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I. Ideological Cleavages: An Introduction
Contemporary political science literature on political cleavages originates from two influential theories of political development of western industrialized societies. The first identifies sources of political cleavages in socio-structural divisions, formed through the long period of historical development and influenced by decisions taken by main political actors at crucial historical junctions. The most influential contribution to foundation of this approach lies in Lipset and Rokkan (1967) work. The second strand has its sources in the value change theory and considers the development of political divisions to be brought about by the rise of postmaterialist values, caused by the societal change taking place in advanced capitalist societies (Inglehart 1990, 1997, Scarborough 1995). Most of the empirical studies of political cleavages in last several decades are based on these two approaches (see Knutsen 1988 and Knutsen and Scarborough 1995).

Relatively recent approach to the analysis of political cleavages is proposed by Kitschelt (1994) with a model that sees political space organized around two ideological dimensions. One of those is economic dimension that divides those holding redistributive positions and those holding pro-market positions. Second dimension differentiates between those holding libertarian positions on a range of social and cultural issues and those holding authoritarian positions. Kitschelt`s libertarian-authoritarian dimension is in content quite similar to the broad definition of materialist-postmaterialist value dimension as originally defined by Inglehart (1977, 1990), while the economic dimension is very similar to Knutsen proposed ideological division between left and right materialist values, dimension that is an ideological mirror of a class cleavage. 

Overall, here is a degree of understanding in the literature that political attitudes among western mass public can be represented by essentially two ideological dimensions, both of which comprise a number of more specific issues (Kitschelt 1994, 1995, Knutsen 1995, Knutsen and Scharborough 1995, Inglehart 1977, 1990). The first dimension is sometimes defined as old politics dimension and it is principally about the distribution of economic resources. The second dimension is frequently defined as new politics dimension, and it includes a number of issues, including cultural and social issues, as well as attitudes toward authority and democracy.

Given the nature of recent theoretical and empirical developments in the literature concerning ideological cleavages, especially the conceptual complexity of the newly proposed value/ideological divisions, and the possibility that they might in fact contain more sub-divisions that are not necessarily correlated, there is a need for a more detailed analysis of their political importance. For better understanding of ideological cleavages, such analysis should include ideological divisions defined with greater precision and reappraisal of their relative importance in a cross-national comparative setting. Such analysis can provide an answer about the complexity of ideological divisions within particular political contexts, and their cross-national similarity.
 
But there are more reasons for undertaking the analysis of this kind. Recent developments in west European party systems show that the general trend, observable in almost all countries, is the movement towards greater fragmentation of party systems (Mair 1997, Webb 2002). The fact that almost all new parties who became relevant political actors are radical-right, green or left-socialists suggests that reasons behind their rise should not differ dramatically across countries. It also suggests that the underlying reasons for such developments might lie in the rise of new political issues, or in the fragmentation on the level of mass publics and the emergence of new social groups with distinct ideological profiles, or both.  

In order to give answers to these questions, this paper analyzes the structure of ideological divisions among mass publics and their manifestation in voting behavior. With the use of mass survey data, the paper estimates how particular issues are structuring voting behavior of mass publics in western societies and how strong those ideological divisions are in different countries. In addition, the paper also investigates whether the pattern of ideological divisions is linked to factors such as the type of the welfare regime, type of capitalism and historical strength of religious divisions. 
II. Ideological Cleavages in Modern Societies

Diversity in ideological cleavages and how to approach it



Due to different trajectories in political and social developments across western societies, we are likely to find a certain amount of variation in the nature and the importance of ideological cleavages that characterize their political life. According to classic literature on political cleavages, economic left-right cleavage is present in all societies while the nature and the importance of cleavages based on religion differs from country to country depending, on the religious composition of their population (see Lipset and Rokkan 1967 and their contributors). The pattern produced by the interaction of those two cleavages varies. In some countries, cleavages based on religion and economic conflict cross-cut each other, forming an essentially two-dimensional pattern of ideological divisions. In other countries they reinforce each other, and in third group of countries center-periphery division intersects predominant economic and religious divisions. 

With the arrival of advanced industrialism the advocates of newly prominent value change theory argued that it can be expected that division between materialist and postmaterialist values will became the dominant ideological cleavage in western societies (Inglehart 1990, 1997, Sankiaho 1984). As western societies grow richer and as security and the absence of major threat of war begin to be taken for granted, political significance of economic and security issues will decline. As this happens, the left-right ideological division based primarily on economic issues will be eventually replaced by divisions that are predominantly based on materialist and postmaterialist value orientations. The more developed and wealthier the society is, the bigger will be the importance of value orientation as the primary source of political divisions (Inglehart 1977, 1990). 


There is almost no disagreement in the literature that societal development after 1970s produced new issues and brought about new general dimension of political competition. The mechanism that produces this new dimension in Inglehart hypothesis is related to trends he considers to be present in all societies equally, and more often than not independently of preexisting variations in social conditions and past developments. The only societal conditions that really matter according to Inglehart are the level of economic development and the peacefulness of societies in question. 


While the value change theory predicts relatively uniform, but differently timed, development of new ideological or value divisions, there is another view of the interaction between old ideological cleavages, based on economic conflict and religion, and new ideological cleavage based on socio-cultural issues and values. Herbert Kitschelt (2002) sees causes for different configuration of ideological cleavages in factors such as the historical strength of religious and other communitarian divides and political divisions related to welfare state formation. The strength of religious and communitarian divisions, according to Kitschelt, is strongly related to the salience of ideological cleavages based on cultural issues or values, and to their alignment with economic ideological cleavages. The strength of economic divisions is dependent on the strength of particular social groups, shape of political coalitions and policies pursued by main political actors during the formation of welfare state (Wilensky 1986, Iversen and Wren 1998, Huber and Stephens 2001, Lynch 2006). It should be stressed that such mechanism sees an important role for political parties in the development of ideological cleavages. The strength of particular political actors, the way they formed coalitions and policies they pursued, shaped the formation of ideological cleavages in the future. Therefore, variation across countries is not only caused by societal differences, but rather, it is the consequence of interaction between societal differences and actions of political actors
. 
Although Kitschelt sees two types of main ideological divisions in western societies, he argues that they in fact form only one dimension of political competition (Kitschelt 2004, 1994). He holds that actual positions of political actors’ on economic and sociocultural issues are strongly correlated and can be considered to form one dominant ideological dimension. This dimension extends from economically left and socially and culturally libertarian positions to economically right and socially and culturally authoritarian positions. 
This composite left-libertarian-right-authoritarian dimension is considered to be the principal ideological cleavage in western societies, and there is only a limited potential for the existence of other significant ideological cleavages that would cross-cut this dominant dimension (Kitschelt and Rehm 2004). Kitschelt point seems to be that principal cross-country differences regarding political cleavages are mainly in the content and the nature of left-libertarian versus right-authoritarian dimension as well as in the salience of different issues within it. Only marginally the difference would be in the importance of other ideological cleavages not related to the primary dimension (Kitschelt 2004).  
Cross-country differences in ideological cleavages


Kitschelt (2002) identifies three configurations of ideological divisions in western societies conditioned by the strength of religious and communitarian divisions and by the type of social divisions concerning the foundation of the welfare state. In the first configuration economic issues, welfare state and redistribution are the primary and dominant source of ideological divisions. Other sources, such as libertarian or authoritarian socio-cultural values, or religious values, are either subsumed into the primary division, or differences between actors on those issues are only marginal and do not have particularly high political relevance (Kitschelt 2002). This configuration of ideological cleavages can be found in countries that have liberal type of welfare regime and where religion does not play an important role in politics. Political competition in these countries is principally about economic issues such as taxation and market regulation, while values and cultural issues have lower salience Countries where this type of ideological division can be expected to be predominant are Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand and Canada. Principal political actors in these countries are secular conservative and labor parties with constituencies that are divided mainly along class lines and with long history of opposition over redistribution and social legislation. 
Although in these countries religious differences sometimes did transform themselves in communitarian divisions, they generally never generated strong self-standing political cleavage (the notable exceptions from this pattern are Northern Ireland and potentially Quebec in Canada). The role of religion in party formation was only minor or non-existent, and there are no significant parties that would predominantly compete on religion or socio-cultural issues. The nature of ideological division did not change its primary economic nature, although there was a potential for dilution of predominantly class based divisions with divisions based on sector and recently more pronounced separation of middle class into social and cultural professionals and business and technical professionals. 

Second configuration is characterized by the combination of dominant ideological division over redistribution and the welfare state, and somewhat less prominent division over socio-cultural and communitarian values. Both lines of division are closely aligned in one overall ideological cleavage (Kitschelt 2002). This type of ideological division can be found in countries that have socialdemocratic type of welfare state such as Sweden, Norway and Denmark. 
The dominance of economic redistribution and the welfare state size as the primary source of ideological divisions has its origin in the formation of Scandinavian universalist welfare states. Universalist welfare states were created by the social democratic parties, acting as representatives and supported by strongly unionized working class constituencies, with the support of agrarian constituencies of self-employed farmers represented by center parties. In the post-war period of further expansion of welfare state programs toward the middle classes and self-employed, social democrats enjoyed the support of the professional middle class (Huber and Stephens 2001). The opposition to welfare state was concentrated mainly within the conservative and liberal constituencies of business professionals and high income groups. 

 The main ideological cleavage in such setting became a division between those who support policies aimed at the creation of universalist welfare state and those who oppose it, with significant groups (parts of the middle class and agricultural population) holding centrist, but generally supportive views of the universalist risk-sharing policies (Huber and Stephens 2001). In some countries we can also find opposition within left between those that support policies pursued by mainstream social democrats and those that thought such policies did not go far enough (such as communist and left parties in Norway, Sweden and Finland). 
Socio-cultural ideological divisions in Scandinavian countries are somewhat less prominent and historically they have the source in the divide between the center and the periphery. Center-periphery division took the shape of conflict between urban and rural economy and between state protestant churches and national and nonconformist denominations concerning the nation building policies, where nonconformist protestants wanted to maintain the autonomy of their social groups against the state interference (Lipset and Rokkan 1967). 
But in modern times socio-cultural divisions take a very different form. The rise of new issues brought left-libertarian and right-authoritarian positions on cultural and moral values and support and opposition on environmental protection, growth and nuclear energy at the hart of this dimension (Granberg and Holmberg 1988). The change partially also happened because policies that established social-democratic welfare regime and competitive export oriented economies also created large and strong public sector middle class. Public sector employees and part of the professional middle class share economically left positions and left-libertarian positions on socio-cultural and moral issues combined with pro-environmental positions (Kitschelt 2002, 280). Their positions are mirrored on the other side of the principal ideological divide by business professionals and industrial constituencies who hold opposite positions. Repositioning of the large segment of the middle class has a potential to redefine essentially an economic ideological cleavage into a socio-cultural ideological cleavage over the issues such as social inclusiveness, growth and environment. 
The rise of new issues and the strength of sociocultural professionals and public sector created a potential for ideological divisions within left, between old working class constituencies and sociocultural professionals over the question whether mainstream left parties should adopt new politics agenda. 

Ideological divisions within right resemble old center-periphery cleavage in the shape of differences between secular conservative or liberal on the one hand and centrist (agrarian) or religious parties on the other. Their electorates are divided over the issues of environment, immigration and the role of religion in the society
. Divisions within the right are also partially caused by the rise of new issues such as environmentalism and nuclear energy, where actors are divided in a way that resembles old economic component of center-periphery division between industry and agriculture. The second part of center-periphery cleavage is religion. But in modern period division between dissenter Protestants and national churches is replaced by the division between secular right and religious right divided over the issues of morality and the place of religion in the society and its relationship with the state.
Although such divisions within left and right could account for the differences within voters of right and left, it could be expected that content of predominant ideological divisions in Scandinavian countries are still economic in character. Sociocultural divisions overall can be expected to be aligned with economic divisions, while at the same time separating clearly between constituencies within, still visibly divided, left and right. 

The third configuration combines two strong but not equally significant ideological cleavages, which are also less aligned with each other than in previous two cases. This configuration characterizes countries that are religiously predominantly catholic or mixed and have Christian-democratic type of the welfare regime. Principal ideological cleavage in such countries is over the environment, cultural, moral and religious values, while the economic cleavage is slightly less prominent. 
This particular configuration is partially related to the establishment of the christian-democratic welfare states, which, in their final form, were essentially established by christian-democratic parties, and is partially affected by the historical legacy of very strong communal and religious divisions present in some continental countries (Huber and Stephens 2001, Manow 2005).
 Historically, Christian-democratic parties were ideologically supportive of egalitarianism, social solidarity and particularly supportive of the family and its role as a basic social unit. That is the reason why they supported redistributive measures, universalization of insurance against risks and income support to families for basic caring services. However, because of the strong emphasis on the family autonomy, personalism and the subsidiarity principle, christian-democratic parties were opposed to the government economic intervention and government service provision. Such measures were considered to be an infringement on the autonomy of independent social units, such as the family and local community (Manow 2005, Wilensky 1986). This is the reason why most of the caring services, and some elements of social insurance, are funded by the government but administered by churches, local communities, unions, foundations or social associations. 
The core constituencies of Christian democratic parties were composed of a number of social groups that were united by a strong preference for visible role of religion in public life. In terms of social groups they ranged from working class and self-employed farmers to petty bourgeoisie and segments of middle class. Their economic preferences were not always in line, but they generally supported the state support for the family and family oriented social policy. Christian democrat parties managed to weld this diverse electorate in a single coalition through the development of social programs aimed at particular social groups within their electorate and through creation of clientelistic links between parties and organized interest representing these groups (Lynch 2006, Kitschelt 2000). Electorate of social democratic parties was predominantly unionized working class with strong preferences for left economic policies. 

Economic positions of christian-democrat and social-democrat electorate were not identical but were fairly close, and much closer than the position of the electorate of dominant parties in countries with other characteristics. Both groups agreed on the necessity of the establishment of comprehensive social insurance system and the need for governmental support of the economy. But they disagreed on the shape of policies that were supposed to bring that about (Huber and Stephens 2001). Social democrats, and their core constituencies of unionized workers, wanted universal system of social insurance, some amount of nationalization and direct government role in economic management, while Christian-democrats and their core constituencies supported fragmented occupational system of social insurance, corporatism and government support of private sector investment. The remaining significant social group, the secular business and upper middle classes were opposed to redistributive policies and government intervention, but they comprised a smaller part of the electorate and their political representation, secular liberal parties, were weaker than other two mainstream parties. 
Relatively closer positions of major parties and their core electorate on a number of economic issues made economic dimension less salient and less competitive than in other two configurations (Kitschelt 2002). This relative weakness of economic dimension was helped by the division of the working class into Christian and socialist blocks, and by the strong role that corporatism had in continental countries (Wilensky 1986). It was also helped by relative weakness of secular liberal or conservative parties and dominant position of christian-democrats in the party system. 
As opposed to other two configurations, the content of left-libertarian right-authoritarian division in continental European countries belonging to Christian democratic welfare regime is dominated by sociocultural issues (Kitschelt 2002)
. Historically, the nature of sociocultural and communitarian division was predominantly religious, dividing catholics, protestants, nonconformist protestants and secular liberals and social democrats in different combinations. Usually the main conflict line was between secular liberal elites concerned with modernization and nation building, and Christian social groups trying to preserve the role of the church and religion in the society, and autonomy and solidarity of religious communities. Main issues at stake were control over education and regulation of some aspects of family life. 

In recent couple of decades, with the rise of new politics agenda, the meaning of sociocultural cleavages has shifted to issues such as environment, multiculturalism, gender equality and immigration. Christian-democratic welfare state was supporting gender division of the workforce and the traditional form of family, with women mainly employed as housewives and in domestic care (Esping Andersen 1999). However the achievement of gender equality implies an increase in the women participation in the labor market and the restructuring of the welfare state to make it more efficient in the provision of services supporting women participation. This issue could bring about the division between traditionalist who want to preserve existing welfare regime and gender division of labor and those who want to make it more open and supportive of women participation. It must be noted that the issue of women participation is also related to the broader status of women in the society and family, not just their status in the work force.

Calls for greater gender equality and the rise of alternative lifestyles brought about the question of the role of Christian morality and individual freedom in the definition of basic rights. Such issues are basically representing the continuation of the division about the role of religion in the society. Abortion and divorce are prime examples of moral issues where Christian morality comes in conflict with calls for greater individual freedom and gender equality. On the other hand, the rise of alternative lifestyles brought about the issue of acceptability and legal status of homosexuals. And most recent issue belonging to this group is the legal status of euthanasia, and potentially, the decriminalization of light drugs. 
Another important source of sociocultural divisions concerns the definition of community. Multiculturalism and immigration placed a strain on the traditional definition of community which was very important in continental countries characterized by segmented societies where religious identity is very important. The formation of new bonds of social solidarity would inevitably mean the redefinition of the role of religion and the redefinition of the meaning of a community. This in the end has an impact on what positions are taken regarding the inclusiveness of the society, status and integration of immigrants and the definition of citizenship. 

The rise of new politics agenda and the expansion of mainly service sector in continental countries helped to bring about the division between new and old left. This division was also predominantly sociocultural in character and it is dividing old working class and trade union constituencies and new professional middle class new left constituencies. In terms of content the conflict was primarily about the importance of issues such as environmentalism, nuclear energy, economic growth and conservation, social inclusiveness and gender equality. Usually, the old working class was supporting authoritarian positions and placed more emphasis on growth and redistribution, while new left professionals were holding libertarian positions and placed more emphasis on environment and conservation. Due to the small size of the public sector, it can be expected that most of new service professionals are employed in the service sector. Given this, it is likely that they would be less economically left than old left constituencies and their counterparts in the Scandinavian countries, making the division on the left slightly deeper.  
Deindustrialization and increasing women participation in the labor market in continental countries produced large surpluses of labor force that could not be compensated by the similar rise in the service sector because of the nature of the welfare state and the production regime
 (Iversen and Wren 1998). Large structural unemployment affected unskilled young males particularly hard and in contributed to the growing significance of division between insider and outsider on the labor market. Socioeconomic insecurity of groups that had a hard time coping with socioeconomic change brought into prominence the so called new right agenda characterized by social exclusivism, welfare chauvinism and an anti-establishment appeal.   

All in all, in continental countries we can expect a greater range and higher salience of sociocultural issues. Economic issues are expected to be less correlated with sociocultural issue dimension than in other two configurations, and are also expected to be less salient and less diversified when it comes to positions held by mainstream large left and right parties.

What is the shape of ideological cleavages?
It could be argued, and it seems that this is the Kitschelt’s point (see Kitschelt and Rehm 2004), that the nature of ideological divisions does not only depend on the number of dimensions and their interaction. It also depends on the range of positions held by political actors and mass publics on any particular ideological dimension. Although Kitschelt’s and Rehm’s empirical analysis suggests that there is indeed one-dimensional pattern of ideological divisions, the spatial representation of this dimension is not a flat line, but rather an elliptic space
. Within this space it is possible to combine different versions of moderate and extreme positions on economic and libertarian-authoritarian dimension. However, these divisions will mostly separate actors that are on the either side of the composite left-libertarian-right-authoritarian dimension. This will create a more complex ideological space but will not represent a full cross-cutting of cleavages. 

It seems logical that the range of positions held by the electorate on particular ideological dimension is also important for their impact on the behavior of political actors. If the range of positions which given the distribution of preferences, could plausibly be held on one particular ideological dimension or an issue is relatively large, we could expect to see political actors which have more or less extreme ideological positions on either or both sides. 
It could also be the case that positions on issues which theoretically can be considered to be the part of one ideological dimension in reality are not so well correlated, and in fact represent separate issue dimensions. It is not needed to have full cross-cutting cleavages to have weaker correlation between the issues that are theoretically part of the same ideological dimension. In order to create a more complex structure of ideological divisions, it would be sufficient that at each end of the principal dimension we have a combination of more or less extreme positions. If we combine this with the potentially large range of positions that might be held on the principal issue dimension, we still have an ample potential for complexity.  
All these factors would make an impact on political competition. Authors seem to agree that most political divisions are the product of social development and that they can not be fully engineered by political entrepreneurs. But political entrepreneurs are needed to exploit and activate the existing potential (Inglehart 1997, Kitschelt 1994, Kriesi 1998, Scharborough 1995). The number and nature of ideological cleavages will certainly have an impact on the behavior of political actors, especially on the supply side of political market. If the complexity of ideological space grows, we can expect the opportunity structure for the entry of new competitors will improve, barring strong institutional barriers to entry. 
 

The analysis of ideological cleavages will give us an idea not only about the importance of particular ideological cleavages, how particular issues are related to them and how voters of different parties are divided. It will also give us an idea about the salience and the range of particular dimensions, and whether new parties represent constituencies ideologically significantly different from constituencies represented by the established parties. Also, this type of the analysis will be able to tell us whether new parties emerged by contesting some new ideological dimension, or whether they held positions different, more likely more extreme, than positions held by the established parties on the existing ideological dimension, or both.
III. Identifying ideological divisions

Definitions of ideological cleavages are characterized by conceptual complexity derived from the fact that the definition of every particular cleavage includes a number of more specific issue dimensions. Such are the libertarian-authoritarian and materialism-postmaterialism ideological cleavage, but also economic left-right dimension which includes issues such as redistribution and taxation, government role in the economic management and the provision of welfare services. Although the literature assumes that positions on all issues composing one ideological dimension are well correlated, the empirical analysis that would systematically establish that this is actually the case is absent.
Empirical analysis of ideological cleavages so far used measures that were mostly focused on the whole cleavage dimension, either comprising all components included in the definition, or using measures that capture only one segment of the broader ideological dimension. But this approach does not enable us to look into what could very well be a more complex picture. Therefore, in order to be able to understand fully the composition and the structure of ideological divisions it would be necessary to decompose broader ideological dimensions into constitutive items and use them as a base for the operationalization of independent variables. 

To identify relevant issues composing broader ideological dimensions and to select relevant dependent variables, the paper will start from Kitschelt`s (1994) account of the structure of ideological cleavages in advanced industrial societies. Kitschelt identifies two broader ideological dimensions. First dimension includes rules for the distribution of economic resources in the society and separates those that favor spontaneous market distribution and those that favor some sort of planned distribution administered by centralized authority. This dimension can be further separated into at least two sub-dimensions; the pure distributive dimension, where the issue is what is the principle and mechanism governing the distribution of economic resources and income, and regulative dimension, where the issue is whether market should be the sole mechanism for making economic decisions, or whether there should be some sort of central authority that would regulate market activities and provide services where it fails. 
Second dimension is defined by issues related to the way collective decisions are made, definition of players in the decision making process and definition of issues that are to be decided upon. On this dimension we can distinguish between three sub-dimensions. One is dividing those that favor authoritarian and hierarchical decision making from those that favor democratic and participative decision making. Second is dividing those that favor inclusive type of polity and broad definition of citizenship from those that favor exclusive type of polity and restrictive definition of citizenship. Third division is between those that believe that there should be universal moral values (or other rules) that should be imposed on all and those that advocate maximization of individual freedom and choice
. 
These dimensions are all part of the materialism-postmaterialism dimension and new politics agenda according to its conceptual definition. However, there are some ideological or value divisions that are also part of materialism-postmaterialism dimension and new politics agenda but are not explicitly included in the Kitschelt`s definition of libertarian-authoritarian ideological cleavage. One of the most significant such issues is environmentalism, which is in many ways the most visible part of the new politics agenda. 
Of other potential ideological divisions, the largest importance can be assigned to religious-secular division. This division was historically one of the most important and most of the analyses of ideological cleavages show that it did not lose its significance, either as a variable explaining voting behavior, or as a source of ideological self-identification (Knutsen 1988, 1995a, 1995b, Knutsen and Scharborough 1995).  
IV. Method and Data

The empirical part of the paper gives answers to the following questions; what is the structure of political cleavages in western societies, how are individual issues related to broader ideological dimensions, how are political parties aligned on those ideological dimensions and finally, is there a variation in the nature and the importance of ideological cleavages among countries that differ with respect to the type of the welfare regime and the strength of communitarian divisions. 

The analysis is conducted using European Value Survey data from the third wave conducted in 1999/2000. European Value Survey data are selected because they enable us to measure positions of individual voters on a number of issue dimensions. Eight countries are included. Those are Ireland, Sweden, Finland, Denmark, the Netherlands, Germany, Austria, France and Great Britain. The number of cases for individual countries varies between 1000 and 2000. The number of valid cases is ranging from 600 to 1500. Cases that had missing value on any of the variables were excluded from the analysis. The sample of selected countries represent a fair amount of diversity which would enable us to asses the link between the characteristics of the welfare state and the strength of communal divisions.
The analysis first gives an answer to the question about structure of ideological divisions within countries concerned, and how are particular issues related to it. This will be done by using secondary factor analysis with indexes that are measuring six issue dimensions included in the analysis. 
Second step in the analysis includes discriminant analysis. Given the nature of the dependent and independent variables discriminant analysis seems to be the most appropriate method. Since discriminant functions are combining independent variables in a way that maximizes separation between groups, they can be taken as relatively good approximation of ideological dimensions dividing the electorate of different parties. 
Given the fact that the total possible number of discriminant functions is one less the number of categories of the dependent variable, it is to be expected that the number of discriminant functions, as well as the number of significant discriminant functions, will be greater for countries where the number of parties is larger. Larger number is likely to be observable not only because the number of categories of the dependent variable, but also because the structure of the party system is likely to be more complex in systems with more parties. This problem needs to be taken into consideration when the results are interpreted, but it is not likely that it will prevent the adequate interpretation of results and the assessment of importance of particular functions through the measure of their discriminant power. 
V. Independent and dependent variables 

Independent variables are measuring six issue dimensions discussed in the section 3. Those are income redistribution, government role in the economic management, libertarian-authoritarian moral attitudes, immigration, environmentalism and the role of religion in the society. Independent variables are indexes composed of individual items that are forming additive scales. Indexes are formed by standardizing and than adding individual items. All indexes are constructed so that lower values indicate redistributive and libertarian attitudes and higher values indicate pro-market and more authoritarian attitudes. 
Two indexes are measuring issues related to the economic dimension; one is dealing with the redistribution of income and the other is covering government role in the regulation of the economy and the provision of welfare service. Index measuring redistribution of income includes single item measuring importance of guaranteeing basic income for everybody. Index measuring government role in the economy is composed of items measuring whether individuals should provide for themselves or the state should do it and whether the state should regulate companies more closely or it should be left to the market.

Issue dimensions related to libertarian-authoritarian dimension are represented by two indexes. Issue most related to the boundary of polity and the definition of citizenship is immigration and position of immigrants in the society. Attitudes on this issue are measured by items asking whether employers should favor domestic workers over immigrants and whether immigrants should be allowed to settle in the country. 

Issue closest to the question whether there should be universal moral standard that all members of the society should follow, or individuals should have freedom of choice, is the question of tolerance of different life-styles and moral positions. Index capturing this dimension is composed of issues measuring attitudes toward homosexuality, divorce, abortion and euthanasia. 


Attitudes toward environmentalism are measured by an index combining items asking respondents whether they would be willing to give part of their money or accept tax increases in order to protect environment. Attitudes toward the role of religion are measured by index combining items asking respondents whether they think it would be better if individuals with strong religious believes would hold public office, and whether politicians that do not believe in God are unfit for public office.  
Factor analysis with individual items used in the creation of indexes shows almost identical pattern in all countries, with five easily identifiable factors (data are not shown here). Items measuring libertarian-authoritarian moral attitudes load on the first factor, items measuring environmentalism load on the second factor and religious items load on the third factor. Items composing economic indexes all load on the same factor, and the remaining items measuring position on immigration load on the fifth factor. The pattern is present in all countries included in the analysis. 

Most items used are measuring general orientation rather than positions on specific policy issues. To some extent this is an advantage because it can be expected to reduce the problem of variation in the significance of different issues across national contexts, and specific reference points that respondents from different countries might have. Also, questions measuring general orientations can be expected to be less sensitive to political developments of the moment. On the other hand, the downside of general questions is that they might not reflect real issues voters base their decision on, and might not reflect messages which parties actually use in political competition. 
The dependent variable is party preference measured by the question asking respondent which party she would vote for if elections were held tomorrow. For those respondents that indicated they would not vote the answer to the question which party appeals to them most was used instead. The parties with less than 30 respondents were excluded from the analysis. Parties representing ethnic or regionalist groups are also excluded from the analysis. Although these parties might have an ideological profile that is not only related to ethnic or regionalist distinctiveness, it is reasonable to presume that the principal raison d’ etré of these parties is in representing ethnic and regionalist interests. In the countries concerned the only significant ethnic parties are Swedish people party in Finland and SNP and PC in Great Britain, all of which encompass only a fraction of the electorate. In some cases where parties are ideologically very close but few respondents indicated preference for those parties, such as three Dutch fundamentalist protestant parties or two Danish extreme right parties, respondents indicating preference for those parties are merged in a single group.
VI. Findings

The results of secondary factor analysis show almost uniform pattern of results (see Table 1). In all countries, except Denmark the analysis yielded three factors. Those factors jointly explain between 60 and 70% of variance. One factor strongly loads on the role of religion and morality, second factor loads on immigration and environment and the third factor load on two indexes taping economic issues. In Denmark, factor analysis yields two factors, one loads strongly on economic issues and environment and the other on the role of religion, immigration and morality. 
(table 1 about here)

The content of three factors closely resembles Knutsen’s division of cleavages into pre-industrial or religious, industrial or economic and post-industrial or new politics (Knutsen 1988, 1995). Therefore, at least when it comes to structure of mass attitudes, ideological space in societies in question is divided into three dimensions and it seems that the separation between ideological dimensions is still holding on, so that one ideological dimension does not overshadows or subsumes others. 
But the fact that any particular dimension did preserve its distinctiveness does not mean that it is still relevant when it comes to actual political divisions demonstrated in voting behavior. Factor analysis is not the most appropriate method to give an answer to this question. In order to provide answer to the question of political relevance, we are turning to discriminant analysis.
The findings from a discriminant analysis for each country are presented in tables 2 to 9. Wilks lambda coefficients are transformed in such a way that the value for each function is subtracted from the value of the next function so that it represents the magnitude of Wilks Lambda value for each function. Higher value indicates higher power. The total model fit in this case would be the sum of these transformed Wilks lambdas. 

In all countries concerned cases discriminant analysis yielded two significant discriminant functions which accounted for the bulk of discriminatory power. In some countries discriminant analysis yielded third significant discriminant function but the discriminatory power of this function is very small compared to the other two. Although the total number of function is one less the number of categories of dependent variable, the number of significant discriminatory functions does not seem to be dependent on the number of categories of the dependent variable.

The analysis shows that there is a significant variation in the content and the power of discriminant functions between countries. But before turning to general patterns for groups of countries let us first turn to individual countries. 


In Austria discriminant analysis yielded two significant discriminant functions. The first function, which is the strongest in terms of discriminant power, is clearly defined by sociocultural issues, especially morality and immigration. 
(table 2 about here)

Alignment of parties on this function goes from the greens and liberals on the libertarian end to SPO in the center and OVP and FPO on the right. The second function is more complex and has approximately half of the discriminant power of the first function. It combines pro-market economic attitudes together with conservative positions on the role of religion and morality, libertarian positions on immigration and support for environmentalism. This function can be interpreted as primarily separating between parties within the left and the right. It separates conservative OVP from radical right FPO on the right and environmentalist and libertarian Greens and mainstream social-democrat SPO on the left. Third and the weakest discriminant function separates Liberal forum as economically liberal and libertarian party from others parties of the right. 


In France the strongest discriminant function is correlated with all variables apart from the variable measuring environmental attitudes. 
(table 3 about here)

It has three times as much discriminant power as the next strongest function and it represents the general left-right dimension that combines both economic and sociocultural issues and separates parties from the far left to the far right. The second function is primarily defined by issues of immigration and government role in the economy and it separates primarily voters of parties within the right and within the left. This function separates voters holding economically liberal and libertarian positions from voters holding redistributive and authoritarian positions. On the right it separates libertarian and economically liberal UDF and DL from RPR, which is in center on these issues, and FN that is on the opposite end. Similar division exists on the left between the greens and the communist, with socialists being in the center. Third and the weakest function is also hardest to interpret. It combines the issues of morality, environmentalism and redistribution, and is also dividing voters of parties within the left between libertarian and environmentalist greens and communists that are on the opposite end. On the right end it indicates libertarian and liberal position of the DL (Democratice Liberale) voters. Unlike in other countries of continental Europe, religion does not play a very important role in ideological divisions within the French electorate.

In Germany the first and the strongest function can be identified as left-right dimension which is primarily defined by sociocultural issues. 
(table about here 4)

It separates voters of parties such as Greens and SPD on the libertarian left from voters of FDP and CDU/CSU on the authoritarian right. The second function also combines economic issues with issues like immigration and environment in a way that economically liberal and socially libertarian positions go together. This function has almost three times less discriminatory power than the first dimension and it predominantly separates between smaller parties on the left and the right.

In the Netherlands the analysis yielded two strong functions. The first function is strongly defined by issues of morality and the role of religion in public life. This function separates voters of the religious fundamentalist Protestant parties and CDA from the voters of left parties.

(table 5 about here)

VVD voters are standing in the center between religious right and secular left
. The second function can primarily be defined as economic left-right. This function separates between voters of economically right VVD, voters of economically centrist mainstream left and right parties like PvDA, CDA as well as D66, and voters of left parties in Green left and Socialist party. The third dimension is significantly weaker than the first two and it combines redistributive positions with anti-environmentalism. It separates predominantly voters of smaller parties of the left.

In the Swedish case the strongest discriminant function is defined by economic issues. It has more than three times higher discriminant power than the second function. This function separates conservative voters on the right, from voters of Liberal party, Center party and Christian-democrats in the center, and supporters of SAP, Greens and the Left party on the left. 
(table 6 about here)

The second function is defined by issues of religion and morality. It separates voters of parties within center and right between those holding more secular and socially libertarian positions, such as conservatives and liberals, and those holding socially more authoritarian and religious positions such as voters of Christian-democrats and the Center party. Similar, but less pronounced division also exists on the left between voters of SAP and other left parties. The third dimension has very week discriminant power and is primarily defined by the issues of environment and immigration. It divides parties in a way that is very similar to the division over the nuclear energy issue in early 1980`s (Granberg and Holmberg 1988) with Christian-democrats, center, liberal and green voters holding pro-environmental and pro-immigration position and SAP and conservative voters having the opposite stance.    


In Denmark, as in Sweden, the first and the strongest discriminant function is defined primarily by economic issues. This function, also like in Sweden, separates parties along the left-right continuum from the extreme left to the extreme right. 
(table 7 about here)

Second function that has about the third of discriminant power of the first function is defined by issues of morality, immigration and religion. This function, like in all other cases, separates voters of parties within left and right, or to be more precise it separates voters holding more libertarian or authoritarian positions at the opposite sides of the principal left right ideological division.

Finland demonstrates pattern that is different from other two Scandinavian countries. The first discriminant function combines economic issues with religion and morality. This dimension clearly separates parties from the left to the right starting with left socialist, greens and social democrats on the left, to liberals, conservatives and Christian-democrats on the right, in that order. 
(table 8 about here)

The second function combines the same set of issues but in this case it combines economically left and morally and religiously conservative positions and it separates greens and conservatives from liberals (agrarians), and christian-democrats with left-socialist and social-democrats holding the centrist position. The third function is defined by issues of immigration and environment and separates between greens and christian-democrats that are sharing pro-environmental position and libertarian position on immigration from liberals, social democrats and left socialists, with conservatives holding centrist position. 

Analysis for Great Britain, (excluding SNP and PC), produced two significant functions, albeit with lower discriminatory power than in most other cases. The first function is clearly economic and the second sociocultural. 
(table 9 about here)

Surprisingly, Labor voters seem to be the most authoritarian part of the British electorate when it comes to issues of immigration, environment and morality, with liberal democrats’ voters being very close on economic issues but being notably more libertarian.    

Turning to cross-country patterns, it seems that countries of continental Europe with christian-democratic welfare state and catholic or religiously mixed population have parties whose electorate is principally divided over religion and sociocultural issues. Economic issues are either only one segment of the primary ideological dimension or constitute secondary ideological dimension. 
But secondary divisions in these countries also seem to combine a number of issues. Only in Netherlands did analysis give second and very strong discriminant function that is primarily economic. In all other countries second discriminant function is distinguishing voters of economically right or centrist and socially conservative parties (christian-democrats), who are also libertarian with respect to issues such as the immigration and the environment, from voters of other right parties. On the left side of the political spectrum the second function is dividing voters of left-libertarian parties, such as greens, who are more libertarian and less economically left from voters of other left parties, namely mainstream social-democratic voters and, where such parties exist, left-socialists or communist voters. Voters of mainstream social democratic parties, and especially voters of more radical left parties, seem to be more economically left and less libertarian than the voters of green parties. 
However it must be noted that only in Austria and the Netherlands second discriminant function has significant discriminatory power relative to the first function. The reason for this could potentially be due to the size of parties other than social-democrats and christian-democrats in those countries. 

In Scandinavian countries with social democratic welfare state, the primary, and by far the strongest ideological division is defined by economic issues. The alignment of parties along this dimension runs from left socialists and communists, to greens and social democrats and further to centrist parties and conservative or liberal right parties. Finland is partial exception from this pattern because first discriminant function also includes religious issues and morality. 
Secondary divisions in Scandinavian countries are principally defined by issues of morality and religion. In Sweden and Denmark second functions primarily separate between religious and secular parties of the center and right. In Finland second function combines economic position and religion in a way that separates secular and religious right parties. 

In only country of liberal welfare regime included in the analysis the first discriminant function is clearly economic and it separates main parties of the left and right. 


The overall discriminant power of discriminant functions measured by transformed Wilks lambda varies from 0,430 on the high end in Finland to 0,143 in at the low end in Great Britain. The model performs quite well in Sweden, Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands, Austria, and somewhat less in France. On the other hand, in Germany and Great Britain values are less than 0,200. The positions of group centroids in all countries suggest that this difference in discriminant power is not caused by very distinctive position of small parties, although strong distinctive position exists in the case of some small parties like fundamentalist Protestants in the Netherlands. It is more likely that the cause of lower discriminant power, at least in Germany, is the small difference between voters’ of major parties such as CDU/CSU and SPD on one or two primary discriminant functions.

The content and the discriminatory power of discriminant functions as well as the positions of parties on them seem to support Kitschelt`s argument that the strength and the shape of primary ideological divisions are corresponding to the type of the welfare regime. In social democratic welfare states the strongest ideological divisions are due to economic issues while sociocultural issues are mostly of secondary importance. In christian-democratic welfare states the primary ideological division is, as expected, about religion and sociocultural issues. Economic issues are either of secondary importance or are subsumed under the principal ideological division. France here represents special case because the role of religion in France is much smaller than in other countries that belong to the same group. In the case of liberal welfare states the only case in this analysis has a principal ideological division over economic issues. Sociocultural issues are of secondary importance. 

The analysis also seems to supports Kitschelt`s claim that there is only one predominant ideological dimension in all countries and that it varies in content between countries depending on the type of the welfare regime and the religious composition of the population.. The results also support the expectation that the dominant dimension is intersected by less prominent ideological dimensions that divide parties at one or both ends of the primary ideological dimension. 


Turning to new parties, the analysis seems to confirm that most of the new parties have electorate with a distinct ideological profile. Voters of green parties seem to be more libertarian and less economically left than the voters of mainstream social democratic parties. In Denmark and the Netherlands, presumably because established social democrats became more centrist, voters of the other group of new parties on the left, namely left-socialists, are more economically left than voters of social-democratic parties. 

Voters of the extreme right parties do not differ from other parties in the same way in all countries. Voters of German Republikaner party are quite authoritarian and supportive of redistribution. Austrian FPO and Danish extreme right parties are authoritarian as well, but they are also economically more to the right. French FN is more similar to its Danish and Austrian counterparts. 

Apart from extreme right parties, in some countries we can find relatively recent liberal parties and in others christian-democratic parties. The voters of liberal parties, such as Liberal forum in Austria, combine strong libertarian and economically liberal position. Such position makes them distinctive from other right-wing parties. The voters of relatively newer christian-democratic parties in Denmark and Sweden combine economically liberal position, strong morally conservative and religious position with libertarian position on immigration and environment. This sets them apart from voters of secular conservative and liberal parties that are similar in terms of economic position and voters of center parties who are more moderate on most issues. 

It seems that most of the new parties came into existence by offering a position that is different from the established parties on some issues, while holding very similar positions on a number of other issues. Most of these parties are catering to a small segment of the electorate. But on the other hand the number and positions of parties in some countries suggests that the entry of new parties was also possible by contesting a more extreme position on the dominant ideological division. If there was a significant group of voters holding extreme positions and mainstream parties of the left or right abandoned these voters, it would be possible that new parties with more extreme appeals were able to capture the support of these voters. 
VII. Summary and Conclusion


The results of the analysis conducted in this paper seem to indicate that the impact of ideological cleavages on electoral behavior differ among countries that also differ in terms of type of the welfare regime and the religious composition of the population. However, when it comes to the structure of ideological divisions and the way individual issues are aligned to them, it seems that the differences between countries are minimal. So, although the ideological divisions have similar structure on their own, they way they are politicisized differ substantially between countries. The reason for this might lie in structural differences between countries and in the way political actors aimed to form electoral coalitions. 

The results also confirm Kitschelt`s expectations about the nature of differences of ideological divisions in western societies. Analysis demonstrated that in continental countries main ideological division is predominantly sociocultural in character. In Scandinavian countries the primary ideological division was found to be economic. The expectation that in Great Britain the primary division will be economic was also supported by the findings.

It seems that Kitschelt`s argument about the existence of one principal left-libertarian right-authoritarian dimension is also to some extent supported. In terms of discriminant power and substantive meaning the first function in all countries does indeed approximates left-libertarian right-authoritarian dimension fairly well. Other functions have much less discriminatory power and they seem to separate primarily parties within left and right, and are in effect cross-cutting main dimension at both ends. This suggests that within one principal dimension there are different combinations of positions at each end. It seems that the Kitschelt`s description of dominant ideological division as an elliptic space is a good graphical approximation of the findings in this paper. 
With respect to the ideological position of new parties, the analysis demonstrates that the electorate of new parties is indeed different in terms of its ideological profile from the electorate of the established parties. How well is this distinct ideological profile related to the actual ideological offer on the supply side is another issue. 
Tables 
Table 1

Secondary factor analysis of ideological divisions in eight countries using with six independent variables measuring individual issue dimensions. Entries are factor loadings from principal component rotated with Varimax rotation. 

	
	Austria
	Denmark
	Great Britain

	
	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	1
	2
	3

	Morality
	 0,857
	 0,151
	 0,012
	 0,035
	 0,811
	 0,815
	 0,230
	-0,105

	Immigration
	 0,210
	 0,753
	-0,099
	 0,160
	 0,510
	 0,126
	 0,755
	 0,085

	Environment
	-0,120
	 0,821
	 0,062
	 0,640
	 0,180
	-0,143
	 0,751
	-0,045

	Intervention
	-0,023
	 0,102
	 0,778
	 0,765
	 0,036
	 0,058
	 0,011
	 0,754

	Redistribution
	-0,010
	-0,132
	 0,745
	 0,763
	-0,060
	-0,083
	 0,023
	 0,774

	Religiosity
	 0,873
	-0,071
	-0,048
	-0,066
	 0,733
	 0,797
	-0,260
	 0,079

	% variance
	27,14
	20,75
	19,29
	28,64
	23,03
	22,67
	20,76
	19,83


	
	Finland
	France
	Germany

	
	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3

	Morality
	 0,811
	-0,009
	 0,160
	 0,755
	 0,198
	 0,023
	 0,797
	 0,190
	-0,154

	Immigration
	 0,291
	-0,094
	 0,630
	 0,276
	 0,724
	-0,025
	 0,121
	 0,786
	 0,121

	Environment
	-0,116
	 0,044
	 0,851
	-0,110
	 0,822
	 0,048
	-0,071
	 0,787
	-0,085

	Intervention
	 0,069
	 0,800
	-0,043
	 0,077
	-0,083
	 0,783
	 0,061
	-0,067
	 0,766

	Redistribution
	-0,112
	 0,776
	 0,003
	-0,045
	 0,107
	 0,769
	-0,144
	 0,095
	 0,702

	Religiosity
	 0,848
	-0,033
	-0,037
	 0,814
	-0,070
	 0,012
	 0,840
	-0,124
	 0,052

	% variance
	26,76
	23,32
	17,87
	25,01
	19,94
	18,37
	24,22
	21,36
	18,01


	
	Netherlands
	Sweden

	
	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3

	Morality
	 0,845
	 0,005
	 0,101
	-0,093
	 0,810
	 0,152

	Immigration
	 0,141
	 0,031
	 0,744
	-0,140
	 0,063
	 0,798

	Environment
	-0,018
	 0,059
	 0,784
	 0,227
	-0,048
	 0,647

	Intervention
	-0,040
	 0,814
	-0,065
	 0,837
	 0,043
	-0,028

	Redistribution
	 0,004
	 0,756
	 0,163
	 0,790
	-0,142
	 0,109

	Religiosity
	 0,856
	-0,044
	 0,027
	-0,001
	 0,836
	-0,135

	% variance
	26,34
	22,25
	16,72
	26,21
	20,85
	17,89


Tables 2 to 9

Results of discriminant analysis for eight countries with vote choice as dependent variable and measures of six issue dimension as independent variables. 

Table 2 Austria

	structure matrix
	1
	2
	3

	government role
	0.019
	 0.450
	 0.737

	redistribution
	0.075
	 0.365
	 0.347

	morality
	0.691
	 0.395
	-0.487

	immigration
	0.747
	-0.445
	 0.221

	environment
	0.357
	-0.378
	 0.382

	role of religion
	0.400
	 0.556
	-0.289

	Wilks lambda transformed
	0.188
	0.109
	0.024

	Wilks lambda total
	0.321
	
	

	functions at group centroids
	
	
	

	SPO
	-0.052
	-0.343
	-0.075

	OVP
	 0.289
	 0.475
	-0.007

	FPO
	 0.464
	-0.256
	 0.068

	GREEN
	-1.226
	 0.177
	-0.156

	LIF
	-0.989
	-0.019
	 0.674


N=917

Table 3 France

	structure matrix
	1
	2
	3

	government role
	0.383
	 0.496
	-0.123

	redistribution
	0.513
	 0.290
	-0.465

	morality
	0.387
	 0.295
	 0.724

	immigration
	0.683
	-0.697
	 0.162

	environment
	0.127
	-0.232
	 0.535

	role of religion
	0.390
	 0.281
	 0.230

	Wilks lambda transformed
	0.165
	0.060
	0.035

	Wilks lambda total
	0.260
	
	

	functions at group centroids
	
	
	

	LO
	-0.997
	-0.165
	-0.200

	PCF
	-0.620
	-0.184
	 0.312

	PS
	-0.196
	-0.025
	 0.141

	Greens
	-0.503
	 0.059
	-0.286

	GE
	-0.148
	 0.281
	-0.098

	UDF
	 0.435
	 0.302
	 0.091

	DL
	 0.617
	 0.250
	-0.310

	RPR
	 0.701
	 0.042
	 0.089

	FN
	 0.580
	-0.913
	-0.195


N=837

Table 4 Germany

	structure matrix
	1
	2

	government role
	0.247
	 0.628

	redistribution
	0.535
	-0.055

	morality
	0.430
	 0.271

	immigration
	0.593
	-0.538

	environment
	0.286
	-0.389

	role of religion
	0.444
	 0.349

	Wilks lambda transformed
	0.128
	0.050

	Wilks lambda total
	0.178
	

	functions at group centroids
	
	

	CDUCSU
	 0.330
	 0.086

	SPD
	-0.210
	-0.088

	FDP
	 0.270
	 0.068

	GREENS
	-0.747
	 0.409

	PDS
	-0.921
	-0.312

	REP
	 0.582
	-1.293


N=1112

Table 5 the Netherlands

	structure matrix
	1
	2
	3

	government role
	0.059
	 0.693
	-0.116

	redistribution
	0.133
	 0.676
	-0.406

	morality
	0.836
	-0.091
	 0.107

	immigration
	0.102
	 0.390
	 0.208

	environment
	0.126
	 0.358
	 0.862

	role of religion
	0.748
	-0.150
	 0.012

	Wilks lambda transformed
	0.204
	0.147
	0.032

	Wilks lambda total
	0.383
	
	

	functions at group centroids
	
	
	

	PvDA
	-0.324
	-0.092
	 0.198

	CDA
	 0.762
	-0.070
	 0.138

	VVD
	-0.052
	 0.671
	-0.091

	G66
	-0.397
	 0.136
	-0.055

	GL
	-0.241
	-0.512
	-0.267

	SGPGPVRPF
	 2.321
	-0.264
	-0.123

	SP
	-0.397
	-0.564
	 0.277


N=877

Table 6 Sweden

	structure matrix
	1
	2
	3

	government role
	0.768
	  0.018
	-0.071

	redistribution
	0.752
	-0.214
	-0.237

	morality
	0.001
	  0.827
	 0.159

	immigration
	0.056
	  0.162
	 0.733

	environment
	0.273
	-0.079
	 0.622

	role of religion
	0.011
	  0.782
	-0.275

	Wilks lambda transformed
	0.299
	0.080
	0.025

	Wilks lambda total
	0.404
	
	

	functions at group centroids
	
	
	

	CP
	-0.123
	 0.396
	-0.461

	FPL
	 0.094
	-0.202
	-0.238

	KD
	 0.197
	 0.801
	-0.048

	MP
	-0.524
	-0.061
	-0.189

	M
	 1.071
	-0.161
	 0.047

	SAP
	-0.383
	 0.124
	 0.171

	VP
	-0.985
	-0.317
	 0.022


N=702

Table 7 Denmark

	structure matrix
	1
	2

	government role
	0.747
	-0.163

	redistribution
	0.639
	-0.431

	morality
	0.254
	 0.798

	immigration
	0.352
	 0.456

	environment
	0.429
	-0.107

	role of religion
	0.153
	 0.553

	Wilks lambda transformed
	0.275
	0.090

	Wilks lambda total
	0.365
	

	functions at group centroids
	
	

	SD
	-0.336
	 0.320

	RV
	-0.347
	-0.404

	KF
	 0.330
	-0.225

	CD
	-0.056
	 0.136

	SF
	-0.946
	-0.255

	DFPFP
	 0.616
	 0.146

	KrF
	 0.310
	 1.586

	V
	 0.695
	-0.136

	Red-Green Alliance
	-1.776
	-0.117


N=637

Table 8 Finland

	structure matrix
	1
	2
	3

	government role
	0.665
	 0.470
	-0.132

	redistribution
	0.318
	 0.616
	 0.000

	morality
	0.498
	-0.713
	 0.160

	immigration
	0.101
	-0.073
	 0.798

	environment
	0.202
	 0.007
	 0.533

	role of religion
	0.493
	-0.510
	-0.248

	canonical correlation
	0.538
	0.376
	0.272

	Sig
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Wilks lambda transformed
	0.228
	0.129
	0.073

	Wilks lambda total
	0.430
	
	

	functions at group centroids
	
	
	

	SDP
	-0.361
	-0.127
	 0.174

	KESK
	 0.487
	-0.208
	 0.177

	KOK
	 0.708
	 0.567
	-0.001

	VAS
	-1.092
	-0.195
	 0.160

	VIHR
	-0.583
	 0.293
	-0.476

	KD
	 1.119
	-1.390
	-0.816


N=613

Table 9 Great Britain

	structure matrix
	1
	2

	government role
	0.559
	-0.428

	Redistribution
	0.696
	-0.255

	Morality
	0.145
	 0.606

	Immigration
	0.269
	 0.577

	Environment
	0.185
	 0.532

	role of religion
	0.402
	 0.130

	Wilks lambda transformed
	0.085
	0.058

	Wilks lambda total
	0.143
	

	functions at group centroids
	
	

	CON
	 0.466
	-0.128

	LAB
	-0.192
	 0.151

	LIBDEM
	-0.106
	-0.075

	GREEN
	-0.663
	-0.971

	UKIP
	 0.332
	 0.673


N=527
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� One of the best examples for such development are policies of expanding welfare state services that created large left constituencies in the public sector and could be expected to be among the causes of the rise in importance of the new politics issues. Such development could also be responsible for potential division within constituencies of the left on old left workerist concerned with economic issues and new left social professional concerned about new politics issues. Such development could also be responsible to the change it the base of economic cleavage from class to sectoral (between public and private sector) (Knutsen 2001).


� It can be argued that one of these divisions has a religion as a source, given that, Scandinavian countries relatively recently saw the emergence and strengthening of religious christian-democratic parties. It also must be borne in mind that the issue is not the stronger role of religion vis a vis the state and greater role for it in state sponsored institutions. Since protestant dissenter denominations place a huge emphasis on the autonomy of communities from the state (Manow 2005), the division over religion is more about the preferences for autonomy of religious communities vis a vis the state and the promotion of christian morality in the society.


� Kitschelt`s expectations are partially supported by Knutsen`s empirical analysis (Knutsen 1995) of the importance of different ideological cleavages for voting behavior. Knutsen found that in countries with social-democratic or liberal welfare regimes, such as Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Great Britain, and, not in accordance with expectations, France, the strongest ideological division is economic while religious and materialist-postmaterialist value divisions are less prominent. On the other hand in countries with christian-democratic welfare regime and religiously predominantly catholic or mixed, such as Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, Italy and Spain, the strongest ideological divisions are religious and  materialist-postmaterialist value divisions while economic divisions are slightly less prominent.  


� Simply stated high wage and job protection prevented the creation of low skilled private sector and budget pressures and the welfare system made it unfeasible to create large public service sector.


� It must be noted though that the way Kitschelt measures his ideological dimensions is not fully in accordance with their conceptual definition and this is somewhat problematic. His economic dimension is measured using different items covering various aspects of income redistribution. However, libertarian-authoritarian dimension is composed of items measuring preferences for spending on culture, education and environmental protection.


� It must be noted though that the issues of who decides, about what and how are also related to the issues of societal distribution of economic resources. However in this case the answer to this question is given in an encompassing way by the alternative between markets and (authoritative and centralized) hierarchies.


� One must take into account the possibility that the strength of this dimension is at least partly due to the presence of fundamentalist protestant parties that are primarily defined through issues of religion and morality. The fact that their position is so clearly separated from all other parties might indicated that substantial part of the strength of this dimension is due to the fact that it clearly separates between religious fundamentalists and other parties. However this does not mean that the issues of religion and morality do not constitute the most important dimension of party competition in Dutch politics. 





