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Introduction

Changes in the media environment of political parties invite
speculation and claims about radical changes to the parties
and party system. Howard Dean (2007) has, for instance,
characterized the Internet “as the most significant tool for
building democracy since the invention of the printing press
..(where citizens) can network with like-minded individuals to
create a technology-enabled global grassroots movement”. His
conclusion is that “political parties have to evolve with the
times: If we don't, we lose”. In short, it works both on the ver-
tical party dimension by empowering common citizens and on
the horizontal party system dimension by changing the terms
of party competition.

Web 2.0 is shorthand for a new breed of Internet applications
for multilateral sharing, discussion and networking.1 The col-
lective of users becomes content producers, in contrast to Web
1.0 which represents an Internet based on unilateralism and a
strict separation between content producers and users. This
had led the OECD to use the term “the participative web” in
their recent study Focus on Citizens, and “Participation 1.0”
and “Participation 2.0” to differentiate between models of uni-
lateral and multilateral communication (OECD 2009, 66ff). As
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such, websites may be hybrids containing Web 1.0 elements
side by side with Web 2.0 elements and be tilted more or less
towards one side or the other. This article discusses the
Norwegian political parties’ adaptation to the Web 2.0 phe-
nomenon, focusing on election campaigning. 

In the course of roughly a fifteen year period, these parties
have adapted to the rise of the Internet and established their
presence on the Web. By 2005 this presence had taken the
form of party websites geared towards professional political
marketing, conforming to a standard resembling Web 1.0. If
this represents a consolidation mirroring the standard business
of politics, would it reasonable to expect that a Web 2.0 might
trigger changes in how parties and activists operate on the
World Wide Web (WWW) - or even how they operate as actu-
al organizations?

Party theory suggests that, due to institutionally conditioned
resistance, parties would resist or attempt to add web tech-
nologies as another “instrument” grafted onto the party organ-
ization. As noted by Harmel & Janda (1994, 265): “Party
change does not just happen…", it involves decision-making,
often against “a wall of resistance common to large organiza-
tions” (1994, 261) … “A high level of institutionalization will
therefore tend to stifle the effects of factors promoting change”.
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L’article analitza la reacció dels partits polítics noruecs davant
l’aparició del Web 2.0. Les dades analitzades són mostres de
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teix aproximadament el percentatge de vots que tenen, alho-
ra que s’inverteix l’augment temporal de la participació de les
bases i dels simpatitzants dels partits en el Web 2.0 a mesu-
ra que les organitzacions dels partits en van assumint pro-
gressivament el control.
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Abstract

This paper analyses how Norwegian political parties have han-
dled the appearance of Web 2.0. The data consist of samples
of the activity of all seven parliamentary parties and four sma-
ller parties, mainly from the blogosphere, Facebook, YouTube
as well as Twitter. The central topic is whether Web 2.0 has
been a catalyst of “e-ruptive” change towards greater plura-
lism in the party system or more grassroots participation. The
data indicate that the level of party activity on Web 2.0
roughly reflects the party share of votes, while a temporary
enhancement of Web 2.0 participation from party grassroots
and sympathizers appears to be reversed as the party organi-
zations are now in the process of getting more control.
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Panebianco termed “the electoral-professional party” appeared
to have found its digital extension as Web 1.0, as a unilateral,
professionalized channel through which parties could woo the
voters. However, the Internet was regarded by very few voters
as an “important source of information”, and only 13% of them
used party websites to gather information during the 2005 par-
liamentary election campaign (Karlsen 2007). 

The following year the Web 2.0 phenomenon took off. The
Alexa list of Norwegian top 100 sites (<http://www.alexa.
com/>) in 2007 and 2009 included several Web 2.0 sites,
Facebook and YouTube in the top three on both occasions.
Flickr and MySpace appeared much lower (50th and 43rd
position in 2009), while several blog sites also featured on the
list. The major Norwegian social networking site, Nettby.no, fig-
ured high on the list, at ninth position in 2009. The much
talked about newcomer in 2009 was Twitter, rapidly rising, but
in late April still only at the 71st position.  Media hype was per-
haps as important in focusing politicians and parties on Web
2.0. Figure 1 indicates the accumulated number of articles in
the printed press from 2005 through 2009 (estimate of whole
year) mentioning a selection of Web 2.0 sites or concepts
(Twitter, MySpace Nettby, Flickr, Facebook, YouTube and blog).
Given the current trend, this sample of Web 2.0 will get more
media attention than the Prime Minister (Jens Stoltenberg) in
2009. 

Judging by comments in the press from the party leadership
and leaders of the information departments of the major and
middle-sized parties, they were all aware of the potential of
Web 2.0 but also the costs involved in taking the leap
(Aftenposten February 19, 2007; vg.no 2007ab). Questions
on Web 2.0, as well as other aspects of the Internet, were
included in semi-structured interviews with the web managers
of all 11 parties, conducted immediately before or after the
elections in 2007 (see the interview list at the end of this arti-
cle). Information from the interviewed party informants con-
firmed this ambivalence among the majority of the parties
(phrases like “opportunity and nightmare” were common). 

Web 2.0: “E-ruptions” or “Web 1.5”?

Two competing scenarios will be used in the following discus-
sion, an e-ruption scenario and a “Web 1.5” scenario. E-rup-
tion rests upon the assumption that there are significant differ-
ences between old and new web technologies, as captured by
the conceptual division into web 1.0 and Web 2.0. Time
Magazine described this in 2006 as being “about the many
wresting power from the few and helping one another for noth-
ing and how that will not only change the world, but also
change the way the world changes” (Time Magazine 2006).
Pascu et al.’s concept of "e-ruptions" refers to a “potentially dis-
ruptive power” contained in Web 2.0 (2007). While not
focused on politics in particular, it is hypothesized that these
technologies might be stronger agents of change than those
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However, these institutional effects are balanced against politi-
cal parties also being geared towards winning elections. They
may not be the total opportunistic and single-minded vote max-
imisers as assumed in the rational choice model of Downs
(1957) but the traditional ties between parties and voters have
become dramatically weaker over the past 20-30 years. Poli-
tical parties have therefore become more sensitive to the need
to campaign and communicate with voters outside the “classé
gardé” of the mass party model conceptualized by Duverger
(Duverger 1954). Panebianco (1988) suggests a transforma-
tion into “electoral-professional” parties, both focusing on win-
ning elections as well as a professionalization of the party
organization by putting more emphasis on specialized skills. 

Regarding the political parties’ adoption of Web technology,
Lusoli (2005) proposes that this is encouraged by what he
calls “fluid situations” (“low voter turnout… an unaligned or
dealigned political system… a traditional media system more
or less in disarray… ”). Of course, fluidity is not a sufficient
condition in itself, as it has to correlate with widespread
Internet access among voters.  While this may provide a ration-
ale for political parties to use new communication technolo-
gies, it does not necessarily imply any form of transformation of
party politics. 

Norwegian parties and the World Wide Web

Parties in Norway, as in most other established Western coun-
tries, have experienced environmental changes leading to the
more “fluid situations” suggested by Lusoli (op.cit.), the most
important being the coincidence of political dealignment
(Dalton 1988) and increasing non-partisanship in the tradition-
al mass media. The share of Norwegian voters deciding on
party choice during the election campaign period rose from
about a fifth to more than half from 1985 to 2005 (Aardal
2007a, 20). But as media campaigning has become vital, the
parties now have little control over its form and content (Aardal
et al. 2004, 17; Allern 2001, 125ff; Bjørklund 1991).2 With
an online population of daily Internet users reaching 66% of all
Norwegian adults in 2007 (Norsk Mediebarometer 2007), the
Internet offered the parties an attractive channel of direct com-
munication. 

By the 2001 election, 20 out of 22 registered parties had
established their own website (Hestvik 2004), and the Web
was fully integrated as a "normal" part of the parties' organiza-
tion and communication strategy during the next five years
(Saglie 2007, interviews). The development and maintenance
of the larger and middle sized party websites were profession-
alized, while the website managers of the smaller parties were
still unpaid activists. In the process, elements of multilateral
interactivity via, for instance, open discussion forums were
closed down, due to low activity, harassment and a lack of
resources for moderation and participation by the party organ-
ization (Hestvik2004; Saglie 2007; interviews). What
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conceptualized as Web 1.0. A first type of vertical change can
be deduced almost by definition, as the user is empowered to
produce content, as well as to form or join networks. The sec-
ond type of change is horizontal, as the technological changes
may empower new or previously disadvantaged players.
Translated into party politics on the web, the first disruptive
effect would be that the national party organizations lose (or
abdicate) control to local party branches and activists, the sec-
ond that new or small parties get a chance to make themselves
more visible and attract new supporters. 

A less disruptive scenario is suggested through Jackson and
Lilleker’s analysis of Web 2.0 in the UK (Jackson and Lilleker
2009). Their contribution builds on the assumption that estab-
lished parties enter Web 2.0 carrying a “mindset” of pre-exist-
ing goals and norms. This is not necessarily compatible with
the inherent “mindset” of Web 2.0, where user control, partic-
ipation and openness are norms that appear to be compatible
with the technologies. This party “mindset” is the same as
identified in the previous section, identifying parties as collec-
tive actors geared towards winning elections and as institu-
tions resisting change. Hence parties may very well decide to
jump on the Web 2.0 “bandwagon”, to woo voters, or simply
adapt to the media-generated hype on this phenomenon. But
doing so does not necessarily imply yielding to the “Web 2.0”
mindset. 

As such, the Web 2.0 presence of political parties may indi-
cate a clash of mindsets, as parties incorporate some of the
Web 2.0 technology/applications but retain firm control of the
user/networking effects. From the UK evidence, Jackson and
Lilleker therefore suggest that “Web 1.5” gives a better descrip-
tion, as a hybrid of Web 1.0 regarding control and content and
Web 2.0 regarding formal appearance.

For the “e-ruption” hypothesis to have any significance, at
least some parties would have to use Web 2.0 elements, either

incorporated into the party websites and/or as profiles or
groups on specific Web 2.0 sites. A second and related test
regards the reach of these Web 2.0 elements in terms of actu-
al users. If the Web 2.0 elements are present but fail to attract
a significant number of users, the validity of the e-ruption the-
sis is significantly reduced as they still do not fully qualify as e-
ruptions. What appear as formal Web 2.0 elements may very
well reproduce the existing party system structure, as well as
the internal party structure. Of course, a final test would be
regarding the actual effects on voting behaviour.

The data presented in this article rely on a quantitative strat-
egy to explore the parties’ adoption of Web 2.0, rather than
qualitative analysis of content. This strategy admittedly has its
limitations in testing only certain aspects of the hypotheses.
But it pinpoints some minimal requirements that should be met
before entering into deeper qualitative analyses of the content
of individual sites. For a given site, e-ruption in the party sys-
tem structure would at least demand some deviations between
party size and party activity on Web 2.0, including the activity
triggered by this. Especially smaller and/or less established par-
ties would be expected to use these technologies to make them-
selves visible and communicate with voters they do not reach
through other channels. As for e-ruption in internal party struc-
tures, the Web 2.0 activities should be grassroots driven, rather
than introduced and managed top down via the established
party hierarchy. 

Analysis: Political parties on Web 2.0 in Norway

There are now 23 officially registered Norwegian parties
(Brønnøysundregistrene 2009). 11 of these are included in our
sample; 7 parties are represented in Parliament while 4 are
from the most significant parties outside parliament.  The sam-

E-ruptions in Party Politics? The case of Web 2.0 and Norwegian Parties

Figure 1. Appearances in printed press 2005-2009 reported by Retriever  
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ple provides good variation in background factors, such as
party size, ideological position and institutionalization, as
summed up in table 1. The data on these parties on Web 2.0
was sampled during the two recent election years of 2007 and
2009, the first being local elections at municipal and county
level and the latter being parliamentary elections. The two
types of elections alternate regularly in September every second
year. It should be noted that the 2009 data are collected at an
early stage in the campaign, while the 2007 data reflect the
whole campaign. 

The horizontal dimension  

In 2005 there were no signs of any Web 2.0 elements, apart
from RSS-feeds on a couple of sites. By the local elections in
2007 most parties had started to at least try out the new tech-
nologies. But few apparently felt confident enough to market
them on the main site. The exception that stood out was the
Labour Party, who advertised their official presence on
Facebook, VG-Blog, YouTube and Flickr. Most of the other par-
ties were more cautious and advertised a single element, either
Facebook or blogs, although other data indicate that they were
present elsewhere as well. Only the Progress Party, the
Pensioners' Party and Coastal Party did not advertise anything
on Web 2.0. Table 2 indicates how far the parties have come
in developing Web 2.0 as officially sanctioned instruments by
17 May 2009, 1 indicating presence and 0 non-presence. 

These 35 Web 2.0 elements represent a considerable leap
from the 12 elements registered in 2007. The Labour party
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organization is still at the forefront but others have been catch-
ing up. At the other end, the smallest non-socialist parties, as
well the Progress Party and partly the Christian People’s Party,
appear to be as hesitant as in 2007. This and the relatively
strong official presence of other medium sized or small parties
suggest that party size only matters in the sense of acting as a
minimum threshold below the 1.9% of Red. Above that thresh-
old it is a matter of taking a strategic decision concerning
whether Web 2.0 is important enough to dedicate one’s
resources to. 

Some key indicators on the political parties’ relative shares of
the most important Web 2.0 sites or activities are presented in
table 3. While these indicators are crude and superficial meas-
ures, they reveal significant variations among parties, as well
as among activities. There are five parties with roughly 10% or
more of the activity each, Labour dominating by far. In total
these 5 parties have 87.29 % of the activity, leaving slightly
more than 12 % to the remaining 6 parties. 

That the parties’ share of Web 2.0 activity corresponds close-
ly to share of votes (r2=0.79), is not unexpected, Hence, the e-
ruption thesis should perhaps be immediately regarded as dis-
proved. 

But there are variations that indicate different strategic choic-
es about Web 2.0 activity and variations in the ability to mobi-
lize. A simple measure would be the relation of Web 2.0 share
to the share of votes, a score of more than 1 meaning a greater
Web 2.0 share than predicted by share of votes and less than
1 a lower share. As plotted onto figure 2, it appears that 1 out
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Table 1. Norwegian political parties sampled

Party Votes (%) in 2007 
municipal elections  

Year of party 
establishment  

Ideological 
position 

Parliamentary parties  

Labour Party  29.6 1887 Left 

Conservative Party  19.3 1884 Right 

Progress Party  17.5 1973* Right 

Centre Party  8.0 1920* Centre 

Christian People's Party  6.4 1933 Centre 

Socialist Left Party  6.2 1961* Left 

Liberal Party  5.9 1884 Centre 

Non-parliamentary parties  

Red 1.9 1973* Left 

Pensioners' Party  0.9 1985 Centre 

Coastal Party  0.2 1999 Centre 

Democrats  0.2 2002 Right 

* Party has changed name since year of establishment and/or merged with other parties.

Source: Kommunal- og regionaldepartementet: http://www.regjeringen.no/krd/html/valg2007/bk5.html
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of 3 of the larger parties (>15%), 2 out of 4 of the medium
sized (5-10%) and 3 out of 4 of the small parties (<5%) are
doing better than expected. Labour, the Liberals, the Socialist
Left Party and Red were the parties with the most conscious
Web 2.0 strategy, also supported by the evidence from promo-
tion on the party website. In all, the negative relation between
size and relative mobilization is strong (r2=-0.4). But while
two of the three smallest parties are doing much better than
expected, they still fall far below the other parties on almost all
measures due to their low share of votes in the first instance.
There appears to be a certain minimum threshold for disrup-
tive Web 2.0 mobilization below the 1.9% level of Red. Above
that, parties may mobilize and cause disruption, in which Red
and the Liberals have been the most successful, although the
sheer size of the Labour Party implies that it is also possible
for large parties to use Web 2.0 to dominate. 

But, as indicated in the introduction on parties as institution-
alized organizations, one should not simply assume that the
Web 2.0 is automatically adopted as an instrument. As indi-
cated by two of the oldest parties (Labour and Liberals) being
eager Web 2.0 users, established parties do not necessarily
resist the type of change related to Web 2.0. Among newer
parties, the Progress Party and the Pensioners’ Party appear to
be Web 2.0 resistant - or at least hesitant.  Figure 4 uses the
same measure of Web 2.0 activity relative to party size on the
y-axis and year of party establishment on the x-axis. It appears
to be a curve-linear relation between party age and Web 2.0
adoption, although parties established after 1960 are more
eager to use Web 2.0. Using simple rank correlation, a
Kendall’s tau at -0.27 seems to confirm this pattern.

As for ideological effects, figure 5 indicates that all parties on
the left appeared to have embraced Web 2.0, while the par-
ties at the centre and right side of the spectrum were more
ambivalent or hesitant. Using rank ordering on both the ideo-
logical and activism dimension, we arrive at a Kendall’s’ tau of

0.55. This may indicate that the leftist ideological mindset is
closer to the Web 2.0 mindset, although it does not appear to
be a necessary condition, bearing the Web 2.0 activity of the
Liberals in mind. However, the ideological position of the
Liberals is also ambiguous, being a declared non-socialist par-
ty but also devoted to classic post-materialist issues of environ-
mentalism and anti-authoritarianism, which puts them closer
to the left of the Labour Party. If so, then Web 2.0 would be the
expression of New Left values, which makes sense in terms of
what is defined as the “Web 2.0 mindset”.

The vertical dimension 

During spring 2007 there was frenetic activity at the grassroots
level. Local activists, party branches and sympathizers were
establishing blogs and Facebook groups and uploading self-
made videos. As for the party organization, interviews with the
party website managers in 2007 indicated a more profession-
alized “Web 1.0” mindset. They were concerned about control
and resources for quality assurance, in the sense that Web 2.0
activities should not be bad publicity for the party in question.
But the party organizations hesitated to interfere and no one
expected to fully monitor or control developments. Web 2.0
technologies made it easy for individuals and groups to estab-
lish a presence using the name - and even logos - of the par-
ties, without the party's knowledge or consent.3 Even the web
manager of the Liberals, the party that appeared to be the most
enthusiastic about Web 2.0, was concerned that:

Until two years ago we thought it would suffice to own the
domain name but now new places appear every day, using
our name and even our logo. A lot of the people behind this
are probably (party) members with good intentions, but the
result is that we have no control.

As reported in the previous section, the party organizations
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Table 2. Web 2.0 elements on front page of party website, 17 May 2009

Party Facebook Twitter Blogs YouTube Flickr Other TOTAL 

Labour Party  1 1 1 1 1 1 6 
Socialist Left Party  1 1 1 1 1 1 6 

Liberal Party  1 1 1 1 1 1 6 

Conservative Party  1 1 1 1 1 0 5 

Red Electoral Alliance  1 1 0 1 1 1 5 

Centre Party  1 1 0 0 1 1 4 
Christian People's Party  0 0 1 0 0 0 2 

Progress Party  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Coastal Party  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Pensioners' Party  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Democrats  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  6 6 5 6 7 6 35 

Source: authors' own
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Table 3. Parties’ activity on Web 2.0, spring 2009

 Blogs1 Twitter2 Facebook3 YouTube4 Average 

 Politicians  Leader Politicians  Followers  Groups Members Videos Views  

Labour Party  20,83 29,70 47,69 50,69 17,31 24,99 36,89 92,96 40,13 

Progress Party  8,33 22,17 1,92 1,45 12,06 20,82 1,87 0,18 8,60 

Conservatives  15,97 14,13 11,54 15,13 34,16 21,87 13,00 0,81 15,83 

Centre Party  5,56 5,68 5,00 2,45 5,26 3,50 3,41 0,60 3,93 

Christian  
People's Party  

12,5 3,86 2,69 2,23 2,16 3,61 0,22 0 3,41 

Socialist  
Left Party  

11,81 15,73 15,00 14,76 8,96 7,08 3,52 0,11 9,62 

Liberals  12,5 5,66 10,77 8,82 13,6 11,10 30,07 2,29 11,85 

Red 11,11 1,42 5,38 4,48 4,79 5,32 7,60 0,87 5,12 

Pensioners' Party  0 0,01 NA NA 0,15 0,01 0,33 0 0,06 

Democrats  0 1,59 NA NA 0,77 0,92 0,99 1,88 0,77 

Coastal Party  1,39 0,05 NA NA 0,77 0,80 0,99 0,31 0,54 

TOTAL 100 100 99,99 100,01 100 100 100 100 99,86 

N 144 85098 260 55503 647 45766 908 189316  

1 Blogs –active politician bloggers (http://valgprat.no/bloggoversikt/) 2 July 2009. No categories for Democrats and Pensioners' Party. Mentions

of party leader in blogosphere (http://blogsearch.google.com/). 10 April 2009 

2 Twitter – Number of politicians and their followers. Source Twittertinget http://www.twittertinget.no/, 19 May 2009. No records for 3 smallest

parties. However, a search on party names revealed there is a small group for Democrats with 55 followers.

3 Facebook – Search on party name and abbreviation 9 April 2009

4 YouTube - Search under "News & Politics, Nonprofits & Activism", 9 April 2009

Source: authors' own. 

Figure 2. Share of Web 2.0 activity in 2009 and votes in 2007
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Figure 3. Relative Web 2.0 mobilization
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Figure 4. Relative Web 2.0 activity and year of party establishment
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became increasingly proactive on Web 2.0 from 2007 to
2009, establishing official sites or pages they could control,
and they felt assured enough to advertise.  Still, below this offi-
cial Web 2.0 layer, the large unofficial and unadvertised layer
established from the start has continued to exist.  

Blogging is perhaps the most vital part of this layer, being the
strictest individual and personal element in the Web 2.0
“mindset”. The party informants recognized this and felt blog-
ging was something the party organization should not interfere
with. On the other they were concerned that blog readers could
mistake individual opinions for official party policy. As such,
this expresses awareness of the principal differences between
Web 1.0 and 2.0. 

The exact number of party political blogs is not known but the
most comprehensive Norwegian site on the subject
(Valgprat.no 2009) has registered 5,675 posts and 173 polit-
ical blogs which can be categorized under distinct parties.
Party leaders appear mostly as reluctant bloggers. Since the
election campaign in 2005, the media has set up dedicated
blogging forums for the parties, leaving them very little choice.
VG-Blog in the Web edition of VG has been the most important
and by 2009 all party leaders, except the leader of the
Pensioners’ Party, had their own blogs here. But apart from the
leaders of the Liberals and partly the Conservatives, the
Democrats and the Coastal Party, the level of activity has been
low since the end of the election campaign in 2007.  

Furthermore, only three parties (the Liberals, the Conser-
vatives and the Christian People’s Party) found it worthwhile to
link to their leader’s blog on VG-blog or elsewhere. This may be
a reflection of the problem of blogging on behalf of institutions
such as political parties. Besides the obvious bad publicity of
not having time to update, an individual blogger like the party
leader also acts as the representative of the institution. This is

E-ruptions in Party Politics? The case of Web 2.0 and Norwegian Parties

restrictive for the blogger role but, for the party, a blogger unin-
hibited by such restrictions may appear as a loose cannon. Of
course, a depersonalized or (self)censored form of blogging is
probably not very attractive for blog readers. 

While at least 5 blogs In the Twingly Top 100 of Norwegian
blogs could be identified with politicians from specific parties,
none of these were party leader blogs. Four of them had ten
times as many reported links on the WWW as the most 
popular party leader blog, and the fifth still outperformed all
the party leader blogs added together (347 versus 256 links)
(Google Web). Hence blog successes of other party politicians
lower in the ranks indicate the potential for getting exposure,
providing one dedicates time to updating and conforms more to
the Web 2.0 mindset. Still, there is a considerable focus on
party leaders among bloggers,4 closely correlated with party
size (r2=0.85). While party leader position is no guarantee for
success as a blogger, such success is not a necessary condition
for party leaders to get attention in the blogosphere. The party
leader position in itself and size of the party in question is what
decides. 

In 2009 microblogging, and Twitter in particular, became the
fastest growing member community on the WWW in Norway
and globally (Nielsen 2009, Tvitre.no 2009). On Twitter the
party organizations apparently have taken a pro-active
approach from the start. By May 2009, 9 of the 11 parties in
the sample were already established with an official profile for
the party, the party leader, or both, 6 of these linked to the par-
ty website. These 11 profiles had 30% of all 65,235 followers
of the 260 party politicians with registered Twitter profiles
(Twittertinget 2009). However, they had just posted 6.27% of
the tweets, so Twitter was a considerable outlet for other than
the party organization and/or leader as such, although the
attention is skewed in favour of the leader and the organization.

Ø. KALNES

Figure 5. Relative party Web 2.0 activity and party ideology
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As for online party political videos, by the start of the 2007
election campaign YouTube was the leading website. But in
2007 other sites provided by national media, such as the VG-
owned snutter.no and Nettavisen Video (http://www.2play.no/)
were important video outlets dominated by local branches,
candidates and activists. By 2009 YouTube’s role appears
even stronger, through more activity from the national party
organizations, while local activity on the other sites appeared
more or less to be dormant after the local elections. Five
national party organizations; the Liberals, Labour, the
Conservatives, the Centre Party and Red, established official
channels on YouTube five months or less  before the 2007
election and, by April 2009, only the Pensioners’ Party and the
Christian People’s Party were absent. That only 1 out of 5
channels were linked from the party website in 2007, com-
pared with 6 out of 9 in 2009, further indicates that YouTube
is well on its way to becoming an established part of the par-
ties’ communication strategies. Still, searches on party name
indicate that the number of videos related to the parties out-
side the official channels at least matches the 268 and 420
videos found there in 2007 and 2009. 

In tandem with the general explosive growth of Facebook in
Norway in 2007, at least 326 groups with 21,721 members
sympathizing with particular Norwegian parties were estab-
lished within a few months leading up to the local elections in
September.5 Only the Conservatives, the Labour Party and the
Centre Party established groups to represent the national par-
ty organizations,6 sanctioned through a link from the main par-
ty website. By April 2009, as the parties were preparing for
the parliamentary campaign, this situation changed some-
what. 5 parties now had an official national page or group, vis-
ibly linked from the party website, and all parties had support-
er groups on Facebook. The number of party-relevant groups
and their membership has more than doubled, to at least 647
groups with 45,766 members. Another important change on
Facebook in 2009 was the 6 official supporter groups or pages
for the leaders of all the major or medium parties, except the
Christian People’s Party and the Socialist Left Party, as well as
one for the leader of the Democrats. These had 39,439 mem-
bers or followers, which accounted for almost as much as
membership in party groups. 

Norwegian social networking sites contain little party political
activity compared to Facebook. The generally popular
Nettby.no had 38 local and unofficial groups with 2,780 mem-
bers, supporting almost all political parties. However, the
much smaller network site Origo.no (http://origo.no/) is more
interesting, as it may indicate a new direction towards an inte-
grated and national party web strategy. 7 national political par-
ties have recently established their own “zones”, which may
include blogs, collaborative tools, calendars or traditional web
pages, also incorporating the activities of local branches and
individual politicians. By 23 June 2009 these 7 “zones” had
1,145 members, the Labour Party once more dominant with
961 of these members in their “zone”. Due to the few mem-

bers, Origo.no may appear insignificant in the short run but
points to a future trend of greater integration, with the Labour
Party leading the way. They are clearly inspired by Obama, even
imitating the approach by the address and name, which trans-
lates to mylabourparty.no.  

As the overall party political activity on Web 2.0 probably has
more than doubled from 2007 and 2009, the national party
organizations are now well on their way towards coordinating
the activity. The ad hoc and somewhat chaotic characteristics
from the Web 2.0 campaign of 2007 are being ironed out.
Most national party websites give clear cues as to the official
presence of the party on Web 2.0 and top politicians are more
established through blogs, profiles and official fan pages.
Furthermore, as noted, the use of Origo.no points to an ambi-
tion of greater integration of Web activities. The very nature of
Web 2.0 means that there still is – and will be - a myriad of
independent political blogs, Twitter profiles, unofficial Facebook
groups and YouTube channels. But overall the signs of a mod-
erate vertical e-ruption in 2007, triggered by the rapid intro-
duction of new technology under the particular circumstances
of local rather than national elections, have now weakened.  

Discussion and conclusion 

As indicated earlier in this article, the development of the Web
(1.0) suggests that, after a period of transition, political parties
adapt new technology according to the “electoral-professional”
party model. As for Web 2.0, the “e-ruption scenario” of Pascu
et al. (2007) suggested that these particular technologies
might be stronger agents of change than those conceptualized
as Web 1.0, while the "Web 1.5" scenario suggested that tech-
nologies would be adapted to existing party models. 

For all its limitations, the material presented here on the
Norwegian case indicates weak e-ruptions, first and foremost
in the pioneering phase of the political application Web 2.0
technology. E-ruptions on the horizontal dimension should be
evident due to the fact that new or small parties in the party
system get a chance to make themselves more visible and
attract new supporters, at the expense of larger and more
established parties. There are some trends in this direction,
indicating that, given a minimum of resources, parties and
activists can decide to be “big in Web 2.0 politics” - or decide
not to. Still, the parties’ share of activities on Web 2.0 has
mainly followed what might be expected from their share of
votes in 2007. The deviations are probably too small to signif-
icantly offset the competition for votes. Furthermore, some of
the previously hesitant larger parties seemed to have become
more proactive by 2009, indicating that any modest disruptive
effect may be reduced over time. On the vertical dimension,
one disruptive effect would be if the national party organiza-
tions lost (or abdicated) control to local party branches and
activists. The material suggests that the role of the national
party organizations and their leaders has increased significant-

E-ruptions in Party Politics? The case of Web 2.0 and Norwegian Parties



72
Quaderns del CAC 33, December 2009 

ly from 2007 to 2009. The situation in 2007 may partly be
interpreted as ad hoc anarchy due to the sudden introduction
of new technologies combined with it being a local election
year. However, over time the local versus national elections 2-
year cycles in themselves will probably continue to have an
effect. But this activity cycle will probably take place within a
more integrated and proactive party strategy, as indicated by
the guidance and cues provided on party websites, as well as
setting up party specific networks or “zones” on places like
Origo.no.

The developments analyzed indicate that the potential of e-
ruptions is contained and has not changed over time, at least
in our particular case. The less disruptive scenario of Jackson
and Lilleker’s Web 1.5 (2009) appears to be the most realis-
tic. Established parties may indeed enter Web 2.0 carrying the
“mindset” of pre-existing goals and norms, inherent to institu-
tionalized organizations. Although deviating from the alleged
Web 2.0 “mindset” of user control, participation and openness,
parties jump on “the bandwagon” without necessarily implies
yielding to this. Of course, this also may lead to questions
about the actual validity of the assumptions that there is such
a distinct Web 2.0 “mindset” in the first place. As parties incor-
porate some of the Web 2.0 technology/applications but retain
firm control of the user/networking effects, this indicates the
technological determinism behind such assumptions. 

However, Web 2.0 may have little political significance, both
in its “e-ruption” or Web 1.5 format, given its modest reach in
terms of actual users. Of course this is most serious for the
overall validity of the e-ruption thesis, as even an actual e-rup-
tion within the Web 2.0-sphere would have a small effect on
changing actual voting behaviour or more demanding political
activism. For any e-ruption to spill over into electoral politics,
Web 2.0 elements have to attract – and influence the decisions
of - a significant number of the 3.5 million Norwegian voters.
Although the party political Web 2.0 has grown significantly
since 2007, by April 2009 it still only consists of, for instance,
55,503 followers of politicians on Twitter, 45,766 members of
party political groups on Facebook, while the videos on the par-
ty channels on YouTube had a total of 189,316 views. Activity
will undoubtedly increase, especially during the months lead-
ing up to the elections in September 2009. But for now, the
“potential disruptive power” attributed to Web 2.0 by the “e-
ruption” thesis should at best be regarded as a potential yet to
be fulfilled on the horizontal dimension of party competition.
The Progress Party’s strategy of almost neglecting Web 2.0 in
favour of established mass media and the party web site seems
rational, at least in the short term. 

One possible qualification to this argument, which has not
been examined here, is that the viral quality attributed to Web
2.0 need not be limited to Web 2.0 itself. This qualification
builds partially on the two-step hypothesis formulated by
Lazarsfeld and his collaborators (Lazarsfeld et al. 1944, Katz &
Lazarsfeld 1955). According to the Lazarsfeld thesis, the vot-
ing decisions of relatively few voters may change directly as the
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result of mediated messages. But substantial effects may still
occur if the few active media users act as opinion leaders with-
in their own social networks. Furthermore, we may also add an
indirect two-step effect through the established mass media, as
journalists report on parties’ use of Web 2.0, retrieve informa-
tion from Web 2.0 sites such as Twitter, or may even become
more sympathetic to parties through such sites. Hence the
minority that participates in the digital social networks on Web
2.0 may act as hubs, interconnecting these with actual social
networks or the public at large. The Lazarsfeld thesis is a
reminder that the importance of Web 2.0 may be underesti-
mated as a tool for mobilizing or organizing voters and activists
in actual social networks. But it should be added that, as Web
2.0 stands for multilateral communication, it will also interme-
diate support or opposition from these networks. 

Success stories of Internet campaigning, and especially the
campaigns of Howard Dean and recently Barack Obama, have
had a significant impact on Norwegian media and party strate-
gists (Digi.no 2008ab). Comments like the one quoted below
are quite common: 

Norwegian politicians have a lot to learn from Obama and
his staff when it comes to running electoral campaigns. In
particular, they should notice his priority of digital media, a
part of the campaign which can be run without especially
high costs.  (Digi.no 2008a, my translation)

But some vital contextual differences between the American
and Norwegian party systems should be noted. The party sys-
tem and the party organizations in the USA and Norway are
quite simply different entities. The size and diversity of both
population and territory place different demands on local net-
working and autonomy, as well as effective coordination and
communication between the localities. Furthermore, American
parties have a much looser organizational structure, with rela-
tively few members and often dormant local branches.
Norwegian parties on the other hand are still relatively strong
organizations and less reliant on ad hoc networking. Thirdly,
American elections are candidate-centred, in contrast to the
party-centred approach found in Norway. These differences
may be reduced over time, as Norway – along with other
European countries – is approaching a model with detached
local branches, disloyal voters, fewer members and more focus
on individual leaders. But they are still significant enough to
warrant the question as to whether Web 2.0 is more function-
al for American parties and therefore more “rational” to use for
winning elections, exactly because these parties are more like
network parties in the first place (Anstead & Chadwick 2008). 
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Notes

1 Cormode and Krishnamurthy (2008) has a thorough discussion

of Web 2.0, as opposed to Web 1.0

2 The lack of control in the Norwegian case is amplified by a long-

standing ban on political advertising on TV. This ban may be lift-

ed after a recent judgment by the European Court of Human

Rights (2008).

3 When party informants were asked about activity on Web 2.0. "...

as far as I know" was a frequent addition to their statements.

4 Mentions of party leader (full name) on blogs per 10 April 2009,

according to Google Blogsearch

5 Search on party name and -abbreviation on 15 August 2007

6 Facebook group IDs; Conservatives: 2431161089, Labour Party

2421715973 and Centre Party 2256306844.
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