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The aim 15 1o analyze short-term fucteations in Danish parliamenmary party cohesion on the
backdrop of an American electoral pattern in party cohesion. A Danish evele 15 documented:
party cohesion in relation to voting behavior is especially high just after an election, then it
deops (o rise again as election time approaches. A rational choice re-election mode] predicts the
rise in parly cohesion, but an obligation actualization model predicts the full cycle. Elections
actualize Danish MPs" moral obligation to their party. Where American party cohesion drops
in an election year, Danish party cohesion rises when an election approaches. This may be
explamed by diffecent preferences in the American and Danish electorates: Damish voters value
party cohesion per s¢, American voters do not.

Introduction

In his classic work on party cohesion, Ozbudun defined party cohesion as
follows: “. . . the term cohesion suggests an objective condition of unity of
action among party members, which may or may not be the function of
disciplinary repressions” (1970, 305). Thus defined, the concept only refers
to uniform action and degrees hereof. As it should be, it is absolutely silent
about the factors that may have induced this condition.

Ozbudun noted that party cohesion can be analyzed both at the
legislative party level and at the level of extra-parliamentary party organiz-
ations (ibid.). This article is only concerned with the legislative party level.
Furthermore, the definition says nothing about what kinds of action must
be uniform. Several aspects of action are possible candidates (ef. Worre
1970; Crowe 1983). One aspect of party cohesion which is casily measured
is the extent to which politicians vote together with their party group in
parliament, and this 1s the aspect which will be analyzed here.

There is a respectable amount of work in the field of party cohesion (for
some references other than this article’s see Maor 1997). Ozbudun’s country
comparative work has already been mentioned, but there are many others
including somc on fluctuations in party cohesion (Mughan 1990; Hurley &
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Wilson 198%; Patterson & Caldeira 1988). The present analysis continues
this line of research by studying for the first time short-term fluctuations in
Danish party cohesion.

A party cohesion pattern related to the electoral term seems to exist in
the American Congress: Party cohesion tends to be higher in the vear afier
an election than in the year before the next. A party vote is a roll-call vote
where a majority of Republicans vote against a majority of Democrats. A
party unity score is the average proportion of party votes where members
of a party follow a majority of their party. Harmel & Janda have looked
at party unity scores for Democrats and Republicans in The House of
Representatives and the Senate for the period 1954 through 1980, The four
averages varied from 64 percent party unity to 69 percent. However, in
election years, party unity was about four percentage points lower than in
non-election vears (Harmel & Janda 1982, chapter 6). A similar pattern
has been found by Patterson & Caldeira (1988) for party voles in the period
from 1949 through 1984, Harmel & Janda did not report levels of statistical
significance, but Patterson & Caldeira did and the House pattern (but not
the Senate pattern) reached an acceptable level of 0.06 (which is satis-
factory considering the fact that it relates to population data (cf. Thomsen
1997)).

One explanation suggested by both Harmel & Janda (1982) and Patterson
& Caldeira (1988) is that the re-¢lection motive makes members of Congress
worry more about what their voters want and less about what their party
wants when an election is approaching.

The purpose of this article is to examine short-term fluctuations in
Danish parliamentary party cohesion in relation to the electoral term: Can
a pattern be identified? If so, how can it be modeled and how does it relate
to the American pattern?

The rational choice approach assumes highly purposive actors, and from
this assumption models of American and Danish party cohesion cycles
based on an MP re-election motive can be deduced. The first question is
whether the pattern to expect in Denmark is like the American one,

Models of a party cohesion cycle based on other motives can also be
specified within the rational choice approach. It is a further purpose of the
article to find out if ane or more of these models fit the Danish data or if it
would seem that in this particular case it is more fitting to apply a more
soctologically oriented model. The sociological approach assumes inter alia
that actors do what they feel or think they should do, 1.¢., they do what they
deem appropriate (cf. Hall & Taylor 1996).

Rational choice ré-clection models are proposed, but only as a starting
point. After that, an clectoral party cohesion cycle will be documented.
Finally, vanous other models including an obligation actualization model
will be discussed in relation to the Damish case.
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Rational Choice Re-election Models for the US and
Denmark

ot all rational choice theorists exclude altruistic concerns, but what has
been termed ‘mainstream rational choice’ (Ward 1995, 79) operates on the
assumption of egoistic motives exclusively, and this ‘mainstream’ or *hard’
rational choice features many important theorists (e.g., Downs 1957, 27-28;
Dunleavy 1921, 165). Egoism makes MPs focus on their own re-election
{among other things such as the ministerial limousine not directly included in
the present model), and rational choice tells us, as mentioned, that they will
do soina strategic, means-ctficient way (Ward 1993, 79).

To get to a model, empirical assumptions about payoffs are needed, and
when dealing with MPs hoping to get re-elected, this amounts to input
about voter behavior. To predict a specific election cycle, two assumptions
arc nceded. The first is shared by the US and Denmark, while the second is
not.

The first is the well-established assumption that voters are myopic and
will tend to forget MP misbehavior at the beginning of an clectoral term
(Mannestad & Paldam 1994),

The second states whether voters punish parties with low degrees of party
cohesion and MPs causing this, Here 1t 1s necessary to take a detour around
the general levels of party cohesion in the Danish parliament and the
American Congress.

As the numbers already mentioned indicate, the American level of party
cohesion is low. To cite newer data, in 1995 seven percent of the party votes
which the Republicans could have cast (if they had all voted in all votes)
were in disagreement with a majority of the party. The corresponding num-
ber for the Democrats 15 15 percent (Congressional Quarterly 1996, 2435),
In Denmark, the parties with the highest degree of party cohesion in 1994/
95 had no votes deviating from their party majorities (the Unity Party, the
Socialist People's Party and the Social Liberal Party; cf. Table 2). The party
with the lowest degree of party cohesion (the Liberal Party) had 0.22
percent of all votes (which could have been cast had everybody always
voted) against the party majority, In other words: party cohesion is very
high in Denmark. In the period 1990/91 wo 1995/96 there were breaks with
the party line in at least one party in only five percent of all final divisions
(cf. Table 1).'

The most important explanations of level of party cohesion identified by
Ozbudun help to account {or the difference between Denmark and the US.
The most important, according to Ozbudun, is that the Danish political
system is parliamentary, whereas the American is presidential (Ozbudun
1970, 355-63). Only in case of impeachment may the political life of the
American president depend on the cohesion of his party. In Denmark, on
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the other hand, the government party or parties and support parties must
always be sufficiently cohesive to be able to vote down a vote of no con-
fidence. The sccond most important explanation, according to Ozbudun, is
an aspect of political culture: the prevalent theory of representation in a
society. American liberalism and individualism make the appropriate focus
of representation the individual and the appropriate mode of representation
a free mandate also in relation to the Congress member’s party. A demo-
cratic radicalism as materialized in the primary system may be added. All in
all, the prevalent theories of representation do not support party cohesion.
In Europe, and thereby Denmark, collectivism is much more influential
than in the US, and collectivism sces the appropriate focus of representation
as proups and classes, and the appropriate mode of representation is a
mandate bound by the party (ibid., 363-79; see also Skjeveland 1997, 15-18,
31,102).

Of these two explanations, which contribute to the explanation of the
difference of level of party cohesion between Denmark and the US, the
second one 15 also pertinent to rational choice re-election models of the
American and the Danish party cohesion cycles, because it tells whether to
expect that voters punish low degrees of party cohesion. In the US they do
not, and therefore the logical thing to do for a member of Congress who
wants to be re-elected 1s to worry more about his voters’ interests and policy
positions and even less about his party’s when an election approaches.

In Denmark voters do {presumably) punish MPs who cause a low degree
of party cohesion. As a starting point, the assumption is that MPs are
individually punished by voters for breaking with the party line, or at least
that many MPs believe that voters will react in this way. Danish voters can,
even though the electoral system is one of proportional representation, vote
for an individual candidate within a party. The voters herchy have a say
over which candidates get elected and which do not. The assumption 1s
supported by the fact that only one independent MP has been elected since
1953 - Danish voters seem to strongly prefer tcam players (cf. Svensson
1982, 18-19). Furthermore, as documented later in the analysis, at least
some MPs state a belief in the thought of nonconformist MPs being
individually punished by the voters,?

From these assumptions, and assuming that various concerns from time
to time tempt MPs to break the party line,” the researcher can predict that
in Denmark the degree of party cohesion will be relatively low immediately
after an election, and that it will rise as election time approaches. In other
words: the eycle predicted is the opposite of the one found in the American
Congress.

This prediction is slightly complicated, but not fundamentally altered, by
the fact that elections in Denmark, as in many other countries (but not the
US), can be called before the end of the term (of four years). As time passcs
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after an election, not only does the nisk that voters will remember
misbehavior at the end of the term rise, so does the ceteris paribus risk of a
more or less premature call for elections. So actually two logics work in favor
of the predicted electoral cycle. One clarification is needed, though: since
MPsin general do not know when elections will be held, they cannot take into
account the period of time until the actual clection, but only the date set by
the constitution. Full cycles are only expected in full electoral periods; half
electoral periods will only show the first half of the party cohesion cycle.

A Danish Party Cohesion Cycle Documented

The very high level of Danish party cohesion does not leave much room
for variation. However, Tables | and 2 show considerable relative variation
when party cohesion is measured in the negative terms of breach frequencies
{when the breach frequency is low, party cohesion is high). An MP breaks
the party line if his party group (defined by the majority) votes either for,
neutral or against a proposal, and the MP casts one of the two other votes,
Two kinds of breach frequencies have been calculated: the percentage of
divisions with (one or more) deviating votes (Table 1) and the number of

Table 1. Propoction of Divisions in the Danish Parlament with One or More Votes Deviating
from a Party Line in the Perod 1990791 1o 95/96. (Absolute Numbers and Percentages)

Final divisions by types of divisions

Bills. decision proposals and

Bills* resolution proposals
Divisions  Divisions with Divisions  Divisions with

Parliamentary with breaches as with breaches as
year breaches percentage N Dbreaches percentage ™
19905911 L] 0.0 12 | 4.2 24
1990/%1:2 g 50 159 10 50 202
1900792 29 11.9 244 a2 1.6 a2
1902793 11 18 202 16 4.4 62
1903,/%4 3 1.3 250 10 I ile
1994795 4 1.7 138 B 1.9 321
199596 14 3.8 241 14 5.3 356
190095 64 4.8 1423 94 5.0 1393

* Party cohesion in relation to bills has also been ¢alculated by Mikkelsen for 4 period up 1o
1990792 (Mikkelsen 1994, 28], althowgh he presents the total number only for 1990/91, In
Tahle 1, the parliamentary year is divided in two sessions, one before and one after the election,
The first is so small, though, that it iz only of limited interest on its ewn,

Sowrce: The numbers were counted and calewlated from Folkeringatidende: Arbog og Registre
FOU D F 1o 19950



deviating votes expressed as a percentage of all votes which could have been
cast if all MPs of all present parties were present and voted (Table 2).

Does the variation constitute a cycle and if so, is it the predicted one?
The last full electoral term which has been completely reported is the one
from 1990/91:2 (i.c., the 90/91 session afler the clection) to 1993/94 In that
period, for final divisions on bills only, the breach frequency in the first year
was 3.0 percent rising to 11.9 percent in the second year and then mono-
tonously decreasing to 1.3 percent in the year when there had to be an
clection. Exactly the same pattern 1s found when not only final divisions on
bills, but also final divisions on the two Danish non-bill decision types are
included.

As Table 2 shows, the pattern also holds when deviant votes are counted
instead of divisions with deviant votes. Of all the votes which could have
been cast in discordance with a party, 0.05 percent broke with the party line
in the first year after the election (90/91:2), Then the breach frequency rose
to 0,13 percent in the second year, dropped to 0,10 percent in the third year,
and 0.04 percent in the fourth and final year. All in all, there seems to be a
party cohesion cycle. This cycle resembles the one predicted, but is not

Table 2. Breach Frequencies of the Parties Based on Number of Individual Votes in All Decision
Types for the Period 1990091 to 95/96, (Percentages)

19000 19%00 19900 19927 19930 190 [9OSS 19900 195004

Pary an:1 912 1992 |3 1994 194 G 912 96" 1995/ 0%
Limty List - - - - G0l 003 IXLr3 0.02
Socialist People’s Panty 0, 0Hy D00 01F 0 026 o1 D 0D 0. 0,05
Socil Democrats 10, 0.0% 017 o2 0K 05 or 047 .06
Soctal Liberal Party 1. CHD 007 009 002 000 Gld 00 0.0 0045
Chrstian People’s Party 000 ) 00E .28 0.23 015 .16
Center Democrats 0.0 017 .33 0.04 ons  0LT 013 012
Conserv. People’s Party 000 000 002 002 000 002 000 0.03 LERR
[iberal Party 0 003 13 20 001 022 b 013 .14
Progress Pamy .30 0063 00 00 oG (03 (.08 0.3 005
Danish Peaple™s Party® - - L 00Kk .00
Average’ 004 004 013 az 007 Qos 003 0.7 0,07
AlF 0oz 0,05 013 .10 0,04 [ {.0f O.ds .05
W oies’ 4230 35947 33756 64TTE RES4 AR 63356 R1IMNG 33510

Sowree: The numbers were counted and caleulated Mrom Folketing stidende: Arbog op Regisire 1990791 1o
TS

*Average breach frequencies have been caloulated im two ways: as simple averages of the yearly breach
frequencies in the period 19%0091:2 to §995/96, and as averages of the entire period from [P 91:] 10 98/
A weighted for the number of devistons ineach parllamentary seision,

" The parties are hsted from lef 1o right. Placing the Danssh People's Party alter the Progress Party docs
not mean that the Danish Peaple's Pary 15 more 1o the right than the Progress Party.

" A simple average of party breach lrequencies.

? Calculated as the total number of deviant votes from all parties divided with all {possible) voles cast. The
vanation has been tested [or statistic sagnificance: chi-square: P < 0001,

" The total number of possible votes cast only corrected if whele party groups are absent. The presence or
absence of individual MPs is normally noet published. & divisken is cownted a5 178 or 179 votes, depending
on the exact nember of seats being tied to Lhe parties
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identical to it because of the rise in breach frequency in the beginning of
the electoral term (90/91:2-91/92),

In order to document that the cycle described by the aggregate data in
Tables 1 and 2 is not simply a random phenomenon, further analysis is
necded, First of all, it has been tested whether the variation in the aggregate
population numbers in Table 2 is produced by a simple stochastic process
{cf. Thomsen 1997). It is not: chi-sguare: P < 0.001. Second, since party
cohesion 15 not least a party attribute, something resembling the aggregate
cycle should be found for most of the individual parties. A perfect match
cannot be expected though, since disaggregation to the party level for only
one electoral term makes the numbers highly vulnerable to random
influcnce.

According to Table 2, all parties conformed to the aggregate pattern in
the beginning of the electoral term. It is the comparison of the three last
years that blurs the picture. As an absolute minimum, one would expect a
party to meet one of two demands: either the breach frequency was lower in
the fourth year than the average of the three previous years, or the breach
frequency dropped from the third to the fourth year. Eight parties were
represented in parhament in the 1990-1994 term. Of these, six met the first
demand and s1x met the other, Seven parties met at least one demand and
thereby the mintmum criterion, While all this is very nice. what really blurs
the picture 1s the fact that the breach frequency kept rising from the second
to the third year for six of the eight parties. Only the Center Democrats
and the Social Democrats topped the sccond year.

Luckily, this aberration can be explained. The relatively high breach
frequencics for the Socialist People’s Party and the Social Liberal Party in
1992/93 were caused by the parliamentary divisions on The Maastricht-
Edinburgh Treaty. Divisions in Denmark on proposals concerning ethics,
local matters and EU integration have higher breach frequencies than
divisions on other topics (Skj=veland 1997).° Furthermore, introduction of
proposals related to EU integration is only controlled by Danish actors to
a limited degree. Thercfore it seems appropriate to downplay the influence
on the data from the Maastricht-Edinburgh Treaty.”

One more thing happened in 1992/93 which was of relevance to some
parties’ cohesion: The Conservative-Liberal government had to resign be-
cause of the unlawful admimstration of a former Conservative minister of
justice and related actions (the Tamil Scandal). In its place, a government
consisting of the Social Democratic Party, the Social Liberal Party, the
Christian People’s Party and the Center Democrats was formed. Interview
data as well as breach frequencies controlled (as accurately as possible) for
the cohesion cycle suggest that participation in government eeteris paribus
makes the degree of party cohesion go up in Denmark (ibid.) MPs act in a
more responsible way because they do not want the defeat of their own
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government, and because they belong to the lawmaking nucleus, which
among other things means that they must send the right signals to potential
lawmaking coalition partners. So one reason party cohesion dropped from
91/92 10 92/93 for the Liberals and the Conservatives is that they lost their
government status and were opposition parties in the bulk of divisions in
02/93. But everything else is not always equal. Participation in government
can have adverse effects, for instance when party members disagree on their
party’s participation in government. This scems to be the most likely
explanation of the rise in the breach frequency for the Christian People's
Party in the last two years of the election term. At least the party's
difficultics choosing (the left) side are known in the extra-parliamentary
organization and the party’s electorate.®

Unfortunately, the Danish standard effect of participation in government
may not only explain part of the aberration, but also contribute to the
(supposedly) normal pattern of especially the Social Democratic Party. All
in all, the explanations of the aberration may seem too ad hoc to some
readers. So even though the party check has been fairly successful, a third
check on the stability of the cycle would be comforting. Fortunately, there
15 a long tradition for calculating party cohesion in Denmark. As Table 3
shows, the numbers available from 1953 and onwards describe party co-
hesion in final divisions (on bills only) as the proportion of divisions with
one or more votes in discordance with a party line.

The party cohesion cycle is not a deterministic pattern. This is shown in
the party level discussion and even in the aggregate numbers of Table 2
relating to the years 1994/95 1o 95/96 (but not in the corresponding
numbers in Table 1). Random factors can distort the normal pattern. By
calculating average numbers for first, second, third and the relatively rare
fourth years, the influence of these factors can be minimized. Table 3 docu-
ments that the detected cyele is, in fact, a normal Danish pattern. On

Table 3. Proportion of Final Divisions on Bills with One or More Deviant Votes by Place in
the Electoral Term. (Percentages)’

Year in Electoral Term

Time Period First year Secomd year Third year Fourth year
LS55 B4 12.6 R R 6.3
1953/ 54-T%/ R0 11.7 159 11.8 78
I9E0/8]1-95/96 34 9.4 51 4.7

Mo of years 53-96 1% 12 7 4

Sources: Pedersent 1967, 146); Svensson (1982, 28); Damgaard & Svensson (1989, 735); Mikkelsen
(1994, 28). Numbers for 1990-96 were counted and caleulated from Felkerinpstidende: Arbog ag
Registre MRS 1o JO95/06,
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average, 8.4 percent of first year divisions had deviating votes. The numbers
are 12.6 pereent for second years, 9.8 percent for third years and 6.3 percent
for fourth years. Furthermore, Table 3 shows that the party cohesion cycle
is also found in the periods 1953-1980 and 1980-1996 taken separately. The
reason for splitting the period in two is that party cohesion rose steeply
during the last years of the 1970s.5 Combined, Tables 1, 2 and } document a
Danish party cohesion cycle.

Further Modeling of the Danish Party Cohesion
Cycle

The fall in the degree of party cohesion from the first to the second year in
the clectoral term was not predicted by the re-election model. A model that
{post-)predicts this fall therefore has the potential for greater predictive
power than the re-election model. There are two possible and likely explan-
ations which do not exclude each other, but can both be fitted into a
model.

The first one is a time lag effect: some first years come after a third or
fourth year when election was expected with a certainty of 30 percent to 100
percent (ceferis paribus). In such years, party cohesion 1s generally high,
MPs who are re-clected may adapt slowly to their post-clection situation,
This logic 15 supported by the time senies data. To be supportive, breach
frequency numbers must be lower after elections which could be expected
than after elections which, in a formal sense, could not be expected.” For
the period before 1980, the breach frequency for first years after expected
elections was 11.3 percent. For first years after unexpected elections, it was
13.4 percent. For the period afiler 1980, the corresponding numbers are 1.2
percent and 4.4 pereent.

The time lag effect cannot be the complete explanation, though. Not even
the average breach frequency numbers for first years after unexpected
elections are as high as the breach frequency averages for the second vear. A
natural place to scarch for a supplementary explanation i in the factors
which (at the microlevel) have been found to explain the very high general
level of Danmish party cohesion (Skjeveland 1997). These are a high degree
of internal policy agreement in the party groups (cf. Wetterqvist 1996, 2); a
heavy work load combined with specialization, which prevents MPs from
forming independent views on all decisions (cf. Svensson 1982, 21); a moral
obligation or commitment to the party and its electorate (ef. Crowe 1986;
Ozbudun 1970, 356); and last, and possibly least, disciphinary sanctions
broadly defined (cf. Crook & Hibbing 1985; Crowe 1986). On the contrary,
individual re-clection does not seem to play a significant role when an
election is not on the horizon (¢f, Ozbudun 1970, 356; Svensson 1982, 19),

129



nor does it look as if socialization related to seniority plays an important
role at any time (cf. Crowe 1986)."°

The most promising of these factors in relation Lo the party cohesion cycle
is the moral commitment to the party and the electorate. This 1s, among
other things, an obligation to vote with the party. A not too bold conjecture
would be that this obligation is felt most strongly when an election stands
fresh in memory. After all, it was the party and its electorate that got the
MP clected. The obligation may be “forgotten’ more easily in the second
than in the first vear after the election. To put the point in more general
terms: an election may actualize the moral commitment to the party. This
formulation makes the obligation factor a possible candidate also for the
explanation of the rise in party cohesion at the end of the electoral term.

12 Danish MPs were interviewed on party cohesion, and nine were inter-
viewed particularly on the cohesion cycle.!' At least two respondents sug-
gest something resembling the obligation factor as the explanation of the
rise:

If one wants to have deviant viewpoints, it's best to have them at a time when it hasn’t got
amy immediate consequence to the party, where there is time for the opinions to mature with
the voters and the voters have lime to think about them. Because, if one comes oul the day
before an ¢lection and disagrees strongly with the party then clearly it leaves the impression
with the voters that the party doesn't know what it wants to do, and that is not convenient,
I don't think one scrutinizes the calendar, but | firmly believe that it unconsciously influsnces
ong's need to be a rebel,

An election actualizes MPs" moral commitments to their parties before the
election, when they foresee it, and the actualizing effect increases with the
likelihood of elections being called. Similarly, an election actualizes MPs’
moral obligations after the election, when they clearly rememberit, Thisisa
parsimonious model which beats the re-election model when measured in
terms of predictive power. Furthermore, the time lag effect may be fitted in.
If an election actualizes the commitment Lo the party, the actualizing effect
ought to be bigger, if it is a predicted election which has been taken into
consideration for some time. This could account for the time lag.

To gei an idea of where the {post-)predictive success of the commitment
actualization model leaves the re-clection model, and more generally to get
an idea of the possibility of making a rational choice model of the complete
cohesion cycle, it is useful once again to look at the interview material,
The following interview quolation exhausts (together with the previous
guotation) the material on the rise in party cohesion at the end of the
electoral term:

It isn't about party pressere. - . . First, whal happens is that up to an clection, much of the
legislation and of the partics” announcements concentraie on the points where there 15 [(H)
percent aprecment on the stafl that selis. That is one process. The other process is, of cowrse,
that you must consider when to detach yourself from the others. . . Obviously, it 1s more
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difficult to explain to the volers that you stand for a party if you have voted against that
party almost daily or every week during the last three months before the election. . . . You
see, in most partics it is oaly a relatively small pact of the voters who vote locally and for a
local candidate, whereas the party line, the party leaders, the election manifestos, all those
things from the party in general convert people. And clearly, if a national campaign isrun on
some viewpoints, and vou futler on a rostrum 1m Anyville and say the very opposite, then a
voter might say: Well, I happen te agree with the main line, that is why [ vote for that party.
Wow [ will chooss another candidane.

Individual re-election is actually suggested by two respondents as an ex-
planation of the rise. The trouble is that it scems extremely difficult wo
account for the high degree of party cohesion in the first year of the electoral
term 1n strategic re-clection terms. For instance, MPs might out of gratitude
to their voters and their party do what they want them to do - vote with
the party — but true acts of gratitude are not strategic; they relate to past
events, not future goals. An option left to the rational choice researcher 1s
then to operate with strategic acts resembling acts of gratitude. These acts,
however, would have to be restricted in time to the first vear in order to
make the model fit the data and this would violate the assumption of myopic
volers who, at election time, have forgotten what happened in the fist year
after the last election.'

Another explanation, which would be true not only to ‘hard’ rational
choice but also to the factors found o explain the generally high level of
party cohesion in Denmark, could be based on disciplinary sanctions.
Might it be the case that the party leaderships put stronger pressure on
backbenchers when election time approaches? None of the nine respondents
asked about the party cohesion cycle confirm this, and four MPs positively
deny that pressure is increascd before an election. Although this might be
unpleasant to admit, the total lack in the interviews of any sign of increased
pressure makes it unlikely that disciplinary sanctions cause the rise in the
degree of party cohesion at the end of the electoral term. Nor is it in any
way obvious why stronger than normal pressure should be exerted in the
first year after an election. '

Actually, it is difficult to think of any strategic reasons for the high
degree of party cohesion in the first year of the electoral term. This makes
it very difficult for any rational choice model to gain the same level of
predictive power as the commitment actualization model. The possibly
most promising rational choice model is based on policy agreement’ and a
party vole goal as suggested in the interview quotation as well as two other
interviews. To focus on policy agreement 15 also in line with the explanation
of the generally high level of party cohesion in Denmark, When election
time approaches, the parties concentrate on proposals close to their polit-
cal core on which there is less disagreement inside the party groups. As
accordance 1s vital Lo party cohesion in final divisions, the degree of party
cohesion naturally rises. This can be a voter-oriented logic in which high

131



party cohesion is only a side effect. Party core proposals are put to the fore
because they are expected to win over voters. A high degree of party
cohesion 1s an unintended consequence. But one respondent points to a
slightly different logic where the party core proposals are a means to
achieve the high degree of party cohesion needed in an election campaign,
To make the model fit the beginning of the electoral term, it would have to
be assumed that parties to a large extent keep their promises from the
clection campaign and therefore keep making proposals close to their
political core. However, it will further have to be assumed that they will do
so much more keenly in the first year after the election than in the second.

The individual MP's concern for policy per se makes the model fall
outside the range of “hard’ rational choice, but the model faces a tougher
problem also dizcussed in relation to the re-election model: as the policy
agreement model is formulated now, in order to (post-)predict the first year
cohesion level, it breaks the assumption of myopia in the electorate, There
is no reason for a party to keep its promises especially keenly in the first year
after the election when the myopia assumption says that voters will forget
this promise keeping before the time of the next election. To be a worthy
rational choice challenger of the obligation actualization model, this prob-
lem would have to be solved without resorting to non-strategic assumptions
such as true gratitude to the parties’ voters.'

It remains to be seen if this problem can be solved within the rational
choice approach or if another rational choice model can be specified which
captures the complete cycle. However, true gratitude to the party and its
voters rests comfortably in the obligation actualization model. This is
because the obligation actualization model is a sociologically oriented model
and because the sociological approach is not unbreakably tied to goal-
oriented behavior.

Conclusion

A Danish party cohesion cycle has been documented. The degree of party
cohesion in final divisions in the Danish parliament is especially high in the
first and fourth years of the electoral term. From the first to the second year,
the degree of cohesion drops, alter which it nises to the third and further
on to the fourth year (1F this year 15 reached).

All three explanatory factors — individual re-election, obligation actualiz-
ation and varying policy agreement — may be operative in at least a part of
the electoral term as the interview material hints. It might also be the case
that commitment to the party when an clection approaches is, to some
extent, instrumental to the individual MPs” hope for re-election (cf. Ozbudun
1970, 356)."® These thoughts, though, tend to downplay the criteria of

132



parsimony and predictive power to the possible benefit of empirical realism.
So far, the parsimonious model with the greatest predictive power in relation
to Denmark is not the individual re-election model, which (in its American
version) fits the American data nicely, but the sociologically oriented obli-
gation actualization model. An election actualizes the MPs" moral com-
mitments to their parties before and after an ¢lection, thereby raising party
cohesion both in the beginning and in the end of the electoral term.

Comparing an American fixed two year clectoral term'” and a Danish
term of maximally four years is not without problems. Provided that it is
correct o see the American cycle as a pre-clection phenomenon where mem-
bers of Congress worry more or less about the next election, the American
term should be compared with the last years of the Danish electoral term.
Then the behavioral patterns of Danish and American national legislators
are roughly opposite. They both worry more about what their voters want
when an election approaches, but this makes American members of Con-
gress more concerned with their voters' policy positions and interests and
Danish MPs more concerned about the party line. Therefore American
party cohesion decreases as an election approaches wherecas Danish party
cohesion increases.
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MOTES
1. The Danish and American numbers are not Tully comparable because the American
party unity score is only calculated for party votes and becawse of differences in pairing
sysiems.

2 Empirtcal evidence on Danmish voters punishing tow degrees of pacty cohesion and
nonconformist MPs is, admittedly, sparse. 1t may be the case that nonconformist MPs
are only punished indirectly through the bad fate of their party in the following
clection, That partics arce punished for a low degree of party cohesion is suggested inan
empirical mvestigation (Thomsen 1984).

3 For a further discussion of this assumption, see note 12,

4, The apgregate pattern observed i3 also found when all divisions en proposals con-
cerning ethics, local matters and EL imtegratien are excluded.

5 O top of this, the Mausstrich-Edinburgh Treaty implicated three highly linked divi-
gions with exactly the same persons breaking the party line in each division. This means
that the breach frequency numbers for the Sociahst People's Parly and the Social
Liberal Party in 1992/93 are somewhat exaggerated. Yet, other divisions i the period
were linked, and the data have not been generally controlled for division linkage.
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Some might claim that this argument makes government takeovers too good an explan-
ation. It would seem that both a rise and a fall in the degree of party cohesion could
be explamed by the fact that a parcty joined government. Although this is actually the
case, one would normally expect the degres of party cohesion to rise when a Danish
party joins government, and one would have 1o put up a special argument Lo support
the opposite effect.

Depending on the source, short parliamentary sessions have cither been neglected or
tncluded in the numbers for an adjacent parliamentary sesston. In at least iwo and at
the most four instances, sessions have been placed in a suboptimal way., However,
recalculations including worst case recaleulations show that the gencral results are
cobust, The numbers for 1933/54 to 64/65 only cover hills proposed by the govern-
ment. The period 1965766 to 1970071 i3 oot mcluded, as party cohesion has aoet been
publizhed for these vears one by one. The numbers from 197172 w 1985/86 comprise
al] passed hills, while the numbers for 1986/87 and onwards include all final divisions
on bills. The percentage bases only differ slightly. For example, 95 percent of the 239
final divisions on bills in 1993/94 were on government proposals and 97 percent of all
bills were passed. The last years in the clectoral term only comprise few instances, but
CVErY case COmprises many divisions. A regression analysis contralled for the two time
penods shows that the breach frequency in second vears 15 significantly higher than in
the ather years (P < 0.001).

The best explanation so far for the nse in party cohesion from the first (o the second
period is that increased work [oad and specialization have forced MPs 1o take over the
party group viewpoint more often than before. In many cases, they simply do not have
the time to develop a stance of their own (Svensson 1982; Mikkelsen 1994, Skjeveland
1997),

Elections which are expected in a formal sense are defined as elections in third and
fourth years. They also include the first election in the new one-chamber parliamentary
systemn (im 1933), which was a necgssary consequence of the amendment of the consti-
wition (Danmarks Riges Grundlov 1953, §89), In the period analyzed, there were nine
first years alter expected elections and s1x afler unexpected elections.

Az an alternative o the re-clection explanation, both Harmel & Janda (1982) and
Patterson & Caldeira (1988) sugpgest that newly elecied members of Congress may be
less prone to deviate from the party majority in the first than in the second year.
However, the Danmish numbers seem to rule out both the possibility that the increase in
party cohesion in the end of the term and the decrease in the beginning of the wem
are related to seniority,

The respondenis were chosen from The Unity Parly, The Social Democratic Party,
The Center Democrats, The Conservative People’s Party, The Progeess Party and The
Danith People's Party. Both front and backbenchers were included. The MPs from The
Unity Party and the Danish People’s Parly were not interviewsd specifically on the
cohesion cyele, becauwse their parties had not been represented in parlisment for a full
electaral term.

The Danish re-clection model has another problem if it is to stay within *hard’ rational
choice, namely how to specify the concerns that make MPs deviate from the party line.
Il the reason here is also re-glection, then the model dvnamics are lost (or, even worss,
reversed as in the US). Both costs (the pensral punishment for breaking the party ling)
and benefits (expressing opinions that may be popular with some voters, possibly
resulting in the MP's getting their vote) of breaking the party line would rise as an
election approaches, The most abvious reason for breaking the party line, which is also
supported in the interviews, is (non-instrumental) policy disagreement with the rest of
the party. This fits nicely into a policy agreement model, and 1t 15 not at odds with the
ohligation actualization model, but the explanation does seem hard to wnderstand in
sirictly cgoisiic icrms.

Timmermans is close to predicting the full oycle when he states that °, . . internal party
cohesion 15 likely to have the party leadership™s special attention shortly befere and
after parliamentary elections. Before elections because party leaders are concerned
with the image of their party toward the volers, and after elections because an openly



divided party stands weak in coalition negotiations’ {Timmermans 1998), This argu-
ment has a strong disciplinary flaver, but it does not explain the relatively high tevel of
party cohesion measured in the first year after all. Government formation has ended
when parliament starts (o vote on bills and similar decisions, and it is for these decision
types that pactly cohesion has been measured.

14, Varying policy agreement 35 also suggested by Patterson & Caldeira as a possible
explanation of the American pattern in party voling (Patterson & Caldeira 1988,
17}

15, With this model, excepting one factoc. all explanations mentioned earlier in relation
to the general Danish parly cohesion level have been tried for models of the eyele. (The
individual re-glection factor has alse been tested, even though 1t 15 not among the
gencral explanations). The faclor excepted is the combination of work load and
specialization. The rather limited short-term fluctuations in work load do not corres-
pond toshort-term fluctuations in party cohesion (Skjeveland 1997),

16. See note 2,

17. Individual members of the House of Represantatives are elacted for two vears, whereas
individual members of the Senate are elected for six vears. However, the terms of
approximately one third of the senators expire every two years.
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divided party stands weak in coalition negotiations’ {Timmermans 1998), This argu-
ment has a strong disciplinary flaver, but it does not explain the relatively high tevel of
party cohesion measured in the first year after all. Government formation has ended
when parliament starts (o vote on bills and similar decisions, and it is for these decision
types that pactly cohesion has been measured.

14, Varying policy agreement 35 also suggested by Patterson & Caldeira as a possible
explanation of the American pattern in party voling (Patterson & Caldeira 1988,
17}

15, With this model, excepting one factoc. all explanations mentioned earlier in relation
to the general Danish parly cohesion level have been tried for models of the eyele. (The
individual re-glection factor has alse been tested, even though 1t 15 not among the
gencral explanations). The faclor excepted is the combination of work load and
specialization. The rather limited short-term fluctuations in work load do not corres-
pond toshort-term fluctuations in party cohesion (Skjeveland 1997),

16. See note 2,

17. Individual members of the House of Represantatives are elacted for two vears, whereas
individual members of the Senate are elected for six vears. However, the terms of
approximately one third of the senators expire every two years.
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parsimony and predictive power to the possible benefit of empirical realism.
So far, the parsimonious model with the greatest predictive power in relation
to Denmark is not the individual re-election model, which (in its American
version) fits the American data nicely, but the sociologically oriented obli-
gation actualization model. An election actualizes the MPs" moral com-
mitments to their parties before and after an ¢lection, thereby raising party
cohesion both in the beginning and in the end of the electoral term.

Comparing an American fixed two year clectoral term'” and a Danish
term of maximally four years is not without problems. Provided that it is
correct o see the American cycle as a pre-clection phenomenon where mem-
bers of Congress worry more or less about the next election, the American
term should be compared with the last years of the Danish electoral term.
Then the behavioral patterns of Danish and American national legislators
are roughly opposite. They both worry more about what their voters want
when an election approaches, but this makes American members of Con-
gress more concerned with their voters' policy positions and interests and
Danish MPs more concerned about the party line. Therefore American
party cohesion decreases as an election approaches wherecas Danish party
cohesion increases.
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MOTES
1. The Danish and American numbers are not Tully comparable because the American
party unity score is only calculated for party votes and becawse of differences in pairing
sysiems.

2 Empirtcal evidence on Danmish voters punishing tow degrees of pacty cohesion and
nonconformist MPs is, admittedly, sparse. 1t may be the case that nonconformist MPs
are only punished indirectly through the bad fate of their party in the following
clection, That partics arce punished for a low degree of party cohesion is suggested inan
empirical mvestigation (Thomsen 1984).

3 For a further discussion of this assumption, see note 12,

4, The apgregate pattern observed i3 also found when all divisions en proposals con-
cerning ethics, local matters and EL imtegratien are excluded.

5 O top of this, the Mausstrich-Edinburgh Treaty implicated three highly linked divi-
gions with exactly the same persons breaking the party line in each division. This means
that the breach frequency numbers for the Sociahst People's Parly and the Social
Liberal Party in 1992/93 are somewhat exaggerated. Yet, other divisions i the period
were linked, and the data have not been generally controlled for division linkage.
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