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The article analyzes the Danish national election in March 1998, Judged from the aggregate
figures, Denmark has stabihized. Met volatlity was moderate, “bloc” valatility was ¢lose 1o zero,
and despite forecasts of a non-socialist wictory, the Social Democratic-led government
managed to continue. Further, in the 1990s, the periods between clections have been closs to
the maximum four vears. Therefore, the old picture from the 1970s of Danish politics as highly
unstable amd as extremely volatile is now oumtdated. Quite the contrary at the level of individual
volers. Close to a third shified from one party to another, and even ameong volers who did
not shift, a substantial propertion had considered voting for another party. Individual voter
mobility szems 1o be a result of weak voter differemtiation between different parties, and not a
result of protest and outspoken dissatisfaction, Whalever the explanation, individual volatility
is an omen of possible future instability: There is no guarantes that different voter movements
will always balance ow,

QOverview

The Danish election on March 11, 1998 carried the important message that
Danish politics has stabilized. First, elections have become more seldom.
In the 19705, Denmark had five elections in a decade and in the 1980s, four
elections. Elections were often called as soon as the government faced
serious difficulties in parliament or could hope to make clectoral gains.
However, in the 19903, the electoral period has been elose 1o four years with
onc election in 1990, one in 1994 and onc now in 1998,

Sccond, volatility is now only moderate, Whereas net volatility was 29
percent in 1973 and 18 percent in 1975, 1t was down to 1] percent in 1994
and 12 percent in 1998, Furthermore, the small changes hardly add up o
a general trend. So, at the recent elections the parties behind the present
Social Democratic-Social Liberal government gained a poor 0.5 percent of
the total vole, and the opposition partics won 0.1 percent while the bill
was paid by the group of ‘others’ with a decline of (L6 percent of the total
vote.
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For 25 years, three highly unstable elections in the mid-1970s (1973,
1975, and 1977) have shaped the image of Danish politics as highly
unstable. At the system level this image is outdated.

Things differ at the level of individual voters where more indicators point
to a substantial, hidden instability. For example, the polls predicted a clear
loss for the government, and there may therefore have been a major net
swing the last minute before the election, indicating weak bonds between
voters and parties. Closer scrutiny of results from the Danish Electoral
Survey 1998 also indicates a high proportion of voter shifts. To a large
extent, aggregate stability came about because most shifts canceled each
other out. Furthermore, even stable voters were often uncertain about their
party choice.

Therefore, an important caveat should be added to the main conclusion:
Individual level volatility is an omen of possible future gross instability.
Different voter swings may not always balance out. In fact, one reason for
the 1973 earthquake election was a completely unbalanced voter movement
away from the cstablished partics. Such an clection may never oceur again,
but there is no guarantee that stability will last either.

The Long Electoral Period

At the time of the 1998 election, majority patterns in parliament were highly
different from the majority patterns at the 1994 election. Four years ago, a
strong centrist government faced parties on both sides. In 1993, the election
was much more a choice between lefl and right. The government parties
were weakened and would only have a chance of winning in combination
with the left-wing parties.

Part of the change goces back to the 1994 election. One of the four parties
in the government coalition, the Christian People's Party, did not pass the
clectoral threshold, and combined the three remaining parties — Social
Democrats, Social Liberals and Center Democrats — also lost substantially.
The government thereby became strongly dependent on support from other
parties which almost inevitably created strains within the government itself
about who o cooperate with. Especially the Center Democrats opposed
left-wing influence, which led to further erosion. In December 1996, the
Center Democrats left the government and increasingly made it clear that
they would prefer a non-socialist government after an clection. As the
Christian People’s Party ended up with the same message, it became evident
that the prime minister had lost two of his former three non-socialist
partners to the opposition on the right. Yet, he still had a chance, The Social
Liberals remained laithful and it was given beforechand that the lefl-wing
partics would only support a government led by a Social Democrat.
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This change could easily have brought an election in 1997. The economy
was blooming, but maybe too much. There were signs of bottlenecks on the
labor market, and the surplus on the balance of payment was declining.
Some fine-luning seemed necessary, but it was not easy for the government
to get parliamentary backing for more than minor adjustments. According
to the pattern from previous decades, it was tempting to call an election if
the government had a chance to win. This would fit best with the Social
Democratic tradition, whereas the Social Liberals have always been nega-
tive towards early elections.

Twice, it was close. In May 1997, the Conservatives had serious leader-
ship problems, and the government's figures in the polls had improved.
Leading Social Democrats pressed for an election, but the Social Liberals
sald no. However, in October 1997, the Social Liberals had accepted an
election, and the government made proposals which the non-socialist
opposition was expecled to refuse. Surprisingly, the Liberals and the
Conservalives conceded, and an election could not be called.

By contrast, the March clection came when few expected it. Obviously,
the need to fine-tune the cconomy was growing, and there were only six
months left of the electoral period. However, there was also the expectation
that an election in the spring of 1998 would mix national politics up with
the referendum on the Amsterdam Treaty on May 28, This was deemed
dangerous, not least for the Social Democrats, in view of the widespread
skepticism towards European integration.

Therefore, the long electoral period resulted from a mix of traditional
Social Liberal opposition to early elections (May 1997) and a tactical
mishap (October 1997) without any shifts in basic attitudes, Under different
circumstances, Denmark could easily return to the system of frequent
elections, but whatever the explanations and whatever the forecasts,
Denmark got two long periods in the 1990s, and frequent elections are
therefore not a built-in feature of Danish politics.

The Campaign

The call for election was the first surprise; the oulcome was the sccond.
The government victory was minimal, compared with the 1994 election.
but substantial compared with the expected non-socialist take-over, These
cxpectations scemed well founded (Table 1) In the polls, the wo
remaining government partics, Social Democrats and Social Liberals, had
lost since the 1994 clection, and even when the lefi-wing parties were
included, government support in the polls was hardly higher than 47-43
percent.
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Table 1. Strength of Parties in Gallup Polls 1994-98

Government bloc Oppaosition "bloc

Govern-
Left Soc. Dem. Com- Core Mew  Com- ment Center Other
Wing +50c. Lib., bined Opposition Right  hined bead [em. Parlies

1994 election ] i L1l K} ] 45 +3 3 2
Folls
1994 fourth quarier 11 38 4@ 41 5 L] +3 2 3
1993 fira hall 12 i 4% 42 5 47 +1 2 2
second half 12 38 48 43 5 48 0 2 |
1996 first half 13 35 48 42 & 48 0 2 2
second half 12 35 47 42 fi 48 =1 2 L]
1997 first hall’ 11 36 47 42 f 48 =1 3 2
second hall 10 36 ] I8 il £ =3 2 3
|998 Jan 4+ Feb 11 37 45 EH 1] 45 +1 2 2
(befere call for
elecrion)
Campaign polls
February 1o i7 47 37 5 47 +1 3 3
March I 37 47 M 0 L] +1 4 3

Howrce: Gallup and Berlingske Tidende,

This did not compare too well with the support for the traditional
opposition, i.e., those parties that had been against the government
throughout the electoral period. The core of the opposition was the
Liberals and the Conservatives. It was given beforchand that they should
be the nucleus of a non-socialist povernment, and the open quesiion was
only whether the prime minister should be a Liberal or a Conservative,
Combined, the Liberals and the Conservatives had about the same
support as they had at the 1994 clection, but the new right had grown,
The former leader of the Progress Party had started her own party, the
Danish People's Party, which quickly became more popular than the
motiher party.

So lar, there seemed to be an almost even balance between government
supporters and the traditional opposition. However, the Center Democrats
would bring the combined strength of the opposition up around 30 pereent,
and in the last week of the electoral period it became increasingly Likely that
the Christian People’s Party would pass the electoral threshold. In that case,
odds were 52-48 in favor of the opposition.

All polls duning the campaign carried the same message of a clear lead
for the opposition and the figures were almost identical from day to day,
with no indication of a clear trend. Especially the Social Democrats secemed
to have problems with 32-33 percent support in the polls against 34.6
percent at the last election, The maimn changes occurrcd when parties passed
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the clectoral threshold. It was therefore no wonder — but hardly good tactics
— that the liberal leader Ufle Ellemann-Jensen proclaimed victory already
on election morning. Although he was likely to be right, he was wrong, and
so was almost everybody else.

It was hardly a wonder that there were few signs of change during the
campaign. The electoral campaign was short, largely without focus, and
mostly remarkable for its omissions. First, there was almost no emphasis on
cconomic policies. Indeed, it was difficult for non-socialist parties to make
gloomy forecasts when even bankers and leading non-socialist papers
pointed to the fine shape of the economy. Therefore, the opposition mainly
contended with criticism that the government had failed to use the good
times for further improvements in the economy and even this criticism was
mixed, as it conceded that the times were good.

Second, the topics shifted all the time. For two or three days, the quality
of teaching in public schools was in focus, then for two or three days it was
crime, and so forth. In the last days, a non-socialist proposal to lower taxes
on house owners received some attention. Ads from trade unions claimed
that this would have to be paid by those who rent their housing. After the
election, these last-minute ads were given as an explanation that the
government had done much better than should have been expected from the
polls.

Instead of policy themes, the media focused on ‘personalities.” From the
very first hours of the campaign, the media saw the election as a presidential
contest between the Social Democratic Prime Minister, Poul Nyrup
Rasmussen, and the leader of the Liberal Party, Uffe Ellemann-Jensen. This
was a daring perspective. Denmark has a lot of parties, only three out of five
voters support the two largest parties, and 1t was even doubtful whether
the non-socialist opposition parties were united behind Uffe Ellemann-
Jensen, as some preferred the Conservative leader. The presidential per-
spective might have become self-fulfilling through the media’s focus on only
two politicians and thercby on two partics. Politicians from minor parties
complained. Yet, the impact of the media agenda was probably smaller than
normally assumed: On election day, the two main parties only progressed
from 38 percent to 60 percent of the total vole.

In any case, there was a puzzle after the election: Why did the government
maintain and slightly improve its electoral strength when all the polls had
predicted that the government would loose? On election day, a GFK poll,
conducted the day before, showed a marked gain for the Social Democrats,
and later this poll was widely taken as an indication of a last-minute swing.
However, even this poll only gave the partics in the government bloc 48
percent support, and the only reason the swing scemed so large was a
previous, very low estimate of support 1o the government bloc, The gap
between the polls and the actual outcome remains a puzzle.
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What the Voters Found Important in the Campaign

After the election, the Danish Electoral Survey 1998' presented a list of
campaign issues to the voters and asked how important each issue was lor
their choice of party. Table 2 lists the issues according to the percentage
who said that the issue had been decisive.® The ranking is striking. Classic
macro-cconomic issucs are low on the list:

— unemployment ranks 9th,
— taxes rank 11th and 12th,
— public expenditures and public debts rank 13th.

Amazingly, relations with the European Union rank a modest 8th. After
all, there was going to be a referendum a few months after the clection.

These low ranks cast new light on the disappointment of the government
that it was not rewarded in the polls for the booming economy. Eventually,
the government won the election, but the margin was so small that it almost
belittles the widespread theories of a substantial correlation between
cconomic cycles and government success in the electorate. Apparently, the
state of the economy was not a burning issue for the voters.

[nstead, environment and the ‘new right’ issues of law and order and
immigration placed high on the list. Even more interesting, three of the top
issues were related to the quality of the welfare state:

Table 2. Percent Saying Campaign Issues Had a Decisive Influence on Their Vote

YVoue 1998

A B.
Government  Oppositon  Difference
All supporters parties (A=

I. Hospitals and public health 9 44 15 +2
2. Eldercars 24 32 25 +7
i, Refugees and immigration 28 24 12 =
4. Law and order, public safery 27 22 14 —12
3. Enwironment 23 33 13 +149
6. Cueality of teaching in public schools 23 25 22 +3
7. Conditions for familics with children 19 24 12 +12
£. Relations with the European Union 18 15 23 ~8
9. Unemployvment and unemployment benefits 17 24 10 14
10. Early retirement benefits 15 20 i1 +4
11. Taxes 15 11 20 -5
12. Taxes on homeowners 15 13 17 —d
13. Public expenditures and public debis 4 10 7 -7
14. Amimal welfare 11 14 10 +4
15. Predictions of a non-socialist government in ] 12 7 +5
cpinion polls

Sowree: Danish Election Study 1998, Data are weighted, N {min., unweighted) — 838,
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e There was — and still is — widespread public discontent with waiting lists
in hospitals. Even cancer patients often have to wait several weeks for
an operation and then later for further treatment.

® There were - and still are - frequent complaints of inadequate assistance
to the elderly.

» Comparative reports place Danish school children below the European
average in reading and other skills.

Danes used to believe that high taxes were compensated by a high quality
welfare state. However, now the quality of the institutions was open to
doubt, which apparently impressed the voters.

This pattern resembles the one Borre & Andersen found after the 1994
election. They saw a pressure from the volers to give priority to issues like
health care and the problems of the elderly, while the politicians continued
to focus debates on economic issues (Borre & Andersen 1997, 21). The main
difference to the 1994 election is that the politicians in the 1998 campaign
hardly focused on economic issues, if at all.

The agenda clearly varied between different groups of voters. Those
who voted lor the government put more emphasis on welfare issues and the
environment than voters who supported the opposition, while the opposite
holds for issues like relations with the EU, taxes and public expenditures.
This difference was probably influenced by the traditional perception -
found once again in another series of questions in the Danish Electoral
Survey 1998 — that Social Democratic-led governments best handle welfare
politics, while non-socialist governments best handle the economy. Budge &
Farlie (1983) have explained electoral outcomes by variations in the main
agenda from one election to another. However, if the agenda varies from
subgroup Lo subgroup, there is hardly one single main agenda.

Two of the 1ssues on the list relate to two explanations of the gap between
the polls and the electoral outcome, First, the trade union campaign against
the non-socialist proposal to lower taxes on house owners was assumed to
have scared volers back to the government camp. Next, there were guesses
that polls showing the chance of getting Uffe Ellemann-Jensen as prime
minister in 4 non-socialist government might have made voters stick to Poul
Nyrup Rasmussen. However, both questions were so low on the list that
they were not really issues at all.

The Election Result

Compared with expectations from the polls, the election result was very
dramatic: Ne, the Social Democerats did not lose and #eo, there was no
change of government. However, compared with the 1994 clection, there
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Table 3. Election Result 1998

Yoles seals

1994 1998 Chenge 1994 1998 Change

Left Wing Parties 104 10.3 =1 19 I8 o ]
Unity List 3l 27 ~.4 6 5 -1
Sociahst People’s Party 73 7.6 4.3 i3 13 )

Present government parties 382 ME + .6 T0 T L
Social Democrats 4.6 359 +13 62 63 df
Social Liberals 4.6 g =@.7 8 7 =1

Former coalition parties 4.7 6.8 +2.1 5 12 +7
Christian People’s Party 1.9 2.3 +0.8 4 +4
Center Democrais 28 4.3 +15 5 g 3

Core Opposition 333 e —i.d 69 58 I
Conservatives 150 1Y —&. 1 27 16 -1
Liberals 233 24.0 +iL.7 42 42 ]

Extreme Right/MNew Right 6.4 9.8 3.4 11 17 48
Progress Party 6.4 ) =4.0 it 4 =7
Danish People's Party - T4 +7.4 . 15 +13

(Onher Parties 1.0 0.4 —L& 1 ] -1

Met volatlity i

* Wet volatilny: All numernic changes, divided by 2. The caleulation takes into account that
‘other parties’ consists of dafferent parties.

were only two significant changes, namely the heavy losses of the
Conservatives and the rise of the Danish People’s Party (see Table 3).

The election was obviously a disaster for the Conservalives — going from
15 percent Lo 9 percent of the total vole. This loss was also the fifth in a
row after the 1984 clection when the party got 24 percent of the vote. This
time, it was almost given beforchand that the party should loose: For one
year there had been petty scandals and heavy infighting at the top, and the
party was almost an object of public amusement, Still, the magnitude of the
loss surprised.

This entailed a further surprise: Ceteris paribus, the Liberals should have
been able - at least for the ume being - to attract a lot of dissatisfied
Conservatives, However, while the Conservatives lost 6 pereent of the total
vole, the Liberals gained only 0.7 percent. After large advances at the
previous elections (1990 and 1994), the Liberal progress clearly had come to
a standsull.

Next, the new Danish People’s Party got 7.4 percent of the vote. A large
part of the votes was won from the Progress Party, but not all, and
combined the two parties were back at the level which the Progress Party
had reached in the late 1980s.
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All remaining changes were very modest and even more negligible when
the time perspective is prolonged back to 1990 (not shown in the table): In
most cases, the pendulum simply swung back; parties that lost in 1994
regained some of their losses, while winners from 1994 lost some of their
voters.” This pattern applied to the two lefi-wing parties, to the two govern-
ment parties and to the two center parties (the Center Democrats and the
Christian People’s Party).

The modest changes are reflected in a moderate aggregate volatulity of
12 percent, and even that figure may be misleading. It is inflated by the split
in the Progress Party without which net volatility would only have been 9
percent, Furthermore, bloe volatility - movements between socialists and
non-socialists — was a microscopic | percent (see the arguments of Bartolini
& Mair 1990, ch.1). In short, Danish politics has stabilized.

A Note On the New Right

The social pattern in party choice did not seem to change much, compared
with previous elections. The Conservatives lost, but they lost almost
everywhere. However, the other major shift, namely the gain for the new
right, deserves a special note. The ‘new right’ parties, the Danish People's
Party and the Progress Party, made a combined gain of 3.4 percent. It was
rightly stressed after the 1994 clection (Borre 1995, 199; Borre & Andersen
1997, 63) that support for the new right is strongly linked with (poor)
cducation. However, there were also two other patterns.

First, the two new nght-wing parties got slightly stronger support from
the old generations which contrasts with the normal assumption that it
should be easier for parties on the rise to attract young voters without pre-
established links to other parties.

Next, the two ‘new right’ parties not only got more than average support
from sclf-employed voters, but also from people who receive their income
from disability pensions and from normal old-age pensions. It is surprising
that people on welfare support parties which are considered to be on “the
right wing.'

However, since education 15 closely related both with age and
employment situation, a control was made (Table 4). The relation between
age and new night vole turned out to be spurious and so did the higher
support for the new right among welfare recipients. Two patterns remain:

¢ Support for the new right is markedly stronger among self-employved.
This fits with the pattern for the Progress Party in the 19705 (Nielsen
1979, 57-68), and so far there sull 15 an element of “old politics’ in the
supporl for the ‘new right.”



Table 4. Voling for “New Right Parties” Within Different Categories

School
Less than ten years Ten years Student

Age Less than 50 years 12 12 4

50-59 years 13 10

60 years or higher 14 I 1
Job situation Self-employed 26 15 3

Wage earner 13 10 4

Transfer income 12 10 2

Source: Danish Election Study 1998, Data are weighted, N (min, unweighted) = 25, Transfer
incomes mnclude disabality-payments, sick allowanees, wnemployment benefits, early reticement
pensions and normal old-age pensions

e Support for the ‘new right’ is strongly related to education, and that 1s
what really counts. However, the relationship i1s not linear but mostly
caused by a very small ‘new right’ vote among people with a high school
exam (a third of the electorate).

Highly educated voters therefore seem almost immunized against the ‘new
right’ tendencies, but not voters with medium education who are just as
likely to support the ‘new right’ as voters with low education. Therefore, the
new right may have a broad appeal.

Gross Volatility

This more or less ends the picture of stability. At the level of the individual
voters, the Danish Electoral Survey 1998, conducted shortly after the
election, shows both a remarkably high amount of individual shifts and
widespread uncertainty.

First, according to the weighted data, individual volatility was up to 30
percent among those who voted both in 1994 and in 1998.% The figure is
almost identical according to the unweighted data. As the ‘normal’ level of
party shifting is around 20 percent, it seems that voters in 1998 were more
volatile than usually.® And while there was almost no net change between
socialist and non-socialist partics or between the government bloc and
the opposition, around ¥ percent of all volers crossed the line between
socialist and non-socialist partics, and 9 percent crossed the line between
government supporters and opposition. To a very high extent, the indi-
vidual fluctuations simply seemed to have canceled cach other out at the
aggregate level.
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Furthermore, a substantial number of those who voted for the same party
as in 1994 only did so with some hesitation. The Danish Electoral Survey
1998 asked voters not only which party they voted for, but also whether
they had considered voting for another party. This leads to a threefold
classification of the voters:

o Loyalists (50 percent), who voted twice for the same party without
considering another party.

e Doubters (16 percent), who voted twice for the same party but had
considered voting for another party.

e Shifters (29 percent), who voted for different parties at the two
elections.

The remaining 5 percent gave no information whether they had
considered another parly. With so much uncertainty it was no wonder that
the campaign was the time for the final decision. This does not necessarily
imply that party choice was caused by the campaign. Voters might simply
have waited until the last minute. While only 8 percent of the loyalists made
their decision during the campaign, 32 percent of all doubters did so, and
campaign time shifting topped with 54 percent among the shifters, Overall,
a fourth of all voters (26 percent) decided how 1o vote during the
campaign.

Furthermore, many waited quite long: While only a few (2 percent) of
the loyalists made their decisions in the last days of the campaign, a fifth of
the doubters {22 percent) did so, and among the shifters almost a third (29
percent) waited until the last days before they made up their mind.

According to pollsters, late decisions were the main reason the polls
turned out to be poor forecasts of the result and especially why the Social
Democrats did much better than expected. Indeed, the Danish Electoral
Survey 1998 indicates that the Social Democrats won among those who
decided during the campaign, while they had lost slightly among those who
decided before the election.” So far, the explanation is sustained.

However, it must be left open whether it happened in the very fast days.
For those who voted in both 1994 and 1998, the figures in the Danish
Electoral Survey 1998 suggest that it happened earfier during the campaign
period.

There were also shifts back and forth between voting and non-voting. A
tentative analysis of data from the Danmish Electoral Survey 1998 concurs
with Thomsen’s conclusion from an ecological analysis {Thomsen 1998b)
that the Social Democratic Party made a net gain from shifts between
voling and non-voting. For these voters, the time of decision cannot be fully
clarified, but they are likely to have decided late in the campaign.

Therefore, “late decisions’ is a possible factor behind the gap been the
polls and the result.®
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Interpreting Volatility

Even when a large number of voters shift from one party to another, they
normally move only a short distance. As mentioned, bloc volatility was 8 or
9 percent, depending on how the blocs are defined (socialist parties versus
non-socialist parties or government supporicrs versus opposition), while
gross volatility was around 30 percent. It may be argued that the blocs are
s0 heterogeneous that even within-bloc volatility may reflect a profound
shift in political orientations. Therefore the parties were categorized and
scaled according to their left-right position:

1 Left-Wing parties 4 Center Democrats + Christian People’s Party
2 Social Democrats 5 Liberals + Conservatives
3 Social Liberals 6 Mew Right

Most shifts took place either within the same category or between
neighboring categories. Only 8 percent of all voters made larger shifts, for
example from the left wing to the Social Liberals or from the Social
Democrats to the Center Democrats and beyond.

This points to the importance of the party format: In a system with a high
number of partics 1t is often casy Lo be equally - or almost equally - positive
towards several parties, The Danish Electoral Survey 1998 asked respond-
cnts o rale the parties on a scale from 0 ( = highly dishke) 1o 10 (highly
like). It then turned out that

» volers gave their 1998 party a high rating (stable voters with a mean of
8.6 and shifters with a mean of 8.2). Almost nobody rated their 1998
party lower than 6, so there was almost no ‘negative voting';

» party shifters were also quite positive towards the party they voted for
in 1994, The shifters gave their old party a mean rating of 6.4, and two
thirds of all shifters rated their old party at 6 or higher. 5o far, party
shifts can hardly be considered an expression of strong protest. Only the
remaining third was either ncutral or skeptical towards their former

party.

Further, for most voters there was only little difference between the ratings
given to the best rated and to the second rated party (Table 3). Thus, a
quarter of all voters (25 percent) gave two or more partics tied top ratings,
and for another guarter {28 percent) the best and the second-best rated
parties were only one point apart on the scale from 0 to 10, Only the
remaining half (47 percent) differentiated more sharply between their top
prioritics among the partics.

The distribution of sympathies is clearly linked with the propensity to
shift (last column in Table 5): 46 percent of those who gave two or more
partics tied top ratings shifted from one party to another, while the figure at
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Table 5. Differentiation Between Parties and Volatility

Score for best rated party minus Distribution of the
seore for second best rated party  electorate (% down)

Percent shifters among those who
voted bothin 1994 and 1998

0 25
+1 28
+2 25
+ 3 or more 22

46
34
23
0

Searce: Danish Election Study 1998, Data are weighted. N {min, unweighted) = 314.

the opposite end was down Lo 20 percent among voters who had a difference
of three points between the best and the second best rated party.

This points to a situation which resembles model 1 in Figure 1 more than

it resembles model I1. In both models, party A is the favorite party, but in
model I, more other parties (B and C) are almost equally well liked, while

the other parties in model 11 are rated much lower than the favorite party.
The implications for the interpretation of volatility are clear. ff model 11

Figure 1. Weak and Strong Differentiation,

Meadal |

Modsl 1l




had applied, high volatility would have implied a profound reorientation
of voter attitudes towards the political parties. Mot so when model [ fits best.
Temporary leadership problems easily make voters leave one party, while
good media performance may attract them to another, and so forth.

One of the main causes of volatility among Danish voters is probably
the combination of {(a) many parties and (b) weak voter differentiation
among these parties, and not negativism towards the parties.

Perspectives

The main lesson from the Danish 1998 election was clearly that Danish
politics can be highly stable. The sensational elections are now one
generation back in time, and in the long perspective they secem Lo have been
exceptions to the rule rather than the basic truth about Danish politics.
Withour the three unstable elections, there simply does not seem to have
been any long-term trend towards higher volatility since the introduction of
proportional election at the beginning of the century.

This is no guarantee that stability also will reign at the next elections.
At the individual level, there was a high amount of party shifts and in
addition a substantial number of voters who considered shifting to another
party. Furthermore, volers often did not differentiate sharply between
different parties but liked two or more partics equally. Only as long as these
shifts and uncertainties point in different directions is stability likely.

MOTES
1. The Danmish Elecioral Survey 1998 was financed by a grant from the Danish Social
Science Research Council to Johannes Andersen and Jorgen Goul Andersen (both
University of Aalborg), Ole Borre {University of Aarhus), and the author. The field
work was conducted by AlM-Mielsen.

2. The categorics were: decisive, highly importand, some imporlance, only minor
impartance of nol important at all.

3 Ten of the fificen issues were also wsed in ithe 1994 election survey, Howewer, the
response catepories differed and no direct comparison s possible.

4, Thus, the Social Demecrats lost 2.8 percent of the total vole in 1994 but now regained
1.3 percent. The Center Democrats had Jost 2.3 percent b now regained 1.5 percent
and so forth.

3 Obviously, velatility is even higher when shifts between voting and abstaining are

included. In that case, only 55 percent of the electorate voled for the same party in 1994
andd 1998, 23 percent shifted, and 22 percent abstained at one or both elections.

f, A parallel caleulation from the 1990 election survey had 63 percent voling for the same
parly without hesitation, 17 percent only doing so afer considering another party,
and 20 percent actually shifling.

7. The loss among those deciding before the campaign corresponds 1o 0.3 pereemt of all
those voting on March 11 {irrespective of time of decision), while the gain during the
campaign was 1.7 percent, However, most was gained carlier in the campaign and not
in the last days.
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g Only those who voted were asked when they made the decision, The answers indicate
that former non-volters made their decisions late. However, there is no information
when former voters decided not Lo vote. It remains a possibility that all the polls had
common shortcomings. AL the 1994 election, Gallup stressed that the polls had a larger
margn of error than earlier because it was difficult for the voters to recall their former
vote when the previous election was four - and not two or three = years back in time.
Mo such statements were made in 1998, but the situation was the same.
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