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Over the years the institutional structure of European Union (EU) has
caused considerable debate and at times tension between the member states.
This has been the case ever since the first steps were taken in the
institutional building of the Union in the leatly 1950s. Historically the

member states have rarely clashed on the basis of their size in the.

institutional debate. Duting the most recent treaty negotiations, however, a
number of indicators have emerged suggesting a major cleavage between the
large and small member states over 53?&05& issues. Hence, it is
interesting to observe how the position of the small member states has been
affected by the development of the institutional structure and how the small
states themselves have managed to influence this process. ;

The 2im of this article is to explote the influence of small states on the
development of the institutional structure of the EU. In order to shed light
on-this matter, two case studies will be examined. Firstly, the process leading
up to the Treaty of Nice and, secondly, the debate sutrounding the
Constitutional Treaty. The larger states, patticdlarly Germany and France, are
often said to dominate the integration process. Therefore, out concern is to
analyse the ability of small states to influence treaty negotiations and the
institutional modifications that are agreed to during these negotiations.

It is important, however, to begin by examining how the concept of
small state’ is defined with respect to the configuration of the EU and how
we can examine the influence of states within an international institate like
the Union by applying the small-state literature.

<
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Size of States in the Union: Structutal and perceptual
considerations

Theoretical perspectives still differ in their view on how the term ‘small
should be defined when applied to the size of states. However, most of them
name population as the most important variable in categotizing states

according to size. The ‘small state’ categoty includes states with up to 40

million inhabitants, all depending on where the line is drawn between it and
the ‘medium size’ or ‘large’ category. The other three most commonly used
vatiables in defining the size of states are territorial size, size of Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) and military capacity.

The EU member states have taken account of the number of inhabitants
in determining ‘the strength’ of states within the institutional structure of the
Ugnion. Number of votes in the Council of Ministers and number of
members in the Buropean Parliament have been based on population figures
for each and every state although the less-populated states have,
T.owo&osﬁ&% been over represented. The size of the Commissioner has
also taken account of what have traditionally been tegarded as the ‘large
states’ and the ‘small states’. All states that are said to belong to the ‘the large
state group” had two Commissioners while states in ‘the small state group’
have only one Commissioner each, (This changed according to the Treaty of
Nice, see discussion below).

In the early days of small-state studies in the 1960s and 1970s, scholats
wete pre-occupied with the concepts of vulnerability and capacity,
particulatly in the process of decolonization. The ability of small states to
function independently in the international system was frequently questioned
because they wete thought to be vulnerable to political and economic
pressure. Small states were seen as having limited diplomatic power and
militaty strength and, consequently, as being unable to defend themselves
against their larger neighbours. Thus, they had little international power and

were seen as feactive in the international system, in distinction to the
proactive nature of large states. The economic viability of small states was
also questioned, as they were thought to be economically vulnerable, in every
respect (for a detailed discussion, see Griffiths, 2004). This claim has now
-been swept away, since many small states have done much better
economically than their larger neighbours. For instance, small states in terms
of population size (including the Notdic states, the Benelux states, Austtia
and Switzerland) have fared better, economically, than the four largest states
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of the EU, ie. Germany, France, Britain and Ttaly (Magnisson, 2004). On
the other hand, small states are still seen as being highly vulnerable in terms
of their small economies. In addition, political vulnerability, along with
strategic and ‘perceptual’ vulnerability, continues to influence  states’
domestic and international activities. :

In defining the size of states and their potential power it is necessary to
consider the international environment. For instance, Handel (1981)’ argues
that structural factors, such as geographical location (e.g- being in an atea of
great-power intetests), international institutions (e.g. providing a shield
against aggressive players) and inter-state relations (i.e. whether these are
characterised by peace or conflict), have traditionally - been seen as
determining the fate of small states and their ability to function
independently in the intetnational aréna. Policy-makers in small.states will
take these structural factors into consideration when deciding on.a foteign
policy to pursue. Hence, the international environment is a key determinant
of whether or not a particular state can be regarded as small or large.

This paper uses the four traditional variables (population, tertitory, GDP
and military)! along with ‘national administrative capacity’ to define the size
of states in the EU. These variables provide cocrete measures to define the
size of states in the Union, as table 1 shows. The capacity of national
administrations of member states is a decisive factor in determining their
ability to defend their interests abroad and influence decision-making in
institutions like the EU. This is particulatly the case with respect: to the
capabilities of foreign services (for instance, see East, 1975, Vaytynen, 1971).
The ability of small national administrations to wortk within the EU has often
been put in doubt and the EU placed considerable emphasis on the need for
states that enteted the Union in 2004 to have appropsiate administrative
capacity (see for instance Commission of the European Communities, 2000).
The success or failure of states within the Union may have as much to do
with the administrative capacity and a skilful and efficient administration as it
has to do with number of votes in the Council or number of OoB:Bm”mwonﬂ.m
(Thorhallsson, 2000 and 2004). One way to Wmmﬁﬂ.n&bm the capacity -of a
national administration is to look at the size of its foreign service in terms of
number of officials. . .

1 Scholats have made a number of attempts to combine these variables in order to define the

size of states and their action-capacity (Jalan, 1982; Damijan, 1997; Castello et.al., 1997;
Crowards, 2002). ' '
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However, this paper also recognises that a conceptual framework,
intending to define the size of a state and the consequences for its
international activity, needs to take the international structaral and
conceptual factors into account. Let us observe, for instance, a conceptual
framework containing six categories with tegard to the size of states,
(Thothallsson, forthcoming): 1) fixed size (population and tetritory); 2)
soveteignty size (whether the state can maintain effective sovereignty on its
tetritory; its ability to maintain a minimum state structure and presence at an
international level); 3) political size (military and administrative capabilities
and the degree of domestic cohesion, combined with the degree to which the
state maintains an external united front); 4) economic size (GDP, matket size
and development success); 5) perceptual size (how domestic and external
actors regard the state); G) preference size (ambitions and prioritisations of
the governing elite and its ideas about the international system). Previous
attempts to move away from the traditional variables include Vayrynen’s
(1971) ctiteria for evaluating the size of a state in terms of objective and
subjective measurements, together with exogenous and endogenous
measurements, and Katzenstein’s (1985) domestic economic and political
characterization of small states.

Thus, objective factors influence perceptions of the size of states and
their overall action capacity. These factors have to be combined with a
careful examination of the views of political elites and other relevant
domestic and international -actors. However, it is not the intention of this
paper to analyse the overall influence of small states in the EU but, rather,
the aim is to analyse the impact of small states on the institutional structure
of the Union in two treaty negotiations.

Table 1 indicates the size of states according to the four traditional and
measurable variables along with administrative capacity (capacity of foreign
services). A state is considered small or large, depending, tespectively, on
whether its number of inhabitants is below 17 million or 38 million and
above, according to its territorial size, GDP, military expenditure and the

-number of people working in its foreign service, with only few exceptions.
According to these figures the large states ate considered to be Germany,
France, the United Kingdom, Italy, Spain and Poland. The test of the

member states (19 states altogether) ate regarded to belong to the small state
category.
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Table 1. Member States of the European GBO? Size Index

States Population Surface GDP (in Number of Military -
(in millions: ~ area (in billions of people = expendi-
July 2005 thousands of euros: wotking in ture (in
(Bstimate))  km?) 2004) the foreign millions US
” service $: 2004)**
(April 2001)*
Small States: :
Malta 0.398 0.3 4.1 256 :36.1
Luxembourg 0.468 . 3 25.6 206 244
Cyprus 0.780 9 124 231 . 203
Estonia 1.333 45 9.0 479 - 181
Slovenia 2.011 20 25.9 451 465
Latvia 2.290 65 11.0 455 1204
Lithuania 3.596 65 17.9 440 336
Ireland 4.015 70 146.2 820 1,010
Finland 5.223 339 149.7 1,642 2,077
Denmark 5.432 43 . 1944 1,663 -3,228
Slovak Republic 5.431 49 33.1 931 - 585
Austria 8.184 84 237.0 1,397 1,925
Sweden 9.002 450 279.0 1,500 5,439
Hungary 10.01 93 80.8 1,9234A 1,485
Czech Republic 10.24 79 86.2 2,165 1,741
Belgium 10.36 31 283.7 2,103 14,398
Portugal 10.57 92 135.0 2,038 3,115
Greece 10.67 132 165.2 1,810 _uLNom
Nethetlands 16.41 34 466.3 3,050 8,407
Large States: \ .
"Poland . 38.64 324 195.2 2,730 4,149
Spain 40.34 507 837.5 2,619 9,565
Italy . 58.10 302 1,351.3 4,688 . 27,759
United Kingdom 60.44 245 1,715.8 5,500 47,401
France 60.66 552 1,6484 9,800 46,174
Germany 82.43 357 2,207.2 6,515 133,888

*Excluding personnel employed locally by missions abroad.

**Figures are in millions US dollars at constant 2003 prices and exchange rates. The
figures from; Luxembourg, Sweden, Hungary, the Netherlands, France Eﬁ
Germany are estimated. i

A: March 2004.
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B: 2003.

Sources: Population figures: the CIA World Fact Book (2005). Available online:
http:// cia.gov/cia/ publications/factbook/index.html (Accessed 20 July 2005).
GDP: Eurostat (2005). Available online: http://europa.ewint/comm/eurostat
(Accessed 20 July 2005). Sutface area: Institut national d’études démographiques
The population of the world (2003) (ed.) by u

Pilson G. in Population & Societies
(monthly newsletter), No. 392, July-August 2003, France: Institut national d’études
démographiques. Number of people working in the foreign setvice: the Foreion
Ministty in each country. Military expenditure: data from the Stockholm ©
International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), (2005). Available online:

http:/ /first.sipri.org/non_first/ result_milex.php (Accessed 20 July 2005).

The ability of small states to influence the institutional -
structure

The debate at Nice

The aim of the Nice Treaty was to

he ait prepare the Union for its fifth (and most
extensive)

nsive) enlargement. Therefore the negotiations touched on politically
Sensittve issues concerning the position and power of member states in the
Union of the future. T'wo issues caused considerable tensions, and at times
bitter conflict, between the small and large states throughout the negotiations
process: fitstly, the future size of the Commission College and, secondly, the
re-weighting of votes in the Council and the forming of a qualified majority
(Galloway, 2001). Because most of the accession states were small the large
States were nervous that their position in the Union of the future would
diminish (Archer and Nugent, 2002). Therefore the large states were
determined to make sure their position was secured during the negotiation,
especially in light of the fact that they  would be losing ‘their’ second
Commissionet in order to facilitate enlargement.

As it turned out the issue of the Commission caused the biggest problems

during the debate producing two opposing camps of small states versus
large. All the latge states p

toposed to establish a Commission with a set
number of Commissioners in the College that would be fewer than the
member states in an enlarged Union. The small however
would pave the way for an institutional .structuse dominat
Thus they published a counter
would consist of one Commiss

feared that this
ed by the large.
-proposal stipulating that the Commission
ioner from each member state, despite the
forthcoming increase in number of member states (SEC 1834/2, 2000). To
the laige states this was unacceptable as th

ey felt the effectiveness of the .
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Commission would suffer. Gradually the more federally inclined small states
(especially the Benelux) began to shate the view of the large states (Legge,
2002; Galloway, 2002). Nevertheless, during the final days of the Nice
Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) a consensus was reached between the
large states and most of the small states that constituted 2 short-term victory
for the small states. According to the Treaty, the Commission would consist
of members from all member states until their number would reach 27. After
that a set number of Commissioners would be established that would be
smaller than the total number of member states. The right to nominate a
Commissioner, howevet, would rotate between member states equally and
thus affect small and lasge states alike (Nugent, 2003; Sbragia, 2002; Legge,
2002). On the other hand, it could be argued that, the compromise was a
typical ‘Buro fudge’ solution where the small and large states met each other
half way. The solution was based on the consensus culture of the Union
indicating the necessity to reach a compromise, in order to avoid failure,
whete all states get at least part of what they asked for to be able to advocate
a favourable deal back home. Later, however, this arrangement has been
ctiticized by some, pointing out the danger that the largest states will be
without 2 Commissioner for an entite term of five yeats, thus seriously
undermining the legitimacy of the institution. This would indicate that the
compromise benefited the small over the large (see for example, Notman,
2003a). W

The second issue that caused ructions between the large and small states
was that of the re-weighting of votes in the Council for a Union of 27
member states. It was cleat that the votes wete disproportionately skewed
towards the small states; in EU 15 the ten small states had 39 votes in the
Council or 45 per cent, however their total shate of the entite EU population
was only 21 per cent (Galloway, 2001). This situation the large states wanted
to change. They were, however, not very successful in their mission as the
votes continue to be considerably skewed towards small states. Thus in the
Treaty of Nice, for EU 27, the 21 small states were allocated 51 per cent of
the votes in the Council despite comprising only 30 per cent of 'the total
population (Galloway, 2001; Galloway, 2002; Treaty of Nice, 2001).-

As for the forming of a qualified majotity: the large states did better. The
definition of a qualified majotity according to the treaty was threefold.
Firstly, the threshold of votes to form a qualified majority was raised from
71,26 per cent to 73.4 per cent for BEU 27, with the blocking minority
comprising 26 per cent of the votes (91 Axoﬁ_am out of 345) (Treaty of Nice
2001). Secondly it was decided, following pressute from Germany, that a
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qualified majority must also consist of member states comptising 62 pe
of the total EU population and that member states may “requ
vetification™ that this is the case (Treaty of Nice, 2001). These two ami
ments cleatly benefit the more populated states, with grater individual
strength in the Council. The small states had expressed their concerns:th
the principal of the equality of EU member states was being overlooked
qualified majority ¢ould be reached with fewer than half of the memb

the Council after the re-weighing of votes. Therefore, all the small s
(apart from Sweden and Belgium) called for a clause to be added tg
Treaty stipulating that a qualified majority would also have to be cast b
majority of member states. The latgest states (Germany, France, the UK
Italy) resisted at first but finally gave way (T'sebelis and Yataganas, 2002
This was an especially important condition for the least populous mem

states (Westlake and Galloway, 2004- 248). Thus the third part of+ihe
qualified majority definition protects the intetests of the small. To conclude,
the bargaining between the small states, on the one hand,
states, on the other, was intense at times but the strong traditi
a consensus at the'end of negotiations lead the way towatds th

and the lagge
on of reaching
€ compromise.

The constitutional debate

Even before the Nice IGC was concluded many
expressing their views that, in order to function w
the institutional structure would have to be modified more thoroughly and
teduced in complexity. This debate continued after the end of the Nice
Summit and was dominated by the large states. Duting the summer: of 2000
Germany’s, Foreign minister, Joschka Fisher and Jacques Chirac, the French
President, put forward their ideas of a common constitution and an open
forum, or convention, to discuss the futare development of the Union
(Fischer, 2000; Norman, 2003b). Duting the autumn of 2000 Tony Blair
added his input, stressing the importance of streamlining the institutions
(Blait, 2000). -

The Convention on the future of Europe commenced in February 2002.
For the first few months the debate continued to be dominated by the large
states. During the ‘listening phase’ in the summer of 2002 the British Prime
Minister along with the leaders of Spain and France put forward the idea of a
long-term chair of the European Council with considetable powers, instead
of the system of rotating presidencies. This proposal was later supported by

the other large states. The small, however, strongly opposed this ptoposal as
they felt that this would reduce considerably

Buropean leaders began
ell in an enlarged Union,

the influence of the small states -
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within the Union. They also expressed theit view that the small states had
always ‘managed the rotating presidency well and that it served to _unnm,muo
‘closet to its people, which was a principal goal of the Convention.
(Magnette and Nicolaidis, 2003; Norman, 2003b). The issue of _&n. European
uncil president along with the planned reduction of the size of the
ommission College caused much tension between the large and small states
throughout the constitutional debate. . .

At the beginning of the institutional debate of the Convention in January
003 France and Germany "exptessed their views on how to reform the

institutions. Their proposals officially introduced to the Convention the idea

of a long-term chair, or president, of the Msmo.wgb Council, elected by
qualified majority voting (QMV) for a term of two-and-a-half years,

‘tenewable once (CONV 489/03). The president would have considerable
powers and the role of the European Council in general would be enhanced.

The small states feared that this could undermine the Commission and
disrupt the community decision-making procedure and the m@rm&q of
member states. Thus, they gradually formed an alliance, dubbed the ‘Friends
of the community method’ that held a number of meetings and issued joint
statements and proposals. This alliance was at times extensive and influential
but it was never universal, with Denmark, Sweden and the .maDmEx
frequently staying away (see for example Norman, 2003b).

The main concerns of the small states were to retain the system of equal
rotation of the presidency and ensure that every member state SO:E. Wo.m_.u
the right to nominate a Commissionet. Although zbmc.nnommmﬁ in convincing
other members to scrap the idea of a Buropean Council president, the small
states did manage to reduce his/her powers significantly, so much that the
president would in fact have less power and influence than the leader of the
country holding the rotating presidency undet the current system. Some fear
that this could have dire consequences for the effective management of the
msnowng Council and the Union as a whole ”Aﬁs&o/ﬁ 2003; Ludlow, 2004).
As for the Commission the small states did not manage to prevent the
Do_pomm from being reduced (the small states were not united in this demand
anyway). However, duting the June 2004 IGC, just before the final draft of
the Constitutional Treaty was completed, the small states did manage to
ensure that the first Commission that would be appointed under the
Constitution (at the time this referred to the 2009-2014 Commission) would
consist of Commissioners from all member states. After that Commissioners

would come from two-thirds of the BmBU& states, rotating between them
on an equal basis (Ludlow, 2004).
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It is worth noting that during the Convention the small states were
plagued with unsympathetic leadership (especially from the Frenchman
Valery Giscard d’Estaing), as in fact they were duting the latter half of the
Nice negotiations (incidentally also from the French). This setved to increase
the tensions between the large and small states even further. Moreover, it is
worth noting that -even after the fifth enlatgement, that involved mostly
small states, the 19 small members only account for 25 pet cent of the total
population of EU 25 and 22 per cent of its GDP. .

Conclusion

The negotiations leading to the Nice and the Constitutional Treaties indicate
that although the large states are the driving force during treaty negotiations,
the small states do manage to exet influence. The latge states set the agenda
and the small states had little influence when it came to agenda setting in the
debates. The large states also managed to push through the most funda-
mental of the institutional modifications. This was patticularly the case when
the large states were united in their demand for institutional changes.
Howevet, when it came to the “fine tuning’ of the institutional structure the
small states wete able to amend the initial institutional proposals consider-
ably. They did not manage to block proposal from the large states but, for
instance, succeeded in curbing the power of the Eutopean Council President
and securing that majority of member states are needed for QMYV in the
Council. The general trend, therefore, both at the Nice IGC and duting the
constitutional debate was that the large states provided the dtiving force
towards amendments to the original treaties but the small states nevertheless
managed to secure theit position. Furthermore, the informal norms of
consensus have dictated that member states settle their differences and form
a common position before a decision is made.

The original stricture of the institutional framework of the Union created
in the 1950s provided a shield for the small member states. The larger
members had greater capacity, in every respect, than the small states but the
vulnerability of the small states was reduced because of the pre-atranged
Institutional agreement. A consensus culture was both part of the deal and
developed further as both camps, the small and large, regarded it beneficial
fot their ability to defend their interests. : ,

The larger states have increasingly challenged previous institutional settle-
ments in order to gain greater influence in the decision-making processes. -
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However, the original institutional set up still provides the small states with a
shield from the gradually more aggressive players and the consensus culture
continues to form states’ relations in the institutional debate. Thus, _mmn&m_um
claims about the necessity of studying the sttuctural factors when determin-
ing the potential power of states internationally, ate valuable. On the other
hand, there is a need to consider objective factors such as ‘perceptual size’
(how domestic and external actors regard the role and influence of the state
in question) and ‘preference size’ (ambitions and ptioritisations of the
governing elite and its ideas about the international system) in greatet detail
in order to fully understand states’ power potential in institutions like the EU
(see detailed discussion in Thorhallsson, forthcoming). For instance,we need
to answer questions such as; whether leading! politicians in small states can,
to some extent, select the size of their country by decisions about its
international activity and to what extent pro-BEuropean views of the
governing elite may affect where small-state’s stand in EU negotiations.

Small states continue to be vulnerable to pressure from larger players, as
the small-state literature established in its early days shows, but favourable
structural factors such as the institutional structute of the EU and norms of
how decisions are teached provides small states with potendal influence. The
small states managed to curtail the most radical proposals duting the treaty
negotiations which aimed to increase the power of the large states at the
expense of others. The structural setting of the Union, with its consensus
culture, benefits the small states in this respect and gives them the chance to
amend unfavourable proposals. ,

P
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'Kjésendur 4 vergangi?
Flokkshollusta fslenskra kiésenda

Einar Mar Pérdarson
Olafur b. Hardarson u

Flokkshollusta (party identsfication) hefur vetid lykilhugtak { kosninga-
rannséknum { teplega halfa 6ld eda fra bvi a0 hinn svokalladi Michigan-
hépur (kenndur vid Michigan haskélann) gaf it békina The Awerican Voter
ari® 1960. Bokin hafdi vidtek dhrif 4 hugmyhdir manna og umfjéllun um
kjésendur og kosningahegdun. Vinseldir keaningarinnar ma eflaust rekja til
frjorrar umredu um hana, hversu miki® skfringagildi hin hefur fyrir
kosningahegdun og st6dugleika hennar til lengri tima (Jenssen, 1999).
Flokkshollusta hefur ekki adeins verid talin felast { studningi vid einstaka
flokka og statfssemi peitra heldur einnig { studningi vid flokkakerfid { heild
sinni. Flokkshollusta hefur pvi gegnt lykilhlutverki { l§dradistikjum med pvi
a0 vera grunnur ad politiskri vitund Eommsmmnmv audveldad kjésandanum ad
mynda sér skodanir 4 politiskum atburdum, stjérnmalaménaum og
mélefnum sem eru uppi { samfélaginu hverju sinni, virkja patttoka {
Wo.mn.msm&um&ﬁd og kosningum og vidhalda stédugleika i flokkakerfinu
(Nottis, 1999). Undanfarna dratugi hafa kosningarannséknir 4 Vestutléndum
synt ad dregid hefur ur flokkshollustu og kjésendur eru liklegti en 4dur til a9
skipta um flokk milli kosninga. betta hefur beint sjénum fredimanna’ aftur ad
flokkshollustukenningunni og hvort hin eigi sidur vid nd (Dalton, 2002).
Kenningin um flokkshollustu leggur aherslu 4 einstaklinginn og tengsl
hans vid stjérnmélaflokka. Hin gerir 1dd fyrir ad kosningahegdun radist af
vidhorfum il priggja pitta stjérnméla: frambjédenda, stjérnmalastefnu og
sambands stjérnmaélaflokla og akvedinna bjodfélagshépa. Allir pessir pettir
hafa 4hrif 4 kosningahegBun til skamms tima en svo fer kjésandinn ad
“samsama sig beim flokki sem hann kys og tria pvi 20 vidkomandi flokkur sé
besti fulltrdi sinn og sins pjodfélagshéps. Pegar ny malefni eda deilur koma
upp { pjédfélaginu styttir kjésandinn sér oft leid og notar kennimerki (czes)
frd flokknum sinum til a8 mynda sér skodun og lekkar pannig upplysinga-
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kostnad sinn verulega. Kenningin getit pannig r4d fytir a8 flokkar get haft
moétandi Ahrif 4 skodanir kidsenda sinna. Med timanum myndar kjésandinn
tengsl vid flokkinn sem styrkjast med aldrinum og esfitt er ad rjifa. Ekki er
gett 1ad fytir ad aldur sem slikur hafi 4hsif 4 flokkshollusta heldur fjoldi
samfleyttra kosninga sem kjésandinn kys sama flokk. (Hatrop og Miller,
1987). Hér eftit verdur p6 talad um betta samband sem 4hrif aldurs 4
flokkshollustu til einféldunat.

Par sem flokkshollusta hefur verid litin lykilatridid { fjolmérgum pattum
sem vidkemur politiskri hegdun kjésenda kom pad frediménnum nokkud 4
Ovatt begar fyrst vard vart vid ad tryggdarbdnd kjésenda vid) stjérnmala-
flokka vittust vera ad trosna. Fyrstu visbendingar um breytingar komu fram §
sveiflukenndara gengi stjérnmalaflokka milli kosninga og { kj6lfarid syndu

kosningarannséknir a8 flokkshollusta £6¢ minnkandi i flestum vestrenum
tikjum (Dalton, 2002).

. Hnignun flokkshollustu

Undafarna dratugi hafa komid fram ymsar kenningar sem fjalla um hnignandi
flokkshollustu. Sumar halda pvi fram a8 breytingarnar hafi att sér stad vegna
bess ad ljésvakamidlar veru ordnir megin uppspretta pélitiskra upplysinga
kjésenda { stad stjérnmalaflokka 48ur. Adrar halda bvi fram ad stjérnmala-
ketfi vestraenna tikja, par med talid stjornmalaflokkar, hafi ekki stadid undir
kedfum borgaranna um aukna velszld. b6 gera vinszlustu kenningarnar r4d
fytir 20 kjésendur hafi 28 einhverju leyti breyst, ad nfjar kynslédir kjésenda
séu betur menntadar, hafi meiri adgang ad upplysingum og eigi audveldara
med a0 vinna Gr beim. Pessit kjésendur butfa bvi ekki ad teida sig 4
kennimerki stjérnmalaflokka til ad mynda sér skodanir 4 malefoum lidandi
stundar. Ronald Inglehart (1997) og Russel J. Dalton (2003) etu medal peitta
sem hafa fjallad um pessar breytingu og kalla hana ,,virkjun vitsmunanna®
(cognitive mobilizatior) og tengja hana vid minnkandi flokkahollustu. Peir telja
ad bessar nyju kynslédir kjésenda séu ekki sidur dhugasamar og virkar {
stjornmalum en par eldri. Stjdrnmalabatttaka yngri kynsléda fari frekar fram
{ ymsum hagsmunahépum en stjérnmalaflokkum og vilji til Shefdbundinnar
patttoku hafi aukist il muna. Med Shefbundinni patttku er 4tt vid t.d.
moétmeli, Slogmat verkfsll eda pad 28 skrifa undir Askoranit il stjornvalda.
betta telur Dalton benda til pess ad yngti kynslodir lati sér ekki nagja 28
kj6sa 4 nokkutra 4ra fresti heldur hafi fundid batttdku sinni nyjan farveg.

.
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Hnignun flokkshollustu hefur komi® @mﬂ i auknu flokkaflakki kjésenda
sem getur haft paer afleidingar ad fylgi flokka sveiflast miki® milli kosninga
og n¥ir flokkar n4® umtalsverdum arangti (sbr. velgengni ymissa gteningja-
flokka) og t6tgrénir flokkat jafnvel horfid af sjénarsvidinu. Eins og komid
hefur fram hafa kenningar um flokkshollustu gert 48 fysir 28 hin tengist
aldi p.e. ad hollusta aukist eftit pvi sem kjésandinn eldist. Kenningar um
hnignandi flokkshollustu gera hins vegar 148 fyrir a8 petta mynstur sé ekki
tengt aldri heldur kynslédamun. .e. 28 nyjar kynslodir kjdsenda myndi sidur
tengsl vid stjérnmalaflokka heldur en per eldri og 29 Dessi tengsl muni
haldast veik pratt fyrir 28 kjésendurnir eldist. Pessar kenningar ganga gegn
hvor annatti og geta haft Slikar afleidingar { f6r med sér fyrir flokkaketfi og
broun beitra. T pessati rannsékn er ztlunin a0:skoda hvott ad pad megi skyra
minnkandi flokkshollustu 4 Islandi me® kenningum um hnignun flokks-
hollustu og sett fram st tilgita ad kynslédabil sé til stadar medal islenskea
kjosenda pannig ad yngti kynslédir séu sidur flokkshollar en bt eldti.

Eoﬁmmrozsmg a H&mb&

Olafur b. Hardason hefur gert kosningarannsoknir 4 fslandi { kjolfar allra
alpingiskosninga si®an 1983 eda sex sinnum. I peim hafa kjésendur verid
spurdir hvort peir séu studningsmenn flokka og pvi eru til malingar 4
flokkshollustu islenskra kjésenda sem nd yfir 20 dra timabil. Olafur (1995)
telur a8 flokkshollusta hafi talsvert skyringargildi fyrit kosningahegdun
islenskra kjésenda pratt fyrir a8 hin sé minni hér 4 landi en t.d. { Danmoérku
og Svipjéd. : _

Eins og sja md 4 mynd 1 feklkar studningsmonnum flokka jafnt og pétt
en 418 1983 er helmingur kjésenda studningsmenn dkvedinna stjérnméla-
flokka en petta hlutfall fer nidur fyrir moo\c, arid 1999. Mynd 1 sfnir ad
flokkshollusta hefur minnkad nokkud 4 Islandi 4 sidustu tveimur dratugum
og préunin pvi verid svipud hér og 4 6drum Vestutléndum.
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Mynd 1. Préun flokkshollustu islenskra kjésenda 1983 — 2003 (hlutfall
studningsmanna stjérnmalaflokka). A

Samkvemt kenningu héfunda The American Voter eykst flokkshollusta
eftif fjélda kosninga sem kjésandinn hefur sama stutt flokk og eftir pvi sem
flokkshollusta eykst er kjésandinn oliklegri til ad skipta wm flokk 4 milli
kosninga. Sem slikt er petta ekki afleiding bess ad eldast heldut frekar
spurning um pélitiskan proska. Engu ad sidur m4 kalla betta ahrif aldurs (/fe
oyéle effect). Samkvemt kenningunni wtti bvi fylgni flokkshollustu og aldurs ad
vera st6dug ef flokkshollusta er ekki a® taka almennum breytingum {
samfelaginu. Petta samband getur ridlast og flokkshollusta minnkad tima-
bundid vegna sté1rvidburda 4 stjéramalasvidinu eins og klofnings flokka (sbr.
klofning Borgarflokksins fra Sjalfstzdisflokkaum A41id 1987) eda ef meitri-
hittar breyting verdut 4 flokkakerfinu (t.d. sameining fjoguira flokka undir
meskjum Samfylkingar 4ri® 1999). Samkvemt kenningunni zttu slik tima-

- bundin 4hrif 28 ganga til baka pegar fra lidur og flokkshollusta a8 komast i
fyrra hotf (Jenssen, 1999).
- Tengsl aldurs og flokkshollustu m4 audveldlega sja { toflu 1 (medaltslin
ma cinnig lesa sem hlutfall studningsmanna) sem synit flokkshollustu hja
premur aldursflokkum eda 18 til 25 4ra, 26 il 45 4ra 0g 46 ara og eldti. Pessi
" aldursskipting er valin par sem Converse (1976), einn af héfandum The
American Voter, heldur pvi fram a8 samband aldurs og flokkshollusta sé ekki
linulegt, heldur styrkist flokkshollusta mest snemma 4 lifsleidinni en
styckingin minnki eftir pvi sem félk eldist. Fins og sj4 ma { téfluani eru eldri
kjosendur frekat studningsmenn flokka en beir yngri. Mestur er munuring 4
elstu og yngstu kjésendunum 41id 1983 en minnstur 1991 og 2003. Flokks-
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hollusta yngstu kjésendanna sveiflast mest 4 milli melinga, eykst 4 milli
kosninganna 1983 og 1987 en minnkar svo i nestu premur kosningum en
eykst aftur 2003. En rétt er ad hafa pad { huga ad { hverri melingu er bessi
hépur kjdsenda nanast nyr. ! _

Tafla 1. Aldur og flokkshollusta (Medaltal - studningsmenn flokka f4 gildid
1 en adxir 0). _

1983 1987 1991 1995 1999 2003
18-254ta 0,34 0,40 0,36 0,30 0,27 0,37
26-45 4ra 0,47 0,41 0,39 0,35 0,33 0,33
46-82 4ra 0,61 0,54 0,45 0,48 0,43 0,46

i megindrittum vitdist taflan stydja klassiska kenninguna um ad, flokks-
hollusta aukist med aldrinum. Aftar 4 mét vekur pad athygli a&: flokks-
hollusta vitdist almennt vera ad minnka E_E kosninga hji tveimur elstu
hépunum ef fr4 er talid 4ri® 2003 (liklegt er ad par spili inn { imbundin 4hsif
vegna mikilli breytinga 4 flokkakerfinu 1999). Petta utilokar bvi ekki a0
kynslédamunur sé 4 flokkshollustu b.e. 28 flokkshollusta aldurshépanna
minnki pegar njjar kynslédir (med minni flokkshollustu) koma inn {thépana
en eldri kynslédir med (meiti flokkshollustu) hvetfa.

Tafla 2. Feedingarar (kynsléd) og flokkshollusta (Medaltal — studningsmenn
floklka f4 gildi® 1 en adrir 0). :
1983 1987 1991 1995 1999 2003
1980-1985 - - - - 0,25 0,35
1970-1979 - - 035 030 027 032
1960-1969 0,35 0,40 037 035 033 034
1950-1959 0,44 0,40 0,39 0,34 0,36 0,40
1940-1949 0,46 0,44 0,39 0,48 0,41 0,49
1930-1939 0,59 0,53 0,43 0,40 0,44 0,46
1920-1929 0,60 0,54 0,48 0,56 0,52 0,58
1910-1919 0,56 0,56 0,59 ovmq - -
1900-1909 0,77 0,65 - . -

It6flu 2 er bessi kynslédarmunur augliés og nanast linulegur pannig a8
peir sem eru feddir fyrr 4 stdustu 61d hafa meiti flokkshollustu en peir sem
eru faeddir seinna. Samkvemt klassisku kenningunni atti flokkshollusta
einstakra kynsléda ad aukast vid hverjar Womafmmh En i t6flu 2 ma sja ad
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hin er nokkud std8ug og virdist frekar vera minnka pé 28 pad sé ekki
einhlitt og { litlu meeli.

Pegar ad fjallad er um kynsl6damun et alltaf vandamal hvernig eigi ad
greina 4 milli 4hrifa kynslédamunar, aldurs og timabundinna dhtifa. Tafla 2
synir a8 fxdingardr eda kynslod virdast hafa talsverd tengsl vid flokks-
hollustu og bvi getut vetid ad pad séu eingbngu bau tengsl sem koma fram
millt aldurs og flokkshollustu { t6flu 1. Einnig er erfitt ad meta timabundin
shrif sem koma fram vegna einhverra atburda eda breytinga sem verda 4
stjornmilasvidinu. Toflurnar geta pvi veri®d 20 ljsa 6llum pessum bremur
atridum sem nefnd hafa vetid til ségunnar og geta haft ahtif 4 floklkshollusta.

Samspil ahrifapatta 4 flokkshollustu

Til ad svara beirri spurningu hvort kynsléSamunur sé til stadar vardandi
floklsshollustu 6had ahtifum aldurs og timabundnum ahrifam verdur a8 nota
fislbreytugreiningu. Aldur, kynsléd (fedingarir) og timabil (kosningaar) eru
augljoslega tolfredilega tengdar breytur og til 2 bregdast vid) likum 4 harri
fylgni milli frumbreyta (intetcorrelation) hafa per verid endurskilgreindar
sem tvigildar visibreytur (Jenssen, 1999). Til 28 mela timabundin 4htif eru
arin sem kosningarnar (melingin) féru fram notud sem visibreytur. Félki er
skipt  brja aldurshépa eins og raki® var hés ad framan en pegar kemur ad pvi
ad skilgreina kynsl6dir vandast malid. I fyrsta lagi eiga einungis peit sem
feeddir eru 4 milli 1923 og 1963 fulltrda i dllum sex kosningarannsékounum
sem hér etu notadar. bvi eru peir sem feddir eru fytir 1923 eda eftir 1963
settit { sitt hvorn flokkinn og verda skodadir sérstaklega. Pegar kemur ad
beim sem eru feeddir 4 milli 1923 og 1963 er skipting i flokka ekki eins
augljés. Sagt er ad folk motist helst af uppvastardrum sinum og gerd
samfélagsins 4 hvetjum tima hafi mikil hrif 4 pi métun og pvi vaxi upp
kynsl6dir sem bia ad sameiginlegti reynslu og hafi svipada sjn 4 samfélagi®
(Inglehiart, 1997). Pvi var afrddid ad bua til tvo hépa einstaklinga sem alast
upp 4 Olikum timabilum { stjérnmalasdgu landsins. Annats vegar b4 sem
feddir eru 4 milli 1923 og 1944 sem er kynsléd sem elst upp vid stétta-
stjornmal kreppuaranna. Hins vegar pa sem eru feddir 4 milli 1945 og 1962,
bekkja Island ekki 6druvisi en sem fullvalda tiki og Slust upp vid 2d barattan
milli austur og vesturs endurémadi { allti stjérnméalaumraedu 4 Islandi.
Gognin sem hér eru notud eru fengin dr kosningarannséknum Olafs b.
HarOarsonar préfessors sem framkvaemdar voru eftir kosningarnar 4rin 1983,

1987, 1991, 1995, 1999 og 2003 og spanna pvi 0rdid 20 4ra timabil. Gognin -
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eru vigtud bannig ad rannsdknirnar hafa jafnt vegi eda pannig ad fjoldi
svarenda fyrir hvert 4t er s4 sami (heildarfjélda svarenda er b6 ekki breytt,
N=8679). Notast er vid adhvarfsgreiningu (blockwise muliiple logistic regression)
og eru dhrifaprettir settir inn { skrefum.

Tafla 3. Likur 4 flokkshollustu (peir sem eru mE@EDWMBQS flokka mm gildid
1 en aduir gildid 0).

LOGISTIC REGRESSION .
1. Likan 2. Likan 3. Likan:
B (se) OR B (s OR B (s¢) - OR
Fasti 0,01 0,05 - -0,30 0,06 -0,04 0,10i
Kosningar : .
(samanb.) 1983 - - 1 -k 1 - -
1987 -0,18* 0,07 084 -0,18*% 007 083 -0,13 0,08: 0,38
1991 -0,39 *#* 0,07 0,68 -0,30 ** (08 0,67 -0,29 ==+ 0,08 0,75
1995 -0,45**% 0,08 0,64 -046** 008 0,63 -031+* 008 073
1999 0,58 *#++ 0,08 0,56 -0,60 *** 0,08 0,55 -0,40+* 000! 067
2003 -0,454* 007 0,64 -048*% 008 0,62 -0,25* 009 078
Aldur . i
(samanb.) 18-25 4ra - - 1 - -1
26-45 4ra 0,17 ** 0,07 1,19 0,09 0,07° 1,09
46-82 4ra 0,65 = 0,07 1,91 0,23* 0,11 1,25
Kynslod (fadingarar) : i
1901-1922 ; 0,34 #++ 0,09 1,40
(samanb.) 1923-1944 , - -
1945-1963 : -0,33 ** 0,08, 0,72
1964-1985 , -0,46 =+ 0,11 0,63
-2 Log likelihood LP. df * p (improvement = 0)
Fasti 11816,9 :
Kosningar . 11736,3 80,5 5 " p<0,001
kosningar, aldur 11596,2 140,1: 2 p<0,001
kosningar, aldut, fedingarar 11557,0 39,2 | 3 $<0,001
ok 15<0,001. OR Odd's Ratios .
** p<0,01.
* p<0,05.

Fyrst er kosningardr sett inn { greininguna (1983 notad sem saman-
burdardt) og pvi nest aldur (18-25 dra notadur sem samanburdarhépur) sem
er fulltrii klassisku kenningarinnar um flokkshollustu. A3 lokum er kynsléd
sett inn til a0 skoda hvort kynslédarmunur sé til stadar 6had aldri og
kosningadri eins og kenningar um hnignandi ﬁoEnmro:smE gera 1ad fyrir.
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Hét er samanburdathépurina peir cinstaklingar sem eru feddir 468 1923 tl
1944 bvi beir sem eru feddir fyrr eiga ekki fullerda { Sllum  sex
rannsoknunum. Nidurstddurnar m4 sja { toflu 3.

Nidurst6dur fyrsta likansing bar sem kosningarér er inni synir ad flokks-
hollusta hefur farid minnkandi fr4 1983 og studningsménnum flokka frekkar
hlutfallslega. I 6&ru likani m4 sja a0 aldur beetir marktekt vid skyringagildi
likansins. Eftir pvi sem folk eldist peim mun meiri virdist flokkshollustan
vera 6had kosningairi og likanid stydur bvi klassiskar kenningaf um flokks-
hollustu p.e. 28 hin aukist med aldrinum. Pegar dhrifum kynsléda er baett inn
{ adhvarfsgreininguna batnar enn skytingargildi likansins marktzekt og
myndin breytist nokkud (sj4 3. likan). Peir sem eru feddir 4 drunum 1901 til
1922 hafa meiti flokkshollustu en vidmidunarhépuring sem faeddur er 4
drunum 1923 4l 1944. Aftur 4 mét hafa beit sem etu feeddit seinna minni
flokkshollustu en vidmidunathdépurinn, Ahgif kosningadrs minnkar nokkud
begar kynslodis eru settar inn 1 likanid en storu fréttirnar eru prer ad Ahrif
aldurs minnka verulega. Detta bendir il bess ad flokkshollustu fslenskra
kiosenda megi frekar skyra med kynslé6d kjésandans en med aldti hans og 28
kynslé8armunur sé 4 flokkshollustu. Peir sem eru faddir fyer 4 sidustu 5ld
eru liklegri til ad vera studningsmenn stjérnmalaflokka en peir sem eru
teeddir seinna 4 Gldinni. Pessar nidurstodur stydja kenningar um hnignandi
flokkshollustu og p4 tilgdtu sem sett var fram i bessati rannsékn 28 kynsl6da-
munur sé 4 flokkshollustu bannig ad yngri kynslédir islenskia kjésenda
tileinki sér si®ur flokkshollusta en bzt eldii. PS virdist a8 flokkshollusta

aukist eitthvad med aldrinum en liklegt er a8 4hsif aldurs 4 flokkshollustu sé
ofmetin { kenningum Michigan -hépsins.

Lokaord

Kenningar um flokkshollustu hafa verid vinselar i rannséknum { stjorn-
mélafredi og pétt hafa nokkud hlutverk begar 4 a8 skyra kosningahegdun.
Klassiska kenningin gerir a8 fyrir a8 kjésandinn myndi tengsl vid stjérn-
malaflokk snemma 4 lifsleidinni og flokkurinn sem verdur fytir valinu redst
oftar en ekki af pvi félagslega umhverfi sem kjésandinn elst upp 1. Dessi
tengsl styrkjast svo med drunum og kjésandinn notar tengslin til 20 spara sér
upplysingakostnad. A seinni 4rum hafa komis fram kenningar um hnignun
flokkshollustu en bt gera 1id fyrit ad med audveldari adgangi ad
upplysingnm og aukinni geta kiésenda til 28 vinna tr peim (meiti menntun)
burfi kjésendur sidur ad reida sig 4 stjérnmalaflokka til ad gera upp hug sinn.
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Yngri og upplystari kynslédir muni pvi ekki tileinka sér flokkshollustu { sama
meali og per eldri. | ;

St tilgata var sett fram { pessari rannsékn ad kynsl6dabil sé 4 flokks-
hollustu fslenskra kjésenda og kenningar um hnignandi mo_aﬂmwozﬁmnz eigi
pvi betur vid en klassiska kenningin. Nidurstédur rannséknarinnar studdu pa
tilgitu ad kynslédabil veri til stadar og 20 kenningar um rﬂ.mbmb&
flokkshollustu wttu betur vid islenska kjésendur en klassiska kenningin.

Tengsl kjésenda og stirnmalaflokka hafa verid 4litin gegna b%wm»ﬁms
hlutverki { métun pélitiskrar vitundar og hafa mikil dhrif 4 kosningahegdun.
Degar pessi tengsl ridlast er ljost ad pad hefur talsverd &hrif 4 stjornmal.
Flokkshollusta hefur hvatt til patttdku i kosningum og kosningabarattu.

- Dregi® hefur ur kosningapatttéku vida 4 Vesturlondum svo ekki $ér fyrir

endann 4. Litil patttaka til lengti tima getur: grafid undan triverdugleika
stjornmélanna. Peir kjésendur sem taka pétt gera seinna upp hug mEHm_ og etu
liklegri til ad skipta um flokk milli kosninga.! Fyrir stjornmélaflokka hefur
betta ber afleidingar 28 fylgi peitra getur verid mjdg breytilegt og mmmmﬁ
kosninga sveiflukenndari. Kosningabarétta fer a0 skipta meira mali .@EH
gengi stjérnmélaflokka og trslit kosninga. Eins er ekki utilokad 20 gamlir og
gronir flokkar hverfi af svidinu og nyjum vaxi asmegin. Flokkakerfid getur
pannig tekid varanlegum breytingum. : .

Ekki er dliklegt ad vid séum pegar farin ad sji pessum breytingum stad
hér 4 landi. Kosningapatttaka hefut teyndar minnkad Gverulega en 4
undanfétnum drum hafa stjiérnmdlaflokkar ekki getad gengid ad fylgi sinu
visu og nyjir flokkar n48 nokkrum 4rangti.
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