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Abstract
This master thesis studies how the issue of fact-checking has evolved in the Norwegian public
debate. This thesis looks into the matter of how fact-checking became an issue in Norway.
The public debate on fact-checking escalated particularly after the announcement of a new
fact-checking mechanism in Norway March 21st, 2017. The new fact-checking mechanism is
a collaborative project between the large media organizations Dagbladet, Verdens Gang
(VG), Norwegian Broadcasting Corporation (NRK) and TV 2. This collaborative project is
named Faktisk.no, and it operates through an online website where fact-checks are published.
According to Faktisk.no, the aim is to improve the quality of the public debate in Norway, by
fact-checking statements that are trending, and additionally to provide emphasis on critical
awareness towards the sources of online news.
This thesis aims at studying how different actors from different sites of action engage in the
issue of fact-checking in Norway. The different sites for action that have been followed to
study the issue of fact-checking in Norway are the fact-checkers from Faktisk.no, the digital
platform of Faktisk.no, journalists, politicians, and the public engaging with the issue. This
thesis builds on a combination of methods. In-depth interviews, virtual observation, and
document analysis have been conducted to study how actors engage with the issue putting
forward their interests. This thesis explores how the fact-checking mechanism Faktisk.no
originated, and how the project was initiated and organized.
Furthermore, this thesis explores how the need for a fact-checking mechanism was justified,
and how other actors in the network of fact-checking react to and engage with the issue. The
different actors from the different sites of action have different subjective agendas, possess
different types of knowledge, and hold different power positions. This thesis will thereby
explore the tension and relations that a platform such as Faktisk.no brings into being in
modern media society. This thesis will follow how the issue of how fact-checking evolves in
Norway, aiming at contributing to a more general discussion on the role of Faktisk.no in
relation to new media in today’s democracy. This thesis finally suggests that in order to
perform as a credible and trustworthy corrective to improve the quality in the Norwegian
public debate, Faktisk.no must maintain and strive for visibility and accessibility in society,
by representing an independent, neutral and transparent fact-checking mechanism in modern
media society.
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1.0 Introduction
1.1 Fact-checking in the Norwegian democracy
The main objective of this thesis is to investigate how fact-checking became an issue in
Norway. The number of fact-checking sites to fact-check public debates have increased
significantly worldwide, and in 2017 the first fact-checking site in Norway was announced.
Four of the large media organizations in Norway started a collaboration with ambition to factcheck statements that are trending in the public debate, both spread through news media and
through social media. The name of this collaborative enterprise is Faktisk.no. The media
organizations involved in the collaborative enterprise is Dagbladet, Verdens Gang (VG),
Norwegian Broadcasting Corporation (NRK) and TV 2. Faktisk.no is an online platform that
operates as a mechanism for fact-checking. It is presented as an independent and selfgoverning tool, one that should help to enhance democratic debate in Norway. The platform
came together with the issue of the need for checking facts, both issue and platform being
intimately intertwined. This thesis follows this process of issue formation and legitimation of
the Faktisk.no platform. It has Faktisk.no as its main object of research.
The media organisations participating in this collaborative project are mainly contenders
within news media, and this collaboration can thus be considered both unique and innovative.
Faktisk.no is not only the first online fact-checking site in Norway, but it is also the first time
large media organisations co-operate in a project intended to enhance democratic debate in
society. In Norway today, we live in an age of digitization, where older media becomes
connected to newer media. Older media considered as media before the Internet, such as
newspapers, books and television. The newer media considered as all the communication
channels developed in the wake of the Internet. The original public broadcasting in Norway
has changed and is now operating in a large arena of different platforms and communication
channels. Public broadcasting is operating through both older media and newer media. The
public gather information and news from different kinds of channels. Those channels vary
from radio, to television, to daily newspapers, and to social media such as Facebook and
Twitter. Faktisk.no as an organization must therefore move within a complex arena of digital
media in today’s modern media society (Syvertsen 2008, 137).
The mass media is central in this study. Mass media consists of different media technologies,
and most important for this thesis are news media and social media. The rise of today’s mass
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media has been closely connected to the rise of modern democracy in both the United States
and in Europe. Modern democracies can also be referred to as media democracies. Politics,
economics and law are in a large scale operated and communicated through mass media, and
mass media serve as information sources for the public. Modern mass media has changed the
divisions between public and private. Divisions between social arenas are in large scale
moved, or even erased. What used to be clearly separated fields of the public and the private,
are no longer easy to separate. Through the Internet, the world is more connected in the sense
that we can gather information in a short amount of time, about nearly what we want, or about
nearly who we want (Eide, Skogerbø, and Syvertsen 2008, 15-16; Skogerbø 2008, 39).
The mass media has grown remarkably both in Norway and worldwide. Especially since the
expansion of the Internet in the 1990s, the development of mass media, and number of
employees working with media and news production, is formidable. Mass media is considered
essential for democracy. Mass media provides us with both opportunities and challenges, and
citizens this post-industrial society, are pushed to engage with both. Western democratic
societies build on the presumption that healthy political systems require a well-informed
citizenry. The opportunity for participation may be increased by the new media, but at the
same time, one cannot guarantee that every individual expressing themselves are
acknowledged in public debates, or that every individual expressing themselves are factual
and serve the interest of the public (Eide, Skogerbø, and Syvertsen 2008, 19-20; Rasmussen
2008, 199). The aim of this study is to provide insight in how fact-checking became an issue
in the Norwegian democracy. Further understanding of modern media society, the public, and
the relation in between is thus considered essential to answer the research questions presented
in the following chapter.

1.2 Research questions
The focus in this study will be on fact-checking as an evolving issue in the Norwegian public
debate. The dynamics within a society in a digital age are complex, and deeper insight in the
mass media, the history of fact-checking, and the democracy will be essential to approach this
thesis’ research questions. The main question to be answered is how fact-checking became an
issue in Norway. For the sake of operationalizing my research, I break this question into two
secondary questions: 1) How did the fact-checking site Faktisk.no originate? 2) How was the
need for this mechanism being justified? I will provide empirical insights on the different
ways in which fact-checking emerges as an issue in Norway by combining interviews, virtual
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observation and document analysis. Particularly, I have followed the issue as it is discussed
on different digital media platforms, mainly Facebook and Twitter. I place this investigation
within a larger concern on the role of Faktisk.no in relation to new media in today’s
democracy. This thesis follows the irony that Faktisk.no supposedly is a mechanism of
credibility within modern media society, but constantly have to defend, or prove, their
credibility. This thesis will follow how the issue of how fact-checking evolves in Norway,
aiming at contributing to a more general discussion on power relations and power tensions in
today’s democracy.
In order to situate my research and the origins of the need for fact-checking, I have revised
academic literature mainly from Science and Technology Studies. In order to address my
research questions, I have combined in-depth semi-structured interviews, digital methods by
virtual observation, and document analysis. The in-depth interviews are with fact-checkers
from Faktisk.no. The digital methods are conducted as virtual observation consisting of
systematic analysis of the media platforms Facebook and Twitter where the issue evolved in
the public debate. I have also considered articles in the news media as a part of the study, to
track how fact-checking was articulated as an issue in the media landscape. In this way, I have
followed the issue as it emerges in the public space, explicitly how fact-checking as an issue
is articulated in online environments.
It will be relevant to create an understanding of the Norwegian mass media, the public, and
their interplay. Theoretical resources and perspectives from Science and Technology Studies
are beneficial in this study. Especially the work of Bruno Latour, Michel Callon and John
Law, and their contribution to Actor-Network Theory. Within the field of Science and
Technology Studies, «the social» is considered as something that is constantly reconfigured,
and an ongoing achievement. A narrower approach from Science and Technology Studies is
an issue-oriented perspective mainly inspired by Noortje Marres. It is especially the
articulation of issues that are considered important objectives to study, and how issues emerge
and evolve (Callon 2001, 62; Marres 2007, 1).

1.3 Thesis structure
In this thesis, the main objective is to study how fact-checking became an issue in Norway,
aiming at contributing to a more general discussion on the role of Faktisk.no in relation to
new media in today’s democracy. In order to place the thesis in a context, insight in
3

digitization and public involvement are presented initially in the first section after the
introduction, to describe the context that fact-checking evolves within. Fact-checking as an
issue in Norway becomes a part of the modern media society which is presented in the first
chapter, followed by the next chapter on democracy and public participation. People who
work with fact-checking are beginning to describe fact-checking as a distinct profession.
Nevertheless, fact-checking as an evolving profession is related to traditional journalism, and
therefore a chapter on journalism and truth, and journalism and blogs have been included to
provide insight in journalistic standards of verification and ethics.
The next section on the emergence of fact-checking sites is included to give information on
how fact-checking is an apparently developing profession deeply related to the use of digital
platforms. Fact-checking as a digital mechanism have been initiated mainly in the United
States of America. The first fact-checking sites originate from USA in the 1990s, while the
emerging profession started to spread worldwide to a greater extent during the 2000s.
Subsequently, the emergence of the first Norwegian fact-checking site, Faktisk.no, is
presented. Faktisk.no, as a project consisting of a new digital mechanism for fact-checking the
public debate, was announced on a press conference March 21st, 2017. A summary of the
press conference together with an introduction of partners involved is provided.
Supplementary, another study on fact-checking is presented. The study is a reflection on the
results from REVEAL, a research project by European Union over three years that investigated
the use and impact of fact-checking and verification services. The study is presented in the
end of the section, primarily to illustrate how fact-checking was perceived in Norway prior to
the announcement of Faktisk.no, and which possible challenges that might arise.
The next section on theoretical approach presents the theoretical framework that works as
theoretical groundwork for this study. Resources from Science and Technology Studies that
holds concepts to study how issues emerge and evolve in democracies are introduced.
Additionally, concepts to study how different actors use sites for action to articulate the issue
and put forward their interests are presented. Actor-Network Theory provides the study with
understanding on how it is relevant to consider different sites of action in the study of
processes of issue articulation. This research looks at how different actors at different sites in
the network push forward different agendas, and how for that they use different tactics. That
section consists of a chapter on how public issues come into being, with inspiration from
Noortje Marres and how the public engage in issue formation. The next chapter on political
4

technologies and technologies of truth consist of inspiration mainly from Kristin Asdal and
Michel Foucault together with Noortje Marres, to further investigate ways of studying how
different actors from different sites for action mobilize different tools and technologies to
push forward their agendas.
Thereafter, the methodological approach and design are presented. This research is designed
as a case study with Faktisk.no as main object. In order to study how the issue of factchecking developed in Norway in different relevant sites, I have carried out in-depth
interviews in combination with virtual observation and document analysis. The in-depth
interviews are conducted with the fact-checkers from Faktisk.no, who can contribute with
information on how the project was initiated and how the need for a mechanism for factchecking is being justified. Virtual observation is considered beneficial to study how
especially the public engaged in the issue of fact-checking, and how they perform their
agendas through social media, primarily Facebook and Twitter. Studying documents involves
analysing documents that are used by actors from different action sites to put forward their
agendas in the issue of fact-checking. In this thesis, such documents are news articles and
opinion articles published by either journalists or politically involved people. Lastly, in the
end of the section on methodological approach, considerations on the trustworthiness of this
study is provided.
In the section of empirical analysis, empirical insights on fact-checking as an issue in Norway
are presented. I identify some tactics deployed by different actors from different action sites
in the network of fact-checking in Norway. During this research, the empirical materials were
organized in accordance to those network sites (i.e. fact-checkers, the platform itself,
journalists, politicians, and the public engaging with the issue). I consider these to be main
sites for action, where the issue undergoes different forms of articulation (sometimes
conflicted). Those are also the categories that I have used in presenting my results in the
section on empirical analysis. When approaching the public engaging with the issue I do not
refer to the Norwegian public in general, but to those particular publics that have engaged
with the issue in social media sites such as Facebook and Twitter.
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Figure 1: Actions sites in the network of fact-checking

Before concluding remarks are presented, some of the most recurring elements from the
empirical analysis are discussed. The main findings that are problematized and further
discussed are the co-operation between the large media organisations and power relations in
modern media society, the ongoing process of selecting statements to fact-check, the scale
Faktisk.no use to grade the statements that are being fact-checked, and the importance of
visibility and accessibility for maintaining credibility. These most recurring elements from the
empirical analysis are discussed primarily because those elements are common for all the sites
for action. The discussion elaborates on how the different sites for action relate to the issue of
fact-checking, and which relations and tensions that emerge between the different actors in
the different sites. In the last section, the concluding remarks are presented, and further
research suggested.
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2.0 Digitization and public involvement
2.1 The modern media society
In this section, the main aim is to present and describe the context that fact-checking evolves
within. The development of mass media has gone through large modifications and
improvements. The radio first came to Norway during the 1920s, and the television in the
1950s. In the beginning of 1990s, the Internet had its expansion. The organization of the
traditional media such as radio, television and newspapers have changed. While media types
used to be managed through monopoly and centralization, or as party press within politics, the
organization of the media has gradually changed into privatization and commercialization.
Media communications have developed from original broadcasting to ongoing broadcasting,
information and communication through the Internet, and even through individual mobile
devices. The changes within media can be described as contributions to new opportunities for
the public, or new opportunities for an emerging public. Individuals are now in positions
where they can have access to information flows whenever they want, and through which
channels they want (Eide, Skogerbø, and Syvertsen 2008, 19-20; Syvertsen 2008, 137).
The press in Norway is considered the main institution for the emerging participating public
after 1814. During the 19th century, the press was considered as central in mobilizing the
public. That is especially evident in the emergence of the party press where newspapers
represented different interest groups in the society, and where newspapers informed and
enlightened the public. In addition to changes within the Norwegian media, changes in social
arenas also occurred. What used to be clearly separated fields of the public and the private,
are no longer easy to separate. Especially through television and social media, more people
know more about other people. The public receive information and news continuously, and
with access to Internet one can easily engage with the information and communication
channels, for instance by participating in online platforms, such as social media sites or online
newspapers (Gripsrud 2011, 40).
Nonetheless, in media science, one must recognize that the media is supposed to represent the
truth, but one must at the same time recognize that media can never give a complete
illustration of reality. Parts of the reality are picked out to represent the whole truth, and such
framings can in a larger scale be linked upon different controversies and conflicts between
different actors and stakeholders in the society. That illustrates the amount of power that lies
within the media, and challenges that may arise as results from friction between power
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relations in the society. Although media is supposed to enlighten the public with trustworthy
information, the information provided are often parts of the reality picked out to represent the
truth, and the media therefore have the power to choose representations of reality. Both power
within media and challenges that may arise are subject to problematizations in this thesis,
which aims at addressing, but also contribute to, ongoing public discussions on the role of
Faktisk.no in relation to new media in today’s democracy (Eide 2008b, 161-164; Eide,
Skogerbø, and Syvertsen 2008, 15-16).
The mass media holds a double role in society. Mass media serves as both arenas for actors,
and as actors itself, in several social processes in modern societies. Mass media is both media
institutions, and so-called symbol-producing institutions. Mass media both work with the
market forces, and at the same time work as an actor in a democracy. Hence, both power of
the material and power of the symbols are in tension (Eide 2008a, 23-25). In the postindustrial society, the development of information and communication technology (ICT) can
illustrate some distinct changes in society and power. The society has gone from horizontal to
vertical in terms of management in societies. While industrial societies are characterized by
hierarchy and top-down management, post-industrial societies are more characterized by
down-and-up management. Before, the press was more separated from other sections in the
society, and from the public as well. Today, politics, markets, media, and the public are more
interrelating, and have effect on each other. The changes in society management can be
illustrated by development from the time when the press was party press, until today, where
the press is no longer tied to a party, but rather in a position with impact on the political. The
institutional position of media has changed, and the power relations in society are in tension
between politics, markets, media, and the public (Eide 2008a, 24-30).
Which role the fourth estate, the media, should hold in a democracy has evolved as an
ongoing discussion, mainly because the fourth estate is not a formally recognized part of the
political system, but still holds significant influence on society. One normative theory is that
media is the manager of freedom of speech and might hold positions where all sections in the
society have the opportunity to express themselves. Another theory is that media is the carrier
of a public dialogue and enables it and is responsible to communicate it. A third normative
theory, is the media as arena for liberation, or participation (Skogerbø 2008, 39-51).
Faktisk.no represent a new platform and mechanism in the Norwegian context. The platform
might hold a position for freedom of speech, as carrier of public conversations, and as an
8

arena for participation. But as the rest of mass media, legitimacy must be upheld for the
content to be considered as credible. The irony of credibility of Faktisk.no becomes an
important part of elaborating and interpreting on how fact-checking became an issue in
Norway throughout this thesis. Faktisk.no is supposed to represent a credible fact-checking
mechanism in Norwegian modern media society, however other actors in the network do not
necessarily evaluate Faktisk.no as credible.
Faktisk.no is a digital platform where fact-checks are being published continuously. At the
website, the public can gain insight in the work methods by the fact-checkers, the statistics
from the fact-checks, and the different partners and employees involved in the project.
Faktisk.no also perform and engage at Facebook and Twitter where the public can leave
comments, likes, and sharings. Faktisk.no is presented to represent an innovative and unique
site in within new media in the Norwegian democracy. Faktisk.no might be understood as a
new mechanism within news media, but what separates Faktisk.no from other news media, is
that there are apparently no market forces involved, and no competition involved. Faktisk.no
is presented as an independent and self-governing organisation, which according to Faktisk.no
has the mission to fact-check the Norwegian public debate, and hopefully contribute to a more
critical and trustworthy media society.

2.2 Democracy and public participation
In this section, the main aim is to contextualize this thesis in terms of democracy and public
participation. Collective communication within media have become essential for democracy.
«The news media play a crucial and complex role in democratic representation» (Brown
2009, 223). Between the public and the government, media organizations are institutions that
represent mediation between the different sectors in society. Nonetheless, even though mass
media is credited a crucial role in democracy, mass media is moreover constantly criticized
for different kinds of framings and criticized for highlighting conflict rather than
compromises. Through mass media, the public is enlightened, both regarding public interests,
and regarding private interests. Acknowledged by Jürgen Habermas, a separation between
public interests and private interests should be in place in order to achieve political rationality.
Thus, to achieve political rationality, private and subjective interests must be separated from
public debates. The internet has somehow troubled this separation, because of the focus on an
open debate where everyone can participate. The opportunity of presenting issues from
different individual interests, and interests of groups in society, have increased with digital
9

tools as blogs, online newsgroups, and online discussions. What used to be clearly separated
fields between the public and the private, are no longer easy to separate. The Internet
strengthens the public, the half-public and the private communication platforms. What used to
be definitive criteria according to Habermas; that the public sphere should consist of factual
argumentation on issues of public interest, might be mixed with argumentation of other kinds
of interests as well. The various forums give room for just as much private interests as
interests for issues of public interest (Brown 2009, 223; Rasmussen 2008, 199 and 202-204) .
There are different ways for the public to participate and deliberate in modern media
societies. Participation through voting among the public is an important part of a democracy,
but not yet fulfilling. Between the market, the state and the private life, there should be an
active civil society, both on national and international levels. For a democracy to obtain and
optimal functioning, citizens must be politically informed, and they must have access to
information. In a well-functioning democracy, we want citizens to participate, to engage and
take action, which implies that access to information is fundamental. Access to information
prevents action based on for example misinformation, or actions based on ignorance. When
citizens are well informed and enlightened, the chance of more responsible actions increase.
In addition, critical awareness among the public is moreover necessary for modern media
democracies. There should also be a balance within democracy, a balance that ensures
equality between different groups in society, where everyone have the same opportunities for
participation and deliberation (Aalberg and Curran 2012, 34; Ihlen and Robstad 2004, 181;
Rasmussen 2008, 205-206).
In this time of digitalization, it is deliberation around which type of normative model of
democracy we should strive for. The models often discussed are primarily a representative
democracy model or a deliberative democracy model. A basic prerequisite for a representative
democracy is that people have practical opportunities to express one’s opinion using the new
media, and independent from government coercion. A basic prerequisite for a deliberative
democracy appears more restricted than the representative because the quality of the
communication is more in focus than the quantity. A resolution would then be to stimulate the
involvement in civil society and the public, rather than maintaining and imposing existence of
several channels for participation as in representative democracy model. In the Norwegian
society today, we see examples of both representative and deliberative democracy model.
Some virtual societies are based on public interest, while others are not. Some people take
10

advantage of several communication channels and participation channels daily, while others
are more passive users of the new technology and the new media. Some forums are more
restricted, and others without any form of censorship at all (Rasmussen 2008, 208-209).
Both the representative model and the deliberative model are characterizing the use of
information and technology communication (ICTs) in today’s democracy, but the
representative model is slightly more suited to characterize the modern media society than the
deliberative model. The countless ways of participating in debates in society through new
media, and the countless ways of opinion exchange (both relevant and irrelevant for the
public debate) make grounds for access to both information and knowledge, and public and
private interests. The new media breaks with the traditional mass media with its different
ways of participation and deliberation, and with more space for «amateur journalists», or
private persons. The new media can also create new types of public spheres, slightly
conflicted with the ideal of one unified public sphere (Rasmussen 2008, 209-210).
The interactions among older and newer media logics in the connected segments of media and
politics are considered the foundations of a hybrid media. The logics within a hybrid media
are described as technologies, norms, genres, behaviours, and organizational forms. The
relationships in these systems are ever-evolving based on adaptation and interdependence, and
at the same time flows of power. Actors can create information, they can tap information, and
they can steer information (Chadwick, Dennis, and Smith 2016, 9-10). This hybrid media
system has noteworthy effects on the construction of news. The logics of digital media is
increasingly adopted by professional journalists, and the logics of professional journalism is
increasingly adopted by amateurs within journalism and blogs.
«The blog and other interactive Internet genres are no longer the radical departure they
once were in the mid-2000s; they have been appropriated by all elite sectors of public
communication in the advanced democracies, from politicians and agency officials to
professional journalists to television and radio presenters».
(Chadwick, Dennis, and Smith 2016, 14).
The Internet strengthens the public, the half-public and the private communication platforms.
The Internet provides societies with unlimited ways of creating information, tap information,
and steer information. In order to obtain a well-functioning democracy, access to information
among citizens are essential. However, at the same time, the information provided should be
trustworthy. In modern media societies, private and public interests are discussed through the
11

same digital channels, which results in a floating mass media that requires more critical
awareness among the public. Such challenges in modern media societies might make grounds
for demanding fact-checking sites such as Faktisk.no, as will be deliberated further
throughout this thesis.

2.3 Journalism and truth
In modern media society, journalism can be awarded a key role in democracy. However, to
maintain a well-functioning, deliberative or representative, democracy, demands that the
information from especially news media is trustworthy. Journalism and news presentation
must be dependable in order to make grounds for participation and deliberation among the
public. The media has a position, and serves as an institution, that should provide the public
with news of public interest, and at the same time represent an open debate forum. To stand
out as authentic and trustworthy media, public access to information needs to be boundless
(Eide 2008a, 53; Harcup 2007, 6-20)
It is especially important that news media represent a critical and verified institution in
democracy to ensure a diverse public debate. Journalists must be critical towards sources, and
impartial in the presentation of news to be verified and considered good representatives in the
public debate. According to Tony Harcup (2007), it is required that journalists must be
reflective practitioners to be representatives of good journalism. Journalists therefore have to
be critical to be trustworthy. However, criticism towards trustworthiness of journalism is not
new in the Norwegian modern media society. There are signs of more focus on market forces
and sensationalising news, rather than tendencies of the most vital issues in the society.
According to Harcup (2007), there should be more to journalism than a commercial
relationship between a customer and a publisher. Journalists should represent critical and
trustworthy institutions in the public debate, rather than represent commercial and marketable
institutions (Eide 2008a, 53; Harcup 2007, 6-20).
The rise and the expansion of the Internet has given the public greater control of what
information they want to proceed, and what information they want to ignore. As mentioned
earlier, the mass media has a double role in the society. Mass media both work with the
market forces, and at the same time work as an actor in a democracy. But when focusing on
new media as institution, the public expect more focus on the news media’s position as an
actor in democracy and the public debate, rather than the news media’s position in the market.
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The quality of news media has therefore been criticized, based on the increasing competition
between news media and the increased market influence. Some might also question the values
of news media, because it seems like many journalists highly appreciate sensationalizing
news (Aalberg and Curran 2012, 34).
Tom Goldstein (2007) has expressed that he is interested in how journalists think of truth, and
how they are, and if, containing it. He expresses that we have the opportunities like never
before to actually distinguish between fact-based truth and sham, but he expresses that it does
not seem like that distinction is as important as it should be. Within the complex tools that are
being developed and designed online, and the amount of resources within news media in
modern media societies, all the arrangements are in place for more focus on actually
distinguishing between fact-based truth and scam, and distinguishing between sensational
news for increased market influence and relevant news for the public debate together with
enlightenment in a democracy of modern media societies (Goldstein 2007, 9).
«Journalism, as a central foundation of our culture, needs to do a much better job of
achieving literal accuracy and, when appropriate, explaining with greater insight why
the quest for literal accuracy cannot always be achieved».
(Goldstein 2007, 9)
However, news organizations and publishers in the United States had in 2007 increasingly
started correcting news if their credibility was questioned. But not yet every single error was
corrected due to lack of resources for such work, and even though an error was made, that
does not mean that the correction of the error reached out to the readers. Thus, the idea of
fact-checking was there, but not yet fully systematized to represent a credible and trustworthy
work of fact-checking. Goldstein describes fact-checking as a distant luxury and points out
that the reporters has to be their own fact-checkers when the there are no systematized factchecking services. Even though there are news policies to follow in the United States, such as
the Bloomberg News Service, Goldstein did in 2007 stress the need for some sort of
independent fact-checking (Goldstein 2007, 125-126 and 137-138).

2.4 Journalism and blogs
Daily newspapers and other sites for news channels provide nations with new information,
both national and international. The public can participate in sites for information and public
debates through social forums, such as comment fields online, or through publishing opinion
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articles. But there are moreover other ways for the public to engage and deliberate online. For
instance, through social media or through blogs. Journalism might be agenda setting through
newspapers, however it is increasingly more activity by both journalists and other citizens
through blogs (Harcup 2007, 7-8).
«Then, there are the countless bloggers, whose online web logs include the good, bad
and the ugly of the internet age, and who can inform, educate and entertain while
“stretching the boundaries” of journalism».
(Harcup 2007, 5)
Blogging is a new trend online, that are based on several different interests, and by different
individuals or groups. Some people are blogging about politics, some people are blogging
about the public debate, and others are blogging about their personal interests. There are
countless ways to participate in the field of blogging, and countless ways to categorize blogs.
And blogs can inform, educate and entertain, regardless of the trustworthiness in the content.
Blogging can be considered, not only as new trends in modern media societies, but also as
new sites for representing the truth. Blogging can be described as:
«…a new genre of journalism – offering news that features a narrative style
characterized by personalization and an emphasis on non-institutional status; audience
participation in context creation; and story forms that are fragmented and independent
with other websites.»
(Melissa Wall in Goldstein 2007, 163).
There have been some attempts on fact-checking through blogs in Norway. The most known
example is Holder De Ord, a fact-checking blog which provide the society with insights in
whether politicians tell the truth and if they keep their promises. Holder De Ord is an
independent organization with no connection to any specific party. They have been working
with digital tools to give the public more influence in the politics since 2010. However,
Holder De Ord are specifically focusing on the political parties in Norway, and not the public
debate in general. Their main mission is to fact-check whether the political parties «keep their
promises» (Holderdeord 2017).
When practising traditional journalism, journalistic work is guided by ethical codes of
practices. Such ethical codes are less evident in the use of different platforms for journalism,
such as blogs. Other types of journalism that moves beyond the traditional and verified
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journalism can therefore hold more liberal profiles, and some blogs are also more
entertainment-driven, or entirely entertainment-driven (Harcup 2007, 25). The difference
between verification and entertainment becomes an ongoing problematizing in this thesis,
where Faktisk.no have to verify the need for a digital fact-checking mechanism in order to be
acknowledged as a credible fact-checking tool in Norway.
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3.0 Emergence of fact-checking sites
This section of the thesis provides a description on how fact-checking sites originated first in
the United States, and then in Norway with the launch of Faktisk.no. The largest factchecking sites in the United States are considered most relevant for this section, because these
stands as models for the fact-checking sites founded in other parts of the world.

3.1 The emergence of fact-checking sites in the United States
Fake news as a concept was named «The new word of the year» by British Collins Dictionary
and Australian Macquarie Dictionary in 2017. After the presidential campaign in the United
States 2016, fake news began to evolve as a global phenomenon. Through social media and
other global virtual platforms, the opportunities for spreading fabricated and fictional stories
are boundless. Nevertheless, even though fake news as a concept had its revolution in 2016, it
does not mean that journalistic fraud is something that did not exist before. Even before the
Internet, fake news and fake stories abounded (Allern 2018, 33).
Even though fake news has flourished as a buzzword after the election in the United States the
fall 2016, it does not mean that either fake news, nor fact-checking is something new. There
have always been checkpoints for the media to make sure that journalists present
presentations of truth, and that they follow ethical guidelines. Besides, fact-checking sites do
not exist exclusively exist to reveal fake news, but to serve as a checkpoint for truthful news,
and provide insight in the importance of criticism towards sources and references. In the
United States of America, online fact-checking sites have been established since early 1990s.
Some of the fact-checking sites exclusively fact-check politics, and other sites also specialize
on fact-checking issues spread either through news media or through social media (Graves
2016, 28).
The classic fact-checking from the tradition of journalism differs from the work of online
fact-checkers. The classic fact-check involves that the fact-check is made prior to publication,
and the journalist has the responsibility to do so. That means that fact-checking is the
preparatory work prior to publication. But the online fact-checking tradition consists of
institutions, either collaborative with media institutions or independent, and these institutions
fact-check already published statements, and investigate the sources and the grounds for the
statement. It can still be categorized as a part of journalism as field, but at the same time
gradually a new type of professionalism. The fact-checking movement can be explained by
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changes in the ecosystem of news. The institutional norms are shifting, and the technological
change is remarkable. Fact-checkers, according to Brown (2009), somehow try to repair a
damage profession they are a part of (Graves 2016, 7-9).
«Fact-checking reflects a several-decade-shift: the diminished differentiation or more
complex interpenetration of the institutional fields of journalism and politics in the
face of technological and economic change.»
(Graves 2016, 27)
Michael Dobbs, who worked as a reporter and foreign correspondent for The Washington
Post, released a report in 2012 presenting a case study «to trace the rise of modern political
fact-checking» (Dobbs 2012, 2). Fact-checking is described as a symptom of the century-old
battle between the fourth estate and the politicians to shape a narrative to present for the
people. The development of such fact-checks, developed to discover falsehood and present
the truth, can represent a shift in power, in favour of media. It goes back to the presidency of
Ronald Reagan that today’s fact-checking can be traced, when he made accusations that trees
pollute more than automobiles. Ronald Reagan’s facts were challenged by several
newspapers, for example the Washington Post. During the years that followed, minor factchecking initiatives were made, but not as large, steady and continuously that a decent factchecking institution requires. Snopes.com is the first online fact-checking site, founded in
1995. The fact-checks consist primarily of online rumours. Snopes.com is founded by people
who are not grounded in journalism. Snopes.com has 6 million visitors per month, and is the
most popular fact-checking service (Dobbs 2012, 1; Graves 2016, 28 and 56).
Even though Snopes.com primarily fact-check online rumours, they also fact-check rumours
from the world of politics, and sometimes they also cite fact-checking sites such as
FactChech.org. FactCheck.org is a non-profit online fact-checking site founded by journalists,
announced in 2003. The fact-checking site is a project of the Annenberg Public Policy Center
of the University of Pennsylvania. The founders are political reporter Brooks Jackson and
communication scholar Kathleen Hall Jamieson. Originally, the site was created to cover the
2004 election, but continued the fact-checking year-round after the election (Factcheck.org
2018; Graves 2016, 29).
As a joint project of St. Petersburg Times, PolitiFact was developed, as a result of the idea by
Bill Adair. Bill Adair is known for covering the Congress, the White House, the Supreme
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Court, national politics and aviation safety. PolitiFact uses the so-called «Truth-O-Meter», a
six-point scale from True to Pants on Fire, in order to illustrate how much amount of
falseness a statement consists of. PolitiFact fact-check both politicians and media figures. The
Washington Post likewise unveiled its very own fact-check as The Fact Checker. The Fact
Checker uses so-called «Pinocchios» to grade or evaluate the degree of distortion. True claims
are awarded with a Gepetto checkmark. The initiative was primarily made to correct some of
the errors in political reporting. Three months into the existence of the fact-checking service,
a new category was invented, namely True but False. That category was invented to mark
claims that are accurate technically but can be misleading in some contexts. The Fact Checker
was revived as permanent feature in 2011 under Glenn Kessler, former politics and policy
reporter in The Washington Post (Graves 2016, 32-35). These American fact-checking
mechanisms has served at inspiration for other fact-checking mechanisms worldwide, also the
Norwegian fact-checking site Faktisk.no.

3.2 The emergence of a fact-checking site in Norway
Fact-checking sites are often associated with fake news, and as watchdogs in mainstream
media. Even though the context of media landscape in the United States, for instance, and in
Norway are quite different, the fact-checking is not necessarily narrowed to fake news, but
concerns contributing to a trustworthy public debate in society. The first online fact-checking
site in Norway, Faktisk.no, was announced at a press conference March 21st, 2017. The first
fact-checks was published July 5th, 2017. Faktisk.no do not present the organisation as a
mechanism for tracking fake news, but rather as an independent, self-governing organization
that fact-check the Norwegian public debate and Norwegian media. Faktisk.no is originally
produced to fact-check the public debate circulating in Norway, and to function as an
institution that works as a corrective for a factual public debate. Faktisk.no is meant to
contribute to the public «conversation», and is supposed to represent values of independency,
neutrality and transparency (Faktisk.no 2017h).
The collaboration presents fact-checks through the website www.faktisk.no, and fact-check
statements that trends in the society. Faktisk.no uses a scale from true to false to categorize
each statement that is fact-checked. The starting point for a fact-check, is that a story or a
statement is published, either in a document, through news media, or through social media. If
the statement trends in the society, it might be picked out to be fact-checked. The basic
fundament is meant to be that the statement is factual and not based on opinions. According to
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Faktisk.no, they use criteria for the selection of fact-checks. The statement must be testable,
the statements cannot be normative or a prediction, and the statements must have been spread
within the Norwegian debate. The statement should also be controversial, the statement
should be relevant and make a different if it is true or not, the statement should primarily be
of importance to the Norwegian public debate, and the statement should be of interest among
most people (Faktisk.no 2017j).
When a statement is selected, the fact-check is supposed to be extremely thorough, and the
approach used to search for the truth shall always be presented. Every statement that is factchecked are labelled as true, partly true, not necessarily true, partly wrong, or completely
wrong. The organization also express that if a fact-check turns out to be wrong, changes will
be done, and the fact-check will be corrected. Faktisk.no announced that the organization will
be a part of the international fact-checking forum The International Fact-Checking Network
(IFCN), and thereby follow the guidelines «Fact Checkers code of principles». The guidelines
overall consist of openness about methods, about use of sources, about funding and
organizing. Faktisk.no was made a verified signatory of the network guidelines October 4th,
2017 (Faktisk.no 2017h).
3.2.1 Announcement of www.faktisk.no
Faktisk.no was announced in Norway March 21st, 2017. The announcement took place at a
press conference in Oslo, at The House of Literature (Litteraturhuset). The partners involved
at the time of the press conference was Dagbladet, Verdens Gang (VG), Norwegian
Broadcasting Corporation (NRK), Tinius Trust (Stiftelsen Tinius), and The Fritt Ord
Foundation (Fritt Ord). Furthermore, The International Business Machines Corporation (IBM)
and Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU) was announced as partners
involved in the project, especially to involve both academia and technology in the project.
Kristoffer Egeberg, chief editor, made an introduction about the project. He revealed that the
project started before Christmas 2016, and the entire process has been established and
developed in all secrecy. Faktisk.no consists of large media organisations in Norway and are
presented to represent a unique and innovative cooperation. Egeberg further explains that the
organisation is independent and non-governmental, with the main aim of fact-checking the
Norwegian public debate. Gard Steiro, director of VG continues by giving the audience
information about why this cooperation is necessary and initiated. He explains that the society
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is more open for undocumented claims and propaganda, even fake news, and there is
extremely hard to separate facts from opinions (Michalsen and Waatland 2017).
Jon Arne Markussen, chief editor of Dagbladet, further explains how the project escalated
after the American presidential campaign the fall 2016. By experiencing how a society based
on trust and based on consensus can be threatened, Markussen describes how such conditions
must be avoided in Norway. Faktisk.no should contribute to a public debate based on trust
and facts – a so-called healthy public debate. Markussen says that one can consider Faktisk.no
as self-critic and an organisation of action against negative tendencies that we are
experiencing in the media today. Thor Gjermund Eriksen, the director of NRK, enlightens the
audience on what this collaboration between these competing media means. He expresses that
it was a need for some sort of fact-check service ahead of the upcoming Norwegian
parliamentary election the fall 2017. The collaboration is meant to represent, and contribute
to, trust, debate, and quality - open to all actors. By gathering large media organisations in
Norway, the resources are merrier and the result better with wider repercussions. The public
arena must be strengthened and Faktisk.no can supply the democracy with that (Michalsen
and Waatland 2017).
The chairman of the board of Tinius Trust, Ole Jacob Sunde, was also present at the press
release. He awards the entrepreneurship and innovation put into this project. What he explains
as engaging with this project, is some of the main goals of Tinius Trust. Important values are
to protect quality and credibility within media and affect the framework conditions for the
media when independent editorial is threatened. Threats that appear in media today are for
example that politicians increasingly circumvent the news media, and communicate with
voters in untraditional ways, and circulation of misinformation or fake news. He explains
some paradoxes in the Norwegian context. It is through large technology companies that fake
news are spread, namely Facebook and Google. At the same time, both Facebook and Google
are used actively to gain credibility among the public. And during the election, politicians are
eager to improve the framework conditions for media, but at the same time they use the
distribution channels for fake news, such as Facebook and Google – companies that don’t pay
taxes and don’t follow the same data supervision as Norwegian companies, and don’t
necessarily follow the Norwegian laws and regulations. The collaboration between the
competing media in Faktisk.no are important and strengthens the battle against such threats.
Otto Becker Solberg, press contact in IBM Norway, express the need for an active
20

democracy, where the public debate is open and based on trust and facts. IBM’s role in the
project of Faktisk.no is to make great results and make great efficiency in fact-checking.
(Michalsen and Waatland 2017).
The general information provided at the press conference is that Faktisk.no as a project is
funded and own by large media organisations in Norway, however the fact-checking site itself
will operate independent non-governmental. The work by Faktisk.no is supposed to represent
independency, neutrality and transparency, and contribute to a fact-based public debate
combined with more critical awareness among the public (Michalsen and Waatland 2017).
3.2.2 Partners involved in the project
After the press release and the announcement of Faktisk.no as a fact-checking site in Norway,
the Norwegian media company TV 2 also wanted to join the collaboration. In April 2017,
Karianne Solbrække stated that TV 2 had faith in Faktisk.no as a contributor to develop the
Norwegian journalism and be a great addition to accomplish TV 2’s duty to exercise their
assignment as commercial public broadcaster in the Norwegian community. Solbrække
express that this collaboration serves as a journalistic laboratory, where competence from four
large media organisations can be developed and exchanged (Waatland and Michalsen 2017).
The owners of Faktisk.no are VG, Dagbladet, NRK and TV 2. In addition to the owners,
Faktisk.no has several partners that support the project in different ways.
Fritt Ord Foundation was a partner in the project from the beginning. Fritt Ord Foundation
seeks to protect and strengthen the freedom of speech in Norway. The foundation also seeks
to stimulate the Norwegian debate. Moreover, Tinius Trust was also partner in the project
from the beginning. Tinius Nagell-Erichsen established the Tinius Trust on May 8th, 1996 in
a deed of gift. Nagell-Erichsen «wanted to use his influence to ensure that Schibsted remains
a media group characterized by free, independent editorial staffs, credibility and quality and
with long-term, healthy financial developments». Tinius Trust manages the largest ownership
of Schibsted Media Group (Frittord 2017, Tinius 2017).
October 10th, 2017 Tinius Trust posted an article published by Aftenposten and Svenska
Dagbladet October 9th, 2017. The article, or more precisely the chronicle is written by
Kristoffer Egeberg and Kjersti Løken Stavrum. What they present in the chronicle is that in
order to «fight» fake news, one must eliminate the terminological confusion. Some speak of
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fake news as propaganda, some speak of fake news as news they do not like, and some speak
of fake news as false information, or even viral nonsense. These different kinds of
understandings of fake news have different solutions on how to fight the phenomena.
Propaganda, for instance, can be solved by confrontation, and viral nonsense by general
observance. It is the underlying and unreasonable journalism that is closely connected to fake
news, and that is relevant for the news production itself. News per definition are not fake.
And propaganda, viral nonsense and what people like and do not like, are not necessary about
news. To fight fake news in journalism, as unreasonable journalism, transparency regarding
the journalistic methods are essential. Egeberg and Stavrum express the importance of
understanding that these terminological confusion exist, and that the different understandings
involve different actions (Egeberg and Stavrum 2017).
The Norwegian News Agency (Norsk Telegrambyrå, NTB) was also one of the first partners
involved in the project. NTB is one of the largest providers of content services to Norwegian
media. They also offer a wide range of communication services. NTB works with distributing
the fact-checks widely and immediately. Faktisk.no also have access to NTBs news bases,
which are important tools in order to publish fact-checks of relevance in the public debate.
The co-operative relation between the organisations also encourage Faktisk.no and NTB to
co-operate in projects that involve Faktisk.no as a technological mechanism. Retriver Norway
AS, a leading Nordic media company offering search in news archive, media monitoring and
analysis, have moreover supported Faktisk.no in terms of insight in databases, and with
support in terms of media monitoring and analysis. As with NTB, Retriver becomes a cooperative partner of Faktisk.no where the organisations cultivate together (Faktisk.no 2017i).
Prior to the parliamentary election in Norway 2017, Faktisk.no also received marketing
support from the social network company Facebook, Inc. Faktisk.no and Facebook also cooperated on a campaign against so-called fake news the fall 2017. Facebook provides with
tools for insight and is an important partner for Faktisk.no in order to collaborate on methods
to counteract the spread of disinformation and misinformation. Additionally, Fastly, Inc.
support Faktisk.no with access to their cloud-services. Fastly is a cloud computing services
provider (Faktisk.no 2017i). These partners and owners are presented to illustrate the support
that this fact-checking mechanism in Norway has received, both national and international.
The contribution from partners will be essential when discussing the credibility of Faktisk.no,
as problematized and interpreted further when the empirical insights are presented.
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3.3 REVEAL: Illustrating challenges related to fact-checking in Norway
In this section a study called REVEAL is presented to illustrate some of the challenges related
to fact-checking in Norway. Even though fact-checking have been articulated as needed in the
public debate by the owners and partners of Faktisk.no, some are more sceptical towards the
need for a fact-checking mechanism. Petter Bae Brandtzæg, Asbjørn Følstad and María
Ángeles Chaparro Domínguez have published a study on how journalists and social media
users perceive online fact-checking services and verification services in 2017. The study
works as a reflection on the results from REVEAL, a research project by European Union over
three years that investigated the use and impact of fact-checking and verification services. A
large number of online services are founded to help identify and correct fake news, or false or
inaccurate content or claims. These are fact-checking sites and verification sites. Factchecking sites are made to analyse the accuracy of statements and content in the public
debate, and verification sites are more like tools to help in the process of authenticating
content online. The results in general showed that young journalists were optimistic regarding
the services even though they were quite unfamiliar and ambivalent with the fact-checking
and verification mechanisms. Nonetheless they did not rely exclusively on such services. The
social media users were similarly ambivalent, and some were positive to the services and
some expressed distrust (Petter Bae Brandtzaeg, Asbjørn Følstad, and Domínguez 2017, 1).
Social media have become a source of information for people in general. Sites as Facebook,
Twitter, Youtube and Instagram are used as information sources both for private persons and
for media outlets. In 2016, 46 percent reported that they used social media as source of news
in the United States of America. Parallel to the increase of social media use, the growth of
manipulated content in social media is now considered a problem and has evolved into a
debate about fake news. Brandtzæg et. al (2017) understand fake news as «fabricated or
unverified content intentionally presented as verified news to mislead readers, often with an
ideological, politic, or economic motive» (Petter Bae Brandtzaeg, Asbjørn Følstad, and
Domínguez 2017, 1). The results of the study showed ambivalence both among journalists
and social media users when it comes to their perception of such sites, Brandtzaeg et. al
(2017) then present three suggestions for the design of the services. The design is supposed to
make fact-checking sites and verification sites more useful and more trustworthy (Petter Bae
Brandtzaeg, Asbjørn Følstad, and Domínguez 2017, 2-17).
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The suggestions are to acknowledge their limitations, represent transparency, and present
collaborative fact-checking. Fact-checking and verification sites should acknowledge their
limitations because people tend to see the services as limited when it comes to expertise and
integrity. To highlight their arguments rather than just their conclusion can be beneficial for
the perceived trustworthiness. The International Fact-Checking Network has also pointed out
that transparency is crucial. The method used should be presented, the ownership should be
presented, and the financing should be presented, and the fact-checking process in general
should be presented. The sites or services can also take advantage of including both
professional and lay people, to evolve the public in a more collaborative way (Petter Bae
Brandtzaeg, Asbjørn Følstad, and Domínguez 2017, 17). These suggestions might be
beneficial to be familiar with when working with fact-checking projects and services. Both
journalists and social media users are evidently ambivalence, hence often sceptical, towards
fact-checking mechanisms and verifications tools. Acknowledging limitations, represent
transparency, and strive for collaborative fact-checks might therefore represent beneficial
tactics in order to represent credible fact-checking services in modern media societies.
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4.0 Theoretical approach
Science and Technology Studies as a field is concerned with knowledge production and sees
this as a political process in which knowledge, credibility and legitimacy are negotiated. The
theoretical framework in this thesis is inspired by Actor-Network Theory and an issueoriented approach. Actor-Network Theory serves as an empirical philosophy where the idea is
to follow the actors and see how the network unfolds and evolves. Furthermore, Noortje
Marres stands as an inspiration for her issue-oriented approach with focus on digital settings
and emerge of issues. Actor-Network Theory and an issue-oriented approach allow us to
study how fact-checking became an issue in terms of which action sites are relevant, and
which tactics are deployed by actors in those sites for action to pursue their interests regarding
the issue of fact-checking.

4.1 Public issues coming into being
The framework of Actor-Network theory has been developed with great contributions from
Michel Callon, Bruno Latour, and John Law. Actor-Network Theory represents an analytical
framework to understand and explain processes in continuously reconfigured societies.
Actor-Network Theory is an approach where the fundamental idea is to follow actions that
participate in a process or a phenomenon that is object of a study. Actors in different sites
have different agendas, and they enact their interests in different ways. According to Latour,
to understand science requires that the actors involved in the phenomena must be studied in
their everyday activities and in their everyday routines of doing things (Brown 2009, 166;
Latour 1987, 21).
The framework of Actor-Network Theory gives us theoretical grounds for studying the
different sites for action participating in the issue of fact-checking in Norway (Law 1999, 4).
The different sites for action are being studying in their everyday routines of doing things.
The sites for action are those groups in society that have engaged in the issue through public
debate. These sites are considered the fact-checkers from Faktisk.no, the platform itself,
journalists, politicians, and the particular public that is involved in the debate through
Facebook and Twitter. These sites for actions are studied at the platforms they use to
participate in the issue of fact-checking. The platforms involved are digital settings for public
debate, mainly online newspapers and social media. Details from the research design are
described and discussed further in the section on methodological approach.
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Noortje Marres provides Science and Technology studies with both a theoretical approach on
issue-mapping in society, and a methodological approach to empirically study issues as they
emerge and evolve. She has presented an issue-oriented perspective on involvement of the
public, especially on politics (Marres 2007, 759-760). According to Marres, approaches to
issue formation are very much alive, but underdeveloped. To explain and investigate this
more carefully, Marres turns to the pragmatists Walter Lippmann and John Dewey. John
Dewey is among other things known for his appreciation of dialogue in democracy in postindustrial societies, his emphasis on deliberation and his spirit of experimentalism. Walter
Lippmann, on the other hand, was especially appreciative of the role of expertise in a
democracy, within decision-making by the government. What they both have in common, is
their appreciation of issue formation in democratic politics, and the ways in certain situations
the public becomes involved in politics. Marres points out that they both «come to suggest
that the conditions for expertocratic rule are less pervasive in industrial societies than is
sometimes assumed» (Marres 2007, 766-767). These aspects inspired by Dewey and
Lippmann are relevant in this thesis. Faktisk.no is supposed to be an organisation which is
going to work as a corrective in the public debate, a mechanism that partake in the public
debate, and holds a new position in the Norwegian democracy as a type of expertocratic factchecker.
Citizens in industrial societies are progressively related through public affairs with the new
media, and these affairs are increasingly complex. Both Dewey and Lippmann consider these
affairs as empowering for democracy. In the modern media society, and in the issue of factchecking, public affairs with the media are ongoing and continuously with countless
opportunities for the public to engage in public debate online and through online mechanisms
of communications. As Faktisk.no is a mechanism for hopefully providing the society with a
tool for making the public debate factual and of higher quality, the platform can be studied in
relation to the public and other sites for action that the mechanism will relate to. It is therefore
put emphasis on a relational approach in this thesis, where the relations and actions within the
network of sites for actions are being studied with inspirational aspects from Actor-Network
Theory and Marres’ highlighting of issue formation (Bosco 2006, 136).
The pragmatists also moved away from a standard view of popular will when it comes to
public involvement in politics, to a shift to issue formation. They express that «publics form
when issues require their involvement» (Marres 2007, 770). Instead of the general focus on
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the common good within idealistic accounts of democracy, Dewey and Lippmann appoint
emphasis on particular issues. Turning back to these two pragmatists can provide answers and
«can help us elucidate the current STS proposals about how public involvement in politics is
occasioned by issues and dedicated to their settlement» (Marres 2007, 765-770). The
emphasis on issue formation is valuable in this study. Theoretical framework inspired by
Marres, Dewey and Lippmann allow us to study how public issues come into being with
focusing on the affairs in the modern media society between the different sites for action.

4.2 Political technologies and technologies of truth
Science and technology scholars have also contributed on how we can study democracy by
studying tools of democracy, also referred to as political technologies. Political technologies
are to be understood as tools for democratisation, deliberation and public involvement. By
focusing on tools of democracy, the focus is on how the democracy gets carried out, and with
what the democracy gets carried out in practice (Asdal 2008, 11-12). The aspects of
democratization, deliberation, and public involvement are relevant to focus on in this study,
where we might be able to discuss which position Faktisk.no holds in the democracy, and
which tactics the sites for action use as political technologies or tools of democracy, either
politically or generally speaking.
We are experiencing an expansive democracy (Wagenaar and Hajer 2003, 3), «a democracy
pushed beyond traditional spheres by relating decision making to the persons who are
affected» (Asdal 2008, 12). Places outside public administration becomes sites for conducting
political events, where decision making and power relations moves beyond ordinary political
institutions and arrangements, and include the public for instance by social movements (Barry
2001, 192). To study democracy in practice requires some strategies for where and to whom
one should attend, and if one should study the political from the outside for instance, or if one
should one study the sovereignty of the state itself. According to Asdal (2008) «it is not
sufficient to look beyond the sovereign and the state» (Asdal 2008, 13).
«What is crucial is to grasp how events of contestation become linked, or de-linked,
with ordinary political institutions. The ways in which an emerging public may act
back on government – may take part in re-inventing the politics of the state».
(Asdal 2008, 13)
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In other words, both the inside of public administration and the outside of public
administration must be considered. The materialities of politics and public administration and
its co-production with a public (direct or indirect affected) must be studied. And a public is
not constructed. A public becomes into being when in co-production with public
administration and the materialities of politics (Asdal 2008, 15 and 20). The public may
therefore be essential in politics, and essential when studying democracy in practice (Jasanoff
2005, 248). As we will experience throughout this thesis, the public is also essential when
studying development of new technologies within democracies, such as Faktisk.no.
In Science and Technology Studies, concepts such as power and knowledge are often
recognized and well-known when studying issues in societies. Different sites for action holds
different power positions and different types of knowledge. Many scholars have also been
inspired by Michel Foucault, who emphasized tree areas among others, namely power,
knowledge and subjectivity. Foucault is known for his work on governmentality, and how
power is executed through different tactics (Foucault et al. 2007, 108). He was also concerned
with the truth, although not necessarily what is true, but how truth is created. Foucault treated
truth as a phenomenon which must be studied in an objectivist manner. What the objective of
such a study is, is how truth is produced and maintained. Himself called the system of study
techniques of truth-production and the process of separating truth and false as games of truth.
The system is based on studying how truth is created by the three dimensions; power,
knowledge and subjectivity (Heikkinen, Silvonen, and Simola 1999, 141-143). Power,
knowledge and subjectivity are concepts we will elaborate on in the empirical analysis of this
thesis. There are power tensions between the actors, the different actors hold different types of
knowledge, and the different sites have subjective interests.
Foucault, Asdal and Marres provide this study with useful perspectives and tools. Foucault’s
work on governmentality, and the interest in exploring materialities and tactics, is highly
relevant for this thesis. Foucault’s viewpoint shares common perspectives with Asdal’s
political technologies and the materialities of politics, together with Marres and her
perspective on how public involvement in politics is occasioned by issues. An important
aspect for this study is the co-production of an inside and an outside, either with government
as inside and the public as the outside, or in this case, Faktisk.no as the inside and the public
as the outside. Issues are considered to emerge within this co-production, and the actors
involved in this co-production can give further insight in how an issue come into being, and
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how a democracy, or public deliberation and involvement, unfolds. The work of Foucault,
Asdal and Marres have inspired this thesis as it aims to understand how the need for a factchecking site as Faktisk.no is legitimated, and if or why the need for this fact-checking
mechanism emerged and was considered beneficial for democracy. The thesis mobilizes the
concept of tactics and the co-production between Faktisk.no and the public.
Special emphasis is put on the concept of tactics in this thesis. Tactics are used to describe
how different actors from different sites of action perform and engage with the issue of factchecking. Hence, tactics are in this thesis considered those actions that turns out to be
significant in the issue of fact-checking in Norway. It is referred to tactics rather than
strategies because the actions are not necessarily carefully planned as an overall strategy, but
the actions are rather tactics in terms of concrete performance and actual means to put
forward their interest. In order to study the tactics performed within different sites for action,
emphasis on power, subjectivity and knowledge is also acknowledged. Different sites for
actions consist of different types of knowledge, different types of subjective agendas, and
different power positions in society, which are taken into consideration when focusing on the
tactics performed by actors in the network of fact-checking.
Tactics as a concept in this thesis allow us to study action as it occurs in the different sites in
the network of fact-checking, and how in those sites of action the issue of the need for factchecking develop in a contested fashion. Actors at the different sites have different strategies
and take different actions to put forward their interest in the public debate. People have
certain agendas, and when working from a perspective of Actor-Network Theory where we
study how public issues come into being by studying the actors involved, we can map,
analyse and discuss these agendas in terms of tactics. The aim is to study what kinds of tactics
fact-checkers in Faktisk.no use to legitimate their actions or procedures, and what kind of
political technologies, or tactics and materialities, Faktisk.no act out through their own
website or their own social media platforms. Further, the aim is to study which tactics the
different actors in the network of fact-checking use to put forward their interests. The aim is
to discover the co-production between Faktisk.no as the inside and the public as the outside.
Then we can deliberate on how issues emerge and the role of Faktisk.no in relation to new
media in today’s democracy.
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Noortje Marres, and her focus on issue articulation, is useful to answer the question of how
the need for this mechanism is being justified. Articulation of issues are becoming important
parts in processes within democracies, especially when studying how different agendas by
different actors are conflicted (Habermas 2001 [1998], 111; Dryzek 2000, 131). As described,
issues emerge in co-production between an inside and an outside. Sometimes, issues also
change in the process, or maybe represent different understandings of the concept. As for
Faktisk.no and the mechanism involving fact-checking, the interest is in studying how the
different actors in the network of fact-checking as an issue understand the concept of factchecking, and which subjective agendas they have.
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5.0 Methodological approach
In this section, the methodological approach used in this thesis is presented. How factchecking became an issue in Norway follows a case-based design and are mainly studied
through in-depth interviews with the fact-checkers at Faktisk.no, virtual observations of social
media, and document analysis of news media.

5.1 Research design: Case
This research follows a case-based design (Hay 2010, 130-131). The aim is to study
Faktisk.no as the main object and get in-depth insight on the phenomena of how fact-checking
became an issue in Norway. Faktisk.no is being studied from March 2017 throughout July
2017. The project was announced March 21st and the project was launched July 5th. Faktisk.no
is studied as the first fact-checking site in Norway exclusively made for fact-checking. The
interest is in how the issue of fact-checking emerged and evolved from the establishment of
the fact-checking project to the launch of the project. Within research, it is common to design
a study as a concrete problem that is going to be resolved. But because the main aim of this
thesis is to study fact-checking in Norway without any prejudgments, the focus is on
understanding how the issue emerged and evolved, rather than resolving a recognized
problem. The emergence and consolidations of Faktisk.no is addressed as a case study, and
theoretical concepts from Science and Technology Studies are used to study and problematize
the research questions on how Faktisk.no originated and how the need for Faktisk.no was
justified.
In a case study, Robert K. Yin (Yin 2003) state that it is five components that are particularly
important at the completion of a study. He highlights the issue of the thesis, the theoretical
assumptions, analysis units or participants, a logical connection between the data and the
assumptions, and criteria for interpreting the findings as particularly important (Johannessen,
Christoffersen, and Tufte 2010, 85-88). These five components are important elements in the
study of how fact-checking became an issue in Norway. In the design of this case study all of
these five components are closely related: The issue of how Faktisk.no comes into being is
studied by combining recourses from Science and Technology Studies, and particularly
Actor-Network Theory. This assumes a relational approach to issue making which have been
pursued by following the issue in the different platforms were the different sites for action
relate to each other in a network. The participants in the study are the actors from different
sites for action, namely fact-checkers themselves, the platform itself, journalists, politicians,
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and the sector of the public who engaged in the debate. In order to make assumptions on how
fact-checking became an issue in Norway, empirical material is gathered through in-depth
interviews, virtual observation and document analysis. Categorizing and analysing the
empirical material together with reflecting on the theoretical resources used allow us to make
grounds and criteria for interpreting the findings of this study.

5. 2 Actor-Network Theory
Actor-Network Theory is used as an inspiration in the methodological approach in thesis.
Actor-Network Theory is used to map the different sites of actions involved in the issue of
fact-checking. In order to fully map the relevant actors in the issue of fact-checking, the
starting point was the fact-checking organization itself, Faktisk.no. In Actor-Network Theory
approach, both human and non-humans are recognized as sites for actions. And it is the
relations between the sites for action that can create greater understandings or lead to further
extensions of meanings. When we start with Faktisk.no both as the objective of the case, and
as one of the sites of action within the network around the issue, it leads to other actors related
to the issue of fact-checking (Callon 1999, 182; Law 1999, 4-6). Because Actor-Network
Theory also include non-humans as action sites, the platforms itself recognized as the
technology itself is also an important actor in the network. Other actors which is included in
the network are journalists who engage with the issue. Also, politicians appoint as important
to study fact-checking in Norway. Faktisk.no lastly lead me to the public engaging with the
issue, as the public engaging in the issue of fact-checking also act in relation to the factchecking site.
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Figure 1: Actions sites in the network of fact-checking

When studying this network of action sites, the relations between the actors are being
observed, and also in which ways the sites of action affect each other. The main objective is
to understand which interactions and exchanges that unfolds in the network of actors. In this
thesis, the relational approach of Actor-Network Theory is used to follow the actors (de Vries
2007, 804). Relational in the way that it is found beneficial to study which interactions,
relations and tensions that evolve between the different groups of actors.
In Actor-Network Theory approaches, we study sites for action and the relations between
them. Performance by actors in the different sites for actions can provide understandings and
meanings related to the issue of fact-checking in Norway. We are interested in investigating
how actors in different sites for action perform in the public debate that evolved after the
announcement of Faktisk.no. In this thesis, in-depth interviews with fact-checkers from
Faktisk.no are included to gain insight in Faktisk.no as an actor and a part of the larger
network. The empirical material from in-depth interviews can provide supplementary insight
in Faktisk.no, and how the project was initiated in the first place. The semi-structured indepth interviews are essential when it comes to the historical background of the whole cooperative fact-checking project. The semi-structured interviews can give opportunities to take
an approach to Actor-Network Theory that in addition to material elements also provide
insight in discursive elements that have an impact on redefining relations in the network.
Virtual observations are used to describe how the sector of the public engaging with the issue
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put forward their interests, mainly through social media, namely Facebook and Twitter where
Faktisk.no perform. Additionally, documents are considered as performative in the way that
actors, especially journalists and politicians, use documents to put forward their interests in
the issue of fact-checking. Hence, articles in the press where actors such as journalists and
politicians express their perceptions of Faktisk.no are included. They use these articles in
tactical ways, and so these publications have an effect on the overall development of the
issue. The in-depth interviews, virtual observations and document analysis are presented in
the following sections.
5.2.1 In-depth interviews
To answer the main research question on how fact-checking became an issue in Norway, and
the secondary questions how Faktisk.no originated and how fact-checking was being justified,
those who were actually going to work with fact-checking are considered as important people
to get in touch with. Especially when it comes to collecting insightful material about the main
object in this case study – Faktisk.no. Some of the employees at Faktisk.no was contacted,
and gladly wanted to participate in the thesis. Then it was possible to obtain information about
the inside of the project, namely internal elements of Faktisk.no. The outside of the project is
considered the surroundings and the other sites of action in the network, namely journalists,
politicians and the public. The separation between the inside and the outside of the project is
inspired by the distinction that Asdal (2008) makes. When studying tools of democracy, she
points out that one should not only study the sovereignty of the state itself, but also the
outside. Meaning that one must study both the inside of public administration and the outside
of public administration. In this thesis I consider Faktisk.no as the inside, and journalists,
politicians and the public as the outside. Then we are able to study frictions between
Faktisk.no (the platform and those involved in it), and the other sites of action in the network
of fact-checking (Asdal 2008).
In collaboration with the fact-checkers at Faktisk.no, we were able to plan a date for the
interviews and completed all the interviews in one day at Faktisk.no’s offices in Oslo. I was
especially interested in asking questions about how Faktisk.no originated, how they define
fact-checking and the fact-checking process, and what kind of role they hope or believe
Faktisk.no can represent in relation to new media in today’s democracy. The purpose with indepth interviews in the study of fact-checking as an issue is to get answers to questions that
cannot be directly observed. Therefore, the personal perspectives of the fact-checkers can be
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collected through these conversations where their ways of knowing and acting can be
described by themselves. To make the person being interviewed share their inner
deliberations are not necessarily an easy task and depends largely on the interviewer (Patton
2002, 341).
In-depth interviews are especially beneficial when the research consist of a design that
requires few participants, or units. Interviews demand a lot of time before, during, and after
the interviews. In-depth interviews are suitable when the researcher is interested in meanings
and feelings on individual levels, and participant’s relations to a phenomenon. The in-depth
interviews in this thesis are completed face-to-face at Faktisk’s head quarter in Oslo. The
face-to-face interview was chosen to establish live contact and trust between the researcher
and the participant. Each interview was recorded to have accurate sound recordings when
analysing the interviews. The interviews was conducted at Faktisk’s headquarter mainly to
take advantage of their natural environment and avoid any context effect (Jacobsen 2015,
146-147 and 152-153).
There are different ways to conduct interviews. The most common ways are unstructured
structured, semi-structured or unstructured interviews. Also known as informal conversational
interview, general interview guide approach, and standardized open-ended interview. The
semi-structured approach was used in this thesis. That implies that it was prepared an
interview guide with an overview of topics and questions, together with suitable follow-up
questions. Both the researcher and the informant can complement the interview either with
follow-up questions or with additional information. By a semi-structured interview, the
researcher can keep on track with the relevant predetermined questions and at the same time
ask for deliberation. The different informants were exposed to the same set of basic questions
and subjects, which provides a systematic set of data. But there are also possible that the
different informants perceive the different questions differently, which can lead to diverse
perspectives on the same subjects. That highlights the importance of short, concise and
understandable questions, if the researcher wants to avoid doubt by the informant (Patton
2002, 342-344).
Interviews with six employees at Faktisk.no were conducted, and additionally I had a mailcorrespondence with one of the initiators of the project, Helje Solberg. She is a journalist
from VG and together with Hildegunn Amanda Soldal from NRK (and previously
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Dagbladet), she discussed the opportunities for a collaborative project on fact-checking in
Norway. The discussion took place a dinner with other people working in media, among them
people from The International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN). The discussion developed into
an idea, which the women pitched for the editors in VG and Dagbladet. That was when the
project went from an idea to a process of developing Faktisk.no. Further descriptions on how
the project was initiated are presented in the section on empirical analysis. The interviews
with the fact-checkers lasted from 35 minutes to 65 minutes. It might have been beneficial
with a couple of more interviews, but at the same time, I gradually got to a saturation point
where no new information was given. Also, there were no more fact-checkers working at
Faktisk.no at that time. As far as I can tell, they were all very open and honest. They were
open to express problems such as the difficulties of Faktisk.no being at a start-up phase, and
difficulties with announcing the project several weeks before they were going to launch it. As
I will argue when presenting my empirical findings, the time between the announcement of
the platform in March 2017 and the launch in July 2017 gave space for a lot of speculations in
the public debate. Fact-checking immediately became an issue in the public debate after the
announcement of the project, and the collaboration on fact-checking was discussed in the
public debate even before it was launched.
Both during and after the interviews my informants told me that I could contact them again at
any time necessary. The first round of interviews was very successful, and I managed to
gather large amounts relevant data. So, I did not see the need to perform a second round of
interviews. Through the interviews, it was possible to get the full story of how the project
originated, how the fact-checkers perceive their work, and how the fact-checkers perceive the
reactions from other journalists, politicians, and the public engaging with the issue. I was also
able to gather information about how fact-checkers perceive and use the platform itself.
Before the interviews was conducted, an interview guide to follow during the interviews was
prepared. I designed the guide with the purpose of having several open, but concrete,
questions prepared for the informants. The same interview guide was used during all the
interviews. When preparing the interview guide, the focus was to ask questions that would
firstly give as much information about the fact-checking project as possible, and secondly ask
questions that would provide empirical material that could further answer research questions
on how fact-checking became an issue in Norway, how the project initiated and how the need
for the project was justified. The interview guide is organized into different categories. The
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first category is an introduction to start the conversation. The next category is origin, to ask
questions on how the fact-checking project started and how they worked with preparing the
project before it was announced. The sext category is about the functions of Faktisk.no, and
how they select statements to fact-check, how they complete a fact-check, and how they work
with the scale labelling statements as true, partly true, not necessarily true, partly wrong, or
completely wrong. The next category is about the need for a fact-checking site, to gather
information on how the fact-checkers describe the need for fact-checking in Norway. Further,
a category on response was included to explore what kind of response, and through which
communication channels, Faktisk.no received from other actors in the network of factchecking as an issue. The last category was about the role of Faktisk.no, and if and how
Faktisk.no can participate and take a position in the Norwegian democracy. Lastly the
interviews were ended with any further comments or questions that informant or researcher
might have.
The interviews were recorded by agreement with the informants, to make sure that the
interviews can be retold and cited. After the interviews, the recordings were transcribed to get
the empirical data in text-form and in the same file. After transcribing the interviews, some
categories stood out as recurring and significant. Those categories were origin, functions,
tactics and issue articulation. Origin was a classification to contain all information about the
background of the project. Function was a classification containing all information about the
daily routines of a fact-checker, and the operationalization of Faktisk.no. The classification of
tactics was made to contain all the empirical material on performance by actors, and finally
issue articulation to contain all the descriptions of fact-checking by different actors.
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Figure 2: Overview of categories classified from empirical material

Even though these categories worked very well when categorizing data material, I did some
adjustments when presenting the empirical data. Mainly because all the actors involved in the
issue must be included, and as the technology itself can be considered to hold actions in the
issue of fact-checking, it is considered more beneficial to present the empirical findings from
the perspectives of the different actors from different actions sites. That also allows me to
combine the interviews with the fact-checkers, virtual observation of the public on Facebook
and Twitter, and the document analysis of articles in the same presentation of the empirical
data. In order to present the data in an accessible way, the empirical analysis is therefore
categorized into the different actors from different actions sites engaging with the issue of
fact-checking in Norway. The different action sites are the fact-checkers, the platform itself,
journalists, politicians and the public engaging with the issue. The empirical analysis is thus
presented in terms of describing which tactics the different actors use to put forward their
interests, and in which ways the different actors articulate the issue differently, based on their
different agendas in the public debate.
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Figure 1: Actions sites in the network of fact-checking

The reason why in-depth interviews are considered suitable for this thesis, is because they
gave me the opportunity to go explore the origins of Faktisk.no (including motivations and
conflicts), and to gather in-depth insights about the tactics deployed by different actors to
influence the shaping of the issue. In-depth interviews are used to fill knowledge gaps, to
gather insight in behaviour and motivations, and to collect and understand diversity of
meanings and opinions. Mutual respect between the researcher and the informants are also
within reach, where both parts have the opportunity to deliberate on desired themes, meanings
and opinions (Hay 2010, 150). With in-depth interviews, information about the inside of the
fact-checking debate as understood by the fact-checkers themselves, was collected.

5.2.2 Virtual observation
Within Science and Technology Studies, online settings have become important and
interesting platforms to study. The Internet has given us new ways of communicating, which
also provide new ways of doing research (Hine 2005, 1-4). Faktisk.no is an online platform
and it is relevant to study it by looking at how the platform operates and what it produces in
the online world. This study therefore considers the Faktisk.no website and comments related
to Faktisk.no at Facebook and Twitter as beneficial virtual platform to investigate. The
website is being studied to get insight in how Faktisk.no present the technology itself, and
Facebook and Twitter are being studied to get insight in how the public act and perform in the
issue of fact-checking.
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There are different ways to benefit from virtual observations inspired by offline research
methods. For instance, both in-depth interviews and surveys can be conducted online similar
to how they are conducted offline. In this thesis the aim is to observe how the public act and
react on the platforms where Faktisk.no perform, and it is therefore mainly participant
observation in online settings that are being used as virtual observation. Even though
participant observation online is inspired by how offline settings are being studied, studying
online settings are different in some ways. Participant observation online consist of observing
texts and images on a computer screen, instead of watching people in real life. It is therefore
not necessarily the same type of contact between the researcher and the participants, because
the format of the data change from people in real life to texts and images on the internet. The
communication between the researcher and the participant can still be «live», but distinctive
in the format (Garcia et al. 2013, 8)
When using virtual observation, and in this case participant observation, it is possible to
conduct the empirical material without even being in touch with the participant. As researcher
one can collect data without being detected by so-called lurking. Unlike observation in offline
settings, where the researcher actually has to «be there» and are often observable, research in
online settings raise opportunities for the researcher to collect data undetectable. It has
become common to begin virtual research methods by lurking, and then for instance use the
information collection to create interview questions. But in this thesis, the observation
provided enough information without complementing further virtual research strategies in
addition to virtual observation. Ethical considerations when lurking, are that some might
consider it as spying. It is therefore important to either highlight that one as a researcher either
had approved access to the information, or that the information gathered is public. If the
information is public, it is nevertheless accessible and observable for anyone (Garcia et al.
2013, 8-10). In this thesis, the participation observation has only been conducted through
public Facebook and Twitter pages, hence the data material is fully accessible. Additionally,
no identification of the participants will be presented.
There are some challenges that characterizes virtual observation as research methods. When
studying research sites online, there are no clear formula for defining and exploring the site.
The research therefore has to be defined and explored depending on the research goal. In this
thesis, designed as a case study, Faktisk.no’s profiles on Facebook and Twitter are therefore
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defined as research sites because that is where the main objective of this thesis performs.
Additionally, it is the action within the technology that is interesting for the study, and the
technologies are not the research sites itself. That means that when conducting data from
Faktisk.no’s profiles on Facebook and Twitter, it is the action within the profiles and not the
profiles itself that must be collected as empirical material. Another challenge, which is also an
opportunity, is that every data collected through the Internet can lead to more data. The
Internet consists of myriads of traces, which researchers can further investigate if they have
the resources for it. In this thesis, there are only the comments left by the public on Facebook
and Twitter that are a part of the empirical material (Hine 2005, 111-112).
The main idea with participant observations online, are that the participants in the study are
studied «where they are», and in public forums. In this thesis, the participants are considered
those who leave comments on Facebook and Twitter on Faktisk.no’s profiles. All the
comments from March 21st to July 30th, 2017 are collected as empirical material. The people
who have commented are remained anonymous and will not be presented in this study. In
some cases of virtual observation, the researchers must work on gaining access to the forums
they are going to study. But in this thesis, Faktisk.no’s profiles on Facebook and Twitter are
public, and so are the comments. It was therefore no need to work with access and building
trust in order to collect empirical material from the online settings. All the comments are socalled archival empirical data – the data was collected after they were published and without
any intervention by the researcher (Marriott, Wellens, and Hooley 2012, 73-85).
Noortje Marres has inspired in this thesis with her focus on issues and on the digital settings.
As mentioned earlier, Noortje Marres’ work on issues and how they emerge and evolve can
be used both as a methodology and a theory. Inspired by Noortje Marres and her
methodological perspective on how issues come into being, an issue-oriented perspective is
useful to answer the research questions on how fact-checking became an issue in Norway,
how Faktisk.no originated and how the need for this mechanism was being justified. The
objective with an issue-oriented perspective and approach, is to acknowledge the opportunity
to move beyond impartiality when it comes to studies of science, technology, and society.
Marres takes up an affirmative approach, and stresses the need for an approach that is openended, and an approach that map issues as a way of bringing the analysis of controversies
forward (Marres 2015, 3).
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Digital methods can be defined as «the use of online and digital technologies to collect and
analyse research data» (Snee et al. 2016, 1). In the digital method used to study the issue in
this thesis, the aim is to study how journalists, politicians, and the public relate and react to
the new fact-checking site - Faktisk.no. To explore that, both Faktisk.no’s profile on
Facebook and Twitter are analysed. All comments at Facebook and Twitter from the
announcement of the fact-checking site March 21st, 2017 throughout July 2017 are collected.
The number of likes and sharings are also collected, but not used in the analysis in the same
way as the comments. Mainly because of the subjective factor that might lie within each like
or share. As a researcher, it is difficult to evaluate if one like is based on the fact that one
person actually really likes the post, or if the person liked the post for another reason. Also, as
Marres points out, one must be sure to follow the issue, and not the bias within the
technology, or the functions of the technology itself, such as hyperlinks (Marres 2015, 18-22).
Researchers «must find ways to ensure that we map controversy dynamics, rather than media
technological dynamics» (Marres 2015, 15). There is always some uncertainty when it comes
to the empirical object in a study, especially in dynamic digital environments – where bias is
often considered as a problem. Linking and tagging technologies often present issues related
to hyping and trending, and one must make sure that «we treat the ambiguity of online issue
formations as a topic of critical inquiry» (Marres 2015, 19). The platform a researcher aims to
study, such as Facebook or Twitter, might highlight hyped issues, and not necessarily issues
evolving around the empirical object of one’s study. On Facebook and Twitter, for instance,
the most popular posts or the posts biased to a user profile will be highlighted. Meaning that
when a researcher uses such social media platforms to study how issues emerge and how
issues evolve, one must be aware of the technologies within the technology and try to avoid
technicalities such as hyperlinks. It is not the digital settings and dynamics itself that are
object of empiricism, but the issues and actions within the technology. In this case, where the
study object is how fact-checking became an issue in Norway, I must systematically study
every element of the digital platform, and not just the most popular or most trending post
related to fact-checking in Norway. If I only study the most popular post, I might miss out on
other important elements that did not necessarily receive as many clicks as the most popular
posts (Marres 2015, 15-22).
With this in mind, one must consider the empirical object of research online. The obligation
to construct an empirical object must be recognized, and not neglected considering the
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hyperlinks, mentions, and other digital instruments. When following the issue in this thesis, it
is important to not rely on search engines and number of likes or clicks, when operating in
news media or social media, but to thoroughly follow the issue and its formation, rather than
the technology bias. That is why I have decided to collect all the comments at Facebook and
Twitter on Faktisk.no’s profiles from March 21st, 2017 throughout July 2017. I strategically
wanted to avoid digital settings and dynamics, but instead focus on how the public act on
these social media platforms – and Faktisk.no for that sake (Marres 2015, 11-15).
«We should specify how digital settings participate in issue formation, alongside and in close
association with an open-ended set of other equally partial entities» (Marres 2015, 22). The
role of digital technologies must not be bracketed, according to Marres, but we must rather
explore how the digital partakes in controversies and issue formations. Then we can broaden
our focus on the empirical – and map the issues by move beyond the impartiality. I have
therefore included every single comment in the data material, and no comments are excluded
prior to the categorizing of the data material. I therefore hope to avoid dynamics such as
linking and tagging technologies on the social medias, and any kinds of optimization
technologies (Marres 2015, 22-24).

5.1.3 Document analysis
In order to study the way that journalists and politicians put forward their interests in the issue
of fact-checking, relevant documents in the form of news articles and opinions articles in the
Norwegian media landscape have been studied. These documents are considered textual
objects that actors use to put forward their interests and to prove the fact-checking mechanism
more or less trustworthy. These documents are considered as being performative in the way
that the different actors’ tactics have effect on other actors in the network. Both journalists
and politicians use the media to put forward their interests, but still in different ways.
Politically involved people put forward their agendas mainly through social media, and
occasionally those posts develops into published articles through news media, while people
within journalism mainly use news media to put forward their agendas by publishing opinion
articles.
Texts and documents are not something external or static when studying fact-checking in
Norway. Texts and documents are not external to the actor-network relations that are the
objectives of this study. The texts are written by actors to partake in the debate on fact43

checking services in Norway, and on the irony that Faktisk.no is a mechanism of credibility
within the field of journalism, but constantly have to defend, or prove, their credibility.
Documents such as articles can modify issues, and work as little tools for transforming the
reality. As Asdal (2015) suggest; if researchers take materialities into account, the
materialities should be handled together with words, as a material-semiotic version. For a
material-semiotic version, the Foucauldian tradition combined with Actor-Network Theory
works as a key resource in order to study relevant documents together with the performance
by different actors from different actions sites (Asdal 2015, 74-75). Articles and papers are a
part of modifying and transforming the reality that are being formed in the emergence and the
change of fact-checking as an issue. Such documents are great contributions to the
materialities in this thesis, and important objects from the perspective of the Actor-Network
Theory (Asdal 2015, 74). The articles are therefore being taken into account and are analysed
parallel to the more discursive elements in this thesis.
A common understanding, or misunderstanding, is that documents by different actors are
describing the same issue, but from different angles and perspectives. Nevertheless, as will be
exemplified in this thesis; documents can also «take part in modifying and transforming
issues» (Asdal 2015, 77). Documents can both be active in the role of establishing an issue as
well as modifying an issue. Documents can be used to situate an issue in order to strategically
take a position as an actor. And documents can be used to transform issues toward actor’s
interests. Documents becomes performative in the sense that they hold rhetorical strategies,
underpins political decisions, by their ways of conceptual work, and by their ways of enacting
relations (Asdal 2015, 77).
When using texts and documents in Science and Technology Studies, both timing and context
often become decisive elements. The research for this thesis encompassed a period of fifteen
weeks. Time seems to be important for all the actors involved in the network, in order to act
out their interests, mainly because the time between announcement March 21st, 2017 and
launch July 5th, 2017, facilitated time for speculations, deliberation and discussion about the
developing fact-checking site Faktisk.no. Additionally, the type of knowledge, subjective
interests and power positions of the different actors are determining for the tactics they
perform in order to situate and articulate the issue. As will be discussed further in the
empirical analysis, journalists articulate the issue for the interest of journalism, while the
politicians articulate the issue for the interest of politics.
44

5.2 Trustworthiness
In this section, I would like to elaborate on the trustworthiness of this study. There are
ongoing discussions on which concepts researchers should use in qualitative research to
explain and reflect upon the trustworthiness of a thesis. Instead of using concepts of validity,
generalizability, reliability and objectivity as often used in quantitative research strategies,
Jamie Baxter and John Eyles (1997) suggest that credibility, transferability, dependability,
and confirmability are equivalent with the concepts often used in quantitative research
strategies. These concepts or definitions do not have to be either-or, but rather considered in
relation to the research design and context (Hay 2010, 412-413; Johannessen, Christoffersen,
and Tufte 2010, 229).

5.2.1 Credibility
Credibility and validity are comparable. Validity revolves around whether the results from a
research corresponds accurately to the real world. When a researcher presents a study, the
research should be strategically and ethically completed, and the conclusions presented should
not be of any manipulation by the researcher. In a quantitative method, such conclusions can
be proved with numbers and statistically correlations, but in qualitative designs it has to be
measured in words, which challenging if we compare it with the quantitative analysis
methods. With qualitative research methods, we aim for in-depth meanings and actions, and it
is therefore extremely important to explain every step of the process, so the reader can rely on
the information and knowledge presented (Hay 2010, 413; Johannessen, Christoffersen, and
Tufte 2010, 230).
Considering that reliability is better understood by proof in numbers than in words, credibility
as a concept in this thesis can be more applicable (Hay 2010, 413). To achieve as much
credibility as possible, I have tried to describe the research design in detail, so that there are
no questions left regarding the empirical material. I have tried to use the material in a general
sense, and not biased by any personal interests. The conclusions made are based on the data
collection through in-depth interviews, virtual observation, and document analysis. The
categories the empirical material is separated into, are based on both the findings from the
empirical material and inspired by the theoretical resources from Science and Technology
Studies. I also hope that the combination of different, but complementary, methods can
strengthen the credibility of the thesis.
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5.2.2 Transferability
Generalizability is also a concept which is more suitable for a quantitative research method.
Transferability is often more suitable as a concept to evaluate a qualitative study.
Transferability is used in the sense that the research can be applicable to other contexts and
situations. In order to achieve transferability in a study, it is essential that the researcher
provide the reader with thick and detailed descriptions of the data collection. Because the
researcher is not going to prove that the research is applicable, the researcher has to provide
the proof that it can be applicable (Hay 2010, 413; Johannessen, Christoffersen, and Tufte
2010, 230-232).
In the study of fact-checking in a Norwegian context I have studied the emergence and the
evolvement of the issue with a case design and inspired by Actor-Network Theory an issueoriented approach. Whether the conclusions I make are transferable to other contexts,
situations, times or populations might be debatable, as the case of Faktisk.no is very explicit.
It is not any goal in this thesis either, to establish any general accusations that can be
transferred to any other country, or any other new innovative media cooperation. But if it
would be interesting to test my conclusions it should be possible to use the same research
strategy and research design. Even though this thesis cannot be transferred to other explicit
issues, it can still provide insights in how to follow issues in a democracy, how to study
power relations, and how to understand how issues emerge and how issues might evolve.
5.2.3 Dependability
When it comes to reliability, dependability might fit qualitative research strategy and design
better. Reliability can be used parallel to consistency and stability and imply the data material,
the data collection, and the data processing. In qualitative methods and designs, dependability
is a better alternative, because we do not operate with numbers and statistics, but with words.
Reliability as a concept is crucial in quantitative analysis, but not as advantageous in
qualitative analysis. Both researchers conducting quantitative and qualitative research have to
include every phase of the research so that any other reader or researcher can repeat the
process and take advantage of the same theoretical aspects (Hay 2010; 413, Johannessen,
Christoffersen, and Tufte 2010, 229).
By dependability, it is referred to whether the study and the conclusions presented from a
study can be trusted, and if other researchers would have made the same conclusions when
studying the empirical material (Johannessen, Christoffersen, and Tufte 2010, 230). As a
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researcher in this master thesis, I try to continuously describe, and explain, and reflect, upon
every phase in the process, and every decision that I have made through the process.
Hopefully I can involve the reader of this thesis and make good illustrations of the work that
has been done.
5.2.4 Confirmability
Jamie Baxter and John Eyles (1997) suggest that confirmability can be better fitted in
qualitative analysis than objectivity. Even though researchers within Science and Technology
Studies are trying to be as objective as possible, one can never guarantee that subjective
factors do not have an impact on for instance the formulation of research questions.
Confirmability can therefore be a better concept in order to describe the objectiveness of the
study. The main aim is to avoid any biases when doing a study. It is the participants in the
study that should shape the conclusions, and not the researcher itself (Hay 2010, 413;
Johannessen, Christoffersen, and Tufte 2010, 232).
To gain confirmability in this thesis I will try to explain my conclusions as thoroughly as
possible and provide examples from the empirical material that can illustrate the concluding
remarks that are presented. Throughout the research process I have tried to be self-critical and
tried to avoid that my personal experiences have an impact on both the analysis and the
conclusions in this thesis.
By reflecting on the concepts of credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability
throughout the process of working with this thesis, the trustworthiness of the study hopefully
increases, and the conclusions made are representative of how fact-checking became an issue
in Norway, in terms of how Faktisk.no originated, and how the need for fact-checking was
and are being justified.
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6.0 Empirical Analysis
In this part of the thesis, empirical insights on fact-checking as an issue in Norway will be
provided. The Norwegian debate on fact-checking is studied by looking at Faktisk.no’s
platforms and the actors engaging with them. Inspired by Network Theory and an issueoriented approach, the focus is on looking at the tactics that the different actors from different
actions sites deploy in engaging with the issue of fact-checking in Norway. These tactics have
been explored as they appear at the level of practice and discourse. This dissertation reports
on the content of the interviews and a selection of relevant documents. In what follows the
content of those interviews and documents is presented and discussed. In this material we can
follow how fact-checking started to originate as an issue of concern back in the 1990s, and
how it escalated in Norway from 2016. In order to follow the issue, virtual observations of
relevant social media sites such as Facebook and Twitter have been completed. These
observations reveal that fact-checking engage people who are both positive and negative
towards such services, and that the issue of fact-checking drastically evolved after the
announcement of Faktisk.no as a new fact-checking site in Norway.
Empirical material from the in-depth interviews with the fact-checkers, from document
analysis of news articles, and from virtual observations of the public through Facebook and
Twitter, had to be organized after the collection of data. The empirical material is complex
and diverse, which demands that the researcher categorize the data material in order to
highlight the relevant data for answering the research questions. The research questions to be
answered in this thesis are mainly how fact-checking in Norway became an issue, by
secondary questions of 1) How did the fact-checking site Faktisk.no originate? 2) How was
the need for this mechanism being justified? The empirical material has therefore been
categorized and classified, selecting the most relevant pieces to provide empirical insights
(Jacobsen 2015, 197-198 and 207). In this study of fact-checking in Norway, the different
categories are classified into different actors from different actions sites. The different actors
in the network are mainly the fact-checkers at Faktisk.no, the platform itself, journalists,
politicians, and the public engaging with the issue. The intention is to give an overall
overview of which tactics the different actors use to put forward their interest in the debate of
fact-checking in Norway. And how the different actors articulate the issue based on their
agenda in the debate of fact-checking in Norway. The aim of the analysis is to map relations,
tensions and connections between actors involved in the issue of fact-checking.
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Figure 1: Actors sites in the network of fact-checking

6.1 Following actors in action sites
6.1.1 Fact-checkers
When studying which tactics fact-checkers at Faktisk.no use to articulate fact-checking as the
issue, empirical material from the in-depth interviews are used, as well as I follow how other
actors react to Faktisk.no in other digital platforms. Actors engage in debate on Faktisk.no in
platforms such as Facebook and Twitter. In order to do an empirical analysis on fact-checkers
as actors in the network of fact-checking in Norway, the interest is in how the project
originated and which guidelines or procedures Faktisk.no follows when they work with factchecks. I am also interested in how they justify the need for such a truth-seeking mechanism
in a modern media society.
I would like to introduce how the fact-checking site look visually and how the fact-checkers
function operationally. In the picture below, the website of Faktisk.no is presented. What we
see at the front page is a collection of fact-checks completed. Different statements that have
been fact-checked are posted on the website, with a clear coloured label of true, partly true,
not necessarily true, partly wrong, or completely wrong. The public can use the search field to
search for different themes, peoples, organisations, and headings. When you click at a factcheck, you will get access to a full description of the different perspectives, sources, and
processes that went down to publish the fact-check.
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Figure 3: www.faktisk.no

The website is made easy to navigate. If we take a closer look at «Om oss» («About us»), we
get a description of the organisation itself. Here, Faktisk.no describes the supposedly cooperative organisation they are, and which social missions they have in the society. Faktisk.no
describes the organisation as non-governmental and self-governing, and as a mechanism to
strive for a fact-based and constructive public debate. Further, they present the fact-checking
mechanism as independent, neutral, and transparent. Even though the owners of the factchecking project are Dagbladet, VG, NRK and TV 2, they see that this should not affect the
workings of Faktisk.no, their daily routines, and their organisational dynamics and social
mission. Faktisk.no is supposed to work independent from the owners, and as a neutral tool
for the public debate. Faktisk.no present itself as a mechanism to operate as a corrective in the
public debate, and hopefully increase the quality on statements that are trending in society
(Faktisk.no 2017h).
After a few months of operating fact-checks, we see on the picture below that Faktisk.no has
received a «stamp» from the International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN). By having this
stamp, they are verified as a fact-checking site according to the IFCN Fact-Checkers Code of
Principles, which means that they supposedly operate as neutral and politically independent
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(Faktisk.no 2017h). This give Faktisk.no credibility as truth managers. However, can we then
say that they are automatically independent and neutral? Some actors, the public for instance,
are not necessarily convinced. Some may consider connections between Faktisk.no and their
partners and allies less trustworthy, and that displaying their independent status as rather the
opposite of credible, or simply worthless and rather manipulative in the public debate. Parts of
the public engaging with the issue of fact-checking in Norway are rather concerned that
partners such as Fritt Ord Foundation, Tinius Trust and Facebook are a part of the project
because they consider it as manipulating the public debate rather improving the quality of the
debate. Credibility from other fact-checking sites or networks is consequently unimportant.

Figure 4: www.faktisk.no/om-oss

Additionally – this verification from IFCN was not given until approximately 13 weeks of
operating, which means that Faktisk.no could not tactically defend their credibility based on
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IFCN-stamp until October 4th, 2017. Nonetheless, as further deliberated in the section on
perspectives by the public, the irony of credibility becomes evident. Even though Faktisk.no
is presented as independent, neutral, and transparent, the surroundings or actors from different
action sites might not have the same perception. And, ironically, the arguments can also be
the same for fact-checkers as actors and the public as actors, even though their agendas or
perceptions are conflicting. Faktisk.no use their partners and allies as positive arguments for
independency, neutrality and transparency. Nonetheless other actors, especially the public,
use Faktisk.no’s partners and allies as rather negative arguments, which highlights both the
irony of the credibility, and the irony of different subjective perspectives and agendas of
actors. Arguments fact-checkers use as proof of trustworthiness are the public’s argument on
the opposite, and rather untrustworthy. Additionally, transparency is an element that the factcheckers consider as essential in their work with fact-checking. The fact-checkers consider it
essential that the public have access to the process of every fact-check to present themselves
as credible. Nonetheless, as we have experienced, transparency do not necessarily convince
the public. Transparency is not an absolute rule which creates credibility, it is rather a strategy
that will be tested and must be upheld.
The International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN) is a unit of Poynter Institute. The Poynter
Institute is «the world’s leading instructor, innovator, convener and resource for anyone who
aspires to engage and inform citizens in 21st century democracies» (Poynter 2018). The factchecking unit was launched in September 2015 and is a network of fact-checking services
world-wide. To be a part of the network, the fact-checking organisations have to apply to
become a member, and both the application and assessment are official after any verification.
The assessment is supposed to happen over three months of operating, but in some cases, factchecking organisations can be verified in a shorter amount of time – if there is enough
evidence that they follow the fact-checkers code of principles. Faktisk.no was overall verified
as:
«A nice and extremely ambitious initiative. With the rich data-driven content, it is a
stand alone journalistic publication in itself, even though it is based on already
published claims. I truly enjoyed reading the content.»
(Appelgren 2017).
Faktisk.no is the first verified member of this network from Norway, and both the application
and the assessment are official (Poynter 2015).
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From the in-depth interviews with the fact-checkers at Faktisk.no, stories about how the
project was initiated and how the process began was received. The project with a new factchecking site in Norway, was initiated by two women from VG and Dagbladet, Helje Solberg
and Hildegunn Amanda Soldal. They were in Yangoon the Spring 2016 and discussed a
possible fact-checking initiative in Myanmar. They were then asked why Norway did not
have a fact-check site, and neither one of them could come up with any good answers. Later
that year, during the Fall 2016, fact-checking in Norway came up as a theme at a dinner
where both the women were, together with other media people, also from The International
Fact-Checking Network (IFCN). The idea of a co-operation between VG and Dagbladet was
well received. In September 2017, it was going to be an election for the Norwegian
parliament, and hence a possibly good starting point for a new fact-checking mechanism.
Additionally, fact-checking was a hyped issue in the United States especially after Donald
Trump became the president in 2016, as Jon Arne Markussen, chief editor of Dagbladet,
referred to at the press conference when the project was launched March 21st, 2017.
The chief editors of VG and Dagbladet was oriented about the idea, and they were both
positive. Because a collaboration between VG and Dagbladet was controversial and the
project had to be fully worked out before it could become official, the co-operative project
was kept secret. A group of people from the two media organisations was brought together to
discuss the project in more detail. In December 2016, the project group was set, and they
secretly worked together in lending rooms at Norwegian Media Businesses’ Association
(Mediebedriftenes Landsforening – MBL). From the beginning, the project group agreed
upon that the organisation and the fact-checking practice should be open, and for other media
organisations to join, to ensure sustainability in the project. The search for funding, partners
and other types of allies went surprisingly well for the project group. However, the
foundations and organisations that were contacted, also demanded that supplementary media
organisations should join the project, to get a wider set of contributors. Around March 2017,
NRK was invited and joined the project. The partners were then VG, Dagbladet and NRK
with support from Tinius Trust and Fritt Ord Foundation.
From December 2016 through March 2017 the project group secretly worked in MBL and
Schibsted’s locations in Oslo. They worked with everything from how they were going to do
the fact-checks to which colours they should use at the website. March 21st the project was
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announced at a press conference and finally official. After the press conference, TV 2 also
announced that they wanted to contribute to the project, and then four of the large media
organisations in Norway was officially going to work together with a project that was going
to result in a fact-checking site. During the preparations, the winter before the press
conference the collaboration was announced, the project group worked thoroughly to develop
a fact-checking service that would fit the Norwegian environment. They examined how other
fact-checking services worked, to try to be inspired by the best functions from several
services. During the interviews, the fact-checkers explained that they worked with the project
almost every afternoon or night and was very interested in which functions worked in other
countries, and which functions that did not work in other countries.
The secrecy of the project group is worth more elaboration. The people involved in the
process express that secrecy was necessary, first because they did not want to reveal any
project that might not «survive», and second, because the project was so controversial that
everything had to be fully planned before they could announce officially. The first aspect of
surviving, is about presenting ideas that are sustainable and reasonable, so that the chief
editors in Dagbladet and VG would approve the project and give permission to continue the
project. From December 2017 to January 2017, the project group began to work with the
project and had to present suggestions on how to carry out the project to the editors in
Dagbladet and VG. Independency, neutrality and transparency was among the most important
elements or tactics that the project group agreed upon. They considered it essential to keep
transparency between Faktisk.no and the public. And to demonstrate transparency regarding
work methods and fact-checking guidelines. Visibility and accessibility was therefore
mobilized as tactics from the beginning, but as time would show – transparency is not an
absolute rule. Faktisk.no faced difficulty especially in relation to the public, which was not
necessarily convinced by so-called transparency of those that are being described as some
self-appointed fact-checking experts.
The second aspect that was important for the secrecy was the controversy of the co-operating
media organisations. In the beginning, only Dagbladet and VG was participating in the
project. Both the project group and the funding organisations considered that problematic, so
NRK was invited to join. Even though the fact-checking organisation was consisting of three
different media organisations at that time, the co-operation was still controversial, mainly
because the media organisations are competitors in the first place, but also because the three
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media organisations are large media organisations in Norway, which also are accused of being
biased mainstream media by some people. To keep the project secret as long as possible is
therefore considered as important, or even crucial, for the completion of the project. I would
go as far as insinuate that the project group would have a more difficult time of surviving if
the project was leaked to the public before they were ready to fully describe their mission,
their guidelines, and their work methods. That is especially because of the attention
Faktisk.no received after the press conference in March 2017, when the issue of fact-checking
in Norway escalated, and evolved into a network of actors from different actions sites, namely
fact-checkers, the platform itself, journalists, politicians, and the public.
The project group had to design and elaborate on what type of organisation they were going to
represent. Faktisk.no is meant to work independent from the large media organisations.
Faktisk.no presents itself as an organization that is non-governmental and self-governing.
That means that they also fact-check statements or claims published by Dagbladet, VG, NRK
and TV 2. Faktisk.no’s mission is to fact-check the Norwegian debate and they are supposed
to treat their own owners as they treat other sources. The collection of fact-checks completed
are exclusively meant to illustrate the most trending statements in the society, and not the
most interesting statements for the fact-checkers themselves. Those ideals presented from
Faktisk.no are important, but not yet fulfilling for the other actors involved in the issue of
fact-checking as this thesis discusses. Sceptics do not get convinced by the ideal of a neutral
and balanced collection of fact-checks. Faktisk.no are continuously being accused of operate
politically biased or picking out statements of personal interests rather than public interests.
On the contrary, Faktisk.no keeps a statistic overview of fact-checks they have completed.
These statistics are publicly available on Faktisk.no’s website. As shown in the picture below,
they keep statistical overview of the conclusions that have been made, and the people or the
organisations that made the statements that have been fact-checked. Additionally, they
include any corrections that they optionally have made. That the overview is publicly
available, means that any sceptic can take a look at the overview, and check for themselves if
Faktisk.no apparently fact-check all aspects of the public debate, or only fact-check based on
political biases or personal interests. The publishing of these statistics is a tactical tool by
Faktisk.no to show their independency, neutrality, and transparency, and hopefully increase
their credibility. What such a tactic can provide, is an overview over all the completed factchecks, if they were categorized as true, partly true, not necessarily true, partly wrong, or
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completely wrong, and by whom the statement was made. However, such a tactic will not
have any effect if the public, journalists, politicians, and other sceptics do not care about the
statistics, and still do not rely on Faktisk.no as credible.

Figure 5: www.faktisk.no/statistikk
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Figure 6: www.faktisk.no/statistikk

When Faktisk.no conducts a fact-check, they have to fact-check something that actually can
be fact-checked. That means they only fact-check «measurable» statements and claims, they
cannot fact-check personal interpretations or entire articles. There are different reasons why
the fact-checkers cannot fact-check meanings or entire articles. First, as they explained during
the interviews, the fact-checkers’ mission is not to accuse someone of being wrong or
unintentionally lying about something when they make statements. That implies that the
Norwegian fact-checking site Faktisk.no for instance use different working methods and a
different scale system than the Washington Post’s Fact Checker in the United States, which
uses Pinocchio-noses to grade the amount of lie or falseness in the statements that are factchecked. When using a scale based on the amount of lie or falseness, the fact-checker already
before grading a statement, implies that it is a lie. Faktisk.no seeks to dissociate from that sort
of work methods and scale. Instead they try to fact-check statements regardless of it they
think the statement is true, false, or something in between. That indicates that the scale is an

57

important tactic in Faktisk.no’s strategy, and an important tool to designate that they factcheck without any accusations or bias. They do not seek to for instance only chase fake news,
they want to quality check the public debate. Nevertheless, prior to the launch of the project in
July 2017, a lot of people among the public, within journalism, and within politics, seemed to
believe that Faktisk.no was going to track down fake news, and especially fake news from
Norway. That was never the mission among the project group either before or after the project
was launched. Faktisk.no seeks to operate as a corrective in the Norwegian public debate, and
hopefully also contribute to more critical awareness towards sources. And not necessarily
exclusively fact-check Norwegian verified news media, but all statements that are trending in
society.
Second, Faktisk.no are not a mechanism that is going to grade a person’s subjective
interpretations. Faktisk.no do not seek to «arrest» someone, or an organisation, for expressing
considerations, but Faktisk.no seeks to grade, or correct, explicit statements of public interest.
Therefore, fact-checkers do not spend resources on people’s opinions and beliefs, but rather
on statements that are outed as factual, and that trends in the society. Furthermore, articles can
consist of several statements or claims, which means that instead of grading an article as one
single fact-check, the statements in the article must be fact-checked separately. That is
because every statement can be based on different sources based on different contexts, which
makes it almost impossible to fact-check a complete article. One single statement requires a
lot of resources, and therefore fact-checking longer dissertations would require different work
methods than the fact-checkers in Faktisk.no use. As we will experience, other actors in the
network, namely politicians, will react to such fragmented analysis, and require more
comprehensive fact-check rather than fact-checks of explicit statements.
Third, if Faktisk.no start to fact-check people’s subjective interpretations and articles, it gets
even more challenging to operate unbiased and objective. Faktisk.no are supposed to pick out
trending statements exactly because they are trending. And even though one single statement
can seem simple or unpretentious, it can take from one day to one week before the fact-check
can be published. If Faktisk.no is going to maintain an in-depth, neutral, and transparent factcheck, they also have to get it touch with all the sources they need to actually evaluate the
level of truth in the statement. As the fact-checkers explained during the interviews, factchecking is related to journalism in a way that they have the luxury, as they describe it, to
spend time with their journalistic work, and spend time working with sources. Instead of
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being a part of the apparently focus on being «first» and provide the public with sensational
news, fact-checkers can take more time to study every statement thoroughly. That implies that
if a fact-checker are to fact-check a statement, they have to dig into that statement, and seek
advice from the original sources that was the foundation for the fact-check. Not necessarily
seek advice from the one who made the statement, but the sources that allowed the person to
make the statement. So, if Erna Solberg, prime minister in Norway, makes a statement that
says that «more young people are now disappearing from the employment market because of
mental disorders than before», Faktisk.no have to go through the numbers of young people
that have disappeared from the labour market. They do that by analysing statistics from
Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration (NAV). If Erna Solberg states that «In
Norway there are soon two police officers per thousand inhabitants», Faktisk.no use statistics
from National Police Directorate (Politidirektoratet) (Faktisk.no 2017d, g).
Faktisk.no launched the project July 5th, 2017, and that was the date they started to publish
fact-checks. They publish fact-checks at their website www.faktisk.no, and some fact-checks
are also being «shared» on their social media profiles. The social media profiles were made
already after the announcement of the project at the press conference in March 21st, 2017.
Virtual observations of the social media platforms Facebook and Twitter was completed to
follow the issue of fact-checking in Norway. I went through every single comment on the
Facebook and Twitter where Faktisk.no perform. The time period is from the launch March
21st, 2017 and throughout July 2017. Immediately after announcing the project, Faktisk.no’s
tactics to justify the need for a fact-checking mechanism are observable. By the end of the
press conference, Faktisk.no both received comments on Facebook and Twitter, and people
within politics and journalism started to comment on the collaboration through news media.
In this thesis, Faktisk.no’s performance at Facebook and Twitter have been observed in order
to follow the issue and in order to map the tactics Faktisk.no and other actors in the network
deploy to put forward their agendas. Faktisk.no use different tactics to put forward their
interest in the issue of fact-checking, especially tactics of accessibility and visibility. One of
the most ongoing tactics is that they answer questions and comments from the public at
Facebook and Twitter. Faktisk.no also publish posts about the collaboration to inform and
enlighten the public. Faktisk.no encourage the public to engage in public conversations, and
they try to participate in the dialogues themselves, especially when the public as questions or
express that something is unclear. When people ask questions at Facebook and Twitter, the
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presence by Faktisk.no and the answers they provide to the people commenting are important
tactics to provide insight in how the need for this fact-checking site is justified by the factcheckers themselves. A question from people commenting can for instance be «How is it
possible that this fact-checking site can be neutral when it is the mainstream media that stands
behind the project?», and then the people at Faktisk.no can comment back, and provide the
public with their opinion of the issue, and offer different descriptions on how they are going
to operate as neutral and transparent fact-checkers. Visibility and accessibility by Faktisk.no
can be essential when it comes to people who do not know it they like or dislike the factchecking site.
The comments by the public on Facebook and Twitter have required both visibility and
accessibility from Faktisk.no. There are different ways to categorize the comments at
Facebook and Twitter. Some comments can be considered as irrelevant and do not require any
response. An example can for instance be comments like: «This is bullshit» or «What a
crappy site». Other comments are direct questions to the fact-checkers about their methods,
and those comments are considered more relevant. Factual questions targeted to the
organizations itself, or the fact-checking methods, should be provided with answers. Other
comments are direct questions towards explicit fact-checks, and they are also factual, and also
considered questions that require response from Faktisk.no. Factual comments require
response because if Faktisk.no are going to describe themselves as a platform for deliberation,
participation and information, they should take part in it themselves. Faktisk.no is also in a
start-up phase, and as they explained during the interviews, they are eager to receive
feedbacks from the public so that they can develop their work methods in the best possible
way.
Even though Faktisk.no regularly answered factual questions between the press conference
March 21st, 2017 and the launch July 5th, 2017, they had to work even more efficient after the
first published fact-checks. Similar to what happened after the announcement of the project in
March, the public, journalists and politicians commented and expressed their opinions about
the project. The engaging public primarily through social media, and journalists and
politicians through social media and news media. Faktisk.no had to use tactics as both
visibility and accessibility, mainly because people in addition to commenting on the cooperation and fact-checking in general, they also started to comment every explicit fact-check
published.
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Through virtual observation, I observed that Faktisk.no answers all direct and factual
questions they get. They are very active at Facebook and Twitter, and as they told during the
interviews, they try to leave that responsibility to one person in the organization, so that he or
she can have the main responsibility for social media platforms. If someone comments or asks
questions at Facebook or Twitter, Faktisk.no will try their best to respond. Sometimes,
Faktisk.no receive questions that are already presented in the general guidelines either at the
press conference, at a Facebook post, or at their website. Then they refer to the information
they have already given. That kind of activity is considered important especially because it is
unrealistically to believe that every single person asking questions at social media either
watched the press conference or read through all the guidelines at Faktisk.no’s website. A lot
of people also ask questions about the scale. Either simple questions such as «Why is this
concluded as completely wrong?». Sometimes, when people claim that the conclusion is
incorrect, it can lead to longer discussions between other people, or between people and
Faktisk.no. Such discussions can be healthy for the public debate, especially when different
perspectives can enlighten each other.
Occasionally, people also accuse Faktisk.no of being politically biased and too subjective in
their fact-checks. Such comments can often lead to «loud» discussions, and Faktisk.no resolve
that by referring to their mandate, and their sources, to try to avoid any unpleasant discussions
or «verbal fights». Faktisk.no therefore have to tactically repeat their mandate, which is to
pick statements to fact-check based on what is trending in the society, based on neutrality and
independency, and strive for a fact-based and constructive public debate. They also in some
cases have to repeat the sources they sought to complete the fact-check. If they for instance
used statistics from Statistics Norway, Faktisk.no present which statistics that have been
emphasized in the fact-check, so the reader can read and analyze the same documents as the
fact-checker did. By being visible and accessible, Faktisk.no are able to communicate with the
public, either if the response is positive or negative. And by communicating with the public,
some sceptics might also appreciate Faktisk.no’s visibility and accessibility, which can further
leave to an impression of independency, neutrality, and transparency.
Faktisk.no use Facebook and Twitter to communicate with the public. The comment fields are
fields where both the public and Faktisk.no can correspond. Communication does also
represent Faktisk’s tactics in order to uphold their credibility. They can both articulate the
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issue from their own perspective, which is to strive for a fact-based and constructive public
debate, and they can benefit from constructive and critical feedbacks that they receive from
the public. According to fact-checkers at Faktisk.no, they try their best to be humble and hardworking, so that they can provide the society with trustworthy information, and at the same
time take advantage of all the constructive criticism they receive. Faktisk.no is supposed to
represent a non-governmental, self-governing, independent, neutral and transparent
organisation, created to fact-check the Norwegian debate. Faktisk.no seeks to contribute to an
open, inclusive and fact-based public conversation. Nevertheless, questions that are
repeatedly given to Faktisk.no, is how they can operate as an independent organisation when
they receive funding and support from several organisations and allies. If our aim is at
exploring tactics on how Faktisk.no build their credibility, it is therefore relevant to give an
account on how they describe themselves as independent.
If we take a look at the allies below, we see that they receive support from different funding
organisations, media organisations and social media such as Facebook. A lot of criticism has
indeed been about the independency Faktisk.no is supposed to represent. One way to describe
how they are able to operate independent is by describing how they physically work as an
own editorial. Faktisk.no indeed has their own board, their own employees, in their own
offices. And when fact-checkers work at Faktisk.no, they are either lent out from other media
companies such as VG and TV 2, or they are full employees at Faktisk.no. Either way, they
fact-check statements regardless of which medium that published the statement. But at the
same time, the very tactics I can see as «defending» their claims of being independent and
neutral, is by actions and not by words. Even though they say that they are independent from
their owners, and neutral in their fact-checks, they have to provide the public with work and
actions that demonstrate just that in order to be considered as a credible contribution in the
democracy.
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Figure 7: www.faktisk.no/stott-oss

Journalism and media can hold an important role in a democracy. Faktisk.no both represent a
segment related to journalism and participate in the media landscape as developing distinct
profession. Generally, the media should provide the public with important news and represent
an open debate forum. Then again, the media must stand out as authentic and trustworthy, and
be critical and verified to ensure a diverse public debate (Eide 2008a, 53). During the
interviews with the fact-checkers, they expressed that they had felt some sort of distrust
among the public towards media. They all have background from journalism themselves and
see it as a privilege to be able to spend time and resources on specific claims and statements,
and to able to share with the public which grade of truth the claim or statements stand for. The
fact-checkers express that they feel privileged to be able to work thorough with every
conclusion or article they write, without striving against news criteria as they are used to from
traditional journalism. By providing the audience with thorough work, they might be able to
work against the distrust that the fact-checkers experienced as regular journalists. The factcheckers should indeed publish fact-checks as soon as possible after the statements are made,
due to provide cases for the public interest, but sometimes that is not necessary possible, and
sometimes fact-checks require a lot of time in order to do it carefully. Either way, the fact-
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checkers describe it as a luxury to have the time to reflect upon sources and circumstances
and do thoroughly background checks.
Faktisk.no explain that the need for this truth-seeking fact-checking site can be justified with
the need for better quality in today’s media landscape and public debate. Additionally, they
can try to work against the developing distrust towards the Norwegian news media among the
public. They seek to avoid perceptions of fake news and they want to work for more trust
among the public to the statements that circulates in the Norwegian public debate. They try to
ensure the quality by technical means, namely the Faktisk.no platform itself. Below I focus on
the platform itself as a device to produce «quality». An observation made is that while an
early supposition was that Faktisk.no is a truth-seeking mechanism, it turns out that
Faktisk.no do not necessarily only seek the truth. And according to the fact-checkers
themselves, they do not seek falseness. Faktisk.no claim they do not aim at checking for lies,
but they intend to produce quality. Hence, the action of fact-checking is articulated by
Faktisk.no managers and workers as an issue of news quality rather than in terms of truths and
lies. A question to follow then, is how they do this. How do they produce quality? And then,
we can further ask how important tactics such as visibility and accessibility are in order to
ensure quality. I will come back to this question in the discussion.

6.1.2 The platform: Faktisk.no
This section focuses on the technology itself as a site of action. The analysis on the platform
itself is based on the empirical material from in-depth interviews, virtual observation and also
document analysis. Within Actor-Network Theory, both humans and non-humans are actors
with certain agendas that can act in evolving issues in societies. The platform itself must
therefore be taken into account the same way as human actors in the issue of fact-checking.
When talking about the platform itself, it is referred to the tool and the mechanism that in this
case is a technology to produce quality. The occasions where the technology itself engage
with other actors in the network are thus studied, thereby the platforms where relations and
tensions between the different actors from different action sites develop. Fact-checkers at
Faktisk.no have expressed that they want to contribute to better quality in the Norwegian
debate and contribute to an open, inclusive and fact-based public conversation. So, we can
consider the purpose with the fact-checking site as a mechanism to evaluate the amount of
truth in statements, which can further lead to better quality in the public debate. Faktisk.no
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evaluate the amount of truth by «grading» statements that trends in the society based on the
scale consisting of true, partly true, not necessarily true, partly wrong, or completely wrong.
An important element in the technology itself is therefore the scale that Faktisk.no use to
grade the statements or claims. The scale consists of true, partly true, not necessarily true,
partly wrong, or completely wrong. On the picture below, we see how the different labels are
made with different colours to be better recognizable – and also understandable for people
who do not read well. The green box symbolizes statements that are completely true. The
yellow box symbolizes the statements that can be supported by facts, or the context can be
correct, but together it does not match, and the statement are therefore be partly true. The
grey box symbolizes statements that cannot be fully supported or fully proved because there
are no reliable sources to bring evidence, or no documentation that can bring an unambiguous
conclusion. The orange box symbolizes the statements where either the facts or the context is
used wrong, or either very inaccurate or very conflicting ways of using facts, or where facts
are omitted. The red box symbolizes statements that are completely wrong.
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Figure 8: www.faktisk.no/metode

During the interviews, fact-checkers expressed that the work with the scale was, and still is,
very challenging, but necessary. During the preparations on the fact-checking mechanism the
winter 2016/2017, the project group spent a lot of time working and adjusting the scale they
were going to use to grade and label statements. They considered issues such as if they were
going to have a scale, how the scale was going to be designed, and how many labels the scale
should consist of. The project group studied for example PolitiFact and the Fact Checker in
the United States. Nonetheless what the project group considered as very important, is that
they did not want to design a scale that presumed or accused someone of lying. They needed a
scale that made it possible to express that people do not necessary intentionally lie, but
sometimes, some statements can be misleading in certain contexts. They agreed upon that
they needed a scale, and that they needed different nuances than simply true or false. They
also wanted a scale that could be understandable by all the citizens in society, thereby the
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colours with the easy readable text. The reason why they decided that the scale is necessary, is
for instance because they had reasons to believe that people would not read fact-checks that is
just reports without any clear conclusion. Because Faktisk.no is an innovative project, and
something the public in Norway have not seen before, they needed something that actually
caught people’s attention. And when they decided to operate with a scale, they valuated it as
beneficial to add some sort of commercial touch to it, and therefore provide the public, with
straightforward (and colourful) labels that are easy to recognize and understand.
Both on Twitter and Facebook, there are noticeable signs of difficulties with the different
categories in the scale. Often, with the simple explanation that the audience simply do not
agree with the category given after a fact-check. That is mainly a problem of agreeing or
disagreeing. We see examples of that for instance with politicians, when they just do not
agree with the label they receive. Whenever a politician gets fact-check, or more concrete a
statement a politician has made gets fact-checked, it has a tendency to spread through social
media. Additionally, everyone who gets fact-check have the opportunity to respond to the
fact-check, as a comment that will be published together with the fact-check. Then politicians
are in position to defend their statement, and have the opportunity to disagree, or agree, with
the fact-check. The public can also engage in debates regarding whether the label on a factcheck is correct or incorrect.
Another general problem related to scale itself, and not necessarily an explicit fact-check, is
that the category of misleading comes up as a better alternative than either partly true or
partly wrong That is a challenge recognized by the fact-checkers themselves, and also a
challenge that became evident when analyzing the empirical material on virtual observation.
That is a problem of definition. Faktisk.no are aware of the problem and they acknowledge
that this might be one of the ongoing challenges they might have to work with in the future.
When interviewing the fact-checkers at Faktisk.no they first of all explained that the work
with the scale and the different labels was very challenging and demanded a lot of time. But
when the scale was ready, they were confident that the result they came down to, was the best
alternative. Nevertheless, after the first fact-checks was published, and they continued to
publish throughout the fall, they also had to acknowledge that labels of partly true and partly
wrong might be better described as misleading. This is an ongoing problematizing that the
fact-checkers work with, both for themselves, but also for the audience to understand the
labels better.
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If we try to consider which tactics the technology itself use to put forward its interests, it
comes down to the production of fact-based fact-checks and producing truth and quality. An
aspect that often create debates, are the different statements that are actually being picked out
for fact-checking. The main aim when studying the technology itself is to study the occasions
where the technology engages with other actors in the network of fact-checking. An aspect
that often leads to friction between the technology itself and other actors in the network, are
the selection of statements to fact-check. Faktisk.no have, at least not yet, not any suitable
tool to select the most trending statements that trend in society. Faktisk.no work with tools as
CrowdTangle which is monitoring what is trending at social media and other similar services,
like Storyboard. Storyboard is an analytical service for journalists, editors and media analysts,
which provide insight into the use of social media in Norwegian online newspapers and
present the most trending news in social media (Storyboard 2018).
Statements selected for fact-checking, are often criticized by journalists, politicians and the
public, most likely because the different actors possess different subjective interests based on
their type of knowledge. The statements are for instance criticized as irrelevant, boring and
unfair. One of the first fact-checks that received a lot of criticism for being irrelevant and
uninteresting, is a fact-check of a statement in Dagens Næringsliv (DN). The statement
claimed that the The Parliament of Norway (Stortinget) employed a confectionary to, for
instance, make French macaroons. But the conclusion by Faktisk.no said that there was no
evidence of any macaroons made, and it was a baker employed, and not a confectionary. The
statement was labeled as completely wrong. That fact-check received a lot of criticism for
being uninteresting and a waste of resources (Faktisk.no 2017b).
Faktisk.no have to defend their fact-checks by the guidelines they are supposed to follow.
According to Faktisk.no, they use a list of criteria for the selection of fact-checks. The
statement must be testable, the statements cannot be normative or a prediction, and the
statements must have been spread within the Norwegian debate. The statement should also be
controversial, the statement should be relevant and make a different if it is true or not, the
statement should primarily be of importance to the Norwegian public debate, and the
statement should be of interest among most people (Faktisk.no 2017f). When Faktisk.no are
accused of presenting fact-checks that are uninteresting and irrelevant, they defend the fact-
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check by explaining that the statements have been trending and circulated in the public debate
and should therefore be fact-checked for the sake of quality.
Faktisk.no also accept suggestions from the audience. Occasionally, they get suggestions
direct in the comment fields at Facebook and Twitter, or they get e-mails. If they consider the
statements as trending, and that they fulfill maybe not all the criteria, but at least some of
them, they take the suggestion into account. But there is still no «tailor-made» tool created for
the fact-checkers use in Faktisk.no. What would be ideal is that Faktisk.no had their own
technological tool that would collect the trending and «fact-check friendly» statements in
Norway. I believe that if we are going to avoid discussions about the statements that are being
picked out for fact-checks in the future, a «tailor-made» tool for Faktisk.no might be a
solution. That means that the technology itself is in need of another technology in order to
fully be able to defend their fact-checks, and also defend their work methods and guidelines,
to uphold their credibility among journalists, politicians, and the public.

6.1.3 Journalists
In this section, the empirical findings on how journalists put forward their interests regarding
the issue of fact-checking are presented. The overall impression from the public debate is that
journalists and other people working in the media industry expressed that they did not
understand the need for the fact-checking site. To illustrate the feedback journalists provided
on the new fact-checking mechanism, news articles and opinion articles related to Faktisk.no
at the time they announced the project March 21st, 2017 throughout July 2017 have been
studied as relevant documents in this thesis. The empirical material from the in-depth
interviews have also provided insight on how journalists and other people within media put
forward their interest in the issue of fact-checking. Analyzing and deliberating on the actions
by journalists are interesting, especially because Faktisk.no openly received support from the
large media organizations in Norway, but still, other people related to media or journalists
themselves, expressed confusion regarding such a fact-checking site. As described, the large
media organizations Dagbladet, VG, NRK and TV 2 supported this project, and moreover,
Faktisk.no have received funding from different organizations precisely because they consist
of several media organizations, and not only one or two. That can be considered as providing
sustainability and might also raise the credibility of the fact-checking mechanism. Although
ironically, even though the owners and allies of Faktisk.no can raise the credibility of
Faktisk.no, that is not necessarily how the rest of media landscape consider it.
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Online newspapers published the news about the new collaboration between Dagbladet, VG,
NRK and TV 2 the day of the announcement, March 21st, 2017. NRK, as one of the partners
in Faktisk.no, published an article which describes an «historical collaboration on factchecking» (Falch-Nilsen 2017) and described how the fact-check will work and how the factcheck site is going to help the audience, or the public, with their reflection on facts in these
times of digitalization and information flows. The article also focus on how the fact-check site
can contribute to increase perception of trust between the audience and the media (FalchNilsen 2017). Dagens Næringsliv (DN) also published an article about the launch. TV 2 was
not included as a partner at that time, so the article primarily consists of a description of the
collaboration between Dagbladet, NRK and VG. The article further illustrates how the project
is funded by allies, and how fact-checking sites have been used in other countries, such as the
United States and Germany (Tobiassen 2017). These two articles are examples of how some
media organizations wrote about the fact-checking project in a neutral and informative sense.
These two articles were indeed unprejudiced describing the project and did not really state
positivity or negativity towards the new fact-checking mechanism. Nevertheless, some
journalists published articles that stated negativity towards the new fact-checking site. Skjalg
Fjellheim, political editor in Nordlys, said July 17th that the fact-checking site should be
ended. He claims that Faktisk.no is the self-harm within the press, because such a project
means that the Norwegian press is accused of being completely unreliable where fake news
flourish (Fjellheim 2017).
Erlend Fuglum from the PR consultancy company First House published an opinion article in
July 2017 where he denotes Faktisk.no as so-called judges or watchdogs in the public debate.
Further, he asks what the purpose of journalists are if we need a separate mechanism to factcheck news. Additionally, he explains that Faktisk.no was launched as a solution to the rising
challenge of fake news. Although that is not necessarily how the fact-checkers themselves
describe the origin of the project. Faktisk.no supposedly seeks to fact-check the public debate,
and not necessarily track down fake news. Fuglum also claims that if Faktisk.no do not
change the way they pick out statements and fact-check them, they will only contribute to
disrespect towards politicians among voters (Fuglum 2017).
Further, previous commentator in Dagbladet Aksel Braanen Sterri published an opinion
article July 5th, 2017, expressing that Faktisk.no has potential, but that the fact-checkers have
70

to improve their work in order to achieve readers’ trust. He states that the fact-checks are
thorough but claims that fact-checks too frequently are consisting if unprecise referrals and
problematic considerations and conclusions. Regardless of his concern, Sterri lastly utters that
if we (as the audience) continue to give Faktisk.no constructive criticism the fact-checking
site might become an important contribution to modern media society it they learn from
eventual mistakes (Sterri 2017).
Editor in Medier 24 Gard L. Michalsen was not impressed when Faktisk.no launched the
project July 5th, 2017. He explains that what characterizes the first fact-checks are that they
are relatively traditional fact-checks of political statements. He calls for more innovative
performance and less focus on fact-checking polemically statements. He also states that
Faktisk.no should focus less on politics and more on false information that are spread through
social media, and additionally, focus more on fact-checking traditional media because he
acknowledge that journalists use oversimplified framings (Michalsen 2017). Another
perspective on Faktisk.no is from Are Slettan, managing partner in Corporate
Communications. He utters that all the criticism towards Faktisk.no shows alarming signs of
skepticism towards the value of knowledge and facts. He beliefs debates regarding the new
fact-checking site are important, and that constructive criticism is good, but his concern is
more related to the apparently reluctant and exaggerated skepticism towards fact-checking
among journalists and politicians. He beliefs Faktisk.no can be beneficial for a fair and factbased public debate (Slettan 2017). Another one who appreciate the new fact-checking
mechanism is journalist of many years Rune Nilsen. He expresses that if Norwegian
journalists who constantly demand responsibility for others, do not manage to be criticized or
checked, they should reconsider their job (Nilsen 2017).
Journalists and other people working within media are evidently both optimistic and
pessimistic towards Faktisk.no as a new fact-checking mechanism for enhancing the public
debate in Norwegian democracy. Nonetheless what is most recurring, are that those who are
optimistic towards Faktisk.no and acknowledge the need for a fact-checking site, are often
moreover skeptical towards some elements of the site. Such elements are for instance how
they select statements to fact-check, how they come to conclusions in fact-checks or whether
Faktisk.no achieve credibility within the society or not. So, even though some are optimistic
towards they fact-checking mechanism, they still acknowledge that Faktisk.no should
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consider all constructive criticism they receive, in order to attain credibility in the Norwegian
democracy.
The fact-checkers, contrarily, expressed during the in-depth interviews that they felt
overwhelmed by all the positive feedback they received for the project. The support they have
received can for instance be illustrated by the fact that the competitors in Norwegian media
society decided to co-operate. The co-operation is considered unique and innovative when
four large media organizations as Dagbladet, VG, NRK and TV 2 decides to co-operate.
Additionally, Faktisk.no express that they are not interested in having monopoly on factchecking in Norway, but rather hope that we see more fact-checking sites or instances in the
future. The fact that several foundations, especially Fritt Ord Foundation and Facebook,
support Faktisk.no’s work can be considered as the opposite of criticism, but rather as
encouraging the process. The fact-checkers also explained that they had received great
amount of praise from other countries such as Sweden and Denmark. Foreign public admired
the unique and innovative co-operation that was developing in Norway. In fact, Sweden
announced a similar project approximately one year after Faktisk.no, the so-called Faktiskt.se
which is a collaboration between large media organizations in Sweden (Faktiskt.se 2018).
However, the fact-checkers in Faktisk.no were also surprised by «their own people» in media
who did not support the project or did not understand the need for such a mechanism.
Faktisk.no experienced criticism from other people within the media, mostly based on the fact
that such a mechanism was not considered as necessary.
Digitization and public involvement was included initially in this thesis, to describe the
context for the question of how fact-checking became an issue in Norway. As mentioned
earlier, current changes within media can be described as contributor to new opportunities for
the public, or new opportunities for an emerging public. It is now unlimited ways for the
public to take part in online public debates, for instance through social media or through
online newspapers. Through the Internet, individuals can easier reach other people, and
therefore engage people in public debates. Especially since the breakthrough of the Internet in
the 1990s, the mass media and news media got more continuing and available. We experience
new forums and arenas to express ourselves, particularly trough social media (Eide,
Skogerbø, and Syvertsen 2008, 19-20). The modern media society also provides individuals
with unlimited ways of creating information, tap information, and steer information.
Faktisk.no takes a great part in the developments and innovations within the modern media
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society, either in positive or in negative ways. Even though fact-checkers are beginning to
describe fact-checking as an own profession, the fact-checking mechanism Faktisk.no are
intimately related to journalism. Fact-checking and journalism are therefore not completely
separated, but operate in the same landscape, which might create changes in whether the factcheckers or the journalists have the power of providing the public with information.
Faktisk.no is an organization where the aim is to communicate different nuances in the media
regarding truth. Faktisk.no is seeking the truth to give the public opportunities to seek the
truth as well. The fact-checkers hope that they can contribute to more criticism among the
public towards the mass media, so that if the quality of the public debate is questionable, then
the public can at least be aware of that. Therefore, the responsibility of journalists is often a
part of the debate on fact-checking as an issue in Norway. Some would say that the journalists
are responsible for publishing «true» stories, some would say the editorial are responsible,
and some would say the ones being interviewed by or, written about, are the ones who should
be responsible for the truth. This is where, and why, Faktisk.no aims to work as a corrective
in the public debate. As there are no well-defined publicly known site for being responsible
for truth in the public debate, Faktisk.no can provide the public debate with corrections, if
there are any misinformation being circulated in society.
As mentioned earlier, the news media is supposed to represent the truth, but at the same time,
that people have to recognize that the news media do not necessarily give a complete
illustration of reality. Considering the dynamic and ongoing publishing the media now
represents, some statements might be published without being thoroughly researched. And
news articles circulating through mass media and social media, can be mixed with more
fictional and entertainment-driven articles. Some news articles or statements might also be
framed or taken out of the original context and put into another one. The media in Norway is
in tension between market forces, where different news media are considered competitors that
continuously tries to be preeminent and incorporating the latest news. At the same time, these
news media are important parts of the democracy. There are discussions around whether the
media should be carrier of a public conversation, the managers or freedom of speech, or as an
arena for liberation or participation (Skogerbø 2008, 39-51).
Furthermore, when it comes to journalists and ethics, and fact-checking for that sake, they are
supposed to represent reality. Some would like to describe journalism as a mirror to reality.
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Journalists are supposed to mirror reality and provide the public with trustworthy information.
And what separates journalism from entertainment, propaganda, fiction, or art, is ability of
verification. The ideals of veracity, documentation, and verification are often discussed
related to the ideal of objectivity. The norm of objectivity can be described to be introduced
by Walter Lippmann in the 1920s, when he criticized naive empiricism within news media,
and claimed that journalists could learn from science in the way they search for information.
Lippmann called for more criticism within news media, especially in the wake of propaganda
during WWI. The news media must be less subjective and actuated. The norm of objectivity
in the history of journalism was effective in terms of separating news articles and articles of
opinion (Allern 2018, 83-87).
When veracity and trustworthiness are being described in the field of journalism, it is referred
to accuracy and sincerity. Those values are much appreciated in Norway but might be hard to
follow. Journalism can never be fully objective, only objective in the sense of a news media
with an editorial that work to create a realistic illustration of the world and separates between
the considerable and the inconsiderable (Allern 2018, 90-91). Thus, the ideal of
trustworthiness stands strong in journalism in Norway, but on the other hand, it is not that
easy to follow through. In the Code of Ethics of the Norwegian Press (Vær Varsom-Plakaten)
the concept of truth is not highlighted, but rather the concept of correctness (Allern 2018, 8384). The news media are now operating in a time of challenges in working conditions, where
both production pressure and time pressure are ongoing. Even though there are no «absolute
truth» that can be published through news media, there should be possible to separate between
facts that can be substantiated through sources, and facts that are falsified and misleading
(Allern 2018, 88-89).
An interesting observation is that the fact-checkers operate with some of the same ethical
elements as journalists do. Source criticism, as in the Norwegian word kildekritikk, have
always been mandatory and fundamental for good journalism, and neutrality, objectivity, and
veracity are ongoing requirements within journalism. Then, it might not be surprising that
some journalists do not understand why a fact-checking mechanism like Faktisk.no is
necessary. However, in this thesis, we can separate journalists working in news media and the
fact-checkers in terms of work methods. Journalists within news media works with both
production pressure and time pressure. And the work method demands that when news is
published, the facts have been checked. The fact-checkers, on the other hand, have the luxury
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of doing the journalistic work after statements have been published. Hence, it seems like there
are tensions in power relations between journalists and fact-checkers. It seems like some
journalists experience that their credibility is being taken from them or tested - by the factcheckers in Faktisk.no. And that might raise question of why Faktisk.no is in power to judge
journalists. Ironically, the fact-checkers are journalists themselves.
If we take this discussion further, considering that there are power tensions within modern
media society, then we can also ask who are to be blamed for statements that are being
labeled in fact-check. As described, Faktisk.no select statements to fact-check that trends in
society. First of all, many of these statements fact-checked are not necessarily published in
Norwegian newspapers or online papers but might also be published by uncertified media or
private persons. Faktisk.no are indeed fact-checking trending statements circulating through
mass media. Meaning that Faktisk.no do not inevitably fact-check news from the news media
and authorized media organizations, but they fact-check the whole field of mass media.
Second, it might not be the journalist that should take the blame, or the kudos for that sake,
for a statement fact-checked, but the person who presented the statement are the one who
should be responsible for the quality of the statement. Meaning that altogether the friction
between journalists as actors in the network of fact-checking, and the fact-checkers, is
primarily based on misunderstandings and confusions regarding the relatively new issue of
fact-checking in Norway. First, because the statements selected for fact-checks are not
necessarily published by journalists, a second because there are not necessarily journalists that
are being held responsible for the statements expressed.

6.1.4 Politicians
Another group of actors that is considered central in issue of fact-checking in Norway, are the
politicians. The Norwegian politicians had some interesting reactions to the new factchecking site, as will be described further in this section. The politicians, or politically
involved people, particularly used news media and social media as tactical arenas to partake
in the debate on the issue of fact-checking in Norway.
The same day as Faktisk.no was launched, March 21st, 2017, one of the Senior Information
Managers in the Norwegian Progress Party (Fremskrittspartiet), Kristian Larsson, named the
new fact-check organization a total fallout. He posted a critical post from his Facebook profile
and expressed that a fact-checking site in Norway was unimportant and unnecessary. Another
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former state secretary, André Kolve, commented on Larsson’s post. He expressed that an
information manager as Larsson should be careful with such utterings. Kolve’s comment was
later deleted, and so was the entire Facebook post. Such behavior on social media illustrate
how the new fact-checking site engaged people already the day of the announcement. Social
media immediately became an arena for exchange of opinions among politicians or politically
engaged people (Falch-Nilsen and Ottosen 2017).
Thorbjørn Jagland, the Secretary General of the Council of Europe, also expressed negativity
towards the new fact-checking mechanism. He is critical because he is afraid that politicians
will be afraid to express themselves. His concern was published through his Facebook page.
He is afraid that Faktisk will serve as a «judging court» (Dagbladet 2017). Such concerns
were pretty recurring. Several politicians expressed that such a fact-checking site will destroy
the public debate and make politicians more reserved and afraid of making statements. Thus,
Faktisk.no, a mechanism put into place to enhance democratic debate, was said to be a threat
to it. This is part of the core of disagreement or friction between politically engaged people
and the fact-checkers. While the fact-checkers evaluate fact-checking as a contribution to the
democracy, politicians evaluate fact-checking as a limitation to democracy. Faktisk.no is
described to be a mechanism for demonstrating credibility in order to raise the quality of the
public debate, but again, the irony of the credibility repeats. Faktisk.no is supposed to
represent a credible fact-checking mechanism in Norwegian modern media society, however
other actors in the network do not necessarily evaluate Faktisk.no as credible.
After the first fact-checks published in July 2017, former parliamentary representative of
Socialist Left Party (Sosialistisk Venstreparti), Alf Holmelid, also expressed his concern. In
an article published by Dagbladet, some of the apprehension he expresses is about the
statements that the Faktisk.no editorial select for fact-checking. He claims that the statements
that Faktisk.no fact-check are too narrow in the sense that they focus too much on very
concrete statements rather than the «bigger problems» in the society. He also expresses that
the fact-checks are characterized by that the statements selected, are statements that belong to
a context, and cannot be read «alone» or separated from the rest of the text or speech.
Faktisk.no, on the other hand, claim it would be impossible technically to fact-check a whole
paper or an entire article. Faktisk.no does indeed publish longer articles which describes
debatable themes in society, but those articles are not published as explicit fact-checks, but as
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longer articles. If Faktisk.no was to fact-check full articles, they would not be able to follow
the guidelines of fact-checking, either designed by the International Fact-Checking Network
(IFCN) or designed by Faktisk.no. The main guidelines are that the aim of fact-checking is to
fact-check a statement, a statement that can be testable. Furthermore, the guidelines are to
pick statements to fact-check based on what is trending in the society, based on neutrality and
independency, and strive for a fact-based and constructive public debate. Longer dissertations
are therefore not «qualified» for fact-checking. Nonetheless Holmelid, similar to others,
claims that context-sensitive statements belong to longer dissertations, and cannot be removed
from context and labeled as true, partly true, not necessarily true, partly wrong, or completely
wrong. Similar to Jagland, he utters concern about Faktisk’s position in the society, and
compare it with a judge in the political debate. He beliefs that fact-checking is a good thing
itself, but not if the fact-check focus is on ambiguous statements rather than maintaining good
journalism (Holmelid 2017).
Faktisk.no began to publish fact-checks July 5th, 2017 through their website, Facebook and
Twitter. The first month was turbulent in the relationship between politicians, their political
advisors and Faktisk.no. There were especially some statements fact-checked that initiated to
debate, namely statements by Trygve Slagsvold Vedum, party leader of the Centre Party
(Senterpartiet), statements by Jonas Gahr Støre, party leader of Labour Party
(Arbeiderpartiet), statements by Trond Giske, represent of Labour Party, and statements by
Siv Jensen,party leader of Progress Party (Fremskrittspartiet).
Trygve Slagsvold Vedum was fact-checked by Faktisk.no and his statement was labeled as
completely wrong. His statement was related to agriculture, and he claimed that if we build an
Ikea on 50 acres topsoil in Vestby, we will lose 50 000 bread every year in all eternity. The
fact-checkers considered his calculation as correct, but what made the statement completely
wrong is that the plan for the project was to move the topsoil, so that no agriculture was going
to be sacrificed. Slagsvold Vedum made a comment to the fact-check and did not agree with
their conclusion based on his opinion of that it is professionally undisputed if the topsoil will
be moved (Faktisk.no 2017f). This fact-check illustrates that sometimes, Faktisk.no and the
people being fact-check simply do not agree on the label of the statement, and that the
counterparty always get the opportunity to comment on the fact-check. Slagsvold Vedum also
commented on the fact-check through news media by publishing an opinion article in VG. He
does acknowledge that fact-checking is useful and disciplining both for politicians and
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journalists, but he still thinks that the explicit fact-check was presenting wrong conclusions
and an unimpressive reasoning (Vedum 2017).
Jonas Gahr Støre made a statement about the employment in Norway. He claimed that
employment was the lowest for twenty years after four years with the Conservative Party
(Høyre), and that it will continue to fall. The statement was made in his speech to «The
national meeting» in April 2017. The statement was labeled as partly true by the factcheckers. The conclusion by Faktisk.no is that Støre is right when he says employment has
fallen through four years with Erna Solberg as prime minister, but falling employment is not
something that has come with her government. Støre responds to the fact-check and express
that he disagrees. He thinks the statement should be labeled as completely true (Faktisk.no
2017c). Again, we see that it is disagreement between Faktisk.no and the counterpart, and that
the counterpart, Støre in case, is in position to respond and engage in a dialogue with
Faktisk.no.
Trond Giske made a statement in a radio show focusing on political debates (Politisk kvarter)
June 4th, 2017 that was selected for fact-check. He stated that by every school that is privately
produced, the government has to shut down one publicly produced school. Faktisk.no labeled
Giske’s statement as completely wrong because they consider the math as too simplified.
Faktisk.no used statistics from The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training
(Utdanningsdirektoratet) to support their conclusion. And there is no good evidence that show
correlations between new private schools and publicly produced schools being shut down. It
is not uncommon that politicians have to simplify their statements so that the public easier
understand outcomes of complex challenges in the society, but in this case, he went too far
according to the fact-checkers. Nevertheless, we can ask questions of how Faktisk.no measure
too far, also a question related to credibility. Politicians are in a power position where they
have the judgement in political debates, and they do therefore consider themselves as
credible, or at least holders of the skills to manage balance. Balance between what is a
credible statement and what is a statement that take it too far. So, then a discussion of who,
Faktisk.no or Giske, is the credible part. As always in the work of a fact-check, Giske was
able to respond to the fact-check. That means that he is in power to either agree or disagree
with the fact-checkers. He can say that he agrees that he took it too far, or he can defend his
statement. Giske did not agree with the fact-checkers, and defends his statement by saying
that:
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«Each penny in state aid to private primary schools is deducted from the budget of the
municipalities where private school is established. Thus, the municipality has to cut its
budgets. It is correct that the municipalities are not forced to take the cuts in the school
budget, they can also cut other areas. Nevertheless, the cuttings will most often happen
in the school budget.»
(Translated from Faktisk.no 2017e)

At a news TV show (Dagsnytt 18), Siv Jensen stated that the biggest growth after losing
50,000 jobs in oil-related industry, has come in private business. Faktisk.no label this
statement as completely wrong because over 60 percent of the net employment growth in the
period 2013-2016 has been in public administration. Jensen, on the other hand, bases her
claim on a model calculation of gross income in employment. This fact-check is an example
that illustrates how the mathematics and statistics can be the «root» of a discussion related to
fact-checks. In this case, Statistics Norway (Statistisk Sentralbyrå) got involved because
Faktisk.no used numbers and statistics from their database. Statistics Norway published a
comment on their website (Telle 2017) where they write that fact-checks of politicians'
statements are starting to fill the media and the public debate. They also write that Statistics
Norway’s database and statistics often are used by politicians – and now fact-checkers –
which is good, but sometimes the numbers are used in problematizing ways, or in wrong
ways. According to Statistics Norway, Faktisk.no uses the correct numbers, but are too
pretentious, and could also in fact be reasoning as Siv Jensen did. Naturally, this fact-check
received a lot of engagement, especially because Faktisk.no received a lot of criticism
because they were accused of using the statistics and numbers «wrong» (Faktisk.no 2017a).
To respond to the criticism, Faktisk.no writes in the fact-check that they kept in contact with
Statistics Norway, through Kjetil Telle, so that they could defend the conclusion completely
wrong as the correct label. This particular fact-check circulated in social media and became a
longer discussion in the public debate. In the end of the process, Faktisk.no kept the label
based on the overall fact that they used net numbers and Siv Jensen used gross numbers. The
discussion ended with different conclusions based on which numbers that are being used. And
Statistics Norway support both Faktisk.no’ calculations and Siv Jensen’s calculation. It is
ironic that both Siv Jensen’s and Faktisk.no’s conclusions can receive support from Statistics
Norway when the conclusions are different. But the reason why both conclusion are
acknowledged, is that Telle means that Faktisk.no are too specific in their conclusion, because
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the numbers used are based on assumptions that are difficult to test empirically, and therefore
can be deliberated like Siv Jensen did (Faktisk.no 2017a). So, Faktisk.no are not directly
wrong, but the numbers they used are considered as assumptions that are different to prove
right or wrong.
These articles and comments by politicians and former politicians are presented to illustrate
how Faktisk.no immediately became a part of the Norwegian public debate, and how
Faktisk.no not only engaged a public, but also other politicians or politically involved people.
Politicians are in powerful positions in society and have subjective interests in terms of how
they implement their knowledge in society. What is important to acknowledge is that there
was a parliamentary election in September 2017, which might have affected how politicians
and their advisors reacted on the project because they might have thought that the factchecking project was only going to work with the upcoming election. That might have led to
more resurrection prior to Faktisk.no’s start-up phase because the politicians felt that the factcheckers were «after them».
Similarly to journalists, politicians are not exclusively negative towards the fact-checking site.
Some do understand the need for such a fact-checking site. Nevertheless, those who are more
optimistic towards Faktisk.no, are still skeptical towards some elements, such as the selection
of statements to fact-check, how they come to conclusions in fact-checks or whether
Faktisk.no achieve credibility within the society or not. Politicians such as Trond Giske from
Labour Party acknowledge the need for a fact-checking corrective in Norwegian modern
media society but was not yet convinced by the fact-checking service after the first days of
operating. He utters concern related to the statements that the fact-checkers picks out for factchecking, and that Faktisk.no should increasingly separate fact-based statements from
political indications. He also claims that Faktisk.no should be more thorough when using
statistics or other sources to resonate (Krekling 2017).
After the fact-checkers started to publish fact-checks, as they explained during the interviews
October 2017, they did register that politicians moderated how they made statements and that
politicians seemed to take more into account that they cannot make statements without having
evidence for it. Even though this study only includes a time frame from March 2017
throughout July 2017, we already by the end of the summer saw tendencies of changes in the
attitudes towards the fact-checking site among politicians, and tendencies of how an issue
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might evolve and change over time. However, the politicians did not necessarily moderate
their statements because those who were skeptical changed their mind, but rather because it
took some time and some fact-checks before people understood how the fact-checking
process is performed by the fact-checkers at Faktisk.no. The fact-checkers at Faktisk.no
explained during the interviews that they already in August 2017 saw tendencies of changes
in how the politicians articulated themselves during for instance political debates. Instead of
using words like «it is», they shifted to «it might seem like», to give a short example. The
politicians seemed to be aware that if they claim something, they might be fact-checked later.
Then we can possibly discuss that the effect of fact-checking as an issue for the politicians is
that there are no more facts, only possibilities. The political debate is being rearticulated from
factual statements to possible statements.
Fact-checkers from Faktisk.no expressed during the interviews that the political advisors both
at the parliament (Stortinget) and the government (Regjeringen) kept in touch with the people
at Faktisk.no if politicians were involved in a fact-check. Occasionally, Faktisk.no contact the
politicians or their political advisors prior to a fact-check as a part of their research, and then
they often experience that the political advisors keep in touch to check in how the work with
the fact-check are going. We can therefore see some early signs of effect by Faktisk.no and
the fact-checking. Without claiming if it is good or bad that the politicians have to moderate
their statements, it seems like Faktisk.no overtime can be «approved» and not worked against.
Nevertheless, we have to discuss how a change from factual statements to possible statements
might have affected the terms of democratic debate in Norway, and which what effects.

6.1.5 The public
In this section, the empirical findings on how the public engaging with the issue of factchecking in Norway put forward their interests. In order to gain insight in which tactics the
public use to put forward their interests, the digital platforms where Faktisk.no perform have
been studied, specifically Facebook and Twitter. Additionally, empirical material from the indepth interviews also provided information about the public as an actor in the issue of factchecking in Norway.
At the digital platforms, especially Facebook, people expressed that the co-operation between
VG, Dagbladet, NRK and TV 2 was a threat to Norwegian news media when the project was
first announced in March 2017. People were especially concerned that four large media
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organizations was supposed to co-operate. Several Facebook-users commented on different
posts posted by Faktisk.no that they have no trust in that type of collaboration. During the
interviews with the fact-checkers in October 2017, they explained that some of those
comments and reactions can be related to the fact that some groups in society are already
opponents of the so-called mainstream media. It is therefore not unnatural that they react with
resistance after the announcement in March 2017. Examples of such comments can for
instance be that it «must be difficult to relate to reality when one think NRK is neutral». The
public utters that the media organizations have failed when a collaboration like Faktisk.no is
actually produced and perceived as needed. They believe that it is ironic that media
organizations urge themselves to start doing fact-checks. Some groups or people in the society
already have lost faith the large media organizations and mainstream media. These people
also express that Dagbladet, VG, NRK and TV 2 spread misleading information and
politically biased articles, which also can be considered as distrust towards the media
organizations involved.
Further, there are comments on Facebook, and also Twitter, which express that the work of
fact-checking and truthfulness should be done by the journalists themselves. People believe
that journalists who writes articles should already have gone through the truthfulness of what
they publish. Comments that illustrate that are for instance comments like «thought it was the
job of the journalists to ensure the truth of their sources». There are also comments stating
that what is factual or true should be decided by the reader itself, and not a group of people in
Faktisk.no. Skeptics claim that the people in Faktisk.no cannot be trusted when it comes to
what statements to fact-check, and how they consider whether statements are true or false.
Skeptics do not seem to believe that the employees at Faktisk.no can work without being
politically biased.
After the launch of the fact-checking site in July 2017, the public engaging with the issue of
fact-checking continued to express distrust towards the fact-checking site and what kind of
«morals» Faktisk.no are supposed to represent. Comments were still related to distrust
towards media among the public. However, it is important to state that among over 25 000
followers at the Facebook page, there are only a few of them who actually comment and
criticize through the comment fields. After Faktisk.no started to publish fact-checks, the
criticism took a little bit of a turn. When different fact-checks were posted, different questions
and comments also evolved. Both negative and irrelevant comments about the outcome of
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fact-checks, and also relevant and factual contributions and questions that lead to more
«healthy» and relevant discussions. By irrelevant comments it is referred to comments that are
not related to fact-checking, but rather negative comments such as: «You guys suck». Other
more relevant comments are referred to comments that either discuss the fact-check and its
outcome, or comments that ask questions to Faktisk.no about their work methods or the factcheck process. All these comments can illustrate that Faktisk.no, both on Twitter and
Facebook, represent an arena where different participants in the debate can discuss and
elaborate on different fact-checks, different viral stories that are spread, and different
challenges in the society. These discussions represent issues of both private and public
interests.
According to Jürgen Habermas, private and subjective interests must be separated from public
debates to achieve political rationality. That means that we can consider the participation
through, for instance Facebook, in public debates, to not fulfill the need for a separation
between public and private. At both Facebook and Twitter, which are the social media
channels studied in this thesis, the public express both their personal feelings and the society’s
needs at the same platform. Faktisk.no’s profiles on social media are therefore targets of both
private utterings, and utterings regarding the society, or democracy. Debates are now open for
everyone, which means that there are no rules regarding subjective or objective manners.
Habermas expressed that the public sphere should consist of factual argumentation on issues
of public interest. But now we see tendencies of both factual and non-factual arguments, and
issues of other interests than the public interest (Rasmussen 2008, 199 and 202-204).
Another take on democracy and the public’s interests are the access to information for
citizens. To able to take a part in a democracy, the civil society must be well informed
politically. And the citizens must also have access to information (Rasmussen 2008, 205206). This is where Faktisk.no might be able to fill a gap or to take a role. Citizens need
access to information to avoid being ignorant or act out based on misinformation. If it
happens that some announcements or statements do not necessarily represent the truth, or are
misleading, Faktisk.no can correct such statements, and enlighten the public. Something that
Faktisk.no hope to achieve, in addition to seek the truth and raise the quality of the public
debate, is to make people become more critical to what they read and see on the Internet.
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In Norway today, we experience a floating mass media, where both private and public
interests are mixed. That can be both beneficial and unfortunate for a democracy. Citizens can
more easily involve and engage in public debates, but at the same time, extreme and irrelevant
arguments for the public can also easily be spread. The new media provides opportunities for
digital platforms where people around the world, or from different parts of a country, can
discuss issues on both private levels and levels for the public good. The new media provides
opportunities for more participation and deliberation among the citizens (Rasmussen 2008,
207). Platforms where Faktisk.no perform are relevant for such characteristics. Faktisk.no
give opportunities for both participation and deliberation, but at the same time, the
discussions can be affected by extreme and irrelevant arguments based on private interest
rather than public interest.
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7.0 Discussion of main findings
In this section the main findings from the empirical analysis are discussed further. The
empirical findings and some interpretations have been presented in terms of the different
actors involved in the issue of fact-checking separately. In this section the actors and their
actions will be discussed more in relation to each other and in relation to the issue of factchecking in Norway. Through this thesis, the aim has been to further investigate how factchecking became an issue in Norway, by studying how Faktisk.no as a fact-checking
mechanism originated and how fact-checking have been justified. Some recurrent elements
have been identified through the empirical analysis. The main elements further discussed in
this section, are the collaborative project between large media organisations in Norway and
power relations within modern media society, the selection of statements, and the scale itself.
Additionally, a discussion on the credibility that Faktisk.no seeks to represent, and whether
visibility and accessibility might be decisive for the sake of the quality are essential to discuss
in order to understand fact-checking as an issue in Norway.

7.1 Co-operation and power relations in modern media society
The collaborative project on fact-checking in Norway have become an issue partial because of
the co-operation between Dagbladet, VG, NRK and TV 2 and partial because of tensions in
power relations within modern media society in Norway. Actors engaging with the issue of
fact-checking consider the co-operation as innovative, however also threatening. Journalists,
or people working in media, who are sceptical towards the fact-checking mechanism do not
acknowledge the need for such a fact-checking site where large media organisations and
funding organisations involved are supposedly working together to improve quality in the
public debate. The reason why some actors within media are sceptical towards the project are
related to what we can refer to as disruptions in in the balance of power within media. While
journalists have been used to be in position of providing information to the public, Faktisk.no
disrupts the information flow and power within the media if they are going to correct
journalists and make changes in the statements that are already published in the public debate.
Journalism is a separate profession in society, consisting of certain types of knowledge and
subjective interest in manners of journalistic tradition. Journalists therefore develops certain
agendas related to the issue of fact-checking, and seeks to defend their power position, and
put forward their subjective interests within the public debate, based on their knowledge
within journalism.
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Journalists have indeed uttered concern and lack of need for such a fact-checking mechanism.
However, reasons for that might be based on misunderstandings related to how Faktisk.no are
going to perform. As elaborated on when presenting the empirical findings, there are not
necessarily the journalists who end up being responsible for statements fact-checked. The
responsible part depends on who made the statement and where the statement originates, not
necessarily which journalist published it. Occasionally, statements fact-checked are not even
published by journalists, but rather unverified online newspapers or private persons.
Moreover, journalists and fact-checkers have different subjective interests. Even though
media is supposed to represent the truth, one must recognize that the media can never give a
complete illustration of reality. Journalists provide the public with representations of reality,
nevertheless there are signs of more focus on market forces and sensationalising news, rather
than tendencies of focus on the most vital issues in the society. When we are aware of that
journalists never can give a complete illustration of reality, we might also recognize that
Faktisk.no may fill a gap in the modern media society as a quality-seeking corrective in the
public debate. Thus, after some time of Faktisk.no operating in the society, I believe it is
possible that journalists and fact-checkers operates as professions supplementing each other,
rather than being in power tensions within modern media society. Then journalists still keep
their perception of power in democracy, while Faktisk.no might end up with a supplementing
power in society to the traditional journalism, rather than replacing any journalistic power.
Politicians, or people who are politically involved, can also be studied in terms of power
balance related to the issue of fact-checking. They are afraid that such a fact-checking
mechanism will destroy the public debate and be a limitation to the democracy. They are
afraid that the politicians will become afraid of expressing themselves, and that the
Norwegian public debate will be more «empty» or inadequate. Politicians have always been
in a position where they can express themselves in ways that appeal to voters. They have been
in a position where they can rhetorically shape and simplify statements so that they easier can
communicate to their voters and express themselves in understandable ways. If politicians and
other politically involved people as a consequence by a fact-checking mechanism must
change the way they express themselves simply because they are afraid of being accused of
lying by fact-checkers, then the public debate regarding politics might lack of any factual
statements at all, and only consist of assumptions. That might be the greatest concern among
politicians, that the public debate will consists of vague assumptions rather than informative
and concrete statements to enlighten the public. Faktisk.no, however, consider the fact that
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politicians have to choose their words more carefully as a positive effect. They seek to work
towards a more fact-based public debate, and also gladly improve the quality of the public
debate. Faktisk.no evaluate the changes in how politicians articulate their statements as
beneficial for democracy, because the statements are therefore more trustworthy than before
according to the fact-checkers. As presented in the empirical analysis, some politicians
believe in the need for a fact-checking site, but then Faktisk.no must improve their routines, in
terms of which statements they pick out for fact-check, and how they resonate depending on
which sources they use. If Faktisk.no is responsive for criticism, and takes feedbacks into
account, they might be able to improve their services and also eventually become hold a
position within new media as a corrective for quality in the public debate, also acknowledged
by politicians.
The public engaging with the issue of fact-checking in Norway through Facebook and Twitter
express significant distrust towards the project because of the media organisations working
together in Faktisk.no. Dagbladet, VG, NRK and TV 2 are often accused of being too
«leftsided» especially when they cover political issues. The public therefore worries that
political bias will have a great impact on the fact-checks resulting from the fact-checking
project, and that Faktisk.no will be in a position of power to manipulate facts and falseness in
the public debate. The public also accuse Faktisk.no of being in a position where they have
the «monopoly» on fact-checking. Additionally, some sceptics from the public also express
that if we need a fact-checking mechanism in the modern media society of Norway today, that
means that Norwegian journalism has failed, because journalists are supposed to provide the
public with presentations of the truth. Nevertheless, Faktisk.no encourage the society, whether
it is other media organisations or other organisations, to start fact-checking mechanisms as
well. Faktisk.no have since the beginning invited other media organisations to join, or other
media organisations to take their own initiatives. Faktisk.no have never expressed that they
seek to have any kind of monopoly on fact-checking in Norway.
Furthermore, as explained initially, the modern media society do not represent a public as
Jürgen Habermas would describe as ideal, because both public and private interests are being
mixed in the public debate, especially at digital platforms. In these times of mixed journalism
and floating mass media consisting of traditional journalism, and more entertainment-driven
journalism, a fact-checking corrective as Faktisk.no might work as a useful online platform.
Faktisk.no might both contribute with providing information in society, and additionally
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encourage people to participate and deliberate in the public debate while discussing different
fact-checks on social media platforms. Participation among the public together with access to
information is essential for democracy. As acknowledged by Dewey and Lippmann, public
engagement and public affairs are empowering for a democracy. Also, if people are in doubt
when they are exposed to trending statements in society, they can visit Faktisk.no’s website
and investigate if the statement has been fact-checked, or they can send a request directly to
Faktisk.no.
Between the sites for action in the network of fact-checking, it seems like there have been
some misunderstandings about how Faktisk.no is going to operate. After the announcement of
the project March 21st, 2017, the public debate on fact-checking in Norway escalated
immediately, and journalists, politicians, and an engaging public began to utter their concern
or resistance. Even though Faktisk.no tried to spread their mandate, their independency,
neutrality, and transparency, it did not seem to be accepted by those who were sceptical.
However, what is interesting about the issue of fact-checking in Norway, is that the debate
about Faktisk.no as a fact-checking mechanism evolved even before they actually started factchecking. The launch of the project was not until July 5th, 2017, hence the debate about the
fact-checking site was indeed escalating before any fact-checks was published. And therefore,
for about fifteen weeks, there was a lot of time and space for making assumptions about the
project. We do not have to conclude whether the assumptions are correct or not, but the time
between announcement and launch might be an explanation to all the criticism related to how
Faktisk.no was, and is, going to operate. It might be reason to believe that the announcement
of the project should have been done together with the launch of the project, and then
Faktisk.no could immediately show their work instead of describing it. Unfortunately, the
project had to be announced prior to the launch because the funding organisations, especially
Fritt Ord Foundation, demanded that Faktisk.no announced the project because Fritt Ord
Foundation’s funding projects are, and must be, official.

7.2 Selection of statements to fact-check
There are also ongoing discussions about which statements Faktisk.no select for factchecking. Faktisk.no is often being criticized for selecting boring statements, uninteresting
statements, or statements that are not of public interest. One explanation for such criticism, by
fact-checkers themselves, is that people actually have different interests, and that some factchecks are interesting for someone but not for other ones. Another possible explanation is that
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it seems like some people had the impression that Faktisk.no is going to fact-check statements
of political interest. Although that is not what Faktisk.no describe as their mission. Their
mission is to fact-check statements that trends in the society, either in news media or in social
media.
Even though Faktisk.no supposedly fact-check trending statements in society, there are
challenges when it comes to the selection of statements. As Faktisk.no have described
themselves, they are in a start-up phase, and that it is reason to believe that they will make
mistakes. And hopefully learn from them. Faktisk.no uses tools as CrowdTangle and
Storyboard to discover which statements that trends in society. However, as both criticized by
the public, and indeed by the fact-checkers themselves, is that they do not have their own tool
to select statements for them. Consequently, they occasionally have to use their own intuition
when selecting statements for fact-check. During the in-depth interviews they explained that a
lot of the trending statements at CrowdTangle and Storyboard are not really statements
suitable for fact-checks. As described earlier, statements must fulfil a list of criteria. The
statement must be testable, the statements cannot be normative or a prediction, and the
statements must have been spread within the Norwegian debate. The statement should also be
controversial, so that there are being asked questions about the veracity, the statement should
be relevant and make a different if it is true or not, the statement should primarily be of
importance to the Norwegian public debate, and the statement should be of interest among
most people. Additionally, the fact-checkers who worked at Faktisk.no when the interviews
was conducted, all have backgrounds from journalism, which means that they both have
journalistic interests themselves, and that they are familiar with searching for news and
statements. As mentioned in the empirical analysis, what would be ideal is that Faktisk.no had
its own technological tool that would collect the trending and «fact-check friendly»
statements in Norway, in order to uphold their credibility among other actors in terms of
selection of fact-checks.
Another issue with the selection of statements, are that journalists, politicians and the public
engaging with the issue calls for more «meaningful» and «bigger» problems to be factchecked. Then, Faktisk.no have to refer to their guidelines regarding which statements to factcheck. They cannot fact-check meanings and opinions, or circumstances that cannot be
proven. Even though the society and public debate express a need for fact-based discussions
about circumstances, or «bigger» problems, such issues are extremely hard to fact-check,
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especially because they often consist of elements of meanings and opinions. And Faktisk.no
are not interested in judging anyone for their meanings and opinions. Articles can also be put
together from different sources and different contexts. One news article might consist of
several statements that do not necessarily have the same copyright or origin. Then, it is not
possible for the fact-checkers to actually conduct a decent fact-check. That is why Faktisk.no
has to use different tactics of visibility and accessibility to prove that they are independent,
neutral, and transparent in the statements that they are fact-checking. Those tactics are
especially the statistical overview on the website over all the fact-checks that have been
published, together with information about their verification as a trustworthy fact-checking
mechanism by International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN). Nonetheless, as have become an
ongoing element in this thesis, is the irony of credibility. Even though Faktisk.no describe
their work and their work methods, they are not necessarily approved as a credible
mechanism in democracy by other actors in the network of fact-checking.

7.3 Scale
Another element recurring in the issue of fact-checking in Norway, is the scale that Faktisk.no
uses. The scale is especially discussed on Facebook and Twitter. The scale as a debatable
element in the issue of fact-checking particularly escalated after the launch of the project July
5th, 2017. When a fact-check is published, it gets labelled with a category from the scale,
either true, partly true, not necessarily true, partly wrong, or completely wrong. The
discussions about the scale mainly consist of criticism towards the scale itself, or towards the
different labels that statements receive. When the scale itself is being criticized, people tend to
have a hard time distinguishing between the categories of partly true and partly wrong. And
when people criticise the labels or grading that statements receive, people tend to disagree
with the fact-checkers and complain about the choice of label. If a politician makes a
statement that is labelled completely wrong, it often engages people, both politicians
themselves, and the public. That can either lead to discussions between few people and the
fact-checker, or it can lead to public discussions where Faktisk.no might be forced to
«doublecheck» the fact-check, and occasionally also update the reasoning.
What can be considered fortunate for Faktisk.no, is that instead of just publish a conclusion
with a label, they thoroughly explain the stages of the fact-check, and they thoroughly
describe why the conclude as they do. That means that anyone who disagrees with the factcheck, can read the reasoning, make up their own decision, and either disagree, participate in
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the discussion about the fact-check on social media, or agree. People who read the fact-checks
and react to the scale, do not necessarily know about the preparatory work with the scale, and
are therefore not familiar with the challenges that Faktisk.no have met when they worked in
the project group. Faktisk.no describes that they studied other fact-checking mechanisms in
other countries to come up with the best solution possible, and also to produce a fact-checking
mechanism that will actually engage the society. Nevertheless, they also acknowledge that the
labels of partly true and partly wrong often are difficult to relate to, and that some fact-checks
may have been more understandable with a label of misleading.
I believe the discussions about the scale also illustrate the engagement that lies within
Faktisk.no as a platform: the technology itself. Even though the technology itself is
considered a non-human actor or site for action in this thesis, is becomes clear that this
technology has engaged a lot of people from different sites of action in the network of factchecking. The platform is meant to put forward the interests of producing truth and quality in
the public debate. At the digital platforms Facebook and Twitter where Faktisk.no perform,
the platform also facilitates public participation and deliberation. At these social media
platforms, journalists, politicians, the public, and the fact-checkers can engage in different
discussions and different debates on the fact-checks published, and the gradings of statements
made. Even though Faktisk.no is not a political site for action, Faktisk.no often becomes a
part of political debates, as politicians takes a great part in the public debate in Norway. So,
even though the scale by Faktisk.no has been encouraging discussions at digital platforms, it
also encourages public participation and deliberation, which is essential for a well-functioning
democracy together with information access among the public.

7.4 Visibility and accessibility for quality and credibility
Another recurring element regarding the issue of fact-checking in Norway that require
deliberation is the aspects of quality and credibility. When this research on fact-checking in
Norway began, the impression was that Faktisk.no is a truth-seeking mechanism in the
Norwegian media landscape. We might have to take a second thought on describing
Faktisk.no as truth-seeking in the sense where something is either true or false. Through the
interviews with the fact-checkers and through exploring fact-checks, we discover that the
issue of fact-checking is much more nuanced and much more complex. There is rarely a factcheck that quickly can be labeled as true or wrong. And, the different nuances in the scale
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illustrates that people do not necessarily lie or tell the truth, but something can be partly
wrong in one context, and partly true in another.
Furthermore, the fact-checkers describes themselves as truth-seeking, but not by using exactly
those words. They are more drawn towards the word of quality-seeking and seeks to enhance
quality in the Norwegian public debate. They are also especially eager to express that they do
not want to base their fact-checking on suspicion of someone lying. It was a conscious choice
not to use a scale such as Pants-on-Fire or the Truth-O-Meter that PolitiFact in the United
State uses. Hence, Faktisk.no seems to be more interested in not providing a tool that accuse
someone of lying, rather than providing a truth-seeking tool. Nevertheless, at the same time,
they are interested in showing the nuances of truth, and the grade of truth in statements that
trends in the society. It is therefore reasonable to say that Faktisk.no seems more qualityseeking than explicitly truth-seeking. The scale consists of different labels to illustrate that the
public debate cannot be characterized as true or false but consisting of different nuances. And
if people become more aware the nuances, and the importance of criticism towards sources,
the quality of the public debate might improve as well.
There are some important features that Faktisk.no seeks to fulfil. Faktisk.no is a selfgoverning, non-governmental organization that seeks to represent independency, neutrality
and transparency. All fact-checking processes are allegedly transparent and publicly
accessible at Faktisk.no’s website. In order to represent a credible mechanism for better
quality in the public debate, Faktisk.no uses tactics of visibility and accessibility in order to
perform as credible as possible. The platform of Faktisk.no tries to maintain as a visible
organization in the public debate, especially through performance on social media platforms
Facebook and Twitter. Additionally, Faktisk.no seeks to be accessible in terms of
communicating with other actors in the network of fact-checking, also through Facebook and
Twitter. It is mainly through the tactics of visibility and accessibility that Faktisk.no put
forward their interests of being an organization representing independency, neutrality, and
transparency. However, how important visibility and accessibility are in order to raise quality
and enhance credibility in the public debate is still debatable. The irony of credibility
illustrates this discussion, considering that Faktisk.no are supposed to represent a credible
fact-checking mechanism in Norwegian modern media society, while other actors in the
network of fact-checking do not necessarily evaluate Faktisk.no as credible. By the factcheckers themselves, appreciation for visibility and accessibility seems essential for standing
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out as independent, neutral and transparent. The fact-checkers, and other actors supporting the
project, consider those ideals as vital for gaining trust within the public debate, and for
providing the society with the types of knowledge the mechanism possess, and the subjective
interests of the fact-checking mechanism. Nevertheless, actors within journalism, politics, and
the public engaging with the issue of fact-checking do not seem convinced by the selfappointed independent, neutral and transparent mechanism. Through this thesis, it has become
noticeable that even though Faktisk.no presented the fact-checking mechanism as
independent, neutral, transparent, and indeed necessary, they are not in a powerful (enough)
position to convince other actors in the network that the mechanism is credible and able to
enhance quality of the public debate in Norwegian democracy. However, at the time of this
study, Faktisk.no was in a start-up phase, and by being visible and accessible, and prove their
independency, neutrality, and transparency, they might become recognized as a credible
corrective in the public debate by skeptics in the future. And even though Faktisk.no
supposedly perform as a transparent fact-checking mechanism, transparency is not an absolute
rule which generates credibility, it is rather a strategy that will be tested and must be upheld.
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8.0 Concluding remarks
The main question to be answered in this thesis is how fact-checking became an issue in
Norway. For the sake of operationalizing this research, the main question is split into two
secondary questions: 1) How did the fact-checking site Faktisk.no originate? 2) How was the
need for this mechanism being justified? By combining in-depth interviews, virtual
observations and document analysis, the different ways in which fact-checking emerges as an
issue in Norway have been analysed. Particularly, the issue of fact-checking in Norway has
been followed as it is discussed on different digital media platforms, mainly online
newspapers, Facebook and Twitter. This investigation is to be placed within a larger concern
on the role of Faktisk.no in relation to new media in today’s democracy.
As deliberated on throughout the empirical analysis, the irony of credibility has been ongoing
in this study on fact-checking as an issue in Norway. From Faktisk.no’s perspective, the
organisation can build their credibility based on numerous aspects. Faktisk.no consists of
several media organisations, namely Dagbladet, Verdens Gang (VG), Norwegian
Broadcasting Corporation (NRK) and TV 2, which can imply that these competing media
organisations can co-operate for public interest. Furthermore, Faktisk.no are going to factcheck statements that trends in the society, and the intention is not to fact-check statements
that are based on personal interests by the fact-checkers, but interests of the public good.
Additionally, Faktisk.no not only publish fact-checks with a short concluding section,
Faktisk.no publish fact-checks with full descriptions on how the conclusion was completed.
The fact-checkers publish a description of the entire process with every fact-check, which
implies including any sources and references they have used and any statistics they have been
analysing. The idea is therefore that everyone who reads the fact-check can go through the
process themselves.
Even though Faktisk.no present the mechanism as independent, neutral, transparent, and
hence credible, that perception was not the same among other actors in the network of factchecking. The issue of fact-checking in Norway emerged as tensions between actors in the
network of fact-checking evolved. The fact-checking mechanism originated because the
initiators, the fact-checkers, and other allies experienced the need for such a mechanism. The
need for a fact-checking mechanism have been justified in terms of the challenges we
experience in modern media societies. Nevertheless, the issue of fact-checking in Norway
emerges as other actors in the network of fact-checking do not necessarily understand the
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need for Faktisk.no. Probably affected by the earlier upcoming parliamentary election in
September 2017, politically involved people considered a fact-checking mechanism as
unnecessary and rather destructive for the public debate. Politicians was said to become more
afraid of expressing themselves and it is considered harmful that they have to deeply reflect
on every statement they make. An effect of the new fact-checking mechanism may
consequently be that the political debate will develop into a debate consisting of assumptions
rather than statements, and as a limitation to democracy rather than a contribution to
democracy. Nevertheless, Faktisk.no is not developed exclusively to fact-check statements by
politicians. Their mission is to fact-check the public debate, and statements that are trending
in the society, through news media and social media. Furthermore, Faktisk.no performs
through the social media platforms Facebook and Twitter, where the public and other actors
in society are encouraged to participate in the public debate. Moreover, public participation
and deliberation are considered essential in a well-functioning democracy, which also implies
that Faktisk.no may contribute to democracy in terms of encouraging a fact-based public
debate for all citizens to participate.
Furthermore, people within journalism also expressed concern about Faktisk.no as a new factchecking mechanism. The ethics within journalism have always been aiming at making
representations of reality and serve as a service within democracy to enlighten and inform the
public. On the other hand, after the expansion of the Internet and emergence of new media, it
becomes difficult for both the public and the journalist to make distinctions between news
media, and more entertaining media. The Internet now serves as a worldwide arena of
information flows. Modern media society is dynamic, and the information flows continuously.
Even though people within media do not evaluate a fact-checking mechanism as necessary,
Faktisk.no evaluate such a tool as a necessary corrective in the public debate in Norway. We
are increasingly exposed to misleading information, or even misinformation. Fact-checkers
and allies of Faktisk.no express that the need for this quality-seeking fact-checking
mechanism can be justified with the need for better quality in the public debate. Modern
media society today consists of an intertwined arena of politics, markets, media, and the
public. Both private and public interests are communicated through the same digital
platforms, which urges more critical awareness towards media among citizens. Additionally,
it seems like journalists have the impression that they are the ones that are exclusively going
to be fact-checked by the fact-checkers. But the fact-checkers’ aim are not necessarily to label
news from newspapers as right or wrong, but the aim is to grade the amount of truth in
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statements that trends in the public debate, regardless of where and who published the
statement.
The public was sceptical towards the project because of several reasons. Some were sceptical
towards the media organisations involved in the project, some were sceptical towards the
technology itself and the grading of statements, and others were sceptical towards Faktisk.no
being in power of conclude if someone are telling the truth or not. And that is an interesting
remark to discuss further. It seems like the tensions and frictions between actors in the
network comes down to a discussion on power relations within the Norwegian public debate.
And that is the main reason how fact-checking became an issue in Norway. Politicians are in
positions where they already have the power to express themselves, and hopefully guide the
public towards democratic decisions, such as voting when it is elections and participating in
public debates. The journalists are used to being in power of sharing information and news
with the public and have been in position of representing reality. Consequently, what we
experience is that these power positions might be threatened by a new mechanism within new
media in the Norwegian democracy, because actors from different actions sites have
difficulties with honouring Faktisk.no as a credible corrective for better quality in the public
debate.
Actors in the network of fact-checking, besides the fact-checkers and the technology itself,
are not familiar with how Faktisk.no originated, and are therefore not necessarily informed
about the process prior to the announcement of the fact-checking mechanism. Further, other
actors in the network of fact-checking are indeed in positions of providing or seeking truth
themselves. Journalists are traditional providers of representations of truth in society,
politicians are supposed to provide their voters with truth, and the public are seeking truth
through different information and communication channels in today’s modern media society.
Considering that all actors in the network of fact-checking are in positions of providing or
seeking truth, it is reasonable to acknowledge that all actors do not necessarily understand the
need for a fact-checking mechanism, but rather appreciate the need to justify their own
subjective interests in terms of their types of knowledge possessions and power positions.
These power relations and tensions between the actors in the network of fact-checking in
Norway might change, and Faktisk.no might attain credibility and be honoured as a site for
enhancing quality in the public debate of the Norwegian democracy in the future. As the fact96

checkers express themselves, they have no intention in performing as a replacement for other
institutions in the society, but rather a supplementary corrective, and a mechanism for
providing more criticism towards all the information flows we are exposed to in modern
media society. And additionally, improve the quality in the public debate. Furthermore,
Faktisk.no perform in platforms such as Facebook and Twitter, where the fact-checks can lead
to public debates, and public participation and deliberation. Regarding further research,
studies on how Faktisk.no is perceived and how actors engage with fact-checking as an issue
after a few years of operation by Faktisk.no would be interesting. Moreover, whether
Faktisk.no will be able to become publicly acknowledged as a credible corrective in the
modern media society in Norway may also be objective of further research. Finally, this thesis
suggests that in order to perform as a credible and trustworthy corrective in the Norwegian
public debate, Faktisk.no must maintain and strive for visibility and accessibility in society, in
order to take a powerful and credible role in the Norwegian democracy, and in order to put
forward their interest of representing an independent, neutral, and transparent fact-checking
mechanism in modern media society.
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Appendix A – Interview guide
Intervjuguide
Innledning
Hva heter du?
Hvor lenge har du jobbet i Faktisk.no?
Hva er din bakgrunn for å jobbe i Faktisk.no? Hvor har du jobbet tidligere?
Opprinnelse
Hvem tok initiativ til Faktisk.no?
- Hvilke aktører var da involvert? (Personer, mediehus, organisasjoner som bidrar
med økonomisk eller teknisk støtte).
- Hvilke prosesser og eventuelt møter måtte til for å få dette samarbeidet til å gå fra
en ide til et prosjekt?
- Hvor foregikk disse møtene?
- Hvilke relasjoner måtte ligge til grunn for gjennomføringen av prosjektet?
Hvordan arbeidet dere før annonsering av samarbeidet i mars 2017?
- Hvordan utartet prosessen seg? Hvem var involvert?
Hvordan ble du introdusert for dette faktasjekksamarbeidet?
- Hvem tok kontakt med deg?
Funksjon
Hvordan foregår utvelgelsen av saker for faktasjekk?
Hvordan arbeider du med hver faktasjekk?
- Kan du velge saker du ønsker å faktasjekke?
Hvordan syns du graderingen av påstandene fungerer?
Behov
Kan du forklare årsaken til at du ønsker å arbeide med faktasjekking av det norske ordskiftet?
Hvorfor trenger vi en faktasjekktjeneste i Norge akkurat nå?
- På hvilke måter kan en slik faktasjekktjeneste tilføre noe mer enn allerede etiske
retningslinjer som Vær-Varsom-Plakaten og Redaktørplakaten?
Respons
Kan du fortelle litt om responsen Faktisk.no mottok i etterkant av pressekonferansen hvor
Faktisk.no ble presentert??
Hvilke aktører var aktive til å kommentere samarbeidet?
- På hvilke arenaer og plattformer mottok dere respons?
- Hvordan forholder dere dere til respons fra andre aktører?
Kan du fortelle litt om responsen Faktisk.no mottok i etterkant av oppstarten juni 2017?
- På hvilke arenaer og plattformer mottok dere responsen?
Rolle
Har du gjort deg opp noen tanker om hvilken rolle Faktisk.no har i samfunnet?
- Med tanke på at dette er en norsk faktasjekkside, tror du Faktisk.no kan bidra til
det norske demokratiet? I så fall - hvordan?
- Kan Faktisk.no bidra til at flere deltar i samfunnsdebatten?
- Tror du for eksempel politikere tenker seg nøyere om ved diverse påstander som
publiseres? Og i så fall – er det positivt eller negativt?
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-

Kan Faktisk.no bidra til at samfunnsdebatten blir mer sannferdig og av felles,
offentlige interesser?

Avslutning
Er det noen kommentarer eller tilleggsopplysninger du ønsker å legge til?
Oppfølging om ikke besvart:
Er det bevisst at dere ikke omtaler tjenesten som noe bekjemper av fake news?
Er dere i tett kontakt med International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN)?
Hvordan oppfatter du å få kritikk når dere tilsynelatende åpenlyst følger etiske retningslinjer
for norsk presse (Vær-Varsom-Plakaten?).
Hvordan opplever du å få kritikk for å ikke være nøytrale når dette er selve utgangspunktet?
Hvor involverte er styret i prosjektet?
Hvor involverte er Faktiskrådet?
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