipalities whole country®

0 percent: Actual 63.96 52.20
mobilization and result

Mobilization difference 65.54 52.07

reduced by L0 percent

Mobilization difference 63.98 31.70

reduced by 50 percent

Mobilization difference 62.02 51.23

reduced by 100 percent:
Participation and
variation as in 1972

* Calculated as the mean proportion “no"™ votes for all the municipalities weighted by the
number of people eligible to vote.
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The Impact of Mobilization

We began the analysis of aggregate data by noting the much stronger
mobilization in the 1994 referendum than in the referendum of 1972, and
that the increase in turnout was much higher in regions that were weakly
mobilized in 1972. Furthermore, the strong continuity in geographical
patterns of the vote raises the possibility that the increased mobilization was
crucial for the narrow victory of no in 1994, In the final part of the section
we make a first attempt to demonstrate this with empirical evidence. In
Table VI we take a look at the relationship between the proportion voting no
in the referendums and turnout levels, and, for 1994, the change in turnout
from 1972 to 1994. The bivariate correlation of vote and turnout is weak for
both years, but with a negative sign in 1972 (—0.07) and a positive sign in
1994 (0.05). More interestingly, we find that a turnout increase from 1972 to
1994 yields a positive impact on the proportion voting no. The impact is
tenuous, with a regression coefficient of 0.92 in the controlled model. One
caveat that we must have in mind derives from the fact that the
municipalities vary greatly in size, which makes it impossible to assess
the direct impact on the outcome of the referendum from the aggregate units
without including information on the voting population.

To evaluate the impact of the increase in turnout we have run a series of
simulations where we have moved backwards. More precisely, we have
estimated three hypothetical outcomes of the 1994 referendum. In the first
we reduce the difference in turnout between 1972 and 1994 in the
municipalities by 10 percent, in the second by 50 percent, and in the third by
100 percent. In the third simulation the turnout is identical to the actual
turnout in 1972, The results are evaluated against the actual results in 1994
(see Table VII). The gradual reduction in mobilization leads to a reduction in
the proportion voting no. We show the results with municipalities as units,
unweighted and weighted by the number of votes in each municipality. The
weighted results are the most interesting., They show a consistent — but weak
— decline in the percentage voting no when participation levels are reduced.
But a replay of the referendum of 1994 using the turnout of 1972 still would
have kept Norway outside the EU, but with a majority of just above 51
percent.

The aggregate analysis has demonstrated patterns of continuity in the
impact of the centre-periphery factors in the two EU referendums. The
periphery was as strongly opposed to membership in 1994 as in 1972. While
the increase in mobilization levels slightly favoured the no-side, this
advantage was so tiny that the traditional resistance would not have been
strong enough to secure a no-majority when we consider the structural
changes that reduced the numbers in the periphery from 1972 to 1994. Other
factors must be considered. For a broader assessment we turn to survey data,

271



which allow for an analysis of new cleavages in addition to the traditional
structures, and to an investigation of the role of the party in the campaign.

Cleavages and the EU Vote: An Analysis of Survey
Data

Is the impressive macrolevel stability from 1972 to 1994 demonstrated above
simply a consequence of the tendency for microlevel *“noise” to disappear in
aggregated data, or is stability at the mass level observed as well?

Respondents in the 1994 survey who were old enough to have voted in
1972 were asked to give their preference in that referendum. When we
compare their votes in 1972 and 1994, the impression is one of stability (see
Table VIII).

Eighty percent of the voters taking part in both referendums, stuck to the
same side. We cannot know for sure if some of them have wandered back
and forth during the 22-year period. More likely, many have not given the
EU issue much thought in this period, so the most frequent type of attitude
shift in this group is probably between attitude and non-attitude.

The stability seems to be somewhat higher on the yes-side, but this
tendency may partly reflect distorted memory on the part of some voters.
Compared to the outcome of the 1972 referendum (53.5 percent no), no-
voting in 1972 is substantially over-reported. As a consequence, the
estimated shift from no to yes may be inflated.

The 1994 survey was a three-wave panel. The respondents were
interviewed before the final campaign started in August 1994, during the
campaign, and, finally, after the election. In the first two interviews they
were asked about their voting intention. In the third interview, we registered
their actual vote. As can be seen from Table IX, the attitude stability
throughout this period is striking.

Among those who stated a preference on the issue before the referendum
(on the average about 11 weeks before voting), 95 percent did not change
from no to yes or from yes to no during the campaign. Among the remaining
5 percent, less than (.5 percent changed their attitude twice. The exclusion of

Table VI Vote in the 1972 and 1994 Referendums. N = 918, Toral Percentages.

Yes in 1972 Mo in 1972 Total

Yes in 1994 33 15 48
Mo in 1994 5 47 52
38 62 100
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Table IX. Attitude Stability on the Question of EU Membership in the autumn of 1994, Total
Percentages. N = 1602,

Befare Intend to vote Yes Intend to vote No Total
campaign:
During Intend Intend to Intend to Intend to
campaign: to vote vote No vote Yes vote No
Yes
Voted Yes 40 1] 1 2 43
Voted No 1 0 0 56 57
41 0 | 58 100

those without an opinion in Table IX overstates attitude stability. However,
these findings suggest that models that predict stability must be of relevance
in explaining opinion formation in the EU issue. The cleavage model, as
outlined above, clearly is directed at explaining long-term stability in
political behaviour; and it is to the question of the role of cleavages for the
referendum vote of 1994 that we now turn.

The respondents are divided into two groups of equal size on the
dependent variable. The estimates of OLS regression in this case will not be
very different from those obtained with logit or probit techniques. To check
the possibility of unreliable T-tests (Aldrich & Nelson 1984), the three
models of Table X were estimated by logit regression. The results did not
significantly deviate from those reported in the table.

Since the dependent variable is coded as voted yes = (), and voted no = 1,
and the independent variables are all dummies, the unstandardized
regression coefficients can be interpreted directly as percentage changes in
no-vote. For instance, a B-coefficient of 0.09 for members of religious
organizations in model 2 means that support for the no-alternative was 9
percent higher among members of religious organizations than among non-
members, all other factors (in the model) being equal. The constant in the
equations is the percentage voting no in the reference group. Note that the
reference group is not identical in the different models.

The territorial cleavage is represented by six dummy variables in model 1
in Table X. The first variable differentiates between voters living in cities
(municipalitics with official status as cities) and voters living in rural areas.
The other five dummies represent the regions. The Oslofjord area serves as
the reference category. The results in Model 1 (Table X) mirror the
geographical pattern displayed in Map 3. The opposition to EU membership
is strongest in northern and western parts of the country and in the rural
areas. The opposition is weaker in towns and close to the political centre. All
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coefficients in the model are statistically significant, but the model explains
only & percent of the variance.

Since the counter-cultures have their strongholds in the western and
southern peripheries, there are substantial correlations between the three
variables representing the counter-cultures and at least two of the variables
representing the territorial cleavage. To avoid underestimating any of the
theoretical variables, the effects of the counter-culture cleavages and the two
economic cleavages are represented separately in Model 2 in Table X. The
results can be interpreted straightforwardly: the opposition to EU member-
ship is stronger among people belonging to the counter-cultures than in the
rest of the population. The effect of being attached to the primary sector
either through occupation, former occupation (if retired) or through spouse’s
occupation (if the respondent had never been employed) is very strong.
There is no significant effect of being employed as a skilled or unskilled
worker. The traditional working class did not constitute an important part of
the resistance to EU membership in 1994, This is surprising since there is a
significant correlation between low occupational prestige and no-vote in the
referendum and between low income and no-vote.

The full cleavage structure is represented by Model 3. Compared with
Model 1, the effects of living in the southern and western peripheries are
somewhat reduced when they are controlled for involvement in the counter-
cultures. Not surprisingly, we observe that the effect of attachment to the
primary scctor is slightly reduced compared with the effect in Model 2. 14
percent of the variance in voting is explained by this model.

The inclusion of gender, generation, education and sector of occupation
improves the explanatory power of the model somewhat (F.'.2 =0.17). 11
percent more women than men voted no, 10 percent more no-votes were cast
by voters employed in the public sector compared with voters in the private
sector (farmers and fishermen excluded), people in the youngest generation
were significantly more likely to vote no than older people, and the yes-vote
increased with level of education.

The Arguments

We have shown that the location of the individual in the cleavage structure is
important for the vote in the referendum. Do the arguments that the voters
give for their choice also reflect these cleavages? The two sides sought to
mobilize quite a large number of issues to support their views. Hence, the
arguments that the respondents in the survey report for their choice cover a
lot of ground. On the basis of the answers to the open-ended questions in the
survey we have coded the responses into the categories that we report in
Figs. 1 and 2.
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Fig. 1. Arguments Given for Voting ‘No" to Norwegian Membership in the European Union,
Percent of All Arguments Given,

Figure 1 shows that national independence and democracy were the most
frequent arguments on the no-side. The argument sounds almost like an echo
from 1905 and 1972,

Concern for the interests of the fisheries, farmers and the rural population
in general is also among the most prevalent arguments for those who voted
no to membership. Some voters also mentioned the classical counter-culture
concerns: alcohol, the future of the nynorsk language and fear of
secularization or catholicism. However, arguments related to the classical
cleavages are present in the other categories as well. For instance, the
arguments labelled “Criticism of the European Union™ are often based on
the postulate that the nation state is threatened by the EU. The economic
arguments often reflect a wish to maintain political control (meaning control
by Norwegian political authorities) over big business.

Remains of historical cleavages are harder to detect in the yes-arguments,
but they are even present here. First of all, with a few, but interesting
exceptions, all politicians on the yes-side argued that EU membership would
be economically favourable. This position, which is also reflected at the
mass level as the most prevalent reason given for voting yes, is related to the
basic free-market nature of the EU. Only a small minority of the yes-voters
favour the federal idea of “The United States of Europe”. The majority takes
Norway’s national interests as its point of reference. In other words, the
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Fig. 2. Arguments Given for Voting *Yes' 1o Norwegian Membership in the European Union,
Percent of All Arguments Given.

presence of a definite national identity is not confined to the no-side. In
general, the EU is seen as an arena for international cooperation, not an
institution which is in conflict with Norwegian institutions. Again, the views
of the elite are congruent with mass opinion.

Political Parties as Opinion Leaders

A recurrent theme in the study of referendums is the conflict between direct
and representative democracy (Butler & Ranney 1994). In representative
democracy, political parties have a major function. Some scholars argue that
parties are sidelined in referendums as voters will not follow normal partisan
loyalties (Kobach 1994, 132-134). Other scholars tend to give parties a more
decisive role in shaping the referendum vote decisions of citizens (Pierce,
Valen & Listhaug 1983). The main political parties in 1994 were the Labour
Party and the Conservative Party on the yes-side, and the (Agrarian) Centre
Party and the Left Socialist Party on the no-side. A vocal minority in the
governing Labour Party went against the party line and organized a
campaign, “Social democrats against EU”, that played an important role to
move Labour identifiers to vote no (Jenssen & Valen (eds.) 1995, ch. 1).
The Christian People’s Party opposed EU membership but supported the
EEA agreement. Hence, the party leadership kept at some distance from the
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Table XI. The Impact of the Historical and Potential New Cleavages in Norwegian Paolilics in
the 1994 Referendum on EU Membership. Unstandardized Regression Coefficients. N = 2503,

Model 4 Model 5
Theoretical
variable Empirical variable B T-value B T-value
Constant: (.29 9.4 0.45 14.7
Territorial Living in urban area -0.07 =33 —0.06 -34
cleavage Northern Norway® 0.32 10.9 0.25 9.}
Trendelag 0.20 5.0 017 4.6
Western Norway 0.08 29 0.05 2.0
Southern Norway (Agder) 0.08 1.6 0.06 1.2
Eastern interior 0.10 3.8 0.07 2.7
Counter- Teetolaller 0.19 6.0 0.12 KR
culture Writing in nynorsk language 0.15 4.2 0.10 30
cleavages Member of religious organization 0.12 3.3 0.07 2.3
Economic Working in primary sector 0.34 8.0 0.18 4.5
cleavages Skilled or unskilled manual worker 0.02 0.0 0.03 1.7
Latent Gender (female) 0.11 54 .09 5.0
cleavages Born 1930-45" -0.01 -0.3 .00 0.0
Born 194660 0.03 0.9 —0.m -0.4
Born 1961 or later 0.11 38 0.04 1.5
High school (12 yfars} -0.11 =26 =010 =27
College, uni'l.-n:::'sit)r =010 -44 -0.11 =5.1
Employed in public wcm:‘ 0.10 4.2 006 24
Party- Arbeiderpartiet {L.nbnur] =025 =109
identification Fremskrittspartict (Progressive) —.15 -1.8
Hoyre (Conservative) -036 -13.1
Kristelig folkeparti (Christian) 0.17 30
Senterpartict (Agrarian) 0.28 7.4
Sosialistisk Venstreparti (Socialist) 0.26 6.0
Venstre (Liberal) —(.03 -0.3
R’ 0.17 0.29

Rcfcmnce category: living in Oslo, Akershus, Vestfold or @stfold (the Oslo area).
" Reference calegory: born before 1930,

« RLfcr{:nﬂc category: primary school and additional education up to 11 years.
9 Reference calegory: No party identification.

Centre Party and the Socialist Left Party, as these parties voted against the
EEA as well as the EU. The two minor parties, the Liberals and the right-
wing Progressive Party, were divided on the issue, and the party leadership
chose a rather low profile throughout most of the campaign. However, in the
final stage of the campaign, the Progressives came out for yes, and the
Liberals for no.

Some voters obviously came to experience cross-pressure between party
loyalty and cleavage group loyalty (Jenssen & Valen 1995 (eds.), ch. 5). A
detailed examination of cross-pressure conflicts poes well beyond the task
that we have set out to accomplish in the present paper. By adding party
identification to the cleavage model (see Table XI) we hope to grasp some of
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the importance of parties for referendum vote. Since the party structure
partly reflects the cleavage structure already in the model, we expect
cleavages to loose some impact. The inclusion of party identification
increases the proportion of variance explained from 17 to 29 percent. Some
of the cleavage variables drop below significance levels while other effects
arec weakened.

According to the estimates of Model 5 (Table XI), the no-vote is 36
percent lower among those who identify with the Conservatives than among
independents. The effect of identification with Labour is —25 percent. The
effect of identification with the Progressive Party is —15 percent, but the
coefficient is not statistically significant. Among those who identify with the
Centre Party and the Socialist Left Party a strong effect in favour of no is
observed. In sum, party identification works as expected and proves to be a
strong and consistent predictor of the referendum wvote. The specific
dynamics of partisan factors in the referendum campaign remains to be
analysed, hence firm conclusions should be postponed until subsequent
publications.

Conclusion

Our analysis of aggregate data (representing 435 municipalitics) and survey
data demonstrates the importance of traditional cleavages as well as new
cleavages for the vote in the referendum. The no-vote was strongest in
northern Norway, among supporters of the traditional “counter-cultures”
and among those employed in the primary sector. Women were more likely
to vote no as were public sector employees. The major parties took relatively
clear stands on the issue, and we find that party identification shows a strong
correlation with the vote in the referendum. With a turnout of 89 percent, the
1994 referendum represents an all-time high for elections in Norway.
Compared with the previous referendum on the EC in 1972 we find that the
increase in mobilization was especially strong in the no-dominated
periphery. However, the overall finding of this preliminary analysis is one
of stability, both on the macrolevel and among individuals. In order fully to
evaluate this impressive stability, we must bear in mind that close on one
million new wvoters entered into the electorate after 1972. Our empirical
results indicate that the cleavages that emerged in the 19th century still make
a difference in Norwegian politics. The EU issue in 1994 — as in 1972 -
revitalized these otherwise declining cleavages.
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partly reflects the cleavage structure already in the model, we expect
cleavages to loose some impact. The inclusion of party identification
increases the proportion of variance explained from 17 to 29 percent. Some
of the cleavage variables drop below significance levels while other effects
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According to the estimates of Model 5 (Table XI), the no-vote is 36
percent lower among those who identify with the Conservatives than among
independents. The effect of identification with Labour is —25 percent. The
effect of identification with the Progressive Party is —15 percent, but the
coefficient is not statistically significant. Among those who identify with the
Centre Party and the Socialist Left Party a strong effect in favour of no is
observed. In sum, party identification works as expected and proves to be a
strong and consistent predictor of the referendum wvote. The specific
dynamics of partisan factors in the referendum campaign remains to be
analysed, hence firm conclusions should be postponed until subsequent
publications.

Conclusion

Our analysis of aggregate data (representing 435 municipalitics) and survey
data demonstrates the importance of traditional cleavages as well as new
cleavages for the vote in the referendum. The no-vote was strongest in
northern Norway, among supporters of the traditional “counter-cultures”
and among those employed in the primary sector. Women were more likely
to vote no as were public sector employees. The major parties took relatively
clear stands on the issue, and we find that party identification shows a strong
correlation with the vote in the referendum. With a turnout of 89 percent, the
1994 referendum represents an all-time high for elections in Norway.
Compared with the previous referendum on the EC in 1972 we find that the
increase in mobilization was especially strong in the no-dominated
periphery. However, the overall finding of this preliminary analysis is one
of stability, both on the macrolevel and among individuals. In order fully to
evaluate this impressive stability, we must bear in mind that close on one
million new wvoters entered into the electorate after 1972. Our empirical
results indicate that the cleavages that emerged in the 19th century still make
a difference in Norwegian politics. The EU issue in 1994 — as in 1972 -
revitalized these otherwise declining cleavages.
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