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Chapter 11: A Break in the Representative Chain: Party Members’ Ideological 

Disagreement with Candidates and Demands for Intra-Party Democracy  

Ann-Kristin Kölln and Jonathan Polk1  

Abstract 

Two of the major developments in European party organizations in the last decades are 

the almost universal decline of party membership and the expansion of membership 

rights. The combination of both developments means that today’s party members have 

more intra-party powers and higher chances of standing for political office than ever 

before. In this chapter, we combine recent party membership surveys in Denmark, 

Norway, and Sweden with data from the Comparative Candidate Surveys in the same 

Scandinavian countries to study the extent to which the chain of representation within 

parties is connected to demands for intra-party democracy. Our findings suggest that 

greater member-candidate incongruence in ideology, as well as on particular issues, is 

associated with greater demand for membership voice within the party decision-making 

structure.  
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Party organizations in Europe have undergone substantial changes over the decades since the term 

‘mass organizations’ was coined (Katz and Mair 1995). Today’s political parties are often 

characterized by at least two common features. Firstly, almost all European parties have suffered 

from substantial membership loss over the last decades and are today recording often record-low 

figures of formal membership (e.g., Kölln 2016; Scarrow and Gezgor 2010; van Biezen, Mair and 

Poguntke 2012). Secondly, and partly as a consequence of the membership decline, many European 

party organizations have increased the formal decision-making power of their members, even though, 

informally, the party leadership has often been empowered over this time period (e.g. Cross and Katz 

2013; Katz and Mair 1995, 2009; Poguntke et al. 2016; Scarrow, Webb, and Farrell 2000; 

Schumacher and Giger 2017). The logical consequence of both developments is that today’s party 

members have more internal power (at least formally) and higher chances of eventually standing for 

and obtaining elected office than ever before.  

Even though members and candidates share many important attitudes towards their party, several 

studies provide empirical evidence that breaks up the unitary actor assumption of a political party. 

We followed this tradition in chapter 5 and investigated May’s Law of Curvilinear Disparity (1973) 

across four countries and three levels of the party. This chapter uses this disagreement within 

parties on general ideology as well as on particular issues to study the potential consequences this 

may have for members’ preferences for intra-party democracy. We conceptualize internal party 

disagreement as differences in ideological leanings and issue preferences between party members and 

candidates running for national parliamentary elections across three Scandinavian countries: 

Denmark, Norway, and Sweden. We draw on the theory of exit, voice, and loyalty (Hirschman 1970) 

and institutionalist theories of delegation to study the consequences of tensions within parties.  

Our chapter contributes to the book’s dimensions of membership representation and influence. 

Preceding chapters examined the role of members in the representation process with a focus on the 

descriptive representation of party members (chapter 4) and the ideological agreement between a 

party’s voters, members, and candidates (chapter 5). Here, we extend the analysis to a separate link 

in the chain of representation of societal interests in the political process: the relationship between a 

party’s members and its candidates for national legislative office. We further contribute to a deeper 

understanding of member-based representation by pushing beyond the general left-right dimension 

to look at member-candidate (dis)agreement on substantive issues other than (and often orthogonal 

to) left-right issues.  
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Another major theme of this book revolves around the amount and types of influence that party 

members have within their parties. Our work here clearly speaks to this topic in its focus on 

understanding variation in the demand within a party’s membership for more influence in the party’s 

decision making. Here, the chapter connects to the findings of both the preceding chapters’ interest 

in ideological agreement within parties and chapter 10’s examination of intra-party democracy. As 

the introductory chapter of the book anticipates, in practice, questions related to representation and 

influence connect with one another in theoretically explicable patterns.  

Within this chapter, we seek to answer an overarching research question related to member-based 

representation and influence and hence on how party members contribute to parties’ participatory 

linkage. Acknowledging the existence of intra-party disagreement, we ask if party members that see 

themselves as more ideologically distant from the positions of their parties’ candidates are more likely 

to favour heightened power for members on internal party decision-making. In order to answer this 

question, we combine data on candidates from the Comparative Candidate Survey (CCS) for the first 

time with independent surveys of party members in Denmark (Kosiara-Pedersen 2017), Norway 

(Jupskås and Heidar 2009), and Sweden (Kölln and Polk 2017).  

The chapter’s findings directly contribute to two of the book’s themes: representation and influence. 

Our results show that ideological disagreement between party members and party candidates in the 

three Scandinavian countries is associated with more support for direct democratic internal party 

decision making from party members. More specifically, our analysis suggests that greater member-

candidate incongruence on general left-right (all three countries), immigration preferences (only in 

Norway and Sweden), and European integration (only in Sweden) are each associated with more 

support for important decisions facing the party being taken directly by the entire membership.  

Candidates, Members, and Ideological Preferences 

Research stressing the representative character of political parties argues that party members fulfil 

functions of social and opinion representation that are important for democratic politics (see e.g., 

Kölln 2017; May 1973; Müller and Katz 1997; Scarrow and Gezgor 2010; Widfeldt 1995, 1999). 

Since members can directly influence policy output without being democratically legitimized, for 

example, via candidate selection (Lundell 2004), it is important to know if the opinions of party 

members resemble those of a party’s candidates for elected office. In other words, according to 
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theories of representative democracy, party candidates should ideally match members’ ideological 

position. 

But ideological congruence between candidates and members is also important from an accountability 

point of view. The delegation model of representation stresses what happens within parties. Party 

members or congresses select candidates to run for office and thus delegate to candidates, which 

makes members or party congress the principal and candidates the agents (see Wolkenstein 2018; but 

also Müller 2000; Neto and Strøm 2006). If the political preferences of candidates do not match those 

of members, delegation has failed, at least in part. Both perspectives share the understanding that 

congruence in political preferences between party candidates and members is beneficial.  

Existing theoretical and empirical literature has already investigated the opinion structure within 

political parties. John May (1973) famously asserted that mid-level elites, such as party members, are 

more likely to hold ideologically extreme views than the party elite (MPs, members of the executive, 

or election candidates) or the non-elite – party voters (May 1973, 135–36; Narud and Skare 1999, 

46–47). Although many studies have looked at the ideological agreement between a party’s 

leadership, its mid-level elite, and a party’s voters, fewer have done so in a cross-national setting. 

Further, while a growing number of congruence studies examine the positions of parliamentary 

candidates (e.g., Andreadis and Stavrakakis, 2017; Costello, Thomassen, and Rosema, 2012; 

Leimgruber, Hangartner, and Leemann, 2010), we are not aware of any study that compares party 

members and parliamentary candidates within such a framework.  

In this chapter, we take this up by examining the extent to which a distinct group of the mid-level 

elite, party members, differ in their ideological positions from a distinct part of the party elite, 

candidates for office, and if so, with what consequences. Our focus on the relationship between 

members and candidates concerns a key intermediary in the chain of representation and a possible 

source of tension for party-based governance.  

Albert Hirschman’s (1970) theory of exit, voice, and loyalty (EVL) has been widely used in various 

aspects of political science (see Clark, Golder, and Golder [2017] for a recent overview). From the 

perspective of research on party members, we see a number of ways that this general theory of varied 

responses to organizational decline could be productively applied to parties in an era of diminishing 

membership. For example, prior research provides evidence that members are more likely to consider 

voting for another party (disloyalty) or even quitting their current party (exit) if they disagree with 
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the ideological position of the party leadership (Kölln and Polk 2017; Kosiara-Pedersen 2016; Polk 

and Kölln 2018; van Haute and Carty 2012). Here we focus on a different aspect of the EVL 

framework, namely voice, by examining the effect of ideological disagreement (or incongruence) 

between members and candidates on members’ attitudes towards intra-party decision-making. 

This perspective complements research on principal-agent relationships in party-based parliamentary 

democracies (see Müller 2000; Neto and Strøm 2006; Wolkenstein 2018). While the traditional 

delegate model understands voters as principals and members of parliament as agents, recent research 

points out that such a model ‘turns a blind eye to the internal life of parties’ (Wolkenstein 2018, 440). 

Party members or a party congress usually select candidates, who are then available to the electorate 

for further delegation. Accordingly, party members and voters have to be conceived as ‘co-principals’ 

(Wolkenstein 2018, 440), and both members and candidates could arguably be conceived as part of 

the commonly known ‘parliamentary chain of delegation’ (Neto and Strøm 2006, 623).  

Both theoretical frameworks – EVL and the chain of delegation – have similar implications for 

instances when party candidates’ political preferences are not in line with those of members. But both 

first require one to assume that party members know about the general position of their own party 

candidates on major political issues. There are good reasons to think this might be the case. 

Candidates running for parliament have strong incentives to communicate their political positions. 

This is especially true for majoritarian electoral systems or those with open-list proportional 

representation, as in the three Scandinavian countries (Lijphart 2012). In addition, there is evidence 

from research on parliamentary voting behaviour that voters are able to obtain information about their 

candidates when it is useful to them (see e.g., Shugart et al. 2005). If this is true, then we should 

expect party members to be quite good at obtaining information about their candidates as well since 

they both have an incentive for and interest in doing so. In particular, we do not expect that they will 

have detailed information about all candidates and on all issues, but we think it is more likely that 

members have a general sense of who the party nominated for election. We therefore conceptualize 

ideological disagreement between members and candidates as the distance between candidates’ 

central tendency on the left-right dimension and party members’ own self-placement on the same 

scale.  

Our expectation is that party members that are more ideologically distant from the mean position of 

their party’s parliamentary candidates will voice their dissatisfaction and be more likely to favour 

decision-making structures within the party that privilege party members. Several studies show that, 
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in addition to other factors such as professional ambition, a major reason that citizens join political 

parties is to influence policy (Bruter and Harrison 2009; van Haute and Gauja 2015; see chapter 3 of 

this volume). If the issue preferences of a party member coincide or closely align with those of the 

candidates for parliament, that party member could be relatively confident that her policy preferences 

will be pursued by the party leadership and the party in parliament no matter the decision-making 

structure within the party or the style of representation of the candidates. However, if there is more 

ideological disagreement between the preferences of a party member and those of the party’s 

parliamentary candidates, the member should be more inclined to forgo delegation altogether and 

prefer intra-party decision-making procedures that maximize the voice of party members in relation 

to other segments of the party, such as the leadership.  

Greater decision-making power for individual members would be at the expense of individual 

candidates as well as the party leadership. Candidates enjoy a more prominent position within the 

party because they were chosen to be the public faces to win the national election. Those candidates 

that are successfully elected into parliament receive even more power, at least in relation to members. 

It means that even if candidates or elected candidates are still less powerful than the party leadership, 

they are more powerful than ordinary members. Therefore, we anticipate that ideological differences 

between members and the average candidates will lead members to demand a stronger role in the 

party’s decision-making process to forgo delegation. This leads to our central hypothesis: 

The larger the ideological distance between a party member and her party’s parliamentary 

candidates, the more the member supports direct democratic features for party decision making. 

Data and Research Design 

Empirically, our analysis relies on the most recent membership surveys from Denmark, Norway, and 

Sweden as well as the Comparative Candidate Surveys in the same Scandinavian countries from a 

comparable time period. Party members are particularly difficult to survey because political parties 

often guard access to them. Therefore, coordinated cross-country efforts to survey members are 

difficult to achieve. However, the research community has recently started to harmonize existing data 

and has launched a new membership survey across Europe in order to arrive at a comparable data set 

(van Haute and Gauja 2015). For the current analysis, this means that the existing surveys are 

comparable across countries only to a limited extent. Nonetheless, survey researchers across the 
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Nordic countries have paid particular attention to lining up their surveys to similar projects, such as 

national election studies or candidate surveys. We take advantage of these efforts and use a 

combination of party membership and party candidate surveys to test our individual-level party 

member expectations. 

For Denmark, we use the 2012 Party Membership Survey (Kosiara-Pedersen 2017), which contains 

information on 22,415 members of nine political parties. Unlike in most other chapters for Norway, 

we use the 2009 Norwegian Party Membership Survey (Jupskås and Heidar 2009), which records a 

total of 3,315 members belonging to seven political parties. We use this survey and not the 2016 wave 

in order to maximize temporal comparability with the Norwegian candidate study. Finally, 10,392 

respondents from seven political parties participated in the 2015 Swedish Party Membership Survey 

(Kölln and Polk 2017). This means that we can test our hypothesis in three countries with a total of 

23 parties and more than 36,000 party members. For more information on the party membership 

surveys, see chapter 1.  

The candidate data come from the Comparative Candidate Survey (CCS), Module 1 (CCS 2016) and 

Module 2 (CCS 2018). The survey measures candidates’ genuine preferences as opposed to the 

electorally revealed preferences because it is an anonymous survey (Willumsen and Öhberg 2017). 

The same questionnaires were sent out to the entire population of candidates standing for national 

election in Denmark in 2011, Norway in 2009, and Sweden in 2014. The membership surveys in 

Denmark and Sweden were fielded after the candidate surveys, while the Norwegian membership 

survey preceded the candidate survey. Unlike the Danish and Swedish cases, the timing of the surveys 

in Norway means that our measurement point for the members precedes that for the candidates by 

about six months. While this is certainly not ideal from a research design perspective, there is reason 

to assume that candidates did not significantly change their attitudes during this period. First, these 

were the six months leading up to the national election and candidates most likely knew about their 

candidacy then and had possibly announced it – if not publicly, then at least within the party. Any 

major change in preferences even over the course of six months is less likely because it would signal 

inconsistency. Second, our measures of political preferences are either very broad, such as left-right 

self-placement, or very salient, such as opinions on immigration issues. While it is certainly 

conceivable that a candidate would change her position over the course of the six months leading up 

to the election on some issues, we think that – given the breadth and salience of our issues – major 

attitudinal change is less likely. Thirdly, we do not measure individual candidates’ positions but 
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aggregate them to a common average. We therefore assume that Norwegian party members already 

had a good idea of their candidates’ average position on major political issues six months before the 

candidate survey was conducted. 

Response rates for the CCS are around 50 per cent for all three countries, and the number of 

respondents per country is sufficiently high to conduct meaningful analyses. The Danish sample 

includes 375 respondents, the Norwegian 1,015, and the Swedish 1,872.ii The candidate survey in 

Sweden was conducted via Internet, while the Danish and Norwegian surveys were conducted with 

a written questionnaire.iii 

We use comparable operationalizations to test our hypothesis across the three countries. We begin 

with the idea that party members and candidates could report themselves at different positions on the 

general left-right ideological scale. This item is identical and available in all six surveys, ranging 

from 0 to 10. It means that we can directly compare the individual positions of candidates and 

members across and within countries. We operationalize ideological incongruence as the absolute 

distance between the self-placement of a party member on the 0–10 general left-right scale and the 

mean position of the parliamentary candidates from that member’s party.  

Left-right self-placement is a good and important first indicator for a general overview of ideological 

disagreement within a party (see chapter 5 in this volume). However, this general disagreement 

between members and candidates might be the result of particular issues. To test for that possibility, 

we move, in a second step, over to individual political issues and measure the level of (dis)agreement 

on important political statements.  

In particular, we are interested in the extent to which contentious issues of party competition also 

play a role in members’ demands for intra-party democracy. In Scandinavia, as well as elsewhere in 

Europe, the issue of immigration has become one such contentious policy area. Despite the historical 

dominance of left-right party competition in the region, changes in the party system dynamics of 

Europe suggest that specific issues such as immigration or European integration are mobilized by 

challenger parties, which have enhanced their electoral prospects by doing so (Hobolt and de Vries 

2015; Hobolt and Tilley 2016; Pardos-Prado 2015; van der Wardt et al. 2014).  

For the Norwegian and Swedish cases, a survey item asking about immigration attitudes is available 

that is comparable within and across countries. The strong relationship between attitudes towards 
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immigration and the liberal-authoritarian dimension (see, e.g., Borre and Andersen 1997; Kriesi et al. 

2006) helps us examine the effect of socio-cultural candidate-member incongruence. The Norwegian 

surveys asked respondents for their level of support on the statement ‘It is important for immigrants 

to adapt to Norwegian customs and norms’, while the comparable item in the candidate survey reads 

‘Immigrants should be required to adapt to the customs of [country].’ The items are obviously not 

identical because the candidate survey’s wording is stronger than the membership survey’s. However, 

these items are still sufficiently similar in meaning and direction that we can test our hypothesis on 

this item. A total of five response options are provided, ranging from ‘agree completely’ to ‘disagree 

completely’. In Sweden, both the membership survey and the CCS asked respondents about their 

support for the following statement: ‘Immigrants should be required to adapt to the customs of 

Sweden’, with response options ranging from ‘very good proposal’ (= 1) to ‘very bad proposal’ (= 5). 

For the analysis, we reversed the coding of all items to measure support for this cultural immigration 

item, and we calculated the absolute distance measures for these questions in the same way that we 

described above for the general left-right dimension.  

In addition to these concrete political statements and issues, we also consider a European Union (EU)-

related question, which was only available for both the membership and the candidate surveys in 

Sweden. Although party positions on European integration are interrelated with economic left-right 

and liberal-authoritarian positions, this varies substantially country to country, and in all member 

states, the inclusion of an EU-specific dimension adds explanatory power (Bakker, Jolly, and Polk 

2012). Additionally, voter-party incongruence on the EU dimension was associated with higher levels 

of vote switching in the 2014 European Parliament elections (Bakker, Jolly, and Polk 2018). The EU 

has been a somewhat contentious issue in Scandinavia, as evidenced by, for example, the rejection of 

the euro in Denmark and Sweden. Specifically, we measure support for the statement ‘Some think 

European integration should go further, others think it has already gone too far.’ The original response 

options range from 0 to 10, and our measures for party members are simply derived from computing 

again the absolute distance between individual members and their candidates’ mean position. 

For our dependent variable, we require a measure that pertains to party members’ satisfaction with 

internal democracy. This is a relatively new measure that is (not yet) standardized across the surveys. 

It means that we do not have a single measure that is the same across the three countries. However, 

all three surveys asked party members about their assessments of intra-party democracy in some form 

and so we were able to find appropriate survey measures in the three countries. Membership ballots 
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are just one dimension of intra-party democracy, yet arguably a very important one that also regularly 

attracts media attention (see e.g., Bolin et al. 2017). For Norway, we take the share of members per 

party agreeing with the following statement on party policy: ‘On major and important matters, the 

decision should depend on the results of a binding ballot in which all members may vote.’ The 

alternative response options were that the national congress should have the final say (with and 

without an advisory ballot by members). And so we can take the share of members agreeing with the 

statement above as an individual-level measure of preferences for more intra-party democracy. The 

Swedish and Danish surveys contain a number of questions on intra-party democracy, and one in 

particular that is rather similar to the one found in the Norwegian survey. In Sweden, members were 

asked for their level of support for the following statement: ‘The most important decisions should be 

taken directly by all members.’ The Danish survey included a similar statement: ‘Membership ballots 

are necessary to strengthen party democracy.’ In both cases the five response options ranged from 

‘strongly disagree’ (=1) to ‘strongly agree’ (=5), plus a ‘don’t know’ option. The upper panel of figure 

11.1 shows the distribution of our intra-party democracy variable for the Danish case, while the 

middle and lower panels document the distribution within and across Norwegian and Swedish parties, 

respectively.  

Figure 11.1: Distribution of members’ intra-party democracy demands in Danish (upper panel), 

Norwegian (middle panel), and Swedish (lower panel) parties. 
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Figure 11.1 Continued. Note: Figure shows the percentage of members per answer category and party. The parties are 

ordered based on their party family belonging from left to right. 
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Substantively, this first descriptive view of the dependent variable(s) shows that party 

members belonging to different parties hold very different views on how much direct 

power they should have. In Denmark, the highest support for more membership power 

can be found amongst members of the Left Socialist Party (Enhedslisten; EL), while 

several parties share similarly low levels of support for the same proposition, namely 

the Christian Democrats (KD), the Liberal Alliance (LA), and the Social Liberals (RV). 

In Norway, the highest and lowest levels of support are exhibited amongst members of 

the Progress Party (FrP) and the Conservative Party (H), respectively. Amongst 

Swedish parties, it is Green Party (Mp) members that show the highest level of support 

for direct power exerted by members. Perhaps surprisingly, the lowest level of support 

can be found amongst the Social Democrats (S).  

In our models, we control for members’ age, gender, and level of activity within the 

party with the expectation that those that are more engaged will be more satisfied and 

less demanding of a greater voice within the party. We also expect activity levels to be 

negatively associated with preferences for more intra-party democracy because those 

that are more engaged in the party or even belong to the mid-level elite (because they 

hold a local office) would not gain more power if more rights were passed to ordinary 

members. In fact, they would potentially lose power. Age and gender serve as very 

basic demographic control variables. For Denmark and Sweden, the activity variable is 

an ordinal variable that measured the hours spent on party activity per month, while we 

have a different measure available in Norway. Activity levels here are measured 

through a question that asked members to indicate how often they had participated in 

‘branch meetings, seminars, gatherings, parties’ during the past year. Responses were 

measured on a five-point ordinal scale ranging from once to more than 20 times. 

Results 

Figure 11.2 first shows a portion of the data that was already presented in chapter 5. 

However, this figure is restricted to the positions of members and candidates alone and 

to the three countries of interest for this particular chapter. To quickly repeat, the results 

show that the average distances between candidates and members seem to be generally 

smaller compared to differences in the other countries. Interestingly, amongst Danish 

and Norwegian parties, candidates seem to be consistently more left leaning than their 
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own members – irrespective of the general political leaning of the party. Across all 

three countries, we see substantial variation in the level of ideological (dis)agreement 

between the average candidates’ and members’ positions.  

Figure 11.2: Left-right self-placement of candidates and members across parties and 
countries. 

 

But to what extent are these distances related to members’ preferences for more power 

within the party? According to our hypothesis, members that are more ideologically 

distant from their party’s candidate should prefer to forgo delegation and demand more 

direct power for members. We test our individual-level hypotheses by estimating 

several random intercept ordinary least square regression models (for the Danish and 

Swedish data) and general linear mixed-effects models (for the Norwegian data because 

of the binary nature of the dependent variable) with party as the grouping variable in 

order to deal with the nested structure of the data. With the exception of binary 

measures, we standardized all independent variables to a mean of 0 and a variance of 1 

to facilitate comparisons (Gelman 2008).  
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Table 11.1: Results of modelling support for party membership decision 

making in Denmark, Norway, and Sweden: Random intercept regressions with 

coefficients and standard errors. 

  DK NO SE 

  B 
std. 

Error 

Log-odds std. 

Error 

B std. 

Error 

Fixed Parts       

(Intercept) 3.33 *** 0.12 -2.01*** 0.14 3.09 *** 0.05 

age 0.11 *** 0.02 -0.58 *** 0.18 -0.09 *** 0.03 

female 0.07 *** 0.02 0.29 0.17 -0.06 * 0.03 

activity -0.05 ** 0.02 -0.23  0.17 -0.07 ** 0.03 

incongruence 

left-right (abs.) 
0.10 *** 0.02 0.30 0.17 0.20 *** 0.03 

Random 

Parts 
      

Residual 

variance 
1.036 -- 1.309 

Variance 

interceptparty 
0.135 0.054 0.013 

Nparty 9 7 7 

Observations 15137 1227 8000 

R2 / Tjur's D .133 .019 .024 

AIC 43552.102 969.797 24889.645 

Notes: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  

DVs: ‘Membership ballots are necessary to strengthen party democracy’ (DK); ‘On major and 

important matters, the decision should depend on the results of a binding ballot in which all 
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members may vote’ (1= selected, 0 = national congress final say (with and without advisory ballot 

by members) (NO); ‘The most important decisions should be taken directly by all members’ (SE). 

 

We first test our hypothesis with respect to absolute ideological incongruence in all 

three countries with comparable variables across models. With respect to our central 

variable of interest, model 1 and model 3 on the Danish and Swedish data, respectively, 

show that ideological disagreement between a party member and the mean position of 

that party’s parliamentary candidates has a positive and significant effect on the 

dependent variable. According to the models’ results, it is also the strongest predictor 

of members demanding more influence. Although we cannot make any causal claims, 

this is consistent with our hypothesis that a larger ideological gap between a party 

member and the party’s candidates will be associated with more support for 

membership-based decision making within the party. And although the coefficient on 

incongruence is also positive in the Norwegian case, it is not statistically significant 

and thus does not support our hypothesis. Table 11.1 further shows that across all three 

countries, the only uniform pattern that emerges for the control variables is that activity 

levels are negatively correlated with support for more member power, and significantly 

so in Denmark and Sweden: more active party members are less likely to favour 

members taking the most important decisions. This could be related to role of those 

members within the party since members that report spending a lot of time on party 

work are also likely to hold an office in the party.  

Some results change when we include other relevant variables in the model. In Table 

11.2, we estimate similar models based on the Norwegian data and Swedish data but 

this time making use of additional variables likely connected to intra-party 

disagreement and demands for more intra-party democracy available across the 

surveys: immigration attitudes and leadership dissatisfaction. We already know that 

dissatisfaction with leadership affects party members’ exit and voice behaviour (Polk 

and Kölln 2018; Kölln and Polk 2017; van Haute and Carty 2012; see also chapter 7), 

and we therefore control for general leadership dissatisfaction, working from the 

expectation that less satisfaction with leadership will also increase demand for 

individual member influence. In the Norwegian survey, leadership dissatisfaction was 

measured with a five-point support scale for the statement ‘The central party leadership 
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is good at paying attention to the views of ordinary party members.’ The Swedish 

membership survey asked directly about general satisfaction with the party leadership 

on a five-point scale. In both cases, we reversed the coding to measure dissatisfaction 

with the expectation that those members that are generally dissatisfied with the 

leadership will also be more likely to demand more influence and might see themselves 

as ideologically more distant from the next level of representation, that is, candidates. 

We again control for members’ age, gender, and activity levels, and include general 

dissatisfaction with the party leadership.  

Table 11.2: Norway. Results of modelling support for party membership decision 

making in Norway and Sweden: Random intercept mixed-effects with coefficients and 

standard errors.  

 Model 1(NO) Model 2 (NO) Model 3 (SE) Model 4 (SE) 

  Log-Odds 
std. 

Error 
Log-Odds 

std. 

Error 

B std. 

Error 

B std. 

Error 

Fixed Parts 

(Intercept) -2.03 *** 0.17 -2.17 *** 0.23 3.09 *** 0.05 3.09 *** 0.06 

age -0.63 *** 0.18 -0.72 *** 0.19 -0.09 *** 0.03 -0.07 * 0.03 

female 0.32   0.17 0.35 * 0.18 -0.06 * 0.03 -0.03 0.03 

activity -0.23   0.17 -0.22   0.18 -0.06 * 0.03 -0.05 0.03 

incongruence 

left-right (abs.) 
0.28   0.17 0.36 * 0.18 0.18 *** 0.03 0.17 *** 0.03 

incongruence 

immigration 

(abs.) 

0.45 * 0.18 0.41 * 0.18 0.17 *** 0.03 0.15 *** 0.03 

dissatisfaction 

leader 
      1.22 *** 0.18   0.34 *** 0.03 
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Random Parts 

Residual 

variance 
-- -- 1.302 1.277 

Variance 

interceptparty 
0.106 0.273 0.014 0.024 

Nparty 7 7 7 7 

Observations 1227 1227 8000 8000 

Tjur's D/ R2 .026  .081  .029 .048 

AIC 965.722 917.507 24849.072 24700.497 

Notes: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Data not available for Denmark.  

 

Despite some differences in survey items between the Swedish and Norwegian surveys, 

the results are surprisingly similar. Table 11.2 shows that older members tend not to 

support more grass-roots’ decision-making power. But they also show for our variables 

of interest, firstly, that incongruence between members and candidates on the specific 

issue of cultural immigration has an independent effect on support for more 

membership power (models 1 and 3). It suggests that the contentious issue of 

immigration matters for members’ demand for more influence within parties in these 

two countries. Secondly, the results of models 2 and 4 also show that this effect 

diminishes in size only slightly once we control for leadership dissatisfaction. What is 

more, model 2 on the Norwegian data also now shows a statistically significant effect 

of general left-right incongruence on more membership power within the party. On the 

basis of these most fully specified models on the Norwegian and Swedish data, it 

appears that members do take the chain of representation seriously and increase their 

support for more membership influence when their party candidates’ have divergent 

attitudes on the general left-right dimension and immigration. These results are 

supportive of our hypothesis. In this context, it is worth mentioning that neither of these 

incongruence measures was the strongest predictor but that instead leadership 

dissatisfaction turned out to be the strongest correlate of members’ desire to have more 

intra-party influence in Norwegian and Swedish parties. 
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Finally, and in order to potentially get more insight into the extent to which 

disagreement over particular issues is important, we bring a measure of incongruence 

on EU attitudes that is only available in Sweden in the fourth model. Table 11.3 

documents that when we include the measure of EU incongruence, the sizes of the 

coefficients for the other substantive variables are reduced, and also that EU 

incongruence has a positive and statistically significant association with support for 

more intra-party influence for members. This further supports our hypothesis about the 

relationship between ideological disagreement and demand for more voice within the 

party from members because even when controlling for disagreement in individual 

issues, member-candidate incongruence on general ideology is still positively related 

to demand for more intra-party democracy.  

Table 11.3: Sweden. Results of modelling support for party 
membership decision making in Sweden: Random 
intercept mixed-effects with coefficients and standard 
errors.  

    SE 

    B std. Error 

Fixed Parts 

(Intercept)   3.08 *** 0.06 

age   -0.06 * 0.03 

female   -0.02  0.03 

activity   -0.05  0.02 

incongruence 
left-right (abs.)   0.15 *** 0.03 

incongruence 
immigration (abs.)   0.13 *** 0.03 

dissatisfaction 
leadership   0.32 *** 0.03 

incongruence 
EU (abs.)   0.16 *** 0.03 

Random Parts 
Residual variance   1.272 
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Variance interceptparty   0.024 
Nparty   7 

Observations   8000 
R2   .052 
AIC   24666.448 
Notes: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  

 

Discussion 

This chapter set out to compare the ideological preferences of party members and 

candidates for parliament in Scandinavian countries. We combined party membership 

surveys from Denmark, Norway, and Sweden with data from the Comparative 

Candidate Surveys in the same countries in order to examine the relationship between 

ideological disagreement (which we call incongruence) and party members voicing 

more demand for more intra-party democracy within their political party. Based on exit, 

voice, and loyalty theory and institutionalist theory, our central proposition was that 

larger distances between a party member and the mean position of that member’s 

parliamentary candidates would be associated with greater demand for membership-

based decision making within the party. The results of the analyses are consistent with 

our hypothesis on general left-right placement and for all three countries: with 

increasing ideological incongruence between members and candidates, party members 

are more likely to voice their dissatisfaction and express a preference for increased 

intra-party membership influence. Our more detailed analyses on individual issues in 

Norway and Sweden also indicate that larger distances between party members and 

candidates on immigration preferences (both countries) and a separate item on 

European integration (only Sweden) have independent associations with member 

preferences for more grass-roots’ decision-making power.  

The harmonization of party membership surveys in European countries is still in its 

early stages. In this chapter, we have wrestled with differences in question wording, 

survey mode, and survey timing that complicate comparative analysis and substantially 

qualify the generalizability of our findings. Nevertheless, progress is being made on 

this front, and this chapter presents a fuller comparison of members and candidates for 

parliament across these countries. The relationship between party members and 
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parliamentary candidates remains a promising area for future research on party-based 

representation across Europe.  

This book is centrally concerned with understanding the role of party members in 

contemporary political parties in four areas: reach, representation, activity, and 

influence. These sub-topics all serve the more general purpose of examining whether 

or not ‘parties organize effective member-based linkages between civil society and the 

state’. Our results speak most clearly to questions related to the themes of representation 

and influence and provide preliminary support for the idea that ideological 

disagreements between parties and candidates for office, and thus issues related to the 

representational function of parties, have consequences for how members view their 

connection to their party and how they choose to express themselves within the 

organization. Members’ demands for more influence within their party also seem to be 

connected to how well the party works in representing their preferences.  
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Appendix 

Table 11.A1: Frequency distribution of respondents 
per party and country in the Comparative Candidate 
Survey. 
DK (2011) 

 
N  

Enhedslisten 59  
Socialistisk Folkeparti 46  
Socialdemokratiet 35  
Radikale Venstre 35  
Kristendemokraterne 46  
Liberal Alliance 36  
Venstre 40  
Konservativt Folkeparti 36  
Dansk Folkeparti 42 

NO (2009) Sosialistisk Venstreparti 155  
Arbeiderpartiet 150  
Senterpartiet 147  
Kristelig Folkeparti 140  
Venstre 136  
Hoyre 131  
Fremskrittpartiet 147 

SE (2014) Vanstre  328  
Socialdemokraterna  307  
Miljopartiet  289  
Feministisk initiativ  20  
Kristdemokraterna 189  
Folkpartiet  264  
Moderaterna 327 

 

 
1 Authors are listed in alphabetical order; both authors contributed equally and to all parts of 

the chapter. The authors received funding from the Swedish Research Council project 2016-

01810. 

ii Table 11.A1 in the Appendix lists the number of respondents per party and country. 
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iii For more information on the candidate surveys, please visit: 

http://www.comparativecandidates.org  


