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Abstract 

This research aims to contribute to the knowledge gap about opposition and 

support parties’ competitive behaviour in minority situations where no party 

have a majority in the parliament. Two Swedish parties - the Centre Party and 

the Left Party - will be examined to answer the two overarching research 

questions. Namely, 1) how does the competitive behaviour of parties vary in 

relation to a party’s role as a support party or opposition party? And 2) does 

the result support the cartel party thesis or the model of classic opposition? 

The competitive behaviour was measured in regards to counter proposals, 

standpoints and reservations on the governmental propositions. This was done 

through a quantitative content analysis of committee reports during four terms 

of office. The results indicate that both parties were more competitive during 

their time in opposition compared to in support status. This supports the model 

of classic opposition and rejects the cartel party thesis.   

Key words 

Party competition, minority situation, support party, opposition party, cartel 

party thesis, model of classic opposition, Sweden.  
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1 Introduction 

After the Swedish governmental election in 2018, none of the parties, nor 

neither of the traditional block-affiliated parties together, gained a majority of 

mandate in parliament (Valmyndigheten, 2019c). This caused a drawn-out 

process to establish a new government, filled with extensive intra-party 

bargaining (SVT, 2018). After four months and three trials of vote of no 

confidence in parliament, the government for the term of office 2018-2022 

could be formed (Riksdagen, 2019a).  

 

The complexity of forming a government in 2018’s minority situations, being 

when no party have gained an own majority in parliament (Müller, Bergman 

& Strom, 2008:5), is no isolated case. In Scandinavia, minority situations has 

traditionally been the normal outcome of the governmental elections (Strom, 

1986:585). Amongst other, minority situations occurred in Sweden after the 

elections in 1985, 1994 and 2002 (Valmyndigheten, 2019a; Valmyndigheten, 

2019b; SCB, 2019b). These terms of office will be examined further in this 

research. In minority situations the opposition parties’ potential to support the 

government is crucial for the formation and functioning of the government 

(Nyman, 1966:8, 28). Despite that, little is known about the practical 

functioning of parties in these situations (Green-Pedersen, 2001:55).   

 

1.1 Problem Formulation and Purpose   
The necessity of this study relies on three main components. Firstly, previous 

research indicates that minority governments are a recurring phenomenon in 

Western parliaments. Nonetheless, the degree of recurrence varies depending 

on the country. For example, 30 % of all governmental formations in Western 

democracies between the post-war era and the 1990’s were minority 

governments. In Scandinavia, minority governments constituted 79 % of the 

governmental formations in the same period (Strom, 1990b:8; Strom, 
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1986:585). In spite of that these measures are not very contemporary, they still 

points towards a clearly higher recurrence of minority governments in 

Scandinavia. Undoubtedly, the high recurrence makes the phenomenon both 

interesting and necessary to investigate further.  

 

Secondly, in a minority situation the opposition parties’ potential to support 

the government are crucial for the functioning of the government (Nyman, 

1966:8, 28; See also Christiansen & Damgaard, 2008:55). For instance, if the 

government do not receive sufficient support from the remaining parties in 

parliament, their propositions could be blocked (Hellström & Walther, 

2017:286-287). Therefore, it is important to understand the phenomenon of 

how opposition and support parties act in relation to the government in 

minority situations.  

 

Thirdly, numerous of previous research in the field have emphasized that the 

knowledge about opposition parties and support parties in governments have 

been limited (e.g. Norton, 2008; Bale & Bergman, 2006). Not only has meagre 

research traditionally been conducted about opposition parties (Norton, 

2008:244; Helms, 2008:7) and support parties (Bale & Bergman, 2006, 189-

190). It has also been a narrow amount of research about minority governments 

in general (Strom, 1990b:9). 

  

According to Helms (2008) a reason for the meagre research about opposition 

parties could be that they tend to be “theory resistant”, and hence they are ill-

fitted to foster new theories (7). Nonetheless, some classic works in the field 

of opposition parties have been made by Robert A. Dahl (1966) and Kaare 

Strom (1990b). Additionally, around the turn of the century the trend changed 

and scholars have been increasingly interested about minority governments 

(Green-Pedersen, 2001:55), as well as opposition parties behaviour. For 
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example, the anthologies by Elisabetta De Giorgi and Gabriella Ilonszki 

(2018), and Henrik Enroth and Magnus Hagevi (2018). While these 

anthologies have focused on the behaviour of the opposition in large, this 

research will focus on the specific behaviour of two parties. I will also apply a 

dual focus and examine the behaviour during both opposition and support 

party status. This will be done with the purpose to gain an increased 

understanding for the field and contribute to decrease the research gap. 

 

While all three aspects have influenced an interest for conducting this 

particular study, the overarching purpose of this research is to contribute to fill 

the research gap about opposition and support parties’ competitive behaviour 

in relation to the government in minority situations. Despite that recent works 

have been conducted, the majority of the research in the field still consists of 

studies about the performance of government (Helström & Walther, 2017; 

Moury & Fernandes, 2017; Strom, 1990b:56; Strom, Müller & Bergman, 

2008:9), or the formation of governments (Strom, 1990b:56; Strom, Müller & 

Bergman, 2008:9; De Swaan, 1973:284). Therefore, the practical functioning 

of the government and opposition parties’ behaviour during the term of office 

have largely been a neglected research area (Green-Pedersen, 2001:55). 

Hence, it can be concluded that the opposition and support parties’ behaviour 

during the term of office still constitutes a research gap, which this research 

attempts to minimize.  

 

In sum, the research rationale could be motivated through scientific and non-

scientific relevance. The scientific relevance take its outset from gaps in the 

research field (Esaiasson, Gilljam, Oscarsson & Wängnerud, 2012:31), which 

already have been discussed above. This research will examine the competitive 

behaviour of support and opposition parties in the two chosen parliamentary 

settings and the practical functioning of governments in minority situations. 
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This have not been examined closely. No previous research have examined 

solely the Centre Party and Left Party’s competitive behaviour during the 

chosen terms of office. Hence, this research have a clear scientific relevance 

of contributing to that research gap. The non-scientific relevance takes its 

outset from an observation (Esaiasson et al, 2012:31). The election in 2018, 

and previous drawn-out governmental formations, could leave the society with 

several questions about the governments effectiveness and stability Therefore, 

it is relevant examine the practical functioning of minority situations with the 

purpose to contribute to the research gap.  

 

1.1.1 Research Questions and Hypothesis 

The examination of the competitive behaviour will be conducted through the 

following research questions:  

 How does the competitive behaviour of parties vary in relation to a 

party’s role as a support party or opposition party? 

 Does the result of competitive behaviour support either the cartel party 

thesis or the model of classic opposition? 

The competitive behaviour will be measured through examining the counter 

proposals, standpoints and reservations taken by the two examined parties: the 

Centre Party and the Left Party. These two are examined during two 

parliamentary situations - opposition and support status - when the Social 

Democrats were ruling as a minority government. Although the two parties 

have different historical relations to the Social Democrats - as recurring formal 

support party or as a passive support party (Wockelberg, 2010:126-128; 

Berman & Bolin, 2011:267) - they both have been in both formal support 

agreements and in formal opposition to the Social Democrats. Hence, they 

compose interesting parties to examine.  
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Figure 1.  

 

Three hypothesis have been formulated from the outset of the research 

questions and the literature review. Firstly, I hypothesis that the positioning 

against the propositions will be lower when the parties are in a support 

agreement to the government, compared to when they are in opposition status. 

This is along the lines of the governmental status hypothesis postulated by 

Ganghof and Bräuninger (2006:521-522). However, I believe that the support 

party will not support all of the propositions by the government, and hence 

some of the competitive behaviour will remain. This is because the content of 

the support agreements can vary (Müller & Strom, 2008:165) and also that the 

support party is in the imbrication between opposition and government (Bale 

& Bergman, 2006:189-190). Hence, the support party should pursue some of 

the competitive behaviour that is assumed for the opposition party, but to a 

lower degree. 

 

Additionally, parties are likely to lift issues that is creating an advantage to 

them, which cause the competition to vary in degrees between different policy-

issues (Green-Pedersen & Mortensen, 2010:257, 274). Additionally some 

issues are more politicized than other for different parties (Zürn, 2014:48), and 

the content of support agreements varies (Müller & Strom, 2008:165). 
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Therefore, I hypothesis that the positioning by the opposition and support party 

will be unequally distributed over the different topics and committees in 

parliament.    

 

Lastly, I hypothesis that the traditional block-affiliation will affect the 

positioning of the party during the time in support agreements. Stjernquist 

(1966) states that the opposition parties that exist in the same block-affiliation 

as the government will pose an extra dilemma on how to act towards the 

government during opposition status (138). Therefore, I assume that the party 

from the same block-affiliation as the government will have lower degree of 

competitiveness during both opposition and support status, compared to a 

party from another block-affiliation. In sum, I imagine that the Left Party will 

be less competitive than the Centre Party during both opposition and support 

status.   

1.2 Definitions and the Political Context  
Since the parties’ relation to each other’s will be examined, a clarification of 

the different kinds of parties is required. For example the opposition party is a 

party that have entered into the parliament of the state following a 

governmental election, but do not constitute the formal government (Norton, 

2008:237). The opposition party have no homogenous pattern of behaviour 

(Dahl, 1966:332) and could take the role of a support party that cooperate with 

the government (Norton, 2008:238). The support party exist in the imbrication 

of opposition and government. Their support could take the form of a formal 

contract parliamentarianism - which secure the functioning and formation of 

the government (Bale & Bergman, 2006:189-190) - or without any formal 

agreement (Bergman, 1995:29). There is no requirement of what an agreement 

should include (Müller & Strom, 2008:165), which means that the degree of 

negotiated support can vary. In this research two parliamentary situations - 
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opposition party and support party status- will be examined in regards to their 

competition. 

 

The political context is also important (Chabal & Daloz, 2006:94, 183). 

Sweden have been a parliamentary state since 1917 (Nyman, 1966:88). Hence, 

the legislative and executive power is interconnected. Additionally, negative 

parliamentarianism is applied in the formation of government. This means that 

the government have to pass the vote of no confidence with less than a majority 

of the MP:s in parliament against themselves (Anckar, et al, 2013:37, 74-76, 

78). The Swedish parliament comprise 349 mandates (Riksdagen, 2019c) and 

a majority require 175 mandate. Therefore, if a minority settings occurs, the 

formation of a government could only proceed if the potential government 

receive support from the opposition parties in parliament (Nyman, 1966:28). 

 

1.3 Disposition 
In this research the disposition of the thesis will be divided as the following. 

In Section 1, the purpose, objectives and research questions have been stated. 

In the following section, Section 2, the chosen theories and the previous 

research in the field will be lifted. In Section 3, the material, method and 

operationalization will be discussed. Finally, the results and analysis of the 

thesis will be conducted in Section 4, which will end with a conclusion in 

Section 5. 

2 Previous Research and Theory 

2.1 Theory 
This section will describe the selected theories for this research. These theories 

provides contradicting ideas about how the parties’ competitive behaviour will 

vary between when they are in opposition and support status. The theories will 

be described, discussed and summarized into a model of analysis.  
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2.1.1 The Cartel Party Thesis 

In 1995 Katz and Mair founded the cartel party thesis, a new party typology, 

as a result from encountering a pattern in their data-collection about party 

organization (Katz & Mair, 2018:9-10; Katz & Mair, 1995). It appeared that 

parties were increasingly influenced by the state, both internally and 

externally. This fostered a common experience for the parties in parliament 

and a movement of parties towards the state, which caused parties to 

increasingly mimic each other’s, creating barriers to new entrants, constraints 

for party competition, and also increased cooperate for common goals (Katz 

& Mair, 2018:10-11, 14; Katz & Mair, 1995:22-24; cf. Kirchheimer, 1957). 

This research will focus on the aspect of party competition and cooperation.  

 

Political parties are assumed to be competitive, which results in the 

distribution of personnel in government and the policy direction taken. After 

World War 2 the distinction on issues started to soften and the parties started 

to converge and have become increasingly libidinous in their coalition 

formation. Also, cooperation between opposition and government have 

increasingly become positively interpreted (Katz & Mair, 2018:81-83; See 

also Katz & Mair, 1995:19-20).  

 

The form of party competition that takes place depends on the party typology 

(Katz & Mari, 1995:19). As a cartel party, the competition is less about the 

policy and more as a theatre for the public (Katz & Mair, 2009:755). However, 

the party competition still exist but as parties share interests with their 

competitors - the so called “collective organizational survival”- the incentives 

to compete with other parties is argued to have decreased (Katz & Mair, 

1995:19-20). Hence, new incentives have affected the competitive behaviour 

of parties.  
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The changing party competition is argued to take place in a larger scheme. The 

parties are moving towards the state and initiate and decides on laws, also 

regarding themselves. While some external controls remains, the politicians’ 

interests becomes increasingly influential even in rules that are created for 

themselves. This professionalization of politics cause a changed payoff 

structure, where the personal stakes of losing seats in an election are higher 

(Katz & Mair, 2018:16-18; Katz & Mair, 2009:756-757, 759). Then since all 

parties will benefit from removing the costs of losing in elections instead of 

maximizing the benefits from winning, this will foster increased party 

cooperation (Katz & Mair, 2009:756-757). Therefore it is argues that the 

change of payoff structure will increase parties tendencies to cooperate. 

 

The cooperation could take any form, eg. collusion, open agreement or rational 

actions by the parties (Katz & Mair, 2009:756). All forms of cooperation is 

argued to result in decreased conflict and resistance in the politics. Once this 

step towards cooperation is taken, the distance to form a cartel is not far (Katz 

& Mair, 2009:757; See also Katz & Mair, 2018:11), since the parties will be 

more inclined to cooperate in different areas. Countries with a consensus 

culture, like Sweden, is assumed to be prone to multifaceted cooperation (Katz 

& Mair, 1995:16-17, 22). In sum, Katz and Mair (1995) argues that the level 

of conflict between parties will decrease, following the party’s movement 

towards the state, which pave the way for increased cooperation and decrease 

competition with the aim of party system stability (Katz & Mair, 1995:16, 23). 

 

In line with this, the cartel in the cartel party thesis could be defined as a 

cooperation, visible or invisible. It may be a collusion or just an open 

agreement (Enroth, 2018:31; Katz & Mair, 2009:754, 757). Another benefit of 

this approach is that it is easier to examine visible support compared to the 

collusion that the formal cartel would be characterized by (Enroth, 2018:31). 
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Moreover, Katz and Mair (1995) consider all parties in the parliament to have 

the potential to enter into a cartel (Katz & Mair, 1995:16-17, 22), and they 

clarify that the step from cooperation and a cartel is not that large (Katz & 

Mair, 2009:757). Due to this, I consider the opposition party and support party 

to be a good focus for this theory testing examination, an outset that has not 

previously been taken.  

 

While the cartel party thesis concludes that increased cooperation between 

parties will decrease the competition, vice versa could not be assumed. 

Namely, opposition parties do not have higher competition because they are 

not in a cooperation. This is because all parties, apart from the extremist 

parties, could be considered governmental parties and will have incentives to 

cooperate (Katz & Mair, 1995:16-17, 19-20, 24). Even if the governmental 

parties will have the formal status of an opposition party during an extended 

period of time, the party in opposition will still access the benefits from the 

state. That, according to Katz and Mair (1995), paves the way for collusion 

and cooperation between the parties (17). More specifically they state that “... 

this development depends on collusion and cooperation between ostensible 

competitors, and on agreements which, of necessity, require the consent and 

cooperation of all, or almost all, relevant participants” (Katz & Mair, 

1995:17). However, parties that are not among the established parties in 

government - e.g. extreme-right parties - will have tendencies to oppose 

cooperation (Katz & Mair, 1995:24). Therefore, on the one hand the 

established parties in government with a formal opposition status is argued to 

have incentives to cooperate and hence decreased competition. On the other 

hand the unestablished parties will remain being competitive. In sum, the cartel 

party thesis argues that established opposition parties will have incentives to 

cooperate, which decrease the level of competition. 
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2.1.2 The Model of Classic Opposition  

In Kirchheimers article from 1957 he aims at examining the meaning of 

opposition in European parliaments (127). From this three models are 

stipulated. Two where an actual opposition exist - the classic opposition and 

opposition by principle - and one which counters the two former models with 

the idea of cartels (Kirchheimer, 1957:127; Kirchheimer,1964:123). The latter 

would form the foundation and share some similarities with the cartel party 

thesis presented above (Loxbo & Sjölin, 2016:605). Hence, the latter is not of 

relevance to compare with the cartel party thesis statement. Nor the second 

model, the opposition by principle will be relevant. This since the opposition 

parties in this model aims at overthrowing not only the government, but also 

the political system (Kirchheimer, 1964:123). While the parties being 

examined in this research do not apply to either of these two, only the first 

model, the classic opposition, will be applied.  

    

The model of classic opposition has its foundation from England in the 1700’s 

(1957:127). In the 1800’s it regarded a dichotomous relationship between 

landowners and the middle class, which transitioned to being between 

conservative and labour parties in the 1900’s. This relationship acts as a frame 

for the parliamentary work, including that of the opposition parties (1957:128). 

At this stage, the classic opposition views its relationship with the 

governmental party as a game. In this game the opposition will remain a 

persistent critic of the government. This critic is raised for two reasons. On the 

one hand the opposition tries to gain concessions from the government. On the 

other hand, the opposition are critical to push the government into changing 

some specific policy. Additionally the government enter this game with the 

potential to sanction the other parties in different ways (Kirchheimer, 

1957:130). 
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Moreover, the governmental and opposition party tend to have different ties to 

different groups in society. Once the government is installed the government 

will be likely to attempt to pursue also the oppositions support groups in 

society. This creates a dilemma for the opposition in its effort to offer an 

alternative for the public. Hence, the opposition have to rely on their strategic 

actions in their relation to the government, causing more intense tactical 

actions (Kirchheimer, 1957:131). In a later work Kirchheimer (1966) restate 

this idea, stating that parties will attempt to attract several groups in society to 

increase the potential electoral support (53). At least this is done in regards to 

groups that do not directly conflicting one another (Kirchheimer, 1966:53).  

 

However, the opposition party must remain aware that their actions to not risk 

converging with the governmental party. This since the extended time between 

the governmental elections pose the risk that the game is not played for the 

parliament alone, but also the public. This could lead to that the political 

leaders might be misleading them to think that their support from the public 

would increase if the policy difference between the governmental and 

opposition parties would decrease (Kirchheimer, 1957:132).  In sum, the 

opposition is argued to compete with the governmental party on some specific 

issues.  

 

2.1.3 Theory Discussion 

These theories have been chosen for this research is based on a few distinct 

aspects. As previous studies already have stated, minority government, 

opposition and support parties have not been deeply researched. Thus, few 

relevant theories are available. Irrespectively, the chosen theories have the 

commonalities of arguing for how the status of being an opposition or support 

party affects the competitive behaviour. Yet, their ideas are contradicting each 

other’s which makes them interesting to test. Hence, the chosen theories 
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compile a good foundation for the research and could offer complementary 

data and understanding for the phenomenon. Moreover, Katz and Mairs (1995) 

and Kirchheimer (1957) theories have been around for a long time, which 

makes them interesting to test in the contemporary situation. Additionally, the 

cartel party thesis has been highly disputed (Katz & Mair, 2009:753), which 

makes it intriguing to test also on support and opposition party status. On a 

final note, these two theories will be tested in relation to the results. This will 

indicate support or lack thereof to the theories in regards to the two examined 

parties competitive behaviour during the two parliamentary situations. Thus, 

it will contribute with knowledge to the research gap.  

 

The cartel party thesis has been widely acknowledge in the field of political 

science, but has also been targeted with criticism (Katz & Mair, 1995; Katz & 

Mair, 2009:753). One of the first to criticize the theory was Koole (1996). His 

critique ranged from regarding both that the original work do not define what 

a cartel is (508) as well as that their typology do not add something new. 

Namely that cartels, the cooperative behaviour of parties and the parties’ 

interest to exclude new entrants in parliaments is not a new phenomenon (515-

517). Additionally, contrary to the belief postulated in the cartel party thesis, 

Koole (1996) argues for increased competitive behaviour instead (517; cf. 

Katz & Mair, 1995).  

 

Also other scholars have been critical to the cartel party thesis idea about 

competition. For example Scarrow (2006) that examined the relation between 

governmental economic subsidies in relation to the competition and found that 

while the relation between parties is affected, the parties will become more 

fragmented and the degree of competition remain (636). Similar results have 

been shown by other research.  
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Contrary to the cartel party thesis idea, Dolezal (2008) argues that the party 

competition in Austria have increased as a result of the global development 

(106,112). Instead of that conflicts have ceased to exist, they have instead 

moved along different cleavage lines (Dolezal & Lachat, 2008:238). These 

cleavage structures is something that Lipset and Rokkan (1967) argues that the 

opposition is divided along (112). As for the case of Sweden, Loxbo and Sjölin 

(2016) argues that the party competition have remained stable between 1970 

and 2014 (605-607). This would rather support the model of classic 

opposition’s idea that opposition parties are more competitive.   

 

Similarly with the cartel party thesis idea about increased cooperation, also the 

third model by Kirchheimer (1957) presents this idea. Loxbo and Sjölin (2016) 

have examined it in the case of Sweden, which indicates the opposite (597). 

The government is less likely to cooperate with the opposition and also to 

accommodate the opposition's view today compared with in the 1970’s. The 

opposition is also lifting more counter proposals today than they did in the 

1970’s. Hence, they conclude that the Swedish opposition parties are 

increasingly critical to the government and are increasingly reserving 

themselves against the government's propositions. The contestation have 

increased in all policy area. Additionally, the government can no longer rely 

on support from other parties within the own block affiliation (Loxbo & Sjölin, 

2016:597, 598, 600-601, 604-605). This supports the ideas postulated in the 

classic model of opposition.  

 

Moreover, the classic model of opposition argue that the opposition is lifting 

issues consolidated through the party’s traditional supportive groups 

(Kirchheimer, 1957:130). This idea have gained support from Klüver and 

Sagarzazu (2016) that concludes that parties will lift issues in the 
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communication as a result of a bottom-up process, going from the electorate 

to the party in office (394). 

 

2.1.4 Model of Analysis  

In this research some specific components from the two theories will be 

singled out and used to further the analysis of competitive behaviour during 

the Centre Party and Left Party’s time in opposition and support status. These 

theories pose different ideas on how the competitive behaviour will be in 

opposition and support status, which will be applied to analyse the result. This 

is done regarding the ideas posed by the cartel party thesis and the model of 

classic opposition. 

 

The cartel party thesis argued that the established opposition parties will have 

incentive to cooperate, and hence the cooperation will increase regardless of 

whether the party is in opposition or in a support agreement (Katz & Mair, 

1995:19-20). If this idea is true, one should not be able to see any clear 

difference in the degree of competition that occurs during a term of office 

where the party is in opposition compared to when it is in a support 

agreement.  

 

The second idea arise from the model of classic opposition. Accordingly, the 

established opposition parties will compete with the government party on 

some specific issues tied to their social support groups in a game oriented 

manner to get concessions (Kirchheimer, 1957:130-131). If this idea is true, 

one should see that the party is having a higher degree of competition during 

the turn of office when it is in opposition, compared to the term when it is in 

support agreement.  
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Figure 2.  

 

Following the model of analysis (Figure 2), this research will aim to examine 

parties’ competitive behaviour in opposition and support party status based on 

the ideas stipulated from the chosen theories. This will be conducted in regards 

to the three measures, being the counter proposals, standpoints and 

reservations.  

 

2.2 Literature Review 
In the following section the previous research in the field of opposition parties’ 

competitive behaviour in minority situations will be examined and critically 

assessed. The literature review includes peer reviewed articles, classical 

works, course literature and also recently published anthologies on the specific 

phenomenon.  

 

2.2.1 Opposition Parties and Minority Situations 

Opposition parties serves several important roles in the state. For example they 

are needed in order to fulfil the formal criteria of a democratic state (Dahl, 

1971; Best, 2013), for holding the government accountable for their actions 

(Christiansen & Damgaard, 2008; Best, 2013; Stjernquist, 1966) and also to 

offer the voters a possible alternative for government (Best, 2013). Despite its 

importance, opposition parties have not been examined closely (eg. Norton, 

2008:244; Helms, 2008:7). 
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There are two main approaches of the opposition’s potential to have influence 

in the parliament. On the one hand, opposition parties have been considered to 

have limited influence on the actions taken by the government. This is argued 

based on the idea that the opposition parties are divided in regards to their 

relation to the government - collaborating or criticizing - but also that they 

cannot agree on a concert action with a majority in parliament (Stjernquist, 

1966: 140-142). On the other hand, opposition parties have been considered to 

be influential in minority situations, where the opposition parties could 

become a support party and hence influence the policy. This influence could 

occur through concessions by the government (Christiansen & Damgaard, 

2008:49) or by lifting issues and pushing for propositions that are common for 

both the opposition and the governing party (Green-Pedersen & Mortensen, 

2010:273; Mounry & Fernandes, 2016:336). Recent research states that the 

opposition parties are crucial for the formation of government in minority 

situations (Bergman & Bolin, 2011:264) and also for the practical functioning 

in parliament (Holzhacker, 2006; Hellström & Walther, 2017; Christiansen & 

Pedersen, 2013). This supports the idea that opposition can be influential.  

 

2.2.2 Party Competition - Then and Now  

To begin the discussion about opposition parties, it is important to state that 

the opposition’s behaviour in Western democracies varies (Dahl, 1966:332; 

See also Christiansen & Damgaard, 2008:46; De Giorgi & Ilonszki, 2018:3). 

Apart from the ideological differences, the parties also have specific party 

cultures that forms norms and how the party group view themselves (Barrling 

Hermansson, 2004:13-14). The party culture affect the way the party and its 

MP:s perceive the world and also the rationality of the actions they take 

(Barrling, 2018: 159, 162). Yet, traditionally all opposition parties have been 

associated with conflict (De Giorgi & Ilonszki, 2018:1), but conflicts also have 

different salience in the political system (Carmine & Stimson, 1986:901-902). 

This competitive behaviour of conflicts occurs on subjects that have been 
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politicized, meaning that the subject have been targeted with actions by a party 

with the goal of fulfilling their own policy (Zürn, 2014:48).  

 

Despite that parties are no homogenous groups, scholars have made attempts 

to classification schemes of different types of parties in opposition. King 

(1976) was among the first scholars attempting to classify these patterns of 

behaviour into models. For example there are the opposition mode, where 

parties have conflicts, and the cross-party mode, where the conflicts do not 

have to occur (King, 1976:18; Norton, 2008:238, 241; cf. Kirchheimer, 1957: 

123). Additionally, recent research have supported this idea and have stated 

that some opposition parties, generally those on the different block affiliation, 

strive for overthrowing the government, while other mainly from the same 

block affiliation as the government do not (Green-Pedersen & Hoffman 

Thomsen,2005:157). In sum, both early and more recent research have stated 

that there is a difference between the opposition parties and also in their 

competitive behaviour.  

 

The competitive behaviour of parties have fascinated several scholars. Among 

the early scholars attempting to establish a foundation for understanding the 

phenomenon was Anthony Downs (1957) and Robert A. Dahl (1966). Also 

Sartori (1976) and Strom (1990a) have contributed with more knowledge to 

the field.  

 

Anthony Downs (1957) argues that party competition is based on the 

rationality of the actor as well as the patterns from its history (4). The decision 

of actions is argued to be based on a ranking of the preferences, while 

including the calculation of the costs and benefits the actions would cause 

(Downs, 1957:6, 10). While Downs (1957) argues that the goal for the political 

party is sole to govern (28), Strom (1990a) extend the idea of political parties’ 
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rational action further (566) with a multilevel approach to rationality. While 

party leaders are rational, they are constrained by the institutions they act 

within. The parties have traditionally been divided into three kinds of 

competitive models of seeking to either maximize policy, office or votes. 

However, instead it is proposed that a party could have a mixture from all three 

models, which affects the goals that the party is pursuing (Strom, 1990a:566-

567, 570, 572; cf. Downs, 1957). These different goals fosters the party to be 

motivated to take certain strategic actions (De Giorgi & Ilonszki, 2018:3). The 

idea that parties are a combination of these models have in recent time also 

become established in the research field (Mounry& Fernandes, 2016:336). 

 

Robert A. Dahl (1966) has a different idea of what causes competitive 

behaviour. Namely that the competitiveness of opposition parties differs 

depending on the concentration of the opposition - being the number of parties 

and their nature of behaviour. In a two party system competition is considered 

to be the most intense, but similarly it may occur in multiparty system if parties 

enter into two coalitions (Dahl, 1966:336-337). In the choice of competitive 

behaviour the determination to influence the politics will take different forms, 

partly depending on the valued importance of different forms of influence. 

This could take the shape of forming a coalition or increasing public support 

(Dahl, 1966:338-339). Hence, the opposition parties cannot be viewed as a 

homogenous groups of parties. Instead the opposition parties’ competitive 

behaviour could steam from different structural constructs.  

 

Similarly with Dahl (1966), Sartori (1976) argues that the concentration of 

parties affect the competition (326). However, Sartori (1976) extend the idea 

and creates a scheme of indication on the effect of concentration in relation to 

party competition (326). Namely, that the amount of parties- fragmentation- 

and the ideological distance of these - polarization - affects the party 
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competition. Hence, the party system could either be classified as moderate 

pluralism or polarized pluralism. These are based on the idea that the amount 

of relevant parties in a political system and their polarization and 

fragmentation created different tendencies of party competition. On the one 

hand the moderate pluralism has less than about five parties and a low 

fragmentation. This cause centripetal competition, meaning that parties tend 

to compete towards the centre of the ideological scale. On the other hand the 

polarized pluralism has more than about five parties, causing higher 

fragmentation and polarization. This creates a centrifugal competition, 

meaning that parties compete towards the end of the spectrum on the 

ideological scale (Sartori, 1976: 325-326, 328-329,331, 336; cf. Katz & Mair, 

1995). Sartori (1976) argues that in the polarized pluralism a Centre Party tend 

to exist, which makes it more beneficial for the remaining parties to taking 

another ideological position to gain votes (Sartori, 1976:331-332; cf. Downs, 

1957:11). While Sartoris (1976) idea about centrifugal competition has been 

contravened by scholars arguing for that parties instead converge on the 

ideological scale without any regards to the amount of parties in the political 

system (e.g. Katz & Mair, 1995; Pizzorno, 1981, 63-64), the idea about 

centrifugal competition still comprise a foundation for understanding the 

competitive party behaviour.  

 

Among the recent works about party competition these classical ideas remains 

present. For example Meguid (2005) who argue that parties take strategic 

actions, yet their policy to gain votes is affected by the number of parties in 

parliament causing either an adversely or accommodative strategy (348; cf. 

Downs, 1957;cf. Sartori, 1976). Rovny (2015) also applies a combinational 

approach, where structural and strategic ideas are combined, which he argues 

has been the foundation for the ideas about party strategy (912, 915-916). 

Among the new approaches to party competition is Ganghof and Bräuninger 
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(2006) government status hypothesis, being that the governmental status will 

increase the accommodative behaviour of the party, while the opposite is the 

case for opposition parties (521-522). 

 

As stated above, several scholars argue that parties are competitive, yet their 

approach to explain it varies. While the early scholars are more distinctly 

bound to one approach, the more recent works have created combined 

approaches of existing knowledge and theories in the field to build upon it. 

Notably, as scholars in this literature review have stated, opposition parties are 

no homogenous group with homogenous goals. Therefore, the oppositions’ 

actions vary. 

 

2.2.3 Minority Government and the Legislative Sphere 

Traditionally minority governments have been considered to be weaker than 

their majority counterparts. However, the opposite have been proven in several 

cases. For example in Denmark, where the legislative policy process have been 

successful through applying changing majority (Green-Pedersen & 

Mortensen, 2009:275). Also Norway have had stable and successful minority 

governments, apart from the first one they had in 1961 (Strom, 1990b:234). 

Additionally, in other Western democracies outside of Scandinavia, minority 

government have been proven to be effective in the legislative sphere 

(Hellström & Walther, 2017:287). For ecample in regards to pledge fulfilment 

in Portugal. Mountry and Fernandes (2016) concluded that the minority 

government performed even better than their majority counterparts in 

fulfilment (337, 346). This effectiveness could be because the majority of 

minority governments are supported minority cabinets, where opposition party 

or parties support the government to some degree, which creates a majority in 

parliament (Strom, 1990b:19-20).  
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Although the legislative effectiveness of the government is the same, or better, 

for minority governments, the way the governments are functioning differs 

depending on weather they have a majority by themselves. If so, the 

government do not need support from the opposition. Contrary the minority 

government relies on the potential of opposition parties to support their 

proposition (Hellström & Walther, 2017:286-287) and formation (Bale & 

Bergman, 2006:189-190). Therefore, the effectiveness of a minority 

government is depending on its flexibility to form a government (Green-

Pedersen, 2001:56, 66), since the minority government relies on the potential 

of opposition parties’ support for their existence and the functioning of the 

government, which this research will examine further. 

 

The majority and minority situations cause different payoff structures 

(Hellström & Walther, 2017:286-287). In a minority situation the government 

could enter into a coalition or collaboration with the opposition parties, 

causing different costs and benefits (Strom: 1990b:108-109). This situations 

the tendencies towards inter-party cooperation also tend to be higher (Müller, 

Bergman & Strom, 2008:5), since the governing party require support to hold 

a legislative majority (Strom, 1990b:61). However, the decision by the 

minority government is made between forming a majority coalition, or ruling 

as a minority government (Strom, 1986:585). Generally minority governments 

tend to not form coalitions (Strom, 1990b:61) since they are an unfavourable 

legislative strategy for the government with high costs of concessions 

compared to when bargaining of some policy issues (Strom:1990b:108-109; 

See also Bale & Dann, 2002:349-350, 361 ; cf. Downs, 1957). Hence, 

bargaining is more favourable (Müller, Bergman & Strom, 2008:13; Mounry 

& Fernandes, 2016:336), even if it creates more uncertainty about the future 

(Müller & Strom, 2008:165-168 196).  
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From the government's point of view, the support parties will likely be closer 

to the government's own ideology. This because once the minority 

governments begins the bargaining with the opposition, demands of 

concession could be followed. In such cases, the costs are lower for the 

government if the opposition party is ideologically close to the government, 

rather than if they would bargain with extreme parties (Klüver & Zubeck, 

2017:722; cf. Downs, 1957). In the policy process the support party could 

influence the policy due to that the government relies on their support to pass 

the legislation. However, generally parties with coalition status is thought to 

have larger influence on the policy compared to the support parties (Razo, 

2007:63-64).  

 

To encapsulate this research it demonstrates that minority and majority 

situation have similar effectiveness in its performance. However, they have 

different payoff structures that creates different strategies of actions. In 

minority situations the government has to be flexible to gain support and 

survive. This includes the considerations of creating a coalition or a support 

agreement which have different costs and benefits for all parties involved.   

 

2.2.4 Party Competition in Scandinavia  

The parties, as well as the elections, are competitive in Scandinavia (Strom, 

1986:599). However, Scandinavia have a cooperative political culture (Green-

Pedersen & Hoffman, 2005:153-154). In the competition the parties are likely 

to bring up issues that pose an advantage to them, and the competition is also 

varying depending on the policy issue area (Green-Pedersen & Mortensen, 

2010:257, 274).  

 

All Scandinavian countries have a multiparty system and have had recurring 

minority governments (Green-Pedersen & Mortensen, 2010:275; Strom 



 

24(91) 

 

1986:583; See also Strom 1990b:198; Christiansen, 2018:17; Christiansen & 

Damgaard, 2008:53). For example Denmark have only had one majority 

government since 1971. Throughout time the opposition parties have 

supported the minority government, at the least in the formation but also 

commonly supported some of the legislative actions taken by the government. 

However, the Danish opposition is still raising their own bills and reacting to 

the governmental proposition (Christiansen, 2018:25, 29). The parties in 

parliament are also affecting each other’s, in such a way that the opposition is 

lifting issues that force the government to respond. However, some issues will 

be lifted by the government without any pressure from the opposition, for 

example economic policy (Green-Pedersen, 2010:259, 273-274). This indicate 

that opposition parties in Denmark do support, yet still oppose the government 

to different degrees during the term of office in minority situations.  

 

The minority governments in Norway have traditionally not used formal 

support agreements to gain support. Before the 1990’s pre-negotiated support 

agreements were rare, and between 1905 and 1990 only two of these formal 

agreements existed, and both were considered inadequate in its reach (Strom, 

1990b:224, 198). Instead, the bills passed because of the shifting coalition, 

where the government would reach separate support from the opposition 

parties on each important legislative action. However, following the increasing 

risk of legislation getting stuck following the new entries in parliament this 

behaviour have recently shifted towards applying agreements that have been 

reached with the opposition party in advance (Christiansen & Damgaard, 

2008:61).  

 

In sum, Norway and Denmark have a similar political culture to Sweden. 

Previous research about the two neighbouring states concludes that support 

agreements in various forms have existed, but that these may vary in its reach. 
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Additionally, the new entrants have paved the way for these agreements to be 

more commonly negotiated prior to the election in the case of Norway.  

 

2.2.5 Party Competition and Support Formations in Sweden 

The competitive behaviour of parties in the Swedish committees have 

increased over time. Since 1970 the governmental party has become less likely 

to amend their position to accommodate the views of the opposition. Most 

markedly this trend could be seen from the term of office in 1994. Moreover, 

the opposition parties are increasingly raising own proposals. Additionally, the 

opposition parties’ reservations on governmental propositions have increased 

from approximately 38 % in 1970’s to about 69 % in the early 2000’s (Loxbo 

& Sjölin, 2016:597-598, 600-601). This indicates that both the government 

and the opposition have become increasingly competitive in their relations to 

each other.   

 

In regards to the government formation, Sweden have had hard to gain 

majority situation throughout history. For example in during 1920-1932 where 

minority situations occurred and the nonsocialist parties did not wanted to 

collaborate with any of the left wing parties, nor wanted the Socialist form a 

coalition with a nonsocialist party. Instead the government had to reach 

agreements on each policy through compromising with an opposition party. 

These compromises were reached in the committees (Stjernquist, 

1966:116,122). This implies that the government formations have favoured 

bargaining over coalition building in the early history. 

 

The Social Democrats have reached support agreements through the 1900’s 

with for example the Centre Party. Firstly, in 1933, where they reached a 

common program regarding the economic policy issue and constituted a 

majority in parliament together. Then also in 1951, the two parties formed a 
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support agreement about the economic, but also the agricultural policy. The 

collaboration between the two were broken in 1957 following the dispute of 

the pension system, which could not be solved until in 1959 when the Left 

Party gave their passive support to the Social Democrats by abstain from 

voting on the policy (Stjernquist, 121-125). The last time the Social Democrats 

and the Centre Party entered into collaboration were in 1995, following the 

economic crisis. Also then the focus was put on the economic policy area 

(Centerpartiet, 2019).  

 

The Social Democrats have also collaborated with the Left Party, but the 

collaboration have been more discrete compared to the Centre Party’s 

(Wockelberg, 2010:128). Since 1945 the Social Democrats have only once 

been able to form a single party majority government, and have therefore 

needed the passive support given from the Left Party (Aylott, 2011:302). 

However, compared to opposition parties on the other side of the ideological 

scale, the Left Party have had to balance their role in opposition against their 

role as a block-affiliated party with the government (Stjernquist, 1966:138). 

Hence, the Left Party’s passive support was taken for granted by the Social 

Democrats which created frustration within the Left Party. Since 1982 the Left 

Party have threatened to withdraw their support occasionally, which they also 

did in the early 1990’s (Berman & Bolin, 2011:266). Not until in 1998 the 

Social Democrats and the Left Party formed a formal collaboration, which 

lasted until 2006 (Blombäck, 2015:226). 

 

In addition to the two parties’ different backgrounds and ideologies, they also 

have different party cultures. The Centre Party have a pragmatic realistic view 

of what constitutes responsible actions and its MP:s are acting in a 

collectivistic and homogenous culture. Contrary, the Left Party values a 

consistency of its ideological ideal to be the foundation of acting responsibly. 

They are also more individualistic and critical both to their own and others 



 

27(91) 

 

party groups (Barrling, 2018: 163, 165, 168-169, 173, 178). Additionally, the 

pragmatism are assumed to be closely related to the openness towards 

cooperation (Barrling Hermansson, 2004:148). Also pragmatism combined 

with collectivism have been assumed to make a party more prone to 

cartelization (Barrling, 2018:164-165). Therefore, it can be concluded that the 

parties have distinctively different cultures.  

 

In sum, the Swedish parties have gone from bargaining one separate policy 

issues to have broader support agreements. The general trend is that Swedish 

parties are increasingly competitive. While the Centre Party and Left Party 

have different ideologies and party cultures, both have been in a formal support 

agreement with the Social Democrats.  

 

2.2.6 Conclusion of the Literature Review  

The literature review provides a foundation to understand the parties’ 

competitive behaviour in minority situations. In sum, opposition parties are no 

homogenous group. They are argued to have different party cultures and value 

different actions to varying degrees of beneficial. Earlier research have 

focused on the formation and performance of governments. Still little is known 

about the practical functioning and behaviour of opposition parties in minority 

situations. Some recent works have made attempts towards this research gap, 

but more research is necessary. This is especially true regarding examining the 

party’s behaviour as one unite inside a group of parties.  
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3 Material and Method 

This chapter will review and motivate the material and method that is being 

used in this research. It will also discuss the demarcations and motivation of 

the case selection for the research.  

 

3.1 Material 
Primary sources, being the governmental committee reports, will be used as 

material for the results of this research. These reports are part of the legislative 

chain and is where the party will consolidate their standpoints before the 

proposition is target of being voted about (Riksdagen, 2019b). The committee 

reports are highly trustworthy in regards to the four criteria’s of source 

criticism - “authenticity, independence, contemporary, tendencies” 

(Esaiasson, et al, 2012:279, own translation). The material derived from the 

Swedish government's legislative documentation, which is a consolidated 

procedure. Hence, the authenticity, contemporary, tendencies and 

independence could be excluded. The content of the material could also be 

proven by the remaining documents in the legislative chain, for example the 

voting.   

 

The committee reports that fulfil the criteria of being a governmental 

proposition during the examined years will be included and coded based on an 

already existing coding scheme. Therefore, the competitive behaviour of the 

opposition parties will only be measured in relation to the governmental 

proposition.  

 

3.1.1 Operationalization  

The operationalization of this research will be conducted based on a coding 

scheme where data is managed systematically (Boréus & Bergström, 2012:54; 

Esaiasson, et al, 2012:200). Several scholars at Linnaeus University have 
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previously collected data of the committee reports onto the database, which 

covers the years 1971-2014 on a total of 264 variables. This research will 

partly use the already collected material while also collect data for the term of 

office 2014-2018. Through applying the same coding scheme the data will 

remain comparable over time.   

 

In the coding scheme the units of analysis, variables and alike has to be 

defined. The units of analysis - the object of study - is the sampled material 

(Esaiasson, et al, 2003:45-47, 200). Namely, the sampled propositions that 

fulfil the criteria by being a government proposition. The governmental 

propositions compiles of approximately 200 each year. All parties in 

parliament could lift motions onto these propositions (Sjölin, 1993:21). The 

variables - the properties of the objects - are the competitive behaviour of the 

chosen parties. The data compiles of 10 variable that are common for both 

parties. Additionally the Left Party have 47 party-specific variable, and the 

Centre Party have 19 party-specific variables. The variable values are 

indicators of the pattern of the parties’ competition (Esaiasson, et al, 2003:45-

47). In sum the variables include counter proposals, standpoints of the party 

onto the committee decision, and reservations by the parties onto the 

propositions.   

 

The operationalization for the term of office 2014-2018 compiled a total of 

705 committee reports on the governmental webpage Riksdagen - Dokument 

och Lagar being committee reports from 2015/16-2016/17. The reports were 

opened and revised thematically, in both chronological and numeric order. 

Only those fulfilling the criteria for being examined was coded after the coding 

scheme. Some committee report numbers were not published on the webpage. 

These reports were examined in Riksdagen-Öppna Data, and also in the 

printed version Riksdagstrycket, before added into the data if necessary.  
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3.2 Method  
This research applies an ontological perspective and aims at examining the 

reality of what we might have a perception about. Additionally, a deductive 

approach is applied, where the ideas stipulated in the theories will be tested. A 

content analysis will be made. This method generally has a descriptive aim 

(Essaiason, et al, 2012:19, 199-200, 223), which also this research will apply. 

The ideas stipulated in the selected theories will be examined and tested 

through a comparative study that applies the most similar system design, 

where the independent variables effect on the dependent variable is examined 

(Essaiason, et al, 2012:103).  

 

The content analysis exists in the imbrication of the quantitative and 

qualitative research design (Esaiasson, et al, 2012:197). These designs offers 

complementary data. This research will apply a quantitative research design. 

Hence, it include a large amount of data but with less depth in its details 

(Edling, 2003:10-11). The quantitative content analysis strives to quantifying 

research into frequencies through systematic categorization of the content in 

the chosen material (Boreus & Bergström, 2012:5; Esaiasson, et al, 

2012:197).  

 

3.2.1 Motivation of Method  

The quantitative design has traditionally been favoured because of its usage of 

well documented data collection. This makes it possible to compare with other 

studies (Edling, 2003:10-11). The design is also advocated when the aim is to 

examine patterns (Boreus & Bergström, 2012:56, 86). However, the method 

has been criticized for being positivistic and for not being reflective of its 

empirics. Nonetheless, positivism could create obstacles irrespective of the 

design applied, since it rather regards the systematic usage of the research 
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instrument (Djurfeldt, et al, 2003:21-23). Additionally, all material will not 

benefit from being included, as well as being benefited from only using include 

visible material (Boréus & Bergström, 2012:80-81).  

 

This research applies a quantitative design with the method of content analysis. 

The content analysis is a time consuming method but also has some 

weaknesses based on the coding scheme (Boreus & Bergström, 2012: 56, 86). 

Mainly the coding scheme decrease the flexibility of the research once it has 

started. Therefore, it is important that the coding scheme should be carefully 

constructed by a researcher with previous knowledge in the field and 

awareness of the context. If not, relevant information could risk being 

excluded (Boreus & Bergström, 2012:56-57, 81-82, 86; Krippendorff, 

2013:46-47). The coding scheme that this research is based on has been 

constructed by scholars in the field with knowledge in the field.  

 

Additionally, the coding of material could risk to remove the context. Then the 

research risk having high reliability but lower validity, which has been a 

common critique to the method (Boreus & Bergström, 2012:82-83). This 

research aims to have both a high validity - being the relevance of measuring 

something in a specific way and excluding systematic errors (Esaiasson, et 

al,2012:57) - and reliability - the trustworthiness and replicability of the 

measuring (Djurfeldt, Larsson & Stjärnhagen, 2003:108). Namely, a 

replication of this study is anticipated to produce the same 

results.  Additionally the measuring of party behaviour on the premises of the 

opposition and support party status is assumed to be proper indicators of 

whether and how the competitive behaviour varies in different parliamentary 

situations.  
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This research will apply the content analysis because of that the potential 

benefits of the method is considered to outweigh the disadvantages. Content 

analysis is highly applicable when a large amount of material is examined with 

the aim to find a pattern (Boréus & Bergström, 2012:51; Krippendorff, 

2013:47). It also provides the potential to explore under-researched fields, 

upon which it could conduce new knowledge. It is also powerful in confirming 

or rejecting a theory (Krippendorff, 2013:24, 50). Moreover, the material used 

in content analysis is already existing and will not be affected by the research, 

nor will the creator of the material used be oblivious of that it could be 

observed (Krippendorff, 2013:45). Additionally, the method has been chosen 

given the research questions and chosen theories. This since the method and 

its benefit aligns with the direction of this thesis, and hence have been chosen.  

 

3.2.2 Alternative Procedures  

The selection of method has been guided by the research questions, aim and 

also the applicability of providing new knowledge. Three alternatives were 

considered before the decision was made. Firstly, qualitative interviews with 

the party representatives could have been used to examine the party 

competition. However, it would decrease the source criticism in regards to the 

criteria of tendency (Essaiason, et al, 2012:279), since the material would be 

biased. Moreover, it would answer questions about the perceptions rather than 

the actual patterns of behaviour. Secondly, a discourse analysis could have 

been applied on the committee reports. This would provide a second 

dimension to understanding the competitive behaviour of parties by include 

the “system of meaning” (Howarth, 2000:8). However, the discourse analysis 

has been criticized for weak validity and exaggeration of party behaviour 

(Howarth, 2000:13). As this research is directed towards an overview of the 

visible conduct, rather than the reasoning behind specific actions taken, this 

option was dismissed. Thirdly, other legislative documents could have been 

used, for example from the voting. However, the committee reports has 
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previously been used for examining parties’ standpoints in research about 

coalition politics. It also provides a better foundation for analysing the 

standpoints. Additionally one committee report could be subject for several 

voting’s in parliament (Sjölin, 1993:19). While this method would align with 

both the research questions and theories, it would be more time consuming. 

Therefore, as the research had to be manageable, the decision landed on 

examining committee reports.  

 

In sum, the quantitative content analysis was favoured because of the aim to 

describe and examine the visible pattern of parties’ competitive behaviour. 

While a qualitative methods could supplement the research, it do not align with 

the aim of this study. Therefore, a quantitative content analysis will be applied 

to examine the pattern in the under-researched field of opposition and support 

parties’ competitive behaviour.  

 

3.3 Motivation of Case Selection  
The Left Party and Centre Party in Sweden have been chosen for examination.  

Sweden have been chosen for examination because of a few aspects. As stated 

previously, Scandinavia have traditionally had a higher recurrence of minority 

governments than the Western parliaments (Strom, 1990b:8; Strom, 

1986:585). Although Sweden did not have the highest recurrence of minority 

governments in Scandinavia, they had minority governments in 63 % of all 

their formations in the period between the post-war era and the 1990’s (Strom, 

1986; 585). Moreover, the Swedish support agreements are broader than its 

neighbour states (Christiansen & Damgaard, 2008:62). Hence, with the dual 

focus of this research, examining both opposition and support parties, these 

broader agreement compiles better points for comparison. Additionally, the 

cartel party thesis, which will be tested in this research, states that 

Scandinavian countries are prone to decrease competition aligned with their 
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theory (Katz & Mair, 1995: 17, 19-20). Based on this information, Sweden 

have been chosen as the case for this research. 

 

Both the Left Party and the Centre Party have had recurring support agreement 

with the Social Democrats (Blombäck, 2015; Nyman, 1966). In all of the 

examined terms of office the Social Democrats have ruled in a minority 

situations. These compiles of 1a) the term 1994-1998 where the Centre Party 

were a support party, compared with 1b) the term 1985-1988 where the Centre 

Party were in opposition to the government, and 2a) the term 2002-2006 where 

the Left Party were a support party, compared with 2b) the term 2014-2018 

where the Left Party were in opposition to government. These terms were 

selected based on that they compile clear points of comparison. Hence, only 

terms of office with formal support agreement and opposition status will be 

examined. Additionally, to make the comparison equitable the Centre Party 

will not be examined when it was in a coalition of opposition parties, namely 

Alliansen (Alliansen, 2019).  

3.4 Demarcation  
This research has been limited to mainly examining the Centre Party and the 

Left Party’s competitive behaviour in two parliamentary situation - opposition 

and support status. The competitive behaviour on propositions will solely be 

measured according to a coding scheme in regards to the parties counter 

proposals, standpoints and reservations in the committees during the examined 

years of each term of office. Additionally, only the visible behaviour that is 

accessible in the committee reports will be included. In sum, this research is a 

case of opposition and support parties competitive behaviour in the 

committees in parliamentary systems in minority situations.  
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4 Result and Analysis 

The previous chapters have covered the current state of knowledge on the field. 

This chapter will focus on the case of Sweden during four terms of office in 

the two parliamentary situations with minority situations - both where 

opposition have remained in opposition and where opposition have entered 

into support status. The examination regards three main aspects of competitive 

behaviour: counter proposals, reservations and standpoints. The result will be 

presented thematically for each party. An analysis is presented in each 

thematic subsection of each party. After both parties results have been 

presented, a comparison of the two will be made. This is followed by a section 

with a broader discussion of the results in relation to the research questions 

and hypothesis. 

4.1 Centre Party 1985-1988 vs. 1994-1996  
After the election in 1985 the Social Democrats held 159 mandates in the 

parliament, indicating that they needed an additional 16 mandates to hold a 

majority in parliament. During this mandate the Centre Party and the Christian 

Democrats cooperated. Together the right-wing parties held 171 mandates in 

parliament, and the Social Democrats with support from the Left Party would 

exceed a majority landing at 178 mandates in parliament (SCB, 2019b). 

Hence, it was enough that the Left Party would passively support the Social 

Democratic government who formed a minority government.   

 

After the election in 1994 the Social Democrats held 161 mandates in 

parliament (SCB, 2019b), indicating that they needed an additional 14 

mandates to reach a majority. The Social Democrats tried to find support from 

the Liberal Party, which declined the offer. Also the Centre Party were asked, 

but they did not want to be part of either of the block-affiliations. During the 

autumn in 1994, the passive support from the Left Party made the governing 

possible. However, in the following months the communication between the 
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leaders of the parties in parliaments got increasingly regular. In the Committee 

on Environment and Agriculture an agreement was reached, and in the 

financial policy the parties were converging following the development of the 

economic situation in the surroundings (Isberg, 2007: 17-18, 22). This 

negative development of the economy paved the way for the cooperation 

between the Centre Party and the Social Democrats in April in 1995 

(Centerpartiet, 2019; Isberg, 2007:22-23). While the economic policy were in 

focus, the support agreement also regarded the defence policy. This agreement 

lasted until 1998 (Isberg, 2007:23). Through the support from the Centre Party, 

the Social Democrats gained additionally mandates (SCB, 1995:26), 

comprising a total of 188 mandates in parliament. Hence, a majority could be 

reached.  

 

 

Figure 3. (SCB, 2019b).  

 

4.1.1 Counter Proposals  

The data used to examine the term of office 1985-1988 compiles of 269 

propositions made during 1987/88. Of these 244 of the propositions, 

representing 90,71 %, received one or several counter proposals by all parties 

in parliament. These were highly accumulated to the Committee on Taxation 

(11,52 %) and the Committee on Justice (10,04 %). Least counter proposals 

were lifted in the Committee on Foreign Affairs (1,86 %) and Committee on 

Defence (2,6 %) (Figure 4).   
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Figure 4.  

 

The Centre Party made 146 single party motions during the examined period 

of 1985-1988. Most of these were signed by several MP:s representing the 

party (37,71 %) or by the party leader together with several MP:s representing 

the party (36,03 %). Yet, 26,26 % were signed by only one MP. Additionally, 

about a third of all single party motions were made each on propositions that 

regarded governmental expenditure (34,34 %), budget questions (32,66 %) or 

law questions (24,58 %). Some motions were also made regarding 

governmental income (3,03 %) and policy propositions (5,39 %) (Figure 5).  
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Figure 5.  

  

In the examined period of 1985-1988, the Centre Party made 3 multiparty 

motions. All of these were made together with both the Moderates and Liberals 

(Figure 6).  

 

 

Figure 6.  

 

In the examined period of 1994-1998 a total of 199 propositions were lifted. 

In total 150 of these, representing 75,4 %, received one or several counter 

proposals by all parties in parliament. The propositions that received counter 

proposals were most highly accumulated to the Committee on Taxation (12,06 

%) and the Committee on Law (10,05 %). Least counter proposals were lifted 

to the Committee on Defence (3,02 %) and Committee on Cultural Affairs 

(3,02 %) (Figure 7).  
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Figure 7.  

 

The Centre Party made 63 single party motions during the examined period of 

1994-1998. A majority of these were signed by several MP:s representing the 

party (77,26 %). Slightly less than a fifth of all counter proposals were signed 

by only one MP (18,21 %). A few motions were also signed by the party leader 

together with several MP:s representing the party (4,53 %). The majority of 

single party motions had been lifted on a proposition that regarded law 

questions (72,72 %). Additionally, a fifth of the motions were made on policy 

propositions (21,24 %) and a few motions were made on propositions that 

regarded governmental income (1,51 %), expenditure (1,51 %) or budget (3,02 

%) (Figure 8).  
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Figure 8.  

 

The Centre Party made 8 multiparty motions in the examined period of 1994-

1998. These were made in different constellations, either together with some 

or all of their block-affiliated parties (Figure 9).   

 

 

Figure 9.  

 

4.1.2 Discussion of Counter Proposals  

The government lifted less propositions during 1994-1998 compared to 1985-

1988. Nonetheless, the degree of propositions that received one or several 

counter proposals by all parties in parliament remained rather stable. Only a 

marginal decrease with 2,1 percentage points occurred until 1994-1998. 

Additionally, the accumulation of the competition by all parties counter 

proposals varied between the two examined periods. This indicate that the 

general competitiveness by all parties were having a similar degree of counter 

proposals during both of the examined periods. Moreover, it support the idea 
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that some political areas are more politicised than others (Zürn, 2014:48). It 

also supports the second hypothesis. Namely, that the competition is unequally 

distributed over the committees.  

 

In a closer examination of the Centre Party alone, the amount of multiparty 

motions increased from 3 in 1985-1988, to 8 in 1994-1998. Hence, not enough 

multiparty motions were made during either period to conclude a trustworthy 

indicator of patterns. However, their single party motions could be discussed 

further.  

 

The Centre Party lifted more single party motions during their time in 

opposition (146 motions) than in support status (63 motions). During 

opposition status in 1985-1988 the governmental expenditure, law or budget 

questions received a third each of their single party motions. A few motions 

were made on propositions that regarded governmental income or policy 

questions. Both in opposition and support status propositions about 

governmental income were least politicised. On the contrary, a shift of 

politicisation appeared among the remaining categories. While law questions 

remained politicised in both, the degree was higher in 1994-1998. Contrary 

governmental expenditure and budget questions decreased to a low degree in 

1994-1998. Additionally, the combined degree of single party motions made 

on economic questions - governmental income, expenditure and budget 

questions - decreased with 63,39 percentage points.  

 

The clear decrease of the Centre Party’s competitiveness in single party 

motions on economic questions could be explained by their support status. 

Namely, the support agreement mainly targeted economic and defence (Isberg, 

2007:23). Hence, these areas had been negotiated. Interestingly, despite a 

distinct decrease in economic question, a low degree of competition (6,04 %) 
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still remain during their time in support agreement. This indicate that despite 

the existence and the content of a support agreement, the politicization do not 

necessarily cease to exist. Maybe it could be understood through the idea that 

parties are less competitive in government than in opposition (Ganghof & 

Bräuninger, 2006:521-522). Hence, the movement towards the government 

could potentially have some of the effects that occurs from entering into the 

government.  

 

Moreover, during support status the Centre Party’s motions were to a higher 

degree signed by several MP:s representing the party. While the degree of 

motions signed by only one MP, or the party leader together with several MP:s 

decreased while in support agreement, the degree of motions signed by more 

than one MP - either with or without the party leader - increased with 8,05 

percentage points until 1994-1998. This indicates that the Centre Party, who 

already are considered to have a collectivistic character (Barrling, 2018:169), 

were acting even more collectively while in support agreement. 

 

In regards to the research questions, the result indicate that the way the motions 

were made by the Centre Party varies between when they are in opposition and 

support agreement. The degree of collective motions were higher when in 

support agreement. Also, while the degree of motions made on propositions 

regarding areas included in the support agreement decrease, some degree of 

politicization remained. Hence, it support the first hypothesis.  Moreover, law 

questions and policy propositions became more politicized when in support 

status. This indicate an unequal politicisation, which supports the second 

hypothesis. 
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4.1.3 Standpoints  

In 1985-1988 the majority of the committee decisions taken by all parties in 

parliament on the propositions were accommodative (89,22 %). However, 

some degree of rejections (0,37 %) and unclear positioning’s (10,41 %) were 

made (Figure 10).  

 

 

Figure 10. 

 

The Centre Party’s accommodated 73,82 % of all standpoints taken. The 

remaining 26,18 % of all standpoints taken by the Centre Party some degree 

against the committee decision appears. While only some decisions were fully 

rejected (1,95 %) by the Centre Party, they rather advocated for a change in 

the main direction (13,93 %), partial changes (10,3 %) (Figure 11).   

 

 

Figure 11.  
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In the examined period of 1994-1998, all of the committee decisions (100 %) 

taken by all parties in parliament were fully accommodated (Figure 12). This 

indicates that the committees were very accommodative to the governmental 

proposition. 

 

 

Figure 12. 

 

The accommodative trend was largely followed by also the Centre Party, who 

accommodated the committees decision in 98,49 % of their standpoint. 

However, the Centre Party rejected the committee decision in 1,51 % of their 

standpoints (Figure 13).    

 

 

Figure 13.  
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4.1.4 Discussion of Standpoints  

In an examination of all parties in parliament they were 10,78 percentage 

points more accommodative in 1994-1998 compared to 1985-1988 in the 

committee decision. When examining the Centre Party alone, their 

accommodations of the committee decisions were 24,67 percentage points 

higher in 1994-1998, simultaneously the standpoints against the committee 

decision decreased. Regardless, they fully rejected 1,51 % of the committee 

decisions in 1994-1998, being 0,44 percentage points less than their full 

rejections in 1985-1988. Yet, if combining all categories of standpoints taken 

against the committee decision, a decrease with 24,67 percentage points 

occurred until 1994-1998. This demonstrate that the Centre Party were more 

competitive when they were in opposition. Still some degree of 

competitiveness remained even during their support status. This align with the 

ideas postulated in the model of classic opposition and the first hypothesis. 

Contrary, it rejects the cartel party thesis. 

 

In regards to the research questions, this indicate that the competitive 

behaviour varies between when the Centre Party were in opposition and 

support status. Namely, the competition on standpoints were higher while in 

opposition. Therefore the result aligns with the ideas postulated by the model 

of classic opposition and the first hypothesis, and contradicts the cartel party 

thesis.  

 

4.1.5 Reservations 

The Centre Party made 827 points of reservations during the examined period 

of 1985-1988. These were put on 154 governmental propositions of the 269 

propositions presented. Hence, one or several reservations were made on 57,25 

% of the examined propositions. In regards to points of reservations, the 

competitiveness were highly accumulated to the Committee on Civil Affairs 

(14,26 %) and Committee on Trade (12,94 %). The least competitive were the 
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Committee on the Constitution (1,33 %) and Committee on Defence (2,06 %). 

In regards to the belonging of propositions that received one or several 

reservations by the Centre Party, the Committee on Education (10,4 %) and 

Committee on Health and Welfare (9,74 %) were the most competitive. The 

least competitive were the Committee on Foreign Affairs (1,3 %) and 

Committee on Defence (1,3 %) (Figure 14).  

 

 

Figure 14.  

 

The reservations presented above includes both single and co-reservations. In 

total 151 points of reservations of the total of 827 points of reservations were 

made together with another party. Hence, the co-reservations represent about 

18,3 % of the total amount of reservations made by the Centre Party during the 

examined period 1985-1988. All co-reservations were made together with 

either the Moderates and/or the Liberals. Namely, about a fifth of the co-

reservations were made together with the Moderates, an additional fifth of 

were made together with the Liberals, and the remaining co-reservations were 

made together with both the Liberals and the Moderates (Figure 15).  
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Figure 15.  

 

In the examined period 1994-1998 the Centre Party made a total of 90 

reservations. These were made on 38 propositions among the total of 199 

presented propositions. Hence, 19,1 % of all presented propositions received 

a reservation from the Centre Party. The propositions that received 

reservations were most highly accumulated to the Committee on Justice (15,79 

%) and Committee on Transport and Communication (15,79 %). In regards to 

the points of reservations, these were highest accumulated to the Committee 

on Transport and Communication (22,22 %) and the Committee on Social 

Insurance (16,67 %). The Committee on the Constitution, Committee on 

Taxation, Committee on Foreign Affairs, and Committee on Defence were 

least competitive. In these five committees the Centre Party made no 

reservations during 1994-1998 (Figure 16).  
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Figure 16.  

 

Additionally, 34 of the total 90 reservations were made together with another 

party. Hence, 37,8 % of all reservations were made with another party. While 

the Centre Party’s co-reservation partners were rather distinct in 1985-1988 - 

including only the Liberals and the Moderates -, another pattern occurred in 

1994-1998. Some co-reservations were still made together with the Liberals 

and Moderates in different constellations. Yet, the remaining constellations 

were spread over the ideological spectrum, from co-reservations with the Left 

Party and the Greens, to the Christian Democrats as well as all right-wing-

parties (Figure 17).  

 



 

49(91) 

 

 

Figure 17.  

  

4.1.6 Discussion of Reservations  

The Centre Party were more competitive in their reservations during 

opposition status. In contrast with 1985-1988, the degree of propositions that 

received reservations decreased with 38,15 percentage points in 1994-1998. 

Yet, 19,1 % of the propositions received reservations from the Centre Party 

also during support status. Notably a drastic decrease of points of reservations 

appears between the two years. In 1985-1988 the Centre Party made 827 points 

of reservations, while in 1994-1998 the number were only 90 points of 

reservations. In comparison between the two, a shift in the pattern of 

competition could be seen between different committees. While the 

Committee on Education had the highest accumulation of propositions that 

received reservations in 1985-1988, the Committee on Justice scored highest 

in 1994-1998. In 1985-1988 the Committee on Civil Affairs received the 

highest accumulation of points of reservations. Yet, in 1994-1998 the Centre 

Party made no reservations were made in this committee. Four additional 

committees also ceased to receive reservations from the Centre Party during 

support status. This result indicate that the Centre Party is competitive to 
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different degrees in regards to the committees, but that the competition also 

ceased in some committees. Therefore, it only partly support the first 

hypothesis. Also the degree of propositions that received reservations were 

more equally distributed over the committees while in opposition. Hence, it 

supports the second hypothesis, that the competition is unequally distributed 

over the committees.  

 

Potentially, the notable diminishing of reservations in some committees could 

be understood based on that the content of the support agreement varies 

(Müller & Strom, 2008:165). Yet, the agreement did not clearly include topics 

regarding the Committee on Civil Affairs. A deeper discussion of this will be 

made in Section 4.3 Left Party vs Centre Party. Yet, for now it is enough to 

state that probably some of the issues that the Centre Party otherwise would 

politicised could have been negotiated in the agreement. Therefore, the 

degrees of politicization, which Zürn (2014:48) argued for, could have been 

affected in some committees following the support agreement. This since if an 

agreement would have been reached in one area which the Centre Party 

supports, no reservation on those issues would be necessary.  

 

Additionally, the Centre Party were more prone to make co-reservations 

during support status. This since the degree of co-reservations increased with 

38,15 percentage points until 1994-1998. Also a shift in pattern of the Centre 

Party’s co-reservations appeared. During opposition status, they made co-

reservations, but all of these were reached with two parties from the same 

block-affiliation. During support status, they made co-reservations with 

several parties from both the right- and left-block.  

 

In regards to the research question, the result indicate that the Centre Party 

were more competitive in their reservations while in opposition. Hence, it 
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supports the model of classic opposition and contradicts the cartel party thesis. 

Yet, the Centre Party were still being competitive but to a lower degree while 

being in support agreement, and thus partly supporting the first hypothesis. 

Additionally, the degree of competition is unequally distributed over the 

committees, which indicate support for the second hypothesis.   

 

4.2  Left Party 2002-2006 vs. 2014-2018 
After the election in 2002 the Social Democrats were the largest party in 

parliament. They held 144 mandates (Valmyndigheten, 2019a). Therefore an 

additionally 31 mandates were needed to reach a majority in parliament. The 

Greens and the Left Party became formal support parties to the Social 

Democrats through the 121 program, which included the budget, the economic 

politics and some other points. However, the foreign, defence and security 

policy were not included in the agreement (Isberg, 2007:32-33, 36). Together 

the three parties held a majority with 191 mandates in the parliament 

(Valmyndigheten, 2019a).  

 

Also after the election in 2014 the Social Democrats were the largest party in 

parliament. This time they held 113 mandate (Valmyndigheten, 2019b). Yet 

they required an additional 62 mandates to reach a majority in parliament. At 

this time the Left Party strived to become a coalition partner with the Social 

Democrats. However, the Social Democrats stated that a coalition would not 

be formed. Thereafter, the Left Party took the formal stand as an opposition 

party (Blombäck, 2015:219-220, 226; See also Vänsterparitet, 2019). The lack 

of support to the Social Democrats caused the formation of the December 

Agreement, in which all parliamentary parties but the Left Party and the 

Swedish Democrats were included (Blombäck, 2015:227). This cooperation 

did not intend to remove the competition. Rather it aimed a sustaining the 
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traditional two blocks and also create a government (Hagevi & Enroth, 

2018:15).  

 

 

Figure 18 (Valmyndigheten, 2019a; Valmyndigheten, 2019b). 

 

4.2.1 Counter Proposals  

The data from the term of office 2002-2006 compiles 240 propositions in total. 

On these 171 propositions received one or several counter proposals by all 

parties in parliament. Hence, 71,25 % of all propositions lifted received 

counter proposals. The counter proposals were highest accumulated to the 

Committee on Taxation (15 %), followed by the Committee on Justice (12,1 

%), Committee on Finance (10,4 %) and Committee on Social Insurance (10,4 

%). Least degree of counter proposals were accumulated to the Committee on 

Education (0,8 %) and Committee on Cultural Affairs (1,7 %) (Figure 19).  
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Figure 19.   

 

In the examined period of 2002-2006 the Left Party made 62 single party 

motions. A majority of these were signed by one MP representing the party 

(77,37 %). Roughly a fifth of all motions were signed by several MP:s 

representing the party (21,69 %). Only 0,94 % of the propositions were signed 

by the party leader together with MP:s representing the party. Additionally, 

the most politicized areas was law questions (32,07 %). About a fifth of all 

motions regarded governmental income (21,7 %) or governmental expenditure 

(21,7 %). Also motions regarding budget questions (18,87 %) and policy 

propositions (5,66 %) existed, but accumulated a lower quota of the motions 

(Figure 20).    

 

 

Figure 20. 

   

The Left Party also conducted 7 multiparty motions during 2002-2006. These 

were made either with the Greens and/or the Centre Party, or with the Greens 

and all right-wing-parties (Figure 21).  
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Figure 21.  

 

The examined data from the term of office 2014-2018 compiles of 363 

propositions. Of these 241 propositions received one or several counter 

proposals by all parties in parliament. Hence, 66,39 % of all propositions 

examined in 2014-2018 received one or several counter proposals. The 

Committee on Taxation (11,29 %) received the highest amount of counter 

proposals by all parties in parliament, followed by the Committee on Finance 

(10,74 %) and the Committee on Justice (10,74 %). The Committee on Foreign 

Affairs (1,38 %) received the lowest amount of counter proposals of all 

committees (Figure 22).  
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Figure 22.  

 

The Left Party made 99 single party motions during the examined period of 

2014-2018. A majority of these were signed by several MP:s representing the 

party (78,03 %). Yet, some of the motions were signed by the party leader 

together with MP:s representing the party (21,97 %). The majority of the 

motions were made on propositions about law questions (56,81 %). Yet, about 

a fifth of all motions were made regarding governmental expenditure (20,45 

%) and about a sixth of all motions were made regarding budget questions 

(16,68 %). Additionally, a few motions were made regarding governmental 

income (3,03 %), and policy propositions (3,03 %) (Figure 23).  

 

 

Figure 23.  

 

The coding of the Left Party indicated that 2 multiparty motions were made in 

2014-2018. These were made both with the right- and left-wing parties (Figure 

24). 
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Figure 24.  

 

4.2.2 Discussion of Counter Proposals  

The result indicate that the general competitive behaviour by all parties in 

parliament were rather stable between 2002-2006 and 2014-2018. A marginal 

decrease with 4,85 percentage points could be seen in the degree of counter 

proposals by all parties unto 2014-2018. While the goal of the December 

Agreement were not to remove the competition (Hagevi & Enroth, 2018:15), 

it appears as if it did to a marginal degree regarding the counter proposals. The 

Left Party were not included in the December Agreement (Blombäck, 

2015:227).  

 

In regards to solely the Left Party, the degree of propositions that received 

counter proposals also decreased, but with 9,6 percentage points until 2014-

2018. Hence, the Left Party were less competitive than the average party 

during 2014-2018. This could, but do not necessarily, align with the cartel 

party thesis idea that all established parties will have the same incitement (Katz 

& Mair, 1995:24). Nonetheless, that aspect of the theory is not of focus for this 

research. It also appears in the result that parties have different degrees of 

competitiveness. This support the view that opposition parties are no 

homogenous group (Dahl, 1966:332).  

 

Moreover, the Left Party’s pattern of counter proposals changed. Despite 

being most competitive in Law Questions during both periods, it increase with 
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24,7 percentage points in 2014-2018 compared with 2002-2006. This support 

the idea that some issues are more politicised than others (Zürn, 2014:48). It 

also indicate that parties may shift in their politicization of topics. Perhaps it 

relates to the idea that parties will lift issues that will benefit themselves 

(Green-Pedersen & Mortensen, 2010:257, 274). Then different issues would 

be more prominent than others depending on the circumstance. The Left Party 

potentially perceived competitiveness on the Law Question to be most 

beneficial for their goals. Even in support status they were most competitive 

regarding it, but to a lower degree.  Maybe the Left Party, which are strongly 

bound to their ideology (Barrling, 2018: 169), have a distinctively different 

view than the government. Therefore, the competition on these issues remains 

to a high degree despite the support status. Another reason could be the content 

of the support agreement, which Müller and Strom (2008:165) have 

emphasised the importance of. However, the Left Party were rather 

competitive in all topics in regards to single party motions, irrespective of the 

content of their agreement.  

 

Only a meagre amount of multiparty motions were made during the examined 

periods. Therefore, it is not possible to make an indication of patterns.  

 

In regards to the research questions, there is a difference between the 

competitiveness between the Left Party’s counter proposals while in 

opposition and support status. Namely, the number of single party motions 

increased while in opposition. Therefore, it supports the model of classic 

opposition and the first hypothesis, while rejecting the cartel party thesis. 

 

4.2.3 Standpoints  

The examination of 2002-2006 include 240 standpoints. Of these the 

committee decision, taken by all parties in parliament, accommodated 98,5 % 
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of the propositions. The remaining 1,5 % were rejected. No propositions fell 

between those two categories (Figure 25).  

 

Figure 25.  

 

This trend of a high accommodative behaviour appears also when examining 

solely the Left Party’s standpoint to the committee decision in 2002-2006. 

They accommodated 97,5 % of all committee decisions, while rejecting the 

remaining 2,5 % of committee decisions (Figure 26).  

 

 

Figure 26.  

 

In 2014-2018 the general committee decisions by all parties were rather 

accommodative. Of all the 363 examined propositions 88,98 % were 

accommodated by the committee. The remaining 11,02 % received different 

degrees of standpoints against the proposition. The committee rejected 0,55 % 
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of all propositions, while taking a stand that neither could be classified as an 

accommodation or rejection on 10,47 % of the proposition (Figure 27).  

 

 

Figure 27.  

 

The Left Party accommodated 69,69 % of the committee decisions. In the 

remaining 30,31 % they took some degree of standpoints against the 

committee decision. Mainly they wanted partial changes (10,74 %), or detail 

changes (10,2 %) on the decisions. However, they also made a standpoint 

against the committee decision in which they wanted a change in the main 

direction (6,34 %) or a rejection of the decision as a whole (3,03 %) (Figure 

28). 

 

 

Figure 28. 
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4.2.4 Discussion of Standpoints  

In comparison between 2002-2006 and 2014-2018 the competition have 

increased in regards to the standpoints taken in the committees. The 

accommodative decisions by all parties in the committees decreased with 9,5 

percentage points until 2014-2018. A similar trend appears for the Left Party 

alone.  

 

The Left Party were 27,8 percentage points less accommodative while in 

opposition. Yet, in support status they remained 2,5 % competitive in their 

standpoints. Potentially the decreasing accommodation could be because of 

that the support party is in the imbrication of opposition and government (Bale 

& Bergman, 2006:189-190). This movement towards the governmental status 

might affect the party’s competitive behaviour. In short, the influence of 

moving closer to the government when being in support agreement could have 

an effect on the competitiveness, while not being fully removed. However, 

similarly with the Left Party the committee decision was also less 

accommodative during 2014-2018. Additionally, the Left Party appears to 

have been more competitive than the average party in standpoints during 2014-

2018 compared to 2002-2006.  

 

In regards to the research questions, this indicates that a variation can be seen 

in the competitive behaviour between opposition and support party status. The 

Left Party were more competitive in regards to the standpoints during their 

time in opposition compared to when they were in support agreement, 

supporting the model of classic opposition and the first hypothesis. In contrast, 

the results reject the idea of the cartel party thesis, that no clear difference 

should be seen between support and opposition parties.  
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4.2.5 Reservations 

In the examined period of 2002-2006 the Left Party made 127 points of 

reservations on 54 propositions. Hence, they made one or several reservations 

on 22,5 % of all the propositions lifted. The propositions with reservations 

were most highly accumulated to the Committee on Social Insurance (20,37 

%), Committee on the Labour Market (12,96 %) and Committee on Health and 

Welfare (11,11 %). A similar distribution were found in regards to the points 

of reservations made by the Left Party. Also then the Committee on Social 

Insurance (29,13 %) score highest, followed by the Committee on Health and 

Welfare (14,7 %). Least competitive in both regards were the Committee on 

Taxation (0,79 %) and Committee on Trade (0,79 %) (Figure 29).    

 

 

 

Figure 29.  

 

The Left Party made 40 of the total 127 reservations, being 31,5 % of all 

reservations, together with other parties. A majority of these were made with 

only the Greens (57,5 % of all co-reservations). Yet, the Greens were included 
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in 92,5 % of all constellations of co-reservations, but then also together with 

right-block-affiliated parties. Only 7,2 % of the Left Party’s co-reservations 

were made with only the right-block-affiliated parties (Figure 30). 

 

 

Figure 30.  

 

During 2014-2018 the Left Party made 193 points of reservations. These were 

put on 132 propositions, of the total 363 propositions lifted during the period. 

This indicate that the Left Party made reservations on 36,36 % of all lifted 

proposition. The propositions that received one or several reservations were 

most highly accumulated to the Committee on Justice (12,61 %) and 

Committee on Social Insurance (12,61 %). The least degree of propositions 

that received reservations belonged to the Committee on Foreign Affairs (0,9 

%) and Committee on Cultural Affairs (0,9 %). In regards to the highest 

accumulation of points of reservations, the Committee on Justice (17,1 %), 

followed by the Committee on Social Insurance (11,4 %) and Committee on 
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Transport and Communications (10,88 %). Least points of reservations were 

made in the Committee on Taxation (0,58 %) (Figure 31).  

 

 

 

 

Figure 31.  

 

The Left Party made 32 of the 192 points of reservations, being 16,7 % of the 

reservations,  together with another party. The majority of these (75 %) were 

made together with the Greens and Social Democrats. The remaining were 

made together with right-block-affiliated parties (15,6 %), apart from three 

reservations made together with the Swedish Democrats (9,4 %) (Figure 32).    
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Figure 32.  

 

4.2.6 Discussion of Reservations  

The Left Party were more competitive in regards to reservations in 2014-2018 

than in 2002-2006. Not only did the points of reservation and the number of 

propositions that received one or several reservations increase. Also the degree 

of propositions that received reservations increased with 13,7 percentage 

points. This indicates that the Left Party were more competitive while in 

opposition compared to in support status, which supports the model of classic 

opposition and reject the cartel party thesis.  

 

The Left Party were 12,5 percentage points more prone to make co-

reservations while in support status compared to in opposition status. 

Additionally, while in opposition the Left Party were more libidinous in its co-

reservations. Interestingly they still made co-reservations with the 

governmental parties despite not being in a support agreement. Potentially, this 

is an effect of the extra dilemma that parties from the same block as the 

government face. Namely, whether it should support or oppose the 

government, despite being in opposition (Stjernquist, 1966:138). Perhaps this 

is why the Left Party became increasingly frustrated with the pattern of 

remaining as a passive support party throughout the 1900’s (Berman & Bolin, 



 

65(91) 

 

2011:266). However, it should be noted that the number of co-reservations is 

rather small and hence cannot give a secure indicator of the party behaviour.  

 

Another interesting aspect about the Left Party reservations is that it is 

unequally distributed over the committees, which supports the second 

hypothesis. During both period the Committee on Social Insurance 

accumulated most, or second most of the propositions that received 

reservations. Additionally, the Committee on Taxation were ranked as the least 

competitive in regards to both number and degrees over both periods, due to 

the low accumulation of reservations. Zürn (2014) stated that some political 

areas are more politicized than others (48), which is supported by the unequal 

distribution of reservations over the committees. However, the competition 

appears to be more equally distributed during opposition status, while some 

variation still remains.  

 

In regards to the research questions, this indicate that the competition in 

reservations vary between opposition and support status. While in opposition, 

the Left Party were more prone to reserve themselves compared to while in 

support agreement. Hence, it supports the model of classic opposition’s idea 

that parties are more competitive in opposition than in support agreement. Also 

the first and second hypothesis is supported, since some degree of competition 

remains in all committees during both periods and to different degrees in 

different committees. However, the cartel party thesis idea that no clear 

distinction would be seen in the competition between when the party were in 

opposition and support status is rejected.  

 

4.3 Left Party vs. Centre Party  
The Left Party and the Centre Party are two different parties, with different 

backgrounds (Stjernquist, 121-125; Blombäck, 2015:226). Yet, this research 
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have indicated that both similarities and differences can be found of the two 

different parties patterns of behaviour while being either a support or 

opposition party. 

 

Firstly, both parties’ party leaders signed less degree of the single party 

motions while in support agreement. However, the remaining quota of the 

signing of motions differed. The Centre Party had a higher degree of motions 

that were signed by several MP:s  and a lower degree of motions that were 

signed by only one MP while in support agreement. Contrary, the Left Party 

had a lower degree of motions signed by several MP:s and a higher degree of 

motions were signed by only one MP while in support agreement. Notably, the 

Left Party ceased to make motions signed by only one MP during their time in 

opposition. Potentially the party culture could explain this variation. The Left 

Party’s more individualistic character combined with a strong value to 

maintain their ideology (Barrling, 2018:168-169), appears to have remained 

also while in support agreement. Hence, the high degree of motions signed by 

only one MP during support status. Contrary the Centre Party’s collectivistic 

character (Barrling, 2018:169) appears to have been strengthened during 

support agreement. Thus both parties have had a higher degree of single party 

motions signed by party leaders, as well as a strengthened effect on their 

collectivistic versus individualistic character during support status.  

 

Secondly, the parties’ areas of politicization varied between when both parties 

were in opposition or support status. The points of reservations and the amount 

of propositions that received one or several reservations were higher when 

both parties were in opposition. Despite that the Centre Party were to a higher 

degree competitive on propositions that received reservations compared to the 

Left Party while in opposition, both parties made a similar degree of 



 

67(91) 

 

propositions that received reservations during their time in support agreement 

- 22,5 % for the Left Party and 19,1 % for the Centre Party.  

 

Additionally, both parties had similarities in the shift of politicization in 

regards to topics. For example, policy questions became more politicised 

during support status. Both parties did also politicised law question to the 

highest degree of all topics during their time in support agreement. However, 

the Centre Party had a lower degree of competition regarding governmental 

income and governmental expenditure during support status. Contrary, the 

Left Party had a higher degree of competition regarding governmental income 

and governmental expenditures during support status. Despite that, both 

parties support agreement included the economic policy area (Isberg, 2007:23, 

32-33,36). Therefore, it appears as if the reach of the agreement do in fact vary. 

This align with Müller and Strom (2008) statement (165). Previous scholars 

have also stated that some political areas are more politicized than others (eg. 

Zürn, 2014:48) and that parties will push for policies that is perceived to 

benefit themselves (Green-Pedersen & Mortensen, 2010:257, 274). Potentially 

the law questions was increasingly important for the parties to make motions 

about during support agreement, due to their changed role in the legislative 

process. This since the party stand in the imbrication of government and 

opposition (Bale & Bergman, 2006:189-190). The support party might not 

have received concessions from the government in some policy questions, in 

which they might take measures to indicate their withdrawal of support. Yet, 

the results indicate that the parties remain some degree of competition despite 

entering into a support agreement, which support the first hypothesis. 

 

In addition, the parties also differ in regards to their reservations in the 

committees.  On the one hand, the Left Party made some reservations in all 

committees both during opposition and support status. However, the degree of 
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propositions that received reservations were 13,86 percentage points lower in 

support agreement. As earlier scholars have stated, the content of the support 

agreements varies (Müller & Strom, 2008:165). Yet again, this idea is 

supported and potentially did the reach of the agreement varied. Therefore, it 

is likely that these results of degrees of politicization of both motions and 

reservations by the party is more closely related to the content of the 

agreement, rather than the party’s status as a support or opposition party. 

Nonetheless, it indicate support for previous research that some areas are more 

politicised than others. Additionally, the results demonstrate that some degree 

of politicization also remains, but to a different degree, in support status.  

 

On the other hand, the Centre Party also had a lower degree of propositions 

that received reservations, yet five committee fully ceased to receive 

reservations while in support agreement. Perhaps this appeared because of the 

pragmatic party culture of the Centre Party (Barrling, 2018:169). Reasonably 

the content of the support agreement had some effect. This since they ceased 

with reservations in the Committee on Taxation, Committee on Foreign 

Affairs and Committee on Defence. These committees are in close proximity 

with the policy areas of finance and defence, which were included in the 

support agreement (Isberg, 2007:23). Yet, simultaneously the Centre Party 

also ceased to make reservations in the Committee on the Constitution and the 

Committee on Civil Affairs, which do not have the same proximity to the 

support agreement. While the Centre Party were having a low degree of 

competitiveness during opposition status in the Committee on the 

Constitution, the opposite was true for the Committee on Civil Affairs. 

Peculiarly, the latter committee received the most points of reservations by the 

Centre Party during their time in opposition. Still, they ceased with 

reservations during their time in support agreement, despite no clear 

connection to the content support agreement.  
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Earlier scholars have stated that the creation of different cooperation cause 

different costs and benefits for the parties involved (Strom: 1990b:108-109). 

Thus the costs for the government in removing the Centre Party’s reservations 

could have varied between the committees. Accordingly, the Committee on 

the Constitution could have been a low cost for the government because of the 

Centre Party’s low competition in this committee. Contrary, the highly 

competitive Committee on Civil Affairs could have been more costly. Perhaps 

the Centre Party had some leverage in the negotiations, which could have 

pushed the government to agree or compromise in the Committee on Civil 

Affairs. Nonetheless it might not have been clearly outspoken in the support 

agreement.  

 

Thirdly, both parties were more competitive in their standpoints to the 

committee decision while in opposition. While in support agreement the 

parties accommodativeness of the committee decision were on a similar degree 

- 97,5 % for the Left Party and 98,49 % for the Centre Party - and neither party 

made any standpoints of wanting another main direction of partial change (0 

%). Also regarding the degree of standpoints of clear rejection of the 

committee decision was rather similar - 2,5 % for the Left Party and 1,5 % for 

the Centre Party. These striking similarities indicate that the standpoints on the 

committee decision taken by the parties is receive a surprisingly equal degree 

of competitiveness. 

 

Additionally, both parties remained some degree of competitiveness while in 

support status, apart from in regards to the Centre Party’s reservations. In 

regards to standpoints both parties took stand against the committee decision 

while being in support agreement. Yet that this standpoint was taken by the 

clearest form of rejection of the committee decision. This demonstrate that 
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parties are competitive also while in support agreement, therefore the first 

hypothesis is partly supported. It also illustrates that the standpoints taken 

against the decision is regarding major points of the decision.  

 

A final note of comparison is that it appears that both the Centre Party and Left 

Party were more libidinous in the constellations of co-reservations during their 

time in support status. Although, it regards a limited number of observed cases 

it indicate an interesting pattern, of which no analysis could at this moment be 

made.  

 

4.4 Discussion of the Research Questions and Hypothesis  
The comparison of the two parties’ patterns of behaviour during their time in 

opposition and support status indicate that there is a variation in competitive 

behaviour. However, contrary to the idea that the opposition parties would be 

theory resistant (Helms, 2008:7), the Left Party and Centre Party were not. The 

result demonstrate that the parties were clearly more competitive in opposition 

compared to in support agreement. Therefore, it support the model of classic 

opposition. Additionally, the cartel party thesis idea that all parties in 

parliament would have no clear difference in competition, weather in 

agreement or not, can be rejected.  

 

The cartel party thesis argues that the competition will increasingly be like a 

theatre for the public (Katz & Mair, 2009:755). Contrary, the results, which is 

based on committee reports which rarely goes under scrutiny of the general 

public, indicate that there is in fact an actual competition. This supports the 

traditional perception of that the opposition is competitive and conflictual in 

its nature (DeGiorgi & Ilonszji, 2018:1). This competition appears to be more 

prominent during formal opposition status, compared to during support status.  
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Secondly, the cartel party thesis argues for a common experience with 

common goal for all established parties in parliament. Additionally the 

cooperation should become more positively interpreted with time (Katz & 

Mair, 2018:81-83). Both the Centre Party and the Left Party are established 

parties. Yet, the Centre Party declined entering into coalition during the term 

of office 1994-1998 before accepting the support agreement in 1995 (Isberg, 

2007: 17-18,22). In contrast, the Left Party wanted participation in a coalition, 

but were excluded from a support agreement in 2014 (Vänsterpartiet, 2019). 

Despite the possibility of the parties to have a common experience, they still 

have differences. Earlier scholars have stated the goals and strategies of 

different parties varies (eg. De Giorgi & Ilonszki, 2018:3). Parties also values 

different forms of influence differently (Dahl, 1966: 338-339), such as 

maximation of vote, office or policy influence (Strom, 1990a:566-572). 

However, Downs (1957) argued for that all parties had the goal of being in 

government (28). Yet the actions taken for cooperation is based on the costs 

and benefits for the parties involved (Strom, 1990b:108-109; Downs, 1957:6, 

10).  

 

It is logical that the pragmatic Centre Party were having a different goal than 

the firmly ideologically bound Left Party (Barrling, 2018:168-169). This also 

made the Centre Party reject to form a coalition, which rejects the idea that 

parties goal is to form government (Downs, 1957: 28). The two parties may 

have valued the costs and benefits of the coalition versus the support 

agreement differently. A perception is that parties from the same block-

affiliation as the government would be less costly to cooperate with. This 

because the concessions are supposed to be lower (Klüver & Zubeck, 

2017:722). Moreover the coalition would cost the government more than the 

support agreement (Strom, 1990b:108-109). Irrespectively, the Left Party 

wanted a coalition but were offered a support party, while the Centre Party 
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were offered coalition but wanted a support agreement. Therefore, the 

concessions of the Social Democrats could have been perceived as higher for 

the Left Party despite its placement within their block-affiliation. Perhaps 

because of their strong ideological character (Barrling, 2018:168). This also 

makes it more understandable why the Left Party were excluded from the 

December Agreement (Blombäck, 2015:227). Therefore, it appears as if the 

results would be better understood based on the party’s culture, rather than that 

all parties would be affected similarly by the same incitement. 

 

Similarly with the previous research discussed above, the model of classic 

opposition argues that both the opposition and governing party will act in a 

game of concession and sanctions. In this the opposition will be most intense 

in actions taken during opposition status (Kirchheimer, 1957:130). The results 

of this research indicate that both the Centre Party and Left Party were more 

competitive in regards to counter proposals, standpoints and reservations taken 

during their time in opposition compared to in support status. Hence, the 

results support the idea by the model of classic opposition and rejects the cartel 

party thesis.  

 

In regards to the three hypothesis stated in the beginning of this essay, support 

could be found for two of the hypothesis. The first hypothesis assumed that 

the parties would be more competitive while in opposition compared to in 

support agreement, despite that some degree of competition would exist in 

both. The general results indicate support for this. Yet, the Centre Party’s 

competition in regards to reservations ceased to exist in five committees during 

the support agreement in 1994-1998. Therefore, in the case of the Centre Party, 

the first hypothesis is only partly supported. Apart from 1994-1998, 

competition existed during the remaining examined periods, yet it was spread 

unequally over different committees and topics. Hence, the results fully 
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supports the second hypothesis. Namely, that the competition would be 

unequally distributed. This also supports some of the previous research that 

have stated that the degrees of politicization varies (eg. Zürn, 2014:48). 

 

Nonetheless, the results reject the third hypothesis. Namely that the Left Party 

would be less competitive than the Centre Party. Rather, the Centre Party were 

more accommodative in their standpoints during opposition - with 4,13 

percentage points - and support status - with 0,99 percentage points compared 

to the Left Party. The Centre Party also had a higher degree of propositions 

that received reservations during opposition - with 20,89 percentage points - 

than the Left Party. However, while in support agreement the Left Party had 

3,4 percentage points higher degree of propositions that received reservations, 

compared to the Centre Party. Therefore it appears that the Centre Party were 

more accommodative than the Left Party during both opposition and in support 

status.  

 

The third hypothesis was based on the idea that parties from the same block 

affiliation would face a dilemma of being in opposition while still being 

ideologically close to the governing party (Stjernquist, 1966:138).Thus it 

appeared to be logical that the Left Party would be less competitive than the 

Centre Party. Irrespectively, this assumption were not supported by the results. 

Therefore, the prominence of the party culture appears once again. Namely, 

the Centre Party are pragmatic and collectivistic, which is argued to be prone 

to cartelisation, while the Left Party are the opposite (Barrling, 2019:164-165). 

Although no support for the cartel party thesis were found in either the Centre 

Party or Left Party. Yet, the results indicate that the Left Party were not less 

competitive than the Centre Party. Hence, the third hypothesis is rejected.   
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In sum, the results demonstrate that there is a variation in the parties’ 

behaviour during support and opposition status. The variation accommodate 

the ideas of the model of classic opposition, and rejects the cartel party thesis. 

Additionally, the results indicate partly support for the first hypothesis and 

fully support for the second hypothesis. However, the results reject the third 

hypothesis. Therefore, it can be concluded that the parties were more 

competitive against the government while in opposition compared to in 

support agreement. During both statuses the parties remained some degree of 

competition towards the government, apart from the Centre Party’s 

reservations in support status. The competition was unequally distributed over 

the committees and topics. However, the Left Party were not less competitive 

than the Centre Party while in support agreement. 
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5 Conclusion 

This research has been conducted with the aim to contribute to the research 

gap about parties’ competitive behaviour during opposition and support party 

status in minority situations. The study was focused on examining two 

research questions: 1) how does the competitive behaviour of parties vary in 

relation to a party’s role as a support party or opposition party? And 2) does 

the result support the idea stipulated by the cartel party thesis or the model of 

classic opposition? Additionally three hypothesis were formed in relation to 

the research questions and previous research in the field. The first hypothesis 

was that the parties would be more competitive during opposition than in 

support status, but that some degree of competition would remain in both. The 

second hypothesis was that the degree of competition would be unequally 

distributed over topics and the committees in parliament. The last and third 

hypothesis was that the Left Party would be less competitive than the Centre 

Party.  

 

The result of this research indicate that both the Left Party and the Centre Party 

were more competitive in opposition than in support status in regards to the 

number of motions, degrees of standpoints and degrees of reservations. 

Although the Centre Party ceased in competition in some committees regards 

to reservations during support status. Therefore, in regards to the first research 

question, the results mainly demonstrates that there is a variation in the 

competitive behaviour between when the party are in opposition or support 

party status. More precisely it appears that the parties were more competitive 

in opposition. Thus, in regards to the second research question, the model of 

classic opposition is supported. Simultaneously the cartel party thesis idea that 

no clear difference of competitive behaviour will occur whether a party is in 

opposition or in support agreement is rejected.  
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In regards to the first hypothesis, a variation between the two parties could be 

found. The first hypothesis stated that the parties would be more competitive 

in opposition than in support agreement, but that some competition would 

remain. Although the results supports the idea that parties are more 

competitive in opposition compared to in support status, the degree of 

competitiveness in support status differed between the two parties. During 

support status the Centre Party ceased to make any reservations in five 

committees. Yet, in regards to counter proposals and standpoints the Centre 

Party remained competitive to some degree despite the support agreement. In 

contrast, the Left Party remained competitive in all committees in regards to 

reservations. Therefore, the first hypothesis is fully supported in the case of 

the Left Party, while it is partly supported in the case of the Centre Party. This 

because while the Centre Party were more competitive in opposition than when 

they were in support status, the competitive behaviour cease to exist in some 

areas of politics in regards to their reservations during support status.  

 

The second hypothesis is receiving strong support from the findings of this 

research. It stated that the degree of competition would be unequally 

distributed. Both the Left Party and the Centre Party made different degrees of 

competition. This could be seen in regards to the varying degree of single party 

motions towards propositions with different topics, as well as in the 

committees that received varying degree of reservations. This variation of 

competitiveness could be seen during both opposition and support party 

status.  

 

In contrast to the two former hypothesis, the third hypothesis received no 

support from the research. In contrast, the results indicate the opposite. 

Namely, the Left Party were more competitive than the Centre Party. This 

occurred both in the degree of standpoints taken against the government 
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propositions and the degree of propositions that received reservations during 

support agreement. Therefore, the third hypothesis is rejected.  

 

Summary of Results 

Party Measurement Fact 

Cartel 

Party 

Thesis 

Model of 

Classic 

Opposition 

H1 H2 

Left 

Party 

Counter 

Proposals 

The number of motions 

were higher, when in 

opposition. 

The degree of single 

party motions differed 

between different 

topics. 

FALSE TRUE TRUE TRUE 

Standpoints 

The degree of 

standpoints taken 

against the proposition 

were higher, when in 

opposition. 

FALSE TRUE TRUE UNKNOWN 

Reservations 

The degree of 

reservations were 

higher both in regards 

to points of 

reservations and 

propositions that 

received reservations, 

when in opposition. 

The reservations was 

unequally distributed 

over the committees. 

FALSE TRUE TRUE TRUE 



 

78(91) 

 

Centre 

Party 

Counter 

Proposals 

The number of motions 

were higher, when in 

opposition. 

The degree of single 

party motions differed 

between different 

topics. 

FALSE TRUE PARTLY TRUE 

Standpoints 

The degree of 

standpoints taken 

against the proposition 

were higher, 

when in in opposition. 

FALSE TRUE TRUE UNKNOWN 

Reservations 

The degree of 

reservation were higher 

both in regards to 

points of reservations 

and propositions that 

received reservations, 

when in opposition. 

The reservations was 

unequally distributed 

over the committees. 

FALSE TRUE TRUE TRUE 

Figure 33. 

 

It should be noted that all research have limitations. As have been stated 

previously, this research has been limited in regards to two parties’ behaviour 

during the examined years of each selected term of office. Additionally the 

material has been limited to the committee reports on governmental 

propositions. Therefore, the results are not offering a full coverage of all 

parties’ competitive behaviour in all aspects during support and opposition 

status, such as in multiparty-motions. Nonetheless, it offers a foundation for 
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further research to build upon. For example other parties, terms of office, 

materials and methods could be used to continue to examine the competitive 

party behaviour Sweden. For example a discourse analysis of the same or a 

new period could be made. Moreover, a larger comparative study of each 

parliamentary party’s competitive behaviour in the Scandinavian parliaments 

could contribute to a broader understanding of the parties’ behaviour in 

different parliamentary setting. Yet, most importantly, as the field compose a 

meagre amount of research, any research that could add knowledge to the field 

should be welcomed.   

 

 

  



 

80(91) 

 

6 Reference List 

Alliansen (2019). Historik. 

Link:http://www.alliansen.se/om-alliansen/historik/ 

Search date: 30th of October 2019 

 

Anckar, Carsten (2013). Komparativ Politik: Institutioner och Beteende. 1. uppl. Lund: 

Studentlitteratur 

 

Aylott, Nicholas (2011), ‘Parties and Party Systems in the North’. In: Bergman, Torbjörn 

and Strøm, Kaare  (ed.), The Madisonian Turn: Political Parties and Parliamentary 

Democracy in Nordic Europe. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. p. 297–328. 

 

Bale, Tim, & Dann, Christine (2002). Is the Grass Really Greener?: The Rationale and 

Reality of Support Party Status: A New Zealand Case Study. Party Politics, 8(3). p.  349–

365. https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068802008003005 

Search date: 30th of September 2019 

 

Bale, Tim & Bergman, Torbjörn (2006). A Taste of Honey is Worse than None at All? 

Coping with the Generic Challenges of Support Pary Status in Sweden and New Zealand. 

Party Politics. Vol.12(2). p. 189-202.  

Search date:16th of September 2019 

 

Barrling, Katarina (2018). Party Culture and Cartelisation: Exploring the Inner Life of the 

Parliamentary Party.  In: Enroth, Henrik & Hagevi, Magnus (ed.) (2018). Cartelisation, 

Convergence or Increasing Similarities?: Lessons from Parties in Parliament. London: 

Rowman & Littlefield. p. 159-188 

 

Barrling Hermansson, Katarina (2004). Partikulturer: Kollektiva Självbilder och Normer i 

Sveriges Riksdag. Diss. Uppsala : Univ., 2004 

 

Best, Robin (2013). How Party System Fragmentation has Altered Political Opposition in 

Established Democracies. Government and Opposition, 48(3). p. 314-342.  

doi:10.1017/gov.2013.16 

Search date: 30th of September 2019 

http://www.alliansen.se/om-alliansen/historik/
https://doi-org.proxy.lnu.se/10.1177/1354068802008003005


 

81(91) 

 

 

Bergman, Torbjörn (1995). Constitutional Rules and Party Goals in Coalition Formation: 

an Analysis of Winning Minority Governments in Sweden. Umeå : Umeå universitet, 1995 

 

Bergman, Torbjörn & Bolin, Niklas (2011). Swedish Democracy: Crumbling Political 

Parties, a Feeble Riksdag, and Technocratic Power Holders? In: Bergman, Torbjörn and 

Strøm, Kaare (ed.), The Madisonian Turn: Political Parties and Parliamentary Democracy 

in Nordic Europe. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. p.251-296. 

 

Bergström, Göran & Boréus, Kristina (2012). Innehållsanalys. In: Bergström, Göran & 

Boréus, Kristina (ed.) Textens Mening och Makt: Metodbok i Samhällsvetenskaplig Text- 

och Diskursanalys. 3 uppl. Lund: Studentlitteratur. p.49-89. 

 

Blombäck, Sofie (2015). Vänsterpartiet: Pådrivare eller Pragmatiskt Stödparti?: The Left 

Party: Instigator of Change or Pragmatic Support Party? Statsvetenskaplig Tidskrift, 2015, 

Vol.117(2). p. 219-230. 

Search date: 16th of September 2019 

 

Carmines, Edward G. & Stimson, James A. (1986). On the Structure and Sequence of Issue 

Evolution. The American Political Science Review, 80(3). p.  901-920.  

doi:10.2307/1960544 

Search date: 27th of November 2019 

 

Centerpartiet (2019). 1990-talet.  

Link:https://www.centerpartiet.se/vart-parti/historia/1990-talet 

Search date: 22nd of October 2019  

 

Chabal, Patrick & Daloz, Jean-Pascal (2006). Culture Troubles: Politics and the 

Interpretation of Meaning. London: Hurst 

 

https://lnu-se-primo.hosted.exlibrisgroup.com/primo-explore/fulldisplay?docid=TN_swepuboai:gup.ub.gu.se/229852&context=PC&vid=primo-custom-lnu&lang=sv_SE&search_scope=default_scope&adaptor=primo_central_multiple_fe&tab=default_tab&query=any,contains,v%C3%A4nsterpartiet&sortby=rank&pcAvailability=false
https://lnu-se-primo.hosted.exlibrisgroup.com/primo-explore/fulldisplay?docid=TN_swepuboai:gup.ub.gu.se/229852&context=PC&vid=primo-custom-lnu&lang=sv_SE&search_scope=default_scope&adaptor=primo_central_multiple_fe&tab=default_tab&query=any,contains,v%C3%A4nsterpartiet&sortby=rank&pcAvailability=false
https://www.centerpartiet.se/vart-parti/historia/1990-talet


 

82(91) 

 

Christiansen, Flemming Juul (2018). Denmark: Strengthened Opposition, yet High Levels of 

Cooperation. In De Giorgi, Elisabetta & Ilonszki, Gabriella (ed.) (2018). Opposition Parties 

in European Legislatures: Conflict or Consensus?. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge. p. 17-34. 

 

Christiansen, Flemming Juul & Damgaard, Erik (2008). Parliamentary Opposition under 

Minority Parliamentarism: Scandinavia. Journal of Legislative Studies, 14(1–2, 

Parliamentary Opposition in Old and New Democracies, special issue). p. 46–76.  

Search date: 11th of September 2019  

 

Christiansen, Flemming Juul & Pedersen, Helene Helboe (2012). Minority Coalition 

Governance in Denmark. Party Politics, 20(6). p. 940–949.  

doi: 10.1177/1354068812462924. 

Search date: 27th of November 

 

Dahl, Robert A. (1971). Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition. New Haven, Conn.: Yale 

University Press 

 

Dahl, Robert A. (1966). Patterns of Opposition. In: Dahl, Robert A. & Stjernquist, Nils 

(ed.). Political Oppositions in Western Democracies, Yale Univ. Press, New Haven, 1966 

 

Dandoy, Régis (2013). The Impact of Government Participation and Prospects on Party 

Policy Preferences in Belgium. Government and Opposition, 49(4). p. 630-657.  

doi:10.1017/gov.2013.38 

Search date: 27th of November 2019 

 

De Giorgi, Elisabetta & Ilonszki, Gabriella (2018). Introduction. In De Giorgi, Elisabetta & 

Ilonszki, Gabriella (ed.) (2018). Opposition Parties in European Legislatures: Conflict or 

Consensus?. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge. p. 1- 16. 

 

Djurfeldt, Göran, Larsson, Rolf & Stjärnhagen, Ola (2003). Statistisk Verktygslåda: 

Samhällsvetenskaplig Orsaksanalys med Kvantitativa Metoder. Stockholm: Studentlitteratur 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068812462924


 

83(91) 

 

Dolezal, Martin (2008). Austria: Transformation Driven by an Established Party. In: Kriesi, 

Hanspeter, Grande, Edgar, Lachat, Romain, Dolezal, Martin, Bornschier, Simon. & Frey, 

Timotheos. (ed.) (2008). West European Politics in the Age of Globalization [Electronic 

source]. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. p. 105-129. 

 

Dolezal, Martin & Lachat, Romain (2008). Demand Side: Dealignment and Realignment of 

the Structural Political Potentials. In: Kriesi, Hanspeter., Grande, Edgar., Lachat, Romain., 

Dolezal, Martin., Bornschier, Simon. & Frey, Timotheos. (ed.) (2008). West European 

Politics in the Age of Globalization [Electronic source]. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. p.237-266 

 

Downs, Anthony (1957). An Economic Theory of Democracy. New York: Harper & Row 

 

Duverger, Maurice (1964). Political Parties: their Organization and Activity in the Modern 

State. 3. ed. London: Methuen 

 

Enroth, Henrik (2018). On the Concept of a Cartel Party. In: Enroth, Henrik & Hagevi, 

Magnus (ed.) (2018). Cartelisation, Convergence or Increasing Similarities?: Lessons from 

Parties in Parliament. London: Rowman & Littlefield. p. 27-42. 

 

Enroth, Henrik & Hagevi, Magnus (2018). Cartelisation in Sweden? In: Enroth, Henrik & 

Hagevi, Magnus (ed.) (2018). Cartelisation, Convergence or Increasing Similarities?: 

Lessons from Parties in Parliament. London: Rowman & Littlefield. p. 15-26. 

 

Esaiasson, Peter, Gilljam, Mikael, Oscarsson, Henrik & Wängnerud, Lena (ed.) (2012). 

Metodpraktikan: Konsten att Studera Samhälle, Individ och Marknad. 4., [rev.] uppl. 

Stockholm: Norstedts juridik 

 

Ganghof, Steffen & Bräuninger, Thomas (2006). Government Status and Legislative 

Behaviour: Partisan Veto Players in Australia, Denmark, Finland and Germany. Party 

Politics, 12(4). p. 521–539.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068806064732 

https://doi-org.proxy.lnu.se/10.1177/1354068806064732


 

84(91) 

 

Search date: 30th of September 2019 

 

Green-Pedersen, Christoffer (2001). Minority Governments and Party Politics: The Political 

and Institutional Background to the “Danish Miracle”. Journal of Public Policy, 21(1). p. 

53-70. doi:10.1017/S0143814X01001039 

Search date: 2nd of October 2019 

 

Green-Pedersen, Christoffer & Hoffman Thomson, Lisbeth (2005). Block Politics vs. Broad 

Cooperation the Functioning of Danish Minority Parliamentarianism. Journal of Legislative 

Studies. p. 153-169. 

Search date: 2nd of October 2019 

 

Green-Pedersen, Christoffer & Mortensen, Peter B. (2010), Who Sets the Agenda and who 

Responds to it in the Danish Parliament? A New Model of Issue Competition and Agenda‐

Setting. European Journal of Political Research, Vol. 49 (2). p. 257-281.  

doi:10.1111/j.1475-6765.2009.01897. 

Search date: 2nd of October 2019 

 

Hellström, Johan & Walther, Daniel (2019). How is Government Stability Affected by the 

State of the Economy? Payoff Structures, Government Type and Economic State. 

Government and Opposition. Vol. 54(2). p. 280-308.  

doi:10.1017/gov.2017.21 

Search date: 27th of November 2019 

 

Helms, Ludger (2008), Introduction: Studying Parliamentary Opposition in Old and New 

Democracies: Issues and Perspectives, Journal of Legislative Studies, Vol. 14(1–2) ( 

Parliamentary Opposition in Old and New Democracies, special issue). p.  6–19. 

Search date: 12th of September 2019 

 

Holzhacker, Ronald (2005) The Power of Opposition Parliamentary Party Groups in 

European Scrutiny. The Journal of Legislative Studies,Vol. 11(3-4). p. 428-445. 

DOI: 10.1080/13572330500273711  

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2009.01897.x


 

85(91) 

 

Search date: 27th of November 2019  

 

Isberg, Magnus (2007). Misstroendeförklaring och Regeringsbildning 1994-2006: 

Regeltillämpning och Författningspolitiska Alternativ. SOU 2007:41. Stockholm: Fritze 

 

Jeong, Gyung-Ho, Miller, Garry J., Schofield, Camilla & Sened, Itai (2011). Cracks in the 

Opposition: Immigration as a Wedge Issue for the Reagan Coalition. In: American Journal 

of Political Science. July, 2011. Vol.55(3). p. 511-525. 

Search date: 27th of November 2019 

 

Katz, Richard & Mair, Peter (1995). Changing Models of Party Organization and Party 

Democracy. The Emergence of the Cartel Party. In: Party Politics. Vol 1(1). p. 5-28. 

Search date: 16th of September  

 

Katz, Richard & Mair, Peter (2009). The Cartel Party Thesis: A Restatement. Perspectives 

on Politics. Vol 7(4). p. 753-766.  

doi:10.1017/S1537592709991782 

Search date: 17th of September  

 

Katz, Richard & Mair, Peter (2018). Democracy and the Cartelization of Political Parties. 

First edition. Oxford: Oxford University Press 

 

King, Anthony (1976). ‘Modes of Executive–Legislative Relations: Great Britain, France 

and West Germany’, Legislative Studies Quarterly, 1/1 (1976).  p. 11–34. 

Search date: 12th of September 2019 

 

Kirchheimer, Otto (1957). The Waning of Opposition in Parliamentary Regimes. Social 

Research, Vol 24(2). p. 127-156.  

Search date: 26th of November 2019 

 

Kirchheimer, Otto (1964). Politik und Verfassung. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp Verlag 



 

86(91) 

 

 

Kirchheimer, Otto (1966). The Catch-All Party. In: Peter Mair (ed) (1990). The West 

European Party System. Oxford: Oxford University Press. p. 50-60. 

 

Klüver, Heike & Sagarzazu, Iñaki (2016). Setting the Agenda or Responding to Voters? 

Political Parties, Voters and Issue Attention, West European Politics. Vol. 39(2). p. 380-

398.  

DOI: 10.1080/01402382.2015.1101295 

Search date: 28th of October 2019 

 

Klüver, Heike & Zubeck, Radoslaw (2017). Minority Governments and Legislative 

Reliability: Evidence from Denmark and Sweden. Party Politics. p. 719-730. 

Search date: 30th of September 2019  

 

Koole, Ruud (1996) Cadre, Catch-All or Cartel? A Comment on the Notion of the Cartel 

Party. Party Politics. Vol 2(4). p. 507–534. 

Search date: 27th of November 2019 

 

Krippendorff, Klaus (2013). Content Analysis: an Introduction to its Methodology. 3rd ed. 

Thousand Oaks, Calif.: SAGE 

 

Loxbo, Karl & Sjölin, Mats (2016). Parliamentary Opposition on the Wane? The Case of 

Sweden, 1970–2014. Government and Opposition, Vol 52(4). p.  587-613.  

doi:10.1017/gov.2015.39 

Search date: 21st of November 2019  

 

Meguid, Bonnie M. (2005). Competition Between Unequals: The Role of Mainstream Party 

Strategy in Niche Party Success. American Political Science Review, Vol 99(3). p. 347-359. 

doi:10.1017/S0003055405051701 

Search date: 15th of November 2019 

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2015.1101295


 

87(91) 

 

Moury, Cathrine, & Fernandes, Jorge M. (2018). Minority Governments and Pledge 

Fulfilment: Evidence from Portugal. Government and Opposition, Vol 53(2). p. 335-355.  

doi:10.1017/gov.2016.14 

Search date: 27th of November 2019  

 

Müller, Wolfgang C., Bergman, Torbjörn & Strom, Kaare (2008). Coalition Theory and 

Cabinet Governance: an Introduction. In: Strøm, Kaare, Müller, Wolfgang C. & Bergman, 

Torbjörn (ed.) (2008). Cabinets and Coalition Bargaining: the Democratic Life Cycle in 

Western Europe. Oxford: Oxford University Press. p. 1-50. 

 

Müller, Wolfgang C. & Strom, Kaare (2008). Coalition Agreements and Cabinet 

Governance. In: Strøm, Kaare, Müller, Wolfgang C. & Bergman, Torbjörn (ed.) (2008). 

Cabinets and Coalition Bargaining: the Democratic Life Cycle in Western Europe. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. p. 159-200. 

 

Norton, Philip (2008). Conclusion: Making Sense of Opposition. Journal of Legislative 

Studies, Vol 14(1 –2)(Parliamentary Opposition in Old and New Democracies, special 

issue). p. 213–235. 

Search date: 11th of September 2019 

 

Nyman, Olle (1966). Parlamentarismen i Sverige: Huvuddragen av Utvecklingen efter 1917. 

6. uppl. Stockholm: Medborgarskolan 

 

Pellikaan, Huib, de Lange, Sarah & van der Meer, Tom W.G. (2016). The Center does not 

Hold: Coalition Politics and Party System Change in the Netherlands.Government and 

Opposition. Vol. 53, No 2. p. 231-255. 

Search date: 27th of November 2019    

 

Pizzorno, Alessandro (1981). Parties in Pluralism. In: Mair, Peter (ed) (1990) The West 

European Party System. p. 61-72 

 



 

88(91) 

 

Raso, Connor N. (2007) Small Party Power Inside and Outside Government: the Policy 

Influence Differential in New Zealand, 1999 To 2002. Political Science, Vol 59:2. p. 63-78. 

DOI: 10.1177/003231870705900206  

Search date: 30th of September 2019 

 

Riksdagen (2019a). Höstens Regeringsbildning Klar.  

Link: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/aktuellt/2019/jan/22/sverige-har-fatt-en-ny-regering/  

Search date: 25th of September 2019 

 

Riksdagen (2019b). Så Arbetar Utskotten. 

Link:https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/arbetet-i-riksdagen/sa-arbetar-

utskotten/ 

Search date: 24th of October 2019  

 

Riksdagen (2019c). Vad är vad i Kammaren? 

Link:https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/arbetet-i-riksdagen/vad-ar-vad-i-

kammaren/ 

Search date: 28th of November  

 

Rovny, Jan (2015). Riker and Rokkan: Remarks on the Strategy and Structure of Party 

Competition. Party Politics, 2015 Vol.21(6) p.912-918 

Search date: 15th of November 2019 

 

Sartori, Giovanni (1976). A Typology of Party Systems. In: Mair, Peter (ed.) (1990). The 

West European Party System. Oxford: Oxford University Press. p. 316-349 

 

Scarrow, Susan E. (2006). Party Subsidies and the Freezing of Party Competition: Do 

Cartels Work? West European Politics, Vol 29 (4). p. 619–639. 

Search date: 27th of November 2019  

 

SCB (1995). Allmänna valen 1994. Del 1 Riksdagsvalet den 18 september 1994. 

https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/aktuellt/2019/jan/22/sverige-har-fatt-en-ny-regering/
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/arbetet-i-riksdagen/sa-arbetar-utskotten/
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/arbetet-i-riksdagen/sa-arbetar-utskotten/
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/arbetet-i-riksdagen/vad-ar-vad-i-kammaren/
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/arbetet-i-riksdagen/vad-ar-vad-i-kammaren/


 

89(91) 

 

Link:http://share.scb.se/ov9993/data/historisk%20statistik/SOS%201911-

%2FValstatistiken%2FAllm%C3%A4nna%20valen%20(SOS)%201970-

1998%2FValstatistik-Allmanna-valen-1994-Del-1-Riksdagsvalet.pdf 

Search date: 11th of November 2019 

 

SCB (2019). Valdeltagande i Sverige.  

Länk:https://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/sverige-i-siffror/manniskorna-i-

sverige/valdeltagande-i-sverige/  

Search date: 18th of October 2019  

 

SCB (2019b). Mandat i Riksdagen efter Parti och Valår.  

Link:http://www.statistikdatabasen.scb.se/pxweb/sv/ssd/START__ME__ME0104__ME010

4C/Riksdagsmandat/table/tableViewLayout1/ 

Search date: 28th of October 2019  

 

Stjernquist, Nils (1966). Sweden: Stability or Deadlock?  In: Dahl, Robert A. & Stjernquist, 

Nils (ed.) (1966). Political oppositions in Western democracies. New Haven: Yale Univ. 

Press. p. 116-146. 

 

Strom, Kaare (1986). Deferred Gratification and Minority Governments in Scandinavia. 

Legislative Studies Quarterly, Vol 11(4). p. 583-605.  

Search date: 27th of November 2019  

 

Strom, Kaare (1990a). A Behavioral Theory of Competitive Political Parties. American 

Journal of Political Science, 34(2). p. 565-598.  

doi:10.2307/2111461 

Search date: 27th of November 2019  

 

Strom, Kaare (1990b). Minority Government and Majority Rule. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press 

 

http://share.scb.se/ov9993/data/historisk%20statistik/SOS%201911-%2FValstatistiken%2FAllm%C3%A4nna%20valen%20(SOS)%201970-1998%2FValstatistik-Allmanna-valen-1994-Del-1-Riksdagsvalet.pdf
http://share.scb.se/ov9993/data/historisk%20statistik/SOS%201911-%2FValstatistiken%2FAllm%C3%A4nna%20valen%20(SOS)%201970-1998%2FValstatistik-Allmanna-valen-1994-Del-1-Riksdagsvalet.pdf
http://share.scb.se/ov9993/data/historisk%20statistik/SOS%201911-%2FValstatistiken%2FAllm%C3%A4nna%20valen%20(SOS)%201970-1998%2FValstatistik-Allmanna-valen-1994-Del-1-Riksdagsvalet.pdf
https://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/sverige-i-siffror/manniskorna-i-sverige/valdeltagande-i-sverige/
https://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/sverige-i-siffror/manniskorna-i-sverige/valdeltagande-i-sverige/
http://www.statistikdatabasen.scb.se/pxweb/sv/ssd/START__ME__ME0104__ME0104C/Riksdagsmandat/table/tableViewLayout1/
http://www.statistikdatabasen.scb.se/pxweb/sv/ssd/START__ME__ME0104__ME0104C/Riksdagsmandat/table/tableViewLayout1/


 

90(91) 

 

Strøm, Kaare & Bergman, Torbjörn (2011). Parliamentary Democracies under Siege?. In: 

Bergman, Torbjörn and Strøm, Kaare (ed.), The Madisonian Turn: Political Parties and 

Parliamentary Democracy in Nordic Europe. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. p. 

3–34.  

 

SVT (2018). Miljöpartiets Krav: Klimatet måste vara i Fokus. 

Link:https://www.svt.se/nyheter/mp-staller-klimatkrav-i-forhandlingarna   

Search date: 26th of September 2019 

 

Swaan, Abram de (1973). Coalition Theories and Cabinet Formations: a Study of Formal 

Theories of Coalition Formation Applied to Nine European Parliaments after 1918. 

Amsterdam: Elsevier 

 

Valmyndigheten (2019a). Valresultat 2002.  

Link:https://www.val.se/valresultat/riksdag-landsting-och-kommun/2002.html  

Search date: 11th of November 2019  

 

Valmyndigheten (2019b). Valresultat 2014. 

Link:https://www.val.se/valresultat/riksdag-landsting-och-kommun/2014/valresultat.html 

Search date: 11th of November 2019 

 

Valmyndigheten (2019c). Valresultat 2018. 

Link: https://www.val.se/valresultat/riksdag-landsting-och-kommun/2018/valresultat.html 

Search date: 25th of September 2019 

 

Vänsterpartiet (2014). Hans Linde om Statsministeromröstningen  

Link:https://www.vansterpartiet.se/hans-linde-om-statsministeromrostningen/ 

Search date: 21st of October, 2019  

 

Wockelberg, Helena (2010). Så Arbetar Svenska Regeringar. In: Hermansson, Jörgen & 

Beckman, Ludvig (2010). Regeringsmakten i Sverige: ett Experiment i Parlamentarism 

1917-2009. 1. uppl. Stockholm: SNS förlag. p. 106-142 

https://www.svt.se/nyheter/mp-staller-klimatkrav-i-forhandlingarna
https://www.val.se/valresultat/riksdag-landsting-och-kommun/2002.html
https://www.val.se/valresultat/riksdag-landsting-och-kommun/2014/valresultat.html
https://www.val.se/valresultat/riksdag-landsting-och-kommun/2018/valresultat.html
https://www.vansterpartiet.se/hans-linde-om-statsministeromrostningen/


 

91(91) 

 

 

Zürn, Michael (2014). The Politicization of World Politics and its Effects: Eight 

Propositions. European Political Science Review, Vol 6(1). p. 47-71.  

doi:10.1017/S1755773912000276 

Search date: 27th of November 2019  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


