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Abstract

This thesis is concerned with explaining the mersitiergrowth in the Norwegian Progress
Party, Fremskrittspartiet, from its founding in B9% 2008. Two major studies, Katz and
Mair (1992) and Mair and van Biezen (2001), havenalestrated that West-European parties,
including Norwegian ones, are losing members, ang lbeen doing it for several decades.
Although this development was not as pronouncettheénfirst study, it had become clear by
2001. The Progress Party has clearly deviated tooth the national and the international
trend of dwindling mass membership with its relayvstable growth in this respect.

Through the application of relevant academic ditiere, | set forth seven theoretically
informed hypotheses about the causes of the Podtagy’s membership growth. At the
macro-level, | examine the impact of electoral ®sscand public subsidies on membership
growth. At the meso-level, the efforts of the Pesy Party leadership, the party’s
organizational network, and its executive strucane considered. Finally, at the micro-level,
| study support in the electorate for the Progreasty’s policies and the availability of
political positions for members in the party asgiole causes of membership growth.

The central finding of the thesis is that leadgrséfforts appear to be the key
component in the explanation, although it may ddpen several other factors to be

successful.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1. Theme

The overall aim of my thesis is to increase our wmm understanding of what contributes to
membership growth in a political party. | pursuesthesearch objective through a
theoretically informed case study of the Norwedraagress Party, Fremskrittspartiet.

1.2. Why Study the Progress Party?

The Progress Party has clearly deviated from Hduhngtional and the international trend of
dwindling mass membership with its relatively seagfowth in this respect from the founding
in 1973 until today. Two major studies, Katz anditMd992) and Mair and van Biezen
(2001), demonstrate that West-European partiedudimgg Norwegian ones, are losing
members, and have been doing it for several decédiough this development was not as
pronounced in the first study, it had become disa2001. The Progress Party is thus relevant
to study as an exception to this trend, as the axamn can shed light on the dynamics of

party membership as well as other topics, whighysext point.

1.3. Motivation and Contribution

A research project should pose a question thalévant to the real world, that is, it should
have implications for political, social, or econanfife (King et al. 1994: 15). My thesis does
this in that the research question is of relevdacéhose considered the most important actors
in a modern democracy: the political parties (Sislchneider 2004: 1, Schumpeter 1961: 269,
Robertson 1976: 1, Dalton and Wattenberg 2002Faljowing the definition of a political
party as an organization with a set of policy otes that nominates candidates for publicly
elected officel all that may affect its chances of electoral sgscshould interest any given
party. For instance, Norwegian party organizersogaeze that ordinary members are
important for their parties (Heidar and Saglie 20832). In Norway, the Progress Party has
made stable electoral progress for a long timeéy begionally and nationally, and became the
second largest party in the Norwegian parliametdrtiBget, after the 2005 election, with
currently good odds of becoming a governing paftigrdahe election in 2009. It has also had
relatively stable membership growth for a long timius, if there is a connection between

! This is similar to Sartori’s (2005: 56) classididigion; | have added “with a set of policy objeets”. This was
emphasized by Professor Lars G. Svasand in a eedtugust 28 2006 at the University of Bergen.



the Progress Party’'s membership growth and itstacsuccess, my study should be of

interest for other Norwegian parties, which havgésy been losing members in droves at the
same time (the Progress Party itself has alrea@yesged interest in my thesis). My study

should also be relevant for parties in other Wasgbpgean countries, as they have been losing
members for several decades (Katz and Mair 199%, na van Biezen 2001).

Next, a research project should make a specifitribmtion to the extant scholarly
literature by improving our collective ability tarstruct verified scientific explanations of
some aspect of the world (King et al.1994: 15)opé to do this in three ways. First, my
thesis adds to the literature about the factorsrdening the size of mass membership in
political parties. Within this subfield of research political participation, much of the extant
work focuses on micro-level variables, that is, ialles explaining individual party
membership (Weber 1964, Wilson 1973, Hirschman 1982 Beyme 1985, Katz 1990). |
discuss macro-, meso- and micro-level factors. Béwaher studies on party membership
exist, although they are typically not as explicitiulti-level as my. Furthermore, they tend to
focus on why parties lose members (Sainsbury 1SR@dberg 1987, 1989, EIklit 1991,
Togeby 1992). An exception in this regard is Sellel Svasand (1983), as they discuss
several multi-level factors that can influence panembership in general.

Second, my study contributes to research on fghgr populist parties in Europe. As
a party that emerged to the right of the traditiomght in Norway, it is not immediately
obvious to which broader international party fantilg Progress Party belongs. It claims to be
a libertarian party (Fremskrittspartiet 2@)8but in the academic literature it is commonly
regarded as a right-wing populist party. Indeed, Rnogress Party has been given numerous
similar labels: “protest party”, “tax-revolt party™petty bourgeois protest movement”,

“populist party”, “extreme right-wing party”, “nevpopulist party” “radical right party”,
“right-wing populist party”, “far-out right party”,and “neoliberal populist party” (Goul
Andersen and Bjgrklund 1990: 195, Taggart 1995: Bérklund and Saglie 2004: 2, 5,
Svasand and Worlund 2005: 253, Mudde 2007: 47).pidiet here is not to engage in any
concept formation, so | stick with the label “righiing populist”.

Mudde (2007: 264-267) claims that to explain #estainedelectoral success of
populist radical right parties in Europe, party amigation is a critical factdr However, he

continues, very little empirical information is aadble on the internal life and structure of

2 Mudde argues that the Progress Party is bestfidalsas an extreme “neoliberal populist party” (ditie 2007:
47), but writes that such parties are closely eeldbd the populist radical right, and together siticial populists,
form a loose category of right-wing populism.



these parties. The (cited) reason is partly thdigsin general prefer to keep their internal
life away from public scrutiny, and right-wing pdjsti parties are more inclined toward
circumspection due to scepticism of academics andhglists, fearing that the information
they provide will not be used for strictly academpigposes. As the Progress Party has mostly
been very responsive to my numerous requests fornation on internal organizational
matters, | provide considerable information on wtieg party does to recruit and retain
members. My thesis thus adds to knowledge aboubthanizations of right-wing populist
parties.

Third, my thesis contributes to modifying the riure on the alleged obsolescence of
party members. As | show in Chapter 4, the debatdeitethe usefulness of ordinary members
to political parties is a perennial one. Acadenfikes Kirscheimer (1966), Epstein (1980), and
Katz and Mair (1995) all point to a diminished rdte ordinary members. Kirscheimer and
Epstein both argue that modern day electoral cotpetakes place through the mass media,
and that parties seek to govern in the nationar@st rather than as representatives of social
groups. Hence, modern parties make universal éppeaoters rather than communicating
principally to and through their core supporteratZand Mair stress that dependence on state
subsides is both a consequence and a cause of megkes to members. |, however, show

through my case study that members can still bsidered very important to major parties.

1.4. The Organization of the Thesis

| proceed from the introduction chapter to Chapgr which is about method and
methodological considerations important to theithédy thesis is a case study, and | discuss
the case study method per se, continuing to coradidas about the reliability of internal
party documents | have used. As | have gatherechrmiormation about internal Progress
Party practices through an interview with MembegrsBupervisor Anne Grethe Hauan, | end
the chapter with a discussion of problems relabeglite interviewing.

Chapter 3 is my first empirical chapter. In thisapter, | place my study in a
comparative and empirical context through the exaton of membership figures for West-
European parties in general, including Norwegiaaspmn recent decades, before continuing
to discuss the membership figures of the Progremsy Rn detail. The chapter begins,
however, with a brief account of the Progress Partystory, and also surveys some
considerations in the extant literature on partyaoizations about the causes of declining

membership numbers.



Chapter 4 is the theory chapter. Through the eafin of relevant academic
literature, | set forth sevétheoretically informed hypotheses about the cao#ése Progress
Party’'s membership growth that | have charactereeeéither macro-, meso-, or micro-level.
| round off the chapter with a brief note on thesgible interconnection of the independent
variables.

Chapter 5 is the second empirical chapter andagmtthe testing of the seven
hypotheses produced in Chapter 4. | test them ¢jirotlhe analysis of internal party
documents, information provided in the above mertibelite interview, and extant academic
literature.

Chapter 6 is the conclusion. | summarize my figdimnd discuss some suggestions

for further research.

® Hypothesis 3 has a corollary hypothesis, but htoliem as one.



Chapter 2
Method

2.1. Introduction

In this chapter, | discuss my method and methodcédgssues important to the thesis. As my
thesis is a case study, the first section discussesase study per se. | then proceed to discuss
issues related to data gathering: the second seciimtains considerations about the
reliability of internal party documents | use, dnaund off the chapter discussing problems

related to elite interviewing.

2.2. The Case Study

My thesis is a case study. Gerring (2004: 342)ndsfia case study as an intensive study of a
single unit for the purpose of understanding adaass of (similar) units. Before discussing
the case study method per se, | consider the ugerofelation to my academic discipline,
comparative politics. Given the name of this pailtc field of social science, researchers
should be expected to apply one of the classic esatipe methods, under which the case
study is not listed. Narrowly defined, the compiaatmethod refers to strategies used to
analyze instances with few cases and potentiallyeraus variables, such as large macro-
social units (Dsterud, Goldmann and Pedersen [@891: 124, Ragin 1987: 1, Lijphart 1971:
683). Comparative methods include: Method of AgreettMost Different Systems Design,
Indirect Method of Difference/Most Similar Systemdesign, Comparative Historical Method,
Typological Theory, and Boolean algebra (Ragin 1987zeworski and Teune 1970,
Mahoney and Rueschemeyer [eds.] 2003, George amieBe2004).

My application of the case study, however, is carapve in three respects. First,
comparison needs not imply only the snapshot ofdwmore units at a certain point in time
(usually the present); it can also involve the cangon of the same unit at different points in
historical time. Comparison, in other words, cansiiechronic or diachronic (Wiarda 2005:
21-22). The study of the membership growth in thegRess Party is comparative in this
sense: | try to explain why there has been growdmf1,020 members in 1973 to 25000 in
2008. Second, the context of my inquiry is compeeatl place my thesis against the
backdrop of cross-national and national trendsairtypmembership numbers in the post-war
era. Third, | apply a number of theories used imparative studies of political parties, and in

so far as | take part in a debate within my acadehsicipline, my study is comparative.



With regard to Gerring’s definition, a unit refdsa spatially bounded phenomenon,
for example a political party, observed at a singdent in time or over some delimited period
of time (Gerring 2004: 342). The unit in this catedy is obviously the Progress Party. He
lists three types of case study research desipasstudy of a single unit diachronically; the
within-study of a single unit synchronically; andhet within-study of a single unit
diachronically (Gerring 2004: 343). My study of maenship growth in the Progress Party
from 1973 to 2008 falls within the third categoas | look at both temporal variation in
membership figures and within-unit cases such #erdnt levels in the party organization
hierarchy.

Gerring (2004: 347-352) focuses on some tradetofsrent to case studies. | discuss
these in relation to my study. The first trade-@fhcerns descriptive versus causal inference.
As the title of my thesis reveals, | consider thedg of membership growth in the Progress
Party primarily causal in its orientation. Howevars King et al. (1994: 34) note, both
description and causal explanation are essentias. hot possible to construct meaningful
causal explanations without good description. Dp8on, in turn, loses relevance unless it is
linked to some causal relationships. Descriptionfien a precondition for explanation. This
is especially true for section 4.3., which lookgsla party organization as a determinant of
membership growthwhy cannot be explored here without elaboratirigat andhow.

The second is that of breadth versus depth,heestope of the proposition the case
study makes. Research designs involve a choiceeeetvknowing more about less and
knowing less about more, and the case study typicaintributes to the former (Gerring
2004: 348). Although Chapter 3 discusses membefghpes within the context of Western-
Europe, the subsequent chapters constitute ansiaeestudy of the (Norwegian) Progress
Party.

The third deals with unit homogeneity and case panability versus
representativeness. Single-unit studies providescésat are likely to be comparable to one
another, as they are all drawn from the same tmitdefinitionf. However, this is also a
source of weakness: single-unit research desigaallyshave little generalizabilty (Gerring
2004: 348). Przeworski and Teune (1970: 17) ardpae $ocial science should attempt to
explain phenomena wherever and whenever they oather than as accurately as possible in
terms relative to specific historical circumstandesso far as one adheres to their position,

my thesis is flawed. The primary unit of analysithe Progress Party - is an instance of a

* An additional strength of such studies is thaytfailitate the avoidance of conceptual stretchiefined by
Sartori (1970: 1041) as extending the denotatiom @dncept by obfuscating its connotation.



broader phenomenon — political parties, but myifigd cannot automatically be applied to
other parties experiencing membership growth (atwihere are few).

The forth concerns the type of insight into cawsatone is able to achieve by
examining empirical evidence of a particular X:Yat@nship: causal effect versus causal
mechanisms (Gerring 2004: 348). This trade-offegponds to askingow muchX affects Y
as opposed thow. Case studies are typically appropriate for thiedaAlthough my thesis is
mainly concerned with how X and Y interrelate, ksaliss the relative impact of the
independent variables on the dependent variabigyinoncluding chapter.

The fifth addresses the nature of the causalioelstiip, which can be invariant or
probabilistic. An invariant causal relationshipasserted to be always true, taking the form of
sufficient, or necessary and sufficient argumemtsereas a probabilistic one is true in a
probabilistic fashion: a cause increases the likeld of an outcome (Gerring 2004: 349). My
findings are of the latter kind. That is, if centdactors have led to membership growth in the
Progress Party, they may also do it with regardtheer parties (this is my first point under
1.3)).

The sixth deals with the strategy of researcl, i§)avhether a study is explorative or
confirmatory (Gerring 2004: 349). My study is bothe testing of hypotheses H3, H4, H5,
and H7 can hopefully contribute to theory developtevhile H1, H2, and H6 are most
accurately characterized as theory-testing.

The last trade-off concerns the availability okfug variance across units. If this is
limited, the case study is preferable (Gerring 2@H5L). Applied to the topic of membership
growth, few units experience it, at least in Weasteurope. Therefore, an intensive study of
the Progress Party may produce more knowledge #haross-country statistical research
design.

Depending on the research objective, there arerakvypes of case studies: the
atheoretical/configurative idiographic, the intefative/disciplined configurative, the
hypothesis-generating/heuristic, the theory-testthg plausibility-probing, the deviant, and
the “building-block” case study (George and Benr&&i04: 75, Lijphart 1971: 691). The
boundaries between these are not always definiseth& majority of my hypotheses are
theory-generating, my study arguably falls withihet hypothesis-generating/heuristic
category. The membership growth in the Progresty Paaikes it a deviant or an outlier case
in the context of both cross-national and natidnahds in party membership numbers (see
Chapter 3), and if | can contribute to explainihgst the case study is theory-building. As

Lijphart (1971: 692) notes, hypothesis-generatiagecstudies start out with a more or less



vague notion of possible hypotheses, and attemioirtoulate definite hypotheses to be tested
subsequently among a larger number of cases. Tigactive is to develop theoretical
generalizations in areas where no theory exists g are obviously of great theoretical
value.

Two modifications of this description need torhade with regard to my case study.
First, as argued above, the applicability of aruargnt across units may be confined due to
the idiosyncrasies of the unit | study. Secondhalgh | develop some more or less new
hypotheses, | make considerable use of previouk wor the general subject of party
organization and party membership. | do not stammetely from scratch, although there is

not much academic literature on the topic of memstiprgrowth thus far.

2.3. Document Analysis and Data Reliability

| have mustered the information needed to test iygotheses partly trough qualitative
document analysis. One distinction in regard te thethod is whether a document expresses
views, attitudes or considerations held by the e people behind it, or merely descriptive
facts (Grgnmo 2004: 121-122). | use some docunmoiduced by the Progress Party itself
for internal use, such as membership figures, haddliability of such documents is always
hard to assess. The reason is that the informaaomot be verified by external sources. |
therefore continue with some considerations aldwuteliability of these figures.

In compiling the membership data | recap in Chaptdfatz and Mair, Mair and van
Biezen, and Heidar and Svasand have all reliedagsifynon the parties’ own official reports
or estimates of their individual memberships: indpe from 1960 to 1990 (Katz and Mair)
and from 1980 to 2000 (Mair and van Biezen), anNanway from 1950 to 1990 (Heidar and
Svasand). | do the same in my update of Heidar Swiisand’s survey of the Norwegian
parties, which include data for 2000 and 2006, el &s in my update of the Progress Party
membership development, which contains annualfdata 1993 to 2008

As mentioned above, the estimates or claims caallysoot be verified by external
controls. | know for sure that neither StatisticerMay nor the Norwegian Social Science
Data Services, the two major public data banks taild collect such data, have them.
Furthermore, these are aggregate figures that tefewvels of individual party membership as
a whole, thus excluding consideration of the défgrcategories of membership which often
exist. And with regard to the figures for Europgeamties, Mair and van Biezen (2001: 6) note

® Heidar and Saglie (2002: 34-35) provide an updétdeidar and Svasand’s suvery which spans fron0169
2001. As | have collected my own data for 2000 20@6, | have not used this source.



that the membership is often reported in suspityousunded numbers. Although these
limitations are severe, there is really no othetiosp when we try to collect data on
membership levels, cross-nationally or nationdllye only available alternative to the parties
themselves as data source is evidence provided dss raurvey research. However, the
reliability of this data is undermined by the snmalimber of repondents that are involved, and
by the unavoidable uncertainties that surround tinederstanding of what party membership
actually entails. At any rate, survey-based datgpamty membership is scant. In light of the
general consensus on the importance of politicatiggain modern politics — they are
commonly associated with democracy itself (Stra®22@.80), the limited availabilty of data
on individual membership in parties is somewhapssing. For the large variety of surveys
that have been conducted on political attitudes @neferences in recent decades, and even
among the now voluminous set of professional edecstudies, there are remarkably few that
contain questions on party membership in particalad that are also suitable for cross-
national inquiry (Mair and van Biezen 2001: 6).

Alas, the parties themselves are also not verghiel sources for data on individual
membership. As argued in section 3.3., politicatipa and party analysts have a tendency of
placing a particularly high value on the notion tbie traditional, branch-based, mass-
membership party that is best typified by the Ger8&D (Ware 1996: 101). That is, both
party leaders and political observers have longaegl properly functioning parties with
parties that enjoy a relatively large mass memljersépresentative of a wide range of
society. Conversely, parties without a mass base aften viewed as elitist and even
insufficiently legitimate, as they resemble partygamizations in legislatures in the pre-
democratic era and during the early stages of deatipation, such as the conservative parties
of Britain, Canada, and Scandinavia, and the Féderand the Jeffersonians in the US
(Krouwel 2006: 262-263). Consequently, almost alitgal parties, of whatever hue, claim
to actively pursue members, and become concerngldeifmembership appears to be in
decliné. Members are thus important as source of legitjnzath internally and externally,

6 Although generally true, this analysis must be eahn First of all, there has been no general “gpatafrom
the left”; the mass party has not dominated théypanganization terrain to the extent that Duvergexdicted.
Some parties that have had a mainly caucus steudiave been able to both retain it and be eletyoral
successful, such as the German FDP, which, althdaighally enrolling members, does not actively mers
membership recruitment and prides itself on beisigpdll but select”. Another example is the two majs
parties, the Democratic Party and the RepublicatyPahich are considered to have ga@tmightfrom elite to
catch-all status, omitting the mass stage. Moreabmise parties that have found it necessary tamkpheir
organization so as to develop a branch-type streictuave often become hybrids of both the branahthe
caucus party organization models (Ware 1996: 1@bud & and Harrop 2004: 187).



and parties may for this reason be tempted to extatg membership records (Mair and van
Biezen 2001: 7).

Those systems of party laws and regulations timkt Ievels or categories of public
subventions to levels of party membership may e financial reason for parties to inflate
membership rolls, in addition to the normative mioee. One of the most noticeable and
pervasive trends in party financing in recent desddlas been the growth of state funding of
political parties (Pierre et al. 2000: 1, Scarro@0@ 620-621). The activities of parties’
parliamentary groups and extra-parliamentary omgdiuns in Western democracies are now
partially paid for by means of a system of publibwentions, and such subsidies constitute an
important and seemingly ever-growing component aftypincomes and expenditures. In
most cases, these subventions are calculated orbasis of electoral performance and
parliamentary representation. There are, howevelifigs in which certain subsidies are
specifically earmarked for particular purposes,hsas educational work, media work, youth
work, and the like, and within this category sulii@ms can also be tied to the size of the
membership in general, or to levels of specifiegaties of membership in particular (Mair
and van Biezen 2001: 7) In Norway, today, all regiesd parties are eligible for public
financial support, but earmarked subsidies for atianal purposes are also granted (see
sections 4.2. and 5.2.). This should also be kephind when considering the data on the
European parties generally.

A third reason for concern about the quality of figeres parties submit is the actual
procedures parties have for collecting their memsiipr data. Parties that lack precise
enrolment figures probably lack tight direct linké communication between individual
members and the central party, as the central @af@on does obviously not have the address
files it would need to send individual members m#ihen central parties begin to monitor
their memberships more closely, for instance byreéring dues collection procedures, their
membership counts may become more accurate (Scafof 85).

As Mair and van Biezen note (2001: 8), there ttelithe analyst of party membership
can do about this. Political parties remain voluntarganizations in spite of a possible

interpenetration of party and state (Katz and M&®5), and are thus rarely obliged to share

Second, Scarrow (2002: 93-94, 99) shows that reassiment parties were actually not the norm for
most of the twentieth century, despite their linggrattractiveness. The high enrolment numbershefthird
quarter of the century were unusual in their owry.viRarties around the world were initiating or xévg efforts
to build mass organizations in the 1950s. Only H¥¢he 18 OECD countries included in her studyust#alia,
Scandinavia and the UK — could claim well-estal@dshdemocratic, membership-based parties of bathetfh
and the right prior to WWII. In fact, before andeafthe 1950s and the 1960s, parties showed areanmattern
of commitment to, and success in, enlisting sugpsiin permanent organizations.
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the details of their internal organization and\atiés with the public. We thus have to rely on
their courtesy when seeking to obtain informatioochsas membership figures. Moreover, |
have experienced that some of the Norwegian paatiesiot aware of all the details of their
membership records, such as when specifically thety a central/national membership
register.

It is then clear that we have to accept at motless face value those figures that have
been provided by the parties themselves, even thdlngy may be exaggerated or crude
estimates. Indeed, inflated or approximate numbegsbetter than none at all (Mair and van
Biezen 2001: 8), and the data in Chapter 3 compnigempirical starting point for studying
the Progress Party.

2.4. Qualitative Interviewing

Qualitative interviewing is defined as interactimncommunication between two parties with
the purpose of one party receiving information frtme other (Grgnmo 2004: 164). More
specifically, | conducted an organizational-cultstady, defined by Rubin and Rubin (2005:
8) as an inquiry into some aspect of an organimatiactivity. In this section, | do not discuss
gualitative interviewing in general, such as howptepare for and conduct the interview, but
some problems that may arise during this type td dallection.

First, the interaction and communication betwdeninterviewer and the interviewee
may not function properly, so that the submissibmfiormation is limited. The interviewer
may not get access to all the relevant informati@ninterviewee has, or the two parties may
misunderstand each other. In the latter casenteeviewee may not understand what kind of
information the interviewer wants, or the interveawnisinterprets the information given by
the interviewee. The interviewer may avoid thesgbj@ms through focusing on establishing
good communication with the interviewee prior te ihterview (Grgnmo 2004: 165, Rubin
and Rubin 2005: 79-89).

With regard to my interview, | thought | estabbshan unrestrained tone with the
interviewee, Progress Party Membership SupervisoneAGrethe Hauan, in our phone
conversation three days prior to the interview. @tthan that, | did not believe | could
influence the situation much, as | was interviewtteuan at the Progress Party headquarters
in Oslo. | did not know if the interview would talgace in her office or a meeting room, or
who would be present. The interview was conducteé imeeting room, and Hauan was
accompanied by Progress Party Media journalist Aetter Lorentzen, who expressed that

he also wanted to interview me for the internatypaewspaper, Fremskritt. However, Hauan
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answered all my questions, and | thought | wasrgaecess to all the information | solicited.
There were some instances in which Hauan seemesitaimcabout what sort of information |
asked for, but | was able to explain through foHopv questions. To avoid misinterpretation
of the answers | was given, | also used follow-upgiions in instances in which | was unsure
about the meaning of what she said.

Another problem may be that the interviewer affeébes interviewee’s answers. The
interviewer may, through physical appearance oawelr, elicit biased responses from the
interviewee, for example by asking leading questiofigain, the interviewer must try to
maintain a neutral and suitable manner of commtinigand generally a relaxed atmosphere
with the interviewee during the interview (Grgnn2: 165, Rubin and Rubin 2005: 79-89).

| believe Hauan answered my questions in an inttigrd and relaxed manner. That
is, | thought the interview was more of a conveosatthan an interview. On several
occasions, she answered categorically “No” to qoestshe interpreted as leading, and put
effort into describing or analyzing the given mate she and the party considered it. She did
refer to me specifically as “you in the academialdioand the like, but this was merely the
role | had; a researcher visiting the ProgressyPart

Finally, some problems may arise due to persaoadttof the interviewee, that is, the
interviewee’s memory or self-presentation may dffee answers. The interviewee may not
remember all the facts of a matter, or may havegsed certain memories. The likeliness
of this problem is greater the further back in tithe issue in discussion lies. Moreover, the
interviewee may give distorted or incorrect infotima to portray him- or herself in a certain
light, such as seeming more important. All of tlan be difficult to discern for the
interviewer, but may be circumvented through extiaeidollow-up questions (Grgnmo 2004:
165, Rubin and Rubin 2005: 79-89).

The risk of incorrect accounts was minimized by presence of Lorentzen, who
listened to and supplemented Hauan during the eeatren. Furthermore, the party in
general and other party representatives were thgeds in much of the information she
provided, and | believe this took attention awaynirher person.

In sum, the possible problems of the qualitativierview as a source of data may
diminish the quality of the material. However, Ipgoto have increased the reliability of this
data in the eyes of others through my account efititerview | conducted. Still, Hauan’s
answers reflect her perspective from her positionhe organization. Hence, triangulation,
defined as the examination of a matter througheckfiit data sources and methods (Grgnmo
2004: 55), has been conducted to the extent alaitktta has made it possible.

12



First, | have triangulated the information on mershg recruitment and maintenance
provided by Hauan by speaking on the phone withmér organization manager Leif
Hjeltne<, asking him questions about internal organizatiomatters | discussed with Hauan.
Second, | have looked for corroborating evidencehénparty newspaper, FremsKitas well
as in (other) internal party documents. When regdirparty’s internal newspaper, one must
keep in mind that it is in the interest of the leesthip to describe the general state of affairs in

the party as positively as possible to members.

" Phone conversation Novembét 2008.

8 As noted earlier this chapter, Fremskritt firsineaout in 1974. The University Library of Bergenries this
paper, although some editions are missing for sofibe years. | have tried to contact General SanreGeir
Almasvold Mo and former party leader Carl I. Hagermnquire about membership recruitment and maanea,
albeit unsuccessfully.
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Chapter 3

Party Membership Development in a European and Natinal Context

3.1. Introduction
Before | develop a theoretical framework for explag membership growth in the Progress
Party, it is necessary to place the party’s mentigerdevelopment in a broader empirical and
comparative context. This chapter therefore exasnimev parties have fared in both Western
Europe generally and Norway specifically in the tpgar period. In other words, is the
Progress Party enjoying membership growth along pétrties in general in Western Europe
and Norway, or is it an outlier in one or both? #&gpreamble to the discussion, | include a
note on partisan decline and decreasing membersinipbers as a manifestation of it,
continuing to an account of how to measure memhiersh then examine European
membership figures generally and Norway specifycaticluding considerations in the extant
literature on party organizations about the cawdeteclining membership numbers, ending
with a detailed account of the Progress Party'sireg. The part on Europe is based on
Richard S. Katz and Peter Mair's “The Membership Rilitical Parties in European
Democracies, 1960-1990” (1992) and “Party MemhprshTwenty European Democracies,
1980-2000”" by Peter Mair and Ingrid van Biezen (@00rhese articles provide the most
comprehensive account of membership in Europeatiepaavailable to date, although the
former includes fewer countries than the latter;vetsus 20, respectivélyThe purpose of
Mair and van Biezen was to update the data fron2 18] expand the number of countries
included in the survey. The sections on Norwegiartigs in general and the Progress Party
specifically is based on data collected by Knutddeiand Lars Svasand for their book
“Partiene i en brytningstid” (1994), and data | dawllected from the parties themselves.

| start off, however, with two tables mapping fegress Party’s history in numbers
and names. Given that my thesis is a case studyeoparty, the reader should be familiar

with its brief past.

® There are missing data for one observation in eaetly (Ireland and Poland), so that the actualbemof
observations is 10 and 19.
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3.2. The History of the Progress Party in Numbersrad Names®

Table 1: The Progress Party’s Election Result$

Election Year Vote Percentage | MPs

1973 (P) 5 4
1975 (R) 1,7

1977 (P) 1,9 0
1979 (R) 2,5

1981 (P) 4,4 4
1983 (R) 6,3

1985 (P) 3,7 2
1987 (R) 12,3

1989 (P) 13,7 22
1991 (R) 7

1993 (P) 6,3 10
1995 (R) 12

1997 (P) 15,3 25
1999 (R) 13,5

2001 (P) 14,6 26
2003 (R) 17,9

2005 (P) 22,1 38
2007 (R) 17,5

The first column lists the election year (P = garlentary election, R = regional election), the
second shows the vote percentage, and the finalmrolgives the number of seats in
Stortinget the Progress Party won.

Table 1 shows that the Progress Party won 5% eofvtite and four MPs in its first
election in 1973, but lost parliamentary represionain the next, getting only 1,9% of the
vote. With 4,4% of the vote in 1981, the party iagd parliamentary representation, winning
four seats. The Progress Party experienced a medtsck with 3,7% of the vote in 1985,
and saw its number of MPs reduced to two. Its natibreakthrough came in 1989, winning
13,7% of the vote and 22 seats in Stortinget. §losip was reduced to ten in 1993, when the
party “only” got 6,3% of the vote. This proved omy{temporary setback, as 15,3% of the vote
in 1997 gave 25 MPs. Although the Progress Partyrdit perform as well in the 2001
election, 14,6% of the vote led to an increaseairigmentary seats by one. The 2005 election
became the Progress Party’s best thus far, wirRint of the vote and 38 MPs.

19 The Progress Party was called "Anders Lange’s PftyStrong Reduction in Taxes, Fees, and Public
Interference (ALP) from the founding in 1973 to 797
M Sources: Iversen (1998: 206), Fremskrittsparfie0g).
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With regard to regional elections, the ProgressyRexperienced continual growth in
its first four, winning 1,7% of the vote in 19755% in 1979, 6,3 % in 1983, and 12,3% in
1987. The first setback came in 1991, when theypadeived 7% of the vote, markedly down
from the previous election. The Progress Party grgain in the next three elections, winning
12% of the vote in 1995, 13,5% in 1999, and 17i@%003. This was reduced to 17,5% of
the vote in 2007.

Table 2: Progress Party Leaders

Party Leaders Period

Anders Lange 1973-1974

Eivind Eckbo 1974-197%

Arve Lgnnum 1975-1978

Carl 1. Hagen 1978-200

[¢2)

Siv Jensen 2006-

The first column lists the Progress Party’s leadarsl the second gives the length of their
tenure.

As Table 2 shows, Anders Lange was the first leaflevhat was founded as Anders
Lange’s Party for Strong Reduction in Taxes, Faes, Public Interference (ALP) in 1973
Eivind Eckbo functioned as leader upon Lange’s lleat1974 until Arve Lgnnum was
elected to head the party in 1975. Carl |. Hagetcasaded Lgnnum in 1978 (ALP was
renamed “the Progress Party” in 1977) and serve@8oyears, until Siv Jensen took over in
2006.

3.3. Partisan Decline and Party Membership
As indicated in section 1.2, political parties ireS¥ern Europe, Norway included, have been
losing members for several decades. As a preludexamining this here, | discuss what
significance scholars have attached to shrinkingmbeship figures.

Are parties in trouble? Much has been written galhelin recent years about the
evidence pointing to a declining role for politigadrties in shaping the politics of advanced

industrial democracies. Not only has declining tead turnout in recent decades been well

2 The Progress Party, on its webpage, claims n8&® people attended the founding meeting, detpitethe
facilities — Saga kino in Oslo - could officiallyohse only 1300 people (Iversen 1998: 25, Fremskattiet
200&).
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documented, but a more genetr@nd of weakened partisan attachment has beeerdaue

for some time. It first appeared in the United &an the 1960s and 1970s, before spreading
to other OECD countries in the 1980s, and accehgrat the 1990s. Initially, the erosion of
partisan ties was hard to prove as partisan ch@gepart of the electoral process, and
periods of heightened partisan volatility and fragwation characterize the electoral histories
of most democracies. However, evidence from seveaaintries and several elections
suggests that a general pattern of partisan dediradfecting most Western democracies
(Dalton 2002: 183-184).

Dwindling membership figures is often taken as tf@emost indicator of
organizational decline. However, as Scarrow (208@:81) demonstrates, the perennial
diagnosis of partisan decline has continuouslynrif®m shifting attitudes about the
desirability of parties as well-organized populasaciations. At the beginning of the
twentieth century the verdict of decline was infliggth a moral sensibility by scholars who,
referring to the abuses of the American municigtgnage “machines”, feared the growing
capacity of extra-legislative party organizatioms nhanipulate the masses. They believed
people are basically sensible but easily deceibeditatheir own best interests.

Paradoxically, just as the era of the Americanyparachine began to wane, some
scholars began to re-evaluate its contributiongdiitical life. National mass parties with
local roots provided civic benefits, constructimgitimating links between citizens and their
governors. The idea of organized parties as vehide integrating the political masses led
Duverger, basing his analysis on the European Isa@mocratic parties, to praise the
emergence of mass parties as a positive step iatatic evolution, because their locally
articulated structures ensured a closer and matgiuhcontact between the masses and the
ruling elites. Decline now became equated with wgnorganizational capacity: many
scholars in the 1960s came to doubt the extenthichaparties would maintain grass-roots
organizations. Subsequent diagnoses include theh'@l” party, “contagion from the right”,
and “the cartel party” (Scarrow 2002: 81-82, Katzl &air 1995).

These diagnoses share two important features., Firgy all pronounce the
obsolescence of hierarchical mass parties. Secalhdyoint to similar sociological and
technological changes — the erosion of the trathficocial milieu, the associated weakening
of political loyalties, and the shift toward mor&pensive mass media campaigning - as
contributing to the seemingly inevitable downfdlllacal party organizations. These changes
allegedly reduce the supply of potential party merapand at the same time make parties

less interested in formally enrolling their suppost Although parties may well maintain their
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electioneering capacities, their capacity to geeerpolitical integration and political

legitimacy (“linkage”) may be in danger (Scarrow02081-82).

3.4. Membership Measurement

Katz and Mair (1992: 330-332) list three principakasures by which the state of party
membership can be assessed cross-nationally amdioe The first is the membership in
absolute numbers (M), which captures the problemsloinking membership from the
perspective of the individual political party. Arpathat sees its membership cut in half will
have correspondingly less resources (e.g. memipergleis, personnel) to carry out its
activities. However, the major shortcoming of tmeasure is that it precludes cross-national
comparison, as the most obvious single determimdntaw numbers is the size of the
available membership pool. In the absence of ddwtors, then, German parties should have
more members than Norwegian ones, as the populafi@@ermany is simply much larger
than that of Norway. The same problem arises whemparing even the same country
diachronically. Because European electorates havergsubstantially over the last forty
years due to population growth, shifts in age tigtron, and franchise enlargement to
include 18 to 21 year old citizens, a party whoseminership remains constant becomes
smaller in relative terms.

The second common measure often employed to stindaalues across nations and
over time is the ratio of party members to votdw\M). This ratio is often used as an
indicator of penetration/encapsulation, but is dlawed, as it can be said to wrongly assume
each party to have a fixed electorate. Consequemmiyreases in M/V imply greater
penetration/encapsulation, while decreases impl dpposite. In the absence of this
objectionable assumption, the meaning of the indickecomes unclear. For instance, does
the M/V ratio increase because a given party hasaged to recruit a higher proportion of its
voters, or because the party loses voters, butmmhbers (Katz and Mair 1992: 331)?
Because of the unsatisfactory nature of both th@iamh assumption and the measure, | will
not use it for comparing parties, although makingflyeferences to it in sections 3.6 and 4.4.

The third indicator of membership size, which colst for the size of the overall
national electorate rather than for each partyaretof the vote and transforms the absolute
numbers into a ratio of that electorate, is the M/&is measure has two advantages. First, it
is equally as comparable within nations as aréthalues: if the M/E of party A is twice as
large as that of party B, then party A has twicemasy members as party B. Second, it is

suited to cross-national and longitudinal comparishie overall membership in Greece in
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1998 was almost four times as large as that obéed Kingdom in 1998, once the relative
sizes of the Greek and British electorates werérothed for, and the M/E of Norway in 1980
was more than twice as large as that of Norwayd®i7r1once the expansion of the Norwegian
electorate was controlled for (Katz and Mair 19821, Mair and van Biezen 2001: 16). | will

use M and M/E in the following.

3.5. Party Membership Development in a European Cdaxt

The findings in the articles by Katz and Mair andiMand van Biezen are reported in Table 3
and 4. There are two differences between the tablet, Katz and Mair, while discussing the

raw numbers, do not disclose them in their papkeyTare therefore not reported in Table 3,
and my discussion of the change in them from 1260990 is based exclusively on the
authors’ discussion. Second, whereas Mair and vareB list the specific years for which

their data were collected, roughly 1980, 1990, 2000, Katz and Mair report memberships
at the time of the first election in the 1960s #mellast election in the 1980s.

Table 3: Party Membership Change in Europe 1960-199 M/E Ratios

Country First Election Last Election in | Change in M/E

in the 1960s the 1980s (%) | ratio

(%)
Austria 26,2 21,8 -4,4
Belgium 7,8 9,2 +1,4
Denmark 211 6,5 -14,6
Finland 18,9 12,9 -6,0
West Germany 2,5 4,2 +1,7
Ireland NA 5,3 NA
Italy 12,7 9,7 -3,0
Netherlands 9,4 2,8 -6,6
Norway 15,5 13,5 -2,0
Sweden 22,0 21,2 -0,8
UK 9,4 3,3 -6,1

The first column in Table 3 gives the countriesraieed, the second and third the period of

examination, and the final column the change inMifie ratio.
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Table 4: Party Membership Change in Europe 1980-2@ Absolute Numbers and M/E

Ratios
Country Period Change in Change in Change in M/E
numbers of numbers (M) as| ratio
members (M) | percentage of
original
membership*

Austria 1980-1999 -446209 -30,21 -10,82
Belgium 1980-1999 -136382 -22,10 -2,42
Czech Republic|  1993-1999 -225200 -41.32 -3,10
Denmark 1980-1998 -70385 -25,52 -2,16
Finland 1980-1998 -206646 -34,03 -6,09
France 1978-1999 -1222128 -64,59 -3,48
Germany 1980-1999 -174967 -8,95 -1,59
Great Britain 1980-1998 -853156 -50,39 -2,20
Greece 1980-1998 +375000 +166,67 +3,58
Hungary 1990-1999 +8300 +5,02 +0.04
Ireland 1980-1998 -27856 -24,47 -1,86
ltaly 1980-1998 -2091887 -51,54 -5,61
Netherlands 1980-2000 -136459 -31,67 -1,78
Norway 1980-1997 -218891 -47,49 -8,04
Portugal 1980-2000 +50381 +17,01 -0,29
Slovakia 1994-2000 +37777 +29,63 +0,82
Spain 1980-2000 +808705 +250,73 +2,22
Sweden 1980-1998 -142533 -28,05 -2,87
Switzerland 1977-1997 -118800 -28,85 -4,28

* The percentage change is measured relative teedhigest year for which membership is

reported in these data.

The first column in Table 4 lists the countries rakaed, the second the period of
examination, the third the change in the absolutabers of members, the forth the change in
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the numbers as a percentage of the original meimipesnd the final column the change in
the total party membership as a percentage obthédlectorate.

| begin with change in the total numbers of pamtgmbers between the early 1960s
and late 1980s (Table 3). Katz and Mair (1992: 333} report that there is no discernable
trend with regard to these. The number of countwbgh experienced a growth in party
membership equals exactly that of countries witlindling figures: membership increased in
West Germany (+77,7%), Belgium (+37,5%), Swederl(#%), Norway (+13,2%) and Italy
(+1,7%), while decreasing in Finland (-0,3%), thetirlands (-10,4%), Austria (-13,6%),
Denmark (-28,5%) and the United Kingdom (-56,2%)rtkermore, there seems to be no
pattern to the distribution of gainers and losé&ithough the average proportionate gain is
numerically greater than the average proportioltest®, there is considerable overlap between
the two distributions. Nor is there evidence of graphic or cultural bias: M rose in two
Nordic countries and fell in the other two; roseGermany and fell in Austria; and rose in
Belgium and fell in the Netherlands. Thus, in 198@&re was no indication of a complete
collapse in absolute figures in Western Europehvdenmark and the United Kingdom as
possible exceptions. However, as mentioned in@e@&i4, in the context of the considerable
expansion of national electorates in Western Euroghe course of this period, both steady
and growing memberships could mask substantidiveldeclines.

When taking into account Mair and van Biezen’'sO2012-13) report from the late
1990s (Table 4), however, the picture changes dreatlg. Measured as a percentage of the
numbers recorded in 1980, the raw numbers felllitha long-established democracies and
one post-authoritarian country between 1980 and)20® France, Italy, and the United
Kingdom, the decrease was between 50 and 65%; mvdyop the Czech Republic, Finland,
the Netherlands, and Austria, absolute figures il between 30 and 50%; and in
Switzerland, Sweden, Denmark, Ireland, and Belgitaw, numbers decreased by between 20
and 30%. Germany, which benefited from an influowmbers from East Germany in 1989,
was the only long-established democracy in whicsohlie figures fell by less than 20%. In
the remaining countries raw numbers increased mdbrkelungary had 173600 members in
1999 (+5%), Portugal 346504 in 2000 (+17%), Sloaak65277 in 2000 (+29,6%), Greece
600000 in 1998 (+166,7%), and Spain 1131250 in 2B@%0,7%) (Mair and van Biezen
2001: 9-12). These states completed successfuditicars to democracy from the 1970s and
onwards (Haynes 2001: 1), and this could affeet attractiveness of party membership: it
may appeal more to voters that have not alwaysthadpportunity to join the party they

support compared to voters with no experience vattihoritarian rule. A process of
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disengagement as measured by declining party maimpeigures can plausibly be expected
to be weak or perhaps even non-existent in cowntvith recent experience with dictatorship.

When | shift attention to from M to M/E, a morentimuous trend emerges for the
entire period. From 1960 to 1990 (Table 3), the VHEO fell in eight of the ten countries,
with Belgium and West Germany as the only excegtitmthe trend. However, the initial
M/E values in these two countries were low at tbgibning of the period. On the one hand,
the average M/E of the national figures only deseeafrom 14,6% in the first election in the
1960s to 10,5% in the last election in the 1980dekline of 4,1% in the proportion of
European electorates who were party members malyeneery much over 30 years, although
Denmark, for example, experienced a staggering t§s&4,6%. On the other hand, the
proportionate decline was considerable when takmg account the initial national M/E
values. Although the values of Sweden, Norway, Aodtria at the end of the period were
more than four-fifths of those at the beginning tates of Denmark, Netherlands, and the
United Kingdom at the end had dropped to one-tbirdhat they were at the beginning of the
period. While Austria, Denmark, and Sweden had Makies of over 20%; Finland, Italy,
and Norway between 10 and 20%; and Belgium, thééksinds, and the United Kingdom
between 5 and 10% in the early 1960s, only AusB8aeden, Norway, and Finland were
above 10%, and the Netherlands, the United Kingdomd,West Germany were below 5% in
the late 1980s (Katz and Mair 1991: 333-334). Thuss clear that steady or growing
memberships did to some degree mask relative @sclin

The trend of decline in M/E levels continued tovgatide end of the millennium (Mair
and van Biezen 2001: 10-12). Table 4 shows thatrgel majority of the countries has
experienced a more or less substantial declinenér tM/E levels since 1980. Without
exception, a decline in M/E levels was evident ache of the thirteen long-established
democracies. The decline was most severe in Austitigre it was almost 11%. Norway,
Finland, and Italy followed with rates that fell teen 5 and 10%. France, the United
Kingdom, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands, S#liéand, Sweden, Denmark, Ireland,
Belgium, and Germany suffered relatively modesséssbelow 5%. The only countries that
countered this trend represent a group of relgtivetently democratized polities, including
Greece, Hungary, Slovakia and Spain, which expee@rgrowth ranging from a little over
0% to almost 4%. Again, this may have been attaiblet to the relatively short amount of
time that the parties had been around to mobiliezely in these post-authoritarian polities.
Taken together, the average M/E loss of the 13-ksigblished democracies was more than

4%. This development both confirmed and accentuttiedpattern from Katz and Mair's
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study. In relative terms, the decline in M/E levafpeared more severe: in 1980, the 13 long-
established democracies had a mean ratio of 9,84fich by the late 1990s had shrunk to a
meagre 5,72%. Thus, at the end of the 1990s, twmsdries averaged M/E ratios of less than
60% of the levels in 1980.

In sum, parties in Western Europe have been |asiegapacity to engage citizens in
the way they once did - across all of the longddsthed democracies, parties have lost
members rapidly (Mair and van Biezen 2001: 13). Wae no European-wide trend of
membership decline was discernable from 1960 t® 1@®n measured in absolute figures,
with the number of countries with downslope figuesgualling the countries recording a
growth, the 13 long-established democracies exaimireen 1980 to 2000 evidenced major
declines in absolute numbers. Measured by M/E,sthdies yield a more continuous, yet
nonetheless negative, status report: prolongingerdtthat was apparent at the end of the
1980s, national levels of party membership at taerdof the new millennium failed to keep
pace with the growth in the size of the nationactirates. Hence, there is evidence of
dramatic decline in party membership in virtuallyestablished democracies during the last
30-40 years (Putnam 2002: 405-406).

Exploring the causes for this generally is beydmel $cope of this thesis, but Dalton
and Wattenberg (2002: 10-13) offer some impressimnsuggestions that | briefly recap. At
the macro-level, they cite three forces. Firsthitetogical changes, such as the growth of the
media as a rival to political parties in providicigizens with political information, may make
party membership less attractive from a supply-piispective’. On the demand-side, public
opinion polls and media advertising make politiceren capital-intensive and less labor-
intensive, reducing the importance of rallies armmbreto-door contacting. Furthermore,
personalization of politics, with focus shiftingpfn parties to candidates, may render parties
themselves somewhat superfluous. Second, somegpartientire party systems, such as the
United States, have adopted primaries or other odstiof candidate selection that actually
lessen the importance of parties in the politicakpss. Third, some have argued that partisan
decline is part of a general crisis of contempogyocracies. The gist of this argument is
that multiple and conflicting policy demands beiplaced on contemporary democracies
exceed their performance capacity, and partiekeambst important agents of the democratic

process suffer as a result of this.

13 Dalton and Wattenberg place the mass media atthetimacro- and the meso-level.
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At the meso level, the proliferation of specialeir@st groups and single-issue lobbies
have assumed some of the role parties have tradilyohad in representing public interests.
Another set of changes are occurring within pattesnselves. Increasing professionalization
within contemporary parties may, like media campeig, make mass membership less
necessary and financial resources correspondingiye rmportant (Dalton and Wattenberg
2002: 11-12).

Finally, at the micro-level, the modernization hifpEsis contains several assumptions
about the changing role of the citizenry in advahirelustrial societies. First, the increasing
educational skills of contemporary electorates hprxesumably enhanced their cognitive
capacities so as to make them politically selfisight and thereby less likely to defer to
party elites or to support a party out of habitcc®wl, with spreading affluence, the modern
citizenry’s interests have expanded to include rgeaof new post-material issues such as
environmental protection, lifestyle choices, andstamer rights. Not only have many of these
issues crossed existing party alignments to makesesentation through the electoral-
territorial arena difficult, but the participatogspects of such values frequently lead post-
materialists to avoid the hierarchic and structuratlire of party politics in favor of methods
of direct democracy. Third, the general erosiongaiup-based politics in most advanced
democracies has consequences for parties. Sodayergraphic mobility along with other
modernization forces have loosened the ties betwadividuals and bounded/bonded
communities, such as the working class milieu arrch communities, and cleavage-based
partisanship may thus become less common (DaltdM#attenberg (2002: 10-11).

In addition, as discussed in section 2.3, one shkegp in mind that independently of
societal factors, centralization, computerizatiang other measures implemented to enhance
parties’ ability to monitor their memberships, havad modestly deflationary effects on
membership figures. This occurred when the Britistbour Party changed its affiliation
requirements for local chapters in the late 1930s] when the German Social Democratic
Party began to thoroughly purge its rolls of nogipg members in the 1980s (Scarrow 2002:
85).
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3.6. Party Membership Development in Norway

It is time to examine how the major Norwegian pertfare individually. Table 5 reports the
membership figures for the major Norwegian paréesept the Progress Party from 1950 to
2006,

Table 5: Norwegian Party Membership 1950-2006: Abdote Numbers and M/E Ratios

The The The Christian | Liberals | Conservatives| M/E
Norwegian | Socialist| Center | People’s Ratio All
Labor Left Party'® | Party Parties*™
Party Party ™
1950 200501 NA NA NA NA 61442 NA
1960 165096 NA NA 30346 NA 96931 NA
1970 155254 2437 70000 NA NA 110241 NA
1980 153507 NA 53517 69697 12007 152185 NA
1990 128106 13072 47117 56176 11300 146308 12,6
2000 58769 7428 31557 47864 6552 63993 6,4
2006| 51163° 9774 22000° 39337 6020 35878° 4,8

* M/E ratios were calculated on the basis of thecebn year closest to my observational
points (electorates in parentheses): 1989 (319020D0)1 (3359433), 2005 (3421500).

In Table 5, the first column gives the years, calgr2-7 list the parties, and the final column
shows the M/E ratios of these parties. As Tabladws, there is unfortunately some missing
data, which prevents me from discussing generadgdrom the year 1950. However, the
available data reveals that nearly all the majomwégian parties, the Progress Party
excluded, have experienced a severe decrease ibengmp since 1990, measured in raw

numbers. Before 1990, there was no general downviedd. The Labor Party has

1% Source for the years 1950-1990: Heidar and S&#864: 357). The membership in 2000 and 2006 for al
parties were provided by Organization Secretaryi Kardtveit of the Christian People’s Party, Febmua7"
2008. The membership in 2007 for the Labor Party weovided by Organization Secretary Monica V.
Sivertsen, February #2008.

> The Socialist Left Party was called the Socidtisbple’s Party until 1975.

1 The Center Party was called the Agrarian Parti} L859.

" Source of electorate data: Statistisk sentralt8@80, 2008).

18 Membership in 2007.

19 Membership in 2005.

2 Membership in 2005.
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experienced the most dramatic loss of members. Rarimg more than 200000 on its rolls in
1950, it lost almost a quarter in the course ofrtbgt 20 years. The membership appeared to
stabilize in the 1970s and 1980s, but it simplyngked from 1990 to 2000, and was in 2007 a
meager quarter of what it had been 57 years eafltee Socialist People’s Party saw its
membership increase considerably from roughly 200970, the first year in which data
was available, to 1990, when it passed 13000. Atjhothe membership was reduced to
almost half of that in 2000, it rose again to ngd®000 in 2006. The Center Party has also
suffered from a sharp decline in membership numbEme first year of available data was
1970, in which the party had a membership of 70680m there on the decline has been
steady, with almost 50000 members lost in the Yalg 35 years. The Christian People’s
Party had a little over 30000 members in 1960, fitet year of available data, and the
membership more than doubled in the ensuing 20sy&éiis trend was markedly reversed in
1980, when a decline began that reduced membefgiupes to about 40000 in 2006.
Alongside the Socialist People’s Party, the Libetas had the smallest membership in this
period. Membership numbers were not available leei®80, when the party had about 12000
people on its rolls. By 2006, half of these had feé party. The Conservatives has had the
most dramatic decline after the Labor Party. Frdittla over 61000 in 1950, the membership
skyrocketed to a high of over 150000 in 1980, whpoa it fell astonishingly to only 35000
in 2005, almost 120000 less than 25 years before.

It is not possible to calculate the M/E ratio fbe entire period, as there is missing
membership data for four of the six parties for shene number of observational points, but
according to Svasand (1994: 313), it remained ivelgt stable at around 16% from 1950 to
1990. However, | calculate the collective membgrdioi 12,6% of the electorate in 1990,
whereupon it fell quickly: the six major Norwegiparties with the exclusion of the Progress
Party enrolled only 4,8% of the voters just 16 gdater. Thus, Norwegian party membership
has plunged in absolute numbers and obviouslyialsslative figures.

In addition to the putative, general causes listgdalton and Wattenberg, Svasand
(1994: 313-316) discusses some causes of the desfiacific to the Norwegian context.
Beginning with the Labor Party, it lost a thirdtbe membership on account of the 1972 EC
debacle. This was only a temporary setback, ag thas some recovery in the late 1970s and
early 1980s. However, the membership decreased &gan the 1990s. Some of this may be
attributable to the dissolution of the collectiveemmbership in 1997, that is, when local

2L Source of year: Organization Secretary MonicaiVe@sen of the Labor Party, February"2Z2008.
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union chapters could no longer collectively joie thabor Party. More generally, a declining
linkage between social class and voting is reftbatecthe membership figurés

The Socialist People’s Party sought from the bdgmno build an organizational
alternative to the top-heavy bureaucratic machimey tperceived the Labor Party to be.
Hence, the emphasis has been on activity rather dinaformal organization, and this can
partly explain why the membership for the most hesn below 10000 (Svasand 1994: 316).

The decline of the Center Party is rooted in itsctarian” character. Unlike similar
parties in Finland and Sweden, it has never a#idacirban voters, and remains deeply
entrenched within the agrarian community: a thifdite voters in 1985 were farmers or
fishermen. These occupational groups accountechébiween 40 and 66% of the party’s
regional membership in the same year. As farmedsfishermen make up progressively less
of the workforce, the party’s “natural” constitugnbas declined. The membership grew
considerably in the early 1990s, but this was prilpaue to the salience of the EU issue in
Norwegian politics. It has been greatly reducedssifsvasand 1994: 315).

The Christian People’s Party stands out with ighhM/V ratio; a membership of
almost 40000 in 2006 is high for a party that Hastfiated between 5 and 10% in the polls
for a long time. The loss of members from 1980@0&has been gradual and is hard to link
to any specific cause, but the modernization pcesy decrease the appeal of an originally
counterculture party that has mobilized on causeh as pietism and temperance. Although it
is a modern party today, it is commonly accuselaning a moralist agentfa

The Liberals has always appealed to a wide rangbeotlectorate, and has thus not
been struck by changes in the social structurethkeLabor Party, the Center Party, and the
Conservatives. It has traditionally been organarally weak, in addition to being
notoriously susceptible to electoral volatilityfdiled to cope with the EEC issue in 1972, and
internal conflicts reinforced already existing pickl and personal rivalries, resulting in an
actual split. Although the splinter Liberal Peopld?art party merged with the Liberals in
1988, the party has the smallest membership ahallparties in Stortinget today (Svasand
1994: 315, Venstre 2008).

The Conservatives experienced a remarkable inciaate membership figures from
the late 1950s and into the 1980s. A major factmtributing to this was the emergence of a
new leadership in this period that had a diffexeetv of the party organization. The party had

22 As discussed in sections 3.3 and 3.5, this ispetific to the Norwegian context.
% gvésand does not suggest any causes of membeestiipe in the Christian People’s Party. The paxplr
contains my reflections exclusively.
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always been ambivalent with respect to its orgdimmawhich was not regarded as an activist
movement like that of the Labor Party. In line widluverger‘s prediction of “contagion from
the left”, the new leadership recognized that thgypneeded precisely a large group of loyal
followers that could be mobilized at election tirkeirthermore, the elitist style and culture of
the party organization had to adapt to the rapamhgls in the social structure caused by the
educational expansion as well as geographic andlsowbility. Thus, the membership
growth reflected to some degree the change in pahtiosophy, whereby organization-
building became a priority. The collapse in membigrdigures in the last two decades is just
as remarkable as the growth it succeeded, andnéeidliclass voting may have affected the
party along with the emergence of a competitor e tight of it, among other factors
(Svasand 1994: 316).

As noted in sections 2.3 and 3.5, centralizati@mguterization, and other measures
implemented to enhance parties’ ability to montteir memberships, can have deflationary
effects on membership figures. The Norwegian panery in the extent to which they have
implemented such measures that are useful foryuegifmembership figures. In 1989, the
Labor Party began to centralize dues colleéfiothe Socialist Left Party did so in 1982
The Center Party is currently working on centraligits dues collection and will have a
system in place from 2080 The Christian People’s Party still leaves thidooal chapters,
although the central organization offers to dooit them. Roughly 70% have passed dues
collection over to the central paffy The Liberals centralized its dues collection §9%°.
The Conservatives began using its first centrattedaic membership monitoring system in
the early 1980s, but it was not before 2002/20G8 Hil regional and local parties were
included in the central register of dues-paying mers’.

It is not possible to say anything in general alByossible connection between the
timing of these technical measures and declineembership numbers. The Labor Party, the
Conservatives, and the Liberals all saw their mesibp figures decline after the
implementation of centralized dues collection, b first two had already been losing
members for a long time. The Liberals’” membershimmbers were almost cut in half from
1990 to 2000, and it is plausible that the cergedion of dues collection in 1995 can have

contributed to this. It is impossible to say angthabout this for the Socialist Left Party, as

24 Source: Organization Secretary Monica V. Sivertsitie Labour Party, February'29008.

% Source: Administrative Leader of the SocialisttLRérty’s parliamentary group, Sissel Bugge, JUha@®s.
% Source: Deputy General Secretary Oddvar Iglarnti@fCenter Party, Jun& 2008.

2" Soruce: Administrative Leader Knut Are Hole of (lristian People’s Party, Jun8 2008.

2 5ource: May Riseth Hamilton of the Liberals, J6f€008.

29 Soruce: Organization Leader Thomas Berg Olseheofonservatives, Jun& 8008.
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there is no membership data immediately prior ®ithplementation of the measure in 1982.
The Center Party is still working on centralizing dues collection. With regard to the

Christian People’s Party, the entire organizatioesinot take part in the system.
3.7. The Exception: the Progress Party
Table 6 reports the membership figures for the fsxg Party since its founding in 1973.

Figures are not available for each year before 1993

Table 6: Party Membership in the Progress Party 193-2008°

197311981 | 1989 | 1991 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

1020| 10000| 16874 | 14926| 13179| 10555| 10932| 10117| 12013| 9841

(Continued:)

1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 2003 2004 200}5 2006 2007 2008

13907| 15174 | 16529| 20104 22420 21934 203‘89 22295 23869 00250

Table 6 shows that the Progress Party has hadncedtimembership growth since Anders
Lange founded it in 1973. In 1973, the ProgressyRead 1020 members, passing 10000 in
1981. By the end of the decade, the membershiprisad to almost 17000. The dip from

1993 to 1994 was caused by the central organiZaterange in its operational definition of

membership from registered members to dues-payiagrers. Indeed, the Progress Party
does not consider its membership figures reliablere 1994. The figures fluctuated between
roughly 10000 and 15000 in the 1990s, before cinmpldowards 20000 after 2000. In 2008,
the membership had risen to 25000. Thus, the PssdgParty clearly counters the current
trend in party membership in both Europe and Norwdihough the Socialist Left Party has

seen its membership numbers fluctuate in its alBBsyears in Norwegian politics, with a

growth from 2000 to 2006, no other Norwegian pdras enjoyed an equally stable and
positive development since the early 1970s.

% The source of the membership in 1973, 1981, 1888,1991 is Heidar and Svésand (1994: 357). The dat
from 1993 to 2007 was provided by the ProgressyRatembership Supervisor Anne Grethe Hauan, Felgrua
28" 2008. Figures show membership Decembét &ich year. The source of the 2008 membershipefigisr
Fremskrittspartiet (20Q3.
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The Progress Party offers four categories of meshige today. For an ordinary
membership (“Hovedmedlem”), the price is 300 Nori@agkroner. If one person is either an
ordinary member or elderly/disabled, other memlbelenging to the same household get a
discount (“Husstandsmedlem”) and pay only 150 krokéderly (above 67 years of age) and
disabled people get the same discount (“Honngrme&jlld-inally, people between 15 and 30
years can also be members of the youth organizatenprice for which is 50 kroner. The
three first categories of membership entitle thenimer to participate in party meetings, in
which he or she can propose resolutions and vgieians; vote on party issues; run for
party and public offices; and demand informatioowttihe activities of the local branch at its
annual convention. They also receive the interealspaper, Fremskritt twice a month (one
per household) and are offered to take coursesgedh by the Progress Party Study
Association (FrS) (Fremskrittspartiet 2@D&remskrittspartiet 20@8).

31 To avoid any confusion with the name of the pattyefer to this newspaper as “Fremskritt” insteafd
“Progress”.
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Chapter 4

Explaining the Progress Party’s Membership Growth

4.1. Introduction
In this chapter | aim to establish a fruitful thetcal framework within which the Progress
Party’'s membership development can be explaine@. iflka for the organization of the
chapter came after reading Knut Heidar's articlehé TPolymorphic Nature of Party
Membership” (1994) and Per Selle and Lars Svasantice “The Local Party Organization
and Its Members: Between Randomness and Ratichdli883). In the first half of his
article, Heidar (1994: 61) presents different pecsipes adopted in the literature on party
membership, making distinctions on the one hand/det research treating membership as
an independent or as a dependent variable, antieoother between research focusing on
different levels of analysis — macro (system), m@sganization), and micro (individual).

| treat membership as a dependent variable, amclude macro-, meso-, and micro-
level variables in my analysis. It may be diffictdt establish at which level a given variable
is, but | believe it is not crucial where one pep®ssible two-level variables as long as it is

discussed.

Table 7: Party Membership as a Dependent VariableA Multilevel Analysis

Dependent Independent

Variable Variables
Macro Meso Micro

Party membership gasNational social and | The party organi- Individual

a dependent variable political structures | zation has characteristics have
have consequences| consequences for | consequences for
for party membership party membership | party membership

My overall approach is summarized in Table 7: pangmbership is the dependent variable,

while national social and political structures (mmatevel), party organization (meso-level),

and individual characteristics (micro-level) fornmailti-level set of independent variables.
The contribution of the Selle and Svasand artidethie indication of various

independent variables at the three levels of ammalybich might have an impact on party
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membership. In the following section, | use two i@bdles from their framework -

organizational network and executive structtireand add several new ones:

Macro-Level
- Electoral Success
- Public Subsidies

Meso-Level
- Leadership Efforts
- Organizational Network

- Executive Structure

Micro-Level
- Policy Support
- The Availability of Political Positions for Membs

4.2. Macro-Level Variables

Macro-level variables concern the characteristiéstlee Norwegian political system.
However, as Selle and Svasand (1983: 213) nots,ptoblematic in an empirical study to
take proper account of macro-level factors unlassstudy is a) cross-national, or b) covers
several points in time. My study is not cross-nadio but it is diachronic in that it covers the
full period of existence of the Progress Partyiscdss two macro-level variables that may
influence membership growth: electoral successpaidic subsidies.

While public subsidies to political parties areearly an attribute of the national
political structure, as they in Norway are caloethbn the basis of parties’ performance in
parliamentary elections (NOU 2001/3: 2), categogzelectoral success as a macro-level
variable is debatable. Obviously, electoral suctegseceded by the existence of an electoral
system, which is an attribute of the national padit structure. However, electoral success
denotes an action performed by political partigmrticipation in contests for publicly elected
offices. As organizations, parties are meso-leesbra, and any variable derived from them
may thus be considered meso-level. Then agais, the individual that casts the ballot in
elections. In other words, labelling it micro-levsl a final possibility. In my opinion, the

32«Executive structure” is my label.
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argument for characterizing it as macro-level istramnvincing: without an electoral system,
it would not be possible to discuss parties pardithg in elections or individuals casting the
ballot.

Moreover, the electoral performance of the Pragr&arty is a system-level

characteristic in so far as it depends on how qtlaeties perform.

Electoral Success
The gist of this argument is that the ProgressyRadlectoral success may have led to
membership growth.

Several recent quantitative studies have examimedntpact of electoral performance
on membership levet$ Fisher, Denver and Hands’ (2006) show that tiselts of the 1997
election in Britain significantly influenced partgembership. In the short term, membership
decline in the three major parties was greater /hibe electoral success was least and
smaller where the electoral outcome was more fdleraFisher (2000), also examining
British parties, demonstrates that variations mglze of constituency party membership was
significantly affected by the degree of previougcebral success: parties tend to be
organizationally strong where they are alreadytelatly strong. Relatedly, Whiteley and
Seyd (1998) study changes in activism among gi@ss members of the Labour Party and
the Conservative Party in Britain and argue thatteral success may trigger a “spiral of
mobilization” and conversely, that electoral fadumay precipitate decline in activism and
campaigning at the local level.

On a general level, then, there is some empisddlence to support the idea of
electoral success having positive effects on mesfhigefigures. It is plausible that a “spiral of
mobilization” translates vote(r)s into memberankdy be that the positive aura that surrounds
a party that has done well in the electoral areaavsl people to the organization, like a soccer
team that gets more supporters when it is winnimgf, also that people already in the
organization get inspired to work even harder foeirt party and for example manages to

recruit more members. Hence, H1:

H1: Electoral Success Has Led to Membership Growtin the Progress Party

% The authors do not exclude any self-reinforcingguas, i.e. that party membership in turn mayuefice
electoral performance.
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Empirical Testing and Operationalization of H1

| operationalize H1 by comparing the results of Bmegress Party in parliamentary elections
from 1993 to 2005 and regional elections from 1892007 with membership data to see if
they covary. Unfortunately, there is hardly anyadah Progress Party membership figures
prior to the 1990s. | have data for the year 199it, annual membership data became
available in 1993. Systematic comparison is consety possible from the 1993
parliamentary election and the 1991 regional edectaind onwards. My intention was to
compare such data for all Norwegian parties andestoreign/West-European parties, but
scant membership data for both Norwegian and Westean parties in general, with
mainly 10-year intervals between membership obsiens makes systematic comparison of
election results and membership figures difficult.

Before | discuss what kind of evidence is requikegupport H1, some comments on
how | use the term “electoral success” and howdgimembership increase are in place. By
“electoral success”, | mean an increase in theesbéithe vote the Progress Party receives
from one election to the next. This could seemstinet, as any party may have good reasons
to be satisfied with maintaining their share of Ya¢e from one election to the next, or even a
decrease. For example, in light of five MPs leawimng party (some voluntarily and some by
expulsion) and two major sex scandals, both invtlmeer of 2001, Carl I. Hagen writes that
14,6% in the parliamentary election in Septembat year was very satisfactory, although the
Progress Party received 15,3% of the vote in tt8¥ Edection (Hagen 2007: 397). However,
the hypothesized mechanisms leading to H1 seem ptawusible to expect when the Progress
Party has increased its share of the vote frometewtion to the next.

As long as a statistical analysis of the hypotresbieffect between electoral success
and membership figures is not conducted, there some obvious difficulties with
determining the effect of the former on the latteirst, if a party experiences a surge in
membership figures in the wake of an election, th&/ be due to numerous causes. A party
mobilizes its entire apparatus well ahead of tleeteln and maintains a high activity level
until the day of the election: its representatigesnge rallies, participate in debates, and may
launch a campaign to recruit more members. In shera party is visible to the extent that it
manages at election time, membership growth mdgvioirom several preceding events that
elicit interest in the party. | must thus settlehwiooking for covariation between election
results and membership numbers, acknowledgingttieaallocation of explanatory power to

independent variables cannot be done with certainty
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Furthermore, it is not obvious what the most piaier date of the membership data is,
when comparing it to an election result. First, wieensidering the effect of an election result
on party membership, membership data should beatetl both at the day of the election and
some time subsequent to the election. | only hagmbership data registered Decembet 31
for every year since 1993, and the year prior todlection will therefore have to suffice as
the basis for comparison. With regard to what poinime to compare the year prior to the
election with, two choices seem reasonable. Fasstyorwegian elections are normally held in
mid-September, instant membership growth afterlactien, perhaps caused by the positive
aura that surrounds a successful party, may beegaDgcember 3ithe same year. Second,
to take into account a long-term effect, possibBused by members already in the
organization inspired by the election result toamige a comprehensive recruitment campaign
or otherwise attend membership issues, membersiéprday be collected Decembef'3ie
year after the election. | include both pointsime for comparison with the year prior to the

election. H1 is supported if there is evidence of:

e Increase in the Progress Party’s share of the frote one election to the next, and

membership figures have increased

H1 is weakened if there is evidence of:

e Increase in the Progress Party’s share of the frof@ one election to the next, but

membership figures have decreased

or

e Decrease in the Progress Party’s share of the vote one election to the next, but
membership figures have increased

Public Subsidies
Public subsidies to Norwegian political parties eatculated on the basis of their share of the
vote in the last parliamentary election (NOU 20028 These subventions may be used to
build the party organization.

There are five steps in the development of statanfting of political parties in

Norway. From the introduction in 1970 to 1975, oadl party organizations were the only
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recipients. In 1975, it was extended to the redi@aral local levels of government, and
finally, in 1978, also to the youth organizations.1975, a 2,5% electoral payout threshold
was introduced, only to be abandoned in 2005, aatigs now only have to register to
become eligible for public financial support (Svasd991: 127, Scarrow 2006: 628). Public
subsides may be for generic use or earmarked.

In the debate about public funding of politicalrtpes, an argument about the
consequences of public funding for parties’ mentiprdigures holds that it decreases
parties’ dependence on membership dues and otHentaoy financial contributions, and
therefore is likely to severely weaken their inoegd to recruit and activate members. For the
individual member, involvement may become lessr@stitng as members no longer control a
vital resource in their exchange with the leadgrsfihus, parties may lose much of their
capacity to function as participatory, represeméatand communicative channels in the
political system (Pierre et al. 2000: 2-3, Casasidia 2005: 47-48).

It is possible, however, that it can actually be tther way around, that public
subsidies can increase party membership. Firstcldim that there is a causal relationship
between the emergence of public subsidies and nilegliparty membership finds little
empirical support. Pierre et al's (2000: 16-18)dgtwf 12 Western democracies shows that
party families which experienced a declining memsbgr prior to the introduction of public
subsidies, such as conservative and liberal pataegely continued to do so once they were
implemented, and parties with increasing membershiph as socialist/social democratic and
christian democratic parties, experienced contingievth after the subsidy programs had
been enacted. Casas-Zamora’'s (2005: 48) findingsolwarate this: there is no uniform
covariance between the evolution of subsidy leaald membership rates throughout Europe
from 1960 to 1989. A white paper by the Norwegiaasvegnment on the purposes and
consequences of state subsidies finds that ovestbership figures were maintained for 15
years after the introduction of subsidies in 19d@ tb growth in the Conservative Party and
Christian People’s Party, the Labor Party’s fluttua and the emergence of the Socialist
Left Party and the Progress Party (NOU 2001/3: M2)nbers did not plunge before the late
1980s. Second, although membership may be a fundiigparties’ recruiting efforts, the
claim seems to deemphasize that membership magwfofiom relatively independent
individual decisions to join. Third, the claim cawerestimate the relevance of financial
incentives in the decision of party leaders to lneawt for new members (Casas-Zamora 2005:
48). Scarrow (1994) lists numerous non-monetaryentiges to recruit new members:

members are loyal voters; members are ambassagldigeit communities; members are
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volunteer workers within the party; members keephrty in touch with the electorate; and
members are potential candidates, to mention some.
If parties need members, public funding can fad#itthe efforts of recruiting and

retaining them rather than steer the norm of pamgnization back towards the caucus party:

H2: Increased Public Funding Has Led to Membershigsrowth in the Progress Party

Empirical Testing and Operationalization of H2

To test whether increased public funding of pdditiparties has led to membership growth in
the Progress Party, | examine if the Progress Pesyused considerable public subsidies to
finance successful recruitment campaigns and meshigemaintenance work.

H2 is supported if evidence indicates that:

e The Progress Party has used significant amdlotgublic subsidies to finance successful

recruitment campaigns and membership maintenande wo

H2 is dismissed if evidence indicates that:

e The Progress Party has not used significant amoohtpublic subsidies to finance

successful recruitment campaigns and membershiptemance work

However, this presupposes that the Progress Pagyntade efforts to recruit and retain

members, which is the topic of the following sewtio

4.3. Meso-Level Variables

The meso-level approach refers to the organiza®a determinant of membership growth:
what has the Progress Party itself done to incregasaembership figures? What features of
the organization are conducive to membership greviththis part of the chapter | present
three organizational variables: leadership effodsganizational network and executive
structure.

Whereas electoral success, as discussed abowe,passible three-level variable,

leadership efforts, organizational network and atge structure all tap into actions by

3 rgignificant amounts” is obviously a relative tethat must be specified on the basis of budgetrtepo
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and/or qualities of the Progress Party as an orgéion, and are thus unambiguous meso-

level variables.

Leadership Efforts

The essence of this argument is that the Progragg Bs a nascent party organization has
needed members, and that the leadership has ckdhre and worked systematically to
increase membership numbers.

With regard to political parties, there has beerncimdebate on the usefulness of
ordinary members to political parties. Duverger5@9Ware 1996: 96) forecasted the general
dominance of the mass party; large membership aatons were the hallmark of a modern
political society and generally the direction oé tluture party development. Epstein (1980:
130-166, 233-260, Ware 1996: 97), however, buildipgn Kirscheimer's (1966) model of
the “catch-all” party seeking electoral support véwver it can find it, rejected the European
orientation of Duverger’s analysis and describedsmaembership organizations as responses
to European circumstances of the late nineteentheanly twentieth centuries, especially
those circumstances associated with class-conssmuialist movements. These parties were
not normal for all Western societies, and partidulaot for the United States. He saw the
parties of the United States as a kind of survivamganizational relic: they had not been
forced to relinquish their caucus form of organmatbecause they had never faced the threat
from a large socialist working-class party. In Epss view, American-style parties were best
equipped to conduct modern election campaigns. nneea of radio and television
campaigning, opinion polls, and the like, partiés bt need a large number of dues-paying
members to mobilize voters. Rather, what they neé&dss large sums of money to buy these
and related services, and money was more effegta@juired from wealthy interest groups
and individual donors than through seeking to néerlarge mass membership, as in the past.
Moreover, a large membership could impede partgdesain devising campaign strategies to
counter their opponents in other parties; partylées would actually only benefit from a
much looser connection between leaders and astividnsequently, Epstein argued that it
was not “contagion from the left”, but “contagioroin the right” — the model being the
American Republican Party that would characterize the future of party orgations in
liberal democracies, and he saw evidence of thigagmon in Britain, West-Germany, and
France. Finally, Katz and Mair (1995) point to enghished role of ordinary members, at least
as a source of income, as parties’ weakening lioksociety have rendered them dependent

on the state for their sustenance.
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Scarrow (1994:41-60), nevertheless, lists numenags in which rank and file

membership is useful for parties, and reasons fby warties should choose to spend

resources on recruiting or retaining individual niens:

Members Improve Membership Statistiearties may look at a large membership as
an asset per se, and thus value members for thilingwess to inflate their
membership roster. The state of partisan healtthisagrically often been considered
in light of parties’ increasing or decreasing mersh# figures (see section 3.3). Size
for its own sake was used as an argument by theiSRDecruiting pamphlet in the
1950s, where it argued that a big party organimatrould elicit respect from voters as
well as political opponents.

Parties might also value the membership of pasdicsibcial segments that can
diversify the membership base. First, this can eobathe credibility of parties
claiming to have a broad electoral appeal, evémeiimembership is largely passive. In
the 1980s, the leaders of both the SPD and the @GiQblighted their membership
diversity when claiming to be parties of the peofiMolksparteien”). Second, as |
will get to, membership diversity might be consetera prerequisite for gaining
additional (desired) support from certain socignsents.

Members Are Loyal VoterMembers may be valued as a distinct group of vdteas
are loyal to the party and have high turnout rateslection day. In 1988, the SPD
party chairman argued in a pro-recruitment spekahdlection outcomes might hinge
on whether a local party’'s membership was one péroe four percent of the
electorate.

Members Multiply Votes by Everyday Contadtembers may be perceived as “vote
multipliers”, or “ambassadors” to their communiti€3ne CDU analyst indicated in
1970 how his party thought about members as pamhyaasadors: “Political decisions,
including voting decisions, are formed in the famamong friends, and increasingly
at the workplace. In these circles, the memberg ataimportant role as multipliers
and translators in more or less casual conversaabout politics” (Bilstein 1970: 71,
cited by Scarrow 1994: 48).

Members Provide Essential Fundde rationale behind the argument that a new party
model has emerged — the cartel pattys that it is decreasing party revenues as a
result of declining party membership that has leddéependence on the state for

sustenance. In other words, party members havenmtdinancial value, and the
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British Conservative Party’s 1988 recruiting cangpmaivas unusually blunt when it

proclaimed in large typing: “Supporting a good &aBovernment requires more than

just your vote. It also requires an annual contrdrufrom you” (CCO 1988, cited by

Scarrow 1994: 48).

Members Are Volunteer Workers Inside the Pavtgmbers may provide a valuable
source of free labor for parties during and betwelestion campaigns, and this is the
reason political scientists typically use to explavhy parties might want mass
membership. However, Scarrow (1994: 48) finds thatBritish and German parties
ignore in their recruitment justifications the pbdgy that new members might
actively carry out specific local party tasks, baknowledges that party leaders must
be even more aware than party researchers thaaamiyority of members will work
actively within the party organization. Hence, firet four recruitment justifications
are probable answers to the question of what, ythamg, party leaders think the
inactive members are useful for.

Members Provide Valuable Ideddembers may be viewed as communicational links
between the broad electorate and the party leagedtsit keep the party tuned to grass
roots opinion, although this contradicts the idéanembers keeping their parties out
of touch with their electorates by supporting vimsing policies. The Labour Party
advanced exactly this kind of argument in the 19Wdeen it described potential new
members as a source of new ideas preventing tine fpam stultifying.

Members as Potential Candidatd3alton and Wattenberg (2002: 5) identifies as a
crucial task of party organizations the recruitmehtandidates to party and public
offices. In an open letter discussing the LaboutyPa1946 recruitment campaign,
one party official stated that its purpose was “(thg specialized enrolment of men
and women who are particularly well fitted, eithley character, or ability, or
experience, to take on important tasks inside oowvévhent. (...)" (Phillips 1946,
cited by Scarrow 1994: 49).

Lastly, I would like to include an argument of myru

Mass membership is an ideal in itséMarties may seek to enrol members because
they value popularly based organizations at a ntvedevel. Based on their
examination of what Norwegian party leaders haveneddo develop their

organizations, Heidar and Saglie (2003: 219-239ckale that these leaders clearly
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regard some kind of a membership party as an ith=aice, the linkage function that
mass parties came to be seen to perform in thetwadtieth century still lingers in
the minds of party leaders as something inhergubd.

Scarrow convincingly makes the case that politmaities need members, and in my view,
these reasons for seeking mass membership resespéeially with parties of young age
compared to established parties. Pedersen (198Rafgues that as political parties increase
or decrease in strength in the electorate as \geilh ahe parliament, they pass or eventually
strive to pass (and sometimes avoid) certain tltdsh The first threshold is the point of
declaration i.e. when a political group declares its intentio participate in elections and
effectively becomes a party. The second istineshold of authorizatigrwhich denotes legal
regulations intended to be a barrier against tirision of new parties by defining certain
requirements that parties have to meet in ord@atticipate in the electoral campaign or the
election itself, for instance a certain number ighatures collected per candidate or for the
party as such. The third is ttiereshold of representatioithe barrier all parties have to pass
to obtain seats in the legislature. Finally, ayantiss cross thiareshold of relevangevhich
Sartori defines as the point when parties get ftioal potential” or “blackmail potential”
(Sartori 2005: 122-123).

Pedersen argues that these thresholds form gdifesontinuum on which a political
party may move back and forth, but that it stritesadvance as far as possible beyond the
threshold of declaration, aiming at becoming angilparty. However, these thresholds also
divide up the history of a party into discrete grsgeach with its own dominant and different
qguality (Pedersen 1982: 8). In my view, a nascamtypneeds members in order to reach and
pass, to begin with, the threshold of represemtatind thus lay the foundation for eventually
becoming a ruling party. Without people to représba party and expose it to the electorate,
it would be impossible for it to win seats in tharlmment, let alone become a party with
executive power.

Whether there actually is a cost and benefit ti@fleso that the many reasons for
mass membership dwindle when it reaches a ceriz is uncertain. It could be that mass
membership can become an impediment to the patielship when it tries to devise the best
strategy for winning elections, as argued by Epstprovided that ordinary members are
given a say in for instance policy formulation. Meweless, until the point where
membership has reached a size which party lea@dirsedas problematic, they can plausibly

be expected to actively seek mass membership:
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H3A: The Progress Party Leadership Has Made Systentia Efforts to Increase
Membership

However, a decision by the party leadership touiecrew members and retain current ones

does obviously not guarantee that it will be susftésHence, a corollary is H3B:

H3B: Progress Party Leadership Efforts to Increase Membership Have Been

Successful

Empirical Testing and Operationalization of H3A andH3B

| operationalize H3A by searching for concrete gy the central/natiorialProgress Party
leadership to recruit new members and measuregdmrthose recruited. It is not enough for
the party leadership to recruit members; if it veardt keep them it must also stay in touch
with them. The reason for studying the work of teatral leadership is that it is unlikely that
local or regional branches initiate efforts to tetnew members and measures to retain those
recruited, if this has not at some point been eragrd by the central leadership. H3A is
supported if there is evidence of:

e Efforts to recruit new members

and

e Measures to retain those recruited

H3A is dismissed if | do not find evidence of:

e Efforts to recruit new members

and

e Measures to retain those recruited

% Relative to other factors.
% «Central leadership” is used interchangeably Withtional leadership”.
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| operationalize H3B by examining if Progress Pangmbers have joined following concrete
efforts by the party leadership, centrally, regibnaor locally, to recruit new members, and
membership figures remain stable and growing. H3&upported if evidence indicates that:

e Members join the party after recruitment efforésséd been conducted

and

e Membership has been stable and growing througheuparty history

H3B is dismissed if evidence indicates that:

e Members do not join the party after recruitmembres have been conducted

and

e Membership has not been stable and growing thrautghe party history

Organizational Network
The gist of this argument is that as a party expajebgraphically, membership growth may
be a consequence.

Selle and Svasand (1983: 214-215) argue that pp®rtunity for individuals to
become party members depend on the availabilith@party organization, and thus, that the
total membership in a party will be closely linkedthe extensiveness of the apparatus. The
Norwegian party structure corresponds to the adstmative structure of the state: all parties
have municipal and regional branches, in additothe central level. As in Duverger’s tree-
like mass party model, local branches - often naonerwithin large municipalities - are
linked to the central organization by regional stawes (Heidar and Saglie 2003: 223-224).
Traditionally, the “access structure” of Norwegiparties has been very unequal, which
seems natural, given the country’s vast territ@wly the Labor Party and the Conservative
Party have covered the whole country with partynbhes. For smaller parties, both socialist
and non-socialist, the organizational network hasnbless extensive (Selle and Svasand
1983: 214-215).
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An individual can always become a pangmber by joining the regional and national
party organization. However, if a political party without local branches in numerous
municipalities, it may stymie membership growthseveral ways. First, when a party is
absent in a municipality, it has no representatitteye to expose it and its policies to
potential new members. Although the national pmditidebate is available to all through the
mass media, there will be one less party particigah local politics. Furthermore, as joining
a party may be a considerable political statenemake for some, the threshold to do it may
be greater if potential members are not encourdgyeparty representatives they know and
trust. Second, potential members willing to becoactive in a local party may remain
inactive, if the party they want to join does nawh a local chapter, or they may join another
party.

In sum, as both the individual oppoityirio become party member and a party’s
mobilization capacity increase when it establishes local branches, membership growth is

likely to follow:

H4: Increase in the Number of Local Progress PartyfChapters Has Led to Membership
Growth

Empirical Testing and Operationalization of H4
| operationalize H4 by examining what role locab@hess Party branches play in recruiting

new members and retaining those recruited. H4ppated if there is evidence of:

e Local chapters taking part in recruiting and m@tay members

H4 is dismissed if | do not find evidence of:

e Local chapters taking part in recruiting and m@tay members

Executive Structure
When a party has a centralized executive structhre,could be conducive to membership
growth.

To study how the executive structure in a party mflyence membership growth, |
apply thebureaucraticmodeltaken from organization theory. As Selle and Svasd®83:

216) note, in such theory, models explaining tmecstires and functioning of organizations
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do not typically use political parties as exampldswever, organization theory is a very
general scientific discipline, and it should thwesjbst as valid to apply the models to party
organizations as to hospitals, unions, firms, amalip bureaucracies.

The gist of thébureaucratic modeis that organizational action follows primarilyfm
the executing unit’'s location in the authority stire. The local organization receives orders
from higher up in the hierarchy and implements tlatording to instructions. Activities are
based on abidance by a chain of command in whiglerdevels simply do as they are told,
not the branch’s own means-goal calculations. Tthesfundamental aspect of this model is
that the locus of decision-making is outside ttgaaizational unit itself.

Whereas Michels (1968: 15) argue that leadersrgérozations, including political
parties, develop expert knowledge, specialist skdhd commitment to their own power that
they use to subordinate the rank and file, Wils@@73: 215) sees the challenge as the
diametrically opposite: the masses are indifferant leaders must activate them. Applied to
organizations and not individuals, this means thatparty leadership has to instruct lower
levels what to do, otherwise there will not be muattivity. In this sense the local
organization acts within a bureaucratic systemamaits impetus to activity from the outside,
as it lacks both sufficient knowledge and politiesmigagement to initiate it itself (Selle and
Svasand 1983: 220-221).

Although such a claim about the people occupyiagitmns at lower levels in the
authority structure is both extreme and an afftonthem, it seems plausible that the party
leadership, who defines the overall action iter) hisust use both carrots and sticks to ensure
that subordinate levels get the work done. The fessgParty is considered to have the most
centralized organization in Norway (Svasand 20@3; and a centralized executive structure
should be conducive to the implementation of natiigndefined efforts to recruit new

members and retain recruited ones:

H5: The Progress Party’s Centralized Executive Strature Has Led to Membership
Growth

Empirical Testing and Operationalization of H5
| operationalize H5 by examining if decisions ire tRrogress Party to conduct recruitment
campaigns and measures to retain recruited menaersaken centrally, and if they have

been successful. H5 is supported if evidence inelsctnat:
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e Efforts to recruit and retain members are mainlygested and implemented centrally

and

e Centrally suggested and implemented efforts toure@nd retain members have been

successful

H5 is dismissed if evidence indicates that:

e Efforts to recruit and retain members are mainlygested and implemented locally

and/or

e Centrally suggested and implemented efforts taureand retain members have failed

4.4. Micro-Level Variables
The micro-level approach refers to the factors &xyohg individual party membership: why
do individuals decide to become members in the fhessgParty? There are two main
approaches in this literature. First, the WebersdAl tradition focuses on different types of
motivation for becoming a party member. Seconds #lso possible to consider the whole
range of socio-demographic variables suggestetidogéneral “participation” literature, such
as gender, age, education, income, and so on @thitand Goel 1977, Verba, Schlozman and
Brady 1995). Examining both of these approachds fa#yond the scope of this thesis; |
confine myself to the first.

Max Weber (1964: 407-408) claims that there are twatives for becoming active in
a political party: ideological or/and material bétse The obvious reason for individuals to
become party members is that they want to takeegiart in or endorse the formation and
implementation of policy objectives, but some mighih because they seek private goods
bestowed upon recipients of politically discretipnggovernmental or sub-governmental
appointments (Stregm and Muller 1999: 5-7).

Although these types of motives do not exclude amether, the distinction is useful
for sorting individual motives. Klaus von Beyme 889 171-175) identifies four motivational
factors. The first is the internal structure ofaatp. The rationale of this meso-level variable is

that an individual's environment influences therates of him or her becoming or remaining
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a party member: parties with indirect structuresl aollective membership are likely to
experience less membership fluctuation. The se@mtthird are material and ideological
incentives. Finally, at the macro level, economigctuations can indirectly influence
membership numbers, as individuals may be inspodsicome active when times are hard.

Richard S. Katz (1990: 154-157) examines party bwship from a rational
cost/benefit perspective. He lists five possiblevargls for individuals: policy influence;
preferential treatment at the hands of public @ffc or other material benefits; political
information; social rewards, such as companionshigratification arising from a sense of
performing a civic duty; and psychological rewarsisch as mental well-being as a result of
faith and identification experienced through mershgr. On the negative side, he mentions
monetary expenses and opportunity costs, suchea®sb of opportunities to exert influence
through alternative organizations due to lack oiti

Albert O. Hirschman (1982) considers politicaltgapation within a longitudinal and
dynamic perspective. Pondering why societies @deilbetween periods of intense interest in
public affairs and almost complete concentratiorpowvate affairs, he argues that individuals’
concern with personal goals at times yields disappeent, as their materialization depends
upon public change. This could trigger a willingnem their part to participate actively in
collective action. However, if this proves too etkag, they may retreat to the private sphere
again. Applied to party membership, an individuaining a political party might do so
because it contributes to the satisfaction of aqeal goal at some point in time. When this is
exhausted, the person is likely to leave the party.

James Q. Wilson (1973: 33-34), however, provides thost comprehensive
classification of motives for political activity. Ihough he acknowledges that any single
classification will be either too general or tooesific, he distinguishes between four

incentives:

* Material Incentives These are typically tangible rewards that canphbeed in
monetary terms, such as money, things and senko@snples include tax deductions
and gifts for which one would otherwise have to pag market.

» Specific Solidary IncentiveShese are abstract rewards that must be enjoyed in
company with others, and that may be given to sdmewithheld from others. Such
rewards are scarce, non-monetary and rich in stiiugistance prestigious positions
in the party, invitations to gatherings with thetgdeadership, or perhaps friendship
with a party leader (Heidar 1994: 161).
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* Collective Solidary Incentive¥hese are intangible rewards that no party mermdoer
be excluded from. Examples are the sense of gibentity, open gatherings, and the
joy of experiencing unity in fighting for a cauddgidar 1994: 161).

* Purposive IncentivesThese are abstract rewards that derive fronsehse of having
contributed to the attainment of a worthwhile causech as the enactment of a
certain law, the adoption of certain practisesther alteration of certain institutions

for the benefit of a larger public.

Wilson’s model of motives is based on Weber’s, haitexpands it to include two types of
solidary incentives: the specific and the colleetiAs von Beyme argues, it is not plausible
that members of political parties are motivated dnjely the desire for material gain,
socializing, or ideology, but rather a more or lesticulated mixture of these. But from a
Weberian perspective, it is permissible to opevatk ideal types (Heidar 1994: 162). On the
basis of Wilson's categorization, | discuss two nmievel variables that may influence
membership recruitment: policy support (correspogdio purposive incentivgsand the
availability of political positions for members fcesponding t@pecific solidary incentivgs

Once again the level of the variables is debatabte the one hand, policy support
indicates that individuals become party membersibiee they subscribe to a party’s policies
and want to actively or passively endorse it. fu® is on the individual, this is a micro-level
variable. On the other hand, as a party’s policaftect its position on national political
issues, it may be reasonable to focus on the ratmomtext of politics and thus call policy
support a macro-level variable. | label it microdéfor two reasons. First, it is the motivation
of the individual that interests me, regardlessnoentive type. Second, an individual may
join a party on the basis of interest in local eatthan national issues.

The availability of political positions for indiguals denotes that some may be
motivated to become active in a political partydese they want the positions per se. Again,
if focus is on the individual, this is a micro-léweriable. However, as such positions are
properties of organizations, the variable couldb di® termed meso-level. As with policy

support, | characterize it as micro-level on ace¢a@inmy concern with the individual per se.
Policy Support

The essence of this argument is that some indilsduay join a party primarily because they

support its policies.
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Downs (1957: 128) argues that new parties areyliteebppear and survive when there
is an opportunity for them to cut off a large pafrthe support of an older party by sprouting
up between it and its former voters. This arguneapplicable with regard to the emergence
of the Progress Party. In the consensus-orientstvyear Norway, the Labor Party enjoyed an
uninterrupted parliamentary majority from 1945-19@idth the Conservatives as the largest
opposition party. There was in general broad ages¢non domestic issues such as the
development of the welfare state, albeit some desagent on which means to be used. On
foreign policy issues, such as EEC membership aodrigy policy, there was more debate
between (and sometimes within) parties about tipecgpiate direction for Norway (Demker
and Svasand 2005: 16, Willoch 2002: 15-40). Intiatato the Progress Party, there are two
specific issues which are of relevance to the earag of it: the disappointment of those who
had hoped that the center-right government from51B&/1 by the Center Party, the
Conservatives, the Liberals, and the Christian R&ofParty would bring about substantial
change after 20 years of Labor Party t(jland the EEC membership controversy (Svasand
and Worlund 2005: 254-255). Today, the ProgressyRarthe second largest in Norway,
receiving 22,1% of the vote in the last parliamentdection.

The general point here is that when a new parsgsrand manages to establish itself
as one of the largest in a country through consex@dections, it shows that its policies are
supported by a large part of the electorate. tinly natural that this support also manifests

itself in membership growth, as some voters aregto take active part in politics:

H6: Support of the Progress Party’s Policies Has L&t To Membership Growth

Empirical Testing and Operationalization of H6

| operationalize H6 by examining the reasons oividdal members for joining the Progress
Party. H6 is supported if evidence shows that:

e Members cite policy support as the main reasofofomg the Progress Party

H6 is dismissed if evidence shows that:

3" The same parties formed a coalition governme®s8 following a vote of no confidence againstlth&or
Party government, but were in office for only faueeks (Willoch 2002: 61).
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e Members cite other motives than policy supportragn reasons for joining the Progress

Party

The Availability of Political Positions for Members
If it is relatively easy to acquire political pasns in a party, this may induce some
individuals to become members.

Although intuitively plausible, policy support as explanation of membership growth
may be insufficient at the micro-level. Individualko join a party must be expected to do so
because they subscribe to its policies. If that thasonly reason, however, other Norwegian
parties, and parties in other countries as welukhalso experience membership growth, as
their voters obviously endorse some or all of tipeilicies. Furthermore, the large majority of
Progress Party voters do not join the party. Indésda party that received 22,1% of the vote
in the last parliamentary election, and that fomeaime now has been the largest party in
Norway with 30% in numerous recent pdils the ratio of party members to voters (M/V) —
20,389 members to 585261 voters in 2805s actually quite low. Given the Progress Party’
size, more voters should be expected to be menobérg H6 is the whole truth.

In addition to policy support, there may be othmeatives for joining a party, such as
specific solidary incentives, in staying with Wifse categorization. One such incentive is the
availability of political positions in a party ardter possibly public institutions that may be
greater in a party with a low M/V ratio. If a partyas a hard time finding enough people
willing to take on positions in the party, the way a position may be short for those

interested in it:

H7: The Availability of Political Positions for Individuals Has Led to Membership
Growth in the Progress Party

Empirical Testing and Operationalization of H7

| operationalize H7 by examining if getting enougdople to fill political positions in the
organization has been a challenge for the Prodtasty. H7 is supported if evidence shows
that:

* Time frame: spring, summer, and fall of 2008.
39 Source: Calculated with data from Statistisk sghyrd (2008, 2005 ).
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e The Progress Party struggles nationwide with figdenough members willing to be

candidates for political positions in the party

H7 is dismissed if evidence shows that:

e The Progress Party has no nationwide difficutug$ finding enough members willing to

be candidates for political positions in the party

4.5. Interdependence of Variables

In light of the structure of this chapter, | magate the impression that | see my explanatory
variables as basically independent of one anothad, that they individually explain some
percentage of the Progress Party’'s membership gravawever, it could be that some of the
variables are merely preconditions that are coetihg@n other factors to lead to membership
growth. For instance, the rationale behind H2 & thublic subsidies have been used to recruit
and retain members. This implies that state funddngontingent on membership recruitment
and maintenance efforts to produce membership growtus, in the following chapter, |
(also) discuss whether my independent variablesanses or preconditions of membership

growth in the Progress Party.
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Chapter 5

Testing the Hypotheses About the Progress Party’s &mbership Growth

5.1. Introduction

In the following, | test the hypotheses set forttCihapter 4.

5.2. Macro-Level Variables

H1: Electoral Success Has Led to Membership Growtin the Progress Party

Before comparing Progress Party election results membership numbers from 1991 to

2007, I illustrate them graphically in Figure 1:

Figure 1: The Progress Party: Votes and Members

------- Vote Percentage P
— ———\Vote Percentage|R

Membership

In Figure 1, the Y-axis indicatdsth vote percentage amdembership in thousands. The X-
axis gives the year. “Membership” graphs the mestoprdevelopment, “Vote Percentage P”
the results in parliamentary elections, and “VotercBntage R” the results in regional
elections.

The graphs show that both the Progress Party’ssbiathe vote and membership
figures have increased from 1991 to 2007. Membpmshimbers covary roughly with the vote

percentage in both parliamentary and regional iele€t This, however, does not necessarily
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mean that membership figures grow on account ofdgelection results. In light of my
operationalization of H1 in Chapter 4, closer doguis necessary to conclude that electoral
success causes membership growth. Table 8, wiatshthe results of the Progress Party in
parliamentary elections from 1993 to 2005 and megjieelections from 1991 to 2007, and
membership data from 1991 to 2007, provides fa: thi

Table 8: The Progress Party: Votes and Members

Year Vote Percentage Membership in Raw
Numbers

1991 (R) 7,0 14926
1993 (P) 6,3 13179
1994 - 10555
1995 (R) 12,0 10932
1996 - 10117
1997 (P) 15,3 12013
1998 - 9841
1999 (R) 13,5 13907
2000 - 15174
2001 (P) 14,6 16529
2002 - 20104
2003 (R) 17,9 22420
2004 - 21934
2005 (P) 22,1 20389
2006 - 22295
2007 (R) 17,5 23869

The first column lists the year. Election years ararked with parenthesis (R = regional
election, P = parliamentary election). The secoalliran gives the share of the vote the
Progress Party received, and the final column tegbe membership in raw numbers.

With regard to parliamentary elections and theiorskerm and long-terms effects,
Table 8 shows that the Progress Party skyrocketed 6,3% in 1993 to 15,3% in 1997, with
party membership increasing from 10117 in 1996 201B in 1997, yet falling steeply to
9841 in 1998. While the party saw its share ofutbie decrease by 0,7% in the 2001 election,
membership grew by roughly 1400 members from 2@)®Q@01 and over 3500 in the
following year. The election in 2005 became a majoccess, however, with the Progress
Party winning a record 22,1% of the vote. Membegrdbll markedly, however, from 21934
in 2004 to 20389 in 2005, before growing to 22292006.
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Hence, it is not possible to discern a clear trevith regard to the effect of
parliamentary elections, neither in the short-temhe long-term. In 1997, a short-term effect
may have been present as membership figures grewebgnd of the year in comparison to
1996. This possible effect was absent in 2005, eslpership was markedly down compared
to 2004, despite the record election result. Siyilano long-term effect was present in 1998,
when membership figures fell to below the 1996 llere 2006, however, they passed the
2004 level.

Concerning regional elections and their short-temmal long-terms effects, Table 8
shows that the Progress Party went from receivitgof the vote in 1991 to 12% in 1995.
Party membership increased modestly from 1055®8% 10 10932 in 1995, but fell to 10117
in 1996. The electoral progress continued in 12@9the party won 13,5% of the vote, and
membership increased by over 4000 from 1998 to 1808 passed 15000 in 2000. In 2003,
the Progress Party once again beat its previowsiaieresult, winning 17,9% of the vote.
Membership also continued to grow, up from 20102002 to 22420 in 2003, but fell to
21934 in 2004. The Progress Party experiencedjat slecrease in 2007, with its share of the
vote down by 0,4% from the previous election. Memsbi figures grew, however, as the
party had roughly 1500 more members in 2007 th&006.

Again, it is difficult to say anything conclusiveaut the trend in regional elections. A
short-term effect could be present in all four #tats in discussion, as membership figures
grew by the end of the election year compared eoptievious. With respect to the long-term
effect, it was not present in 1996, when member§igires fell to below the 1994 level. In
2000, however, they passed the 1999 level.

It is possible that the Progress Party’s electematess has led to membership growth,
but not in every election. It is hard to gauge wlebectoral success leads to membership
growth and when it does not. It is clear, howetlgat membership growth is not an automatic
consequence of electoral success: every electisnitbavinners and losers, but parties in
general in Norway and Western Europe have beendasembers in vast numbers in recent
decades.

However, it seems plausible that electoral sucaesdd be a precondition for
membership growth that does not automatically leadt. It may be contingent on other
factors to produce this outcome. Some commentsoomer organization manager Leif
Hjeltnes may shed light on this. He has on sevecaasions related membership growth to
election years, not elections per se. In a comneentembership increase in 1998, he stated:

“Traditionally, we get many new members in electgars” (Fremskritt 15.08.1998). In
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2000, he said: “In an election year, like last yeae get a lot of new members (...)"
(Fremskritt 29.01.2000). Finally, in 2002, he stiatéin election years, we usually see the
largest increase” (Fremskritt 09.11.2002).

Hjeltnes is right. With the exception of the 208i&ction, membership figures have
risen in every election year since 1995, compaceth¢ year before the election (I do not
have membership data for 1992 to compare the 1B@8an with). Although Hjeltnes does
not indicate what he believes it is about electiears that leads to membership growth, it is
to be expected that the entire party organizasomabilized in election years. If the election
becomes a success, the party may try to capitahzé by intensifying the recruitment work
towards the end of the year. Thus, the effect ettefal success in a given year may be
contingent on the party leadership’s decision tantaa a high activity level in the aftermath
of the election (i.e. leadership efforts) to leadrtembership growth. | will return to this point

in the discussion of meso-level factors below.

H2: Increased Public Funding Has Led to Membershigsrowth in the Progress Party

Before examining if the Progress Party has usenifgignt amounts of public subsidies to
finance recruitment campaigns and/or membershipmteraance, | provide a survey of the
state subsidies’ share of the party’s income. Uofately, budget reports for the entire period
of the Progress Party’s existence are not availalile state subsidies’ share of the party’s

income is shown in Table 9:
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Table 9: The State Subsidies’ Share of the Progregarty’s Income*

Year Raw Numbers/Kroner Percentage of Total Income
1976 500000 77,6
1977 700000 82,8
1983 1562072 51,1
1985 2867799 81,7
1986 1630670 91,5
1987 1883468 82
1988 2033535 87,4
1989 2143071 77
2005 26145604 82,1
2006 40505152 91,8
2007 42044336 85,1

The first column lists the year, the second gives dtate subsidies’ share of the Progress
Party’s income in raw numbers/kroner, and the fodumn reports the state subsidies’ share
as a percentage of the party’s total income.

Table 9 shows that public subsidies have madeagmsiderable share of the Progress
Party’s income in the selected years. In raw nusikesner, state subventions increased from
half a million in 1976 to over 42 million kroner BDO7. As a percentage, state subventions
reached a low of 51,1% in 1983, but have largelgttiated around 80 and 90% throughout
the party’s years of existence, reaching a hig@2% in 2006. Ideally, all the years of the
Progress Party’s existence should be in Table 9,gbten the party’s relatively stable
electoral progress over the years, it is plaudibkexpect that the public subsidies’ share of the
party’s income fluctuated between approximatelyii 90% between 1990 and 2004.

As noted in Chapter 4, political parties in Norwageive a sum for generic use; the
government does not monitor the use of them. FrarProgress Party budget reports | have,

| cannot tell if the party has used public subvamito finance recruitment campaigns and/or

“0 Table 9 contains the income of the central orgaitn. Data for the years 1976 to 1989 were pralidy
Professor Lars G. Svasand, University of Bergenichl26" 2008. The source of the data for the years 2005 to
2007 is partifinansiering.no (2088200&, 2008). For the years 1976, 1977, and 1983, the figeredude
earmarked public subsidies. For the years 19855,18837, 1988, and 1989, the internal party budgmarts do

not say whether or not the figures include earnthneblic subsidies. For the years 2005, 2006, 200,
partifinanisering.no also has a budget post cdl@tier public support”, but this is not includedthre numbers

in Table 9.
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membership maintenance; the reports do not spéusy They show that income has been
spent on phoning, mailing, copying, and the likehichi can be activities related to
recruitment campaigns and membership maintenantehby do not specify if this is with
money granted from the government or other sponsors

The Norwegian parties may also be granted earmdapkeblic subsidies. A 2004
government white paper on party financing, openrass party advertising on television
called “Money matters, but votes decide” (“Pengdlet, men stemmer avgjar”), reported that
the Progress Party Study Association (FrS), cangisif the Progress Party and its youth
organization, received 192000 kroner in 2004 tgosupits activities. Public subsidies to the
parties’ educational activities have been granteces1959 in Norway, and the Progress Party
Study Association was founded in 1998. In additithe Progress Party received 1869000
kroner in 2003 in public support for its informated activities, under which the internal
newspaper, Fremskritt, is includédPublic support has been given to Norwegian nepessa
since 1969, and Fremskritt was founded in 1974 (NZDO4/25). Both the Progress Party
Study Association and Fremskritt are discussedettian 5.3 as important components of
membership maintenance today, and in this sens& mutbsidies have been used to finance
membership maintenance.

| cannot prove that generic public subventionsehdeen spent on recruitment
campaigns and/or membership maintenance. Howewessite of the public subventions has
increased enormously in raw numbers, as shown abbwethe extent that recruitment
campaigns and/or membership maintenance cost mdameyRrogress Party has been in an
increasingly beneficial position due to the spad@cbudget growth chiefly caused by public
subsidies.

Thus, state funding seems to be a preconditiomfembership growth. Before the
Progress Party’s electoral breakthrough in 198%ai6 most likely not possible to prioritize
recruitment and membership maintenance work likepidrty can today (see section 4.2 about
state funding). Recruitment of members may havegddnon the willingness of party
representatives to spend time on handing out flgerheir local town square, rather than
national campaigns. With more state funding, thetypeould increasingly afford hiring staff
to attend such matters exclusively. It was thentaphe Progress Party leadership what it
wanted to make out of this opportunity. In otherrdg) state funding is contingent on other
factors, such as leadership efforts, to produce Ineeship growth.

“1In 1999, public financial support of party newspapwas reduced and replaced by general publiodiak
support of the parties’ informational activitiesdidar and Saglie 2002: 75).
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5.3. Meso-Level Variables

H3A: The Progress Party Leadership Has Made Systentia Efforts to Increase
Membership
As a prelude to examining if the Progress Partyldeship has worked systematically to
increase membership, | want to emphasize that draraly opposite views on party
organization divided the party leadership in thrstfiyears of the party’s existence. When
Anders Lange founded Anders Lange’s Party for $ff@eduction in Taxes, Fees, and Public
Interference (ALP) in a movie theatre in Oslo ir¥29he did so out of an anti-establishment
ideology. This may not amount to an ideology in pineper sense of the word, but it was a
more or less coherent collection of ideas on wieasaw as the ills ailing the Norwegian
society. Indeed, the political message in the dpder gave at the founding meeting was
based on a flyer containing 14 “We are tired oflléis, which was distributed by his
followers (lversen 1998: 23-24). Lange argued addiyahat in order to be a corrective
force, his party should be a loosely organized muam on the outside of the establishment.
He was against any type of party organization, dmlieved the word "party” would attract
more media attention. He argued adamantly in fafodecision making by “spontaneous
action”; the elected representatives were to acbraiing to their own best judgment and not
be bound by any external party organization (Svh2003: 6).

Carl I. Hagen (Lange’s party secretary), howevieorgly favored the development of
both a formal party organization and a more integeaty program (Hagen 2007: 49-53).
Although Lange reluctantly, and only partly, acegptHagen’s request for an organizational
framework, the issue split the party, and Hagendafl joined the splinter Reform Party in
1974. However, after Lange’s death in 1974, theoRefParty merged with ALP in 1975, and
was renamed “the Progress Party” in 1977. Had Lamgfedied quickly after the party
founding, or otherwise been marginalized, his idgmal stance may have prevailed and
impeded the development of a mass party organizdo a considerable time. Hagen
immediately proceeded to build a conventional partyanization upon assuming leadership
in 1978, ending all debate about the matter (S\Wh2803: 7).

To gather information on what— if anything - tReogress Party does to recruit and
retain members, | interviewed Membership Supervisone Grethe Haudfh Her position
was created in 2006 upon a decision by the Exezuflemmittee (Sentralstyret) and the

“2 The interview was conducted August™B008 at the Progress Party’s headquarters in Gle.interview
was recorded and transcribed.
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National Committee (Landsstyret) to formalize cuatreractices regarding membership
recruitment and maintenance, and sorts under tiparfaent of Organization and Schooling.
Hauan is responsible for administering the memlyengygister and coordinating the work of
regional and local membership supervisors by coimiyicampaigns, conferences, seminars,
and the like (Fremskrittspartiet 20D8She has held the position since it was created.

| begin, however, with an account of the Progready® attitude towards rank and
file membership, as provided by Hauan. Accordindi¢o, ordinary members are important
for the Progress Party for numerous reasons. Fixy, short answer is: no organization
without members”, says Hauan. “The main point herethat members inspire party
representatives who work in politics and give theonfidence. People voting for and
sympathizing with the party is one thing, but wheey also join it, they convey formal
support”, she continues.

Second, “to ensure that the party improves itsel§ dependent on an influx of new
people. We are a party for ordinary people, andwaat new perspectives and different
opinions to evolve”, explains Hauan. According &r,ithe party now has members from a

broad spectre of professional groups. Says GeBeaktary Geir Almasvold Mo:

For a party that is based on the members’ partiopaand where policies are
developed in the party organization, it is very artpnt to have as many members as
possible. The more members we have, the more peopleibute to developing the
party. (Fremskrittspartiet 2006)

Third, “members are ambassadors to cities and dmatis”, says Hauan. She believes most
people have opinions about politics — “wherever gouy you hear people discuss politics”.
However, she admits that “the Progress Party isrdraversial party, and joining it can be
quite a step to take for some”, and adds that Gvkabout many who do not dare to tell their
friends that they have joined the Progress Pathey fear tough discussions”.

Fourth, “it is also about money” says Hauan, aihd@s“not a large sum members pay,
but we are very dependent upon it”, she continues.

Viewed in light of Scarrow’s list of reasons fwhy members are important, Hauan’s
second, third, and fourth points above correspandiémbers Provide Valuable ldeas
Members Multiply Votes by Everyday Contacsd Members Provide Essential Funds
respectively. Hauan'’s first reason for mass mentijgrs members motivating and giving
credibility to party representatives - is not men&d by Scarrow, however.

When asked about possible costs related to maswership, Hauan says:
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When you become a member, there are both rightsobhgations. If people don’t
care about these, there is a little extra work.pallitical parties experience ‘disloyal’
people. The more members one has, the more pddpleoi‘control’. Not everybody
understands that they must abide by our rulesis-nibt that serious, but you have to
pay your membership fee in time. (...) If everybodywyWws what they get involved in,
| think a large membership is only positive.

There is a powerful example of troublesome memivetee Progress Party’s recent history.
In 1994, the party had grown to include three idiaiie factions: the populists, the value-
oriented conservatives, and the libertarians. Tispute between these was resolved when the
libertarians left the party after the infamous om#l convention at Bolkesjpin 1994
(Fremskritt 09.07.1994, Iversen 1998: 132-136, 8wds2003: 8, Hagen 2007: 215-227,
Fremskrittspartiet 2008. Today, however, Hauan describes the memberstuatisn thus:
“We are so united, it is wonderful”.

In sum, my impression is that the Progress Partytsvas many ordinary members as
possible, as long as they have thought it througbike the 93 year old, who called me and
said ‘Now | want to be a member’. He had agreedh witr policies for many years, but now
he dared to join”, she says. She stresses that srendio not have to be active. The general
position of the party is summarized in the recreitin brochure used in the national

recruitment campaign in 2007:

We need members who support our work by paying rttembership fee and
marketing the party to friends and acquaintances.nded members who wish to take
active part in the effort to build the party — tyeading seminars and conferences. In
discussions in the local party. In the fashionifigpmgrams and election material. In
the work to market our policies to new voters. Tisavhy we need you specifically as
a member. We need all kinds of people with diveaditompetence. We need your
competence, your life experience, and your viewsefly put: we need more people
on the team contributing to changing Norway. Are yo? (Fremskrittspartiet 2068

Following its attitude to mass membership, the Rrsg Party actively seeks it, and
Membership Supervisor Anne Grethe Hauan says teredwo components to this today:
membership recruitment and membership maintenarzealiscuss the two in depth, | treat

them separately:

3 Bolkesjg was dubbed “Dolkesjg” in the media affter convention (Hagen 2007: 222).
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Membership Recruitment

Membership recruitment includes nationally, reglnar locally initiated efforts to bring
new people into the organization, for example néerent campaigns. Although campaigns
may be initiated at any level, it is unlikely thihe regional or local party organization will do
much unless it at some point has been encourag#tementral organization.

| have only found scant evidence of membershipurgoent in the Progress Party
prior to the mid 1990s, although internal party wloents indicate that the party has worked
to recruit new members. In the 1986 annual repdrithe Secretariat, the Executive
Committee “(...) believes that in the time to comwiill be crucial that the work of the party
organization becomes more thorough, with emphasisezruitment, schooling, and the
making of a good organization culture” (Fremskpésiet 1986). At the national convention
in 1990, the Progress Party devised “the Progresselient”, a white paper intended to
strengthen and develop the party organization gadhe regional election in 1991 and the
parliamentary election in 1993. With regard to lochapters, the Progress Party defined
among seven tasks to be prioritized membershipuitesent as the second most important
(Fremskrittspartiet 1990). |1 do not have any evatemf concrete efforts to recruit new
members undertaken as a consequence of these duedmatentions to prioritize
membership recruitment, but given that they steomfrthe highest level in the party
organization, it seems reasonable to assume tiyahidve been implemented in some form.

Despite the lack of evidence of recruitment cammsigl have found some
documentation of recruitment efforts in the earl99Qs. Before Fremskritt was sent
automatically to all members from 2000 and onwatks, newspaper included subscription
slips'* that readers could also use to join the partyl982, the Progress Party launched an
activity contest in the party organization. Localty branches were given 1 to 6 points for
various activities. For every new dues-paying memtte local party was awarded 1 point
(Fremskritt 14.02.1992).

Evidence of membership recruitment is more edsilynd from the mid-1990s — at
least it is more frequently reported in Fremskiiitiis seems to be related to the hiring of Geir
Almasvold Mo as general secretary in 1994. Althou@dwrl |. Hagen began building a
conventional party organization in 1978, Almasvbld is credited with making the Progress
Party the most professionally led party organizaiio the country (Dagbladet 05.10.2003,
Morgenbladet 26.01.07, Bergens Tidende 02.05.200Bg Progress Party launched the

** These slips were fill-in forms to cut out and sesdnail to the Progress Party.
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national recruitment campaign “Become an Element Yoo!"* in January 1996. Almasvold
Mo stated that it marked the start of “two hect@ass” in which membership recruitment and
schooling of party representatives would be pied as preparation for the 1997
parliamentary election (Fremskritt 16.12.1995).

The next national campaign | have evidence of W&escome a Member of the
Progress Party — and Take Security Back!”, conduttem September 1998 to April 1999.
Former organization manager Leif Hjeltnes stated the purpose of the campaign was both
to recruit members who could form the basis for ih@wal chapters prior to the 1999 regional
election, and to increase membership in generahgbkritt 26.09.1998).

Between the campaign in 1999 and 2007, | have owntd evidence of any national
recruitment campaigns taking place. Hjeltnes camdirthat the party did not conduct any
major recruitment campaigns between the one in 1289 2007, when he resigned, but
stresses that he, and others in the central ora@miz communicated continually to regional
and local party branches that they were obligateadrk constantly to recruit new members.
The recruitment slig§ featured in every edition of Fremskritt corrobesaHjeltnes’ claim;
the party leadership wants members to use the ra@esgo recruit new ones. In 2002, an
advertisement with the heading “Use Fremskritt it Members” stated this explicitly:
‘Do as many local branches have begun to do, usepdrty newspaper actively in
membership recruitment”, and it noted that the mapsr included a recruitment slip
(Fremskritt 20.04.2002).

Membership Supervisor Anne Grethe Hauan has beechamge of two national
recruitment campaigns in the three years she has imethe job. The national recruitment
campaign in 2007 was called "Join the Team”, with subtitle “The Progress Party Needs
YOU on the Team. Do You Want to Join Us?". The caigp lasted from May f2to
November I. The purpose of the campaign was an increaseeimtimber of dues-paying
members (Fremskrittspartiet 2607 The Progress Party also arranged a one-day ¢gmpa
October 28 and November®ithis year called “Join the Team”, with the subtitTogether
We Can Renew Norway!”. Again, the purpose of thagaign was an increase in the number

of dues-paying members (Fremskrittpartiet 2§)08

%> The strange-sounding title of the campaign wasimdtistic spin on a statement made by former Qhrist
People’'s Party leader Valgjerd Svarstad Hauglamdyhich she referred to “the elements” who votedtfe
Progress Party.

*® These slips were/are fill-in forms to cut out asmhd as mail to the Progress Party, and replaeedatimbined
subscription/recruitment slips after Fremskritté®e included in party membership in 2000.
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There is some intermittent evidence of local cammpai September 141996,
Fremskritt featured a story about @stfold Progrssy, which was conducting “Recruitment
Campaign 1996”. The article claimed that many laad regional chapters were conducting
recruitment campaigns in 1996. Three months latee, newspaper reported that Oslo
Progress Party had conducted a recruitment campgdggmskritt 14.12.1996). Finally,
Fremskritt April 16" 2005 had an article about the launching of a ignent campaign in
Baerum Progress Party.

Like Hjeltnes, Hauan says the central organizatiimtay communicates continually to
regional and local branches the importance of bagtiye and visible, and that the permanent
obligation of every member to constantly try tortgéicnew members must be seen in light of
this.

Membership Maintenance

Membership maintenance means all work related tainieag and activating members by
maintaining a constant contact between them angdhy organization. Hauan has provided
detailed insight into what this involves today, bitegin with what this consisted of prior to
her tenure.

As with membership recruitment, | have found ditdocumentation of membership
maintenance work prior to 1994, except for in catio@ to the 1992 activity contest referred
to above. In this contest, in which the party leadgp awarded 1 to 6 points for various
organizational activities, socializing events andnmbership meetings were given 3 points,
and information letters to members 2 points (Freaitisk0.02.1992).

July 9" 1994, former party leader Carl I. Hagen had aiclarin Fremskritt about the
rebuilding of the party organization following thedeal at the national convention at
Bolkesjg in April that year. With regard to membepsmaintenance, he stressed that every
regional and local branch had to plan membershiptimgs, implicitly suggesting that they
had not done this in any structured fashion befohes seems to have been the start of an
explicit focus on maintaining party membership.

In October 1994, the reformed Service Secrethgaame operative, and former office
manager Per Arne Olsen was put in charge of dewgjojne membership register, while
former secretary Heidi T. Bergersen was to regislenew members centrally and mail them
welcome letters. However, all eleven people in 8exvice Secretariat were to assist in
membership maintenance work when necessary (Frétrzkr10.1994). In 1998, the work of

the Service Secretariat was further compartmewi@lias the newly created Organization
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Department, led by organization manager Leif Hgdth was to work more exclusively with
membership recruitment and maintenance towardseienal and local levels (Fremskritt
01.08.1998). Hijeltnes describes the essence of Wik as surveying the membership
situation in regional and local chapters to encgereecruitment and maintenance efforts
proven effective, while trying to improve the sitioa in regional and local chapters that were
struggling.

When Hauan was hired in 2006, the intention of pasty leadership was, as
mentioned above, to formalize current practicesamdigg membership recruitment and
maintenance. With regard to the latter, it involgeseral ongoing tasks. First, Hauan defines
“exchange of experiences” among regional and logainbership supervisors as perhaps the
most important task. Twice a year she gatherseglional membership supervisors (every
region has one). New membership supervisors arengiletailed insight into what the job
requires, and every one takes part in the geneddlamge of experiences of their own (they
may convey stories on behalf of local membershipestisors), try to come up with new
ideas on how to go about their jobs, and are gitasks to practise on. The positive

experiences of some are used to both teach andatebthers. Hauan:

We had this sunshine story about a member who lzachged to recruit 100 new ones
— | then had to find out what he had done. (...) ldé recruited at his job and made a
list of potential members, and then contacted theimad to follow up and ask: ‘Who
can beat him?’ It is important to use stories tikg as motivation.

Regional membership supervisors must also meet an@ar with all the local membership
supervisors (all local branches have one) to exgpha@xperiences and discuss their jobs, she
explains. Finally, Hauan travels to lecture induadl regional and local branches on
membership maintenance, focusing on comparing ttteimprove the general work of the

party organization in this respect:

I’'m very concerned with statistics; numbers hauetdo say; they can be depressing,
but mostly motivating, | think. The goal is to datts about the membership situation.
| have to see if there is development, or haagrsited?
Hauan says the Progress Party uses additional saremafacilitate dialogue between
membership supervisors between the gatherings, ascimtra net and “The Member’'s

Corner”, a column in Fremskritt. An example ofstis “The Recruitment Champ Wangsvik”,

" Hjeltnes was hired in 1997 (Fremskritt 06.12.1997)

64



a story in Fremskritt about Ernst Wangswik, whoveeleaves home without the Progress
Party’s recruitment booklet” (Fremskritt 10.06.2006

Second, the Progress Party “offers a whole logrefat courses”, Hauan says. The
Progress Party Study Association (FrS), consisthghe Progress Party and its youth
organization, was founded in 1998 and is one ofj@@ernment-approved study associations
in Norway. The aim of its work is to prepare mensbé&r service in party and/or public
offices (Fremskrittspartiet 20842004). In 1998, FrS arranged 48 courses and 541 members
participated in one or more of these. In 2007, Re®&l 251 courses, and 4967 members
participated in one or more of thé8eSays Progress Party Media journalist Arne-Petter
Lorentzen: “The magazine Kapital ranked our indésthooling the best among the political
partied®, and because of these courses people think ibie fan to be members”.

Third, Hauan says she tries to encourage memipessipiervisors to combine political
work and socializing events as a means of memhgersliintenance: “The combination of
socializing and politics is a winner. The key iscteate something interesting, among other
things with the use of external lecturers, and ttherit within a socializing atmosphere”. She
adds: “The social part is very significant. We klgygagree on politics, and it is then important
to gather to get a refill of motivation and inspioa”. She cites the youth organization, FpU,
as front runners in this respect: “It has arrangedkend seminars with participants as young
as 13, where the focus is on politics, but in aiadocontext”. Furthermore, “some local
Progress Party chapters arrange informal gathemrigge members can bring friends who
are not members”.

Finally, as national membership supervisor, Haigmrresponsible for constantly
improving the general maintenance work of regiaral local levels by trying to devise new
ways of facilitating contact between members amdgarty organization. She claims that “it
is important for us that members are contacted evtiezy live. Political issues take time, but
if we forget the members, they will leave”. In lveork towards regional and local levels, she
says that “I believe in focusing on single tasketsure continual development”. The first
major task she began to work on in 2006 was rediidth the number of members with
unknown address. By centrally registering the asklod every member, she believed it would

be easier to achieve the goal of making the Prsgrearty one of the first five

8 Source: Leader of the Progress Party’s DepartwfeBtganization and Schooling, @istein Lid.
9] have not been able to verify that Kapital ranke® the best among the educational organizati6rieeo
political parties.
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institutions/firms/organizations members contacewimoving. She is currently working on
gathering the birth date of every member.

Thus, leadership efforts have been a preconditmmniembership growth in the
Progress Party. My analysis shows that the Progfeady leadership has worked
systematically to increase membership from 1994 anevards. | did not find any
documentation of such efforts prior to 1994 beytmal activity contest in 1992, and lack of
systematic activity is further indicated by two tfas. First, annual national membership
figures first became available from 1993 and onwashd this indicates that the Progress
Party’s general focus on membership recruitmentraathtenance was rudimentary prior to
the mid 1990s. If the party leadership had wantedark systematically on developing the
Progress Party as a mass membership organizatiaxémple in the 1980s, they could be
expected to have mustered aggregate figures bamk fhhus, the existence of national
membership figures from 1993 and onwards could tesalt of the white paper “the Progress
Movement”.

Second, the party was suffering from a fractioreiparty organization in the early
1990s, a division that culminated in the Bolkespatooversy in 1994 (Fremskritt 09.07.1994,
lversen 1998: 132-136, Svasand 2003: 8, Hagen 2005-227, Fremskrittspartiet 2063
When the party elite was divided, it seems thataoizational development was hardly
possible, even if some in the leadership had adedda

From 1994 to today, there are numerous exampleseofuitment campaigns,
nationally and locally. One could argue, howevhbat tfour national recruitment campaigns
are not much in 14 years. Hauan says such campaignproblematic in certain regards.
First, “things cost money” — during the 2007 camgpaithe central organization produced
recruitment flyers and mailed them to all regioclapters, she says. Second, they may not be
equally effective in all regions, she explains: ¥ a.skilled member can recruit 50 new ones
in a short while at Karl Johan Avenue, but you adrdo that in Alta, where a recruiter will
face bigger challenges”. Third, “I don’t think & smart to have too many campaigns, people
will get tired of them”. To the extent that thisepticism is shared by others in the central
organization, it could explain why there were ntioraal campaigns between 1999 and 2007.

On the other hand, both Hauan and Hjeltnes emphalsat the party leadership has
always encouraged lower levels in the party orgdion to be active and visible, and that
recruitment does not happen exclusively throughpzagms. Says Hauan: “We want to make
it as easy as possible for the party representatiieen it comes to the administrative part,

and then it is up to each regional and local brdrek they want to do it”.
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With respect to membership maintenance, the tiragbnthe same: there has been a
continual focus on this with the reshaping of tresvige Secretariat in 1994, the hiring of
Hjeltnes as organization manager in 1997/£83%hd the creation of membership supervisors
in 2006. The gist of this work, as conveyed by Heaaad Hjeltnes, has been to ensure that
regional and local branches maintain continual @onwith individual members.

In sum, evidence supports H3A from 1994 and onsyaadd it is strengthened.

H3B: Progress Party Leadership Efforts to IncreaséMembership Have Been Successful
To prove that recruitment efforts have been eféecta natural starting point is to look for
documentation of members joining as a direct camsece of campaigns. | have found some
evidence of this. With regard to national campaigasnumber of regions reported new
members after the 2007 campaign: Troms 170, SareBlag 155, Akershus 145, Rogaland
144, and Hedmark 123. These members had signed somy uhe campaign flyer
(Fremskrittspartiet 20@).

The results of the one-day campaign Octobé? @8d November i this year are
coming in as | write, and the final result of trempaign is probably not available in time for
the delivery of my thesis. Several regions haveoneg new members thus far:
Finnmark/Troms/Nordland 86 in totdl Rogaland 50, and @stfold 140 In addition,
Telemark Progress Party conducted a campaign fragugt 3¢ to September" Together
with the one-day campaign Octobef"2fnd November®i, this had given 45 new members as
of November 19 20083,

Moreover, Fremskritt has featured several storErisuccessful recruiting. In 1996,
leader of Alstahaug Progress Party, Steinar Albeigt was able to recruit 18 new members
(Fremskritt 28.09.199). The same year, former organizational deputyde&iv Jensen in
Oslo Progress Party registered 64 new membersaioigpa recruitment campaign (Fremskritt
14.12.1996). In 1998, Hammerfest Progress Partysatsged for recruiting 35 new members,
which according to former organization manager Eg#ltnes was “completely exceptional”
(Fremskritt 15.08.1998). Finally, Fremskritt Jul™ 2002 featured a story about Hol

Progress Party, which had recruited 68 new membesig months.

0 As noted above, Hjeltnes was hired in 1997, bgabeas organization manager in 1998.

*1 Source: Administrative Adviser Svein Alfred Nilsevovember 16 2008.

%2 Source: Membership Supervisor Liv Andresen of @dtProgress Party, November"18008. These figures
combine the results of the one-day campaign andhdrabership growth this year prior to the campaign.

%3 Source: The District Office of Buskerud, TelemaaRkd Vestfold Progress Party, Novembef 2208.
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One the one hand, these various stories indiaateessful recruitment in the given
years and in all of Norway. On the other hand, theyain single cases and are insufficient
for concluding that the Progress Party’s recruithedforts since 1994 have been successful in
general. To further explore this, | compare menttprsbefore and after recruitment
campaigns were conducted. | do not know the spettifie frame of the 1996 campaign, but
given that General Secretary Geir Almasvold Mo amoed it in Fremskritt 16.12.1995, and
none of the other campaigns mentioned here hatedlasore than approximately six months,
its seems reasonable to compare the membershi®986, Wwhich was 10932, with the
membership numbers in 1996, which were 10117. Basethis time frame, the campaign
does not seem to have been successful. HowevAtnasvold Mo stated that the campaign
marked the start of two years of focus on recrutinemembership figures in 1995 could also
be compared to those in 1997, which were 12013eiGithis extended time frame, the
increase in membership from 1995 to 1997 coulddrdypattributable to this campaign.

The campaign launched in September 1998 endegrith ¥999, and it thus seems fair
to compare the membership in 1997, which was 12048, the numbers for 1999, which
were 13907. There was thus clearly a surge frony 189999, and once again, the increase
could be partly attributable to the campaign.

With regard to the Progress Party’'s membershimte@ance, | begin with some
guotes by party representatives to illustrate Hosy thave evaluated the party’s efforts in this
respect. The Progress Party itself has attributenhipership increase to its own maintenance
work on several occasions. In a comment to memigergiowth in 1996, Almasvold Mo
attributed it indirectly to organizational work: K& numbers show that the organization has
been completely re-established after the previaubutence” (Fremskritt 28.09.1986
David Lande, journalist in Fremskritt, stated iteditly in 2006: “The formidable increase in
members follows among other things from the orgaion’s broad focus on membership
maintenance (...)” (Fremskritt 13.05.2006). In 2080mbership Supervisor Anne Grethe
Hauan stated: “There is no doubt in my heart! Altergot membership supervisors, we have
seen both membership growth and the number of paymembers increase”
(Fremskrittspartiet 20@.

However, other statements indicate that the pasy tonsidered its membership
maintenance work flawed. After campaigning in dlNorway prior to the 2003 regional
election, former deputy leader John Alvheim saidh&é received a lot of feedback on lack of

membership maintenance locally:
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It wasn't just sporadic feedback | received, baih@ough criticism of local branches
that didn’t recognize their responsibility to tadare of new members. One [member] |
spoke to had paid the membership fee for two ye@rsout receiving invitation to a
single membership meeting. (Fremskritt 08.11.2003)

Two years later, Almasvold Mo stated: “Our membars our most important resource.
Therefore, membership maintenance must be priedtizJnfortunately, many members do
not hear from their local chapter and the partyoneyreceiving Fremskritt every second
week” (Fremskritt 26.11.2005).

However, the membership figures have been relgtstable and growing since 1993.
Section 3.7 shows that the Progress Party had 1@&r®bers in 1993, rising to 25000 today,
albeit with some fluctuation in between. This irat&s successful membership maintenance in
this period, despite that some individuals havé léfmembership maintenance had been
generally ineffective, membership figures shoul#ehaemained more or less the same, as
many of those joining the party left again, or skimg, as some old members departed as
well.

Taken together my analysis shows that the Prodtady leadership efforts to increase
membership have been successful. First, the pasydnadually, from 1994 and onwards,
built a staff that works full time on membershigcmgtment and maintenance. From the
reorganization of the Service Secretariat in 198ére is continual development with the
hiring of Leif Hjelthes as organization managerl®97/1998 and Anne Grethe Hauan as
national membership supervisor in 2006. Furtherm@emembership supervisor was
appointed in every regional and local branch. Ftomto bottom, the Progress Party has 370
membership supervisors today (one nationally, ®orally, and 350 locally). This indicates
that the party leadership has continually evaluéibtedProgress Party as a mass membership
organization to gauge if the recruitment and maiatee work can be improved. Moreover,
the leadership efforts are likely to stem from acréasing awareness and appreciation of the
potential benefits members provide, which Hauas.lis

Second, | have documented direct membership gréoilttwing various recruitment
campaigns. Indeed, | have no direct evidence tameat that the 1996 and the 1998/1999
recruitment campaigns were successful. However1886 campaign was in a sense a two-
year campaign, and in 1997 membership increasadpaed to 1995. Furthermore, the
membership increased from 1997 to 1999. The 200ipamn gave many new members, and
the available evidence thus far indicates thaRO@8 campaign has also been successful.

Third, membership figures have been relativelplstand growing since 1993.
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In sum, the evidence supports H3B from 1994 andandsy and it is strengthened.

H4: Increase in the Number of Local Progress PartyChapters Has Led to Membership
Growth

Table 10 reports the number of municipalities wiitogress Party branches from 1975 to
2008:

Table 10: Norwegian Municipalities with Progress Pey Branches™

Year Number of Municipalities | Number of Municipalities

in Norway with Progress Party

branches

1975 443 52
1979 454 96
1983 454 158
1987 454 172
1991 448 241
1995 435 195
1999 435 259
2003 431 304
2008 430 350

The first column gives the year, the second lisésrtumber of municipalities in Norway, and
the final column reports the number of municipastivith Progress Party branches.

Table 10 shows that the Progress Party has irentats representation in Norwegian
municipalities rapidly through the years. From Imavb2 local chapters in 1975, the Progress
Party reached a temporary high of 241 in 1991.985] however, this number was down by
almost 50, which was probably a natural consequehtke divisive national convention in
1994, after which the libertarian faction left tparty along with four MPs, and the youth
organization, which was controlled by the liberdas, dissolved itself (lversen 1998: 132-
138, Svasand 2003: 8, Hagen 2008: 215-223, Frettsglaitiet 200B). This proved a short-
lived setback, as the number of municipalities wRtogress Party branches rose quickly
again, reaching 350 in 2008. With regard to the Imemof Norwegian municipalities, it has

** The source of the data for the years 1975 to 208%&sand and Wérlund (2005: 256). The sourc@@68 is
Statens kartverk (2008) and Fremskrittspartiet 820
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decreased from 443 in 1975 to 430 today, causiagdnty branches to municipalities ratio to
increase correspondingly in this period.

On the basis of the information provided by Menshg Supervisor Anne Grethe
Hauan, | would argue that the skyrocketing of tlnher of municipalities with Progress
Party branches has not been inevitable. On thenand, the Progress Party seems to realize
that both individual opportunity to become party mier and the party’s mobilization
capacity increase when it establishes new localdbres, as Hauan states that “We obviously
wish to be represented in all municipalities”. Qe ther hand, “It is not a 'must’ to have
local branches in all municipalities. Partly be@tisere are costs involved; it is expensive to
make things work”, she says, and “there must beiginpeople willing. (...) it is not enough
with four members to start a branch”. Accordinghe Progress Party establishes a new local
branch only on the basis of an examination of tendation for it, which the regional
organization is in charge of: “The regional chapgemrequired to constantly consider the
possibility of erecting new local branches”, anke‘tNational Committee keeps record of how
many municipalities remain.”

Second, the Progress Party is principally in fasbrmunicipalities merging if it
believes it will enhance the quality of public dees in given municipalities
(Fremskrittspartiet 2005). As noted above, the remdd Norwegian municipalities has been
reduced by 13 from 1975 to 2008. | believe it mugible that this has induced regional party
organizations to exercise constraint in encouragiegestablishment of new local chapters
where the party favors merging of municipalities,teat the number of municipalities with
Progress Party branches may have been higher ipahtg had a different position on the
issue.

The vast geographical expansion of the Progresy’'#arganizational network has
obviously made possible a considerable potentialte local party organization in taking
part in membership recruitment and maintenance, Hiadan characterizes the local
organization as important in this respect, as 0@/2statement on page 68 shows. As noted
under H3A, every local branch has a membershiprsigoe in charge of all work related to
recruiting and retaining party members in his arthranch, and he or she must be a member
of the local board. Moreover, “Regional and lochhpters are free to fashion and conduct
their own recruitment campaigns”, and “Very mangabbranches run their own campaigns,
while others don't”, says Hauan.

The rise from 52 branches in 1975 to 350 in 2008 recessarily led to membership

growth in the Progress Party; enough people haee becruited in a given municipality to
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form a board, at a minimum. However, with regargtoving that local chapters take active
part in recruiting more members and retaining thérare will be differences in the extent to
which they do this. First, some local branches stehe active. On the one-day campaign on
October 28 and November Sithis year, eight out of 13 local chapters in tegion of
Finnmark participated, 20 out of 33 in Nordlanddal¥ out of 18 in Tron?s. As noted
above, this had resulted in 86 new members as ofetdber 18 2008. Membership
Supervisor of @stfold Progress Party, Liv Andreseonfirms that several local chapters
participated in this campaign without specifying@ thumber. This had resulted in 140 new
members as of November 18thAt least 11 out of 14 chapters in the region efemark
participated’. This had given 45 new members as of Novemb&r 208, as noted above.
Furthermore, as shown on page 67, the 2007 campi#sgrproduced many new members in
the Progress Party. Although | do not have dathawm many local branches participated, the
total number of recruited members in the givenaegi- 737 - indicates that local branches
participated actively.

In addition, the above cited stories about Alatad) Oslo, Hammerfest and Hol
Progress Party suggest that these local branclvesdegn active, at least in the given years.

Second, some local chapters may have held campaitipest not frequently. It could
be that the some of the above mentioned local besuddenly decided to conduct their first
recruitment campaign. Furthermore, some local @raphay do it only when they take part
in centrally initiated campaigns.

Third, others, as the quotes by former deputy deatbhn Alvheim and General
Secretary Geir AlImasvold Mo indicate, seem to lileeracontinually inactive.

Regardless, it seems clear that the geographxgalnsion of the Progress Party has
led to membership growth. First, every opening okew local chapter has necessarily led to
membership growth. Second, the results from thevalmted campaigns show that local
branches from all over the country have recruiteshyntnew members to the Progress Party,
at least in the given years.

In sum, | would therefore argue that local factansl especially the expansion of the
organization through the establishment of new loclaépters have been influential in
recruiting and retaining members. However, the mieghe central party organization in

initiating and coordinating local efforts should becognized. Although it is the regional

%5 Source for Finnmark, Nordland, and Troms: Admiitve Adviser Svein Alfred Nilsen, Novembéf Z008.
%6 Email November 18 2008.
5" Only local branches with registered membershipwjias of November 12were listed in the email.
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branches that assess the possibility of erectinglaeal branches, they have been given this
task by the central organization, which keeps @b$iow many municipalities remain with
regard to having full national coverage. Furthemmdhe central organization initiated both
the successful 2007 and 2008 campaigns, in additoconstantly communicating to the
regional and local levels that they are to keepghgir general membership recruitment and
maintenance work, for example by including recreitinslips in every addition of the internal
newspaper, Fremskritt. Thus, | conclude that cétgealership efforts were a precondition for
the local initiatives and geographic expansion, clwhin turn have demonstrably led to

membership growth.

H5: The Progress Party’s Centralized Executive Strature Has Led to Membership
Growth

Although the Progress Party was intended to b@sely organized movement outside of the
political establishment when Anders Lange founded 1973, it became the most centralized
party in the country under Carl |I. Hagen’'s leadgrsiollowing the hugely successful
parliamentary election in 1989, when the ProgremsyRvent from two to 22 parliamentary
seats, a significant change was made in the ptatytss, as the party's parliamentary group
became organizationally subordinated to the Exeeu@iommittee. The Executive Committee
was authorised to oversee the establishment anahigagion of the parliamentary group
following a general election and was also the btidyt defined the rules of the group and
decided on the group's budget and strategy. In chsedisagreement in the parliamentary
group, a minority could appeal the decision to Executive Committee, which had the final
word. These changes were largely seen as an attgn@arl I. Hagen to control the ten-fold
increase in the number of MPs. The organization fmather centralized in 2000 with a
paragraph allowing the Executive Committee to edelor suspend members it considers to
work against the party, abuse their position inghgy, or otherwise have acted in a way so
as to make it inappropriate for them to stay memberthe party’ (Svdsand 2003: 12,
Fremskrittpartiet 2008. Moreover, in all Norwegian parties, the regiomparty controls
nomination for parliamentary office, but in the gress Party the Executive Committee can
force the Regional Committee to call a new nomamatimeeting (Svasand 2003: 12,
Fremskrittspartiet 2008

%8 This is the current wording of the paragraph.
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Given that the regional and the local level un@derd that the interests of the central
organization always come first, they can be exmedte loyally implement instructions
received from it, including recruitment campaigibe testing of H3 has made it clear that
efforts to recruit and retain members are mainlygested and implemented centrally, or can
somehow be traced back to central initiative. Ferrtiore, the efforts have been successful.

However, as noted above, Membership SupervisoreA@methe Hauan believes
national recruitment campaigns are problematicomesways, despite that the Progress Party
has conducted four national campaigns from 1998)@8. On the other hand, the centralized
executive structure in the party is useful whenythake place: lower levels in the
organizational hierarchy do as they are told.

With regard to membership maintenance work, tiotupe is somewhat different. As
local membership supervisors were created follovardgecision by the central organization,
and their work is systematically supervised by tlegional and the central level, the
centralized executive structure of the ProgressyRsuof more permanent significance: local
membership supervisors are used to constantly aimgyvéo higher levels in the party
hierarchy.

Considering both centrally initiated membershiprueément and maintenance work,
Hauan’s statement on page 60 - “We are so unitéiwionderful” — indicates general content
throughout the organization with how the partyeid.|

In sum, it seems clear that the central leadersigigcribed on page 72-73 as a
precondition for successful local initiatives ircmaiting and retaining members, is facilitated

by the centralized nature of the executive strigctur

5.4. Micro-Level Variables

H6: Support of the Progress Party’s Policies Has L&t To Membership Growth

Heidar and Saglie (2002: 157-159) apply a modifieision of Wilson’s framework to
Norwegian parties to inquire about their memberstiwations for joining. Questionnaires
were sent out in 1991 and 2000. Eight answer optisere combined into four categories.
Political issues and ideological orientations asemeinants of membership were called
“Politics”. Where professional background, membgrsim a voluntary organization, or
participation in direct action/protest politicslunced the decision to join, the label “Political
Environment” was used. Those attracted by a coafgmirty environment or persuaded by

family or friends to join, were sorted under thdegary “Social Environment”. Finally,
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members that just wanted to express passive emdergavere registered as one group. This
alternative indicated planned activity level rattiean a motive. The reasons of Progress Party

members are given in Table 11:

Table 11: Progress Party Membership Motivations

Membership Motivations The Progress Party

1991 2000
Politics 72 69
Political Environment 3 2
Social Environment 6 7
Passive Endorsement 19 22
Sum 100 100

N 1991/2000: 181/214

The first column gives the categories of membershigtivations, the second and third
column list the answers of Progress Party memhed®991 and 2000. Answers are given in
percentages.

Despite the small number of respondents, the fegprevide an idea of Progress Party
members’ general motivation for joining. Politicalotives were by far the most dominant
among the alternatives. Almost none of the respatsdeere motivated by the political or
social environment at neither point in time, whalleout one fifth joined to express passive
support in both 1991 and 2000.

Based on this survey, it seems that Progress Ratybers do not join because they
are motivated by past professional, organizatiamgbolitical experiences, and nor are they
drawn in by the party atmosphere or persuasivelyamembers and friends. Although some
just want to passively endorse the party by pagitygarly membership fee, the great majority
is inspired by its policies to the extent that tipégn to take a more or less active role in party
work. Regardless of planned activity level, it ssestear that those who become members in
the Progress Party do so because they subscrilte policies. Actually, if the categories
“Politics” and “Passive Endorsement” are added,citabined percentage is close to 100 for

these two answer options.
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However, Table 11 gives the answers at two spepiats in time: 1991 and 2000.
On the one hand, it is thinkable that answers caa@different had the respondents been
asked in different years. On the other hand, time iyear span between the observational
points indicates continuity in the respondentsvears.

| would argue that policy support can be both aseaaf and a precondition for
membership growth. If members have joined the RxsgParty upon becoming politically
cognizant and decided independently to do it, palicpport is a per se cause. However, if
individuals sympathizing with the party have joingdupon being influenced by external
factors, for instance party representatives condga recruitment campaign, policy support

has been contingent on other factors to producebaeship growth.

H7: The Availability of Political Positions for Individuals Has Led to Membership
Growth in the Progress Party

If my last claim above is wrong, and policy suppsmeither a cause of nor a precondition for
membership growth, members could be motivated byathailability of political positions in
the party. Obviously, no one joins a party if hesbe generally disagrees with it, but specific
solidary incentives (see section 4.4) may be endogimdividuals without strong views.

The Progress Party experienced a strongly growupgat in the electorate in the late
1980s that the organizational apparatus was nappeed to handle (Heidar and Saglie 1994:
141). Hence, at the national convention in 199@, Rnogress Party devised “the Progress
Movement”, as described above a white paper inttndestrengthen and develop the party
organization prior to the regional election in 1981 the parliamentary election in 1993. The
report included an analysis of the strengths ardmbaknesses of the party organization. The
latter amounted to a list of 12 points, one of whicas the volatility of those filling political
positions at the local level: they came and weatftequently (Fremskrittspartiet 1990).

| infer from this that before the overhaul of tparty organization in the 1990s,
political positions in the Progress Party weretreddly easily available for those interested, as
such positions frequently became vacant. Furthesmuoolitical positions in the party must
have had limited attractiveness, otherwise thosetetl would have remained in them. This
seems plausible given that the smaller a partynis imunicipality, the more the local
representatives must work to market it. In somesathe party’s survival may be at stake.

Today, the Progress Party’s organization is cameid the most professional in the
country (Bergens Tidende 02.05.2008), and MemberShpervisor Anne Grethe Hauan says

that “we have no difficulties with filling the topositions, regardless of what list it is”. This
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claim is supported by a comment by former orgaiopatnanager Leif Hjeltnes, who in a
comment to membership growth in 2002 stated: “Tin@ne rings constantly. People even call
to say that they want to be on the list for therdl Progress Party branch. But it is not that
simple. We have many members to pick from” (Frentis&0.11.2002).

Hauan admits that “there may have been cases bfisuhe past’. Fremskritt July™1
1995 had stories indicating lack of people intexe@sh serving the Progress Party. One family
in Oppdal had been put on the Progress Partydrsthie local election against its will. One
man who was a candidate in the local election fobd¢d Progress Party had been dead for a
long time. Hauan says that this does not occur angnmMoreover, she cites incidents where
“individuals have joined the party with major aniits in very short time, but they have been
exposed”. To be elected to a political positionthie party today, she says “You have to
market yourself; you have to prove that you havaething to contribute with”, and adds that
“We are one organization, and it is it you havevemt to advance, not yourself”.

Furthermore, as roughly 5000 members, nearly ¥hefentire membership, attended
party schooling in 2007, a number almost 10 timéstwt was in 1998, the Progress Party
clearly has many members willing to devote time affdrt to advance its cause, in spite of
the low party members to voters ratio. This shaafgtesent an impediment to anyone hoping
to acquire political positions quickly. Especiadiifted individuals may be able to do it, but
the party is constantly increasing its share of petent members ready for service. There
may still be members who have joined the Progress/Ripon spotting a possibility of an
easily available political position, but they aikesly to become fewer.

Thus, it may have been possible to acquire polipositions in the Progress Party
relatively easily when the organizational apparawss underdeveloped, and this can
consequently have led to membership growth, butpduy refutes the possibility of this
today. In addition, formal competence through imirschooling is becoming so common
among members that those aspiring to climb theypadder are likely to have to prove their
commitment by attending “boot camp” first.

In sum, the availability of political positionsay explain some early recruitment in

the Progress Party, but it is not an importanioiaabhymore.
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Chapter 6

Conclusion

6.1. Introduction
| begin the final chapter with a brief note on twmntribution of the thesis, before discussing

central findings. | round off the thesis with sosuggestions for further research.

6.2. Contribution of the Thesis

| believe | have met the two criteria formulated Kyng, Keohane and Verba (1994: 15).
First, my thesis provides insight into factors Imgvicaused membership growth in the
Progress Party, particularly the significance afdership efforts in recruiting and retaining
members. This should be of interest to all politparties.

Second, this insight is also of academic valueit as a contribution to the extant
literature on several topics. With regard to pamgmbership, | have highlighted the
significance of leadership efforts for the ProgrBssty’s membership growth. This might be
used to shed light on the membership situation theroparties in Norway and foreign
countries more generally, particularly what padgders do (and do not do).

My thesis also contributes to increasing our knolgke about the organizations of
right-wing populist parties in Europe. | have pied insight into how the Norwegian
Progress Party views the role of ordinary membansi how it goes about recruiting and
retaining them. Moreover, | have accounted for plagty’s organizational expansion and
centralized executive structure, and the signifieanf these factors for membership growth.

Finally, with the respect to the alleged obsoleseeof party members, | show that
members can still be considered very important g§jomparties. The Norwegian Progress
Party considers them critical to its success, amditric opposition to what scholars such as
Kirscheimer and Epstein hypothesized about Wesbi{igan parties.

6.3. Central Findings

Table 12 summarizes the findings from the testihthe hypotheses (due to the length of the

hypotheses, only their numbers are included):
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Table 12: Summary of Hypothesis Test Results

Hypotheses Status After Testing

H1 Contingent on other factors

H2 Contingent on other factors

H3A Strengthened

H3B Strengthened

H4 Contingent on other factors

H5 Contingent on other factors

H6 Strengthened/Contingent on other factors
H7 Possibly in the past, not anymore

The first column gives the hypotheses, the sechows their status after testing.

Table 12 shows that hypotheses 3A and 3B have $teengthened, while H1, H2,
H4 and H5 are contingent on other factors. H6 e lpartially strengthened, but could also
to be contingent on other factors. H7 may explame early recruitment in the Progress
Party, but it is not an important factor anymore.

Writing a thesis like this is a challenge with pest to structure. To explain
membership growth in the Progress Party in an trdashion, | wrote a theory chapter
containing seemingly independent hypotheses abloeit causes of membership growth.
However, | did not exclude the possibility of irtennection of independent variables. Thus,
whereas chapter 4 consisted of dismantling thedyértommenced the work of assembling
the parts again in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 is abaupébeting it.

Figure 2 suggests the overall findings of my asialy
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Figure 2: Factors Leading to Membership Growth in he Progress Party
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To explain the Progress Party membership growtim fi®73 to 2008, the party leadership’s
systematic work to increase it seems to be thef&etpr. However, it did not step into play
before 1994, and it was then facilitated by a nunmdédactors. To begin with, the Progress
Party has successively increased its share ofdtes from 5% in 1973 to 22,1% in the 2005
parliamentary election, and from 1,7% in 1975 tq5% in the 2007 regional election.
Electoral success may have provided an impetughierparty leadership to intensify its
recruitment work, but more importantly, it has tedcomprehensive state funding, which has
put the Progress Party in an increasingly benéfpmaition to spend money on membership
recruitment and maintenance.

State funding has also allowed for geographic egjpa. From 52 local chapters in
1975, the Progress Party now has thousands of pgptesentatives spread over 350 local
branches, ready to implement central initiativestoease membership.

Finally, the centralized nature of the ProgresdyPaexecutive structure and support
in the electorate for its policies have also besgtdrs conducive to leadership efforts. The
party’s centralized executive structure has enalibedleadership to effectively implement

measures to recruit and retain members, whilertbee@asing support in the electorate for its
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policies has increased the pool of potential memas Figure 2 shows, policy support may
also be a cause of membership growth).

In sum, the Progress Party’s leadership has ceggithlon a number of factors
facilitating successful membership recruitment amaintenance work. It is unclear to what
extent efforts to recruit and maintain members d@duhve been conducted without these
favorable circumstances. However, the Progresy IRaay be credited with making much out
of its opportunities. From 1994 and onwards, theypl@adership has worked systematically
to increase mass membership by hiring staff to veorkt, carrying out numerous recruitment

campaigns, and devising new measures to keep msnnie organization.

6.4. Suggestions for Further Research

A natural starting point for suggesting future st is the findings of this case study of the
Norwegian Progress Party. | have found that lehgergfforts appear to be a central
component in the explanation, although it may ddpen several other factors to be
successful. It would be interesting to see if tlotds water in a larger, comparative study. An
obvious obstacle to this is the limited number lod@rvations available in terms of parties that
experience membership growth, at least within Wadkirope. This could be circumvented,
however, by accepting variation on the dependenabi@. That is, my independent variables
could possibly be examined with respect to thefieatfon membership figures in general. A
prospective research objective would then be togegaleadership efforts’ effect on
membership numbers at a given time, regardledseaf positive or negative growth.

Second, | cited in Chapter 1 Mudde’s (2007: 26%)26laim that to explain the
sustainedelectoral success of right-wing populist partiesEurope, party organization is a
critical factor. A point Mudde makes is that veitylé empirical information is available on
the internal life and structure of these partieqpo&sible research objective is then to conduct
more case studies of my type, if possible. | havann that the Norwegian Progress Party
considers ordinary members crucial to its viabiityd success, and it would be interesting to
see if right-wing populist parties in general inrgpe hold the same view of their members.
However, and as mentioned, Mudde argues that we kitite about the organizational lives
of these parties. The reason is that parties irergémprefer to keep their internal life away
from public scrutiny, and right-wing populist pagiare more inclined toward circumspection
due to scepticism of academics and journalistsjrfgdahat the information they provide will
not be used for strictly academic purposes. Howdvsave for the most part not encountered

any reluctance to sharing information with me asaaademic in my encounter with the
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Progress Party, despite that some in the centadelship did not answer my emails. Both
Membership Supervisor Anne Grethe Hauan and lezidée Progress Party’s Department of
Organization and Schooling, @istein Lid, stated thay were interested in all academic work
about their party; they were interested in any Keoge that could increase their
understanding of issues that affect them, suchhas dynamics of party membership.
Consequently, | was granted a day at the Progrady Readquarters in Oslo, letting me
speak to everyone there, including mayors and dtamds. | was also handed detailed
information about membership figures from both Haaad Lid in the central organization
and random regional representatives. Hence, tlegeadl scepticism of right-wing populist
parties towards academics and journalists couleixaggerated.

Finally, this thesis has demonstrated that thegfess Party puts much effort into
retaining their members. It would be interestingdmpare political parties systematically, in
Norway to begin with, with respect to how they atiyimaintain contact with their members.
Do they differ from the Progress Party? | have agmined one case, and it could be that
other parties go to the same lengths as the Prmodragy, or even further, in terms of
membership maintenance, despite that they havhatbthe same membership growth as the
Progress Party. This could produce more insiglatiné significance of the party organization
itself as a determinant of membership growth. itag up to others to pick up the topic where

| leave it.
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