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ABSTRACT 

Are election campaigns all over the world growing increasingly similar? 

Several comparative studies have suggested that election campaigns in industrialized 

democracies are becoming more professionalized, personalized, media-centered and 

negative. In the literature, this process is often referred as Americanization because 

campaign practices first seen in the U.S. are gradually implemented in other 

countries. However, a major problem with many of the earlier comparative studies of 

election campaigns is that they do not support their conclusions with cross-national 

survey data and common operationalizations of central concepts such as 

personalization, professionalization and negativity.  

This thesis critically examines the hypothesis of election campaign 

convergence through a comparative survey of 77 Norwegian campaign workers and 

134 American political consultants. The survey detects two diametrically opposed 

campaigning styles. Norwegian election campaigns are media-driven, issue-oriented 

and party-controlled while American elections are money-driven, advertising-
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centered and consultant-controlled. American elections are also much more 

professionalized, personalized and negative than Norwegian elections. Consequently, 

Norwegian and American elections share few central characteristics. Both literally 

and figuratively they are oceans apart.  

The reason for these results can be found in the in the strong institutional 

differences between the two countries. The media system, the electoral system, 

campaign finance laws and cultural differences all have a tremendous influence in 

shaping divergent campaign environments. Our results also reinvigorate the debate 

on U.S. exceptionalism. With extremely weak parties, astronomical levels of 

campaign spending and an electoral process that is outsourced to political 

consultants, the U.S. represents a highly deviant framework in the world of political 

campaigning. Thus, it is not given that the U.S. will set the trend for others.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

“Seek out and discover men in every district, make acquaintance with them, solicit 

them, make them promises, take care that they canvass for you in their neighborhood 

and become as it were candidates for themselves for your city.”1   

 The quote could be part of any modern campaign strategy memo but it is 

actually more than 2000 years old. The words stem from a 14-page campaign memo 

that Cicero’s brother wrote for him when he was running for consul in Rome 63 B.C. 

As the quote reveals, election campaigns have a core of common characteristics that 

have remained unchanged throughout history. In American and Norwegian elections, 

campaign workers still go from door to door to canvass voters and politicians 

handshake thousands of voters in countless efforts to rally their support.  

A central question that has arisen in the recent comparative research on 

election campaigns is whether the rapid social and technological changes 

experienced by democracies all over the world are creating more similarities between 

their election campaign practices. Consequently, in spite of great institutional and 

cultural differences elections all over the world are moving in the same direction. 

Intuitively, candidate-centered and money-driven campaigns in the U.S. may seem a 

far cry from the party-centered and financially modest European campaigns. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

1 Quoted in DeWries (1989: 21).  
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However, Swanson and Mancini (1996: 2) argue “increasingly we find such common 

practices as political commercials, candidates selected in part for the appealing 

image they project on television, technical experts advising candidates on strategies 

and voters’ sentiment, media professionals hired to produce compelling campaign 

material, mounting campaign expenses and mass media moving to center stage in 

campaigns.” Several comparative studies have confirmed that election campaigns all 

over the world are becoming more professionalized, personalized, media-centered 

and negative (Bowler and Farrell 1992; Butler and Ranney 1992; Swanson and 

Mancini 1996; Plasser 2002). In the literature, this process is often referred to as a 

process of Americanization because campaign practices first seen in the in the U.S. 

are gradually implemented in other countries (4).  

This aim of this thesis is to critically examine the hypothesis of international 

election campaign convergence through a comparative analysis of the election 

campaign practices in Norway and the U.S. Norway and the U.S. represent highly 

divergent political systems and campaign environments. Norway is a small 

parliamentary democracy with a multiparty system and a long tradition for coalition 

governments. The U.S. is a presidential democracy with two large parties and a 

tradition of strong majoritarian rule. Norwegian election campaigns are party-

centered, publicly financed, managed by party staff and paid TV ads for candidates 
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are forbidden by law. American election campaigns are candidate-centered, money-

driven, managed by consultants and paid TV ads for candidates are essential. Hence, 

a comparative analysis between these two countries can provide a fertile ground to 

sort out the true shared characteristics of political communication in advanced 

industrial democracies. This is consistent with the research strategy of Gurevitch and 

Blumler (1990), who argue that the challenge in comparative political 

communication research is to find “both the similarities and differences between 

systems, thus drawing attention to the shared characteristics of political 

communication.” 

Norway is also an interesting case because it is rather insulated from the 

direct influence of the U.S. political communication industry. No American 

campaign consultant has ever been directly involved in a Norwegian election 

campaign.2 Hence, we avoid the diffusion problem and the systems can be treated as 

relatively independent from each other. In Norway the development of political ideas 

are deeply rooted in the political parties and parties’ elected officials build the 

election campaign on the party platform. Thus, the idea of foreign professionals 

exerting influence over the political process is controversial. Furthermore, both 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

2 Norwegian campaign workers have of course been lectured by American consultants on seminars 
and participated on study trips to the U.S., but we have not been able to document that any Norwegian 
party has paid for U.S. consulting services or hired them directly in connection with an election 
campaign. 
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among Norwegian politicians and the media there is an explicit skepticism against 

anything that resembles “American campaigning methods.”  Consequently, Norway 

is a good empirical test for how deep the global trends in electioneering actually go.  

Theoretically, we will approach this comparative analysis by outlining a 

model that can help us understand election campaign change. The literature suggests 

that election campaigns move through three phases called the premodern, the modern 

and the postmodern phase. The premodern campaign is party and organization-

centered, the modern campaign is candidate-centered and television-driven and the 

postmodern style of campaigning is marketing and high-tech-driven. It will be our 

basic assumption in this study that Norway lies close to the modern campaigning 

style, while the U.S. exemplifies the postmodern phase.  

Empirically and methodologically, we will test the hypothesis of election 

campaign convergence or “Americanization” by combining macro-data about the 

political systems in the U.S. and Norway with a comparative survey of the campaign 

perceptions and practices among Norwegian campaign workers and American 

political consultants. A major problem with many of the earlier comparative studies 

of election campaigns is that they do not support their conclusions with cross-

national survey data and common operationalizations of central concepts such as 

personalization, negativity and professionalization. Our survey of 134 American 
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political consultants and 77 Norwegian campaign workers lets us examine the claims 

about increased similarities in electioneering in greater empirical detail than 

previously done. American political consultants have been subject to earlier survey 

research (Thurber 1998, 2000); however this is the first study that employs a 

statistical approach to study Norwegian campaign workers.3 Furthermore, with a 

substantial sample on both sides, we are also able to address the question of 

intraparty differences in campaigning styles.  

In addition to the survey we will take a detailed look at macro-variables such 

as party system, electoral laws, campaign finance regulations and media system. Our 

basic argument will be that the strong institutional differences are the main reason 

why Norwegian and American election campaign practices are extremely divergent 

and show few signs of convergence. They are not only geographically but 

empirically oceans apart. Thus, the Americanization-hypothesis has little relevance 

in the Norwegian case. Electoral laws, media systems, campaign finance practices 

and political culture all play a vital role in shaping diverging campaign 

environments. Furthermore, it is our assertion that the comparative literature on 

election campaigns often underestimates the truly exceptional nature of the U.S. 

political system. With extremely weak parties, astronomical growth in campaign 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

3 There are several studies of Norwegian election campaigns based on interviews with campaign 
workers (Eide 1991; Tonsager 2001; Karlsen and Narud 2004). 
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spending, extensive use of primary elections and an electoral process that has been 

outsourced to political consultants, the U.S. represents a highly deviant institutional 

framework in the world of political campaigning. Consequently, by putting 

American political consultants into a new and unexplored comparative framework 

we want to reinvigorate the debate on U.S. exceptionalism.  

A roadmap for the study 

We will start out in the second chapter with a short review of the most 

important findings in the existing comparative research on election campaigns. We 

will also take a detailed look on studies dealing with both Norwegian campaign 

workers and American political consultants.  

 In the third chapter we will outline the theoretical framework for the study 

by first examining the debate on whether Americanization or modernization is the 

driving force behind the global macro-trends in electioneering. We will argue that 

the modernization perspective is the most suitable theoretical perspective for this 

study. Towards the end of the chapter we will present a model for understanding 

election campaign change developed on the basis of the existing literature.  

Before we move on to our data, chapter four takes a closer look at the macro 

variables that define campaign environments in Norway and the U.S. Norway and 
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the U.S. differ with regard to party system, mass media infrastructure, campaign 

finance and political information practices. Thus, it is important to highlight these 

structural differences in order to understand how both the U.S. and Norway 

differently adapt their campaign practices under the pressures of modernization.      

In chapter five and six we take a detailed look at our survey. Chapter five 

presents our operationalizations and hypotheses while chapter six looks at the 

representativeness of the survey.   

Chapters seven through nine follow closely three of the thematic areas of our 

survey: campaign professionalization, success factors for campaigns and candidates 

and negative/permanent campaigning. Hence, chapter seven deals with the 

professionalization of American and Norwegian election campaigns, chapter eight 

tries to capture the different campaign styles in Norway and the U.S and chapter nine 

deals with negative and permanent campaigning.  

The major statistical approach in the emprirical chapters will be 

crosstabulations and tests for differences in means in order to look for differences 

between the two groups we are comparing. In chapter ten we will conclude with a 

more advanced statistical analysis of our data. A factor analysis will detect three 

strong dimensions in our data. One dimension for a money and consultant-driven 

form of campaigning, a second dimension for a party-centered form of campaigning 
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and a third dimension for a media-centered campaigning style. By adding the 

variables in the dimensions into scales and calculating at the mean scores of our two 

groups on these scales we will demonstrate that Norwegian campaigns are typically 

party-centered and media-driven while American campaigns are characterized by 

high levels of money- and advertising-driven campaigning. Furthermore, a 

discriminant analysis will show that U.S. political consultants and Norwegian 

campaign workers truly belong to different worlds in the universe of election 

campaigning.  
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Chapter 2: Literature review 

Do election campaigns matter? 

  Do election campaigns really matter? The question may seem odd today, but 

for political scientists the election campaign was for a long time treated as an 

insignificant factor when explaining voting behavior (Farrell 1996: 160). The reason 

for this was twofold. First, “the party identification tradition” strongly believed that 

long-term factors such as social alignments and partisanship were the primary 

explanations for people’s party and candidate choices (161). Short-term factors such 

as elections, were believed to be of minimal importance. Second, political scientists 

lacked the methodological tools to appropriately examine campaign effects such as 

panels, focus groups, content analysis of campaign messages and experiments (161).   

  In the U.S. this perspective changed considerably during the 1980s. The 

increase in voter volatility, the emergence of the political consulting industry and 

more advanced research methods strengthened interest in election campaigns in the 

academic community. Consequently, studies on campaigning American-style began 

to emerge (Sabato 1981; Luntz 1988). Since then campaign studies have become a 

growth industry. Furthermore, studies on the new powerful class in American 
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politics, the political consultants, have also increased, but this is still considered to be 

a novel research field (Thurber 1998).   

  Outside the U.S., models that emphasized social class and partisanship had 

even stronger explanatory power. When electoral research began in Scandinavia, the 

researchers registered record high levels of cleavage-based voting especially related 

to class (Asp and Esaiasson 1996).4 Hence, there was no reason to concentrate any 

academic focus on the election campaigns. However, over the last two decades 

Norway and other Scandinavian countries have experienced increased voter volatility 

and a dramatic erosion of the old patterns of class based voting (Knutsen 2004). In 

fact the first large-scale empirical study of campaign effects was just recently 

published in Norway (Aardal, Krogstad and Narud 2004).     

A summary of comparative election campaign research 

  Comparative research on election campaigns has been scarce. However, the 

few studies conducted have been able to establish that election campaign practices in 

modern democracies share some similarities.  

 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

4 Britain was considered the textbook example of strong class-based voting patterns. As late as 1967, 
the British political scientist Peter Pulzer wrote that “class is the basis of British politics: all else is 
mere embellishment and detail” (Franklin, 1985: 5). 
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Table 2.1: Summary of comparative election campaign research 

Macro-trends in global electioneering  
More media-centered campaigns 
- Television is the most important medium of a campaign.   
- The disappearance of party-owned newspapers and the growth of independent news media force the 
political parties to professionalize their communication. 
- Election campaigns are governed by mass media, not the political parties. 
- Televised leader debates are the culmination of election campaigns. 

 
Professionalization of campaign management 
- Campaigns manifest extensive cooperation with professional advertising agencies.  
- The role of the party apparatus decreases; campaigns are centered on single candidates surrounded 
by professional advisors.  

 
Personalization of campaigns 
- Even in party-based electoral systems more weight is put on the personality of the candidate. We are 
moving from party- based campaigning to media-based personality tests. The voters’ choice relies on 
their relation with the candidate. 

 
Increased use of scientific methods 
- Parties lose contact with their voters. The parties’ modern substitute for interpersonal contact is the 
opinion poll.  
- There is increased use of polling, focus groups and microtargeting.   

 
Increased negativity of campaigns 
- Negative campaigning is necessary to touch the emotions of an increasingly volatile electorate.  

 
 

  Table 3.1 is our summary of the macro-trends in the four most important 

comparative election campaign studies (Bowler and Farrell 1992; Butler and Ranney 

1992; Swanson and Mancini 1996; Plasser 2002). As we can see, election campaigns 

all over the world are becoming increasingly media-centric, professionalized, 

personalized and negative. The enormous proliferation of independent newsmedia 

and the introduction of television have radically altered the way elections are run 
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around the world. The mass media have moved to the center stage in the campaigns 

and televised debates are crucial for a successful election campaign. The parties 

adapt to the increased media power through professionalizing their campaign 

communication and starts employing external consultants. Sophisticated use of 

opinion polling also helps them to better target their messages. Furthermore, the 

increased media focus makes campaigns more personalized and leads to a tendency 

in the parties to concentrate their communication efforts around their party leaders. 

Finally, with increased volatility among the electorate and tougher media coverage, 

the competition for voters becomes more fierce and campaigns are increasingly more 

negative in their tone.  

  It is important to note that this development is not uniform. Cross-national 

differences in electoral laws, campaign regulations, media systems and political 

culture decide the direction of election campaign change. Thus, Plasser (350) argues 

for a pattern of hybridization rather than standardization of election campaign 

practices. International trends are mixed with different institutional frameworks and 

national campaigning styles, creating patterns of differences and similarities. 

Consequently, there is no support for the thesis that a global pattern of campaigning 

is emerging. Plasser (350) notes “the variety of institutional and cultural features 

leads to a multitude of reactions and responses of campaign actors to changing media 
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environments and electoral markets, resulting in some similarities but also 

differences regarding core practices and styles of democratic electioneering.” The 

aim of this thesis is to detect this pattern in the case of the U.S. and Norway. How 

are Norwegian and American election campaigns moving closer to each other and in 

what way do they continue to differ? 

  Scholars disagree on the driving forces behind the newly detected macro-

trends in global electioneering. The modernization perspective argues that the recent 

changes in electioneering are driven by technological and social change that are 

common in many democracies (Norris 2000). The Americanization perspective, on 

the other hand, argues that election campaigns all over the world are becoming 

Americanized because campaign methods that were developed in the U.S. are now 

being implemented all over the world (Holz-Bacha and Kaid 1995; Kavanagh 1995; 

Swanson and Mancini 1996). We will present our own perspective on this debate in 

the next chapter where we also outline a theoretical model that can help us 

understand election campaign change.  

Problems in comparative election campaign research 

  The most serious problem in comparative election campaign studies is the 

lack of empirical and theoretical sophistication. While voter studies and media 
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studies both have long traditions of advanced theory building and refined 

measurements, comparative election campaign studies are still in their infancy. The 

early comparative studies (Bowler and Farrell 1992; Butler and Ranney 1992; 

Swanson and Mancini 1996) all employ a common theoretical framework which 

emphasize the trends towards professionalization, media-centricity and 

personalization along with an analysis of how different institutional frameworks 

impacted divergent campaign practices. However, all the chapters are written by 

individual country experts who base their conclusions on existing media and 

electoral research and relate to the theoretical framework in different ways. There are 

no attempts to use cross-national survey data or common operationalizations of 

central concepts. Consequently, we have good insights on national campaigning 

styles but lack a transparent cross-national perspective (Plasser 2002: 7).  

  Plasser’s (2002) study Global Political Campaigning represented a great leap 

forward in the comparative research on election campaigns. From 1998-2000 Plasser 

surveyed 592 political consultants and leading party and campaign managers from 43 

countries. His Global Political Consultancy Survey enabled him to draw some more 

solid cross-national conclusions about the global innovations of electioneering. 

Plasser's study is impressive in its global approach, but its global ambitions are also 

its greatest weakness. The focus is on regions rather than individual countries and 
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important nuances are lost in Plasser's search for grand theory. Consequently, 

important differences within regions are impossible to detect because of the regional 

focus and the small number of cases.  

  In comparative political science, Scandinavia is often considered a region 

with a distinct political culture and similar political institutions (Heidar 2003). In 

Plasser's analysis Scandinavia is lumped together with Western Europe. Plasser's 

survey has three cases from Norway and nine from Scandinavia in total. Thus, the 

small sample size makes it impossible to tell whether there are interesting differences 

in campaign styles between the individual countries. Furthermore, the limited sample 

also makes it impossible to examine any intra-system differences. A central question 

in comparative election campaign research is whether parties’ campaigning styles 

differ with regard to size, competitive position and ideological orientation (Bowler 

and Farrell 1992: 10).  

  Finally, Plasser does not distinguish between external political consultants, 

party managers and leading party staffers in his sampling. This is unfortunate 

because these groups might have competing interests in an election campaign. The 

consultants want to sell their expertise and increase their influence over the 

campaign while the party managers want to limit their spending and protect the 

interests of the party. Consequently, their perceptions of what is important in an 
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election campaign might be different.  Furthermore, in the Scandinavian political 

context professional political consultants hardly exist, meaning that a study that has 

its main focus on this group would leave out most of those who really run the 

elections in both Norway and other Scandinavian countries. It is not surprising that 

Plasser’s individual country samples are more numerous in Eastern European 

countries with weak party systems, high levels of campaign spending and close ties 

to the political consulting industry in the U.S.5  

  This thesis owes great credit to Plasser’s work both in the development of the 

survey and the theoretical model. One important finding we will bring into the thesis 

is Plasser’s separation between Message-Driven Marketers, typical for the U.S., and 

Party-Driven Sellers, typical for Western Europe (324). The Message-Driven 

Marketer’s modus operandi is a heavy reliance on survey data and microtargeted 

messages to potential swing voters. The Party-Driven Sellers, on the other hand, are 

more concerned with inclusive styles of mobilization and party-based electoral 

practices. As we will show, this general typology fits the election campaign 

perceptions of American political consultants and Norwegian campaign workers.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

5 The sample size for the Nordic countries is Norway (2), Denmark (1), Sweden (4) and Finland (1) 
while some Eastern European countries like the Czech Republic (12), Hungary (13), Romania (15) 
and Poland (14) have considerably larger samples. The overall sample for Western Europe (122) is 
first and foremost inflated by Austria (33) and Germany (31).  
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  Our survey will enable us to both expand and refine Plasser’s research. Our 

large sample, which consists of 77 Norwegian campaign staffers and 134 American 

political consultants, enables us to do direct cross-national comparisons instead of 

regional comparisons. Furthermore, we will also be able to look at differences in 

campaign practices between the parties in the U.S. and Norway. Our theoretical 

model, which will be presented in the next chapter, is based on the existing literature 

but we have expanded it and added some new dimensions. However, in contrast to 

earlier comparative studies we have tried to directly operationalize the different 

dimensions in the model. Hence, the real original contribution of our survey lies in 

our attempts to measure trends such as personalization, negative campaigning, the 

consultants’ influence on the campaign, the use of polling and microtargeting and 

globalization of campaign practices.  

Scandinavia in comparative election campaign studies  

Norway has so far not been part of a comparative election campaign study. 

Sweden and Denmark, however, have been part of some of the aforementioned 

studies and can serve as a reference for our Norwegian study. Since Denmark, 

Sweden and Norway share so many institutional similarities, it is likely that the same 

trends can be found in all three countries.  
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Table 2.2: Scandinavia in comparative election campaign studies 

 Sweden (1996 and 2001) Denmark (1992) 
Professionalization - The parties buy more external 

expertise to sophisticate their campaign 
communication.  
- The parties do not cede control over 
their campaigns to external consultants.  
- The parties’ control over campaign 
communication is strengthened by the 
party platform.  

- Parties are reluctant to get 
assistance from consultants and 
marketing research agencies.  
- Some parties use a network of 
communication experts that work 
on a voluntary basis.  
- Parties rely on public opinion 
polls rather than private research.  

Personalization - Personality plays a more important 
role for political candidates.  
- The traditional focus on ideology and 
parties instead of personalities, is one 
of the most distinctive features of 
Swedish elections 

- Both major parties stress leader 
image.  

Media-driven - The parties have become increasingly 
dependent upon free media to spread 
their message. No free broadcasting 
time allowed.  
- TV debates are the culmination of the 
campaign 
- More game and horse-race coverage. 
- The parties seem to have very limited 
power of setting the agenda while the 
journalists have great power.: 
“Mediarchy.”  

 

- Extremely TV-centered. The 
introduction of one new 
commercial TV channel 
reinforced this.  

Negative campaigning - Media’s representation of politics has 
become more negative.  
- Ban on political advertising on 
television prevents negative advertising 
from proliferating.  

- Formation of coalitions calls for 
ambiguous campaign messages. 
Parties have to promote 
themselves at the same time as 
they send cooperative signals.  

 

The table summarizes the main findings of the Danish and Swedish studies 

(Bille, Elklit and Jacobsen 1992; Asp and Esaiasson 1996; Nord 2001) based on the 

macro-trends we discussed earlier in this chapter. The Danish study gives the 

impression of a quite traditional campaigning environment with low levels of 

professionalization. However, the Danish study was conducted much earlier than the 
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Swedish studies.6 The study reveals some interesting intra-party differences with 

regard to the level of professionalization. The Social Liberal party considered market 

research and quantitative analysis populist and therefore refused to engage in it. The 

Social Democrats, on the other hand, used a loose network of communication experts 

that worked for the party on a voluntary basis. The most professionalized party was 

the Conservative Party, who hired the advertising agency Saatchi and Saatchi.   

The Swedish studies find increased professionalization of Swedish election 

campaigns, but this development is constrained by strong parties and strict 

regulations on campaign communications. Even though the parties hire more 

external consultants they are still firmly in control of message and strategy. This 

happens because parties both to the left and right adhere to the Responsible Party 

Model (Asp and Esaiasson 1996: 77). Consequently, the party organizations and the 

party members formulate a program based on what they believe in. Then the parties 

contest elections on these programs and ask the voters to reject or accept them. Thus, 

the political communication from the parties is constrained by the party program. 

This in stark contrast to the U.S. where a candidate’s position often is based more on 

survey data than personal beliefs or a party platform. Since Norwegian parties work 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

6 The Danish study focuses on the 1990 campaign and includes the three major parties in Danish 
politics at the time: the Social Democrats, the Social Liberals and the Conservative Party. The 
analysis was based on interviews with central campaign staffers from these parties.  
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the same way, we can expect Norwegian campaign workers to put more emphasize 

on the party program in election communication than their American counterparts.  

The most interesting finding in the Swedish studies is the extreme level of 

media logic in the campaigns. According to Asp and Esaiasson (1996) the media 

have tremendous influence over the campaigns since the parties are given no free 

time on television and political commercials on public television is forbidden. 

Hence, the parties are extremely dependent upon access to free media to spread their 

message. Asp and Esaiasson claim that the media have gained the upper hand in the 

newsmaking process and the parties are forced to streamline all their communication 

to the media logic. Thus, “Mediarchy” could be a suitable description of the political 

communication environment in Sweden.  

The Swedish and Danish studies share the same methodological weaknesses 

as the volumes they are part of. The evidence is qualitative and impression-based and 

not connected to a rigid comparative framework or cross-national survey data. 

Consequently, our study can make a valuable contribution by quantifying and 

measuring trends that have only been vaguely described in the existing literature on 

Scandinavia.  
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Studies on the modernization of Norwegian election campaigns 

National studies the modernization of Norwegian election campaigns are few, 

but resemble a lot of the trends that are mentioned in the comparative studies of 

Denmark and Sweden. In his study on the modernization of Norwegian election 

campaign communication from 1945-1989 Bjorklund (1991) concludes that the 

campaigns have gone through three principal phases  The first phase (1945-1957) 

was characterized by the presence of the party press as the most important channel 

between the parties and the voters. The second phase (1961-1969) coincides with the 

introduction of television. Here, the media became a more independent arena that 

directed the confrontation between the parties. In the third phase (1973-1989) the 

newsmedia developed into an independent actor in the campaigns. The party press 

was dissolved and independent political journalism proliferated. Bjorklund concludes 

that Norwegian election campaigns have transformed from party-controlled into 

media-driven campaigns. It is worth nothing that this is a development we would 

find in both the U.S. and most other western democracies in the postwar era. The 

growing independence and influence of the newsmedia in the electoral process is one 

of the major macro-trends in global electioneering.   

Another study worth mentioning is Martin Eide’s Media Elections (1991). 

Eide’s intention was to study the media strategies of the political parties and how the 
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media met these strategies. Unfortunately, Eide’s work is more scientific essay than 

systematic empirical study. However, through illustrative use of examples, he finds 

increased reliance on media training, polling and use of external consultants in 

Norwegian election campaigns.  

Tonsager’s (2001) study on the Americanization of Norwegian elections is 

interesting because it’s based on systematic interviews with central Norwegian 

campaign staffers and a content analysis of Norwegian newspapers. Tonsager 

employs a very broad definition of Americanization that is quite common in the 

comparative literature on elections campaigns. Hence, Americanization is 

understood as a change in the direction of the political communication practices 

that are already common in the U.S. This thesis will employ a much more limited 

definition of Americanization which we will explain in detail in the next chapter. 

However, Tonsager finds indications of increased personalization and 

professionalization of Norwegian election campaigns. Furthermore, the media 

have moved to the center stage of the campaign process and have become more 

horse-race and strategy-oriented in their coverage. Finally, the Norwegian parties 

also hire external consultants and have increased their use of opinion polls when 

deciding on strategy (96-101).  
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In the Heat of the Election Campaign (Aardal, Krogstad and Narud 2004), 7 is 

the first major empirical study that examines campaign effects in Norwegian 

elections. The study was initiated when Norwegian electoral researchers realized that 

the magnitude of research on Norwegian elections was not nearly matched by that on 

election campaigns.8 However, the steady decline in party identification and class-

based voting along with the increased volatility among the electorate has also made 

Norwegian election campaigns a more interesting research object (15). In the study 

the parliamentary election campaign in 2001 is analyzed by examining the role of the 

media, the parties and the electorate. The study employs content analysis, panel 

surveys, interviews and experimental study designs to look at possible campaign 

effects.  

The main conclusion of the study is that media power has increased and party 

power has decreased in Norwegian campaigns. This supports Bjorklund’s claim that 

Norwegian election campaigns have moved from being party-centered to being 

media-centered. In the 2001 election, journalists and editors had considerable 

influence over what issues were discussed and how they were framed. Furthermore, 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

7 Nearly all Norwegian electoral research is written in Norwegian. Hence, the titles of books and 
articles are translated by the author and should not be construed as official translations of the titles. In 
the bibliography, the English translation of the titles are indicated in brackets.  
8 The Norwegian Program of Electoral Research has been running since 1957 and is modeled after the 
American National Election Studies.  
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their power goes beyond framing. A panel survey reveals that the voters seem to 

agree with the media’s prioritization of the campaign agenda. Content analyses also 

show that Norwegian media are becoming increasingly horse-race and strategy-

oriented in their campaign coverage.  

The Norwegian parties have little choice but to adapt to the increased media 

power by professionalizing their campaigns. The interviews with central campaign 

staffers and politicians demonstrate that the parties are concentrating their efforts 

around the party leaders. Furthermore, parties hire more external consultants and rely 

more on opinion polling and focus group in their strategic work. However, the total 

amount of money spent in Norwegian election campaigns has not changed the last 

decade, hence, the economic opportunity to hire external consultants is limited.   

It should be noted that the modernization of the Norwegian campaigns is not 

uniform and that in some respects premodern election campaign practices still reign. 

Some parties continue to test out material on friends and acquaintances. There is also 

considerable skepticism about allowing external consultants to exert influence over 

the political priorities, since the parties themselves wish to control political content. 

An analysis of the party programs shows high correlation between the issues in the 

program and the campaign. Overall, the parties adhere to the Responsible Party 

Model where the party program is seen as a contract between parties and the voters. 
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With regard to negative campaigns, most political leaders express great disdain for 

political attacks, preferring to focus on their own political program.  

This picture is quite similar to that drawn up by Esaiasson (1996) in a 

comparative study of Swedish election campaigns, which could point towards 

“Mediarchy” being the true core feature of Scandinavian political communication. It 

is important to note that the evaluation of the political parties’ campaign efforts is 

based on interviews with central campaign workers and not survey data. Thus, our 

study is the first to attempt a quantitative analysis of the election campaign 

perceptions and practices among Norwegian campaign workers.   

The modernization of American campaigns 

  A full review of the literature on the modernization of American election 

campaigns is beyond the ambitions of this thesis, hence, we will limit ourselves to a 

summary of the main features of the U.S. campaigning style based on our own and 

other analysts’ extensive reading of the recent U.S. campaign literature.  However, 

since our empirical focus in the U.S is on political consultants, we need a proper 

introduction to what they do along with a review of the studies that describe their 

emergence and impact on American politics.  
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Table 2.3: US-style campaigning 

Campaign practices Media relations Campaign coverage 
Media-driven News management Horse race 
TV-centered Agenda building Style over substance 
Money-driven Issue framing Infotainment 
Candidate-centered Spin control by spin doctors Negativity 
Research-driven  Strategic interpretations 
Consultant-driven  Tabloidization 
Negative campaigning  Sound-bite journalism 
Event marketing  Market-driven journalism 
Web campaigning  Minimal network coverage 
Candidates Voters Journalists 
TV-centered Low involvement Game-centered coverage 
Message discipline Low turnout Strategy-centered coverage 
Impression management Spiral of cynicism Journalist-centered coverage 

 Political apathy Adversarial style and negativity 
 

  Table 3.3 summarizes recent trends in American political communication 

practices (Plasser 2002:72). It focuses on the triangular relationship between 

candidates, voters and journalists. In the U.S., journalists and candidates are locked 

down in an arms race for information supremacy based on mutual distrust (Fallows 

1997; Kurtz 1998). There is also a general concern in U.S. political communication 

research that the U.S. system is infected with spin and does not produce meaningful 

information for the voters (Patterson 1993: Bennett 2001). Hence, U.S. voters are 

more apathetic and less involved than voters in other Western democracies.  

  It is worth mentioning that the extreme levels of journalistic cynicism and 

spin control in the U.S. are not predestined to occur in other countries. In Norway we 

would find higher levels of political trust and a more harmonious relationship 
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between candidates, voters and journalists. Hence, the U.S. political communication 

system might be a direct effect of the peculiarities of the U.S. political system. We 

will explore this debate in greater depth in chapter four.  

The rise of the political consultants 

  The political consulting industry is a truly unique feature of American 

democracy. No other advanced democracy has outsourced the election process to the 

levels seen in the U.S. According to Sabato (1981), a political consultant can be 

described as “a campaign professional who is engaged primarily in the provision of 

advice and services (such as polling, media creation and production and direct-mail 

fundraising) to candidates, their campaigns, and other political committees.” To a 

certain extent there have always been political consultants in American politics, but 

from the 1960s onwards, political consulting began a remarkable growth as an 

industry. Nimmo (1970) argues that the political consulting industry grew directly 

from the public relations industry. Furthermore, the services of the consultants drew 

in higher demand as the media revolution made new forms of political 

communication possible. At the same time, consultants were good at exploiting the 

decline of the political parties and the emergence of a new system for campaign 

finance (Sabato 1981: 7). 
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  In the past fifty years, the number of political consultants has skyrocketed 

and their power over the electoral process has grown. In his influential book, The 

Permanent Campaign, journalist Sidney Blumenthal (1982) described consultants as 

the new nobility of American politics. They had taken on the role played by the party 

bosses in the 1930s. They had the power and ability to get candidates elected. In the 

last two decades consultants have also become much more visible and don’t hesitate 

to display their power in public. Consultant celebrities such as Dick Morris and 

James Carville sometimes take up as much media space as the candidates for whom 

they are working. Dick Morris, who worked as Bill Clinton’s special advisor from 

1994-96, was labeled “the most influential private citizen in America” by Time 

Magazine in 1996. With Karl Rove in the White House, the U.S. for the first time 

saw a political consultant whose power nearly equalled that of the president he 

worked for. Rove’s position is thus richly symbolic of the political consultants’ rise 

to power and fame in American democracy.   

  Today there are about 7,000 political consultants in the U.S. managing about 

50,000 campaigns each year (Johnson 2001). From a comparative perspective, the 

electoral intensity of the U.S. appears to be an important prerequisite for the rise of 

the American political consulting industry. The U.S. holds elections more frequently 

than any other society. Altogether there are approximately 513,200 popularly elected 
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officials in the United States and more than a million elections are held in every four-

year cycle. Conversely, Norway has local government and parliamentary elections in 

four year cycles and the local government elections are held midway through the 

electoral term of the Storting (parliament).9 Hence, in an environment with low 

campaign budgets and possibilities for campaigns only every other year, political 

consulting is not very likely to become a growth industry in Norway or any other 

Scandinavian country.  

The techniques of U.S. political consultants 

Table 2.4: The techniques of U.S. political consultants 

Area Techniques Aim 
Political research Careful examination of voting 

records, newspaper clips, archive 
information and private information.  

To build the best possible case for your 
candidate and find the most damaging 
information to be used against the 
opponent.  

Polling Focus-group analysis, benchmark 
surveys, trend surveys, dial meter 
analysis and tracking polls.  

Point the mood, adjust nuances and use 
the public as a sounding board for 
campaign and policy themes.  

Political 
advertising 

Negative ads, positive ads and 
instant ads.  

Reach the voter directly with the 
candidate’s message of the candidate and 
set an independent agenda for the 
campaign. Use negative ads to lower 
turnout for the opponent.  

Free media Staged, scripted and controlled news 
events. Special focus on events 
made for television. 

Get effective and free positive coverage 
of the candidate.  

Online 
communication 

Blogs, candidate-sites and online 
advertising. 

Recruit activists and reach younger 
voters.  
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Targeting voters Create large voter files that can be 
used for direct mail, fundraising and 
recruitment.  

Reaching subgroups of the electorate 
with tailored messages/ Microtargeting.  

Fundraising Events, telemarketing and issue-
advocacy.  

Make sure that your candidate can be the 
biggest spender.  

  
Table 3.4 provides a short and simplified summary of the most basic services 

that U.S. political consulting firms provide, based on Johnson (2001). Three specific 

techniques that will be explored in our survey are polling, direct mail and 

microtargeting.  

Direct mail is a technique that combines sophisticated computer technology 

with a great deal of psychological and emotional insight (Sabato 1981: 220). It is 

used to generate both electoral support and funding. The crucial component of a 

direct mail program is the mailing lists. A list of reliable contributors can be a 

goldmine for any given campaign.10 However, the success of such a program 

depends on a powerful message that resonates with the receivers. Consequently, 

direct mail programs frequently employ inflammatory rhetoric and bold claims in 

order to provoke an emotional response. One consultant recommended “Find your 

candidate a nasty enemy. Tell them your candidate is threathened in some way. It’s a 

cheap trick but the simplest” (Sabato 1981: 241).   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

10 Direct mail was exploited very effectively by the Republicans in the 1980s; the consultants with the 
best lists had the hottest clients. Karl Rove, for example, started his political consulting career as a 
direct mail expert (Klein 2006: 75).  
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Direct mail can be especially effective in combination with one of the recent 

trends in the consulting industry, microtargeting. Microtargeting creatively uses 

marketing data, political data and advanced statistical analysis to construct models 

that target different voter segments with unprecedented accuracy. Instead of targeting 

all Democrats in an area, they can be divided into several subgroups based on both 

their consumer habits and political concerns. Consumer habits can also be used to 

predict people’s political beliefs and thereby expand the base of possible receivers. 

For example, one of the well known insights from the microtargeting industry is that 

Republicans prefer bourbon while Democrats enjoy gin. The consequence of the 

proliferation of microtargeting is that most American campaigns today make several 

versions of the same message in order to tailor it to the specific needs of subgroups.  

Pollsters are considered to be some of the most powerful groups of 

consultants. As early as 1983, the prolific Democratic pollster Pat Cadell argued that 

the pollster had become the heart and mind of American political campaigns 

(Hamilton 1995: 161). Since the 1980s, most American presidents have had a very 

intimate relationship with their pollsters (Klein 2006). Since American campaigns 

are not constrained by a party platform or a demanding party organization, the power 

of the pollster is dramatically increased. The different polling techniques employed 

by a pollster are adapted to the different phases of a campaign. Early in the campaign 
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it is common to conduct a benchmark poll designed to find mood of the electorate 

along with the issues they care about. This poll is often combined with numerous 

focus groups that help design the survey questions. The benchmark poll is usually 

the most expensive research project of a campaign (Hamilton 1995: 173). In the 

midcampaign period, trend polls are conducted to check what has happended since 

the benchmark poll. Finally, as the campaign goes towards its end phase the pollster 

conducts daily or weekly tracking polls in order to direct campaign resources 

effectively (177).11   

It should be noted that the techniques of the consulting industry are subject to 

constant change and innovation. In order to survive in a highly competitive market,  

consultants are eager to test out new methods and technology for reaching voters. 

The recent trend of microtargeting is a typical example of this.  

Classical studies of political consultants in the U.S.  

Until recently, studies that involved political consultants were quite rare. The 

early works in the genre were often written by industry insiders and were more 

descriptions of methods used by consultants than an analysis of their campaign 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

11 The use of scientific methods in American campaigns is constantly reaching new levels of 
sophistication. In 1992 Clinton’s advisors instructed voters to push a seven-digit dial every ten 
seconds to show which emotions the candidate elicited when they watched him on video. The results 
enabled them to calculate the most effective body language on television (Hamilton 1995: 175). 
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perception and impact on the electoral process. Sabato’s (1981) study was a 

landmark because it was based on in-depth interviews of the most widely known 

political consultants in the U.S. In addition to providing a thorough introduction to 

what consultants actually do, Sabato raised a number of ethical concerns connected 

to the profession. He portrayed consultants as a group of modern Machiavellians 

willing to do anything to win elections. Negative campaigns, dubious polling 

techniques and cheap gimmickry were for them legitimate methods as long as they 

could help them win elections.   

The consultants’ detrimental effect on American democracy is a frequent 

claim made by both academics and journalists. We will not go into the debate here, 

but we note that much of the literature surrounding American political consultants is 

quite adversarial. Sabato (1989: 3) claims that the industry has “inflicted severe 

damage upon the party system and masterminded the modern cult of personality 

cults over party politics in the United States.” Petracca (1989) argues that political 

consultants “fundamentally threaten the concept of participatory democracy in the 

U.S.” Journalists are also critical of consultant culture. In his latest book, Time-

columnist Joel Klein (2006) blames the political consultants for destroying the public 

discourse in the U.S. in addition to being the main reason for the continuing electoral 

misfortunes of the Democratic Party.   
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Newer academic studies of political consultants 

While the early studies of political consultants were explorative and 

qualitative, more recent studies using survey research and more advanced statistical 

methodology have just started to emerge. Studies of political consultants are 

considered a new subfield in political science Thus, until recently, we knew little 

about their backgrounds and professional beliefs (Thurber, Nelson and Dulio 1998: 

2).  

American University has initiated a series of longitudinal surveys 

administered by the Center for Congressional and Presidential Studies. The first of 

these surveys showed that political consultants are by and large wealthy white males 

with high education (4). Furthermore, party organizations work as a major training 

ground for consultants. When choosing their clients money and message are the two 

most important considerations. Thus, this survey finds that the consultants are not the 

ruthless Machiavellians Sabato describes and that they try to strike a balance 

between their ideological beliefs and the necessity of making a profit. This picture is 

strengthened by Kolondny and Logan (1998) who find that consultants are more 

allies than adversaries to the political parties. Most of the consultants are former 

party employees and are often hired because of their party credentials. Thus, they 

conclude that consultants assist parties more than they hurt them.  
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In addition to describing the political consultants as a group, studies that try 

to measure their electoral effects have also been initiated. Hernson (1992) has 

demonstrated that the more consultants a campaign hires the more likely the 

campaign is to receive party contributions and coordinated expenditures. Medvic and 

Lenart (1997) have suggested that the presence of political consultants in House 

campaigns significantly increases the vote for nonicumbent candidates. Finally, 

Medvic (1998) argues that consultants have positive impact on the electoral fortunes 

of Republican challengers and open seat candidates in congressional elections, but 

no similar effect can be found on the Democratic side. All these studies suggest that 

the political consultants have considerable impact on both campaign practices and 

campaign results in the U.S.     

 

The internationalization of the American political consulting industry 

One development that is of particular interest to the comparative study of 

election campaigns is the internationalization of the political consulting industry. 

Prominent figures from the American political consulting industry have been 

working overseas since the 1970s. In the beginning they concentrated on Latin 

America and Western Europe, but since 1989 newly democratized countries in 
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Eastern Europe, Africa and Asia have become a lucrative market places (Plasser 

2002: 16). It is therefore not uncommon that U.S. political consultants are involved 

on opposite sides in foreign elections. Latin American elections have been subject to 

many clashes between the heavyweights of U.S. political consulting industry (Sabato 

1981). The same is the case in Israel.  

The consultants themselves have high opinions both about their influence and 

the applicability of American campaigning techniques in other countries. Interviews 

with 24 top overseas consultants revealed that that they believe elections in other 

parts of the world will become increasingly Americanized and that none of the 

existing American campaign techniques should be seen as non-transferable (Plasser 

2002: 65). Furthermore, they believe that their greatest contribution to elections in 

other countries is more sophisticated use of polling, better understanding of message 

discipline and message targeting, more focus on strategy and increased speed in 

reactions to attacks (rapid rebuttal) (65). Clients, on the other hand, are more 

skeptical about the applicability of U.S. campaigning techniques and complain about 

lack of understanding of cultural mentalities and local problems among the American 

consultants. This is especially the case in Western Europe, South Africa and Latin 

America (67). 
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American consultants in Scandinavia 

One of the main arguments for avoiding the Americanization concept in this 

study is that Scandinavia in general has been unfertile ground for the U.S. political 

consulting industry. This is not surprising since the Scandinavian countries have 

comparatively low campaign budgets, ban or strictly regulate TV advertising and 

have a distinctively party-controlled campaigning style. There is also a certain level 

of national resistance towards influence from the U.S. allowing election campaigns 

to move towards an American direction. In Norwegian public discourse, 

Americanization is usually used as a synonym for everything that is wrong with 

modern elections. We will explore this point more fully in chapter four when we 

discuss the cultural differences between Norway and the U.S.  

 

This does not mean that the worldwide proliferation of the American political 

consulting industry has not affected Scandinavia. As mentioned, American political 

consultants have not been directly involved in Norwegian elections but several 

campaign workers have participated in campaigning seminars in the U.S. and in the 

1980s the Conservative Party introduced direct mail as a result of close contact with 

consultants in the Republican party (Notaker, forthcoming). Furthermore, in front of 
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the 2005-election Howard Deans campaign manager, Joe Trippi, lectured campaign 

staffers from the Socialist Left Party on the insights from the Dean campaign. Some 

of this information was incorporated into an internet strategy that should result in 

more online activism in the 2005-election. However, the examples of direct contact 

with the U.S. are few and negligible if the goal is to explain the broad changes in 

Norwegian electioneering. 12    

 Sweden has embarked on more formalized cooperation with U.S. 

consultants. In the parliamentary elections in 1994, a consulting team with Bill 

Hamilton, Phil Noble and Rick Ridder assisted the Swedish Social Democrats (Nord 

2001). This collaboration dated back to 1992 when the Swedish Social Democrats 

originally began to work with Phil Noble. From 1992-1994, the intensity of this 

relationship was substantial with Noble visiting Sweden every four to six weeks. He 

developed a close relationship with several leading politicians in the Swedish Social 

Democratic Party, helping with polling and message development and holding a 

number of workshops for campaign workers. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

12 For this study we interviewed Phil Noble who is an American political consultant with the most 
extensive experience in Scandinavia, and Bo Krogvig, who was the campaign manager for the 
Swedish Social Democrats in the 1994 election and responsible for hiring American consultants. 
Krogvig is today a public relations consultant and leader for the European Assosciation of Political 
Consultants while Noble runs politicsonline.com. They both confirmed our claim that no American 
political consultants have been directly involved in a Norwegian election campaign. However, they 
both also noted that Bill Hamilton had done some polling work for the Danish Social Democrats.  
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However, the relationship was abandoned after the 1994 primarily due to 

person changes and some internal criticism. Furthermore, Goran Persson, who 

became Minister of Finance after the 1994 election and party leader and Prime 

Minister in 1996, disliked the American consultants. Thus, in front of his first 

election campaign in 1998 he declared “No more American PR consultants!” (Nord 

2001: 113). 

Our point is that in Scandinavia both the political culture and the institutional 

framework are resistant to strong direct influence from the U.S. campaigning 

industry. Hence, the proliferation of the U.S. political consulting industry is not a 

major factor in Norway’s changing election campaign practice and the two systems 

can be treated as relatively independent of each other. This has important 

implications for our theoretical framework, which is the subject of the next chapter.  
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Chapter 3: Theoretical framework 

 

The previous chapter revealed that comparative election campaign research is 

still a developing field with few established models and no common conceptual 

framework and that there is a certain disagreement with regard to the driving forces 

behind the changes in global electioneering. Furthermore, it has proved difficult for 

researchers to develop theoretical models that effectively capture electoral change 

across nations. Consequently, in this chapter we will first stake out a theoretical 

position in the debate between the Americanization perspective and modernization 

perspective on electoral change before we outline a model that tries to conceptualize 

election campaign change.  

Americanization or modernization? 

Scholars disagree on the fundamental cause behind the increasing 

convergence of election campaign practices around the world, but the end result is 

often described as a process of Americanization. In this view it is assumed that the 

practices and ideology of the American political communication industry are taking 

hold worldwide. According to Swanson and Mancini (1996: 4), “the hypothesis 

holds that campaigning in democracies around the world is becoming more and more 
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Americanized as candidates, political parties and news media take cues from their 

counterparts in the United States.”  

Holtz-Bacha and Lee Kaid (1995:8) touch on the same point when they argue 

that “Americanization of European election campaigns stands for a gradual 

assimilation to the features of U.S. campaign communication practices”. The 

internationalization of the American political consulting industry, the extensive 

coverage of U.S election campaigns abroad and the U.S.' pivotal position in 

international mass communication innovations are the driving forces in this process 

(Swanson and Mancini 1996: 6). 

However, the fact that many countries experience increased media-centricity, 

personalization and professionalization of their election campaigns does not 

necessarily mean that these developments are causally linked to the developments in 

the U.S. Furthermore, the aforementioned definitions are too broad to give any 

meaningful delimitation of what is meant by “Americanization.” If Americanization 

is just a change in the direction of things as they are in the United States, then the 

introduction almost anything new in election campaigns in other countries could be 

labeled as Americanization, since the U.S. is the world leader in implementing new 

campaign technology.   
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The modernization perspective, on the other hand, argues that increased 

election campaign convergence is a result of technological and social changes that 

are common in many countries. Swanson and Mancini (1996) acknowledge that 

recent changes in electioneering might reflect a more general process of 

modernization in Western democracies. Giddens (1990) argues that the modern 

society creates increased social complexity and fragmentation. Technological 

changes and economic growth alter both the electorate and political institutions. As 

the electorate and the media change the political parties can no longer maintain their 

position as mass movements, In order to maintain their support they have to act more 

like “opinion” or “electoral parties”. They rally around media-friendly candidates 

and try to reach an increasingly fragmented electorate through professionalized 

media strategies.  

This view of the causes of global change in electioneering is strongly 

espoused by Norris (2000, 2001). She claims that the growth in campaign 

expenditures, proliferation of negative campaigning and increased personalization 

and media-centricity are first and foremost rooted in technological and economic 

developments that are common to many societies. The modernization process 

simultaneously transforms the news media, party organizations and the electorate 
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and creates new forms of political communication. These two approaches to 

“Americanization” have been summed up by Plasser (2002).  

Table 3.1: Two approaches to Americanization 

Modernization Approach Diffusion Approach 

Americanization as a consequence of the 
modernization of media systems and voter-party 
relationship.  

Americanization as a consequence of the transnational 
diffusion and Implementation of US concepts and 
strategies of electoral campaigning 

 

As we can see the modernization theorists use Americanization as a synonym 

for modernization and professionalization (Plasser 2002: 17). However, the argument 

that two processes with different logic end up with the same result is confusing. 

Thus, in order to reach some conceptual clarity we will understand Americanization 

only as “the transnational diffusion and implementation of U.S. concepts and 

strategies of electoral campaigning.” Hence, we must be able to establish a causal 

link between the country we are studying and the U.S. campaigning industry in order 

to claim that election campaign practices have been Americanized. Our review of the 

experiences of the American political consulting industry in Scandinavia in the last 

chapter demonstrated that this effect is negligible in the Norwegian case. This is 

theoretically important because we avoid the diffusion problem in our direct 

comparison of the two countries.  
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Consequently, we employ a very strict and limited definition of 

Americanization in this thesis by linking to the direct diffusion of American 

campaign practices with the aid for the American political consulting industry. More 

common trends like increased media-centricity, negativity, personalization and 

professionalization will be referred to as modernization. Thus, it is our assumption 

that modernization and not Americanization is the driving force behind, if any, 

increased similarity in election campaign practices in Norway and the U.S.   

What perspective we should choose is naturally dependent upon the object of 

study. Latin American elections have long been known as a showcase for the 

political consulting industry in the U.S. (Sabato 1981: 56). Consequently, in such a 

study the concept of Americanization and an exploration of the direct links to the 

U.S. political consulting industry would be important. An excellent example of direct 

diffusion of American campaigning techniques can be seen in Rachel Boynton’s 

documentary Our Brand is Crisis by. Here a team of U.S. political consultants led by 

Jeremy Rosner and Stanley Greenberg go to Bolivia during the 2002 presidential 

elections. They begin doing focus groups, strategic polling and set up an advanced 

media spin operation. They even give their candidate a political program that 

resembles a classical New Democrat approach to politics. Their choice to introduce 
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negative campaign strategies transforms the race, and in this case clearly 

Americanizes the way election campaigns in Bolivia are conducted.  

 Another problem with the diffusion approach is that it assumes that 

technologies and central axioms of U.S. campaigns are directly applicable in other 

political contexts. In the case of Norway the institutional and cultural limitations on 

American campaigning techniques would be severe. Strategic message development 

would be limited by the party leaders being tied to their party platforms. A 

multiparty system also adds a different dynamic of intraparty competition. Negative 

campaigns could be risky since minority and majority coalitions are the preferred 

form of government. Thus, alienating future coalition partners could have 

devastating consequences.  Finally, the ban on paid political advertising on television 

would make useless one of the strongest weapons in the arsenal of American 

campaigning techniques.  

The debate on institutional and cultural limitations on election campaign 

modernization is central in the comparative literature. We will return to this 

discussion in more depth in chapter four, but we note that institutional differences 

must be taken into consideration when explaining electoral modernization. The 

electoral system, the media system, campaign finance regulations and political 

culture all play an important role in shaping the modern campaign environments. 



 

46 

 

The American problem with Americanization 

Since the U.S. is part of the emprirical focus in this study, the concept of 

Americanization becomes even more problematic. If we follow Swanson and 

Mancini (1996) and describe the end point of global change in election campaign 

practices as Americanization we assume that the U.S. represents a standard towards 

which the rest of the world is slowly converging. However, ever since Toqueville 

wrote Democracy in America political scientists and historians have debated the 

nature and causes of “American exceptionalism”. The argument is that the U.S 

developed differently than other Western countries and has a unique political and 

institutional history. Given that the U.S. is the most candidate-centered democracy in 

the world with weak parties and extreme levels of campaign spending it is likely that 

some aspects of U.S. campaigns will continue to be truly unique for the U.S. and not 

penetrate parliamentary democracies with strong party systems (Farrell and Webb 

2000: 108).   

The peculiarities of the U.S. political system are often a problem when the 

U.S. is subject to comparative studies and this study is no exception. Norwegian 

campaign workers and U.S. political consultants are not the similar groups. The real 
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Norwegian equivalent of American political consultants would be external 

consultants doing public relations or advertising for the parties and the real American 

equivalent of Norwegian campaign workers would be people working with elections 

for the DNC or RNC. The reason for our choice of comparative categories is purely 

functional. Norwegian elections are run by party hired campaign staffers while U.S. 

elections are run by external consultants. However, this is a methodological problem 

we have to take seriously when interpreting the results of the survey. At the outset of 

the next chapter, we will further review some of the major comparative problems 

that arise when comparing two very different countries.  

The concept of Americanization also implies that the U.S. is unaffected by 

campaign innovations in other parts of the world. Even though U.S. campaigns are 

among the most technologically advanced in the world, they are not isolated from 

foreign influence. When U.S. political consultants began going abroad during the 

seventies and eighties they picked up new techniques for using print media and 

billboards more effectively (Sabato 1981: 62). The U.S. and Britain have always had 

a strong tradition of mutual exchange of campaigning methods and political ideas. 

After the successful Tory election in 1979, the Republican Congressional Campaign 

Committee was so impressed that it actually made a series of spots based on the Tory 

spots (62).  
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Finally, Americanization also postulates that there is a general way of doing 

political campaigns in the U.S. and that we have exact knowledge about this 

campaign model. It should be noted that the study of political professionals is a 

rather new subfield in political science and it would be premature to conclude that 

we know completely the modus operandi of American political consultants (Thurber 

1998). The image of U.S. campaigns as hyperprofessionalized and hypermodern 

might conceal that more traditional elements of campaigning such as mass rallies and 

party messages still play an important role several places. Furthermore, there is 

reason to believe that the U.S. political parties are going through a revitalization 

process where they play a more powerful role in both congressional and presidential 

elections (Herrnson 2000). Overall, our approach will enable us to put the claims 

about the U.S. as the most advanced and postmodern campaign environment in the 

world under closer empirical scrutiny.  

  

To summarize, the basic model of this study will look like this:  

 

 

 

Independent 
variable 
Modernization  

 

Intermediary 
variables 
Electoral system 
Media system 
Campaign finance 

system 

Dependent 
variable 
Election 
campaign 
practices 
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It should be noted that the survey is designed to measure the dependent variable in 

this model. We have no way of statistically assessing the causal links between the 

independent and intermediary variables and our dependent variable. Hence, we will 

use chapter four to describe in detail the possible effects of our intermediary 

variables on our hypotheses. However, the empirical focus will be on how Norway 

and the U.S. differ with regard to the level of modernization in their election 

campaign practices.  

A model for campaign modernization 

The question then remains of how the degree of electoral modernization can 

be conceptualized and measured. As mentioned, theory building in comparative 

election research is limited, but the literature contains some attempts to develop a 

common theoretical framework. For this study we have developed a model based on 

Butler and Ranney (1992), Farell (1996), Norris (2000) and Wring (2001). They 

have all argued that the worldwide changes in electioneering can be placed in a 

continuum from premodern to modern to postmodern. The premodern campaign is 

party and organization-centered, the modern campaign is candidate-centered and 



 

50 

television-driven and the postmodern style of campaigning is marketing and high-

tech-driven. By constructing three Weberian ideal types of campaign styles we get a 

dependent variable that is less biased and avoids using the elusive concept of 

Americanization. The basic assumption in this model is that innovations in 

electioneering are driven by technological and social change common to many 

countries, which we will refer to as modernization.  

Table 3.2: Premodern, modern and postmodern election campaigns.  

Phase Premodern  Modern Postmodern 

Political communcation characteristics 

Mode of political 
communication systems 

Party-dominated Television-centered Multiple channels and 
multimedia 

Dominant style of 
political communcation 

Propaganda.  
Messages along party lines. 
 

Selling concept.  
Sound bites, images and impressions 
management.  

Marketing concept.  
Narrowly casted, targeted 
micro messages.  

Media Partisan press, posters, 
newspaper adverts, radio 
broadcasts 

Television broadcasts through main 
evening news 

Television narrow-casting, 
targeted direct mail and e-
mail campaign messages.  

Dominant advertising 
media 

Print advertisements, 
posters, leaflets, radio 
speeches and mass rallies 

Nationwide television 
advertisements, colorful posters and 
magazine adverts, mass direct 
mailings 

Targeted television 
advertisements, e-mail 
campaigns and 
telemarketing techniques, 
banner ads on the Internet.  

Campaign characteristics 

Campaign coordination Party leaders and leading 
party staff. Politicians in 
charge 

Party campaign managers and 
external media, advertising and 
survey experts. Growing prominence 
of external advisors but politicians 
still in charge.  

Special party campaign units 
and more specialized 
political consultants. 
Consultants become 
celebrities. Unclear who is 
in charge.  

Dominant campaign 
paradigm 

Party logic Media logic Marketing logic 

Preparations Short-term, ad hoc Long-term campaign Permanent campaign 

Campaign expenditures Low budget Increasing Spiraling up 

Tone of campaign Positive Neutral Negative 
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Electorate and targeting characteristics 

Electorate Cleavage and group-based 
stable voting behavior 

Erosion of party-attachments and 
rising volatility 

Issue-based and highly 
volatile voting behavior.. 

Targeting of voters Social class support base. 
Maintain vote of specific 
social categories 

Trying to mobilize voters across all 
categories.  

Targeting of specific 
subgroups of voters through 
microtargeting.  

Use of scientific 
methods/Sources of 
feedback 

Impressionistic, no 
systematic opinion polling. 
Canvassers and party 
activists are the link to the 
electorate.  

Large-scale opinion polling to make 
strategic campaing decision. 
Feedback from party less important.  

Greater range of polling 
techniques and more 
extensive use of polling 
data. Microtargeting.  

Party characteristics 

Party logic Mass  parties. Importantto 
have a strong party 
organization that can 
mobilize voters.  

Catch all parties.  Cartel party. The candidate 
and a network of advisors 
are the party. Party 
organization weak and 
unimportant.  

Importance of 
candiate/party leader 

Party based campaigning. 
Less focus on the 
candidate.  

The candidate moves to the center 
stage because of television centered 
campaigning.  

The candidate’s charisma 
and personality decides the 
eletion.   

 

The three phases of campaigning 

The different phases in the model are strongly linked to the technological 

advances in communication technology (Farrell and Webb 2000: 105). The first 

stage of campaigning is characterized by a highly partisan political communication 

system where the voters are fed propaganda through party press, posters, mass rallies 

and canvassing. Second, in terms of campaign characteristics, the campaigns are 

driven by the party bureaucracy and volunteer activists on a rather low budget. The 

target audience is made up of fixed social categories that need to be mobilized. 

Hence, there is no need for sophisticated opinion polling to locate the swing voters. 
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Finally, a strong party is the driving force in the campaign and the party leader 

receives less attention.   

The second stage of campaign professionalization is characterized by the 

arrival of television (105). Since television is the most important means of 

communication, media training and public relations become important campaign 

tools. Hence, the party bureaucracy is professionalized and external media and 

marketing consultants are hired. In the television age, the personality of the 

candidate becomes more important and direct contact with voters is substituted with 

opinion polls. The tone of the campaigns become somewhat rougher as electoral 

volatility increases and more voters are up for grabs. The strategic focus is no longer 

on mobilizing the social base of the party but to sell the message to voters across all 

categories.  

The third stage of campaign professionalization coincides with the arrival of 

new telecommunications technology. Some scholars argue that the U.S. began to 

enter this stage as early as 1988 (105). At this stage the permanent campaign has 

arrived and campaigns are driven by consultants and professionalized campaign 

units. Sophisticated polling techniques are employed to target an increasingly 

deideologized and volatile electorate. Consequently, campaign messages become 

more negative, consumer-oriented and driven by marketing logic. In this highly 
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professionalized world, the party organization and party activists are reduced to 

bystanders and the image and personality of the party leader/candidate is of 

paramount importance.  

A similar summary has been done by Plasser (2002: 6), but we have 

expanded the number of indicators and grouped the categories. The indicator “tone 

of election” has not been used earlier by any of the authors mentioned above, but it 

follows the general logic of the model. As campaign professionalization and 

electoral volatility increase campaigns must rely more heavily on negative messages.   

The three campaign stages represent ideal types that aid our understanding of 

election campaign change. The model is first and foremost a heuristic tool (Farrel 

and Webb 2000; Plasser 2001) that we will use to generate hypotheses about election 

campaign practices in Norway and the U.S. Our basic assumption is that Norway lies 

close to the modern campaign style, while the U.S. exemplifies the postmodern style 

of campaigning. Furthermore, the different stages in the model should not be seen as 

strictly separated from each other, but rather as a continuum along which campaign 

organizations move (Farrell and Webb 1998:106). Since the postmodern stage is 

closely modeled after U.S. campaigning practices, it is not a given that other 

countries will follow the same path. Again, institutional and cultural limitations can 

play a major role in deciding the level of modernization. Political advertising in 
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Norwegian election campaigns will never move beyond the premodern level as long 

as political advertising on television is banned, which points to the possibility of 

mixing premodern, modern and postmodern characteristics and skipping phases in 

any given campaign environment.  

An obvious problem with the model is that it assumes that postmodern 

campaigning is the endpoint of electoral modernization. As new technology develops 

there will certainly be a fourth and a fifth level in this development, but for now the 

model sufficiently covers the empirical landscape of this study.     

 

Our challenge is to find ways to operationalize and measure the different stages in 

this model. How much influence must external consultants have in order to 

determine that a campaign is consultant-controlled and not managed by party staff? 

How do we decide that media logic and not party logic is the dominant paradigm of 

the campaign? How negative must a campaign be in order to be considered 

postmodern?  

These are challenging questions to both measure and build into a comparative 

framework. Our comparative survey of Norwegian campaign staffers and American 

political consultants is designed to tap into the different dimensions of the model. 

Concrete measurements and hypotheses will be discussed in detail in chapter five.    
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Chapter 4: Comparing Norway and the U.S. 

 

One of the major insights we can draw from comparative political science is 

that different institutional arrangements result in different political practices. New 

rules always change the game. The model we presented in the previous chapter 

predicts that the forces of modernization do not create a uniform pattern of election 

campaign change. Institutional differences such as electoral system, campaign 

regulations and media system are intermediate variables that affect the campaigning 

environment. Campaigns in the U.S. are candidate-centered, money- and media-

driven and highly professionalized. In most countries outside the U.S., however, 

campaigns tend to be party-centered, publicly funded and managed by party staff 

(Plasser 2002: 78). The reason for these differences can be found in the different 

institutional environments experienced by campaign workers outside the U.S.    

In this chapter we will explore these differences and outline the strategic 

implications they have for campaign practices in Norway and the U.S. Our main 

focus will be on the electoral systems, the party systems, the voters, the media 

system, campaign regulations and political culture. Towards the end of the chapter 

we will summarize the strategic implications these variables have for how election 

campaigns and Norway and the U.S are executed. This has important consequences 
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for the design of our hypotheses, which will be presented in the next chapter. 

However, before we move on to look at the detailed differences, we will briefly 

discuss some general problems connected to a comparative approach to Norway and 

the U.S.  

Why a comparative approach? 

Comparative analysis can help us both explain and understand things better. 

Much like the traveler who sees the truly unique aspects of his country when going 

abroad, researchers often get a clearer perspective on their own findings when they 

bring it into a comparative framework. It is common to separate between two 

different approaches to comparative studies called the most similar systems and most 

different systems designs (Lijphart 1971).13 In a most similar systems design the aim 

is to compare very similar cases which only differ in the dependent variable, on the 

assumption that this would make it easier to find those independent variables that 

explain the presence/absence of the dependent variable. Comparative studies in 

Scandinavia, for example, have provided fertile ground for this kind of studies. 

Hence, questions such as why the Norwegian labor movement became much more 

radical those in Sweden and Denmark can be approached this way (Heidar 2003: 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

13 In John Stuart Mill’s classical version this is also known as the method of similarities and method 
of difference.  
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262). The problem with the approach is that the similarities between the countries are 

already so huge that sorting out true differences can be difficult.    

  In a most different systems design, the aim is to compare very 

different cases, all of which nevertheless have in common the same dependent 

variable; any other circumstance that is present in all the cases can be regarded as the 

independent variable. This study is an example of this approach. Norway and the 

U.S. are very different with regard to party system, campaign regulations and 

political culture but, they both have election campaigns. The question then remains: 

what are the similarities and differences in electioneering between these two 

countries and how can they be explained? Our survey gives us an excellent tool to 

measure and sort out the differences and similarities in campaign practices. 

However, there is no easy way to statistically determine which independent variables 

explain the detected pattern of differences and similarities.  

Scandinavian and American exceptionalism? 

A central question in comparative research is whether countries have unique 

paths of development or whether they all share some central characteristics. Thus it 

is worth mentioning that both the U.S. and Norway are extremely different countries, 

which makes them stand out in comparative research. We will shortly review some 
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historical points about the exceptional features of the U.S. and Scandinavia.    

 The debate around American exceptionalism was started by the French 

aristocrat and political scientist Alexis de Toqueville. When de Toqueville traveled o 

the U.S. in the 1830s, he noted some striking differences between the new land of 

opportunity and the old aristocratic Europe. In his book Democracy in America 

(1831), he described the U.S. as a society where men were equal and strong class 

divisions hardly existed. The people there seemed to create their own futures through 

hard work and embrace individualism and capitalism to an extraordinary degree. 

High participation and involvement in the local communities and ordinary 

democratic life also set the U.S. apart from Europe. Thus, for de Toqueville the U.S. 

separated itself from Europe through a peculiar set of democratic values.   

 Since de Toqueville made his observations, the U.S. has continued along its 

deviant path. While 20th- century Europe was transformed by the forces of socialism 

and fascism these political movements never gained any foothold in the U.S. The 

fact that socialism failed to manifest itself in the world’s most advanced capitalist 

country particularly troubled European thinkers and intellectuals (Lipset and Marks 

2000). Hence, the U.S.’ unique political history comes in addition to the institutional 

peculiarities that we will explore in the rest of this chapter.  
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Norway, along with the other Scandinavian countries is also seen as 

something of an outlier in comparative politics. The central question has been 

whether there is a special type of “Scandinavian democracy” or “Scandinavian 

welfare state” that makes these countries stand out in an international context.14 In 

1936, the Swedish journalist Magnus W. Childs published a book called Sweden: 

The Middle Way, which was written for the American market (Heidar 1993: 264). 

Childs’ argument was that Sweden had found a middle way between the disruptive 

forces of fascism and socialism and that  in Scandinavia a strong labor movement 

had tempered the worst excesses of capitalism through compromise and pragmatism. 

The British political scientist David Apter (1999: 146-149) has summarized the 

Scandinavian model of government as dominated by strong social democratic 

parties, working multiparty systems, an active state and a consensual approach to 

policymaking. Hence, there is reason to suspect that some of our Norwegian findings 

might stand out from what we find on the European continent.      

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

14 This is often referred to as the “Nordic Model” the difference being that Scandinavia only involves 
Denmark, Sweden and Norway, while “the Nordic countries” also include Finland and Iceland. 
However, the similarities between the three Scandinavian countries are more striking since they share 
language and political histories while Finland and Iceland are somewhat deviant here. In this thesis, 
we will use Scandinavia as a main reference point for our Norwegian findings.  
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The Norwegian and American electoral systems 

Table 4.1: The Norwegian and American electoral systems  

Country Electoral 
system 

Number of 
seats in lower 
House 

Party system 
and major 
parties. 

Presidential 
election 

Norway PR 169 Multiparty 
system 

 

No 

USA Majoritarian 435 Two-party 
system 

Yes, indirect 
election of 
president.  

 

Table 4.1 describes the most important differences between American and 

Norwegian electoral systems. Norway is a parliamentary democracy with a 

proportional electoral system, while the U.S. is a presidential democracy with a 

majoritarian electoral system. Norway has a multiparty system while the U.S. has a 

two-party system. Compared to Norway, the American political system has extreme 

levels of candidate-centeredness. According to columnist David Broder, the 

American system is “run by 536 individual political entrepreneurs – one president, 

100 senators and 435 members of the House – each of whom got here essentially on 

his own.  Each chooses the office he seeks, raises his own money, hires his own 

pollster and ad-maker and recruits his own volunteers” (quoted in Farrell 1996:164).  
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All of these factors have an impact on the election campaign environment. 

Candidate-based electoral system create individualized and decentralized campaign 

styles, while party-based electoral systems stimulate party-focused, centralized and 

nationwide campaign strategies (Plasser 2002: 80). Furthermore, the presidential 

system enhances incentives for candidate-, media- and money-driven forms of 

campaigning with increased levels of personalization of the elections. The party-

centered form of campaigning, however is less candidate-focused and more policy 

and issue-oriented (Farrell 1996: 162).  

The logic behind winning and losing is completely different in majoritarian 

and proportional systems. In Norway one generally never wins a majority in an 

election, rather one wins the right to negotiate about governing with other parties. 

Hence, the usual form of governing in Norway is by coalitions. The Norwegian 

system is normally separated into blocks of parties with the Labour Party and the 

Socialist Left Party in the socialist block and the rest of the parties in the non-

socialist block.15The coalition system in Norway probably has an impact on the 

presence of negative campaigning because it is politically unwise to scare away 

possible coalition partners. In the Netherlands, where coalitions also are the norm, a 

study concluded that “the attitude of the political parties toward each other is highly 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

15 This pattern changed after the most recent election since the Centre Party had joined the socialist 
block as a part of the red-green coalition, who formed a majority coalition after the 2005 elections. 
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correct and positive; personal attacks on politicians are few and far between, and 

negative campaigning is nonexistent” (van Praag 1992: 144). In the U.S., however, 

the path to power is less complicated. The winner takes it all and there is apparently 

no need to worry about offending possible coalition partners. This opens the door for 

much tougher campaign messages.   

The Norwegian and American party systems 

Duverger (1972) showed that a party system is heavily influenced by the 

overall electoral system. A majoritarian system leads to a two-party system while a 

proportional system makes multiple parties more likely. In the comparative 

literature, the U.S. and Britain are often the showcases for working two- party 

systems while the Scandinavian countries exemplifies functional multiparty systems 

(Heidar 2004:40). In addition there are enormous differences in both the function and 

the strength of the Norwegian and American political parties.   

The best way to understand the Scandinavian party system is through the 

five-party model and the two-bloc perspective. In the 1970s, Berglund and 

Lindstrom (1978) presented a model that stressed the similarities between the 

Scandinavian party systems. They noted that all the Scandinavian countries and 

Finland all had parties belonging to the same five party families – namely the 



 

63 

Conservatives, the Liberals, the Social Democrats, the Agrarians and the 

Communists. Furthermore, in debates and government formation these parties 

usually fall into a socialist and a non-socialist block (1978: 16).  

Sweden is seen as the best example on the five-party model, but the 

Norwegian system also fits the model fairly well (Heidar 2004: 51). The Labour 

Party belongs to the social democratic family, the Conservative Party to the 

conservative family, the Liberal Party to the Liberal family and the Centre Party to 

the agrarian family. There are also some important deviations from the model. The 

Christian People’s Party represents a deviation on its own and has been particularly 

strong in Norway compared to the other Scandinavian countries. There are also two 

newcomers in the Socialist Left Party and the Progressive Party. The Socialist Left 

Party originally split from the Social Democrats in 1961 because of resistance 

towards NATO, but became part of the “New Politics” movement and adopted 

environmentalism and embraced more post-material values. The right-wing populist 

Progressive Party entered the electoral scene in 1973 and has been particularly 

successful since 1989. A similar development has occurred in Denmark but not in 

Sweden (51). However, these deviations do not alter the overall picture of a basic set 

of commonalities between the Scandinavian party systems.   
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Like all Western European parties the Norwegian political parties have 

experienced a dramatic membership decline the recent decades (Heidar and Saglie 

2002). However, the Norwegian parties seem to be quite adaptive to the 

modernization of the Norwegian society. The parties still function well as arenas for 

democratic deliberation and are well connected to the different social groups they 

represent. Hence, Norwegian parties still have a strong mass party profile and are not 

rapidly moving towards more professionalized party models such as the cartel party 

(304). The actions of the party leadership are still heavily constrained by the party 

programs that are approved at the parties’ national conventions, and overall the 

Norwegian campaign practices are probably still quite party-centered.  

Describing the American party system in a comparative perspective is not 

easy. Unlike the Norwegian parties that fit well into existing comparative models 

U.S. parties are seen as “to different to be included with the rest of the world” (Ware 

2006: 275). Hernson (2001) argues that American political parties were created first 

and foremost to perform electoral functions. Consequently, the Republican and 

Democratic Parties are more election campaign machines than parties in the classical 

sense.  

The rise of the political consultants discussed would in chapter two would not 

have been possible without the gradual decline experienced by the American 
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political parties in the postwar era. The introduction of television further opened up a 

new era of candidate-centered politics, and demographic changes in American cities 

from suburbanization to lower levels of immigration contributed to the erosion of the 

old party machines (Hernson 2001). The parties did not adapt well to this new 

environment and the consultants simply exploited the vacuum created by the parties’ 

decline and their inability to deliver the services demanded by a candidate-centered 

campaign style (Sabato 1981). Consequently, American campaigns were transformed 

from party-centered to candidate-centered events. This was reinforced by the 

introduction of presidential primary elections in the 1970s which decimated the 

parties’ role in the nomination process.  

Today, researchers disagree on whether the parties still are in decline or have 

experienced a resurgence. In 1972, David Broder published The Party’s Over in 

which he predicted that American parties were doomed for the foreseeable future. 

However, Hernson (2001) argues that the parties have regained their foothold and 

have again become very important players in party politics and elections. However, 

compared to European standards the American parties are still exceptionally weak. 

This should consequently reinforce the candidate focus of American election 

campaigns.  
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The Norwegian and the American electorate 

A major reason for the renewed interest in election campaign research is the 

dramatic changes of the electorate of many Western democracies the last decades. As 

the traditional ties to the political parties become weaker, the uncertainty and 

volatility in the electorate increase. More voters are thus likely to be influenced by 

the election campaign and they wait longer to make their final decisions. We will 

now take a closer look at this development in Norway and the U.S.  

Figure 4.1: Major trends in the Norwegian electorate 1965-2001 

Major trends in the Norwegian electorate 1965-2001
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The figure shows the development in party identification, class-based voting, 

volatility and time of final vote decision in Norway from 1965-2001.16 While early 

American electoral research was heavily influenced by the party identification 

tradition, the Norwegian research focused on how the political cleavage structure 

influenced vote choice. Lipset and Rokkan’s (1967) seminal studies on the conflict 

structures in western democracies saw the party systems as the product of the 

national and industrial revolutions. According to their research, the party alignments 

froze during the 1960s and this explained the strong relationship between social-

structural variables and vote choice (Knutsen 2004: 61).  

We can see from the development of party identification and the Alford 

index17 that social structures continued have a strong impact on Norwegian voting 

behavior until the 1980s. Comparative analysis has also shown that that the levels of 

class-based voting have been higher in Scandinavia than in other democracies 

(Niuewbeerta 1995). After the 1985 election, however, there was a sharp decline in 

class-based voting and a strong increase in voters who change parties between the 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

16 The numbers from the 2005 election will not be released until August 2007. The numbers on party 
identification, volatility and time of final time of vote choice are taken from Aardal (2003:261). The 
Alford index is from Knutsen (2004: 72).  
17 The Alford index is a measure for the level of class-based voting and is simply the proportion of 
workers who vote for socialist parties minus the proportion of the other social classes who do the 
same.  
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elections and delay their vote choice until the election campaign.18 In the 2001 

election roughly half of the electorate changed its party choice from the previous 

election and decided which party to vote for during the election campaign. The 

conclusion from the Norwegian electoral researchers is that modern Norwegian 

voters are in disarray (Aardal 2003:13). At the same time, there are some elements of 

stability in this picture. Social cleavage variables still have a considerable impact on 

vote choice and the changes in voting follow a clear ideological pattern. Hence, 

parties that are ideologically close to each other tend to change voters. These trends 

are quite similar to the ones seen in Sweden with the exception that the decline in 

class-based voting has been somewhat weaker there. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

18 Volatility is measured by panel-data and indicates the number of voters who changed their opinion 
in the question “what party or list did you vote for” from one election to the next.  
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Figure 4.2: Major trends in the American electorate 1952-2004 

Major trends in the American electorate 1952-2004
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 Figure 4.2 shows development in U.S. party identification and the number of 

voters who make their vote choice during the last two weeks of the campaign in 

presidential elections from 1952-2004.19 Initially the development in the American 

electorate seems less dramatic than in the Norwegian electorate. There is a certain 

decline in party identification on the Democratic side, but the overall levels of party 

identifiers remain high and there is little increase over this period in voters who 

decide during the last weeks of the campaign. The decline in Democratic party 

identification is directly connected to the civil rights struggle in the 1960s and the 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

19 All numbers are retrieved from the homepage of the American National Elections Study, 
www.electionstudies.org. Weak and strong Democrats or Republicans are coded together while 
independent Republicans and Democrats are labeled as “independents”.  
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Republican realignment under Reagan from 1980-88 (Miller 1999: 123). Johnson’s 

acceptance of the Voting Rights Act in 1964 initiated a steep decline in Democratic 

party identification in the South. Outside of the South, Democratic party 

identification did not start to trend downward before 1980-88 when less sophisticated 

and experienced voters began to drift against Reagan (96).  

The somewhat less dramatic changes in the American electorate are probably 

a system effect. In a two-party system there are fewer possibilities for party change 

whereas Norwegian voters can easily switch between parties that are ideologically 

close to one other. The very liberal Democrat and the very conservative Republican 

have a much wider ideological divide to cross. Furthermore, while Norwegian 

election campaigns are usually concentrated during one intense month, presidential 

election campaigns in the U.S. are stretched out over at least one year. Hence it is no 

surprise that voters have made up their minds sometime in advance. Both countries, 

however, follow the common trend in Western countries towards more unpredictable 

voting behavior; in both cases more voters are up for grabs and the importance of the 

election campaign increases.  
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Turnout in American and Norwegian elections 

Figure 4.3: Turnout in Norwegian and American elections 1960-2006 
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Another feature of the electorate that affects campaign practices is the turnout 

rate. The figure shows the turnout in Norwegian and American elections the last four 

decades.20 We see from the table that the U.S. is a striking example of a low turnout 

culture, while Norway is an example of a high turnout culture. In the U.S., turnout in 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

20 We have used the year of presidential elections in the U.S. as a baseline here to make the 
comparison simple. The numbers for Norway refer to the year after the U.S presidential election 
(1960 means 1961 etc.) and for congressional elections two years after (1960 means 1962 etc.). U.S. 
numbers are from the Federal Election Commission, www.fec.gov, and show the turnout among the 
voting-age population. The Norwegian numbers are retrieved from the homepage of the Norwegian 
election researcher Bernt Aardal, http://home.online.no/~b-aardal/ 
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congressional elections is around 40 percent while turnout in presidential elections is 

somewhat higher. However, the U.S. continues to have among the lowest turnout 

rates of Western democracies. This has important implications for campaign 

strategy. In the U.S., the focus is on registered voters and potential swing voter 

groups. Hence, the campaign style is exclusive and large groups of voters are 

neglected by the campaigns (Plasser 2002: 125). In Norway, however, neglecting 

groups of voters is risky because most people are potential voters. This calls for an 

inclusive campaign style where the focus is on mobilizing nonvoters (124).  

The Norwegian and American media infrastructure 

Table 4.2: The Norwegian and American media systems compared21 

Countr
y 

Broadcasting 
system 

Access to 
political 
television 
advertising 

Daily 
TV 
reach 

TV 
consumpt
ion in 
minutes 

Daily 
newspaper 
reach 

Internet 
users 

Norwa
y 

Mixed/dual  No 82% 151 81 56% 

USA Liberal  Yes 71% 238 59 59% 
 
Modern election campaigns are media campaigns, hence media regulations 

and media consumer habits have a huge impact on the campaign environment. The 

table above shows the most important differences between the American and 

Norwegian media systems. With regard to broadcasting, the Norwegian system is a 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

21 All numbers are from 2000-2001 and are adapted from Plasser (2002: 181-205).  



 

73 

mixed system which means that public television stations have to compete with 

market-driven and commercial channels. The modernization of both the broadcasting 

system and the newspaper system in Norway happened quite recently. The public 

monopoly on television was dissolved in 1992 with the introduction of TV2. 

Furthermore, a unique historical trait to Scandinavia is the fact that the connection 

between the political parties and newspapers was long-lasting. Up until the 1980s, 

the typical Norwegian newspaper was affiliated with a political party (Allern 2005: 

4).  

The U.S., on the other hand, is the textbook example of the liberal market 

model for broadcasting (Plasser 2002: 196). The public broadcasting system in the 

U.S. exists with PBS and C-span, but these channels have remarkably low ratings. 

The media system in the United States is almost exclusively privately financed and 

advertising is the main source of income. Hence, the U.S. television industry is 

extremely ratings-driven and candidates and political parties have little influence on 

its contents (196).  

One of the most important differences in media regulations is the lack of 

access to political advertising on television in Norway and the truly exceptional 

access to political television in the U.S. There are some federal regulations on 

advertising activity in the U.S., but in practice these restrictions have no impact 
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(216). A U.S. campaign is practically free to air as many spots as it can with the 

content it chooses.  

In Norway, political advertising is forbidden on public television but is legal 

on radio, in print media and on the internet. The Norwegian ban on political 

advertising is under constant pressure from the political parties in the non-socialist 

bloc and the commercial TV-channels. During the lead-up to the 2005 election, TV2 

challenged the ban an aired a political commercial for the Progress Party. This 

became a costly venture as TV2 was fined 70,000 NOK in the aftermath of the 

election for illegally airing the commercial. In Sweden and Denmark the rules are 

somewhat more liberal. In Denmark local television and commercial channels are 

allowed to air political commercials and in Sweden these are limited to privately 

owned satellite channels. However, as long as both countries employ a ban on 

political commercials on public television, advertising’s impact on campaign 

practices will be limited (Asard 1997; Nord 2001). 

When we look at the statistics for television and newspaper penetration we 

see an interesting picture. In general, Americans watch much more television and 

read fewer newspapers than Norwegians. The differences in TV-reach are not great, 

but there is a consumption gap since Americans watch TV about 1.5 hours more each 

day. The Norwegians, on the other hand, have a very strong newspaper culture, 
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where 81 percent of the adult population reads a newspaper on a daily basis and the 

average newspaper circulation per 1000 people is among the highest in the in the 

world.  

Norris (2000) uses some of the same statistics presented here to separate 

between newspaper-centric societies and television-centric societies. Norris places 

all the Scandinavian countries among the newspaper-centric, while the U.S. is seen 

as television-centric. Furthermore, when looking at the total amount of news 

consumption, Plasser (201) places the Scandinavian countries among the highly 

news-oriented countries where a large portion of the population consumes both print 

and televised news each day whereas the U.S. is classified as a low news orientation 

country since only half of the voters daily have contact with the news. Internet 

penetration is fairly similar between the U.S. and Norway, and both places online 

newspaper reading is on the rise. Hence, the internet is an important medium for 

spreading campaign messages.  

The differences in broadcasting systems, political advertising and media 

habits are likely to impact campaign practices in Norway and the U.S. McLuhan’s 

simple point about how different communication technologies and communication 

environments foster different forms of public discourse is highly valid for political 

communication practices. With extremely liberal regulations on political advertising 
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and a television-centric newsculture, U.S. campaigns are probably made for 

television, hence there is more focus on style and imagery than substance. In 

Norway, on the other hand, there are greater opportunities for newspaper-centric 

styles of political communication which correspond better with issue-based forms of 

political campaigning. This is enhanced by the ban on political advertising on 

television. Another strengthening factor is the set of professional norms of the 

Norwegian news industry, still heavily influenced by a long tradition of public 

service broadcasting where impartiality and balance are central values (Allern 2005). 

Journalistic culture in the U.S., however, is becoming increasingly partisan and spin-

infected due to the enormous commercial pressures in the news industry (Bennet 

2001; Fallows 1997).  
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The Norwegian and American campaign finance systems 

Figure 4.4: Norwegian campaign finance 1989-2005 
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The table22 shows why research on campaign finance hardly exists in 

Norway, since it demonstrates that the level of campaign spending has not increased 

from 1989 to 2001 controlling the numbers for inflation (Karlsen and Narud 2004: 

118). Furthermore, campaign spending actually decreased from 2001 to 2005. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

22 There are no available time-series data on Norwegian campaign spending. The numbers from 1989 
are taken from Eide (1991). The numbers from 2001 and 2005 are retrieved from an article in the 
Norwegian newspaper Aftenposten which was based on the numbers the parties reported themselves. 
See Nehru Sand, Lars, “52 millioner for ditt ja: Partiene snur paa krona (52 millon for your vote: The 
parties squeeze their resources)”, in Aftenposten, June 30, 2005. There is an overview over the 
campaign spending for 2001 in Karlsen and Narud (2004) but it is based on estimates given by the 
parties in interviews while the numbers in Aftenposten reflect their actual spending.  
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During the most recent election, the Norwegian parties spent just 8,3 million USD 

total on their election campaigns.  

The parties’ major source of income is public funding and their level of 

support is decided by their vote share in the previous election (118). According to 

Statistics Norway the Norwegian parties got 2/3 of their income from public funding 

in 2005.23 Hence there is a clear connection between election campaign spending and 

the previous election result. For example, the Labour Party’s sharp decline in 

campaign spending from 2001-2005 is caused by their catastrophic election result in 

2001.   

There is additionally some financial support from special interest groups in 

Norwegian politics. The Labour Party traditionally receives substantial support from 

the unions, while the Confederation of Norwegian Enterprise gives contributions to 

the Conservative Party. In 2005, the Labour Party received 11.4 percent of its 

income from the unions while the Conservative Party got 4.4 percent of their income 

from commercial interests. However, the central board of the Norwegian Enterprise 

Institute has decided to phase out its direct support to political parties; consequently, 

the low levels of contributions from special interest groups in Norway will probably 

continue. Private contributions only accounted for two percent of the parties’ income 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

23 All the numbers on party finance are taken from a report from Statistics Norway called 
“Statsfinansierte politiske partier (State-financed political parties)” published in 2005. See 
http://www.ssb.no/partifin/ 
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in 2005. Hence, it is tempting to label the Norwegian levels of campaign spending as 

premodern.  

The money flow in American politics is exceptionally high compared to any 

other democracy in the world. During each presidential and congressional election, 

new spending records are set and lawmakers seem unable to close the loopholes in 

campaign finance legislation.  

Figure 4.5: Presidential fundraising 2000-200424 
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As a simple illustration of the development, the figure above shows 

development in individual contributions over just the last two presidential elections. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

24 Numbers are taken from Malbin, Michael J. (ed.) (2006). In The Election After the Reform: Money, 
Politics, and the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act, Roman and Littlefield.  



 

80 

From 2000-2004, contributions nearly tripled for the Republican presidential 

candidate and it has quadrupled for the Democratic presidential candidate.  

In general, the U.S. is considered to be a country where the government sets 

minimal restrictions on how campaigns are conducted (Plasser 2002: 151). However, 

there are a lot of countries, including Norway, that don’t have spending limits on 

their campaigns, and there are specific institutional features in the U.S. that are 

conducive to money-driven politics. The candidate-centered electoral system is one, 

but in addition there is another institutional peculiarity in primary elections. The 

proliferation of primary elections in both congressional and presidential politics has 

fueled the money race and dramatically weakened the political parties. In 2004, 38 

states held presidential primary elections. Furthermore, in congressional elections, 

state congressional elections, senatorial elections and gubernatorial elections 46 

states demands primary elections (Plasser 2002: 153). Consequently, the parties have 

lost control over the nomination process and in principle anyone can run for any 

office they wish as long as they can gather the necessary resources. Consequently, 

the primary system drives the election campaign environment in the U.S. away from 

party-centered campaigning and towards more candidate-centered and money-driven 

campaigning styles.   
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Cultural differences between Norway and the U.S.  

We know that underlying norms shape political behavior. Studies of political 

capital, for example, show that countries have large variations in satisfaction with 

and trust in democratic government (Pharr and Putnam 2000). Studies dealing with 

cross-cultural aspects of campaigns also show great variance with regard to what is 

considered acceptable political rhetoric (Feldman and Landtsheer 1998). 

Comparative studies of TV advertising show that the national culture influences both 

the tone and style of advertising. German advertising style, for example, is 

characterized by a focus on structure and avoidance of ambiguity while Italian 

advertising style is more focused on drama and emotional appeal (de Mooji 1998).  

Consequently, there are different cultural codes in Norwegian and American 

elections for political rhetoric and emotional appeals. If a Norwegian politician 

declared his unequivocal devotion to God and his family during a televised debate, it 

would probably be counterproductive as mixing religion and politics is not seen as a 

permissible thing to do in Scandinavia (Asard 1997: 6). Conversely, an American 

politician declaring himself atheist would probably be labeled as a political failure.25  

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

25 A recent Gallup poll showed that Americans rather would have a homosexual than an atheist for 
president. http://www.galluppoll.com/content/?ci=26611 
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Two cultural issues between the U.S. and Norway that are of particular 

interest to this study is the tolerance for negative campaigning and the peculiar 

Norwegian resistance towards campaigning “American-style”. In the U.S., American 

consultants firmly believe that negative campaigning is more effective than positive 

campaigning. The assumption is that negative appeals are better at stirring people’s 

deepest emotions and that people remember negative appeals better than positive 

(Perloff and Kinsey 1992). Norwegian politicians and campaign workers, on the 

other hand, show outright aversion to using negative appeals to get out their 

messages (Tonsager 2001; Krogstad 2004). They point out that Norwegian culture 

has a low tolerance for negative campaigns.  

The Norwegian resistance to American campaigning techniques manifests 

itself in the way both leading politicians and the media portray American politics and 

American elections. In general, U.S. elections are seen as the preeminent model for 

what Norwegian elections should not become.  

In a case study of the Norwegian media’s treatment of the Conservative 

Party’s efforts to modernize its campaign communication in 1987 the historian 

Halvard Notaker (2006) depicts the exceptionally hostile attitude held by Norwegian 

media towards anything that resembles “American campaigning.” Much of the 

outrage was directed against the Conservative Party leaders’ use of a teleprompter 
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when addressing national party convention which made him appear unnatural and 

insincere. The use of the machine was labeled as “pure trickery” and the effort was 

derided as “American”.  

The underlying assumption in the Norwegian media is that American 

campaigning is a form of politics where packaging displaces political content (6). It’s 

politics without any meaningful substance. Thus, in the aftermath of the 

Bush/Dukakis campaign in 1988 the Norwegian prime minister found it necessary to 

warn the Norwegian public about the deceptive dangers on the other side of the 

Atlantic: “Let us steer clear of a campaign that develops into a beauty contest and 

mudslinging, like the American did” (7). In the recent parliamentary elections the 

Conservative Party’s aggressive campaign tactics were immediately labeled as a 

“negative campaign” and the general secretary for the Labour Party saw “clear traits 

from American elections” in the Conservative Party’s strategy.26 Furthermore, when 

the leader for the Socialist Left Party opened the campaign with a sharp personal 

attack on the leader for the Christian People’s Party, the leader for the Liberal Party 

immediately envisioned a sad future for Norwegian democracy: “This is 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

26 “Lei drittkasting”, Klassekampen, August 11, 2005  
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Americanization, a simplification of the public discourse that is unworthy for our 

democracy.”27 

Notaker concludes that the Norwegian hostility towards American 

campaigning embodies a deeper fear of its destructive potential on Norwegian 

representative democracy. In Norway, politicians are supposed to be natural and 

abstain from shameless self promotion. The ideal politician is one of the people and 

is lifted up somewhat reluctantly by the collective will (17). The Norwegians’ 

deepest fear is that they one day will wake up to a demagogue surrounded by clever 

consultants who talk constantly about nothing.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

27 “Dette er uverdig”, Dagbladet, August 12, 2005 
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Summary of macro-variables 

Table 4.3: Macro-variables affecting Norwegian campaign practices 

Factor Central component Strategic implications 
Electoral and party 
system 

Party-centered and coalitional multiparty 
system.  

Policy and issue-oriented 
campaigning. Negative 
campaigning is limited because 
of coalition-building.   

Media system and 
regulations 

Moderate regulations but ban on political 
advertising on television. Newspaper-
centric society and in general high levels 
of news consumption.  

Extreme focus on free media and 
issue framing. Centralized 
campaigns and focus on national 
media. Print media still 
important channel to the voters.  

Campaign finance Public finance of the parties based on the 
last election result.  Extremely low levels 
of campaign spending and fundraising.  

Party-centered and labor-
intensive campaigning with 
mobilization of party members 
and activists. 

Campaign 
management 

Driven by party managers and external 
consultants. 

Balance between media 
orientation and party and policy 
considerations.  

Political culture Egalitarian and modest.   Politicians strive to be authentic 
and natural. Low tolerance for 
lofty rhetoric and negative 
campaigning. 

Electorate and 
turnout culture 

Increasing volatility, but still high levels 
of cleavage-based voting. High turnout  

Focus on electorate at large and 
mobililizing nonvoters.  

 

This table summarizes the major strategic implications that macro-variables 

analyzed here should have on Norwegian campaign practices. Hence, we expect 

Norwegian election campaigns to be party-centered, issue-oriented, labor intensive, 

moderately professionalized and focused on free media. Furthermore, negative 

campaign messages should be tempered by the coalition system.    
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Table 4.4: Macro-variables affecting American campaign practices 

Factor Central component Strategic implications 
Electoral system Candidate-centered and majoritarian two-

party system.  
Centered on candidate’s ability to 
deliver responsive messages. 
Tougher campaign style because 
the winner takes it all.  

Media system and 
regulations 

Minor regulations. Astronomical levels 
of fundraising and campaign spending. 
Highly decentralized media system with 
a multitude of outlets.  

Concentration on paid TV 
advertising, negative and attacking 
styles of advertising. Constant 
increase in campaign spending. 
Fragmented media market creates 
more regional focus on advertising 
and media strategies.  

Campaign 
management 

Consultant-driven. Concentrated on TV advertising 
and strategic message 
development. Constant 
introduction of new campaign 
technologies.  

Political culture Competitive and harsh. Politicians strive to be the best 
spinners. Emotional and lofty 
rhetoric along with intense 
negative campaigning are 
commonplace.  

Electorate and 
turnout culture 

Increasing volatility but decent levels of 
party identification. Extremely low 
turnout, especially in congressional 
elections.    

Focus on likely voters and 
neglecting of potential voters and 
nonvoters.  

 

This table summarizes the major strategic implications that the macro-

variables discussed in this chapter should have on American campaign practices. 

Thus, we expect American campaigns to be candidate-centered, money-driven, 

concentrated on paid TV advertising and highly professionalized. Furthermore, the 

majoritarian system should encourage negative campaign messages and tougher 

campaigning styles.  
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Chapter five: Measuring and hypothesizing electoral 

modernization 

Comparative election campaign research lacks both a common conceptual 

framework and good cross-national indicators on electoral modernization. The 

question of whether a country is in the postmodern, modern or premodern phase of 

campaigning is often answered with qualitative assessments rather than quantitative 

data. The reason for this is most likely twofold. First, phenomena such as 

professionalization, negative campaigning, personalization and media-centricity have 

many dimensions and are in and of themselves not easily quantifiable. Second, 

compiling cross-national survey data can be a time-consuming and cumbersome 

process. Plasser (2002) took two years to gather data to his Global Political 

Consultancy Survey. Furthermore, if one has decided to use campaign workers and 

political consultants as survey objects obtaining a large sample in any single country 

outside the U.S. is a legitimate challenge. In the U.S. there are seven thousand 

political consultants who run 50,000 campaigns each year, but in most other 

countries there are many fewer elections and so the number of people involved in 

them is accordingly low. It is therefore understandable that most comparative studies 

on election campaigns sticks to a common theoretical framework, but does not 
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support the analysis with cross-national survey data (Butler and Ranney 1992; 

Bowler and Farrell 1992; Swanson and Mancini 1996).28    

 Our study attempts to address both of these problems by developing a 

common framework and working out measurable cross-national indicators for 

campaign modernization. In this chapter we will explain how these indicators relate 

to the rather abstract concepts in our model. We will accomplish this with a detailed 

introduction to our comparative election campaign survey of Norwegian campaign 

workers and American political consultants.29 Furthermore, in the analysis portion of 

the different sections of the survey we will present the hypotheses related to the 

different questions.  

Defining campaigns, political consultants and campaign workers 

Before we move on to the model and our hypotheses we need to clarify and 

operationalize central concepts such as election campaigns, political consultants and 

campaign workers. An election campaign can be defined as “the process by which a 

campaign organization (be it a party, candidate or special interest organization) seeks 

to maximize electoral gains. It consists of all those efforts (promotional or financial) 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

28 Bowler and Farrell (1992) did give the authors on the country-specific chapters a common 
questionnaire to use in interviews with campaign workers.  
29 The American and Norwegian version of the survey can be found in the methodological appendix. 
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made by the campaign organization to meet that goal” (Farrell 1996: 161). 

 With regard to political consultants we will follow Sabato (1981: 4), who 

defines a political consultant as “a campaign professional who is engaged primarily 

in the provision of advice and services (such as polling, media creation and 

production and direct-mail fundraising) to candidates, their campaigns, and other 

political committees.” Our operational understanding of this concept will be that a 

political consultant is a person who has a regular membership in the American 

Association of Political Consultants (AAPC) and a permanent address in the U.S. 

The specification here is important because the AAPC offers both academic and 

student memberships and there a number of regular members who live and work in 

countries outside the U.S. The AAPC has roughly 1100 members, which means that 

most U.S. political consultants are not members there. However, it is not 

unreasonable to assume that the AAPC membership base contains a representative 

sample of the U.S. political consulting industry.     

 A Norwegian campaign worker is defined as “the central party leadership 

along with political advisors, press secretaries and election campaign secretaries 

hired by the parliament group or the party.”30 Involving the central party leadership 

in the sample could be comparatively problematic since we don’t involve the 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

30 In Norway the party and the parliament group have separate secretariats. However, in election 
campaigns it is normal to add the resources into one coherent campaign organization.  
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candidates on the U.S. side. Again our argument is purely functional. In Norway the 

party leadership is intimately involved in the day-to-day running of the campaigns. 

The party secretary would in most instances function as the campaign manager.31 

The central party leadership usually consists of the party leader, the party secretary 

and one or two other elected officials.      

 The goal of this definition is to target only the part of the staff that is 

intimately involved with politics, media or strategy in the campaign. People with 

purely logistical and administrative functions in the campaign were left out of the 

sample. This was clearly specified in the recruitment email.  

The survey: Measuring level of electoral modernization 

Our survey was designed to focus on five thematic areas: the campaign 

workers’/consultants’ relationships to the party, success factors for campaigns and 

candidates, the role of parties, negative/permanent campaigning and the use of 

polling/microtargeting. Some of the questions have been used previously in Plasser’s 

Global Political Consultancy Survey, but the majority of the questions are new.32  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

31 It varies whether this is an elected position. In the Labour Party and the Socialist Party it is, but in 
the Conservative Party and the Progress Party it is a professional position.  
32 Questions 10, 11,12,13,14 and 18 are taken from Plasser’s (2002) survey, but most of them have 
been modified and scaled differently.  



 

91 

Methodologically, it is important to emphasize that what we ask for are 

people’s perceptions of the last election campaign they were involved in. Hence, the 

answers are dependent upon the respondents’ own interpretations of the concepts and 

their own role in the campaign. That people interpret concepts differently is a 

problem in all survey research. A good example from our survey is the concept of 

negative campaigning. What for some people is negative campaigning is for other 

people totally legitimate political debate. Furthermore, a pollster will probably 

perceive more frequently that decisions are based on polling data than would 

someone who works with opposition research.  

Most of our variables are scaled from 1-7 and ask for either level of 

importance, frequency or influence of different election campaign practices. In 

addition some of the variables ask for degree of agreement to contrasting statements. 

Since we only included values for the start and end of the scales in our survey we 

should provide some guidelines for their interpretation in this study. 



 

92 

Table 5.1: Interpreting the values on the variables  

Factor/ 
Value 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Importan
ce 

Very 
unimportant 

Unimportant Somewhat 
unimportant 

Neither 
important 
nor 
unimportant 

Somewhat 
important 

Important Very 
important 

Influence Very weak 
influence 

Weak 
influence 

Somewhat 
weak 
influence 

Neither weak 
nor strong 
influence 

Somewhat  
strong 
influence 

Strong 
influence 

Very 
strong 
influence 

Agreeme
nt 

Strongly agree 
with statement 
1 

Agree with 
statement 1 

Somewhat 
agree with 
statement 1 

Neither agree 
with 
statement 1 
or  2 

Somewhat 
agree with 
statement 2 

Agree with 
statement 2 

Strongly 
agree 
with 
statement 
2 

Frequenc
y 

Never Rarely Somewhat 
seldom 

Neither 
seldom nor 
frequently 

Somewhat 
frequently 

frequently Always 

 

We will refer to these values when we begin interpreting the data in chapter 

seven. Consequently, a mean score of six on televised debates will imply that 

televised debates are important for the election result in that country and a score of 

two on the influence of external consultants will mean that external consultants have 

weak influence in the election campaign in that country. It could be objected that 

these values should have been included in the survey and they do not completely 

overlap with the values in the survey.33 However, it was our belief that as long as the 

survey objects knew the start and end of the scale that would make it easier for them 

to make an intuitive assessment rather than drowning them in values. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

33 The starting point for variables that measure importance and influence was “no importance” and 
“no influence” and the end point on the influence variables was “strong influence” and “very strong 
influence”. Hence, we are to a certain extent recoding the answers of the respondents here.  
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The idea behind scaling the questions from 1-7 was to create variables that 

could be interpreted as a continuum from premodern to postmodern. For example, 

for the question on the use of polling it is tempting to label a group mean in the range 

of 1.00-3.00 as premodern, 3.01-5.00 as modern and 5.01-7.00 as postmodern. We 

will use this as a rough guideline on those variables where such an interpretation 

makes sense. Some of the questions on polling and negative/permanent campaigning 

particularly invite such interpretation.   

However, on most of the variables that measure campaign styles we can only 

use the mean scores as a benchmark to say that campaign practices in one country 

are more modern than in the other. For example, if U.S. consultants have a score of 6 

and Norwegian campaign workers have a mean score of 4 on the importance of 

advertising we must say that advertising is more important in the U.S. than in 

Norway. Hence, the campaign practice in the U.S. is more modern on this variable.    
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Table 5.2: Premodern, modern and postmodern campaigning styles 

Phase Premodern  Modern Postmodern Quest
ion 

Political communcation characteristics 

Mode of political 
communication system 

Party-dominated Television-centered Multiple channels and 
multimedia 

10 

Dominant style of 
political 
communcation 

Propaganda.  
Messages along party lines. 

 

Selling concept.  
Sound bites, images and 
impressions management.  

Marketing concept.  
Narrowly casted, targeted 
micro messages.  

10 

Media Partisan press, posters, 
newspaper adverts, radio 
broadcasts 

Television broadcasts through 
main evening news. 

Television narrow-casting, 
targeted direct mail and e-
mail campaign messages.  

10, 18 

Dominant advertising 
media 

Print advertisements, 
posters, leaflets, radio 
speeches and mass rallies. 

Nationwide television 
advertisements, colorful posters 
and magazine adverts, mass direct 
mailings. 

Targeted television 
advertisements, e-mail 
campaigns and 
telemarketing techniques, 
banner ads on the Internet.  

18 

Campaign characteristics 

Campaign coordination Party leaders and leading 
party staff. Politicians in 
charge.  

Party campaign managers and 
external media, advertising and 
survey experts Growing 
prominence of external advisors 
but politicians still in charge.  

Special party campaign units 
and more specialized 
political consultants. 
Consultants become 
celebrities. Unclear who is 
in charge.  

3-9 

Dominant campaign 
paradigm 

Party logic Media logic Marketing logic 10 

Preparations Short-term, ad hoc Long-term campaign Permanent campaign 19 

Campaign 
expenditures 

Low budget Increasing Spiraling up  

Tone of campaign Positive Neutral Negative 20-22 

 

Electorate and targeting characteristics 

Electorate Cleavage and group-based 
stable voting behavior. 

Erosion of party attachments and 
rising volatility. 

Issue-based and highly 
volatile voting behavior 

 

Targeting of voters Social class support base. 
Maintain vote of specific 
social categories 

Trying to mobilize voters across all 
categories,  

Targeting of specific 
subgroups of voters through 
microtargeting.  

16-
17 

Use of scientific 
methods/Sources of 
feedback 

Impressionistic, no 
systematic opinion polling. 
Canvassers and party 
activists are the link to the 
electorate.  

Large-scale opinion polling to make 
strategic campaing decision. 
Feedback from party less important.  

Greater range of polling 
techniques and more 
extensive use of polling 
data. Microtargeting.  

16-
17 
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Party characteristics 

Party logic Mass parties. Important to 
have strong party 
organization that can 
mobilize voters.  

Catch all parties.  Cartel party. The candidate 
and a network of advisors 
are the party. Party 
organization weak and 
unimportant.  

11-
14 

Importance of 
candiate/party leader 

Party based campaigning. 
Less focus on the candidate.  

The candidate moves to the center 
stage because of television-centered 
campaigning.  

The candidate’s charisma 
and personality decides the 
eletion.   

15 

 
 

We now move on to our concrete hypotheses and measurements. The table 

above shows the model that we developed in chapter three and the column on the 

right indicates what aspect of the model our survey questions attempt to tap into. The 

directions for the hypotheses are given by the assumption that the Norwegian 

election campaign lies close to the modern campaigning phase while the U.S. 

campaign exemplifies the postmodern phase. Furthermore, the macro-variables we 

discussed in the previous chapter will also impact the direction of our hypotheses. As 

we have seen, the differences in electoral system, campaign finance and media 

regulations drives Norway towards the modern campaign phase and the U.S. towards 

the postmodern campaign phase. We always begin the hypotheses with the 

nationality we expect to have the highest mean score on the variable.  
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The professionalization hypotheses 

We will start with questions 3-9 and 16-17, as these questions form the basis 

of our hypotheses on professionalization. According to our model, the ideal 

postmodern campaign type should be run by specialized political consultants who 

use the most sophisticated polling techniques and have no concerns beyond earning 

money and winning elections. Their attachments to the party should be purely 

professional.  

The modern ideal type should show a mix of party workers and external 

advisors running the elections with increasing levels of opinion polling to back up 

their strategy decisions. We have chosen a range of indicators to touch both ties to 

the party and to what degree the campaign utilizes scientific methods. As our 

measures of level of party attachment we have chosen party membership, elected 

offices held in the party and the likelihood of working for another party. 

Furthermore, the measure for external consultants’ influence is a question of who 

decides the main message in the campaign. Finally, our measure for how scientific 

the campaign is run will be how frequently campaigns use opinion polls and 

microtargeting. Since Norwegian elections should be less professionalized than 

American elections, we end the following hypotheses.    
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H1: Norwegian campaign workers are more likely to be party members than 

American political consultants. 

  

H01: Norwegian campaign workers are less or equally likely to be party members 

than American political consultants. 

 

H2: Norwegian campaign workers have held more elected positions in the parties 

they work for than American political consultants.  

 

H02: Norwegian campaign workers have not held more elected positions in the 

parties they work for than American political consultants. 

 

H3:  Norwegian campaign workers are less likely to say that they will work for 

another party than American political consultants.  

 

H03: Norwegian campaign workers are more or equally likely to say that they will 

work for another party than American political consultants. 
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H4: The main message in Norwegian election campaigns is decided by the party and 

not by external consultants.  

 

H04: The main message in Norwegian election campaigns is not decided by the party 

but by external consultants.  

 

H5: The main message in American election campaigns is decided by consultants 

and not the party. 

  

H05: The main message in American election campaigns is decided by the party and 

not the consultants. 

 

H6: American political consultants use surveys to make strategic decisions more 

frequently than Norwegian campaign workers.  

 

H06: American political consultants use surveys to make strategic decisions less or 

equally frequently than Norwegian campaign workers. 
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H7: American political consultants use microtargeting more frequently than 

Norwegian campaign workers. 

  

H07: American political consultants use microtargeting less or equally frequently 

than Norwegian campaign workers. 

Hypotheses on campaign styles 

The next set of hypotheses is connected to the possible success factors in 

campaigns and the dominant style of political communication. These areas are 

covered by questions 10 and 18 in our survey. The aim of these questions is to build 

an overall picture of the campaigning style. 

 According to our model, postmodern campaigns should be driven by 

marketing logic, where targeted messages in multiple channels are the best way to 

reach an increasingly fragmented electorate. The reliance on advanced political 

advertising and sophisticated polling techniques makes the postmodern campaign 

extremely money-driven. Furthermore, the candidate’s image and personality is 

decisive for the outcome of the election and the role of the party is diminishing. The 

main actors in the campaign are the candidate and a network of external consultants.  
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The modern campaign style, on the other hand, is permeated by media logic 

and media spin. Nationally televised debates and television news are the most 

important channels to reach the electorate. Advertising and sophisticated polling is 

on the rise, but does not dominate the campaigns. The importance of candidate image 

and personality and image is also increasing, but the party still plays a significant 

role in the campaign. External consultants are used, but party workers and politicians 

are still in charge of the campaigns. Thus, the modern campaign is more party-

centered than the postmodern campaign.   

As our measure of how money-driven a campaign is we have chosen the 

importance of campaign budget; the more important the campaign budget, the more 

money-driven the campaign. The level of media logic or television-centricity is 

measured by three variables, namely the importance of mass media coverage, control 

over topic and media frames and televised debates. The level of marketing logic and 

dominance of narrowly casted messages is operationalized as the respective 

importance of microtargeting, advertising and external consultants.  

With regard to measuring the dominant advertising media we have combined 

several mediums from each of the phases and group daily newspapers, radio, street 

posters, magazines and rallies as premodern/modern mediums of advertising while 

the Internet, television and direct mail are modern/postmodern. Hence we expect the 
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first group to be the most important in Norway and the second group to be the most 

important in the U.S.  

With regard to personalization of the campaigns, we have two different 

questions to cover this. The first asks about the importance of candidate charisma, 

while the second one is a contrasting statement between the importance of issues and 

the importance of personality for the election outcome.  

 

We then end up with the following hypotheses.  

 

H8: Voter turnout and campaign budget are more important in American elections 

than in Norwegian elections.  

 

H08: Voter turnout and campaign budget are less or equally important in American 

elections than in Norwegian elections.  

 

H9: Mass media coverage, control of media frames and televised debates are more 

important for Norwegian campaign workers than American political consultants.  
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H09: Mass media coverage, control of media frames and televised debates are less or 

equally important for Norwegian campaign workers than American political 

consultants. 

 

H10: Advertisements are more important for American political consultants than 

Norwegian campaign workers.  

 

H010: Advertisements are less or equally important for American political 

consultants than Norwegian campaign workers. 

 

H11: Candidate charisma is more important for American political consultants than 

Norwegian campaign workers. 

 

H011: Candidate charisma is less or equally important for American political 

consultants than Norwegian campaign workers. 

 

H12: Issues are more important in Norwegian elections than American elections.  
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H012: Issues are less or equally important in Norwegian elections than American 

elections. 

 

H13: The party’s strength and platform is more important for Norwegian campaign 

workers than American political consultants. 

  

H013: The party’s strength and platform is less or equally important for Norwegian 

campaign workers than American political consultants. 

 

H14: Microtargeting and external advisors are more important in American than 

Norwegian elections.  

 

H014: Microtargeting and external advisors are less or equally important in 

American than Norwegian elections. 

 

H15: Door to door campaigns are more important in Norwegian elections than 

American elections.  
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H015: Door to door campaigns are less or equally important in Norwegian elections 

than American elections. 

 

H16: TV, direct mail and the Internet are more important for advertising in U.S. 

campaigns than in Norwegian campaigns.  

 

H016: TV, direct mail and the Internet are equally or less important for advertising in 

U.S. campaigns than in Norwegian campaigns.  

 

H17: Daily newspapers, radio, street posters, magazines and rallies are more 

important mediums for advertising in Norwegian campaigns than in U.S. campaigns.  

 

H017: Daily newspapers, radio, street posters, magazines and rallies are less or 

equally important mediums for advertising in Norwegian campaigns than in U.S. 

campaigns. 

Hypotheses on negative and permanent campaigning 

Negative campaigning is a contested concept both among political operatives 

and academics (see for example Patterson 1993; Geer 2006). Nevertheless, we have 
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decided to use three different measures of negativity: the degree of engagement in 

negative campaigns, the effectiveness of negative campaigning and the tone of the 

elections. The first measure could easily be biased because it asks directly about 

personal engagement in negative campaigning. Hence, it demands a certain level of 

honesty from the respondents. However, the two last measures are less biased 

because they ask about negative campaigning on a more general level. With regard 

to permanent campaigning we have chosen contrasting statements as our measure.   

According to our model, campaigns grow increasingly negative as they come 

into the modern and postmodern phase. In the postmodern phase, negative messages 

are the best way to touch the emotions of a highly volatile electorate. Thus, we end 

up with the following hypotheses.  

 

H18: American political consultants engage more frequently in negative 

campaigning than Norwegian campaign workers.  

 

H018: American political consultants engage less or equally frequently in negative 

campaigning than Norwegian campaign workers. 
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H19: American political consultants believe that negative campaigning is a much 

more effective strategy than do Norwegian campaign workers.  

 

H019: American political consultants believe that negative campaigning is a less or 

equally effective strategy than do Norwegian campaign workers.  

 

H20: The tone of Norwegian elections is neutral while the tone of American 

elections is negative.  

 

H020: The tones of Norwegian American elections are equally negative or neutral. 

  

H21: American consultants are more likely than Norwegian campaign workers to 

believe that politics in their country have become permanent campaigns.  

 

H021: American consultants are equally or less likely than Norwegian campaign 

workers to believe that politics in their country have become permanent campaigns. 
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Hypotheses on intraparty differences in negative campaigning 

Since we have a substantial sample from both of the countries in this 

comparative analysis, we would also like to explore intra-system differences among 

the two countries. The literature suggests that parties differ in their campaigning 

style with regard to size, ideological orientation and competitive position (Bowler 

and Farrell 1992: 10). Here, we will examine more closely whether the right-wing 

parties in both countries have tougher campaigning styles than the rest of the parties. 

In the U.S. it is commonly assumed that the Republican Party is more ruthless in its 

campaign tactics and runs negative campaigns more often than the Democrats. The 

1988 presidential duel between George Bush and Michael Dukakis is often seen as 

the low point of modern electoral politics in the U.S. and created increased focus on 

consultants who ran the negative campaigns (Geer 2006: 111). The legendary 

Republican consultant Lee Atwater gained reputation for his political strategy, which 

he labeled as “attack, attack, attack” (Klein 2006). Hence, it would be interesting to 

see if the Democrats have been able to close “the negativity gap”.  

In the Norwegian case the Conservative Party has frequently been accused of 

running a negative campaign in the 2005 election. Consequently, it could be 

interesting to take a look at whether their campaign workers agree with that 

assessment. Thus, we end up with the following hypotheses.  
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H22: Republican consultants use negative campaigning more frequently than 

Democratic consultants. 

 

H022: Republican consultants use negative campaigning less or equally frequently 

than Democratic consultants. 

 

H23: Campaign workers from the Conservative Party engaged in negative campaigns 

more frequently than campaign workers from the other parties in the 2005 election.  

 

H023: Campaign workers from the Conservative Party enganged in negative 

campaigns less or equally frequently than campaign workers from the other parties in 

the 2005 election.  

Our basic assumption when formulating the hypotheses in this chapter has 

been that Norway lies close to the modern campaign phase while the U.S. 

exemplifies the postmodern campaigning style. Furthermore, the institutional 

variables we discussed in chapter four should force campaign practices in the two 

countries in different directions despite the uniform forces of modernization. We are 
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now ready to test whether this picture fits the empirical reality and that will be the 

topic for the four next chapters.  
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Chapter 6: Sampling and data 

In order to draw valid statistical inferences, we need appropriate sampling 

procedures. In this chapter we will take a closer look at the strengths and the 

limitations of our data. The central question will be whether our sample of 

Norwegian campaign workers and American political consultants really enables us to 

draw general conclusions about election campaign practices in the U.S. and Norway.  

A general problem with self-generated samples is that some groups can be 

overrepresented and others underrepresented. If, for example, 80 percent of the 

Norwegian sample is drawn from parties in the socialist block, our data will present a 

skewed picture of the ideological balance in Norwegian politics. Furthermore, if a 

majority of our sample had not worked in the most recent election campaigns in the 

U.S. and Norway, it could be hard to argue that we are analyzing recent trends. 

Hence, we will use this chapter to examine the balance among our survey 

respondents with regard to central background variables such as political affiliation, 

recent election campaign experience, sex and age.     

Recruitment and response rates 

The survey presented in the methodological appendix was executed online 

March 2007. The American respondents were recruited through the membership list 
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of the American Association of Political Consultants, which is available online.34 

Roughly 1100 individual emails were sent to AAPC-members with a regular 

membership and a permanent address in the U.S. A total of 137 respondents agreed 

to take the survey, which is a reasonably high response rate of 12 percent.35  

In Norway we used a network of party contacts to forward recruitment emails 

about the survey. Contacts were instructed only to forward the survey to those who 

had worked with strategy, media or policy work in the two last parliamentary 

election campaigns. People with pure logistical functions were left out. A total of 

122 emails were sent out and a total of 81 people agreed to take the survey. Hence, 

the average response rate was approximately 65 percent. However, only 77 of these 

respondents answered the question about which party they worked for in the last 

election, so the actual response rate is roughly 60 percent.36  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

34 For a more detailed version of the recruitment procedure in both Norway and the U.S. see 
methodological appendix.  
35 This number deviates somewhat from the number on the survey in the methodological appendix, 
wherein 143 respondents agreed to take part in the survey. The reason for this is that the survey was 
left open for one day after the data was exported to a SPSS-file. However, the number of respondents 
who completed the whole survey only increased from 104 to 105, so the numbers are essentially the 
same.  
36 These calculations are based on the answers from the Labour Party, the Christian People’s Party, 
the Progress Party, the Centre Party and the Socialist Left Party. Our contacts in the Liberal Party and 
the Conservative Party did not copy us on the emails they forwarded. Hence, we don’t know the total 
number of emails. The highest response rates were in the Socialist Left Party (81%) and the Progress 
Party (70%). 
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Political affiliation  

Table 6.1: Norway: What party did you work for in your last election?  

Party Progressiv
e Party 

Conservative 
Party 

Christian 
People’s 
Party 

Liberal 
Party 

Centre 
Party 

Labour 
Party 

Socialis
t Left 
Party 

 20.8% (16) 9.1% (7) 13% (10) 5.2% (4) 5.2% 
(4)  

28.6% 
(22) 

18.2% 
(14) 

Mean 
1997-
200537 

17.3% 16.5% 11.0% 
 

4.8% 
 

6.7% 
 

30.7% 
 

9.1% 
 

 

Table 6.2: U.S: Which party/candidate did you work for in your last election?  

Democrat Republican Other Total 

45.5% (55) 45.5 % (55) 11% (9) 100% (N=121) 

 

These tables show the party affiliations of the Norwegian campaign workers 

and the American political consultants. In Norway, our sample represents the 

political divisions quite accurately with two minor exceptions. There is a 

considerable overrepresentation of the Socialist Left Party, who only had a mean 

vote share of 9.1 percent in the last three elections. Furthermore, there is a slight 

underepresentation of the Conservative Party. However, if we look at the balance 

between the socialist (46.8%) and the non-socialist block (53.2%) the sample is 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

37 The fluctuations in vote share can be quite substantial from election to election in a multiparty 
system. In order to present a more representative picture we have calculated the mean vote share of 
the parties in the three last parliamentary elections, held in 1997, 2001 and 2005.  
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fairly representative, hence, there is no strong political bias of any kind in the 

Norwegian sample. 

As for the Americans consultants who work for the Republican and 

Democratic Parties are equally represented in the sample. Among those who 

answered “other”, the majority responded that they worked for independent 

candidates or different ballot initiatives.  

Table 6.3: Recent election experience 
Did you work in the last congressional/presidential elections (U.S) or one of the two last 
parliamentary elections (Norway)? 
 
 Norwegian American 
Yes 98.7% (76) 78.5% (102) 
No 1.3% (1) 21.5% (28) 
P<.00, Phi=.282**, 
N=207 

100% (77) 100% (130) 

 

This crosstabulation shows the number of respondents who have recent 

election campaign experience. Nearly the entire Norwegian sample worked in the 

parliamentary elections of 2001 or 2005, while the Americans are significantly less 

up to date with regard to recent election campaign experience. However, with 78.5 

percent of the sample involved in the most recent congressional or presidential 

election, we can safely assume that they represent recent trends. Furthermore, with 

50,000 campaigns to manage each year it is highly probable that some of them have 

recently been involved in other types of election campaigns.    
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With regard to the Norwegian sampling, it was a challenge to recruit a large 

enough sample. For this reason, we decided to include campaign workers from the 

2001 campaign to increase the sample pool. However, when we began examining the 

data, it became evident that some of the numbers reflected a specific campaign 

dynamic from 2005. In order to make sure that this assumption was correct, we 

decided to do a post-test of the sample to determine how large the 2005 share of the 

sample was. We received 51 replies indicating that roughly 66 percent of the original 

sample of 77 answered our follow up questions.38 Of these, 98 percent claimed that 

they worked their last election campaign in 2005 and only two percent in 2001. 

Consequently, we can assume that the questions in the Norwegian survey that solicit 

opinions on the most recent campaign on which they worked represents experiences 

from the 2005 election. This is important for our analysis of negative campaigning in 

chapter nine.  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

38 We asked whether they answered the first survey, which party they worked for and if their last 
election campaign was in 2001 or 2005. The questions and their answers are included in the 
methodological appendix. 
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Election campaign functions 

Figure 6.1: Services provided by American consultants 

In the last election you were involved, what kind of services did 

you provide for the party/candidate? (N=122)
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This figure shows the distribution for the different services that the American 

political consultants provided to their clients in their last election. It clearly shows 

that both specialists and generalists are part of the sample and most major branches 

in the consulting industry are included.39 Among those who answered “other”, the 

most frequent replies were microtargeting, opposition research, campaign 

management, fundraising and general consulting. Hence, with 31 percent of the 

respondents involved in “other” consulting activities, this question was not well 

designed to grasp the sophistication of the services offered by the consulting 

industry. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

39 The total percentage is more than 100 percent because multiple answers were possible.  
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Figure 6.2: Norwegian campaign workers’ election functions.  

What function did you have in your last election campaign? 

(N=77)
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Figure 6.2 shows the major functions held by the Norwegian campaign 

workers in their last election campaign. We see that the majority were employed as 

political advisors and press advisors, which indicates that our sampling was able to 

target groups that were directly involved in the campaign. Eight percent of the 

sample also consists of elected officials who in Norwegian campaigns are directly 

involved in all the daily running of the campaigns. Among those who answered 

“other,” the majority had other more specialized titles such as “leader of different 

task forces.”  

Finally we will look at how our two samples break out with regard to gender 

and age.  
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Table 6.4: Gender distribution in the samples 

 Norwegian American 
Man 64% (44) 78% (79) 
Woman 36% (25) 22% (23) 
P<.058, Phi=.-149, N=171 100% (69) 100% (102) 

 
Table 6.5: Age distribution in the samples 

 American mean 
(N=102) 

Norwegian 
mean (N=69) 

Mean 
difference 

Signifi
-cance 

Age  40.2 37.1 3.2 p<.00 
 

Table 6.4 indicates that American consultants are more likely to be men than 

Norwegian campaign workers and the relationship is approaching statistical 

significance. Furthermore, they tend to be a bit older than their Norwegian 

counterparts with an average age of forty years. This relationship is statistically 

significant, and not surprising since earlier survey research has shown that white men 

with high incomes are the backbone of the American political consulting industry 

(Thurber 1998). Conversely, Norway is known for its high participation rate of 

women in the workforce which naturally also impacts the workforce in the political 

parties.40   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

40 According to the Ministry of Finance, the participation rate in the work force was 80.5 percent 
among the age group from 15-64 in 2001. Among the OECD-countries only Iceland and Switzerland 
had a higher participation rate. See NOU 2004:1, “Modernisert folketrygd -(modernized pension 
system).” http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/fin/dok/NOUer/2004/NOU-2004-1/4/4.html?id=383398 



 

118 

Having seen that our sample sufficiently reflects the empirical reality we can 

now move on to testing the hypotheses outlined in chapter five. This will be the topic 

of the following four chapters.  
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Chapter 7: The professionalization of Norwegian and 

American elections 

According to our model, campaigns in the postmodern phase should be 

extremely professionalized. Independent external consultants decide message and 

strategy for the campaigns and sophisticated polling methods are employed to tap 

into the minds of an increasingly volatile electorate. The party is thereby pushed into 

the background and the consultants run the show. In the modern phase, however, the 

party still has considerable influence over message and strategy, and external 

consultants are hired for specific purposes. Sophisticated polling is on the rise, but a 

many decisions are based on other factors such as the party program.  

The seven professionalization hypotheses we presented in chapter five 

predicted that Norwegian campaign workers should lie close to the modern phase, 

with moderate levels of professionalization, while American political consultants 

should be in the postmodern phase. The aim of this chapter is to test these 

hypotheses by employing simple statistical techniques such as crosstabulations and 

tests for differences in means.   

 



 

120 

The relationship to the party 

We begin with a look at the relationship to the parties. In our survey, we 

asked several questions whose aim was to clarify the research subjects’ degree of 

attachment to the parties for whom they work.  

Table 7.1: Party membership. 
Question: Are you a party member? 
 
 American Norwegian 
Yes 88% (113) 100%  (76) 
No 12% (16) 0%      (0) 
p<.00, Phi=.223**, N=205 100% (129) 100% (76) 

 

This table shows the party membership rates among Norwegian campaign 

workers and American political consultants. As our hypothesis predicted, the 

Norwegian party workers are significantly more likely to hold a party membership. 

In this survey all Norwegian respondents reported having a party membership. 

However, the American party membership rate of 88 percent is surprisingly high, 

since we expected a more ideologically detached consultant corps. In political 

science, party membership is considered to be one of the strongest expressions of 

political partisanship.  
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It could be that American party membership is there simply for business 

reasons. The consulting business is a partisan business, as consultants usually work 

for candidates on only one side of the aisle (Thurber 1998: 5). So even though most 

political consultants describe their political beliefs as toward the middle of the 

ideological spectrum, a party membership can be an effective way to show their 

more partisan clients a clear ideological attachment (6).  

Table 7.2: Possibility of switching parties 
Question: Could you ever imagine working for (a candidate from) a different party? 
 
 American Norwegian 
Yes 45% (59) 4% (3) 
No 47% (61) 88% (68) 
Don’t know 8% 10) 8% (8) 
p<.00, Phi=.446**, N=207 100% (130) 100% (77) 

How far the party loyalty actually goes is revealed by the table above which 

deals with the question of switching parties. For the Norwegian campaign workers, 

switching parties is significantly more unlikely than for American political 

consultants. However, their answers reveal that their relationships with the party are 

not as monolithic as is indicated by the rate of party membership. A crosstabulation 

of the data also show that the doubters and possible switchers on the Norwegian side 

are located all over the ideological spectrum.      

 On the American side the picture is more dramatic. Nearly half of the 

American political consultants would consider switching parties. Thus, the loyalty of 
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party membership clearly has its limits. This particular group fits Sabato’s (1981: 62) 

description of the political consultants as a group for whom business interests and 

profit usually takes precedence over ideological concerns. At the same time, half of 

the American consultants show strong ideological consistency. Hence, the overall 

picture portrays an ideologically conflicted group that tries to balance political 

concerns with professional needs. Our results point more in the direction of 

Thurber’s (1998) recent work, which finds that money and ideological concerns are 

equally important when consultants choose their clients. It could also indicate that 

the consulting industry is split between highly partisan and more professionalized 

and ideologically disconnected consultants.  

Table 7.3: Elected positions.  
Question: Have you ever held elected positions in a party at the local or national level? 
 
 American Norwegian 
National level elected position 0% (0) 36.4% (28) 
Local level elected position 14.6% (19) 50.6% (39) 
Not held elected positions 85.4% (111) 13% (10) 
p<.00, Phi=.739**, N=207 100% (130) 100% (77) 

 

The question about previous relationship to the party clearly illustrates why 

Norwegian campaign workers usually find switching parties unthinkable, since 87 

percent of them have held some kind of elected positions there. Most of the 

Norwegian campaign workers have probably built strong personal and ideological 
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ties to the party over a long period of time. Elected positions in the parties seem to be 

the major training ground for Norwegian campaign workers.  

Their contrast with the American consultants is striking: none of the 

Americans have held elected positions at the national level and only about 15 percent 

at the local level. Their relationship to the party is, as expected, much less intense 

and is ideologically detached. However, we know that local party committees work 

as a major training ground for American political consultants. Thurber (1998) 

reported that half of them have worked for an elected official at the federal, state or 

local level. Furthermore, their most common past experience or training is working 

for a national, state or local party or party committee. Consequently, even though our 

hypotheses are confirmed, our models’ image of the ideologically reckless and 

ultraprofessional postmodern American consultant does not reflect the empirical 

realities. The postmodern American consultant is a conflicted individual. Norwegian 

campaign workers, on the other hand, are extremely loyal to their political beliefs 

and therefore safely in the party’s fold.    

One way of assessing the degree of professionalization on the Norwegian 

side was to ask about how extensive the cooperation is.41  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

41 This question was not asked the American sample since they are already external consultants. 
Instead, we asked about the services they provided. These findings are explained in chapter six.  
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Figure 7.1: Cooperation with external consultants in Norwegian elections 

In the last election campaign you were involved in did you ever 

cooperate with? (choose all you were involved with)

24%
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The figure shows the extent of cooperation between Norwegian campaign 

staffers and external consultants. As we can see, Norwegian campaigns are at least 

moderately professionalized. 50 percent of the campaign workers claim to have 

cooperated with advertising people in the 2005-election.42 Our crosstabulations show 

that all the parties hired advertising experts. Norway’s professionalization has thus 

increased since 2001, because the Socialist Left Party and the Centre Party claimed 

then not to use external consultants (Karlsen and Narud 2004). Furthermore, the 

Conservative Party, the Liberal Party and Centre Party did not cooperate with a PR 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

42 A post test of the Norwegian sample showed that over 97 percent of them worked their last election 
campaign in 2005. Hence, we can safely assume that the conclusions are valid for this campaign.  
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agency. The Liberal Party did not cooperate with anyone else besides an advertising 

agency which indicates that size affects the degree of professionalization.   

We see that the Norwegian campaign workers have extensive cooperation 

with external consultants, but how much influence do they actually have? Our next 

questions deal with message and strategy-control in the campaigns. According to our 

model, external consultants and party officials should be equals in the modern phase, 

while in the postmodern phase the consultants run the show.  

Table 7.4: Who decides the campaign message? 
Question: How much did each of the following groups influence the main message in the last 
campaign you were involved in? Please indicate on a scale from 1-7, where 1 means no influence and 
7 means strong influence. 
 
 Norwegian 

mean 
American 
Mean 

Mean 
difference 

Significance 

Party 6.6 (74) 3.8 (115) 2.8 p<.00 
Campaign 
officials 

5.3 (74) 4.9 (114) 0.4 p<.11 

Consultants 2.8 (74) 5.6 (116) -2.9 p<.00 
 

This table shows that the power structure in a Norwegian campaign is the 

exact opposite of an American campaign. The messages in Norwegian campaigns are 

firmly party-controlled, while the messages in U.S. campaigns are consultant-

controlled. American consultants believe they have a fairly strong influence over the 

campaign message while the party has neither weak nor strong influence over the 
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message.43 In Norway, party has very strong influence over the message while the 

external consultants have somewhat weak influence. We also see that the mean 

differences are quite large given that we only have a scale of 1-7. Consequently, we 

may conclude that American campaigns are postmodern and consultant-driven while 

Norwegian campaigns lie closer to the premodern level, with the party still firmly in 

control over message. We also asked the Norwegian campaign staffers how much 

influence the external consultants had over strategic decisions in the campaigns and 

the mean here was 2.5, even lower than on message. Hence, the external consultants 

are by no means equals in the decisionmaking process: all the important decisions 

seem to be made by the party leadership along with the party staff.  

This confirms the qualitative findings from earlier Norwegian studies where 

the parties express great reluctance with regard to ceding influence to external 

consultants (Eide 1991; Tonsager 2001; Karlsen and Narud 2004). They are also 

skeptical of the external consultants’ actual levels of expertise and frequently accuse 

them of not understanding politics. One campaign worker from the Labour Party put 

it quite bluntly in an interview after the 2001 election: “They don’t know politics. 

They say you cannot sell politics like soap. But that is what their culture is based on: 

selling soap (Karlsen and Narud 2004: 125).” Consequently, even though Norwegian 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

43 For guidelines to the interpretation of the scales see chapter five.  
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parties extensively cooperate with external consultants, they use them most 

frequently for imagery and style than on political substance. 

  

One question from the survey that can shed some further light on the tensions 

between the campaign workers and the external consultants in Norway is the high 

education level among Norwegian campaign staffers.  

Table 7.5: Education level in the sample44 

 American 
Mean (N=103) 

Norwegian 
Mean (N=70) 

Mean 
difference 

Significance 

Education  3.7 3.5 0.2 p<.00 
 

This table indicates that the average campaign worker in Norway has attained 

significantly higher levels of education than American political consultants. 60 

percent of the Norwegian sample had a graduate degree, while 52 percent of the 

Americans had the same. Consequently, the parties obviously hire the best and 

brightest of their party members as their campaign workers. Even though we did not 

ask more specific questions about education it is not unlikely that many of the 

respondents have degrees in political science, media studies and other related fields. 

In a country with a no professional political consulting industry, it is not surprising 

that some campaign workers would feel they have a better grasp on political strategy 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

44 The education variable was coded 1 ‘less than high school’ 2 ‘high school’ 3 ‘Bachelor’s degree’ 4 
‘graduate or professional training’ 5 ‘PhD’. 
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and message development than traditionally trained advertising people. The 

Norwegian parties seem to professionalize from within and thereby preempts the 

possibility of a strong political consulting industry to emerge. In the U.S., by 

contrast, the rise of the political consulting industry was a direct consequence of the 

inherent weaknesses of the American political parties (Sabato 1981). Phil Noble, 

who worked as a consultant for the Swedish Social Democratic Party from 1992-

1994, admitted in an interview with us that the Scandinavian parties stand out 

because of their high levels of internal professionalization: “The Scandinavian 

parties are among the most sophisticated because they are smart and hungry for new 

knowledge. They are so good that they need you somewhat less than others.”   

Finally, there are some methodological caveats in the message-control 

questions that must be addressed. One major methodological problem when dealing 

with professional consultants is that they have a strong self-interest, which inflates 

their own sense of importance and influence. A consultant who says that she has no 

influence in a campaign is essentially admitting that her or she is a professional 

failure. Consequently, some of the numbers on the American side should be read 

with some caution. There is also an obvious flaw in the comparative survey design 

on this question. In Norway the party and the candidate is the same thing since the 

candidate is the party leader. In the U.S., however, the candidate and the party are 
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almost completely separate things. Hence, we are really comparing different groups 

which naturally inflates the differences.  

 

Polling and microtargeting in Norwegian and American campaigns 

Sophisticated polling techniques are one of the trademarks of the American political 

consulting industry. In the modern White House, little is left to chance when political 

strategy is decided. Bill Clinton’s political consultant, Dick Morris, included 259 

questions in a survey preparing Clinton for one of his State of the Union addresses 

(Klein 2006: 132). He also gained a reputation for using polling data to decide 

Clinton’s vacation habits, hence Clinton once ended up on a cowboy vacation in 

Wyoming instead of the considerably posher Martha’s Vineyard (132).  

Table 7.6: Polling and microtargeting  
1. To what extent did your last election campaign rely on survey data to make strategic decisions?  
2. To what extent did messages from your last campaign focus on microconstituencies within your 
target group?  
Please indicate on a scale from 1-7 where 1 means never, 4 sometimes and 7 always. 

  

 Norwegian 
mean  

American 
mean 

Mean 
difference 

Significance 

Polling 3.6 5.1 -1.5 p<.00 
Microtargeting 3.0 4.7 -1.7 p<.00 
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This table shows the group means on microtargeting and polling; as our 

hypotheses predicted, the American consultants use polling and microtargeting much 

more frequently than Norwegian campaign workers. The Norwegians tend to base 

their strategic decisions on polling data intermittently while the Americans do so 

somewhat frequently. If we evaluate this against the benchmarks we set in chapter 5 

we can say that the Norwegian use of polling has reached its modern phase while the 

Americans, with a mean of 5.1, have barely reached the postmodern phase. On 

microtargeting, the means are somewhat lower, but American consultants still have a 

considerable edge and tend to focus on microconstituencies in their messages more 

frequently.  

The reasons for these differences are probably more structural than 

attitudinal. Firstly, the Norwegian parties are already bound by their party platforms, 

so polling is more about refining a message than finding a new one. Secondly, with 

decreasing or stagnating campaign budgets, Norwegian campaign workers have few 

opportunities to order large scale public opinion analysis. American consultants, on 

the other hand, are swimming in a steady flow of campaign contributions, which 

enables them to order frequent polls. In their environment of ideological free-floating 

there is a considerable interest in developing new messages and staking out new 

political positions. The low turnout culture in the U.S. also makes microtargeting a 
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much more effective and meaningful strategy. In a high turnout culture like Norway 

the focus is more on the electorate at large.    

However, our findings imply that opinion polling and microtargeting are 

becoming increasingly commonplace in Norwegian elections. In the 2001 election, 

all the political parties used polling as a part of their strategic work (Karlsen and 

Narud 2004: 120). Focus groups are also becoming common for testing slogans and 

material (121).  
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Chapter 8: Norwegian-Style and American-Style 

Campaigning 

Election campaigns are revealing moments in the life of a democracy. How a 

country elects its leaders tells us a lot about its political institutions and political 

traditions. In chapter four, we outlined the major cultural and political differences 

between the U.S. and Norway. This analysis resulted in two diametrically opposed 

campaigning styles. We expected Norwegian elections to be party-centered, issue-

oriented, labor- intensive, moderately professionalized and focused on free media. 

American elections, however, were supposed to be candidate-centered, money-

driven, concentrated on paid TV advertising and highly professionalized. This 

chapter will explore how well this picture fits the empirical patterns detected by our 

survey. Are there really distinct American and Norwegian styles of campaigning or 

are the forces of modernization making election campaigns in both countries more 

similar to one another? 
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American-style campaigning 

Table 8.1: American-style campaigning.  
Question: How important are each of the following factors in influencing the outcome of an election? 
Please indicate on a scale from 1-7 where 1 means not important and 7 means very important.  

 

 American 
mean 
(N=115) 

Norwegian 
mean 
(N=74) 

Mean 
difference 

Signi-
ficance 

Voter turnout 6.4 5.7 0.7 p<.00 
Campaign budget 6.4 5.0 1.4 p<.00 
Advertisements 6.0 3.7 2.3 p<.00 
External advisors 5.5 2.9 2.6 p<.00 
Candidate 
charisma 

5.3 6.1 -0.8 p<.00 

Microtargeting 5.0 4.4 0.6 p<.00 
 

This table reports the means for the questions where we expected the 

American consultants to have higher scores than the Norwegian campaign workers. 

As we can see, most of our hypotheses are confirmed, with one minor exception. 

Surprisingly, candidate charisma is significantly more important for the outcome in 

Norwegian elections than American elections. Nevertheless, American elections are 

shown to be money-driven, advertising-centered, consultant-controlled and highly 

professionalized. Along all of these dimensions, American elections are more 

modern than Norway’s. American consultants believe that voter turnout, campaign 

budget and advertisements are very important to win elections while external 
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advisors, candidate charisma and microtargeting tend to be somewhat important. The 

high score on turnout corresponds well with our prediction in chapter four about 

turnout cultures. The U.S. is a low-turnout culture. Consequently, the focus is on 

likely voters, and small increases in turnout among targeted groups have a higher 

chance of altering the overall election result. Bush’s victory in the 2004 election was 

not detected by the exit polls because these polls are unable to account for 

differences in turnout among different groups. The Republican Party’s success with 

mobilizing its own base through get-out-the-vote (GOTV) efforts swung the election 

in its favor.45 

The mean differences indicate that Norwegian and American elections are 

differ most with regard to campaign budget, external consultants and advertising. 

While they are all important in the U.S., none of them are particularly important in 

Norway. Campaign budget is also important in Norway, and advertising neither 

important nor unimportant, while external consultants have the lowest score and are 

considered somewhat unimportant. The insignificant role of external consultants 

corresponds well with our findings in the previous chapter.    

Again, our institutional variables provide a good explanatory framework for 

the scores. With decreasing campaign budgets, a ban on political television 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

45 “Back to Basics,” The Economist, November 4, 2004 
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commercials and strong parties with a professionalized staff, Norwegian elections 

are simply not won through money-driven, consultant-controlled and advertising-

centered campaign strategies.  

Norwegian-Style campaigning 

Table 8.2: Norwegian Style Campaigning 
Question: How important are each of the following factors in influencing the outcome of an election? 
Please indicate on a scale from 1-7 where 1 means not important and 7 means very important.  
 
 Norwegian 

mean (N=72) 
American 
mean 
(N=115) 

Mean 
difference 

Signifi-
cance 

Mass media coverage 6.5 5.2 1.3 p<.00 
Control over topics 
and frames of mass 
media reporting 

6.4 5.3 1.1 p<.00 

Televised debates 6.3 3.4 2.9 p<.00 
Issues and thematic 
positions 

6.2 5.2 1.0 p<.00 

Party organizational 
strength 

5.8 4.4 1.4 p<.00 

Party platform 4.8 3.5 1.3 p<.00 
Door to door 
canvassing 

4.5 5.0 -0.5 p<.10 

                                            

This table shows the means for the questions where we expected the 

Norwegian campaign workers to have higher scores than the American political 

consultants. We can safely conclude that Norwegian elections are extremely media-

driven, issue-oriented and party-centered. Media coverage, spin control and televised 
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debates are the keys to success in Norwegian elections. This confirms the previous 

research claiming that media power has increased and party power decreased in 

Norwegian elections (Bjorklund 1990; Aardal, Krogstad and Narud 2004). The 

Norwegian parties experience a kind of bottleneck problem in their political 

communication environment. While American consultants have the money and 

regulations conducive for TV advertising and advanced voter outreach, the 

Norwegian campaign workers are forced to concentrate their major efforts on free 

media and play by the media’s rules. Winning and losing the televised debates 

throughout the campaign is of utmost importance, but the journalists and not the 

parties themselves chose the participants here (Aardal, Krogstad and Narud 2004: 

294). In the U.S. however, the candidates usually set the premises for the debates and 

can decide not to debate if they find it disadvantageous. The Norwegian picture is 

similar to the one drawn up by Esaiasson (1996) in a comparative election campaign 

study of Sweden. The extremely strong power of the free media seems to be a 

common feature in Scandinavian political communication.  

The second most important factors in Norwegian campaigns are issues and 

parties’ strengths and platform. Norwegian elections are significantly less modern 

than American elections in these dimensions. However, our institutional analysis in 

chapter four predicted that low levels of campaign spending along with a strong 
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multiparty system and a newspaper-centric media culture should produce much more 

issue-based and party-centered forms of campaigning. That issues decide the 

Norwegian elections has also been supported by research on Norwegian voters. A 

study from the 2001 election on party leader effects revealed that party leaders’ 

popularity means less for the vote choice than the popularity of the party (Aardal 

2003: 240).46 Furthermore, there was no tendency towards party leader popularity 

becoming more important for vote choice over time.  

With regard to the high score on party strength, this indicates that labor-

intensive campaigning styles are still important in Norwegian elections. With low 

campaign budgets and limited opportunities for paid advertising, the mobilization of 

the party apparatus is the best way for the Norwegian parties to launch an effective 

campaign. The party organization also has a considerable impact on the campaign 

through the party platform. A recent study revealed that there is high correlation 

between party platform and the issues focused on by the different parties (Valen and 

Narud 2004). The platform is also a contract between the parties and the voters who 

make the parties’ positions recognizable from election to election. The downside of 

this in a campaign setting is that the party leadership has limited ability to maneuver 

away from unpopular suggestions. In Norway, opposition research is usually limited 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

46 This was particularly true for the Conservative Party which ran an excellent issue-based campaign 
and was the election winner of 2001. However, their leader at that time, Jan Petersen, is widely 
considered to be one of the least charismatic people to ever enter Norwegian politics.  
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to a careful reading of the other parties’ platforms in search for clumsy wording and 

unrealistic suggestions. In the U.S., however, the party platform is not an important 

factor in elections and the candidates can freely maneuver in the ideological 

landscape. The ongoing primary elections are a good example of the ideologically 

free-floating U.S. system, where on a daily basis candidates abandon old positions 

and embrace new ones.   

We see from the mean differences that the variable that most dramatically 

separates Norwegian from U.S. campaigns are televised debates, with a mean 

difference of 2.9. Thus, U.S. political consultants find televised debates somewhat 

unimportant in deciding the election result. Thus, in the country that aired the first 

televised debate between Kennedy and Nixon in 1960, debates seem to have lost 

their importance. Here it is probable that the U.S. is an outlier compared to both 

Norway and other countries. The culmination of the election campaign in televised 

debates between the lead candidates on television is one of the true global trends in 

modern electioneering (Plasser 2002: 345). The reason is likely the extreme 

fragmentation of the American media market along with the low news-orientation 

culture in the U.S. By contrast, the final debates between the party leaders in Norway 

draw huge ratings. The Presidential debates in the U.S., however, struggle to catch 

the nation’s full attention. 



 

139 

Our hypothesis on canvassing was not confirmed with regard to the 

Norwegian style of campaigning, in that door to door canvassing seems equally 

important in Norway and the U.S. (p<.10). Our model postulates that traditional 

forms of mobilization should become less important as a country moves into the 

postmodern phase. However, in the theoretical chapter we emphasized that the 

different dimensions of the model do not follow a deterministic pattern. It is possible 

to have a postmodern political communication style and a traditional mobilization 

style. Apparently, the low turnout culture in the U.S. encourages a mobilizing 

campaign style. Furthermore, recent studies in the U.S. indicate that door to 

door/peer to peer-contact is the most effective way to increase turnout in elections 

(Gerber, Green and Nickerson 2003). The Republicans seem to have gained a slight 

edge in their get-out-the-vote operation the last decade. West (2000: 42) estimated 

that the Republican Party in 2000 made “70 million phone calls, mailed 110 million 

letters and organized an army of 243,000 volunteers.” 

How personalized are U.S. and Norwegian elections? 

Our hypothesis about the importance of candidate charisma was also not 

confirmed. In fact, Norwegian campaign workers thought candidate charisma was 

significantly more important than did American political consultants (p<.00). 
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Methodologically, the mean could be inflated here because the question was part of a 

cluster of media questions where the respondents already added somewhat high 

scores. However, the extreme levels of media logic and importance of televised 

debates in Norwegian election campaigns obviously makes candidate charisma a 

major factor. Elections in Norway are fought and won in the media. Thus, earlier 

studies have revealed that the parties have intensified their focus on the party leader 

(Tonsager 2001; Karlsen and Narud 2004). Furthermore, the last study on campaign 

effects also for the first time was able to document party leader effects in Norwegian 

elections by employing an experimental panel study design (Aalberg and Todal 

Jenssen 2004).  

But does this mean that Norwegian elections are more personalized than 

American elections? In the U.S. “the rise of candidate-centered politics” (Wattenberg 

1991) has been subject to a whole range of studies on personal effects in elections. 

Our macro-variables also predict that personalization should be more intense in the 

U.S. than in Norway. Consequently, in order to put this question to a more rigid 

empirical test, we added a question where the respondents were asked whether they 

thought it was issues or the candidates’ personality and charisma that decided the 

election.  
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Table 8.3: Issues vs. Image 
Question: Which of the two following statements do you agree the most with? 
1. Issues decide the election.  
2. The candidate’s image and personality decide the election. 
Please indicate on a scale from 1-7 where 1 means agreeing with statement 1 and 7 agreeing with 
statement 2.   

 

 American 
mean (N=105) 

Norwegian 
mean (N=71) 

Mean 
difference 

Significance 

Issues vs. Image 4.7 3.4 1.3 p<.00 
 

Here we clearly see that image and personality play larger roles in American 

elections than they do in Norwegian elections. The Norwegian campaign workers 

agree somewhat that issues decide the election while the American consultants 

somewhat agree that personality and image decide the election. This is consistent 

with what our macro-variables tell us. The candidate-centered electoral system in the 

U.S. should draw focus towards candidates’ characters and their ability to deliver 

responsive messages. Hence, American elections are more an advanced personality 

test than an issue-based test. Conversely, the strong party focus in the Norwegian 

system tempers the effect of personality and opens for more issue-based 

campaigning.  
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American and Norwegian style advertising 

Premodern, modern and postmodern campaigns should have different 

advertising styles. The premodern campaign uses print advertising, posters, leaflets 

and radio. In the modern phase advertising is centered on television; in the 

postmodern phase, targeted messages on television and on the internet prevail. 

Because Norway has a ban on political commercials on television and a newspaper-

centric culture, we assumed that the country would have a premodern advertising 

style. Conversely, we assumed that the U.S. should be world leaders in the 

postmodern form of advertising.  

Table 8.4: American-Style Advertising 
Question: How important are the following media for campaign advertising? 
Please indicate on a scale from 1-7 where 1 means not important and 7 very important. 

 

 American mean 
(N=105) 

Norwegian 
mean (N=71) 

Mean 
difference 

Significance 

Direct mail 5.6 3.8 1.8 p<.00 
TV private 5.1 N/A N/A N/A 
Internet 4.6 5.3 -0.7 p<.00 
TV public 4.5 N/A N/A N/A 

 

This table shows the mean for the variables where we expected the 

Americans to have the highest scores. That direct mail is more important in the U.S. 

than Norway is as expected, but that American consultants consider direct mail a 
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more important medium for campaign advertising than private television is 

unexpected. Television advertising is widely considered to be the focal point of 

modern campaigning in the U.S. However, we might see a branch effect here with 

consultants delivering direct mail services inflating the mean. Consultants would 

naturally answer that the services they deliver themselves are the most effective. 

Among those who delivered direct mail services 80 percent answered that direct mail 

was important or very important while among those who delivered advertising the 

same rate was 50 percent.47 However, this in itself is not enough to account for the 

mean difference of 0.5. Furthermore, if we look at the same groups on the 

importance on television, their mean scores on the same two categories are around 

50 percent for all branches. Hence, there appears to be a cross-branch agreement that 

direct mail is more important than television.  

The results on the internet variable are also not as predicted. As the world 

leader in implementing new campaign technology, we would expect the U.S. to have 

a considerably higher mean here. However, the question only asks about advertising 

and not the general use of internet in campaigns which is obviously far more 

developed in the U.S. than in Norway. In the ongoing primary election candidates 

launch new and advanced sites daily to mobilize activists and raise money. In 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

47 Among those who delivered internet and public relation services the share who thought direct mail 
was important or very important was 70 and 60 percent.  
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Norway, it is possible that the combination of high internet penetration and the ban 

on political advertising on television drives more advertising money over to the 

internet.  

Table 8.5: Norwegian-Style Advertising 
Question: How important are the following media for campaign advertising? 
Please indicate on a scale from 1-7, where 1 means not important and 7 very important. 

  

 Norwegian 
mean (N=71) 

American 
mean (N=105) 

Mean 
difference 

Significance 

Newspaper 5.4 3.6 1.8 p<.00 
Rallies/ 
campaign stand 

5.2 3.7 1.5 p<.00 

Streetposter 4.6 2.9 1.7 p<.00 
Magazines 4.4 1.9 2.5 p<.00 
Radio  4.0 4.3 -0.3 P<.27 

 

 Table 8.5 shows the mean for the advertising variables where we expected 

the Norwegian campaign workers to have the highest scores. We also see from the 

mean differences that the extensive use of print media is what separates the 

Norwegian advertising style most sharply from the American. However, in a country 

where 81 percent of the population reads a newspaper daily, this makes some sense. 

Furthermore, the ban on paid television commercials naturally enhances the 

domination of print advertising in Norwegian election campaigns.  
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Rallies and campaign stands are the second most important media for 

campaign advertising in Norwegian campaigns. Campaign stands are a classic 

campaigning method in Norway and a major arena for the parties’ activists and 

elected officials to contribute to the campaign. In August and September, Oslo’s 

main street, Karl Johan, is packed with campaign stands manned with loyal party 

activists handing out leaflets, buttons and party platforms. Here, interested voters can 

ask questions and enter into long debates about their likes and dislikes with regard to 

the parties. While American politicians probably shake hands with and greet more 

people during a campaign than any Norwegian politician, the labor-intensive 

Norwegian campaigning style give voters richer opportunities for prolonged 

interpersonal contact with a party representative.   

The unexpected result in the table is that radio is an equally important 

medium for campaign advertising in Norway and the U.S. (P<.27). Again we see that 

the phases in our model do not follow a uniform pattern, as postmodern campaign 

practices are mixed with modern and premodern traits. The reason for radio’s 

continued importance in U.S. campaigns can probably be found in the liberal media 

market model for broadcasting. With a fragmented media market and multitude of 

radio stations, this medium gives rich opportunities to send microtargeted messages 

to different subgroups in the electorate. 
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Party-driven sellers and message-driven marketers 

This chapter has shown that Norwegian election campaigns are party-

centered, issue-oriented, labor intensive and extremely focused on free media. The 

American election campaigns, however, are candidate-centered, extremely 

professionalized, money-driven and focused on paid media. Consequently, American 

campaign workers and Norwegian campaign staffers operate in different worlds. The 

differences are much more striking and pervasive than the similarities.  

In his comparative study of global campaigning styles Plasser (2002: 332-

333) distinguishes between party-driven sellers, which are typical for Western 

Europe, and message-driven marketers, typical for the U.S. The party-driven sellers 

have a party- focused approach to campaign strategy and campaigning. The party 

platform decides the issues on which they should focus and the party organization is 

their most important asset in mobilizing the electorate. At the same time, they need 

to sell their message through the media, which calls for more focus on an 

advertising-style approach to politics. Thus, they require a popular party leader and 

popular issues. The message-driven marketers, however, approach campaigns from a 

customizing marketing perspective. They develop the central campaign message 
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based on the needs of the targeted voter groups they need to create a winning 

coalition. This message is then spread through a multitude of channels with the help 

of paid advertising.  

Our analysis has shown that in the Norway the party-driven sellers are caught 

in the tension between party logic and media logic. On the one side they have strong 

loyalty and attachment to the party, while on the other side they know that elections 

are decided in the media. Hence, they try to adapt to the media’s need for snappy 

sound bites and personalized coverage at the same time as they try to maintain their 

own party-controlled message. Norwegian election campaigns are first and foremost 

a spin-fight between the media and the parties. With low campaign budgets and ban 

on televised advertising the parties have few possibilities to move this struggle 

elsewhere. They are caught in the arena created by the media.  

The message-driven marketers in the U.S., on the other hand, operate by 

other rules and with far fewer restrictions. With loose or nonexisting ties to the 

parties, they are not constrained by party platforms or party loyalty. Thus, campaign 

message are decided through sophisticated use of polling. Furthermore, positive 

media coverage is only one of several possible ways of winning an election. Direct 

mail, televised ads and online campaigning give them tools to set their own agendas 
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for the campaign, and with deep campaign coffers, they can move the election fight 

to any arena they want.   
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Chapter 9: Negative and permanent campaigning 

Running for office has never been for the faint of heart. When Cicero was 

running for consul in Rome his brother wrote a campaign memo in which he pointed 

out that “in Rome you must suffer much treachery, deceit, all kinds of vices, the 

arrogance of many, scorn, evil, pride, hatred and harassment.”48 However, Cicero 

was an excellent public speaker and “a negative campaigner of the first class” 

(Kamber 1997: 6). Consequently, he outmaneuvered his opponents and became the 

elected consul of Rome in 63 B.C.  

As the history reveals, negativity and politics have always been closely 

interwoven. An election campaign without a political attack or a harsh exchange of 

words is unthinkable. However, our model postulates that as election campaigns 

move toward the postmodern phase they grow increasingly negative. Plasser (2002: 

346-347) concludes that increased negativity is one of the major macro-trends in 

global electioneering.  

In the U.S. there is little doubt about the growing negativity of campaign 

messages, but its implications are debated. In Going Negative, Iyengar and 

Ansolabehere (1995) argue that negative campaigns depress turnout and ruin public 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

48 The quote is taken from a blog post by Chuck Bennet, director of governmental affairs at the 
University of Oregon. See http://www.cosa.k12.or.us/blogs/spondeospondeopromises.html  
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discourse in the U.S. The same arguments have been forwarded by Hall-Jamieson 

(1992) and Patterson (2002). Geer (2006), however, argues that negativity improves 

the quality of American democracy and helps the public discover the true good and 

bad sides of the candidates.   

In our survey, we posed three questions about negative campaigning. Before 

we take a closer look at them, we must address some comparative problems. The 

concept of “negative campaigning” highlights the problem of conceptual traveling in 

comparative politics (Sartori 1971). The question is whether Norwegian campaign 

workers and American political consultants think of the same thing when they hear 

the word “negative campaigning?”  

In chapter four we labeled U.S. political culture as “competitive and harsh” 

and Norwegian political culture as “egalitarian and modest.” Consequently, U.S. 

politics is a full contact sport while in Norwegian politics there is more use of 

protective gear. There is a difference between accusing a fellow politician of not 

being trustworthy during a televised debate than setting out rumors about an 

opponent having an illegitimate child with a black woman, as was done with John 

McCain during the 2000 primaries. Consequently, for American political consultants 

“negative campaigning” is probably connected to far tougher measures than for 

Norwegian campaign workers. The numbers here can therefore be hard to compare 
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directly, but they tell us more about the perceived levels of negative campaigning in 

each country. As we shall see, this problem also appears in intraparty comparisons.   

Participation in negative campaigns 

Table 9.1: Negative campaigning 
Question: Did you contribute to negative campaigning in your last election? 
 
 American Norwegian 
Yes 71% (73) 21%  (15) 
No 29% (30) 79%  (55) 
p<.00, Phi=.-485**, N=173 100% (103) 100% (70) 

 

The table shows that negative campaigning at least three times as common in 

the U.S. as Norway. 71 percent of the American political consultants contributed to 

negative campaigns in their most recent election while only 21 percent of Norwegian 

campaign workers did the same. The postmodern campaign phase is, as we 

forecasted, permeated with negativity and attack-politics. However, negative 

campaigning also exists in Norway. Consequently, the situation in coalitional 

multiparty systems might not be as innocent as a study of the Netherlands suggested 

where the author concluded that “negative campaigning is nonexistent” (van Praag 

1992: 144).  

The explanations for these results are probably both cultural and institutional. 

The coalitional system in Norway obviously tempers the role of negative messages 



 

152 

in the campaigns. In addition, Norway has a political culture where the tolerance for 

negative campaigning is low. In interviews, Norwegian campaign workers 

continuously emphasize that they prefer to discuss their own issues and not attack 

their opponents (Tonsager 2001; Krogstad 2004). One campaign worker put it this 

way: “Our goal is not to attack, but to tell the voters what we want, our own 

positions” (Tonsager 2001: 85). However, they all admit that a certain level of 

conflict is unavoidable in order to clarify differences with other parties. 

There are also severe tactical problems connected to negative campaigning in 

a multiparty system. In a two-party system, the strategic axiom is that the attack 

hurts the opponent more than it does the attacker. In a multiparty setting, attacking 

one party means that other parties go free and can get out their positive message. In 

the 2005 election the centre-right government and the Conservative Party in 

particular decided to concentrate their attacks on the Socialist Left Party in order to 

label the red-green coalition as extremely radical. The strategy was very successful 

in the sense that the Socialist Left Party fell rapidly in the polls, but the drawback 

was that the Conservative Party fell even faster. Left undisturbed on the right flank 

and in the center, the Progress Party and the Labour Party sailed in as the election 

winners.  
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In the U.S., the majoritarian electoral system and candidate-centered 

campaigning style encourage higher levels of negative campaigning. Iyengar and 

Ansolabehere (1995) have shown that negative campaigning is more likely to occur 

in tight races. Consequently, in a two-party system this happens quite frequently, 

while in a multiparty system this situation only occurs when there is an especially 

close race between two defined blocks.  

In addition to its electoral system, the unique American oursourcing of the 

electoral process to political consultants has probably increased the country’s levels 

of negative campaigning. Our numbers supports Johnson’s (1993: 13) assertion that 

American political consultants see negative campaigning as a tool and not a question 

of morals and ethics. If your candidate is trailing, avoiding negativity would be 

considered a professional failure. The majority of consultants also do not believe that 

scare tactics and suppression of turnout are unethical (Thurber, Nelson and Dulio 

2000).  

The effectiveness of negative campaigning 

Our first question about negative campaigning had a certain bias since we asked for 

respondents’ direct involvement in negative campaigns. In a campaign it is usually 

easier to evaluate the opponent’s negativity than one’s own. To control for this, we 
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added a questions about the effectiveness of negative campaigning and the overall 

tone of elections.  

Table 9.2: Effective negative campaigning 
Question: To what degree was negative campaigning an effective strategy in your last election? 
Please indicate on a scale from 1-7 where 1 means never and 7 always 
 
 American 

mean (N=103) 
Norwegian 
mean (N=70) 

Mean 
difference 

Signi-
ficance 

Effective negative  4.5 3.0 1.5 p<.00 
 

Table 9.3: Tone of election 
Question: How would you consider the overall tone of the last election you were involved in? 
Please indicate from a scale from 1-7, where 1 means negative and 7 positive 
 
 American Mean 

(N=103) 
Norwegian 
Mean (N=70) 

Mean 
difference 

Signi-
ficance 

Tone of election  4.6 3.5 1.0 p<.00 
 

These tables show the American and Norwegian means for our control 

questions on negativity. We see that American consultants believe that negative 

campaigns were a fairly effective strategy in their most recent election while, the 

Norwegian campaign workers found it somewhat seldomly to be an effective 

strategy. This confirms our previous picture of the extent of both groups’ 

involvement in negative campaigning. According to Perloff and Kinsey (1992), one 

of the main reasons political consultants continue to use negative campaign tactics is 

their belief that negative appeals are better in stirring people’s emotions and that 
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negative appeals are more easily remembered. The research on the effectiveness of 

negative campaigns, on the other hand, is inconclusive (Plasser 2002: 95).  

With regard the tone of the election, we see that Norwegian elections are 

safely in the modern fold here with the mean more strongly on the positive side than 

the negative. The American consultants, however, believe the tone of their last 

election was somewhat negative, but we see that neither the mean on tone of election 

and effectiveness is within the postmodern range which we defined as a mean score 

between 5-7. Thus we can conclude that American campaigns are still approaching 

postmodern levels of negativity.  

Intraparty differences in negative campaigning 

Our sample makes it possible to also look for intraparty differences in 

campaigning styles. With regard to American-style, we set forth a hypothesis about 

the Republican consultants employing negative campaigning more often than the 

Democratic consultants, based on the impression that the Republican Party is more 

ruthless in its campaign tactics.  
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Table 9.4: Negative campaigning, Republicans vs. Democrats 
Question: Did you contribute to negative campaigning in your last election? 
 
 Democrat Republican 
Yes 66% (31) 81.4%  (35) 
No 34% (16) 18.6%  (8) 
p<.098, Phi=.-.174, N=90 100% (47) 100% (43) 

 

This table indicates that the difference between the Democratic and 

Republican consultants in the use of negative campaigning is not statistically 

significant. We see that Republican consultants have a slightly higher percentage, 

and this relationship would have been statistically significant at the .10 level. 

However, we conclude that consultants from both parties are equally ruthless in their 

approach to negative campaigning. The most recent congressional election also gave 

the impression that the Democrats are about to close the “negativity gap.”  

Among the Norwegian campaign workers, we expected the campaign 

workers in the Conservative Party to participate more frequently in negative 

campaigns than campaign workers from the other parties. Surprisingly, among the 21 

percent who said they were involved in negative campaigning nearly all of them 

were from the Labour Party and the Socialist Left Party while none of the campaign 

workers in the Conservative Party said they participated in negative campaigns.49  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

49 The negative campaigners on the non-socialist side were from the Progress Party (1), the Liberal 
Party (1) and the Christian People’s Party (1). None of the advisors in the Conservative Party said 
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Table 9.5: Negative campaigning in Norwegian elections. 
Question: Did you contribute to negative campaigning in your last election? 
 
 Red-green Non-socialist 
Yes 32.4% (12) 9.1%  (3) 
No 68.6% (25) 90.9% (30) 
p<.021, Phi=-.284*, N= 70  100% (37) 100% (33) 
 

In this table we have separated the parties into the coalitions that were up 

against each other in the 2005 election.50 The numbers show that there was a 

significant difference in the levels of negative campaigning between the blocks. 

More than 30 percent of campaign workers in the red-green coalition say they 

participated to negative campaigns while only 9 percent of the campaign workers on 

the non-socialist side did the same. These numbers indicate that the competitive 

environment in multiparty system decides the extent to which a party engages in 

negative campaigning. Incumbent governments are constrained by their record which 

makes them easy targets for negative campaigns. The red-green coalition’s position 

as a challenger probably encouraged a more aggressive campaign style against the 

defending non-socialist block. Furthermore, the race between the two blocks was 

                                                                                                                                     

they contributed to negative campaigns. On the red-green side, all the negative campaigners were 
from the Socialist Party and the Labour Party. In these two parties, 46 percent and 30 percent of the 
campaign workers respectively participated in negative campaigns.  
50 The red-green coalition, who today are in majority government, consist of the Labour Party, the 
Socialist Left Party and the Centre Party. The rest of the parties are coded in the non-socialist block. 
The Progress Party was not part of the centre-right government, who sat before the election but were 
considered their support party in the parliament.  
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fairly tight which is conducive to tougher campaign messages. As a result, the 

exalted rhetoric from Norwegian campaign workers about the aversion to negative 

campaigning does not match up to the empirical reality of the 2005 election. A 

similar observation was made by Krogstad (2004) in a study of rhetoric in the 

televised debates in the 2001 election. In contrast to what the politicians themselves 

said, she found that strong personal attacks seem to be a legitimate part of the 

Norwegian electoral discourse (97).  

These numbers raise some serious methodological concerns with regard to 

measuring the level of negative campaigning through direct questions about 

participation. As mentioned, the most frequent accusations about negative 

campaigning in the 2005 election, both among the media and the parties themselves, 

were not directed against the red-green coalition but against the Conservative Party. 

The Conservative Party ran a series of tough political attacks against the Socialist 

Left Party throughout the campaign. In a strategy memo that leaked to the daily 

tabloid Verdens Gang, the campaign workers in the Conservative Party explicitly 

stated that they wanted to frame the red-green coalition as a “socialist experiment.”51 

The only time political journalists used the word “negative campaigning” was when 

they debated the campaign tactics of the Conservative Party. An op-ed piece in the 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

51 Verdens Gang, August 14, 2005 
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liberal tabloid Dagbladet claimed that the Conservative Party ran a negative 

campaign and concluded that “negative campaigns are tiresome, irritating and quite 

humiliating for those who do it.”52 

The reason why no campaign workers in the Conservative Party responded 

that they participated in negative campaigns is probably connected to perception and 

not denial. In interviews Norwegian campaign workers tend to distinguish between 

political attacks as legitimate and personal attacks as out of bounds (Tonsager 2001: 

Krogstad 2004). The question is then how harsh a political attack must be before it is 

considered a negative campaign? Here, the Conservative Party seems to have a 

higher threshold than the other parties. In an interview after the 2001 election one of 

the party’s leading politicians actually embraced attacks: “I think it is positive even 

though you hear the opposite. It creates both clarity and awakes interest” (Krogstad 

2004:105). The Conservative Party also has the most attack-oriented rhetorical style 

on television (99). Hence, for the Conservative Party strong political attacks are a 

natural part of political discourse and the attacks they directed against the Socialist 

Left Party in 2005 were considered legitimate by the party’s campaign workers since 

they were directed against the party’s platform and not any person in particular. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

52 “Drittslengerne” (the Negative Campaigners), Dagbladet September 3, 2005 
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Conversely, the campaign workers in the Socialist Left Party and the Labour Party 

consider these kind of planned political attacks as negative campaigning.  

The Conservative Party’s approach to negative campaigning is quite similar 

to the one argued by Geer (2006). In an interesting study of negative political 

advertising in American elections from 1960-2004, he claims that negative campaign 

messages enhances the cause of democracy by informing the public about real issues 

and concerns. According to Geer, negative ads contain more precise and informative 

claims than  positive ads. Furthermore, negative ads that are proven to be false 

usually backfire on the candidate who airs them. Consequently, the quality of the 

information the voters receive is improved by negative campaigning. The exact same 

line of reasoning was employed by the Conservative Party’s general secretary in a 

response to the accusations from a left-leaning newspaper claiming that the 

Conservative Party’s aggressive rhetorical style on television in the 2001 election 

proved that they were running ”negative campaigns”.53  

The differences in how Norwegian parties perceive negativity is also 

interesting if we look at the tone of the election.  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

53 “Slemme Hoyre” (Naughty Conservative Party), Bergens Arbeiderblad. October 26, 2004 
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Table 9.6: Tone in Norwegian elections 
How would you consider the overall tone of the last election you were involved in? Please indicate on 
a scale from 1-7 where 1 means positive and 7 negative.  

  

 Labour 
Party 

Liberal 
Party 

Progress 
Party 

Centre 
Party 

Conservati
ve Party 

Christian 
Party 

Socialist 
Party 

Tone 2.25 
(20)** 

2.5 (4) 3.46 (13) 3.5 (4) 3.57 (7) 4.44 (9) 5.38** 
(13) 

 

The table shows and ANOVA-analysis of the parties mean opinion about the 

tone in the 2005-election. It reflects a fascinating multiparty dynamic with regard to 

campaign perceptions. In general, we can say that the more you win in the election, 

the more positive you think the campaign was. The biggest election winners, the 

Liberal Party and the Labour Party, think the campaign was somewhat positive. The 

election losers from the Socialist Party, the Christian People’s Party and the 

Conservative Party believe the campaign was negative. The Socialist Left Party 

seems to have had a particularly hard time and is the only party that differs 

significantly from the Labour Party (p<.00).  In multiparty system elections there are 

several campaigns going on at the same time and while some parties attack each 

other severely, others exploit the competitive environment to distribute their positive 

campaign message.  
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Permanent campaigning 

In the postmodern campaign phase, an election campaign is not a limited 

phenomenon. Holding political office is a daily struggle against opinion polls, 

powerful interest groups, aggressive media and a demanding electorate. For 

politicians living in such an environment the goal of reelection is as important as the 

practice of governing. Politics has become a permanent campaign.  

In the modern phase, our model predicts that there should still be a separation 

between campaigning and governing, but that campaigns tend to become more long-

term. In Norway, the election campaign is officially limited to four or five weeks in 

August and September. The majority of the parties hold their official election 

campaign opening the first week in August. Still, recent research shows that 

Norwegian campaign workers also feel intensified political pressure outside the 

election campaign season. Hence, one of them admits: “I have a feeling that an 

election campaign is going on all the time. There are continuous opinion polls about 

party support, leader sympathy and coalition alternatives” (Tonsager 2001: 86). 

The phenomenon of permanent campaigning is not easy to measure. 

However, we chose a solution with two contrasting statements in an attempt to 

measure the extent of permanent campaigning in Norway and the U.S.  
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Table 9.7: Permanent campaigning 
Question: Which of the following two statements do you agree the most with.  
1. In American/Norwegian politics there is a huge difference between campaigning and governing.  
2. American/Norwegian politics has become a permanent campaign.  
Please indicate on a scale from 1-7 where 1 means agreeing with statement 1 and 7 agreeing with 
statement 2.  
 
 American 

mean (N=103) 
Norwegian 
mean (N=70) 

Mean 
difference 

Significanc
e 

Campaigning vs 
governing  

5.0 4.0 1.0 p<.00 

 

This table indicates that American political consultants agree somewhat that 

American politics has become a permanent campaign while the Norwegian campaign 

workers agree equally with both statements. Hence, the U.S places itself within the 

postmodern range on this indicator while Norway is in the middle of the modern 

phase.  

The differences can be accounted for by looking at structural elements. The 

electoral intensity of the U.S. system is exceptionally high compared to other 

industrialized democracies while Norway has local government and parliamentary 

elections in four year cycles and local government elections are held midway in the 

electoral term of the parliament. In the U.S. there are congressional elections held 

every second year. Furthermore, the U.S.’ peculiar primary system makes the life of 

a U.S. congressman a permanent campaign from the moments he enters Congress. 

With extremely short service terms, the possibility of a primary challenge, weak 
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parties and spiraling campaign costs, U.S. politicians are doomed to spend more time 

thinking about their reelection than actually governing (King 1997: 29). Hence, it has 

been argued that the problem with the U.S. system can be described as too much 

democracy (4). Norwegian politicians, on the other hand, are more shielded by 

strong parties from the pressures of the permanent campaign.  

It should be noted that we are not measuring politicians in the U.S. here, but 

the consultants who work on getting them elected. If these questions were posed to a 

representative sample of politicians in Congress, the mean would probably be even 

higher. Consultants usually leave when the election is over and therefore do not have 

much exposure for the pressures of daily governing. In Norway, campaign staffers 

and politicians tend to stick together after the election, so the results in this category 

are maybe a better reflection of the actual scenario and explain why the mean 

difference is not greater.  
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Chapter 10: How different are U.S. and Norwegian 

election campaigns? 

The three previous chapters have shown that American and Norwegian 

elections share very few central characteristics. But how different are they 

fundamentally? So far we have employed simple statistical measures to account for 

the differences. Consequently, in this chapter we will use more advanced statistical 

procedures to put the hypothesis of increased election campaign convergence to a 

more rigorous empirical test.   

The statistical methods we will use in this chapter are factor analysis and 

discriminant analysis. Factor analysis is a useful technique to detect structures in 

relationships between variables. In our case, we are looking specifically for 

dimensions that might capture different campaigning styles. Discriminant analysis is 

a statistical technique used to determine which variables discriminate best between 

two or more groups. Hence, our intention is to sort out variables that are good 

predictors of whether a respondent is an American political consultant or a 

Norwegian campaign worker. Our previous analysis has revealed that a respondent 

who thinks money, advertising and external consultants are important to win 

elections is likely to be an American political consultant. Conversely, a respondent 



 

166 

who thinks party platform, televised debates and media coverage are important to 

win elections is likely to be a Norwegian campaign worker.54 A discriminant analysis 

is advantageous because it can tell us exactly how likely it is that a respondent with 

certain characteristics belongs to one group or the other.    

Factor analysis 

The factor analysis identifies three strong dimensions in the data material. One 

dimension is a money and consultant-driven form of campaigning, a second 

dimension is a party-centered form of campaigning and a third dimension is a media-

centered campaigning style.  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

54 We are not making a causal argument here, but a statistical one. The causality naturally goes the 
opposite way.  
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Table 10.1: Factor analysis55 

 Factor 1: 
Money-driven 

Factor 2: 
Party-driven 

Factor 3: 
Media-
centered 

Advertising .872 -.024 -.132 

Campaign budget .836 -.196 .021 

Consultant power .693 -.344 -.281 

Party strength -.115 .864 .159 

Party platform -.108 .864 .173 

Party power -.406 .646 .197 

Mass media -.072 .207 .894 

Spin control -.083 .108 .893 

Televised debates -.425 .396 .597 

    

Eigenvalue  4.191 1.431 1.123 
Extraction method: Principal Component Analysis, Rotation Method: Variamax , 
Eigenvalue>1 
 Money-scale Party-scale Media-scale 

Cronbach’s alpha .761 .782 .761 

 

Table 10.1 shows the factor loadings for the nine variables we included in the 

analysis and the scales we constructed on that basis. We see that the media and party 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

55 Advertisements, campaign budget, party strength, party platform, media coverage and spin control 
are all variables constructed on the basis of question 10 in the survey which asks about the importance 
of these factors in deciding an election. Party power and consultant power are variables from question 
9 where the respondents are asked how much influence consultants, campaign officials and the party 
has in deciding the message in the campaign.   
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variables load somewhat on another, while the money variables have very low or 

negative loadings on these variables. We then transformed the three variables with 

the highest loadings into additive scales. The size of the Cronbach’s alpha indicates 

that our scales are highly reliable.  

Table 10.2: Mean scores on the scales56 

Mean score on money, party and media-scale
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Table 10.2 shows the mean scores for Norwegian campaign workers and 

American political consultants on each of the three scales we constructed based on 

the factor analysis. It strengthens the image of the different campaigning styles that 

we outlined in chapter eight. Norwegian election campaigns are party-driven and 

media-centered, while American campaigns are money-driven, advertising-centered 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

56 All the mean differences are statistically significant at the .00 level.  
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and consultant-controlled. We see that the money dimension is what really separates 

the two groups from one another while the differences on party and media-

dimensions are more moderate. It could be tempting to say that the U.S. and Norway 

are different paradigms in the world of political campaigning, however, while it’s 

evident that the differences on the money dimension are substantial American 

political consultants are not completely alien to more media-centered and party-

driven campaigning styles. Chapter eight revealed that American consultants find 

media-spin and media coverage to besomewhat important while Norwegian 

campaign workers believe that is very important. The media is also important in U.S. 

campaigns, but in Norway it’s everything.   

Discriminant analysis 

We now move on to analysis the predictive power of our scales in determining the 

nationality of our respondents. Based on our previous analysis, we would expect the 

money scale to separate the American consultants from the Norwegian campaign 

workers and the media and party scales to do the opposite.   
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Table 10.3: Discriminant analysis 

 Fisher’s linear 
Canonical discriminant functions Norwegian  American 
Money-driven -.802 1.183 2.313 
Party-driven .321 1.183 .819 
Media-centered .524 1.379 .703 
Age .052 .260 .242 
Education -.080 5.424 5.791 
 Group centroids 2.096 -1.572 
Box’s M Canonical 

corr. 
Wilk’s 
Lambda 

N used in 
output 

78.35 (p<.00) .877 .230 147 
Chi square=209.173, Sig.=.00 

 

 Predicted group membership 
Nationality Norwegian  American Total 
Norwegian 100%(63) 0% (0) 100% (63) 
American 7.1% (6) 92.9% (78) 100 (84) 
Total number of cases predicted correctly: 95.9% 

 

Table 10.3 shows the results of a discriminant analysis with the money, party 

and medie-scale as our independent variables and nationality as the dependent 

variable.57 The predictive power of the model is very high, with 95.9 of the cases 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

57 Choosing independent variables for the model was quite difficult because many of them are 
correlated. The scales we have used here are correlated with each other at the .50 level, which means 
there is a significant chance for collinearity. Hence, the size of the discriminant function coefficients 
might be deflated or inflated and we should interpret them with some caution. We attempted to solve 
this problem by using the standardized factor variables from the varimax rotation, which are not 
correlated with each other. However, this produced a standardized coefficient in the discriminant 
function on the money-scale of 1.1, which should be impossible. Another option was to use oblimin 
rotation which allows the standardized factor variables to be somewhat correlated. This solved the 
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correctly predicted with only three variables used as discriminators. The canonical 

correlation58 shows that roughly 88 percent of the variance in the data is explained 

by our independent variables. American political consultants and Norwegian 

campaign workers thus operate in notably separate environments that have little in 

common. We see that the scales also do a better job of predicting the Norwegian 

campaign workers than the American political consultants. This demonstrates that 

campaign practices in the U.S. are more diverse than we might imagine. There are 

American political consultants who defer to more party-centered forms of 

campaigning, and some of them actually do it to such a degree that they could be 

taken for being a Norwegian campaign worker. In the chapter three, we mentioned 

that the world of political campaigning in the U.S. is probably more diverse than the 

“Americanization”-literature suggests. Hence, our findings support Plasser, (2002) 

who argues that even in the U.S. we can find hybrid campaigning styles. 

Campaigning for a safe seat in a rural district in a Southern state could be far from a 

high-tech congressional campaign in an urban area on the West Coast.   

The canonical discriminant functions tell us how much each of our 

independent variables contributes to the discrimination in our model. We see that the 

                                                                                                                                     

coefficient problem, but correlation was still at the .40 level and our scales became less discrete. 
Hence, we determined the current solution to be the best because it gave the clearest dimensions.  
58 The canonical correlation can be interpreted as a pseudo R square.  
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money scale is clearly more powerful than the media scale and the party scale. Since 

the media scale is stronger than the party scale it might indicate that the extreme 

levels of media-centered campaigning is are a more unique trait in Norwegian 

elections than party-centered campaigning. However, the correlation between the 

scales could skew the real picture.  

The Fisher’s linear discriminant functions tell us something about the 

contribution the independent variables give to the discrimination of each of the 

groups. The higher the coefficient the better the variable discriminates. The table 

reveals that the money scale does a much better job of distinguishing the Americans 

from the Norwegians. Furthermore, it does a decent job of separating Norwegians 

from Americans compared to the party and media scale who have only slightly 

higher scores. This could point towards the U.S. being the real exceptional case in 

global electioneering. Hence, Norwegian elections have more in common with 

American elections than American elections have with Norwegian elections. The 

consultant-driven, advertising-centered and money-driven American campaigns are 

totally foreign to Norwegian campaign workers, while American consultants are 

somewhat closer to party-centered campaigning styles.  

The factor and discriminant analyses support our previous findings pointing 

towards strong election campaign convergence between Norway and the U.S. 
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Furthermore, it clearly illustrates that many of the claims in the “Americanization”-

literature are based more on superficial impressions than true similarities. It 

underestimates both the uniqueness of the U.S. and the power that macro-variables 

such as electoral and party systems have in shaping divergent campaign 

environments. The remarkably high levels of both explained variance and 

predictability in our discriminant model makes it implausible to claim that 

Norwegian campaign workers and American political consultants actually have 

much in common.  
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           Conclusion and discussion 

The aim of this thesis was to test the hypothesis of increased election 

campaign convergence through a comparative analysis of the election campaign 

practices of Norwegian campaign workers and American political consultants. The 

departure point was a series of comparative studies suggesting that election 

campaign practices are growing increasingly similar worldwide. We will begin this 

conclusion by first reviewing the major findings of the study before we move on to 

discussing its theoretical and empirical implications.   

Table: 11.1 Summary of the study 

Dimensions Norwegian campaign workers American consultants 
Professionalization 
Relationship to the party Extremely loyal staffers with strong 

party background and party 
membership (premodern/modern). 

Ideologically detached. Half of 
them willing to switch parties. 
(postmodern) 

Campaign coordination Party leaders and party staff firmly in 
control over strategy and message. 
Strong internal professionalization 
(premodern)  

External consultants in control 
over strategy and message. 
(postmodern) 

Scientificization Moderate use of opinion polls and 
microtargeting. (modern) 

Extensive use of opinion polls 
and microtargeting. 
(modern/postmodern) 
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Campaign styles   
Media style Extremely focused on free media. 

(modern) 
Extremely focused on paid 
media. 
(postmodern) 

Advertising-style  Focus on print media, campaign 
stands and rallies. Internet equally 
important as in the U.S. (premodern) 

Direct mail and advertising on 
television but radio is still 
important. (postmodern) 

Party-role Party-centered campaigning style. 
Party platform and party 
organizational strength important for 
the election result. 
(premodern/modern)  

Party-distant campaigning style.  
Message development not 
constrained by party platform 
(postmodern) 

Personalization Issues and party leaders’ image 
equally important. (modern)  

Candidates’ personality and 
image decides the election. 
(postmodern) 

Campaign costs Decreasing or stagnating campaign 
costs. (premodern)  

Constantly increasing. Money-
driven campaigning. 
(postmodern) 

Campaign paradigm Media logic. The media has moved to 
the center of the campaign. (modern) 

Marketing logic. Focused on 
targeted messages to specific 
groups of voters. (postmodern) 

Negative/permanent campaigning 
Negative campaigning A minority of Norwegian campaign 

workers participate in negative 
campaigns. (modern)  

A majority of American 
consultants engage in negative 
campaigning (postmodern) 

Tone of election Neutral (modern) Negative. (postmodern) 
Permanent campaign Politics is as much about governing 

as campaigning .(modern) 
Politics has become a 
permanent campaign. 
(postmodern) 

 

Table 11.1 summarizes the major empirical findings of this study. We have 

indicated in parentheses our assessment of whether these empirical findings 

correspond with the modern, premodern or postmodern campaign phase, according 

to the model that we outlined in chapter three.  
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With regard to professionalization, chapter seven revealed some striking 

differences. A majority of Norwegian campaign workers have held elected positions 

in their parties and could never imagine switching parties while the American 

consultants have the opposite profile. Furthermore, in the U.S. consultants control 

strategy and message while in Norway the party is firmly in control of campaign 

message and strategy. Finally, use of opinion polling and microtargeting is becoming 

increasingly common in Norwegian elections, but is still far from American levels. 

Hence, we must conclude that American campaigns are extremely professionalized, 

while Norwegian campaigns are only moderately professionalized. The limited 

influence of the external consultants in Norwegian elections in fact places Norway in 

the premodern phase on this respect.  

Chapter eight demonstrated that Norway and the U.S. have extremely 

divergent campaigning styles. Norwegian election campaigns are media-driven, 

issue-oriented and party-centered while American elections are money-driven, 

advertising-centered and consultant-controlled. Norwegian campaign workers put 

strong emphasis on media coverage and media spin in their campaign work, while 

American consultants believe that advertising and campaign budget are the most 

important things in a campaign. Norwegian elections also have a strong party 

dimension where the party’s organizational strength and platform influence the 
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election result. That media and party focus separates Norwegian from American 

elections was furthered strengthened by the factor and discriminant analyses in 

chapter ten. Furthermore, the money-driven and advertising-centered U.S. 

campaigning style singled out the U.S. as a truly exceptional case in global 

electioneering.  

American elections are also more personalized than Norwegian elections. A 

majority of the American consultants agreed that the candidate’s image and 

personality decided the election while the Norwegian campaign workers thought 

issues and image were of equal importance in a campaign.  

Chapter nine demonstrated that negative campaigning is much more common 

in the U.S. than in Norway. 71 percent of the American political consultants 

participated to negative campaigns in their most recent election, while only 21 

percent of the Norwegian campaign workers did so. American consultants also 

believe that negative campaigning is a much more effective strategy than do 

Norwegian campaign workers. This analysis also revealed an interesting multiparty 

dynamic with regard to negativity in Norwegian elections: parties who lose the 

election tend to have a much more negative impression of the tone in the election 

than those who win.  
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We see that our major hypothesis for the U.S. in this study has been 

confirmed. On most of the dimensions measured, the country is securely in the 

postmodern campaigning phase.59 Hence, the U.S. lives up to its reputation as the 

model country for a postmodern campaigning style. Norway, on the other hand, 

strikes us a more hybrid case with elements from both the modern and premodern 

campaigning phases. The limited influence of the external consultants,60 the 

decreasing and stagnating campaign costs and strong elements of party-centered 

campaigning all point in the premodern direction. On the other hand, the extreme 

levels of media logic, increased personalization and negativity and frequent use of 

opinion polling point towards the modern phase. Here it is important to emphasize 

that our model is heuristic and does not follow any deterministic logic. The phases 

should be seen as continuum along which campaign organizations move (Farrell and 

Webb 1996: 6). Hence, Norway is located in different phases of the model depending 

on which dimension we consider.    

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

59 There are of course cut-offs here that can be debated. The mean score of 4.7 on the frequency on 
microtargeting and 4.6 on the tone of the election is within what we defined as the modern range. 
However, in both these cases it could be argued that they are approaching the postmodern level of 5.0. 
There are also a question of how much you must agree with statements about level of personalization 
and permanent campaigning in order to label it as postmodern. 
60 Their mean score on influence on message was 2.9 and on strategy 2.5 which is within the 
premodern range.  
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Norwegian and American elections - oceans apart 

The starting point for this thesis were a number of comparative studies suggesting 

that election campaigns in industrialized democracies were growing increasingly 

similar or at least shared some central characteristics (Bowler and Farrell 1992; 

Butler and Ranney 1992; Swanson and Mancini 1996; Plasser 2002). Some even 

argue that elections all over the world are becoming Americanized as the rest of the 

world is gradually assimilated to American campaign practices (Holz-Bacha and 

Kaid 1995; Swanson and Mancini 1996).  

This thesis has shown that the Americanization hypothesis underestimates the 

divergence and overestimates the convergence between industrialized countries. The 

media system, the electoral system, campaign finance laws and cultural differences 

all have a tremendous influence in shaping diverging campaign practices. Thus, our 

data supports Plasser (2002), who in his global study of campaigning finds that a 

“striking variety of campaign practices exist worldwide, which is greatly influenced 

by country- and culture-specific institutional arrangements, regulatory frameworks, 

media environments and cultural traditions” (Plasser 1996: 143). 

Hence, Blumler’s (1990: 111) assertion that all the system conditions of 

political communication serve as little more than brakes on the Americanization 

process seems a bit premature. We have demonstrated that cultural and institutional 
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limitations are much more than brakes - they are effectively roadblocks against 

development in the U.S. direction. If by Americanization we mean a development 

towards the postmodern phase of campaigning it is hard to see how Norway or any 

other European country with a strong multiparty system should end up there in the 

near future. With ban on political advertising on television, the parties firmly in 

control over strategy and message and decreasing or stagnating campaign costs it is 

hard to see anything in Norwegian election campaigns moving rapidly towards the 

postmodern. The claim that Norwegian and American election campaigns are 

moving closer to each other has absolutely no statistical support in our data. In 

addition there is the nonexistent relationship between Norwegian campaign workers 

and the U.S. political consulting industry and the peculiar Norwegian resistance to 

anything that resembles “American campaigning.”  

American exceptionalism? 

The analysis of the American political consultants has highlighted the truly 

exceptional nature of the U.S. political system. In many ways, the U.S. is a not only 

a hyperpower but also a hyperdemocracy. The U.S. democratic tradition is different 

from the European in the sense that the idea of participatory democracy permeates 

public life. The government should be the agent, not the representative of the people 
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(King 1997: 54). The American dream of making political life a continuous town 

meeting manifests itself in an electoral intensity no other democracy can match. With 

513,200 elected offices to fill and nearly a million elections held in every four-year 

cycle, the American political consulting industry has a steady stream of clients 

(Johnson 2001). In addition, there are deviations such as extensive use of primary 

elections, short term limits, extremely weak parties, astronomic levels of campaign 

spending and not least the outsourcing of the electoral process to independent 

consultants.  

It is therefore problematic when such an exceptional country is positioned as 

the standard for cross-national comparisons. Our discriminant analysis was able to 

predict roughly 95 percent of the Norwegian campaign workers and American 

political consultants in the right group by using only three variables as 

discriminators. The analysis of the coefficients also revealed that the U.S. is the true 

outlier. Even though we deliberately chose a most different systems design number 

of this magnitude raises the question of whether comparative analysis with the U.S. 

is meaningful at all. It at least raises the question of whether such a deviant country 

can be said to set the trend for others. Our prediction is that some aspects of the 

postmodern phase of campaigning will be an exceptional U.S. phenomenon in the 

foreseeable future.   
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A Scandinavian model of political communication? 

Another central question this study raises is whether we have detected a specific 

Scandinavian model for political communication or if the Norwegian findings could 

be replicated in other European countries. Studies of Sweden and Denmark point in 

similar direction as ours. Scandinavian countries have financially modest, 

moderately proffesionalized, party-driven and extremely media-centered campaigns 

(Bille, Elklit and Jacobsen 1992; Asp and Esaiasson 1996; Nord 2001). Their 

regulatory frameworks also prevent political advertising on television from 

becoming a major factor in the campaigns.  

However, Norway, Sweden and Denmark are not the only small prosperous 

countries with coalitional multiparty systems. Scandinavia has never been able to 

pass the empirical test that makes it a distinct subgroup of liberal democracy. In 

Lijphart’s (1984) classic study of consensus and majoritarian democracies, Norway, 

Sweden and Denmark are grouped together with the Benelux-countries, Finland and 

Iceland. Hence it is more likely that our findings tell us something about campaign 

styles in small consensus democracies. This is an interesting question for future 

research to decide explore. If we had replicated the study with, for example, the rest 

of the Scandinavian countries, the Benelux-countries, Germany and Britain we could 

have looked more closely at whether there are different campaigning styles among 
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the European countries that differ according to different institutional arrangements. 

Perhaps there is even a majoritarian and a consensus style of campaigning.    

One of the most interesting findings in our study was the discovery of 

different campaign perceptions among the parties with regard to negativity. We also 

detected some other differences between the parties on which we have not elaborated 

in this thesis.61 Our approach shows that the problem of different party campaigning 

styles can productively be explored statistically. This opens up exciting possibilities 

for future election campaign studies. Panel studies of campaign workers during an 

election campaign, for example, could be interesting in order to look at campaign 

perceptions and effects.  

Methodological limitations 

Finally, we need to address some of the methodological problems that arise in 

comparative survey research project like this. The most obvious objection is that we 

are not comparing the same groups. The real Norwegian equivalent of American 

political consultants would be Norwegian external consultants working on polling or 

public relations for a Norwegian party. Furthermore, the true U.S. equivalent of a 

Norwegian campaign worker would be party-hired staffers in the DNC or RNC. The 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

61 There were significant differences between small parties (defined as a mean of less than 15 percent 
the three last elections) and large parties on several of the variables that measured what was important 
in order to win an election.  
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argument behind our comparative design was that these two groups perform the 

same functions in their respective countries. However, the results are obviously 

somewhat inflated by the fact that these two groups have so little in common.  

Another major weakness is connected to conceptual traveling and system 

differences. We are aware that concepts have different meanings in different cultural 

contexts and even within the same country. The chapter on negative campaigning 

highlighted this problem. Furthermore, system differences between the U.S. and 

Norway are so huge that some of the things we are comparing have a completely 

different meaning in the two contexts. The most problematic example here is that in 

Norway the party and the party leader are closely interwoven while in the U.S. the 

party and the candidate are two separate things.  

Nevertheless, it is our conclusion that this study provides valuable insights 

into the diverse world of political campaigning and provides some new and 

interesting measurements that can be utilized in future research.    

 

 

 

 



 

185 

References 

Aardal, Bernt, Krogstad, Anne and Narud, Hanne Marte (eds.) (2004). I 
Valgkampens Hete (In the Heat of the Elections). Oslo: Universitetsforlaget   
 
Aardal, Bernt (ed.) (2003). Velgere i Villrede – En Analyse av Stortingsvalget 2001 
(Voters in Disarray – An Analysis of the 2001 Parliamentary Elections). Oslo: N.W. 
Damm & Son. 

 
Aalberg, Toril and Todal Jenssen, Anders (2004). Partiledereffekter i Norge? En 
Multimetodestudie (Party Leader Effects in Norway?). In Bernt Aardal, Anne 
Krogstad and Hanne Marte Narud (eds.). I Valgkampens Hete (In the Heat of the 
Elections) (pp. 354-379). Oslo: Universitetsforlaget   
 
Ansolabehere, Stephen and Iyengar, Shanto (1995). Going Negative: How Negative 
Advertising Shrink and Polarize the Electorate. New York: The Free Press.  

 
Arter, David (1999). Scandinavian Politics Today. Manchester: Manchester 
University Press.  

 
Asp, Kent and Eisaiasson, Peter (1996). The Modernization of Swedish Campaigns: 
Individualization, Professionalization, and Medialization. In David L. Swanson and 
Paolo Mancini (eds.). Politics, Media and Modern Democracy: An International 
Study of Innovations in Electoral Campaigning and their Consequences (pp. 49-72). 
Westport, CT: Praeger.  

 
Bennet, Lance W. (2001). News: The Politics of Illusion. New York: Addison 
Wesley, Longman Inc 

 
Bille, Lars, Elklit, Jørgen and Jakobsen, Michael V. (1992). Denmark: The 1990 
Campaign. In Shaun Bowler and David M. Farrell (eds.). Electoral Strategies and 
Political Marketing (pp. 63-81). London: St. Martin's.  

 
Bowler, Shaun and Farrell, David M. (eds.) (1992). Electoral Strategies and 
Political Marketing. London: St. Martin's.  

 



 

186 

Bowler, Shaun and Farrell, David M. (1992). The Study of Election Campaigning. In 
Shaun Bowler and David M. Farrell (eds.). Electoral Strategies and Political 
Marketing (pp. 1-23). London: St. Martin's.  

 
Broder, David S. (1972). The Party’s Over. The Failure of Politics in America. New 
York: HarperCollins Publishers 

 
Butler, David and Ranney, Austin (eds.) (1992). Electioneering: A Comparative 
Study of Continuity and Change. Oxford: Clarendon 

 
Bjørklund, Tor (1991). Election Campaigns in Postwar Norway (1945-1989): From 
Party-controlled to Media-driven campaigns. Scandinavian Political Studies 14 (3), 
279-302. 

 
DeVries, Walter (1989). American Campaign Consulting: Trends and Concerns. PS: 
Political Science and Politics 22 (1), 21-25.  

 
Duverger, Maurice (1972). Factors in a Two-Party and Multiparty System. In Party 
Politics and Pressure Groups (pp. 23-32). New York: Thomas Y. Crowell. 

   
Eide, Martin (1991). Medievalgkamp (Media elections). Oslo: Tano.  

 
Esaiasson, Peter (1992). Scandinavia. In David Butler and Austin Ranney (eds.). 
Electioneering: A Comparative Study if Continuity and Change. Oxford: Clarendon 
Press 

 
Fallows, James (1997). Breaking the News: How the Media Undermine American 
Democracy. New York: Vintage Books 

 
Farrell, David M. (1996). Campaign Strategies and Tactics. In Lawrence Le Duc,  
 
Richard G. Niemi and Pippa Norris (eds.). Comparing Democracies: Elections and 
Voting in Global Perspective (pp. 160-183). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

 
Farell, David M. and Webb, Paul (2000). Political Parties as Campaign 
Organizations. In Russel J. Dalton and Martin Wattenberg (eds.). Parties without 
Partisans (pp. 102-128). Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

 



 

187 

Feldman, Ofer and De Landtsheer, Christ’l (eds.) (1998). Politically Speaking: A 
Worldwide Examination if Language Used in the Publio Sphere. Westport, CT: 
Praeger.  

 
Geer, John G. (2006). In Defense of Negativity: Attack Ads in Presidential 
Campaigns. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

 
Green, Donald P., Gerber, Alan S. and Nickerson, David W. (2003). Getting Out the 
Vote in Local Elections: Results from Six Door-to-Door Canvassing Experiments. 
Journal of Politics 65 (4), 1083-1096.  

 
Hamilton, William R. (1995). Political Polling: From the Beginning to the Center. In 
James A. Thurber and Candice J. Nelson (eds.). Campaigns and Elections American 
Style (pp. 161-179). Boulder: Westview.  

 
Heidar, Knut (ed.) (2004). Nordic Politics: Comparative Perspectives. Oslo: 
Universitetsforlaget.  

 
Heidar, Knut and Saglie, Jo (2002). Hva Skjer med Partiene? (What Is Going On 
With the Parties?). Trondheim: Gyldendal.  

 
Herrnson, Paul S. (1992). Campaign Professionalism and Fund-Raising in 
Congressional Elections. Western Political Quarterly 54, 859-70.  

 
Herrnson, Paul S. (2001). National Party Organizations at the Dawn of the Twenty-
First Century. In Sandy L. Maisel (ed.). The Parties Respond. Changes in American 
Parties and Campaigns (pp. 47-77). Boulder: Westview Press. 

 
Jamieson, Kathleen Hall (1992). Dirty Politics. Deception Distraction and 
Democracy. New York: Oxford University Press.  

 
Johnson, Dennis W. (2001). No Place for Amateurs: How Political Consultants are 
Reshaping American Democracy. London: Routeledge.  

 
Kaid, Lynda Lee and Christina Holtz-Bacha (eds.) (1995). Political Advertising in 
Western Democracies. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

 



 

188 

Karlsen, Rune and Narud, Hanne Marte (2004). Organiseringen av Valgkampen – 
“Tradisjonell” eller “Moderne”? (Organization of the Election Campaign – 
“Traditional“ or “Modern”). In Bernt Aardal, Anne Krogstad and Hanne Marte 
Narud (eds.). I Valgkampens Hete (In the Heat of the Elections) (pp. 112-137). Oslo: 
Universitetsforlaget   
 
Kavanagh, Dennis (1995). Election Campaigning: The New Marketing of Politics. 
Oxford: Blackwell 

 
King, Anthony (1997). Running Scared: Why America’s Politicians Campaign Too 
Much and Govern Too Little. New York: The Free Press.  

 
Klein, Joel (2006). Politics Lost: How American Democracy Was Trivialized by 
People Who Think You Are Stupid. New York: DoubleDay.  

 
Knutsen, Oddbjørn (2004). Voters and Social Cleavages. In Knut Heidar (ed.). 
Nordic Politics: Comparative Perspectives (pp. 60-80). Oslo: Universitetsforlaget 

 
Kolodny, Robin and Logan, Angela (1998). Political Consultants and the Extension 
of Party Goals. P.S.: Political Science and Politics, 31 (2), 155-159. 

 
Krogstad, Anne (2004). Fjernsynsvalgkamp: Noen Retoriske Ovelser i Fordelingen 
av Skyld og Aere (Television Elections). In Bernt Aardal, Anne Krogstad and Hanne 
Marte Narud (eds.). I Valgkampens Hete (In the Heat of the Elections) (pp. 85-111). 
Oslo: Universitetsforlaget   
 
Kurtz, Howard (1998). Spin Cycle. Inside the Clinton Propaganda Machine. New 
York: The Free Press. 

  
Lafferty, William M. (1990). The Americanization of Norwegian Politics. Norsk 
statsvitenskapelig tidsskrift. 6, 3-15. 

 
LeDuc, Lawrence, Niemi, Richard G. and Norris Pippa (eds.) (1996). Comparing 
Democracies: Elections and Voting in a Global Perspective. Thousand Oakes: Sage  

 
Lijphart, Arend (1971). Comparative Politics and Comparative Method. American 
Political Science Review 65 (3), 682-693.  

 



 

189 

Lijphart, Arend (1984). Democracies. New Haven: Yale University Press. 
 

Lipset, Seymour M. og Rokkan, Stein (1967) (red.) Party Systems and Voter 
Alignment: CrossNational Perspectives, New York: The Free Press.  

 
Luntz, Frank I. (1988). Candidates, Consultants and Campaigns: The Style and 
Substance of American Electioneering. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.  

 
Medivic, Stephen K. (1998). The Effectiveness of Consultants as Campaign 
Resource. PS: Political Science and Politics 31 (2), 150-154. 

 
Medivic, Stehphen K. and Lenart, Silvio (1997). The Influence of Political 
Consultants in the 1992 Congressional Elections. Legislative Studies Quarterly 22, 
61-77.  

   
Miller, Warren E. (2001). Party Identification and the Electorate at the Start of the 
Twenty-First Century. In Sandy L. Maisel (ed.). The Parties Respond. Changes in 
American Parties and Campaigns (pp. 79-98). Boulder: Westview Press. 

 
Narud, Hanne Marte and Valen, Henry (2004). Partiprogram og velgerappell (Party 
platform and voter appeal). In Bernt Aardal, Anne Krogstad and Hanne Marte Narud 
(eds.). I Valgkampens Hete (In the Heat of the Elections) (pp. 33-58). Oslo: 
Universitetsforlaget   
 
Nimmo, Dan (1970). The Political Persuaders: The Techniques of Modern Election 
Campaigns. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall. 

 
Nord, Lars (2001). 'Americanization' v. the Middle Way: New Trends in Swedish 
Political Communication. The Harvard International Journal of Press/Politics 6 (2), 
113-119. 

 
Norris, Pippa (1997). The Rise of Postmodern Political Communications? In Pippa 
Norris (ed.). Politics and the Press: The News Media and their influences (pp. 1-20). 
Boulder: Lynne Reiner 

 
Norris, Pippa (2000) A Virtuous Circle: Political Communication in Post-Industrial 
Democracies. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 



 

190 

Norris, Pippa (2001). Political Communication and Democratic Politics. In John 
Bartle and Dylan Griffiths (eds.). Political Communications Transformed (pp. 163-
180). Houndmills: Palgrave.  

 
Notaker, Hallvard (2006). Transatlantic Rejection? Conflict and Consensus at Work 
in Norwegian Electoral Politics. Paper presented at a conference called “Conflict and 
Consensus” in the Netherlands.  

 
Notaker, Hallvard (forthcoming). The import of U.S. campaigning techniques to 
Norwegian political parties 1970-1990. Doctoral dissertation to be concluded in 
2008.   

 
Patterson, Thomas (1993). Out of Order. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.  

 
Perloff, Richard M. and Kinsey Dennis F. (1992). Political Advertising as seen by 
Consultants and Journalists. Journal of Advertising Research 32 (3), 53-60.  

 
Petracca, Mark P. (1989). Political Consultants and Democratic Governance. In 
P.S.:Political Science and Politics 22, 11-14. 

 
Pharr, Susan J. and Putnam, Robert D. (eds.) (2000). Disaffected Democracies: 
What’s Troubling the Trilateral Countries. Princeton: Princeton University Press.  

 
Plasser, Fritz (2002). Global Political Campaigning: A Worldwide Analysis of 
Campaign Professionals and Their Practices. Westport: Preager,  
 
Sabato, Larry J. (1981). The Rise of Political Consultants: New Ways of Winning 
Elections. New York: Basic Books.  

 
Sartori, Giovanni (1970). Concept Misformation in Comparative Politics. American 
Political Science Review 64 (4), 1033-1053. 

 
Scammel, Margaret (1995). Designer Politics: How Elections are Won. London: 
Macmillan Press. 

 
Thurber, James A. (1998). The Study of Campaign Consultants: A Subfield in 
Search of Theory. Political Science & Politics 31 (2), 145-149.  

  



 

191 

Thurber, James A (ed.) (2000). Campaign Warriors: Political Consultants in 
Elections. Washington DC: Brookings Institution Press. 

 
Thurber, James A. and Nelson, Candice J. (eds.) (1995). Campaigns and Elections 
American Style. Boulder: Westview.  

 
Thurber, James A., Nelson, Candice J, and Dulio, David A. (1998). Political 
Consultants A Portrait of the Industry. Paper prepared for delivery at the 1998 
Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Assosciation, Boston, September 
3-6. 

  
Tønsager, Anne Merete (2001). Amerikanisering av Den Norske Valgkampen 
(Americanization of  Norwegian Election Campaigns). Master Thesis at the Institute 
for Sociology and Political Science. University of Trondheim.  

 
van Praag, Philip (1992). The Netherlands: The 1989 Campaign. In Shaun Bowler 
and David M. Farrell (eds.). Electoral Strategies and Political Marketing (pp. 144-
162). London: St. Martin's.  

 
Ware, Alan (2006). American Exceptionalism. In Richard S. Katz and William 
Crotty (eds.). Handbook in Party Politics. London : Sage.  

 
Wattenberg, Martin P.  (1984). The Decline of American Political Parties 1952 – 
1980. Harvard University Press: Cambridge. 
 
West, Darrell M. (2000). Checkbook Democracy: How Money Corrupts Political 
Campaigns. Boston: Notrheastern University Press.  
 
Wring, Dominic (2001). Power as well as Persuasion: Political Communcation and 
Party Development. In John Bartle and Dylan Griffiths (eds.). Political 
Communications Transformed (pp. 35-52).  Houndmills: Palgrave 

 
 
 



 

192 

Appendix A: Norwegian Parliamentary Elections in 2001 and 2005 
While American elections always receive substantial international coverage, 

Norwegian elections are hardly noted anywhere else than in other Nordic countries. 

Since some of our arguments deal directly with the intraparty dynamics in the 2005 

election, a summary of the two last parliamentary election campaigns may be helpful 

for observers who are unfamiliar with the subtleties of Norwegian politics.  

One of the most interesting features of multiparty systems is how 

dramatically the competitive environment can change from one election to the next, 

as coalition opportunities come and go. Furthermore, since many parties are 

ideologically close to one another there is stronger potential for fluctuations in the 

parties’ share of the vote than in a two-party system. Consequently, the 2001 and 

2005 campaigns were very different both with regard to the competitive environment 

and to fluctuations in the vote.  

The parliamentary election in 2001 was first and foremost an electoral 

earthquake for the Labour Party, which has been Norway’s largest party in all 

elections since 1927. Receiving only 24.3 percent of the vote in 2001 marked their 

worst election return since 1924. The preface for this upset was a change of 

government early in 2000, when the Labour Party formed a minority government 

under the leadership of Jens Stoltenberg. The new government embarked on an 

ambitious program to reform the Norwegian welfare state, but this led to fierce 

resistance from the unions and parts of the Labour Party itself. At this point, the 

party entered the elections with inner disarray and was never able to set an agenda 

for its campaign.  
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Throughout the campaign the party was attacked from both the left and the 

right. The Conservative Party ran a successful campaign on lowing taxes and 

improving the quality of the school system and effectively labeled the Labour Party 

as a “tax and spend” party. From the left, the Socialist Left Party fed on the 

dissatisfaction of the left-wing with the Labour Party and attacked the party for 

dismantling the welfare state. Consequently, the Labour Party lost votes in both 

directions. The Christian People’s Party also ran a strong campaign built around their 

former Prime Minister Kjell Magne Bondevik. Another notable development was 

that the right wing populist Progress Party ran an effective campaign despite a row of 

scandals preceding the election.  

The top election winners of 2001 were first the Conservative Party and the 

Socialist Left Party followed by the Christian People’s Party. Encouraged by the 

positive election result the Conservative Party began negotiations with the Christian 

People’s Party and the Liberal Party, forming a minority government after the 

election under the leadership of Bondevik.  

The competitive dynamic of the 2005 election was totally different than the 

2001 election. Since 2001, the Labour Party had gradually rebuilt itself and decided 

to form an intentional coalition with the Socialist Left Party and the Centre Party 

called the “red-green coalition.” The three parties therefore went to election on the 

premise of forming a stable majority government after the election. Consequently, 

the 2005 election was a block election with the red-green coalition against the centre-

right coalition government. The Progressive Party was not part of the government 

but nevertheless functioned as its support party in parliament throughout the period. 

Desperate not to end up in the shadow of the two coalitions, the leader of the 

Progressive Party held a press conference at the beginning of the campaign to 
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announce that he would not support the government after the elections unless they 

ousted Bondevik as prime minister. He thereby secured party press coverage for the 

rest of the campaign by turning it into a bitter personal struggle between himself and 

the prime minister.  

The campaign was, as expected, a duel between the challengers in the red-

green and the defenders in the centre-right coalition. The red-green coalition attacked 

the government for privatizing the school system and giving tax relief only to those 

with high income. Furthermore, the campaign became a personalized battle between 

Jens Stoltenberg, who was the prime minister candidate of the red-green coalition, 

and Bondevik. Hence, “the prime minister duel” dominated much of the campaign 

coverage.   

The centre-right government decided to concentrate their attacks on the 

Socialist Left Party in order to malign the red-green coalition as leftist to the 

extreme. The Conservative Party in particular ran a series of harsh political attacks 

and was criticized in the media for running a negative campaign. The campaign was 

effective in the sense that the Socialist Left Party began to sink in the polls. 

However, the Conservative Party’s downturn went even faster. Towards the end of 

the campaign, both the Conservative Party and the Christian People’s Party lost 

thousands of voters to the left and the right and ended up with disastrous election 

results. The Conservative Party lost many voters to the Progress Party who came out 

with their best election ever. The attacks on the Socialist Left Party brought 70,000 

voters over to the Labour Party, but since they had all moved inside the coalition, the 

red-green coalition was able to win a majority of the seats in the parliament and 

thereafter formed a new government.  
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Appendix 1 table: Norwegian elections results in 2001 and 2005  

 

 2001 2005 Difference 
Socialist Left Party 12.5% 8.8% -3.7% 
Labour Party 24.3% 32.7% + 8.4% 
Liberal Party 3.9% 5.9% + 2.0% 
Christian 
Democrats 

12.4% 6.8% - 5.6% 

Centre Party 5.6% 6.5% + 0.9% 
Conservative Party 21.2% 14.1% - 7.1% 
Progress Party 14.6% 22.1% + 7.5% 
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Appendix B: The Norwegian and American Surveys 
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