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Abstract

The paper analyzes the changing meaning and relevance of the Left-Right cleavage in 35
democracies from 1945 to 2016. It shows that the Left-Right semantic is still relevant although
there is variation between groups of countries. The Scandinavian countries are at the forefront
and the Mediterranean and the Central Eastern European states lag behind. There are also
countries such as United States, Japan, Ireland, the Baltic States and above all Poland where the
Left-Right cleavage has little saliency. Over time we find out that the 1970s and 1980s have been
a period where the Left-Right cleavage has been challenged by a new politics cleavage in
particular in countries where Green parties have been able to enter parliament. However, the
economic crisis in the first decade of the new millennium revitalized the Left-Right cleavage. In
countries where it is in particular strong controversial issues of European integration, migration
and environmental degradation have been integrated in the Left-Right discourse. The
responsiveness of the Left-Right cleavage makes it a continuing force of structuring politics in

many highly industrialized countries.

Paper prepared for delivery at the 2018 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science
Association (APSA), August 30 - September 2, Boston, MA, in the panel on Populism and the
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1. Introduction

Political cleavages are a central category in comparative politics. Cleavages structure political
systems and are strong predictors for policy stands of political parties. In their seminal work,
Lipset and Rokkan (1967) analyzed the cleavage structures of European countries and concluded
that the dominant cleavage in most highly industrialized countries is the cleavage between Capital
and Labor or the Left-Right cleavage. This conclusion has been echoed in many studies following
during the last five decades (Benoit and Laver 2006; McDonald and Budge 2005; Warwick 2006).
However, the dominance of the Left-Right cleavage has been challenged. In the late 1970s some
authors argued that a new cleavage might emerge which may replace the dominant role of Left
and Right (Inglehart 1977). This cleavage revolves around self-realization and aesthetical values
versus materialist positions. In party research this cleavage has often been labelled as left-
libertarian cleavage or new politics (Hildebrandt and Dalton 1978; Inglehart 1977; Kitschelt 1988;
Miller-Rommel 1990). The rise of Green parties has been taken as an indicator of the
institutionalization of this new cleavage. The crucial juncture in expression of the new politics
cleavage have been the environmental issues versus economic growth. Others have shown that
cleavages change by adjusting to new challenges. Kitschelt (1994) for instance demonstrates that
the Left-Right cleavage moves its axis by the impact of the left-libertarian cleavage so that a
Green/Left versus Authoritarian/Right cleavage emerged. Most recently Hooghe and Marks
(2018) refer to this hybrid cleavage which they label the GAL-TAN cleavage (Green-Alternative-
Left versus Traditional-Authoritarian-Nationalism). They claim that through the impact of
globalization and migration the GAL/TAN cleavage may dominate in many industrialized societies:
“Just as the Bolshevik revolution was a crucial juncture in the expression of the class cleavage, so
the euro crisis and the migration crisis can be considered as critical for the emergence of a
transnational cleavage.” (p. 116).

In this paper | take another view on changes of cleavages by focusing on the Left-Right cleavage.
Instead of postulating that the Left-Right cleavage may be replaced or merged with another
cleavage, | would like to analyze in how far the Left-Right cleavage has changed over the post-war
period in 35 democracies. In doing this analysis | assume that an ideology is responsive and in a
given context (in time and space). From view this the question emerges: To which degree does

the Left-Right cleavage integrate new issues or even new (potential) cleavages?



As the concept of cleavage structures suggests, the Left-Right dimension is not the only game in
town though. There are also other relevant cleavages in society. For the European states, Stein
Rokkan (1999) devoted much of his work to describing and analyzing these cleavage structures.
That means that there is certainly variation in how relevant the Left-Right dimension is across
various countries. Some countries have a special history which may conceal the Left-Right
dimension. Ireland, for instance, has been affected by the conflict of the Civil War, the
consequences of which continue until the present day. Finland, as a close neighbor to the Soviet
Union in the Cold War, may also have another attitude to the Left-Right semantic than other
countries. It is also doubtful to what extent the Left-Right dimension travels to countries without
a European background. Most of the overseas democracies may have taken the ideological
heritage over to other continents such as countries in the British Commonwealth; however, in
others the European cleavages may have less relevance or may be relevant in another order which
means in turn that the Left-Right cleavage is less salient in those countries. As the German
sociologist Sombart (1976 [1906]) asked more than 100 years ago: “Why is there no socialism in
the United States?” (see also Lipset and Marks 2000). Other countries may have their own history
and conflicts, and here it is questionable whether the Left-Right dimension is a relevant semantic
to structure their political life. Japan may be a case in point.

Variation in the relevance of the Left-Right dimension may have also occurred over time. Class
struggle began in the 19% century and later on became institutionalized in the post-Second World
War period (Bartolini 2000; Dahrendorf 1959). In some countries parties and social movements
were more radical in their Left-Right orientation and moderated their position over time (Tucker
1967).

In this paper, | take a broad perspective and address a couple of questions concerning the status
of the Left-Right cleavage in the analysis of party systems in democratic states. First, | analyze
whether the relevance of the Left-Right cleavage has decreased during the post Second World
War period. Since the meaning of Left and Right emerged from the cleavage structure of European
societies | assume that it is most relevant in the democracies of Western Europe. In a second step,
| focus on the question of the relevance of Left and Right in the former Communist countries in
Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). It has often been claimed that the Left-Right cleavage is less
important in the CEE countries or that it has a different meaning than in Western societies (Myant
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and Drahokoupil 2014; Tavits and Letki 2009). Aside from the relevance of Left and Right, it is also
important to examine the meaning of Left and Right. As a living ideology, the question arises: to
what extent has the Left-Right semantic changed over time? This aspect will be analyzed in the
section on the (changing) meaning of Left and Right. However, before | turn to those empirical
questions | first wish to outline the theoretical underpinnings of the meaning of Left and Right

and how an analysis of the saliency and the changing meaning of Left and Right can be conducted.

2. The Meaning of Left and Right

In order to grasp the meaning of Left and Right | refer to the Italian philosopher and historian of
political thought, Noberto Bobbio. In his book “Left and Right: The Significance of a Political
Distinction”, Bobbio traces the history of the political thought of both Left and Right (Bobbio 1996;
see also Lukes 2005). He explores this elusive distinction and argues that Left and Right are
ultimately divided by different attitudes towards equality. He points out that the left strives for
greater equality and that the Right legitimizes inequality. The Left’s policy aims at making those
who are unequal more equal. Defining the Right is a more complex task. As Bobbio (1996, 68—69)
points out there are two ways of legitimizing inequality which go back to Rousseau (1992 [1755])

and Nietzsche (1973 [1886]) views on equality:

Just as Rousseau saw inequality as artificial, and therefore to be condemned and
abolished for contradicting the fundamental equality of nature, so Nietzsche saw
equality as artificial, and therefore to be abhorred for contradicting the beneficent
inequality which nature desired for humanity. The contrast could not be starker: the
egalitarian condemns social inequality in the name of natural equality, and the anti-

egalitarian condemns social equality in the name of natural inequality.

This distinction between the different ways of legitimizing inequality refers to the fact that the
Right is not united in terms of its understanding of equality and inequality. These different
concepts of equality are mirrored in the three great classical ideologies of the nineteenth and

twentieth centuries: Conservatism, Liberalism and Socialism (Bobbio 1996, 49).



While Socialism (Left) is concerned with equality, Conservatism and Liberalism (Right) justify
inequality in the ways described above. Conservatives follow Nietzsche’s conviction and consider
inequality as given by nature. Traditions and a natural social order place people in a hierarchy.
This hierarchical order is necessary for an organic society and helps members of society to live in
social and physical harmony with each other. In contrast, Liberalism follows the idea that human
activities determine our destiny in the ranks of the social order. The unable and lazy are poor,
while the able and industrious are rich. Allowing individuals to fulfill their own potential relies on
the protection of individual freedom which implies liberation from state involvement. Therefore,
freedom is a key category for Liberalism. Free market economy, free enterprises and minimal
state regulation are its basic claims. By referring to the basic concepts of equality and inequality
and the various paths of legitimizing them, we obtain a parsimonious way to conceptualize the

core of Left and Right.

Figure 1: Derived Stimulus Configuration Plot for Core Left-Right Statements
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Explanations: Socialist statements: Nationalization (per413); Controlled Economy (per412); Economic Planning
(perd04); Market Regulation (per403). Liberal statements: Welfare State Limitation (per505); Free Enterprise
(perd01); Economic Orthodoxy (per414). Conservative Statements: National Way of Life (per601); Traditional
Morality (per603); Social Harmony (per606). Number of observations = 792. The number of the “per” refers to the
statements as mentioned in Klingemann et al. 2006.



Empirically, Jahn (2011) applied this distinction of Left and Right and used those policy statements
from the party manifestos! which best fit the socialist, liberal and conservative positions (see
notes to figure 1). He uses a multi-dimensional scaling (MDS) analysis (Cox and Cox 2001; Coxon
1982) to place those issues in an ideological space.

The plot clearly shows a triangle, demonstrating that the Right is divided in a Conservative and
Liberal camp. On the whole all ideological statements group into the hypothesized categories.
The plot shows strikingly that Controlled Economy, Economic Planning and — to a very impressive
degree — Nationalization are the most radical Left statements. Market Regulation is a more
moderate Left statement. In the Liberal ideology, limiting the welfare state and the claim for Free
Enterprise are the most radical Right statements. The three conservative statements all fall
perfectly together. The plot also demonstrates that the Conservative statements make their own
dimension and are isolated from the Liberal-Right statements. In terms of Left and Right the
reference to Traditional Morality is the most radical Conservative statement and Social Harmony
the least radical. The analysis also shows that Left items are more in opposition to the Liberal ones
than to the Conservatives. In order to construct a Left-Right index of the core statements, | weight
the frequency of each statement with the stimulus coordinates of the first (Left-Right) dimension.
This index | call LR_core.

However, an ideology consists not only of its core. A strong ideology is able to align new issues or
issues which are relevant only in some regions or countries. Bartolini (2000, chapter 2) shows that
the Left has different orientations in various countries. Bobbio demonstrates that a welfare state
or supporting public education may be a Left issue. However, it can also be so that the issue of
expanding the welfare state is taken up by the Right. In particular, Christian democratic parties
and governments support an expansion of the welfare state and public education because they
may refer to Christian values (van Kersbergen 1995). The same may be true for other issues such
as European integration which is in some countries a Left issue, in others a Right issue, and in still
others not included at all in the Left and Right dichotomy.

That means in order to assess whether the Left-Right cleavage is still valid, we have to examine

the extent to which the ideological core is able to align with issues which are currently important

1 See: https://manifestoproject.wzb.eu/. The data can be downloaded from http://comparativepolitics.uni-
greifswald.de/.
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in society. Such a perspective acknowledges that an ideology is living and changing but without
giving up its core elements. Otherwise, one could not speak of a specific ideology in the first place.
Furthermore, it accepts that Left and Right may have different meanings in different regions and
periods.

In order to identify the statements which align to the Left-Right core ideology | use the remaining
46 statements of the Party Manifesto data and conduct a regression analysis where each of the
remaining statements is the independent variable and the core Left-Right index is the dependent
variable. The regression analysis is conducted for each country and period separately. The periods
start with the post-Second World War period between 1945 and 1973. The year 1973 was a
watershed moment when the first oil crisis and Euro-Communism changed the political
landscape. After that | use moving periods averages in which the next election is always included
and the first election is dropped until | reach the most recent election. If the analysis concludes
that the additional variable is significantly (p < 0.5) related to the core Left-Right ideology, | use
this statement for the particular period and country. After identifying the extra-issues, they are
also run through an MDS to determine their stimulus scores. These scores have been multiplied
by the frequency at which the statements have been mentioned in an election manifesto. The
total Left-Right score (LR) is the sum of the core statements and the extra or additional
statements.

In this paper, | am not interested in which position parties take on the Left-Right scale (see Jahn
2011; 2014). Instead | focus on the relevance of the Left-Right dimension itself. For this | use an
index which measures the importance of the Left-Right cleavage. The index takes the share of all
the Left and Right statements in relation to all other statements mentioned in a party manifesto.
This can be made separately for the total LR index and the LR_core index. However, the analysis
can also identify which non-core Left or Right issues align with the core Left-Right ideology in a

particular country and period. These two aspects are the focus of the following empirical analysis.

3. The Relevance of the Left-Right Ideology over Time and Space
In order to estimate the relevance of the Left-Right cleavage | first conduct an analysis of the
established OECD countries during the post-Second World War period. The focus on just the

established OECD countries is necessary in order to keep the analysis comparable. There are data
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for only these countries over the whole period from 1945 to the most recent election.? In a second
step, | compare the CEE countries with other groups of countries in the OECD. Both these analyses
give us a detailed picture about the changing relevance or importance of the Left-Right cleavage
in various countries and periods.

The results of the analysis are presented, on the one hand, for all countries individually and, on
the other, for specific groups of countries. The groups of countries are: Commonwealth countries
(UK, Canada, Australia and New Zealand), the core Nordic countries (Denmark, Norway,
Sweden),? the Western continental countries (Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, and Switzerland) and the Meditaranian countries (Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain).
The periods taken into consideration are the immediate post-Second World War years from 1945
until 1973 before the first oil crisis. These years may have been the heydays for the Left-Right
dimension. The second period starts after the oil crisis and lasts until 1989, the year before the
breakdown of the Communist regimes in Eastern Europe. In this period Green movements and
parties emerged and social democratic parties were challenged by an increasing number of post-
industrial voters (Kitschelt 1994). It may be assumed that the Left-Right cleavage lost much of its
momentum in this period. In the 1990s globalization took off and therefore this period up until
the financial crisis in 2008 has been analyzed. The impact of globalization on the relevance of the
Left-Right cleavage is difficult to predict. On the one hand, globalization may have had
depoliticizing effect since domestic politics has been more and more influenced by international
factors. This may have weakened the importance of the Left-Right cleavage. On the other hand,
social inequality increased in most countries during globalization which may have strengthened
the relevance of the Left-Right dimension. The years in the shadow of the economic crisis at the
end of the first decade of the new millennium make up the last period. One may assume that the

crisis revitalized the Left-Right dimension because the immediate reaction to the crisis disfavored

2 For Greece, Portugal and Spain there are data since they are democracies. For Japan the data start from 1960.
31 use the core Nordic countries because the post-Second World War period has been very different for the two
other Nordic countries. Finland has been hit severely by the Cold War because it shared a border with the Soviet
Union of over more than 1.200 kilometers. This often led Finnish politicians to be very careful which position to take
in Left-Right terms. This may be a factor underlying the low number of Left-Right statements in Finland. Iceland may
be special because it became independent only in 1944 and it is a long distance away from continental Europe. Both
countries may therefore have specific issues which are important for the country which cannot easily be translated
into the Left-Right policy dimension.
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above all the low income groups (Jahn 2017). Table 1 presents the data for the four periods for

the total LR index and the core LR index (LR_core).

Table 1: The Relevance of the Left-Right Dimension in Established Democracies over Time

Percentage of Left-Right Statements Percentage of Core Left-Right Statements
Country 1945- 1974- 1990- 1945- 1974- 1990-
73 39 2007 2008- Total 73 39 2007 2008- Total

Australia 58.21 52.82 56.11 67.32 57.53 22,55 2198 1745 11.01 18.73
Austria 42.00 3496 62.33 83.49 56.32 20.27 1495 13.77 15.26 16.04
Belgium 65.05 52.19 53.37 57.64 56.17 14.66 12.70 10.02 14.39 12.33
Canada 49.75 3992 57.65 58.42 51.20 11.87 14.23 13,51 10.12 12.42
Denmark 61.07 61.02 57.58 62.48 60.43 28.07 23.52 16.59 15.22 21.98
Finland 36.29 53.57 41.73 43.33 42.97 19.53 22.14 1540 16.59 18.52
France 67.41 6457 52.19 52.75 59.84 13.77 18.54 13.80 14.58 14.83
Germany 37.63 4417 66.40 71.83 53.27 17.02 11.25 13.13 16.61 14.79
Greece 40.11 43.16 36.70 46.70 18.05 10.42 17.59 14.72
Iceland 41.24 3754 37.76 62.17 42.68 16.18 15.79 12.66 17.46 15.17
Ireland 30.79 25.21 42.83 53.82 3798 17.58 12.60 12.12 11.70 13.79
Italy 57.73 40.11 54.48 65.59 53.60 15.68 10.94 13.60 13.06 13.39
Japan 44.47 3864 3790 61.41 43.30 11.95 10.08 1296 11.53 11.75
Luxembourg 29.87 3452 47.75 63.86 41.88 14.19 14.58 9.01 15.48 12.51
Netherlands 66.79 67.37 57.77 58.36 63.07 2454 18.62 1590 15.25 18.94
New Zealand 67.82 5480 47.87 62.65 57.52 20.37 12.38 17.05 23.35 18.69
Norway 56.83 7093 71.24 70.56 66.31 17.07 15.36 13.48 7.86 14.04
Portugal 63.38 43.12 54.19 5345 8.36 9.80 14.43 10.14
Spain 50.20 47.87 55.10 50.35 9.82 7.42 8.39 8.41
Sweden 67.96 6190 79.02 77.43 72.06 25.89 18.51 17.19 9.61 18.72
Switzerland 5193 5420 61.12 60.79 57.51 20.28 19.88 25.04 15.72 20.97
United Kingdom 40.30 4298 31.64 51.82 39.87 18.88 16.60 9.02 13.23 13.08
USA 3458 34.67 38.04 47.93 37.25 13.82 12.21 15.04 17.75 14.07
Total 50.39 48.67 51.69 59.98 52.23 18.21 15.35 13.67 14.18 15.13
Commonwealth 54.02 47.63 4832 60.05 51.53 1842 16.30 14.26 14.43 15.73
Scandinavian 61.95 64.62 69.28 70.16 66.27 23.68 19.13 15.75 10.90 18.25
Central Europe 51.53 50.28 57.28 64.10 55.44 17.82 15.75 14.38 15.33 15.77
Mediterranean 57.73 48.45 47.16 52.90 51.03 15.68 11.79 10.31 10.31 11.67

Considering the entire period and all 23 countries shows that more than half of all statements
raised in party manifestos are Left-Right issues. Almost one-third of them (15 percent of all
statements) refer to the core Left-Right ideology. Considering that election manifestos are not
explicitly written to reveal a political ideology but rather to take a stand on issues, which are
important at the time of the election, these figures are quite substantial. The data over time
reveal some surprising findings. It is true that in the first period, the Left-Right cleavage had a high
relevance but it has not declined substantially during the following decades. Instead, during the

period of globalization and above all after the economic crisis at the end of the first decade of the
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new millennium the relevance of Left and Right has reinforced. Interesting is the fact that this
trend cannot be confirmed for the core ideology. Here the relevance declined over the years (with
a small increase in the post-2008 years). That means that the Left-Right cleavage remained
relevant but that its meaning had obviously changed. This aspect will be illuminated in the next
section in further detail, but let us now look at the geographical relevance of the Left-Right
dimension.

The strongholds of the Left-Right dimension are the Scandinavian countries. Two-thirds of all
statements mentioned in their election programs refer to Left or Right statements. Most
astonishingly, the Left-Right dimension increased steadily over time in these countries. Also, the
core statements are frequently mentioned: they comprise almost one-fifth of all statements.
However, there is a clear linear trend of decline where the Scandinavian countries had the highest
amount of core statements in the early period and fell dramatically in the following decades. That
means that the “new” Left-Right dimension must be formed by new issues in those countries.
The Commonwealth countries are a bit of a surprise. The Antipodes frequently refer to the Left-
Right dimension. In the 1945-73 period, New Zealand used almost 70 percent Left-Right
statements, putting it close to Sweden. The big surprise is the UK. Despite being the motherland
of class struggle and early industrialization, only around 40 percent of the statements refer to the
Left and Right in the early period. However, the UK is the country with the highest share of core
Left-Right statements among Left-Right statements even if this share dropped continuously over
time and broke down during the 1990-07 period.

The Continental European states are in between the Commonwealth and Scandinavian states.
Similar to the Scandinavian states, the Left-Right dimension increased in relevance over the
periods but, in contrast to the Scandinavian states, had a decrease during 1974 and 1989. The
Continental countries were most severely challenged by the Green or Left-libertarian ideology in
this decade. Green parties emerged in many party systems such as Germany, Austria, Belgium,
France and Italy. This may be one reason for the lower LR-score in this period. Similar to the
Scandinavian countries is the linear trend of decline of the core Left-Right statements. The
Netherlands was the country with the highest LR_imp in the two early periods with well above
two thirds of the statements referring either to the Left or Right. However, with de-pillarization,

which implies the separation of the ideological camps in Dutch society, the LR dimension rapidly
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decreased in relevance over the following decades. Additionally, considering France only in the
period of the 4" Republic shows that the Left-Right dimension was strongest in the country during
1946 through 1958. Here 70.9 percent referred to Left and Right statements, in comparison to
64.9 percent from October 1958 to October 1973 in the first years of the 5t Republic. Between
1974 and 1989 it remained on this level and then dropped dramatically in period of globalization.
Also, the period of crisis did not return the Left-Right dimension back to its former level of
importance in the two first periods and in particular in the 4™ Republic.

The Mediterranean countries started out from a clear above average level of mentioning Left-
Right statements in the period 1945-73, but the Left-Right dimension lost saliency and after the
1990s they have the lowest saliency of the country group. Even if the saliency of the Left-Right
cleavage increased in the aftermath of the economic crisis, the Meditation countries remain to
have the lowest score. This is surprising because the economic crisis hit these countries severely.
In particular, Greece has a very low Left-Right importance score. That means that despite the
severe economic crisis in this country, the Left-Right cleavage cannot align with many other
issues. However, the core ideology is more relevant in Greece than in most other countries which

shows a return to the traditional Left-Right issues in the aftermath of the economic crisis.

There are some countries where the Left-Right dichotomy is less relevant than in the countries
considered so far. This is particularly true for Ireland and the United States. For Ireland, it is well
known that the country’s special history constitutes its own cleavage and moved the Left-Right
cleavage into the background (Kissane 2005). The United States is also known as a country where
Left ideas do not resonate well. But also Finland’s neighborship to the Soviet Union was always
problematic and put the Left-Right dimension on the backburner. As one can see from the data
this was particularly true for the first period when the Cold War was very intense and threatened
Finland’s independence (see also Jahn and Oberst 2012). The self-censorship of the Finnish
political discourse regarding the Soviet Union has often been referred to as “Finlandization” (CIA
2007). Another aspect of Finland’s politics is that the few Left-Right statements are almost half
core statements. That means that in Finland the Left-Right ideology was not able to align to new

policy issues very extensively.
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Japan certainly belongs to another culture than all other countries in this study. As assumed,
Japan had a low LR-score until 2007, but after that seems that the Left-Right semantic has an
increasing impact of structuring the Japanese political system. A similar trend can be observed for

the development of the political system of Luxemburg.

Table 2: Relevance of the Left-Right Dimension in 35 Countries, 2000-

Percentage of  Percentage of Percentage of  Percentage of

Country Left-Right Core Left-Right | Country Left-Right Core Left-Right
Statements Statements Statements Statements

Australia 63.00 14.56 Japan 51.59 13.39
Austria 80.95 13.71 Latvia 38.35 15.58
Belgium 57.37 12.97 Lithuania 34.10 12.13
Bulgaria 43.82 14.02 Luxembourg 60.23 13.30
Canada 60.61 10.99 Netherlands 59.00 14.94
Croatia 29.90 12.38 New Zeal. 61.04 21.89
Cyprus 49.32 16.46 Norway 72.28 9.39
Czech Rep. 43.06 13.43 Poland 26.09 8.73
Denmark 61.82 15.13 Portugal 46.69 12.85
Estonia 34.92 13.73 Romania 40.18 11.34
Finland 47.54 14.27 Slovakia 44.90 14.08
France 51.56 13.35 Slovenia 47.75 16.52
Germany 71.91 16.07 Spain 50.19 7.42
Greece 36.99 14.29 Sweden 79.74 11.93
Hungary 39.38 20.77 Switzerland 62.14 20.13
Iceland 53.52 15.07 UK 41.07 10.87
Ireland 51.20 11.67 USA 43.81 15.31
Italy 60.87 12.35
Total 51.34 13.86
Commonwealth 55.01 14.95
Scandinavia 71.28 12.15
Central Europe 63.31 14.92
Mediterranean 48.69 11.73
Central Eastern 38.40 13.88
Europe

The results so far show some surprises. The Left-Right cleavage is not in decline but its core
diminishes. That implies that the meaning of Left and Right must have changed over the decades.
Before | come back to this point | would like to have a look at countries which do not have such a

long history of free elections as the countries analyzed so far. This is true above all for the CEE
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countries. Table 2 shows the results from 2000 until the most recent election which has been
coded by the Party Manifesto group.

For the analysis of the 35 countries | take the same country groups as above, but adding the CEE
countries. For the Commonwealth countries, | add Cyprus. For the Scandinavian, Commonwealth
and Northwestern Central European countries, the results from the analysis above are confirmed.
It is impressive that Austria and Sweden refers to the Left-Right dimension in four fifth of its
election manifestos in the new millennium. Norway, Germany, and Switzerland also have high
scores. Sweden and Norway are interesting because in these two countries the core ideology is
relatively infrequently mentioned meaning that new issues must define what is Left and Right in
those countries. As expected the CEE countries have the lowest frequencies of mentioning Left-
Right statements and even outnumber in that the Mediterranean countries. However, the CEE
countries refer more often to the core Left-Right ideology than the Mediterranean countries do.
CEE countries differ considerably, though. The Slovenia, the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Bulgaria
come close to the Western democracies in referring to the Left-Right dimension. Poland is the
other extreme. A bit more than a quarter of all statements refer to the Left-Right dimension and
only 8.7 percent to the core ideology.

The quantitative analysis of the relevance of the Left-Right dimension already gave some clues
that the Left-Right sematic may have changed over time, suggesting that the meaning of Left and
Right have evolved. In particular, the core ideological statements have been used less frequently
and new issues seem to have been adopted by the Left-Right cleavage. However, what are these

issues? This question will be addressed in the next section of the paper.

4. The Changing Meaning of Left and Right

In order to analyze the changing meaning of Left and Right | will focus on those countries where
the Left-Right dimension is still strongest and those where it is rather weak.* This diverse case
design allows for the identification of whether there are systematic differences between these
groups of countries (Gerring 2008; Seawright and Gerring 2008). We may assume that in the

former group of countries the Left-Right dimension is able to align important additional issues or

4 For a descriptive analysis of Left-Right party positions and the extra-statements for 36 countries in the post-war
period see: Jahn, Dipont, and Rachuj (2017).
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even integrate other polarizing issues, which may represent new cleavages. In contrast, the latter
group may show only few additional issues and do so in a scattered fashion suggesting it is not
stable over time. For the former group | selected Sweden, Germany, and the Czech Republic. The
difference between these countries is that Sweden has a relatively low share of core ideological
statements which means that other statements must play an important role. For Germany, this is
different. There the core ideological statements have a high status. The Czech Republic is of
interest because it is a CEE country with a high reliance on the Left-Right dimension and where
some claim that the Left-Right cleavage structures politics (Myant and Drahokoupil 2014). For
countries in which the Left-Right cleavage demonstrates a low relevance, | focus on the United
Kingdom, the United States, and Poland.

Sweden is the country with the highest LR-score but with a relatively low score for the core
ideological statements. This implies that new issues must play a strong role in Swedish politics
when defining Left and Right. Table Al shows a very consistent pattern. Not surprisingly, the
expansion of the welfare state and the improvement of educational provision at all levels are Left
issues during all time periods. The same is true for participation rights of citizens and democracy
as well as the favorable mentioning of trade unions. With a brief interruption between 1979 and
1988 this is also true for environmental protection. This is exactly the period when the Swedish
Green party entered the political scene and moved the environmental issue from the Left-Right
dimension to a cleavage of its own. However, since the 1990s the environmental cleavage has
again realigned with the Left-Right dimension. Furthermore, there is an alignment with the Right
over the whole period concerning tax incentives for enterprises, and freedom and human rights
as well as administrative efficiency. From 1988 to the last election analyzed in 2014, European
integration is a Left-Right issue in Sweden where the Right is for and the Left is against it. This
shows that many highly salient issues and even new cleavages are aligned to the core Left-Right
ideology and make the LR-score so extremely high.

In Germany, there are also some constant trends (Table A2). The positive mentioning of the
military is consistently a Right issue. From 1983, tax incentives are also a Right issue. Since then,
negative attitudes toward the military are a Left issue, making the role of the military a conflicting
issue between Left and Right. This is probably an expression of the revival of the peace movement

in Germany, which sparked off in the early 1980s with NATO’s double-track decision. Only since
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German unification, welfare state expansion and a bit later also equality have become Left issues.
In the new millennium, Marxist perspectives, but also the support of Keynesian politics, became
Left issues. Relevant for this may be the Left party which entered the party system as a
consequence of the aftermath of German unification. Since the 1990s Green issues including an
anti-growth position have become Left issues and pro-economic growth a Right issue so that the
environmental cleavage has been translated into the Left-Right cleavage as we have seen in
Sweden.

The relevant issues which are forming for some a new GAL/TAN cleavage have also been
integrated into the Left-Right cleavage in Germany. Since the first years of the new millennium a
skeptical view on multi-culturalism is a Right issue and the down-sizing of a national way of life
has become a Left issue. The conclusion for European integration is less clear. Although EU
integration is a Right issue since the 1990s there is no opposing position of the Left. However,
European integration is seen much more skeptical after the economic crisis and the recent
saliency of migration has led to it that a skeptical position on internationalization in general has
become a Right issue in Germany.

The Czech Republic shows a very stable pattern concerning the issues which align with the Left-
Right dimension as well (Table A3). The favorable mention of the need for collaboration of
employers and trade union organizations in overall economic planning and direction through the
medium of tripartite bodies of government (corporatism) is a Left issue over the whole period.
The same is true for favoring trade unions. The expansion of the welfare state and education have
always been Left issues in the Czech Republic. Fostering economic growth has also been Left
issues for a long time. Criticizing military strength has been consistently a Left issue in Czech
politics. Since the election in 2006 the Right takes an opposing position making this issue an
conflicting issue on the Left-Right dimension. Interesting is the fact that since the 2010 election a
skeptical position towards European integration is a Right issue. In sum, for the Czech Republic,
we can conclude that the Left-Right dimension aligns with many important issues, but that it is
not able to integrate new cleavages. Consequently, the Left-Right index is considerably weaker in
the Czech Republic than in Sweden and Germany.

The analysis of the meaning of Left and Right among the countries in which the LR index is highly

important has revealed that there are distinct country specific patterns of other issues which are
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aligned with the core Left-Right index. These issues are often very persistent Left or Right issues
over time. That means that the Left-Right cleavage is very integrative and absorbs conflicts, which
may be identified as a new cleavage. The follow-up question from this is to what extent this is
different for the countries where the relevance of the Left-Right dimension is rather weak.

The United Kingdom has relatively few statements, which are aligned to the Left-Right dimension,
however, they are consistent over time (Table A4). Government efficiency and the reduction of
civil servants are statements which are aligned to the Right over all time periods. The position
taken on trade unions is an issue of Left versus Right in British politics, and the opposing views on
this issue are much clearer than in any other country in this study. Since the 1979 election, issues
such as favoring military expenditure, creating a tax system which stimulates enterprises, favoring
economic goals and favoring law and order are consistently aligned with the Right. From the
1950s to the end of the 1970s the Right has been associated with a positive position on European
integration. From 1974 until the 2001 election the Left has been critical of European integration.
Unsurprisingly this changed in the 2015 election and sentiments towards European integration
are now part of the Right ideology in the UK. With only short interruptions, the expansion of the
welfare state has been a Left issue. In recent elections, Labour revitalized the issue of equality
and in the 2015 election, it also integrates the environmental versus growth cleavage within the
Left-Right dimension. All in all, the UK shows that important issues are integrated into the Left-
Right cleavage. However, except for the opposing views of Left and Right on trade unions, no
opposing statements, not to speak of cleavages have been integrated into the Left-Right
dimension. Furthermore, issues are not as consistently aligned with the Left or Right as in those
countries where the Left-Right cleavage is highly relevant. However, this could change as the
results of the 2015 election demonstrate.

In the United States, the decentralization of political decision-making has constantly been a Right
issue, and, only with some exceptions, social justice is a Left issue (Table A5). From the 1980s
onwards, welfare state expansion and the improvement of educational provisions have become
Left issues. The need for military expenditure has been a Right issue most of the time but
sometimes also switched to align with the Left. The same is true with the statements of intent to
pursue any economic goals. Therefore, even if some issues are aligned with the Left-Right

dimension, the pattern is very unstable. Except for the claim of decentralized decision making of
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the Right, no statement is consistently aligned with the Left-Right dimension. Some statements
even move from the Left to the Right and vice versa which shows the low cohesion of the Left-
Right dimension in the United States.

In Poland, only few issues are aligned with the Left and Right (Table A6). This is particularly true
for the period after the 2005 election. However, there is a struggle concerning the support versus
opposition to the constitution in general, which is fought in terms of the Left-Right dimension.
The Left supports it, and the Right opposes it. The Right also supports the centralization of political
decision making. In the early years, Left statements went hand in hand with the expansion of the
welfare state and improvement of educational provisions. However, this ceased after the 2001
election. The same is true for the claim of centralized political decision making. The only
statement which has been, with few exceptions, a Left issue has been the claim for economic
growth. Since 2007 a skeptical view towards European integration is part of the Right ideology in
Poland showing a trend which is also visible in other European countries.

The analysis of the issues which align with the Left-Right cleavage reveals distinct patters.
Countries where the Left-Right dimension is strong demonstrate that this dimension is able to
align with important country specific issues. This is the case for a considerable time or even for
the entire post-Second World War period. The Left-Right cleavage is particularly strong when it
integrates new cleavages. That means that the Left-Right dimension aligns with opposing views
on issues. These new cleavages are above all the environmental cleavage but also the issue of
European integration and pro- and anti-internationalization. As long as the Left-Right dimension
is able to integrate those cleavages or important issues, it is still relevant for structuring political

positions in modern societies.

5. Conclusion

The analysis of this paper could not confirm an overall decline of Left-Right cleavage. This finding
can be revealed when using a Left-Right index which separates, on the one hand, the ideological
core of Left and Right, and, on the other hand, issues which align with the ideological core in a
temporal or spatial manner. Only such an analytically constructed index is able to analyze the
changing relevance and, above all, meaning of the Left-Right semantic. The findings of such an

analysis are highly valuable for a better understanding of the Left-Right dimension and also for
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party politics and policy in general. Focusing on the questions raised in this paper, we have
reached some intriguing conclusions.

It is true that the first two decades after the Second World War constituted a period in which the
Left-Right ideology was strong in structuring many political systems and the 1980s was the period
in which the Left-Right cleavage was weakest. In the latter period, the Left-Right cleavage was
challenged by a new left-libertarian discourse. This discourse was salient in Continental Europe
where Green parties entered into many political systems. In the 1990s, characterized by the
period of globalization, the Left-Right cleavage became more relevant than in the previous two
decades in many countries. But above all the post-crisis years after 2008 witnessed a revival of
the Left-Right dimension across several countries. To sum up: there is no decline of the Left-Right
cleavage.

The Left-Right cleavage is strong in the Scandinavian countries. Here more than three-quarters of
all statements mentioned in a party manifesto in an election can be classified as Left or Right.
Sweden is a case in point for a country where the Left-Right dimension is strong and changed its
meaning over time. Core Left-Right statements such as nationalization of enterprises or the
promotion of liberal markets is, however, in decline. Instead country specific issues have entered
the scene. The expansion of the welfare state, not surprisingly for Sweden, is clearly a Left
statement. The divide between environmental issues and economic growth or the question of
European integration have also been integrated into the Left-Right dimension. Integrating these
new cleavages makes the Left-Right dimension highly relevant in current Swedish politics.

In sharp contrast, Poland but also the United States show very unstable patterns. Other issues are
only occasionally aligned with the Left-Right dimension and no cleavage is integrated into this
discourse. This weakens the Left-Right dimension in these countries and more research is
necessary to determine whether other cleavages or opposing issues have a stronger impact on
their politics and policies.

Another intriguing finding is the ideological position of European integration. For a long time
supporting European integration has been an integral part of the Right ideology. However, in the
new millennium this changed fundamentally. Either European integration has no ideological
leaning in terms of Left and Right anymore or even more common Right ideology is now

associated with a skeptical view on European integration. The Brexit strategy of the Conservative
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Party may be a case in point but this trend is also visible in the Czech Republic, Poland and even
in Germany.’

The analysis also shows that the Left-Right divide is above all a European dimension. Except for
the Antipodes, it does not resonate very well with other cultures or in countries with a history
that implies a special national cleavage. Examples of this are Japan, Ireland and the United States
—all countries in which the Left-Right cleavage takes on a low relevance.

The Left-Right dimension is also weaker among CEE countries than in other countries. However,
here we have wide variety. The Slovenia, Slovakia, Bulgaria and the Czech Republic come close to
Continental European countries but on the other side there are the Baltic countries and above all
Poland where the Left-Right cleavage has only a little relevance.

The analysis in this paper sheds new light on the saliency and changing meaning of the Left-Right
cleavage. However, it could not address in detail the reasons and special features of changes in
the Left-Right dimension. For an elaboration of these points country specific case studies are
needed which trace the ideological developments in particular countries. Another field of future
research is the identification and analysis of other relevant policy dimensions. Particularly in
countries where the Left-Right cleavage is less relevant it is essential to analyze the policy
dimensions which structure party competition and issue ownership. Case studies but also further
macro-comparative studies are needed which address these issues and advance our knowledge
about the ideological space in industrialized democracies. Even if it is important to depart from
analyzing political ideologies in isolation but rather focus more on the interaction and competition
of political ideologies and their capacity to integrate emerging issues into their general framework
(Bartolini 2005; Hooghe and Marks 2018; Kitschelt 1994; Kriesi et al. 2012) an initial step is to
analyze the capability of integration of individual ideology. In this paper | have shown how the
Left-Right ideology has been able to integrate new issues. Similar studies are needed for other
cleavages before we address the question of shifting or merging ideologies. In this respect the
analysis in this paper is just the beginning of a more sophisticated analysis of political ideology

rather than the last word.

5> That ant anti-European integration position is associated with the Right ideology we find also in the Netherlands,
Slovakia and Iceland. In Austria a positive position towards European integration was a Right issue only until 2008
election. In 2013 this position is a Left statement.
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Appendix:

Table Al: Issue Alignment with the Left-Right Dimension in Sweden

< 0 o o [oe] o < [o0) o o (o) (2] o [Ts] [ — < o) o Y o <
Pers Per Label S 3 & & 8 & &§ & 5 & o o & & & & 8 8 5 8
i — Ll Ll - - Ll Ll - Ll Ll - - Ll - i i i o~ o~ o~ o~
per101 foreign special + R R R
perl02 foreign special -
perl03 anti-imperialism L
perl04  military + R R R R R R R R R R R
perl05 military - L L L L L L L L
perl06 peace L L L L L L
perl07 internationalism + L L L
perl08 europe + R R R R R R R
perl09 internationalism -
perll0  europe - L L L L L
per201  freedom & human rights R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R
per202  democracy L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L
per203  constitution +
per204  constitution -
per301  decentralisation
per302  centralisation
per303  gov-admin efficiency R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R
per304  political corruption
per305 political authority L
perd02  incentives R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R
per405  corporatism/mixed economy
perd06  protectionism + L L L L L L L
perd07  protectionism -
perd08  economic goals L L L L L L L L L L L L L
perd09  keynesian demand management
perd10  economic growth + L L L L L L L L L L L L L
perdll technology & infrastructure R
perdl5  marxist analysis +
perdl6  anti-growth economy +
per501  environmentalism + L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L
per502  culture +
per503  equality + L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L
per504  welfare + L L L L L L L L L L L R R L L L L L L L L
per506  education + R R R R R R R
per507  education -
per602  national way of life -
per604  traditional morality -
per605 law and order + R R R R R R R R R R
per607  multiculturalism +
per608  multiculturalism -
per701  labour groups + L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L
per702  labour groups -
per703  agriculture + R R R R
per704  middle class and prof. groups
per705  minority groups L L L L
per706  non-economic demographic groups L L L L L L

Explanation: “per” refers to the issues as coded by the Party Manifesto Group (see Budge et al. 2001; Klingemann et al. 2006). “L” are
Left issues aligned with the core Left-Right in a particular election. “R” is the same for Right issues.
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Table A2: Issue Alignment with the Left-Right Dimension in Germany

[e)] [a2] ~ Ll wn [e)] o~ (o} o [32] ~ o < o] o n [e2} (92] ~
Pers  Per Label S 8 % 8 § £ 5 58 8 8 & 8 & 8 8 8 g g
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - [o\] o~ [o\] ~ [o\]
perl01 foreign special + R R R
perl02 foreign special - R R R R R R
perl03 anti-imperialism
perl04 military + R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R
perl05 military - R L L L L L L L L L L
perl06 peace L
perl07 internationalism +
per108 europe + R R R R R R
per109 internationalism - R
perl10 europe - R R
per201 freedom & human rights
per202 democracy L L L L L L L L
per203 constitution + L L L L L L L L L L L
per204 constitution -
per301 decentralisation
per302 centralisation L
per303 gov-admin efficiency R R R R R R R
per304 political corruption
per305 political authority L L L L L L L R R R L L L
per402 incentives R R R R R R R R R R
perd05 corporatism/mixed economy
perd06 protectionism +
perd07 protectionism -
perd08 economic goals L R
perd09 keynesian demand management L L L
perd10 economic growth + L L L L L L L L L R R R R R R R
perdll technology & infrastructure L L L L L L L L L R R R R R L
perd15 marxist analysis + L L L L L
perd16 anti-growth economy + L L L L L
per501 environmentalism + L L L L L L L L L L
per502 culture + R R R R R R R L L L L
per503 equality + L L L L L L
per504 welfare + L L L L L L L
per506 education + R R R R R R R L L
per507 education -
per602 national way of life - L L L L
per604 traditional morality -
per605 law and order + L L R R R R R R
per607 multiculturalism +
per608 multiculturalism - R R R R R
per701 labour groups + L L L L L L L L L L
per702  labour groups - L L L L L L L L L L R R R R R R
per703 agriculture +
per704 middle class and prof. groups
per705 minority groups L L L L L L L
per706 non-economic demographic groups L L L L L L L

Explanation: see Table Al.
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Table A3: Issue Alignment with the Left-Right Dimension in the Czech Republic

1990
1992
1996
1998
2002
2006
2010
2013

Pers Per Label

perl01  foreign special +

perl02  foreign special -

perl03  anti-imperialism

perl04  military +

perl05  military - L L L L L L L L
perl06  peace

perl07 internationalism +

perl08  europe +

perl09 internationalism -

perll0  europe - R R
per201  freedom & human rights R

per202  democracy

per203  constitution + R

per204  constitution -

per301  decentralisation

per302  centralisation

per303  gov-admin efficiency R
per304  political corruption R
per305  political authority

perd02  incentives

per405  corporatism/mixed economy L L L L L L L L
per406 protectionism + L L L L L L

perd07  protectionism -

perd08  economic goals R
perd09  keynesian demand management L L L L L L
per4d10  economic growth + L L L L L L L
perdll  technology & infrastructure L

perdl5  marxist analysis +
perdl6  anti-growth economy +

per501  environmentalism + L
per502  culture + L L
per503  equality + L L L L L L L L
per504  welfare + L L L L L L L L
per506  education +

per507  education -

per602  national way of life -

per604  traditional morality - L

per605  law and order + R
per607  multiculturalism +

per608  multiculturalism -

per701  labour groups + L L L L L L L L
per702  labour groups -

per703  agriculture +

per704  middle class and prof. groups

per705  minority groups

per706  non-economic demographic groups

Explanation: see Table Al.




Table A4: Issue Alignment with the Left-Right Dimension in the United Kingdom

n o H 0 ) < © o s 3| o ) ~ N ~ o 0 o n
Pers Per Label d 3 & & 3 & & & K5 K5 & & & & & 8 8 S ©°
i -l Ll Ll Ll Ll i i — — i i i i i (V] (V] (V] o~
perl01 foreign special +
perl02  foreign special - L
perl03 anti-imperialism
perl04 military + R R R R R R R R R
perl05 military - L
perl06 peace L L L
perl07 internationalism + L
perl08 europe + R R R R R R R R R R R
per109 internationalism -
perl10 europe - L L L L L L L R
per201  freedom & human rights R R R R R R R R L
per202 democracy L L
per203 constitution + R R
per204 constitution -
per301 decentralisation L
per302 centralisation R
per303  gov-admin efficiency R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R
per304 political corruption
per305 political authority R
per402 Incentives R R R R R R R R R
perd05 corporatism/mixed economy
perd06 protectionism +
perd07 protectionism - R
per408 economic goals R R R R R R R R
perd09 keynesian demand management L L L
perd10 economic growth + R L
perdll  technology & infrastructure
per4l5  marxist analysis +
perd16 anti-growth economy + L
per501 environmentalism + R L
per502 culture +
per503 equality + L L L L L L L L L L L
per504 welfare + L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L
per506 education +
per507 education -
per602 national way of life -
per604  traditional morality -
per605 law and order + R R R R R R R R R R
per607 multiculturalism + L L L L L L L L
per608 multiculturalism -
per701 labour groups + L L L L L L L L L L
per702  labour groups - R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R
per703 agriculture +
per704 middle class and prof. groups
per705 minority groups L L L L L
per706 non-economic demographic groups R R R R R R R R R

Explanation: see Table Al.
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Table A5: Issue Alignment with the Left-Right Dimension

in the United States

< o0 o o o < [ee] o~ o o < o0} (o] o o < [0} o~
Pers Per Label S & 6 &8 & &8 & & & & &8 &8 8 8 8 &8 8 =©
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - o~ ~ [o\] ~
perl01 foreign special +
perl02 foreign special -
perl03 anti-imperialism R R R R R R R R R
perl04 military + R R R R R R R R L L R L R L R R
perl05 military - R L L L L L L L L
perl06 peace L L L L L L
perl07 internationalism + L
per108 europe +
per109 internationalism - R
perl10 europe -
per201 freedom & human rights L
per202 democracy
per203 constitution +
per204 constitution -
per301 decentralisation R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R
per302 centralisation
per303 gov-admin efficiency R
per304 political corruption R R R R R R R R
per305 political authority
perd02 incentives
perd05 corporatism/mixed economy
perd06 protectionism +
perd07 protectionism -
perd08 economic goals R R R R R R R R R L L L L L L
perd09 keynesian demand management
perd10 economic growth +
perdll technology & infrastructure L L L L L L L L L L L
perd15 marxist analysis +
perdl6 anti-growth economy +
per501 environmentalism + L
per502 culture +
per503 equality + L L L L L L L L L L L L L
per504 welfare + L L L L L L L L L
per506 education + L L L L L L
per507 education -
per602 national way of life -
per604 traditional morality -
per605 law and order +
per607 multiculturalism +
per608 multiculturalism -
per701 labour groups + L L L
per702 labour groups -
per703 agriculture +
per704 middle class and prof. groups L L L L
per705 minority groups L L L
per706 non-economic demographic groups

Explanation: see Table Al.
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Table A6: Issue Alignment with the Left-Right Dimension in Poland

— o ~ — wn ~ —
Pers Per Label S & & 8 8 8 8
— - — o~ [o\] [o\] o~
perl01 foreign special +
perl02 foreign special -
perl03  anti-imperialism R R R R
perl04  military +
perl05 military -
perl06 peace
perl07 internationalism +
perl08 europe +
perl09 internationalism -
perll0 europe - L R R
per201  freedom & human rights
per202  democracy
per203  constitution + L
per204  constitution - R R
per301  decentralisation
per302  centralisation R R R R R
per303  gov-admin efficiency
per304  political corruption
per305 political authority
perd02 incentives
per405  corporatism/mixed economy
perd06  protectionism +
perd07  protectionism -
perd08 economic goals
perd09  keynesian demand management
perd10  economic growth + L L L L L L
perdll technology & infrastructure L L L L L R R
perdl5  marxist analysis +
perdl6  anti-growth economy +
per501  environmentalism + R
per502  culture +
per503  equality + L L
per504  welfare + L L L L
per506  education + L L L L
per507  education -
per602  national way of life -
per604  traditional morality - L L L L L
per605  law and order + R
per607  multiculturalism +
per608  multiculturalism -
per701  labour groups +
per702  labour groups -
per703  agriculture + L
per704  middle class and prof. groups
per705  minority groups
per706  non-economic demographic groups

Explanation: see Table Al
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