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Abstract
When the green party first appeared in Sweden in the 1980s, it was 

thought to disappear soon. The studies on the dynamics of large political parties 

within the multi-party system already have been well conducted, but these studies 

on small parties have also been attracting attention relatively recently. While 

European party systems are still largely dominated by mainstream political parties, 

stabilized electoral success of small parties such as radical right and green parties 

intrigues many political science researchers. These niche parties, which are 

relatively more focused on new political issues such as environment and 

immigrant issues, are expected to bring about new party competition dynamics 

beyond the traditional left-right ideological dimension. This research analyzes the 

election results of the Swedish Green party in the 2014 and 2018 national 

elections with two different approaches, institutional explanation and issue 

competition. While institutional explanations focuses on the impacts of the 

electoral system on the electoral results, issue competition theories explains on the 

effect of political actors’ strategic choice regarding how to handle certain issues 

during the election period. Two institutional changes had been made in Sweden 

between 2014 and 2018. 1) the lowered first divisor of the electoral formula from 

1.4 to 1.2 and 2) the introduction of the returning excessed fixed constituency 

seats. On the other hand, the two mainstream parties of Sweden show 

accommodative strategy on the environmental issues, enhancing the salience of the 

environmental issue while presenting a similar position with the issue owner, the 

Green party. This can undermine the issue ownership of the Green party on the 

environmental issue. The comparison between the effect of electoral system 

change and the issue competition effects on the Swedish Green party’s electoral 

performance change between the 2014 election and the 2018 election has been 



constructed. The result of this case study shows that while the electoral formula 

change had little impact on the Green party's seat share change, the successful 

mainstream parties' strategic issue advertising had resulted in weakening Green 

party's issue ownership over environmental issues and eventually undermined the 

support for the Green party in the following election. 

Keyword : Swedish green party, electoral performance, niche party, issue 
competition, electoral system
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Chapter 1. Introduction

While European party systems are still largely dominated by mainstream 

political parties, stabilized electoral success of small parties such as radical right 

and green parties intrigues many political science researchers. It is argued that 

these so-called niche parties have new distinctive impacts on patterns of political 

competition because, unlike other mainstream parties, they adapt little to changes 

in public opinion and emphasize the issues which do not fall into traditional 

socio-economic cleavage. These niche parties were thought to disappear soon after 

they appeared in the 1980s since the dominance of mainstream party was 

prevalent in Western Europe. However, as the niche party continues to establish 

itself in the European party systems, the niche party in the multiparty system has 

drawn many scholar’s attention in regard to the “thawing” party system. Lipset 

and Rokkan described many early twentieth European party systems as “frozen” 

in their thesis in 1967. They argued that “cleavage” between social classes and 

the left-right spectrum affects the party system which makes the composition of 

the party system unchanged in the biggest part. Since the 1960s, however, the 

developed democratic countries have experienced a new trend of the party system. 

This rapid “thawing” of the European party system questioned the traditional way 

of explaining the party system which focused on class voting and party loyalty. 

The rising of the vote volatility and declining of party identification also 

supported that there was a need for a new explanation. (Dalton and Wattenberg, 

2000, Karvonen and Kuhnle, 2001)

As such, many scholars find that the niche party phenomenon is causing 

a new party competition dynamic on a different dimension from the previous 

left-right ideological. A large part of scholarly attention has been dedicated to 
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socio-economical approaches to solving the puzzle of the electoral success of the 

niche party. The sociological perspective suggests that the share of votes a niche 

party receives depends on the reaction of voters to the party's issue positions, 

while voter receptivity depends on the cultural and socioeconomic conditions of 

society and the demographic characteristic. Taggart(1996) and 

Müller-Rommel(1998) argue that the green party support is positively correlated 

with the gross domestic product (GDP) per capita and, with the low 

unemployment. This study supports the assumption that the green party will gain 

more support where it has a stronger economy and welfare system because the 

quality of life issues and environmental issues are more salient in these states. 

Similar to the positive correlation between the economic condition and green issue 

salience, the immigration issue is expected to be more salient under a higher 

sense of economic insecurity, and radical parties are electorally benefited. Support 

for the radical parties increases when economic distress increases, often 

represented as high unemployment, and radical right voters believe that 

immigration cause unemployment(Kitschelt, 1995). 

However, not all niche parties show identical experiences of electoral 

performance, which is difficult to be explained only with the sociological 

explanation. For example, in the 2019 election for 751 members of the European 

Parliament, the European Green Party which is a European political group that is 

united around a green ideology, won 55 seats. As a result, the Greens/European 

Free Alliance, a party alliance in the European Parliament of the Greens and 

regionalist parties, occupied 74 seats in the European Parliament, whereas they 

had 50 seats in 2014. According to the sociological theories, the Green Party was 

expected to win the election in Sweden as well because Sweden is rich and 

social welfare is highly developed. However, contrary to the expectations, the 
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Swedish Green Party continued to lose its support from 2010 to the lasted 

election of 2018. Moreover, the fact that Sweden is where Greta Thunberg started 

to voice her argument against the world leaders to initiate more active 

environmental protection policies, the Swedish Green party was expected to be 

favored by the increased salience of the environmental issue in the 2018 election. 

Although the socio-economic perspective provides insights on the 

explanation on demand-side conditions of the electoral performance, it misses 

consideration on the importance in the role of the conditions and actors of the 

supply-side, the electoral system, and the political parties. The socio-economic 

perspective’s limitation on explaining the change in the niche party’s electoral 

performance could be compensated with the institutional approach and the party 

competition approach. Therefore, this study attempts to observe the political 

actor’s behavioral effect on the electoral performance of the political parties rather 

than focusing on the socio-economical effect. 

This study analyzes the election results of the Swedish Green party in 

the 2014 and 2018 elections using the manifesto data from each party and 

electoral result data collected by Swedish Election Authority. By comparing the 

institutional effect and issue competition effect on the Green party’s electoral 

performance in the 2014 and the 2018 elections, I argue that the case of the 

Swedish Green party’s electoral performance confirms the importance of issue 

competition on understanding the niche party phenomenon. Prior to reviewing the 

various literature explaining the electoral success of the political parties, I briefly 

explain the political and electoral system of Sweden for the purpose of helping to 

understand the context in Chapter 2. Two traditional approaches, Institutional 

explanation and Party competition, for explaining a party’s success have been 

reviewed in Chapter 3. There were two changes in the process of translating 
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votes to seats between the 2014 and 2018 elections. First was the change in the 

first divisor number from 1.4 to 1.2 for the electoral formula, and the other is 

the process in the distribution of the adjustment seats which will be discussed in 

the Chapter 4. Thus, to measure the implication of institutional change, a 

comparison of election results of 2014 and 2018 applying the 2014 electoral 

system and 2018 electoral system each was made. Party competition was 

measured in terms of the issue salience strategy of parties. Measurement for 

institutional change and part competition change is stated in Chapter 4. The 

results in Chapter 5 shows that institutional change in electoral system had 

marginal impact on the Green party’s electoral performance while the change in 

the devotion on the environmental issues in the manifesto of the mainstream party 

is relatively more related to the Green party’s electoral performance. 
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Chapter 2. Background

The Swedish Constitution consists of four fundamental laws 

(Grundlagarna in Swedish). The Instrument of Government(Regeringsformen) 

which was written in 1974, Act of Succession (Successionsordningen) in 1809, 

The Freedom of the Press Act (Tryckfrihetsförordningen) enacted in 1949, and 

The Fundamental Law on Freedom of Expression (Yttrandefrihetsgrundlagen in 

Swedish) enacted in 1991. Among these, the Instrument of Government act(IG) 

contains the basic principles of Swedish political behavior. Sweden is stated in its 

constitution as a monarchy, and at the same time, it is stated as a form of 

constitutional monarchy, in which all political power is handed over to the 

parliament and the cabinet. Beside the four fundamental acts, the Riksdag Act 

(Riksdagordningen) also includes the regulation regarding the formation of the 

parliament and the cabinets. Chapter 3 of The Instrument of Government sets out 

the principles of the National Assembly, and more specific laws on the operation 

of the National Assembly are stipulated in the Riksdag Act. These five laws are 

considered higher laws than other general laws and function as the basis for 

democracy in Sweden. 

To amend or to revise a fundamental law, it is required for the Riksdag 

to approve the proposal twice in two terms with qualified majorities. When the 

first constitutional amendment is passed, a referendum can be called. This system 

was introduced in 1980. Only when the majority of the people oppose the 

proposal through a referendum, the amendment bill is rejected with binding force. 

In the case of the Riksdag Act, the amendment of the main provisions is made 

through a single decision by a qualified majority, using the same procedure as in 

the case of the fundamental laws, but without a referendum. Supplementary 

provisions are amended in a manner of general law. As such, Swedish political 
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institutions are stated in several different laws. Beside the constitutions, the 

Election Act (Vallag) regulates all the electoral procedures including Riksdag 

elections, municipal elections, communal elections, and European parliament 

elections in Sweden. Compared to the constitutions, this law is easier to amend 

since it is not part of the four fundamental laws nor in the Riksdag act. Since 

the first Election Act(1972:620) was written in 1972, It has been revised and 

amended 61 times in total with the most recently revised in 2019. 

Regulations regarding the elections for the Riksdag are specified in 

Chapter 3 of IG, in the Parliament section. According to Chapter 3 of IG, the 

Riksdag should be formed through voting for political parties in free, secret, and 

direct elections, which consists of 349 members, and there must be substitutes 

who can represent these members in case the elected mandate is unable to attend 

the meetings or for votes in the parliamentary meetings. The elections for the 

Riksdag are held every four years. In the Swedish Parliament, each political party 

reports its lists of candidates for each constituency. The magnitude of the 

constituencies can differ in every election. Until April 30 of the election year, the 

Swedish Electoral Administration determines the number of fixed constituency 

seats in each constituency in the Riksdag election. The number of mandates for 

each constituency is based on the number of eligible voters in that constituency.

The Swedish electoral system aims to be as fair as possible for reflecting 

the people's political will. Thus, seats in the Riksdag are distributed according to 

the number of votes a party receives in an election. For example, if the party 

receives 20 percent of the votes, the party should also receive about 20 percent 

of the seats. Such an electoral system is called proportional representation. In the 

proportional distribution of seats in the Riksdag, how many seats each party 

should have is first calculated. Then which of the party's candidates will receive 
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the seats is calculated. Only those parties that have surpass a certain criteria, the 

threshold, may be included in the distribution of seats. Different levels of 

threshold are applied for each different level of election in Sweden. For example, 

to participate in Riksdag's seat distribution, a party must have received at least 

4% of the votes nationally or 12% of the votes approved in one of its 

constituencies. The 12 percent rule exists for a party that has received many 

votes in a parliamentary constituency to also be able to participate in the 

distribution of seats. In case of the regional council election, a party must have 

received at least 3 percent of the votes in the entire region. In the distribution of 

seats to the municipal council, a party must have received at least 3 percent of 

the votes for municipalities that are constituency-divided and 2 percent for 

municipalities that are not constituency-divided. In the elections to the European 

Parliament, there is only one constituency, the whole Sweden as a single 

constituency. The same barrier applies to the election to the European Parliament 

as in the Riksdag election, ie 4 percent.

In many elections, the constituency consists of several constituencies. In 

elections to municipal and regional councils, the constituency can only have one 

constituency. The mandates to be distributed consist of fixed constituency 

mandates and adjustment mandates. In the Riksdag, there is a total of 349 seats, 

of which 310 are fied constituency seats and 39 adjustment seats. In elections to 

municipal and regional councils, one-tenth is an adjustment mandate.

For the distribution of seats, only those parties that have passed the 

threshold may participate. In case of the distribution of seats, the fixed 

constituency seats are first distributed by constituency. A comparative figure is 

calculated following the modified Sainte Lague method, which has the first 

division number of 1.2 instead of 1 as the normal odd number method, for each 
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of the parties that may participate in the distribution of seats. The party's first 

comparative figure is gained through dividing the party's number of votes received 

in a constituency, by 1.4 in 2014, and 1.2 in 2018. The party that has the 

highest compartive figure number gets the first mandate. Then that the next 

compartive figure of the party that has received is calculated as the number of 

vote received divided by 3 which is the next odd number. If the same party gets 

the seats the next time, the vote count is divided by 5, the next time by 7, 9, 

and so on. The party with the highest comparative figure after each round 

receives that mandate. The process continues until all fixed seats for each 

constituency are distributed.

When the fixed constituency seats are distributed between the parties 

within each constituency, the parties' fixed mandates in all constituencies are 

summed up. Thereafter, a mandate distribution is made with the parties' total 

number of votes in the entire election area as a basis. This time, all seats, both 

fixed seats and adjustment seats, are distributed, and the entire constituency is 

counted as one constituency. The results between the two distribution of seats are 

compared. If a party has received more fixed constituency seats than correspond 

to a proportional distribution of all seats, excess seats shall be returned. The 

reversal is carried out in the constituency where the party took its mandate with 

the lowest comparative figure. Mandates that are returned are then distributed 

between other parties within the constituency that have not yet received a 

mandate that corresponds to a proportional distribution and is allocated to the 

party that is in turn to take a mandate.

The last step in the distribution of mandates between parties is the 

distribution of adjustment mandates. Each party shall be allocated as many 

adjustment mandates as are necessary for the party to have a proportional 
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representation following the same method as in the distribution of fixed seats. 

When all seats are distributed between parties, it is decided which 

candidate will receive the seat. Only those candidates who have the right to vote 

and who have agreed to run for a party and in an election can be elected. The 

seats are distributed along the party’s lists of candidates, which means that the 

highest name of a candidate on the list gets the first seat. However, this order 

could be changed. It compares a party's candidate list to the names indicated by 

voters in the priority ballot. For example, if a candidate receives sufficient 

support in the constituency and has his or her name on the ballot, a candidate 

with the lower order on the list may occupy a seat. If there is a name reaching 

more than the 5% level of support in the constituency, seats will first be 

allocated based on individual preference votes. If there are no candidates with a 

personal preference of 5% or higher, seats will be allocated in the order they are 

listed in the party list. If the candidate is on several lists in the same 

constituency, the personal votes are counted from all lists. There are certain 

barriers to being able to be elected on personal votes.1 

On election night, the election committees are responsible for the 

preliminary counting of votes that takes place in the polling stations. Based on 

the results from the election committees, the Election Authority makes a 

preliminary distribution of seats between parties on election night. The County 

Administrative Board conducts the final count of votes for all elections. Based on 

the results on behalf of the County Administrative Board, mandates can be 

1 In order to be elected on personal votes in the Riksdag, a candidate must have 
received as many personal votes as correspond to at least 5 percent of the 
party's votes in the constituency. If not all candidates can be appointed with 
personal votes, they are appointed on the basis of comparative figures. Using 
the integer method, the candidates' comparative figures (list votes) are 
calculated.
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distributed and members and deputies appointed. The electoral authority distributes 

the mandates and appoints members and deputies in elections to the Riksdag and 

elections to the European Parliament. The County Administrative Board has a 

corresponding task for elections to the municipal and county council assembly.

Sweden's party system was historically described as a “five-party model” 

(Berglund and Lindström, 1978). Berglund and Lindström categorized the Swedish 

parties in 5 types of parties. First three of the five types belong to the 

socio-demographic dimension; Conservative party is represented by the social and 

economic elites, Social democratic party represented the working classes, and 

Agrarian party representing the peasantry. Last two types of the party, Communist 

party and Liberal party are characterized in more of ideological dimensions rather 

than Soci-demographic. Sartori (2005) identified the Swedish party system by 

dividing it into two blocs. He divided into Left-right blocs to understand the 

Swedish party system, and Sweden was “moderate” rather than polarized in terms 

of pluralism. This is because the Left bloc has historically been dominant. 

Therefore, Sweden's party system was considered to be stable despite being a 

multi-party system.

Since Sweden Democrats entered Riksdag in 2010, there are 8 political 

parties in the Swedish parliament. Social Democratic Party(S), Moderate Party(M),  

Left Party(V), Centre Party(C), Liberals(L), Christian Democrats(KD), Sweden 

Democrats(SD), and Green Party(MP). Swedish Social Democratic party is not 

only the oldest political party since it was formed in 1889 but also historically 

the largest party since 1914. Although, S has been losing its support in recent 

elections, they managed to form the government in the 2018 election with 

securing 100 seats in the parliament. Moderate party is a liberal-conservative party 

founded in 1904. They have been the leading opposition party to S with 70 seats 
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after the 2018 election. The Centre party is a liberal and agrarian political party 

founded in 1913. Left party was founded in 1917 after splitting from the Social 

Democratic party. It was became the Communist Party of Sweden in 1921, and 

renamed it to Left party in 1967. Christian Democrats was founded in 1964 and 

first entered parliament in 1985. Ideologically, the KD is a center-right Christian 

democratic party. Liberals was founded in 1934 and secured its seats in the 

parliament since 1936. Sweden democrat is the radical right, national conservative 

party in Sweden. It was founded in 1988 and first entered the parliament in 

2010. Green Party was founded in 1981. 

When the Green Party first succeeded in entering the parliament in 1988, 

the five-party system began to shake. Swedish Green Party’s first attempt at the 

national election was in 1982. However, only seven percent of the voters 

motioned that the environmental issue was important in their decision. (Oscarsson 

and Holmberg, 2017) Therefore, it was no surprise that the Green party only got 

1.6 percent of the votes and failed to obtain sufficient support to join Riksdag. 

The situation was not turned in their second attempt in 1986 as well, obtaining 

only 1.5 percent of votes. It was 1988 when the Green party drastically gained 

their support and received 5.5 percent of the vote and gained 20 seats in the 

parliament. The factor which enabled the breakthrough for the Green party is the 

increased attention for the environmental issue. (Bennulf, 1995) 
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Chapter 3. Previous literature review

3.1 Mainstream party, Small party and Niche party

Western Europe not only has various types of niche parties as Adam et 

al.(2006) and Meguid(2005, 2008) portraits but also the electoral performance of 

each small party varies. Not all of the niche parties successfully secured their 

position in their national governments. Also, niche party experience varies within 

a single country. It was not long ago radical parties gained sufficient support to 

enter the national government while greens already had secured their position 

relatively earlier, around the 1980s when the green movement swept across 

Western Europe(Richardson et al., 1995). For example, in Green party in Sweden 

gradually grow in power since the 1960s but it was only in 2010 when Swedish 

Democratic party first gained its seats in Riksdag.

Although there is broad agreement on the niche party phenomenon, the 

small party category varies between scholars. Adams and his colleges (2006), for 

example, find that new parties present either an “extreme ideology”, such as 

Communist and nationalist parties, or a “non-centrist niche ideology”, such as the 

greens. Conversely, they define Labor, Socialist, Social Democratic, Liberal, 

Conservative, and Christan Democratic parties as mainstream or catch-all parties. 

Meguid(2005, 2008) also defined the trend of new parties rising as “the niche 

party phenomenon”. Meguid’s definition of niche party, however, focuses more on 

the new political dimension. According to Meguid, ‘niche parties reject the 

traditional class-based orientation of politics’(Meguid, 2008). Niche parties also do 

not align with the “left-right” spectrum of political division. Which indicates that 
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it can not be defined by the traditional left-right classification. Lastly, niche 

parties devote a large portion of manifestos to a narrow set of policies that they 

consider important, such as green agendas for Greens and immigration policies for 

a radical-right party.

Describing small parties with only electoral success in terms of the vote 

and seat shares may miss that political actors do not remain unchanged. 

Therefore, we should consider both the size of a party and its ideological 

positions. Spoon (2011) mostly is in line with Meguid’s definition of niche party, 

but also suggests the definition of small parties which is a broader concept than 

the niche party. In Spoon’s perspective, small parties can be defined in two 

dimensions. First, the party must be ‘small in terms of ideology’ or be ‘small in 

terms of the vote and seat shares’. Although the concept of ‘small party’ and 

‘niche party’ are not completely mutually exclusive, a concept of ‘small party’ 

provides an insightful analytic tool with the small parties which have ‘traditional 

ideology’ but are minor in terms of the vote and seat shares. The concept of a 

small party enables us to understand the long history of the multiparty system of 

Sweden.

To understand the Swedish party system, the national context and 

historical context of the party system need to be accounted for in the case study 

of a specific country in addition to the insights from Adams et. al, Meguid, and 

Spoon. Sweden's party system was historically described as a ‘five-party model’ 

by Berglund and Lindström’s work in 1978. They suggested 5 types of parties 

exist in Sweden. Three of the five types belong to the socio-demographic 

dimension. A conservative party is represented by the social and economic elites, 

a social democratic party represented the working classes, and an agrarian party is 

representing the peasantry. Two types of the party are ideological dimensions. A 
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communist party and a liberal party. These parties are nowadays Moderate 

Party(Moderaterna in Swedish), Social Democrats(Sverigedemokraterna in Swedish), 

Center Party(Centerpartiet in Swedish), Left Party(Vänsterpartiet in Swedish), and 

Liberal Party(Liberalerna in Swedish) respectively. There are only two major 

parties that managed to acquire the majority of votes in the election, or at least 

through a coalition, to form the government throughout the entire democratic 

history of Sweden; Social Democrats and The Moderate party. Thus, due to this 

historical context, two parties can be defined as mainstream parties. This study 

aims to focus on the Swedish Green Party’s electoral result. Hence I also follow 

Meguid’s categorization for niche parties and include the concept of ‘small 

parties’. The small parties are defined in my study as a party that has small seat 

shares while proposing a ‘traditional ideology’ and a ‘traditional issues’. There are 

8 political parties in total in the Riksdag which are Social Democrats(S), Centre 

Party(C), Liberals(L), Moderate Party(M), Sweden Democrats(SD), Christian 

Democrats(KD), Left Party(V) and Green Party(MP). In conclusion, the 

categorization of these parties is shown in Table 1. There are two mainstream 

parties; S and M, four small parties; V, C, L, and KD, and two niche parties; 

MP and SD. 

Table 1. Political parties in Sweden

Mainstream Party Small Party Niche Party

S, M V, C, L, KD MP, SD
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3.2 Institutional explanations

Since Duverger (1954) showed that there is a moderate correlation 

between a nation's electoral system and election performance of parties, the 

electoral system is being studied as one of the most basic elements of 

representative democracy, which turns voting into the status of representatives. 

This means that it can be a practical tool that democratic reform can be 

measured. Therefore, one way to explain the survival of small parties is to 

examine a country’s electoral system. According to Duverger, “the simple-majority 

system with the second ballot and proportional representation favor multipartism”. 

Applying Duverger’s Law, Müller-Rommel (1989) also shows that the number of 

supporters for the single-issued parties is highly related to the permissive electoral 

system. In a plurality electoral system, voters are hesitant to support a smaller 

party which are doubted to secure seats, resulting in even less voter support for 

the niche parties. Conversely, the proportional representation system has a higher 

likelihood of least representation in the government which provides incentives for 

the minor party voting.

The definition and categorization of the electoral system are well refined 

in Lijphart’s 1994 study Electoral Systems and Party Systems: A Study of 

Twenty-Seven Democracies, 1945–199 which describes and categorizes the 70 

election systems used for 384 legislative and European Parliamentary elections in 

27 democratic countries. In this study, the electoral system is defined as a ‘set of 

essentially unchanged election rules under which one or more successive elections 

are conducted in a particular democracy' and suggests four dimensions in which 

refines the earlier definition into more detailed distinguished electoral systems. 

Using the comparison and statistical analysis of this system, Lijphart found that 
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the election formula used, the magnitude of the constituency, the election 

threshold, and the assembly size influence election result.

According to Lijphart(1994), if one or more of the four dimensions 

changes significantly, we could say that the electoral system has been changed 

and should be distinguished as a new system. Among the four major dimensions 

of the electoral system, he argues that the electoral formula is a discrete variable 

hence any change in the electoral formula is considered as a significant change. 

The other three dimensions, on the other hand, need to meet a ‘20 percent 

criterion’. Approximately 20 percent of change in district magnitude, national legal 

threshold, and assembly size is regarded as the different electoral system. For 

instance, if a threshold changes from 5 percent to 6, it is considered a significant 

change since it is a 20 percent change. However, Lijphart notes that this criterion 

is arbitrary, therefore he acknowledges anywhere between 10 percent and 25 

percent should also be considered as a significant change. 

 Laakso and Taagepera (1978) studied four Scandinavian countries’ 

historical electoral rule changes and their impacts to learn electoral law’s 

implications on the party system and find the lessons for the Finish electoral law 

reform. They conclude that the d’Hondt system gives high advantages to the 

larger parties while the modified Sainte Lague method, which Denmark, Norway, 

and Sweden had switched to in the 1950s, favors the smaller parties. 

The level of threshold and the district magnitude are also known to be 

highly affecting the small party’s electoral results. The lower the minimum 

threshold and the higher the district magnitude benefits small parties. (Taagepera 

and Shugart 1989) In addition, the probability of small parties gaining more seats 

is affected by the existence of some sort of a proportional representation 
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system(Spoon, 2011). For example, Spoon shows that a moderate correlation 

between the existence of a PR system and small-party vote share exists in 

Western Europe between 1980 and 2008. 

3.3 Party competition explanations

Another possible way for to explain the niche party phenomenon is 

through examining the dynamics of party competition. There are two different 

traditions of political science research which has been studied to explain the party 

competition: Spatial theories and issue competition theories. According to Anthony 

Downs, parties compete to present different ideological positions along different 

policy dimensions. (Down, 1957). People tend to vote for the party which they 

find ideologically closest to them. Therefore, a party’s vote share is largely 

affected by the distribution of the policy positions on the issue dimension. This 

spatial logic portraits that if green parties gain electoral support, the ideologically 

opposite positioned parties such as progressives and moderate left-wing parties, 

would consider the option to move their position more to the left in order to 

prevent greens from gaining further and win over more votes from them. 

Issue competition is where parties strive to differentiate themselves from 

each other by not only offering different policy positions but also competing in a 

way that emphasizes different issues and focusing on advertising their capabilities 

on specific issues. For example, the Conservative Party emphasizes related issues 

such as national defense, law and security, while the Left focuses on issues such 

as welfare, social justice and education. Riker(1996) argued that the political 

parties use their campaign messages to amplify the salience of issues in which 
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they are perceived as competent than others rather than to engage in a debate or 

discussion with the opposition. Petrocik(1996) also states in his theory of issue 

ownership that political parties are likely to focus on the issue with which they 

have the competence and try to avoid issues that do not ‘own. However, 

empirical studies have shown that parties emphasize not only issues they own, but 

sometimes do not hesitate to compete on the issues they do not 'own'. 

(Green-Pedersen 2007) One explanation for this issue competition is that parties 

have an incentive to react to issues on the party system agenda. (Green and 

Hobolt 2008). Green-Pedersen and Mortensen (2010) suggested a ‘model of issue 

competition’ which focuses on understanding issue competition between parties. 

The model suggests that parties can not focus only on the issues they ‘own’ but 

are pressured to be engaged in the debate regarding the issues thought to be 

included in the ‘party system agenda’. They argue that the government parties are 

more responsive to the issues raised through the party system agenda while the 

opposition parties can focus more on issues that they own. 

The mainstream parties are also pressured to adapt their issue strategy 

accordingly to the new issues and agendas the niche parties bring up. (Meguid, 

2008) The more Green party success, the more non-issue owners increase their 

saliency in the green issue. She argues that the mainstream party has three ways 

to handle the issue ownership of niche parties. First, they can be ‘dismissive’ and 

lower the issue salience of the issues owned by the others. Conversely, they can 

also be ‘accommodative’ and increase the salience by taking the same or similar 

position with the issue owner. Lastly, the mainstream party may also take an 

‘adversarial’ strategy, increasing the salience but by taking the opposite position 

to the issue owner in their owned issue. The mainstream party can choose 

between these strategies depending on how much the niche parties posit electoral 
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threat to them. If the niche parties are considered to be threatening to the one 

mainstream party, the party would likely take the ‘accommodative’ strategy. If it 

were the opposition mainstream party, it might adopt an ‘adversarial’ strategy. A 

joint accommodative strategy might be taken if all of the mainstream parties 

consider a niche party a threat. By these strategies, Meguid concludes that the 

mainstream parties' response to the niche parties’ issue ownership strategy has an 

important implication on the electoral success of the niche parties.

Spoon and her colleagues, in 2014, further researched why do the parties 

respond to the environmental issues and tries to explain the dynamics of party 

competition on the green issues. They suggest a model of issue competition using 

‘electoral threat’ and ‘electoral opportunity’ as their independent variables. 

According to Spoon and her colleagues, parties would engage in the green issues 

if the mobilization of green issues is perceived as an electoral threat or electoral 

opportunity. The electoral threat is measured by the green party’s vote share in 

the previous election and being the left-wing party was measured in terms of a 

dichotomous variable for the green parties are known to pose a greater threat to 

the left-wing parties than any other types of parties. (Carter, 2013, Meguid, 2008) 

They also assumed that the small parties would be more likely to seek for the 

electoral opportunity and increase their devotion to the green issues. By applying 

this model, they concluded that the non-issue-owned parties have enough 

motivation to engage into the green issues when they seek to avoid an electoral 

threat or obtain an election opportunity. 

From these insights from the previous studies, we can expect that the 

mainstream parties and small parties are likely to engage more in green issues if 

they perceive enough electoral threat or electoral opportunity. Thus, if we can 

observe the change in the degree of the non-issue owned parties’ engagement in 
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green issues, we could observe empirical data in which the issue ownership of 

the gree party over the green issues could have been undermined and affected the 

electoral results. 

Chapter 4. Data and Methods

The two significant changes had been made in electoral regulation 

between the 2014 and 2018 elections. First, the first divisor has been lower from 

1.4 to 1.2. Secondly, if a party receives more fixed constituency seats than when 

the single constituency calculation is applied, the excess seats are distributed 

between the parties that are lacking representation. To examine the implication of 

the two institutional changes on the electoral results for the Green party, I 

compare the results after applying the two election systems to the 2014 and 2018 

election results respectively. The dependent variable is the number of seats of the 

Green Party in the 2014 and 2018 elections. My unit of analysis is the individual 

party of Sweden. Each electoral systems follows the following steps:

 Step 1: Decide the number of fixed mandates for each constituency

 Step 2: Allocation of Fixed constituency seats

 Step 3: Allocation of Adjustment seats

 There are 29 constituencies in the Riksdag election and 310 fixed seats 

shall be distributed among the constituencies. The first step to calculate the 

number of fixed mandates for each constituency is to calculate a division number. 

This is achieved by dividing the total number of eligible voters of Sweden by 

the total number of fixed seats. For example, if Sweden had 7,000,000 eligible 

voters in total. Then the calculation would be 7,000,000/310 = 22,580.6451 votes 
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per seat. The division number is thus 22,580.6451. Then the number of eligible 

voters for each of the constituencies is divided by the division number. The 

number we get for each constituency consists of two parts: an integer and a 

decimal part. If the sum of the integers for all constituencies is less than the 

total number of fixed seats, the remaining seats are distributed in the constituency 

or constituencies with the largest decimal part. The number of fixed seats was as 

shown in Table 2. 
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The fixed constituency seats are distributed on the number of votes the 

parties received in each constituency. The mandates are distributed according to 

the modified Sainte-Laguë method. The Swedish modified method changes the 

Table 2. Number of fixed constituency mandates in 2014 and 2018 elections
Constituency 2014 2018 change
Stockholms municipality 29 29
Stockholms county 38 39 +1
Uppsala county 11 11
Södermanlands county 9 9
Östergötlands county 14 14
Jönköpings county 11 11
Kronobergs county 6 6
Kalmar county 8 8
Gotlands county 2 2
Blekinge county 5 5
Malmö municipality 10 10
Skåne västra county 9 9
Skåne södra county 12 12
Skåne norra och östra county 10 10
Hallands county 10 10
Göteborgs municipality 17 17
Västra Götalands västra county 12 11 -1
Västra Götalands norra county 9 8 -1
Västra Götalands södra county 6 7 +1
Västra Götalands östra county 9 9
Värmlands county 9 9
Örebro county 9 9
Västmanlands county 8 8
Dalarnas county 9 9
Gävleborgs county 9 9
Västernorrlands county 8 8
Jämtlands county 4 4
Västerbottens county 9 9
Norrbottens county 8 8

310 310
Source: Valmyndigheten, 2014 election; https://data.val.se/val/val2014/statistik/ind
ex.html, 2018 election; https://data.val.se/val/val2018/statistik/index.html
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sequence of divisors used in the Sainte-Laguë method from (1, 3, 5, 7, ...) to 

(1.2 or 1.4, 3, 5, 7, .). Comparative figures are calculated with these divisors. 

The first comparative figure is obtained by dividing each party’s total vote by 1.2 

or 1.4 in 2014 and 2018 respectively. After all the votes have been calculated 

with a divisor, next quotients are calculated for each party. Whichever party has 

the highest comparative figure obtains the next seat allocated. The process is 

repeated until the all fixed constituency seats are allocated. The same formula is 

also used for the distribution of adjustment seats. Adjustment mandate is assigned 

after all the fixed mandates have been allocated. In each round, the party with 

the largest comparative figure will receive an adjusted seat. In constituencies 

where the party has not been given a fixed constituency mandate, the comparative 

figure is equal to the party's number of votes. Such comparative figures are 

reported without decimals. If a party's comparative figure was exactly the same 

for two or more constituencies, the mandate has been drawn between the 

constituencies. However, in 2014 electoral rules, the parties that have already 

achieved such representation or more do not participate in the distribution of the 

adjustment mandates. The same applies to a party that received less than 4 

percent of the votes in the whole country. While in 2018 electoral rules, instead 

of excluding in the allocation of adjustment seats, the parties which are 

over-represented in the allocation of fixed seats should return the excess seats.

The data of election results such as the process of distribution of 

mandates for each constituency, votes were collected by The Swedish Election 

Authority(Valmyndigheten) which is the government body responsible for 

organizing national elections in Sweden. Table 1 shows that Green Party has lost 

its vote share by 143,376 votes in total, and lost 9 seats in the Riksdag.
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Meguid(2008) and Spoon et al(2014), uses data from the Comparative 

Manifestos Project(CMP), now Manifesto Research on Political 

Representation(MARPOR), to test their models. The CMP data are the sets of 

codes that were collected from the election manifestos and categorized in- to 

various policies. Thus, this data provides how important an issue is for a party 

by analyzing the content of a party and allows us to compare it with the other 

targeted party or a group of parties. Both Meguid and Spoon et al. also noted 

limitations of this method. The CMP data does not include all issues coded in 

the data set. For example, in the case of environmental issues(coded as per 501), 

it only measures whether a party has a positive annotation regarding the 

environmental protection issues. This does not include some important green 

issues in Sweden such as energy sources and nuclear power issues. The 

sustainability and nuclear power issues were discussed in regard to environmental 

issues rather than economical issues in Sweden.

To test the issue competition explanations, I examine the manifestos from 

each party in the 2014 and 2018 national elections. Each manifesto is analyzed in 

two levels; Issues, and policies. The term ‘issue’ is used to distinguish any other 

topics that are not environmentally related. Moreover, by comparing the 

Table 3. The Swedish Green party’s vote share and seats in 2014 and 2018 
elections

2014 2018
Votes Share 429275 285899
(percent) 6.89 4.41
Seat share 25/349 16/349
Source: Valmyndigheten, for 2014 election; https://data.val.se/val/val2018/slutresultat/R/ri
ke/index.html. for 2018 election; https://data.val.se/val/val2014/slutresultat/R/rike/index.ht
ml
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proportional devotion of environmental issues in the manifestos, we can weigh 

how much a party considers environmental topics important compare to that of 

other topics. ‘Issue’ is measured in terms of a set of similar policies aiming to 

solve a specific issue. The purpose of distinguishing the term ‘policy’ and ‘issue’ 

in this study is to examine the detailed level of green issue competition. ‘Policy’ 

is the policy suggestion of the parties regarding the topics proposed in the 

manifestos. For instance, Moderate Party in 2018 proposed topics such as 

“Economy, Jobs and Growth”, “Law and Order”, “Healthcare and welfare”, 

“School, Education, and culture”, “Foreign, Security, and Defense policy”, 

“Climate and Environment”. “A Cohesion Sweden”, and “Democracy, Gender 

Equality, Freedoms and Rights”. Within the topic “Climate and Environment”, 

Moderate Party proposed 18 policies. The policies are then categorized into four 

environmental issues; “Technology for reduced emissions”, “A climate policy that 

gives clear results”, “Sustainable energy”, and “Pure nature and biodiversity”. 

Thus, the number of issues is not necessarily equal to that of the topics nor the 

policies suggested by the parties. 

The analysis is conducted two-fold. First, the proportion of environmental 

policies suggested in the manifestos of each party’s manifesto are analyzed to 

measure how each party handles the non-owned issue. Secondly, each 

environmental policy is categorized into narrower issues. By comparing each 

party's environmental issue devotion, this study aims to understand the parties 

issue competition strategy change between the 2014 and 2018 national elections. 
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Chapter 5. Analysis 

5.1 Institutional change analysis

In Sweden, fixed constituency seats are allocated to different parties 

before coordinating seats in every election. After distributing fixed constituency 

seats among the parties within each constituency, a new seat distribution is 

performed using the same method, but based on the total number of votes 

received in Sweden, the total of 349 seats. It then compares the results of the 

two distributions, the actual distribution performed, and the latter calculation. The 

party that won more seats in the second distribution than in the first was not 

eligible for the distribution of adjustment seats in the 2014 election. The party 

will then be allocated adjustment seats in the constituency with the largest 

comparative figure after the last seat a party received in the fixed constituency 

seat distribution.

However, from the 2018 elections, any excess fixed mandates are 

returned and assigned to another party. The return of fixed mandates was 

introduced from the 2018 elections and aimed to be a complement to adjustment 

mandates. If any party has received a mandate when the party's number of fixed 

seats is added up then in the total distribution, the excess seats are returned. The 

reversal takes place one mandate at a time in the constituency where the party 

took its last mandate with the lowest comparative figure. Then the mandate is 

allocated to the party that is in the next highest comparative figure to take a 

mandate in the same constituency. The exception is that mandates are not 

returned in constituencies with less than three fixed seats (ie Gotland in 

parliamentary elections). Only those parties that have not achieved proportional 

representation in the constituency according to the total distribution participate in 
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the allocation of returned seats. For example, if reversal is to take place in four 

constituencies, the mandates will be distributed in order according to the 

comparative figure for the party that receives the mandate.

The core of Sweden's electoral system is the proportional allocation of 

seats. It is difficult to distribute seats proportionally especially in small districts. 

Since the 1950s, Sweden has tried to secure proportionality using the 

Sainte-Laguë formula but did not use the Sainte-Laguë calculation method as it 

is. Sweden divided the number of votes for each party by 1.4 until 2014 instead 

of 1 as Sainte-Laguë formal. This modified method changes the sequence of 

divisors used in this method from (1, 3, 5, 7, ...) to (1.4, 3, 5, 7, ...). This 

method works favorable to the larger parties than the small parties than if it were 

not modifeied since the increased first divisor means that the more larger parties 

are likely to gain more seats. (Lijphart, 2003) This was evaluated as having 

difficulty in securing the representation of minority parties along with the 4 

percent threshold. 

It was not until the national election in 2010 that the proportional 

disadvantage of minorities has been discussed. The problem was that in the 2010 

national election, 39 seats were not enough to provide proportionality for the 

small parties. In allocating fixed seats in the elections, two large political parties 

became over-represented, and there were too few adjustment seats to distribute to 

six other parties, making it impossible to supplement the representation. The 

Social Democratic Party and the Moderate Party, the two largest political parties, 

were still over-represented even after the distribution of the adjustment seats, and 

19 additional seats were needed to resolve this issue. It ended up with the Social 

Democratic Party receiving three more seats than it should be and the Moderate 

Party received two more seats. Sweden wanted to secure representativeness 
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between regions by securing the representativeness of regions with small 

constituencies, and for this reason, the need for amendment of the election formal 

emerged among politicians and advisory boards. In response to this request, the 

government formed an investigation committee in which all parties participated in 

2012 and submitted the government report 2012:94 (SOU 2012:94) at the end of 

2012. In this report, a procedure for reversal of excess seats in all 

constituency-divided elections had been proposed. In exchange, a change from the 

index of 1.4 to 1.2 was proposed. This proposal was reflected in the 2018 

elections, with the legislation passed in 2014 with the consent of all parties.

 In conclusion, the change in the electoral system of Sweden can be 

summarized two-fold:

• The parties that were excluded in the allocation of adjustment seats are allowed 

to participate after the procedure for reversal of excess fixed constituency seats in 

2018 election.

• The first divisor for the electoral formula has been lowered from 1.4 to 1.2 in 

2018 election.

The reversal of excess seats from the fixed constituency seats is expected 

to favor the small parties because it is usually the large parties that get excess 

seats in the fixed seats while the lowered fist divisor of the electoral formula 

would function as a disadvantage for the smaller parties.

The distribution of fixed constituency seats using the 2014 and 2018 

electoral systems for the 2014 election is done with the vote distribution per 

constituency. The result is as shown in Table 4.1. As shown in Table 4.1, S and 

SD received more than they should be when the vote share was calculated as a 
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single constituency throughout Sweden. Therefore, in accordance with the 2014 

electoral system, S and SD were excluded from the distribution of adjustment 

seats. After excluding S and SD, the calculation for adjustment seats is done 

again. Since the parties except S and SD received 148 seats in total and there 

are 39 adjustment seats to be distributed, the single constituency seats are counted 

as 148+39 = 187 seats. The result is as shown in Table 4.2 The number of 

adjustments seats equals the difference in the table. 

Table 4.1 Exceeding fixed seats in 2014 election with 2014 electoral system. 
Party Single constituency Allocated Fixed seats Difference
M 85 84 1
C 22 21 1
L 20 10 10
KD 17 7 10
S 112 113 -1
V 21 10 11
MP 25 16 9
SD 47 49 -2
Amount 349 310 39

Table 4.2 Distribution of adjustment seats in 2014 election with 2014 electoral 
system 
Party Single constituency Allocated Fixed seats Difference
M 84 84
C 22 21 1
L 19 10 9
KD 16 7 9
V 21 10 11
MP 25 16 9

Amount 187 148 39
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 Conversely, as shown in Table 4.3, when it is calculated with the 2018 

electoral system, S and SD were not overrepresented. Instead, C receives an 

excess fixed seat than it should be. In accordance with the 2018 electoral system, 

C is still allowed to participate in the allocation of the adjustment seats after 

giving up this excess seat. The extra seat is given to the party which has the 

rightest comparative figure after the end of the distribution of fixed seats. In this 

case it was S in the Västra Götalands södra conty constituency. Thus, C gives 

one seat to the S. 

Table 4.3 Exceeding fixed seats in 2014 election with 2018 electoral system.
Party Single constituency Allocated Fixed seats Difference
M 85 81 4
C 22 23 -1
L 20 12 8
KD 17 7 10
S 112 106 6
V 21 13 8
MP 25 22 3
SD 47 46 1
Amount 349 310 39
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For the 2018 elections, as shown in Table 5.1 and 5.2, there was no 

overrepresented party even when a different electoral system was applied. 

Therefore, all parties participated in the distribution of adjustment seats with no 

returning seats. Since there was no change of seats after the distribution of fixed 

seats in 2018, the amount of adjustment seats equals the difference in Table 5.1 

and 5.2. A party receives adjustment seats in the constituency where the party's 

comparative figures are greatest after the distribution of the fixed 

 

Table 5.1 Exceeding fixed seats in 2018 election with 2014 electoral system. 
Party Single constituency Allocated Fixed seats Difference
M 70 68 2
C 31 30 1
L 20 10 10
KD 22 14 8
S 100 98 2
V 28 23 5
MP 16 5 11
SD 62 62

Amount 349 310 39

Table 5.2 Exceeding fixed seats in 2018 election with 2018 electoral system.  
Party Single constituency Allocated Fixed seats Difference
M 70 66 4
C 31 31
L 20 12 8
KD 22 16 6
S 100 94 6
V 28 25 3
MP 16 5 11
SD 62 61 1

Amount 349 310 39
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The comparison of results after applying both electoral systems of 2014 

and 2018 to the electoral result in the 2014 national elections is shown in Table 

6.1. and the results for the 2018 national election in Table 6.2. Table 6.1 shows 

that although there were many changes in the distribution of fixed seats and 

adjustment seats, the total seat shares of the Riksdag experience marginal change. 

In the case of the Green Party, the effect was even less. With the 2014 electoral 

rules for the 2014 election, the Green party won 25 seats with 16 fixed 

constituency seats and 9 adjustment seats. After applying the 2018 electoral 

regulation, the Green Party gained 6 more fixed seats but lost the same amount 

of adjustment seats. The Green Party lost one adjustment each in six 

constituencies: Södermanlands County, Jönköpings County, Skåne West county, 

Skåne North East County, Västra Götalands North County, and Västerbottens 

County. 

Other parties experience the impact differently than the Green Party. In 

the distribution of fixed seats in the 2014 election with 2014 electoral rules, 

Social Democrats and Swedish Democrats received more seats when the formula 

is calculated as a single constituency. Therefore, they were excluded from the 

distribution of the adjustment seats. However, if the first divisor is lowered to 1.2 

as 2018’s formula, the Centre party received one more seat. Therefore, unlike 

under the 2014’s electoral regulation, if the 2018 regulation was implemented, 

Social Democrats and Swedish Democrats would have received adjustment seats 

and Centre Party has to give a fixed seat to the Social Democrats in Västra 

Götalands South county. The Centre Party is not the only party that would have 

had different seat shares if the election was held with the regulation of the 2018 

election. Two mainstream parties would have had different results with each 
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other. Social Democrats would have lost one seat while Moderate Party would 

gain one more seat. Social Democrats and Moderate party both suffer in the fixed 

seats, losing 6 seats and 3 seats respectively. On the other hand, both mainstream 

parties gain 5 and 4 seats respectively from the adjustment seats, which would 

not have been possible in 2014 since both parties would be excluded in the 

distribution process of the adjustment seats. Small parties such as Left Party, 

Center Party, Liberal Party gains more fixed seats from 

In the case of the 2018 election, the electoral system change shows even 

less effect on the electoral results. Table 6.2 shows that both mainstream parties, 

S and M, suffer in the distribution of fixed seats by 4 and 2 respectively while 

small parties and niche parties gain more seats except for the KD and SD. 

However, this change was countered by the change in the adjustment seat shares. 

Adjustment seats were allocated exactly as they changed in fixed seats, and as a 

result, the percentage of total seats remained unchanged. for the change in the 

after the distribution. 
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Table 6.1 Seat share comparison between 2014 and 2018 electoral system with 
2014 national election vote share.

S M V C L KD MP SD Total

Fixed seats 2014 ES 113 84 10 21 10 7 16 49 310

2018 ES 107 81 13 22 12 7 22 46 310

balance -6 -3 3 1 2 0 6 -3 0

Adjustment 2014 ES 11 1 9 9 9 39

2018 ES 5 4 8 8 10 3 1 39

balance 5 4 -3 -1 -1 1 -6 1 0

Total 2014 ES 113 84 21 22 19 16 25 49 349

2018 ES 112 85 21 22 20 17 25 47 349

balance -1 1 1 1 -2

Table 6.2 Seat share comparison between 2014 and 2018 electoral system with 
2018 national election vote share.

S M V C L KD MP SD Total

Fixed seats 2014 ES 98 68 23 30 10 14 5 62 310

2018 ES 94 66 25 31 12 16 5 61 310

balance -4 -2 2 1 2 2 -1

Adjustment 2014 ES 2 2 5 1 10 8 11 0 39

2018 ES 6 4 3 8 6 11 1 39

balance 4 2 -2 -1 -2 -2 1 0

Total 2014 ES 100 70 28 31 20 22 16 62 349

2018 ES 100 70 28 31 20 22 16 62 349

balance
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The result confirms that as Lijphart and various other scholars have 
argued, the institutional change affects the electoral results. However, unlike as it 
was expected in Chapter 4, even with the lowered first divisor for the electoral 
formal and the introduction of the returning excess fixed seats there was no 
change in the number of Riksdag seats for the Green Party both in 2014 and 
2018 election cases. It shows the institutional change explanation has little 
explanatory power on the question of why the Green party has lost its seats in 
2018. 
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5.2 Party competition change analysis

Table 7 shows the proportion of Swedish parties’ environmental topic and 

policy devotion in the 2014 and 2018 elections. All of the parties mentioned only 

one environmental topic in 2014. Surprisingly, the Center party had the highest 

proportion of environmental topics and policies. Green party only had 13.3% of 

their policy suggestions related to the green agenda, and they had mentioned 

environmental topics once in the 11 topics while Center party had 1 out of 4 

topics environment relevant and approximately 32% of their policy suggestions 

were environmental policies. The Green party(MP) has increased in both 

environmental policy proportions in the manifesto. In 2018 the proportion of 

environmental polices were increased by 34 percentage points. 

Two mainstream parties seem to be taking the accommodative issue 

ownership strategy from Meguid(2008)’s issue competition model had expected. 

Both M and S had increased their devotion to the green policies in 2018. 

However, M devoted more environmental policy than S almost by double in both 

2014(3.6<6.8) and 2018(5.3<7.8). Thus, it could be argued that the mainstream 

parties are attempting to increase their salience in the green issue. Conversely, in 

the case of the small party group, all of the small parties show a declined 

devotion to the green agenda. For example, KD had 4 environmental policies out 

of 60 in total, but in 2018, they had 0 environmental-related policy suggestions. 

Another niche party than MP, SD also lowered its devotion to the green agenda, 

from 7.3% to 4%. As a result, except for the mainstream party group, small 

parties and niche parties had decreased their effort for green issue salience in 

2018. 



- 37 -

Table 7. The proportion of Swedish parties’ environmental policy devotion in 
their Manifestos 2014-2018
2014 S M V C L KD SD MP
Environmental 
Policies 
(percent)

2/55
(3.6%)

18/265
(6.8%)

5/45
(11.1%)

22/70
(31.8%)

8/74
(10.8%)

4/60
(6.7%)

7/96
(7.3%)

10/75
(13.3%)

2018 S M V C L KD SD MP
Environmental 
Policies 
(percent)

5/95
(5.3%)

18/231
(7.8%)

5/49
(10.2%)

20/103
(19.4%)

6/78
(7.7%)

0/46
(0%)

4/100
(4%)

44/100
(44%)

Table 8 shows which environmental issues are promoted by each party 

between 2014 and 2018. In the 2014 Riksdag election, 10 green issues were 

mentioned in the Green party’s manifestos. 1) Climate policy framework, 2) 

Travel climate-smart, 3) 100 percent Renewable energy, 4) Good Food(Food 

production), 5) Preserving Biological Diversity, 6) Animal Welfare, 7) Sustainable 

consumption, 8) Hazardous chemicals, 9) Oil dependency, and 10) Marine 

protection. In the 2018 Swedish general election manifesto, 7 fields of 

environmental issues were mentioned in the Green party’s manifesto. Of the 10 

environmental issues that were mentioned in 2014, all 7 issues were overlapping 

in 2018. The three issues that were not included in the 2018 manifestos are oil 

dependency, Hazardous chemicals, and animal welfare.

The overlapping seven environmental issues are 1) An Offensive Global 

Climate Policy, 2) 100 percent Renewable, 3) Fossil-free transport, 4) Preserving 

Biological Diversity, 5) Clean water and Ocean, 6) Good Food(Food production), 
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and 7) Sustainable Consumption and Circular Economy are presented. As for An 

Offensive Global Climate Policy, the issue was related to solving the carbon 

emission problem by promoting more active climate policies to international 

organizations such as the EU. It is mentioned that the environmental policy 

should be considered as a global threat that could only be solved with collective 

actions among multiple nations. Moreover, it states that global climate policies 

should become more proactive in order to prevent environmental pollution 

worldwide. Secondly, the Green Party cites 100 percent renewable energy as an 

important issue. Key policies include increasing investment in new and renewable 

energy, efficient energy technology development, and smooth transaction of carbon 

credits. Third, The World's animals and nature issue suggest the importance of the 

habitat of animals. Policies regarding sustainable fishing, the conservation of 

pastures and grasslands, protection of native forests, and organic farming are 

presented. Transportation without fossil fuels is mainly cited as environmental 

pollution and the recommendation of train operation was stated. Efficient train 

operation is proposed as a way to minimize carbon emissions from vehicles and 

air travel. The fifth issue, Preserving Biological Diversity, addresses the 

importance of biodiversity. The sixth, Clean water and Ocean, includes the 

protection of more coastal and marine areas and ban bottom trawling, preserving 

red-listed and acutely endangered marine species such as the eel, etc. In Good 

Food, the application of strict laws on the livestock industry in CO2 emotion, 

labeling of raw materials for meat and fish products, reduction of food waste, 

support for smart vegetable farming, and the laws on antibiotics in the livestock 

industry are mentioned as major issues. In the issue of sustainable consumption 

and a circular economy, mention is made of encouraging the recycling of fabrics 

and textiles, reducing the use of chemicals in products, encouraging products that 
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can be used continuously, the mining industry regulatory law, and creating a 

culture that encourages reuse.

The three exclusive issues in the 2014 green party’s manifesto were oil 

dependency, hazardous chemicals, and animal welfare. The policies regarding the 

oil dependency issue were such as the introduction of taxes on the vehicles 

within the cities, and investing infrastructures on electric vehicles. The second 

issue, the hazardous chemical issue includes policies such as banning the use of 

hazardous chemicals on school grounds, food production, and various products. 

Animal welfare issues include banning the import of products from tormented 

animals, saying no to mink farms and caged chickens, and replacing painful 

animal experiments.
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Table 8. Swedish parties’ environmental issues in the manifestos in 2014 and 
2018
2014 S M V C L KD SD MP
Climate policy 
framework O O 　 O O 　 O

100 percent 
Renewable energy O O O O 　 O

Travel 
climate-smart O O O O 　 O

Preserving 
Biological Diversity 　 O O 　 O O

Marine protection O 　 O O O O
Good Food(Food 
production) O O O O

Sustainable 
consumption O O 　 O

Hazardous 
chemicals O O O O O 　 O

Oil dependency O O 　 O 　 O O
Animal Welfare 　 O 　 O O
2018 S M V C L KD SD MP
An Offensive 
Global Climate 
Policy

O O 　 O 　 O

100 percent 
Renewable O O O O 　 O

Fossil-free transport O O O O O 　 O O

Preserving 
Biological Diversity O 　 　 O

Clean water and 
Ocean O O 　 O O 　 O O

Good Food(Food 
production) O O 　 O

Sustainable 
Consumption O O 　 O

Nuclear power O 　 O 　 O 　

Research aid O O 　 O O 　 O 　
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There were two additional environmental issues that have been mentioned 

between the non-issue owning parties in 2018. These issues can be considered as 

new environmental issues suggested by non-issue-owned parties which can 

undermine the issue ownership of MP. These issues are the Nuclear power issue 

and Research aid issue. The nuclear power issue is discussed in regard to 

producing energy with less emission. All the main parties were mentioning these 

new environmental issues with 2 small parties (C and L), and a niche party of 

SD.

In 2014, both mainstream parties have 5 environmental issues that 

overlapped with MP’s. In 2018, both of the mainstream parties almost maintained 

their number of overlapping environmental issues. Only S increased by one. 

Meanwhile, small parties show the opposite trend. In 2014, V had 5 issues 

overlapping, C had the highest score with 8, L had 6, and KD scoring the least 

with 2. In 2018, this changed to 4, 3, 3, and 0 respectively. KD had changed the 

most by 6 and all the other small parties avoided having similar issues discussed. 

 

Table 9. Voter’s assessment of Swedish parties’ environmental policies 2014-2018
2014 V S C L M KD MP SD
Good 10 13 27 8 9 7 57 2
Bad 4 4 7 8 19 8 10 8

+6 +9 +20 0 -10 -1 +47 -6
2018 V S C L M KD MP SD
Good 10 16 27 7 13 5 34 5
Bad 9 8 5 8 15 8 17 32

+1 +6 +22 -1 -2 -3 +17 -27
Source: Compiled from Swedish Election Studies, Gothenburg University, voter’s 
assessment of Swedish Parties’ policies 1982-2018, Perderby 2020
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 Table 9. shows the proportion of respondents who have answered that 

the party has a bad policy regarding the environmental issue, the proportion who 

have not mentioned the party, the proportion who have stated that the party has a 

good policy, and a balance measure between the two proportions. Rounded to 

integers. The number of respondents was 1012 in 2014 and 3478 in 2018 

respectively. The question was formulated in 2018 as follows: "Which parties do 

you think have a good policy and which parties do you think have a bad policy 

in the following areas?" … "Environment". The question was formulated in 2014 

and earlier as follows: I would like to ask some questions about what you think 

about the parties' policies on various issues. On this answer card, we have 

compiled some question areas that have been relevant in Swedish politics in 

recent years. It starts with the employment issues. " "Do you think there are any 

parties that have a good policy on environmental issues?" "Do you think there 

are any or any parties that have a bad policy on environmental issues?". The 

figures from 2014 and 2018 are weighted by election results. The table shows the 

proportion of respondents who have stated that the party has a bad policy in the 

area, the proportion who have not mentioned the party, the proportion who have 

stated that the party has a good policy in the area, and a balance measure 

between the proportion who have stated that the party has a good policy and the 

proportion who have stated that they have a bad policy. Rounded to integers. The 

figures from 2014 and 2018 are weighted by election results. According to this 

report, M changed from –10 to –2, while MP changed from +48 to 57. Although 

we do not know the individual level of vote choices, we can know that the issue 

ownership of the MP was undermined in 2018 than that of the initial election 

while M successfully gained more saliency regarding the environmental issue.
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In conclusion, the result shows that the mainstream parties took the 

accommodative strategy in response to the MP’s issue ownership strategy. While 

S failed to gain more recognition, M was successfully strengthened its influence 

over the environmental issue. Due to this, MP’s issue ownership was undermined. 

In the Mains Stream Party (S, M), the policy proportions consistently increased, 

while the small parts all decreased. However, in the specific green issue area, the 

Mainstream Parties cover many of the Green Party's green issues in both 2014 

and 2018, while the Small Parties are generally decreasing. A new field of 

environmental issues that the Green Party does not present is being proposed. 

Nuclear power, research aid in the field. Through this, it can be said that of the 

three strategies of Meguid's model, the mainstream party has taken an 

accommodative strategy, while small parties are trying to change the green issue 

to their favored issue.
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Chapter 6. Conclusion

In the case of Sweden, as explained by the five-party system theory, it 

was generally a very stubborn (non-volatile) system, but as a result of the 2010 

election, the Niche Party continued to secure seats, confirming that Sweden would 

not return to the old system again. Therefore, the party system of the Green 

Party and small political parties continuing to advance into the parliament has 

changed. Analysis on the recent changes of the Swedish Green Party's electoral 

performances with the institutional and issue competition perspectives would 

provide knowledge on how to understand the niche party’s electoral performance.

In this study, two different analytical approach have been examined. First 

of all, institutional approach have been applied by using the framework of four 

electoral system dimensions suggested by Lijphart (1994); electoral formula, 

district magnitude, threshold, and assembly size, enabled it to measure changes in 

the Swedish electoral system. Although Lijphart suggested that the changes should 

meet the 20 percent criterion and some of the changes in the Swedish electoral 

formula could be considered as marginal, any change in the electoral formula is 

expected to affect both electoral results and the behavior pattern of the parties. 

Thus, in this study, institutional change was considered along with the issue 

competition dimension. Using the framework, there was no change in the 

threshold nor the size of the Riksdag. Although there was a slight change in the 

number of representatives in some constituencies in accordance with the Election 

Act, there was a marginal change in district magnitude, failing to fulfill the 20 

percent criterion. The two changes were measured as the institutional effect on 

the Green party’s electoral performance. The procedure of allocating adjustment 

seats has been changed between 2014 and 2018 by introducing the retuning of 

the overrepresented fixed constituency seat and the electoral formal also gone 
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through reform by changing its first divisor from 1.4 to 1.2. 

 In attempt to understand the niche party phenomenon, another 

perspective applied in the study is issue competition theory. One of the ways to 

understand the dynamics of the party competition is to observe how do the 

parties mobilize the issues which are salience during the electoral period which 

can result in their electoral performance. According to Meguid(2006, 2008), 

mainstream parties’ strategy on how to handle the issues which are owned by the 

niche parties significantly affects the electoral performance of the niche parties. 

They can either be ‘dismissive’, ‘accommodative’, or be ‘adversarial’ toward the 

issues. In this study, along with the two changes in the electoral system 

dimension, the changes in the devotion on the environmental issues on each 

manifesto of political parties were measured in order to analyze the issue 

competition effect. 

The results of the analysis shows that the seats of the Green Party due 

to institutional change remain unchanged while two mainstream party taking 

accommodative strategy has undermined the Green party’s issue ownership. While 

the institutional change affected the electoral results of some of the parties, even 

with the lowered first divisor for the electoral formal and the introduction of the 

returning excess fixed seats, there was no change in the total number of Riksdag 

seats of the Green Party both in 2014 and 2018 election cases. On the other 

hand, both of the mainstream parties, S and M, have increased their devotion to 

the environmental issues in their manifesto while all of the small parties avoided 

discussing similar environmental issues with MP in the 2018 election. The 

difference between the two mainstream parties’ issue strategies was shown in the 

analysis of voter’s assessment toward the party’s environmental policy suggestions. 

While M seems to successfully gain more reputation on the environmental issue 



- 46 -

and seems to undermine the relative advantage MP has over the issue, S has 

failed to be perceived as competent regarding the green issues in the 2018 

elections. Although this study can not provide what has exactly undermined the 

issue ownership of the Green party over green issues, it can be argued that the 

issue competition has importance in explaining the niche party phenomena which 

has been spreading throughout Western Europe. 

Although the result of this study shows some importance of issue 

competition theories in explaining the Swedish green party’s electoral performance, 

this study has several limitations. First of all, the change in the electoral system 

of Sweden could be considered marginal. Lijphart(1994) points out that there 

needs to be 20 percent of change in order to be measured as a significant 

change. From 1.4 to 1.2 decreased first divisor is only approximately 14 percent 

change. Therefore, it could be argued that the marginal effect of the electoral 

system change was expected. Second, it would be hard to generalize the finding. 

This study focuses only on a specific case in the limited period of time. These 

limitations could be compensated with several future comparative case studies. 
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Appendix

Appendix 1. Vote shares per constituencies in 2018 and 2014
2018
Constituency M C L KD S V MP SD
Blekinge län 18038 7094 4197 5954 32824 5699 3025 26342
Dalarnas län 31320 18813 6848 11522 57776 13654 6249 39029
Gävleborgs län 28334 16825 7441 9782 63232 15483 5661 36330
Göteborgs kommun 69432 24893 25337 19283 83097 48946 24286 47040
Gotlands län 6822 7075 1539 1699 12254 3704 2037 5226
Hallands län 49630 21960 12444 15415 56021 10498 7690 40392
Jämtlands län 12218 13086 2439 4118 28632 7179 3049 13257
Jönköpings län 40542 23084 9096 27437 63782 11283 7401 44216
Kalmar län 27733 15774 6038 11583 50178 9851 4645 33075
Kronobergs län 23893 11712 4383 9418 36817 7531 4020 25258
Malmö kommun 37645 11003 10812 7426 56248 23021 10783 32480
Norrbottens län 21299 11751 5356 7741 69493 17810 4604 26276
Örebro län 32470 15254 8888 13520 64646 14775 7189 35499
Östergötlands län 61354 25162 16082 20065 87450 20352 12595 53017
Skåne läns norra 
och östra 40881 13855 8984 13150 50610 8275 5816 58360

Skåne läns södra 60619 19994 17768 13527 55185 13426 12435 55903
Skåne läns västra 40284 12298 9930 10257 50041 9074 6788 50069
Södermanlands län 37401 13577 7958 10089 57612 12162 6773 35450
Stockholms 
kommun 133731 55428 47988 29776 145245 80217 47044 60135

Stockholms län 212009 69786 56525 56884 187924 56466 39042 124226
Uppsala län 45790 22246 15071 16661 65168 21102 13404 37297
Värmlands län 30219 17071 8168 11657 62369 12779 6133 33118
Västerbottens län 24139 18078 7038 9376 68197 22696 6925 19571
Västernorrlands län 22255 16108 5601 8816 64882 13335 4366 25360
Västmanlands län 33122 11539 9448 9969 54287 12181 5108 34740
Västra Götalands 
läns norra 30794 13809 8124 11347 53328 11029 6349 37391

Västra Götalands 
läns östra 32569 16533 7662 13837 53888 10106 5425 34501

Västra Götalands 
läns södra 27197 13760 7624 10445 40234 9213 4891 28221

Västra Götalands 
läns västra 52958 19932 16757 18724 58966 16607 12166 43848
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Total 1284698 557500 355546 409478 1830386 518454 285899 1135627

2014
Constituency M C L KD S V MP SD
Blekinge län 19824 5792 3984 3483 37981 4746 4969 18960

Dalarnas län 35087 14371 6350 6427 65543 10672 9352 31043
Gävleborgs län 31911 12244 6840 5931 70150 12054 9238 29329
Göteborgs kommun 79768 12696 24136 15389 79167 31272 32868 32240
Gotlands län 8450 5317 1494 1095 12774 2308 2859 3259
Hallands län 57261 17367 11807 8988 58562 7785 12184 26555
Jämtlands län 14513 9487 2370 2119 33303 5252 4760 9224
Jönköpings län 45594 17800 8090 23322 71487 8685 12095 32815
Kalmar län 32313 13867 5611 7448 56370 7235 7435 24260
Kronobergs län 26453 10988 4109 5983 39179 5459 6559 18820
Malmö kommun 41510 4850 10000 4620 52460 13598 15367 24171
Norrbottens län 21438 7513 5369 5048 80984 14225 8111 18237
Örebro län 35070 10546 8053 9771 69604 10183 12013 27126
Östergötlands län 64877 17443 14860 14752 94909 14011 19218 41953
Skåne läns norra 
och östra 43518 11815 8887 8131 58940 6083 10809 43582

Skåne läns södra 67671 12795 16819 8379 59020 8578 17391 39734
Skåne läns västra 44558 8380 9470 5860 55185 6962 11032 35180
Södermanlands län 39991 9774 7776 6888 61834 9084 11165 26887
Stockholms 
kommun 160166 28201 45365 24691 124792 44656 64392 38356

Stockholms län 249616 38898 53766 40492 183738 35722 59586 74136
Uppsala län 52071 15827 14141 10776 65926 14363 19080 24091
Värmlands län 35687 13521 7531 7263 71173 9517 9398 22978
Västerbottens län 24158 11660 7606 7477 73661 19214 10341 12979
Västernorrlands län 25833 10922 5440 6097 74977 9211 7073 17569
Västmanlands län 35697 8719 8756 6496 59936 9051 8549 24728
Västra Götalands 
läns norra 35979 12335 9472 9099 58289 9895 11219 27027

Västra Götalands 
läns östra 36579 14295 7392 8919 60424 7858 8707 25765

Västra Götalands 
läns södra 27795 9423 6145 6376 38791 6520 7534 18773

Västra Götalands 
läns västra 60129 14091 16134 13486 63552 12132 15971 31401

Total 1453517 380937 337773 284806 1932711 356331 429275 801178
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Appendix 2.1 Each constituency fixed seat distribution of the 2014 election 
results with the 2014 electoral system.
Constituency M C L KD S V MP SD Total
Stockholm Municipality 9 2 2 1 7 2 4 2 29
Stockholm County 13 2 3 2 9 2 3 4 38
Uppsala county 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 11
Södermanland County 3 4 2 9
Östergötland County 3 1 1 1 5 1 2 14
Jönköping County 3 1 1 4 2 11
Kronoberg County 2 1 2 1 6
Kalmar County 2 1 3 2 8
Gotland County 1 1 2
Blekinge county 1 3 1 5
Malmö municipality 3 3 1 1 2 10
Skåne County West 3 4 2 9
Skåne County South 4 1 1 3 1 2 12
Skåne county's north 
and east

3 1 3 3 10

Halland County 3 1 3 1 2 10
Gothenburg 
municipality

4 1 1 1 4 2 2 2 17

Västra Götalands läns 
västra

3 1 1 1 3 1 2 12

Västra Götalands läns 
norra

2 1 4 2 9

Västra Götalands läns 
södra

2 3 1 6

Västra Götalands läns 
östra

2 1 4 2 9

Värmland County 2 1 5 1 9
Örebro County 2 4 1 2 9
Västmanland County 2 4 2 8
Dalarna County 2 1 4 2 9
Gävleborg County 2 1 4 2 9
Västernorrland County 2 5 1 8
Jämtland County 1 1 2 4
Västerbotten County 1 1 5 1 1 9
Norrbotten County 1 5 1 1 8
Amount 84 21 10 7 113 10 16 49 310
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Appendix 2.2 Each constituency fixed seat distribution of the 2014 election 
results with the 2018 electoral system.

Constituency M C L KD S V MP SD Total

Stockholm Municipality 9 2 2 1 7 2 4 2 29
Stockholm County 13 2 3 2 9 2 3 4 38
Uppsala county 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 11
Södermanland County 2 4 1 2 9
Östergötland County 3 1 1 1 4 1 1 2 14
Jönköping County 2 1 1 4 1 2 11
Kronoberg County 2 1 2 1 6
Kalmar County 2 1 3 2 8
Gotland County 1 1 2
Blekinge county 1 3 1 5
Malmö municipality 3 1 3 1 1 1 10
Skåne County West 3 3 1 2 9
Skåne County South 4 1 1 3 1 2 12
Skåne county's north 
and east

2 1 3 1 3 10

Halland County 3 1 1 3 1 1 10
Gothenburg 
municipality

4 1 1 1 4 2 2 2 17

Västra Götalands läns 
västra

3 1 1 1 3 1 2 12

Västra Götalands läns 
norra

2 1 3 1 2 9

Västra Götalands läns 
södra

2 1 2 1 6

Västra Götalands läns 
östra

2 1 4 2 9

Värmland County 2 1 4 1 1 9
Örebro County 2 4 1 2 9
Västmanland County 2 4 2 8
Dalarna County 2 1 4 2 9
Gävleborg County 2 1 4 1 1 9
Västernorrland County 2 1 4 1 8
Jämtland County 1 1 2 4
Västerbotten County 1 1 4 1 1 1 9
Norrbotten County 1 5 1 1 8
Amount 81 23 12 7 106 13 22 46 310
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Appendix 2.3. Each constituency adjustment seat distribution of the 2014 
election results with the 2014 electoral system.

Constituency M C L KD S V MP SD Total

Stockholm Municipality 　 　 1 1 　 1 　 　 3
Stockholm County 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1
Uppsala county 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1
Södermanland County 　 　 　 　 　 1 1 　 2
Östergötland County 　 　 　 　 　 1 　 　 1
Jönköping County 　 　 1 　 　 　 1 　 2
Kronoberg County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Kalmar County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Gotland County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Blekinge county 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Malmö municipality 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 　 1
Skåne County West 　 　 1 　 　 　 1 　 2
Skåne County South 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1
Skåne county's north 
and east

　 　 1 1 　 　 1 　 3

Halland County 　 　 1 1 　 　 　 　 2
Gothenburg 
municipality

　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Västra Götalands läns 
västra

　 　 　 　 　 1 　 　 1

Västra Götalands läns 
norra

　 　 1 1 　 1 1 　 4

Västra Götalands läns 
södra

　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Västra Götalands läns 
östra

　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1

Värmland County 　 　 　 　 　 1 1 　 2
Örebro County 　 　 1 1 　 1 　 　 3
Västmanland County 　 　 1 　 　 1 　 　 2
Dalarna County 　 　 　 　 　 1 1 　 2
Gävleborg County 　 　 　 　 　 1 1 　 2
Västernorrland County 　 1 　 　 　 1 　 　 2
Jämtland County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Västerbotten County 　 　 　 　 　 　 1 　 1
Norrbotten County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Amount 　 1 9 9 　 11 9 　 39
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Appendix 2.4. Each constituency adjustment seat distribution of the 2014 
election results with the 2018 electoral system.

Constituency M C L KD S V MP SD Total

Stockholm Municipality 　 　 1 1 　 1 　 　 3
Stockholm County 1 　 　 1 1 　 　 　 3
Uppsala county 　 　 　 1 1 　 　 　 2
Södermanland County 　 　 　 　 　 1 　 　 1
Östergötland County 1 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 2
Jönköping County 1 　 1 1 　 　 　 　 3
Kronoberg County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Kalmar County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Gotland County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Blekinge county 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Malmö municipality 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Skåne County West 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 　 1
Skåne County South 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1
Skåne county's north 
and east

　 　 1 1 　 　 　 　 2

Halland County 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1
Gothenburg 
municipality

1 　 1 　 1 　 　 　 3

Västra Götalands läns 
västra

　 　 　 　 1 1 　 　 2

Västra Götalands läns 
norra

　 　 1 1 　 1 　 　 3

Västra Götalands läns 
södra

　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Västra Götalands läns 
östra

　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1

Värmland County 　 　 　 　 　 　 1 　 1
Örebro County 　 　 1 1 　 1 　 　 3
Västmanland County 　 　 1 　 　 1 　 　 2
Dalarna County 　 　 　 　 　 1 1 　 2
Gävleborg County 　 　 　 　 　 　 1 1 2
Västernorrland County 　 　 　 　 　 1 　 　 1
Jämtland County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Västerbotten County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Norrbotten County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Amount 4 　 8 10 5 8 3 1 39
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Appendix 3.1. Each constituency fixed seat distribution of the 2018 election 
results with the 2018 electoral system.

Constituency M C L KD S V MP SD Total

Stockholm Municipality 7 3 2 1 7 4 2 3 29
Stockholm County 10 3 3 3 9 3 2 6 39
Uppsala county 2 1 1 1 3 1 　 2 11
Södermanland County 2 1 　 　 3 1 　 2 9
Östergötland County 3 1 1 1 4 1 　 3 14
Jönköping County 2 1 　 2 3 1 　 2 11
Kronoberg County 1 1 　 　 2 　 　 2 6
Kalmar County 1 1 　 1 3 　 　 2 8
Gotland County 　 1 　 　 1 　 　 　 2
Blekinge county 1 　 　 　 2 　 　 2 5
Malmö municipality 2 1 1 　 3 1 　 2 10
Skåne County West 2 1 　 　 3 　 　 3 9
Skåne County South 3 1 1 1 2 1 　 3 12
Skåne county's north 
and east

2 1 　 1 3 　 　 3 10

Halland County 2 1 1 1 3 　 　 2 10
Gothenburg 
municipality

4 1 1 1 4 3 1 2 17

Västra Götalands läns 
västra

2 1 1 1 3 1 　 2 11

Västra Götalands läns 
norra

2 1 　 　 3 　 　 2 8

Västra Götalands läns 
södra

2 1 　 　 2 　 　 2 7

Västra Götalands läns 
östra

2 1 　 1 3 　 　 2 9

Värmland County 2 1 　 　 3 1 　 2 9
Örebro County 1 1 　 1 3 1 　 2 9
Västmanland County 2 　 　 　 3 1 　 2 8
Dalarna County 2 1 　 　 3 1 　 2 9
Gävleborg County 2 1 　 　 3 1 　 2 9
Västernorrland County 1 1 　 　 4 1 　 1 8
Jämtland County 1 1 　 　 1 　 　 1 4
Västerbotten County 2 1 　 　 4 1 　 1 9
Norrbotten County 1 1 　 　 4 1 　 1 8
Amount 66 31 12 16 94 25 5 61 310
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Appendix 3.2. Each constituency fixed seat distribution of the 2018 election 
results with the 2014 electoral system.

Constituency M C L KD S V MP SD Total

Stockholm Municipality 7 3 2 1 7 4 2 3 29
Stockholm County 10 3 3 3 9 3 2 6 39
Uppsala county 2 1 1 1 3 1 　 2 11
Södermanland County 2 1 　 　 3 1 　 2 9
Östergötland County 3 1 1 1 4 1 　 3 14
Jönköping County 2 1 　 2 4 　 　 2 11
Kronoberg County 1 1 　 　 2 　 　 2 6
Kalmar County 2 1 　 　 3 　 　 2 8
Gotland County 　 1 　 　 1 　 　 　 2
Blekinge county 1 　 　 　 2 　 　 2 5
Malmö municipality 2 1 　 　 4 1 　 2 10
Skåne County West 2 1 　 　 3 　 　 3 9
Skåne County South 3 1 1 1 3 　 　 3 12
Skåne county's north 
and east

2 1 　 1 3 　 　 3 10

Halland County 3 1 　 1 3 　 　 2 10
Gothenburg 
municipality

4 1 1 1 4 3 1 2 17

Västra Götalands läns 
västra

2 1 1 1 3 1 　 2 11

Västra Götalands läns 
norra

2 1 　 　 3 　 　 2 8

Västra Götalands läns 
södra

2 1 　 　 2 　 　 2 7

Västra Götalands läns 
östra

2 1 　 1 3 　 　 2 9

Värmland County 2 1 　 　 3 1 　 2 9
Örebro County 2 1 　 　 3 1 　 2 9
Västmanland County 2 　 　 　 3 1 　 2 8
Dalarna County 2 1 　 　 3 1 　 2 9
Gävleborg County 2 1 　 　 3 1 　 2 9
Västernorrland County 1 1 　 　 4 1 　 1 8
Jämtland County 　 1 　 　 2 　 　 1 4
Västerbotten County 2 1 　 　 4 1 　 1 9
Norrbotten County 1 　 　 　 4 1 　 2 8
Amount 68 30 10 14 98 23 5 62 310
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Appendix 3.3 Each constituency adjustment seat distribution of the 2018 
election results with the 2018 electoral system.

Constituency M C L KD S V MP SD Total

Stockholm Municipality 　 　 1 　 1 　 1 　 3
Stockholm County 1 　 　 　 1 　 1 1 4
Uppsala county 　 　 　 　 1 　 1 　 2
Södermanland County 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1
Östergötland County 　 　 　 　 1 　 1 　 2
Jönköping County 　 　 1 　 　 　 1 　 2
Kronoberg County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Kalmar County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Gotland County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Blekinge county 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Malmö municipality 　 　 　 　 　 　 1 　 1
Skåne County West 　 　 1 1 　 　 　 　 2
Skåne County South 　 　 　 　 1 　 1 　 2
Skåne county's north 
and east

　 　 1 　 　 　 　 　 1

Halland County 1 　 　 　 　 1 1 　 3
Gothenburg 
municipality

　 　 1 　 　 　 1 　 2

Västra Götalands läns 
västra

1 　 　 　 　 　 1 　 2

Västra Götalands läns 
norra

　 　 　 1 　 1 　 　 2

Västra Götalands läns 
södra

　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1

Västra Götalands läns 
östra

　 　 　 　 　 1 　 　 1

Värmland County 　 　 1 1 　 　 　 　 2
Örebro County 1 　 1 　 　 　 1 　 3
Västmanland County 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 　 1
Dalarna County 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1
Gävleborg County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Västernorrland County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Jämtland County 　 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 1
Västerbotten County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Norrbotten County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Amount 4 　 8 6 6 3 11 1 39
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Appendix 3.4 Each constituency adjustment seat distribution of the 2018 
election results with the 2014 electoral system.

Constituency M C L KD S V MP SD Total

Stockholm Municipality 　 　 1 　 　 　 1 　 2
Stockholm County 　 　 　 　 1 　 1 　 2
Uppsala county 　 　 　 　 　 　 1 　 1
Södermanland County 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1
Östergötland County 　 　 　 　 1 　 1 　 2
Jönköping County 　 　 1 　 　 1 1 　 3
Kronoberg County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Kalmar County 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1
Gotland County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Blekinge county 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Malmö municipality 　 　 1 　 　 　 1 　 2
Skåne County West 　 　 1 1 　 　 　 　 2
Skåne County South 　 　 　 　 　 1 1 　 2
Skåne county's north 
and east

　 　 1 　 　 　 　 　 1

Halland County 　 　 1 　 　 1 1 　 3
Gothenburg 
municipality

　 　 1 　 　 　 1 　 2

Västra Götalands läns 
västra

1 　 　 　 　 　 1 　 2

Västra Götalands läns 
norra

　 　 　 1 　 1 　 　 2

Västra Götalands läns 
södra

　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1

Västra Götalands läns 
östra

　 　 　 　 　 1 　 　 1

Värmland County 　 　 1 1 　 　 　 　 2
Örebro County 　 　 1 1 　 　 1 　 3
Västmanland County 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 　 1
Dalarna County 　 　 　 1 　 　 　 　 1
Gävleborg County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Västernorrland County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Jämtland County 1 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 1
Västerbotten County 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　 　
Norrbotten County 　 1 　 　 　 　 　 　 1
Amount 2 1 10 8 2 5 11 　 39
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The Importance of Issue competition on 
niche party’s electoral performance

: a case of Swedish green party between 2014 and 
2018 election

 본 연구는 2014년과 2018년 총선에서 스웨덴 녹색당의 패배 요인을 제도적 설명과 

이슈 경쟁이라는 두 가지 접근 방식으로 분석을 시도한다. 1960년대 이후부터 서유

럽 국가에서는 기존 주류정당들과는 다른 특징을 보이는 정당들이 나타나기 시작한

다. 메귀드(Meguid)가 틈새정당(niche party)으로 정의하는 이 새로운 정당들은 기존 

주류정당(mainstream party)들 사이에서 논의되지 않았던 환경과 이민자 문제와 같

은 특정 이슈들을 정치화하면서 기존 주류이슈들의 틈새를 파고들어 정당 경쟁의 생

태를 변화시키기 시작했다. 대표적인 틈새 정당 중 하나인 녹색당이 ‘결빙’되어 있던 

유럽 정당 체제에 성공적으로 안착할 수 있었던 요인을 설명하는 데에 있어서 립셋

과 로칸(Lipset and Rokkan)의 균열이론만으로는 한계가 있다. 따라서 본 연구는 

2014년과 2018년 총선에서 스웨덴 녹색당의 선거결과를 제도적 설명과 이슈 경쟁이

라는 두 가지 접근 방식으로 분석을 시도한다. 뒤베르제(Duverger)를 비롯한 여러 

학자는 선거제도가 정당 체제에 미치는 영향에 대해서 거시적인 설명을 하지만, 메귀

드(Meguid)를 비롯한 이슈 경쟁 이론은 정치 행위자인 정당에 주목하여 정당이 특정

이 이론에서 어떻게 전략적으로 경쟁하는가에 따라서 틈새정당들의 성패가 영향을 

받는다고 주장한다. 이 두 분석 틀을 활용하여 본 연구는 스웨덴 선거 제도 변화에 

따른 효과와 정당들의 이슈 소유권 경쟁에 따른 효과를 비교한다. 스웨덴 선거제도에

서 득표수별 의석수 배분 계산법과 과대표된 고정의석을 반납하는 제도가 새로이 도

입되었음에도 녹색당의 의석수는 영향을 받지 않는다. 반면 스웨덴의 두 주류정당이 

수용전략을 활용함에 따라 녹색당의 환경 이슈 소유권이 약화하여 틈새정당의 의석

수를 감소시키는 효과가 나타난다. 이 사례 연구의 결과는 틈새정당의 승패 요인에 

대한 이슈 경쟁 이론의 설명력을 재확인시켜준다.

주제어: 스웨덴, 녹색당, 선거 제도, 틈새정당, 정당경쟁, 이슈 소유권

학번: 2019-24221
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