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Abstract 

On the 22nd of July 2011, Norwegian lone actor Anders Behring Breivik decided to 
carry out his life mission; a mission, which resulted in two separate terrorist attacks 
killing 77 individuals linked to the Norwegian Labour Party. The attacks directly 
contributed to launch the second violence wave of the modern right-wing extremist 
movement, turning it into the most violent movement of today in Western Europe. They 
also contributed to establish Breivik as a template and a hero for many of the 
individuals active in the right-wing extremist movement, making other right-wing lone 
actors follow Breivik’s methods and committing crimes in the name of the same 
ideology as him. But which specific moral arguments did Breivik use in order to justify 
and promote “his” ideology, and beyond that, his crime? In order to answer that 
question, in this thesis, Breivik's manifesto was analysed using the situational action 
theory as a moral base. A simple discourse analysis framed by the intersectional 
perspective was used as a method, and the analysis resulted in three main themes - 
Ethnicity, Religion, and Gender - as well as six sub-themes that highlighted the fight-for 
and the fight-against dimensions of each theme. In the discussion, the violent language 
and the hierarchical order of the themes were examined, which demonstrated that a 
criminological perspective is needed when the connection between ideology and crime 
is to be understood. The thesis was thereafter concluded with the notion that ideology 
needs to be seen as an independent risk factor in order for these types of crimes to be 
prevented.  
 

Key words: Breivik, Right-wing Extremism, Terrorism, Moral, Ideology, 
Discourse analysis 
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Introduction 

On the 22nd of October 2015, 21-year old Anton Lundin Pettersson entered Kronan 

primary school1 in Trollhättan, Sweden, dressed in a Nazi-style uniform and carrying 

several sword-like objects (El Mochantaf et al., 2015, October 22). In what has later 

been labelled as the worst school massacre in Sweden, Lundin Pettersson callously 

stabbed three non-ethnically white persons – one pupil and two teachers – to death 

before the Swedish Police stopped him with a killing shot (El Mochantaf et al., 2015, 

October 22). In the investigation that followed, it was discovered that Lundin Petterson 

actively had socialized on right-wing extremist Internet-sites, and that he during the 

months prior to the attack became increasingly isolated from his real-life friends and 

family (Johansson, 2015, November 2). It was also quickly discovered that Lundin 

Pettersson’s course of action and ideological inspiration was very similar to another 

right-wing extremist, namely Norwegian lone actor Anders Behring Breivik (Dickson, 

2015, October 23; Ihler, 2015, October 23), who has been called the first modern right-

wing terrorist (Berntzen & Sandberg, 2014; Mierina & Korojeva, 2015).   

 

Terrorism is a very serious crime, which aims to seriously intimidate a whole 

population and/or fundamental political/societal structures, and to force public 

authorities to (or refrain from) taking action (SFS 2003:148). Hate crimes, on the other 

hand, aims to harm single individuals due to some static factor the perpetrator sees as 

negative (like the victim’s skin colour), but the attack does of course affect the whole 

group to which the victim belongs (SFS 1962:700, §29). Still, both crimes are unique 

due to their obvious driving force: a basic belief, so strong it is worth hurting, killing or 

even dying for (Pry, 2012). Long has the faces of these criminals been reserved for 

Jihadists or “freaks”, but since Breivik committed his crime the picture has changed 

(Appelbaum, 2013; Post, 2015; Tietze, 2014). Terrorism and hate crimes are a global 

phenomenon and could happen anywhere and be executed by any extremist whose 

                                                 
 
 
1 The majority of the pupils at Kronan school have a non-ethnically Swedish background, and the area in 

which the school is located has a low socio-economic status (Dickson, 2015, October 23). 
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ideologically2 convinced enough (Hanes & Machin, 2014; Post, 2015). Still, in the 

West, individuals committing crimes in the name of right-wing extremist ideology is 

increasing the most, making it the most violent movement of today (Adamczyk, 

Gruenewald, Chermak, & Freilich, 2014; Deland, Hertzberg & Hvitfeldt, 2010; Miriena 

& Korojeva, 2015; Hanes & Machin, 2014). Yet, fundamental understanding of these 

extremists’ ideological driving force is missing within the criminological scientific 

world, even though it has been five years since Breivik made his infamous entrance into 

the spotlight. This fundamental understanding of the ideological driving force is crucial 

in order to respond to, and even prevent, a further rise of these kinds of crimes, and in 

order to start understand, the modern right-wing extremist movement needs to be 

examined. 

 

The New Beginning of an Old Movement 

The start of the modern right-wing extremist movement has been traced back to the late 

1980s (Adamczyk et al., 2014; Gelfand, LaFree, Fahey, & Feinberg, 2013). The reasons 

for blooming in this time are several: An increasing ethnical nationalism, an increased 

immigration from countries further away (links to previous reason), national financial 

problems in most Western European countries, economic instability in general, as well 

as a new generation growing up that did not have the World War II in recent memory 

(Gelfand et al., 2013; Post, 2015; Rydgren, 2010). Thus, in many countries, the 1990s 

started out violently, with the burning of asylum accommodations and vandalism of 

government buildings becoming “common” (Post, 2015). And within the course of five, 

six years, the number of right-wing extremist supporters had exploded in numbers, 

which led to right-wing extremist parties being voted into the parliaments in several 

countries (Deland et al., 2010; Post, 2015). Hence, it is clearly visible that the modern 

right-wing extremist movement shares many similarities with the Nazi movement in the 

                                                 
 
 
2 Ideology can be understood as a social belief, or a set of unconscious and conscious ideas, which both 

includes assumptions about the nature of reality as well as basic values and moral standards (Pry, 2012). 
Ideologies traditionally arises from a mix of historical, political, religious, ethnic, national and cultural 
background of regions/collectives of persons, and in the right context given, these can turn “murderous”, 
like the right-wing extremist ideology (Harrendorf, 2014). To follow an ideology therefore involves 
accepting the ideology’s description of reality and supporting its ways of action, which in turn shapes 
one’s goals, expectations and motivations in life. 
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1930s3; one of the most obvious being that the biggest supporter group both now and 

then can be found in young, ethnically white men, who highly distrust the government 

(Gelfand et al., 2013; Miriena & Korojeva, 2015). What differentiates todays supporters 

from the supporters living in the 1930s are however the educational- and job levels: 

Todays’ supporters are not uneducated or unemployed, contrariwise, they can be very 

well educated, working in successful industries or running profitable companies 

(Gelfand et al., 2013; Post, 2015). This is interesting, since the stereotype of an 

extremist still is represented by an uneducated and unemployed person (Lundquist, 

2010). However, the number of cases involving homicide was rather unusual during the 

1990s, which indicates that even if the right-wing extremists were being violent overall, 

few of them actually extended themselves to the killing of other people (Gelfand et al., 

2013; Miriena & Korojeva, 2015). This proves that the right-wing extremism during the 

1990s might have been violent, but not any more than, for example, the left-wing 

extremism during the 1970s (Rooduijn & Akkerman, 2015; Shadmehr, 2015). Thus, in 

the late 1990s, this first wave of right-wing extremist violence calmed again, and its 

rampages were almost forgotten (Rydgren, 2010). 

 

Then, the day of July 25 in 2011 arrived, and Norwegian citizen Anders Behring 

Breivik (aged 32 at the time) decided to carry out his life’s mission (Knausgaard, 2015, 

July 18). In two separate attacks – one bomb directed at the Oslo government 

headquarters and one shooting on the small island of Utøya – he killed a total of 77 

individuals linked to the Norwegian Labour Party, most of whom were under the age of 

18 (Forsberg & Grönberg, 2011, July 25). Breivik’s politically motivated attack has 

been classified as a milestone for the modern right-wing extremist movement, since it 

contributed to launch its second “violence wave” (Appelbaum, 2013; Post, 2015; Tietze, 

2014). As written, the term “terrorist” could no longer be associated solely with 

Jihadists or “freaks”, and the right-wing extremist community had to make a choice: 

condemn the extremists’ violence, or admit acceptance of these kinds of methods. 

Outwards, the prominent representatives of the right-wing extremist movement strongly 

                                                 
 
 
3 If further interested in these similarities, Björn Elmbrant’s book “Innan mörkret faller” [Before 
Nightfall] is recommended.  
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distanced themselves from Breivik’s acts, calling them despicable and stating that he 

especially had went too far when killing children (Mierina & Korojeva, 2015; Post, 

2015). Also, they claimed that the enemy is not “within”, the enemy is the Jihadists 

coming here4. But, in the closed communities on the Internet, which Breivik also had 

been a part of, the voices where divided (Mierina & Korojeva, 2015; Post, 2015; Syse, 

2014). Most of the individuals active on these sites distanced themselves from Breivik 

and his methods – still, a small, yet strong group of individuals (mostly youths) started 

to express an admiration of Breivik and his “new, fresh perspective”, and thus 

approached him as a hero (Mierina & Korojeva, 2015; Post, 2015; Turner-Graham, 

2014). Another (external) consequence of Breivik’s attack was shown in the statistics: 

Severe crimes and homicides linked to right-wing extremists increased drastically after 

the year of 2011, turning it into the most violent movement in Western Europe of today 

(Adamczyk et al., 2014; Miriena & Korojeva, 2015; Hanes & Machin, 2014). 

 

A New Type of Terrorist 

There are several elements unique to Breivik’s case, but the fact that he seems to have 

been acting all alone (aside from his activities in online communities), and even 

radicalized himself during his intensive planning period (Berntzen & Sandberg, 2014; 

Sandberg, 2013), is particularly interesting. These types of self-motivated and 

ideologically driven extremist criminals are usually called “lone-wolf terrorists” or 

“autonomous cells” (Berntzen & Sandberg, 2014; Gill, Horgan & Deckert, 2014; 

Moskalenko & McCauley, 2011). The terms stems from the US, and were first used 

commonly as a result of Timothy McVeign’s bombing of a government building in 

Oklahoma City in 1995, killing 168 people5 (Gill, Horgan & Deckert, 2014). Lone-wolf 

extremists are not dumb, contrariwise, they are very analytical, and seldom gets 

discovered due to their real life-isolation and punctilious accurate planning (Gill, 

Horgan & Deckert, 2014; Moskalenko & McCauley, 2011). Their tactics have two 

                                                 
 
 
4 It should be noted that the modern right-wing movement targets Muslims as scapegoats, which 
differentiate the modern movement from the 1930s’ movement, which targeted the Jews (Post, 2015). 
5 It is said that Breivik was inspired by McVeign, whose political motivation was to defend every 
American citizen’s freedom from the government (Knausgaard, 2015, July 18; Moskalenko & McCauley, 
2011). 
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faces: Either doing one spectacular attack, or acting strategically randomly (e.g. 

shooting single immigrants) over a long period of time. Also, what is interesting 

regarding lone-wolfs (even if they never reach the criminal level of a terrorist attack), is 

that their characteristics seems to be static, regardless of their “basic belief” (Berntzen 

& Sandberg, 2014; Gill, Horgan & Deckert, 2014). This means that attributes and 

approaches used by right-wing lone-wolfs can be seen in Jihadist lone-wolfs as well. 

Further, this also implies that lone-wolfs tend to use prior ideologically similar “heroes” 

as templates (Gill, Horgan & Deckert, 2014; Moskalenko & McCauley, 2011), which is 

evident in Breivik’s case. Lundin Pettersson, whose story began this thesis, was thus 

only the latest in line of right-wing extremists who falls into the category of lone-wolf 

criminals inspired by Breivik (Dickson, 2015, October 23; Ihler, 2015, October 23). 

Before Lundin Pettersson, Malmö-shooter Peter Mangs (Tagesson, 2015, November 6), 

German right-wing extremist and hate crime convicted Beate Zschäpe (Brenna, Utheim, 

& Grøttum, 2012, July 26) as well as Sandy Hook-school shooter Adam Lanza (Rogers, 

2013, February 13) all have copied Breivik’s approach and moral, leaving hundreds of 

severely wounded or killed individuals in their traces. And even though the lone-wolfs 

are rare (Berntzen & Sandberg, 2014; Gill, Horgan & Deckert, 2014; Moskalenko & 

McCauley, 2011), their actions gets much attention, which “trickles down” and 

encourages the rest of the extremist communities into taking matters into their own 

hands (Berntzen & Sandberg, 2014; Mierina & Korojeva, 2015). 

 

The Release of a Manifesto 

Only hours prior to his attack, Breivik released a massive 1500-page long manifesto on 

the Internet (Knausgaard, 2015, July 18). The manifesto, named “2083 – A European 

declaration of independence”6, very thoroughly goes through every single detail of the 

modern right-wing extremist ideology Breivik uses in order to justify his attack (Cotti, 

2014; Richards, 2014; Sandberg, 2013). Breivik even said during interrogations and the 

following trial that his terrorist attack only had been a “screen” in order to promote this 

life’s work of his (Appelbaum, 2013; Knausgaard, 2015, July 18). Further, even though 

                                                 
 
 
6 Referring to the Battle of Vienna in 1683, in which the forces of European Christendom defeated the 
Muslim Ottoman Empire (Richards, 2014). 
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few right-wing extremists seems to have read the entire manifesto, plenty of these 

individuals freely quote and refers to it when active on the Internet (Hirvonen, 2013; 

Mierina & Korojeva, 2015; Turner-Graham, 2014). This is not particularly surprising: 

The manifesto is easy to understand (which was Breivik’s intention; Sandberg, 2013), 

and thus easy to grasp if the reader is already somewhat reasoning in that direction. 

What Breivik also does very effectively through his manifesto is to confirm his reader’s 

general frustration, put this frustration into words, and directing it into the struggle 

(linking to the trickle-down effect mentioned above). 

 

However, the manifesto has not spread without criticism, which is not surprising giving 

its extreme content7. Still, it cannot be overlooked that the text is unique: Not many 

right-wing terrorists (or terrorists generally) have written so detailed and structured 

about their internal driving force (Sandberg, 2013). This makes the manifesto 

interesting from a scientific point of view, since it has the potential of answering many 

questions about extremism at the right-wing flank. And thinking about the fact that 

lone-wolfs share characteristics and have the same trickle-down effect regardless of 

ideological background (Berntzen & Sandberg, 2014; Mierina & Korojeva, 2015), the 

manifesto is interesting in the bigger criminological picture as well. Thus, Breivik (in 

his role as a hero) and his manifesto (in its role as a “Bible” to the ideology) could be 

seen as representatives of the driving force of the modern, and highly violent 

(Adamczyk et al., Hanes & Machin, 2014), right-wing extremist ideology. 

 

Prior Research of the Manifesto 

Most previous research regarding the manifesto has mainly focused on Breivik’s own 

character and how he became a right-wing terrorist. A majority of the research also has 

a psychiatric and/or psychoanalytic perspective, trying to diagnose and “explain” 

Breivik from his written words (for examples, see Cotti, 2014; Fektete, 2011; Leonard  

                                                 
 
 
7 For critical examples, see Leonard et al., 2014; Sandberg, 2013; and Syse, 2014. 
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et al., 2014; and Virtanen, 2013). This perspective, although it is interesting8, does not 

contribute with much knowledge regarding the right-wing extremist movement at large. 

The problem is that the perspective misses the criminological point: It does not explain 

why (someone like) Breivik does commit a crime in the name of right-wing extremism, 

or why others gets inspired by him and/or copy his methods. In other words, when 

having this perspective, Breivik’s (and others like him) own decision- and consideration 

process is seen as something secondary, obscured by a diagnosis or a rough upbringing. 

This analyse can of course be true, but the manifesto, in its role as a document 

encouraging and “explaining” (Berntzen & Sandberg, 2014) the motives of the right-

wing extremist movement, must be seen in its own light: as something with a moral and 

ideological standpoint of its own. Thus, in this thesis, forensic explanations are 

irrelevant, since they overlook the internal, and highly sane, driving force: namely, the 

power of ideology in itself (Harrendorf, 2014; Pry, 2012). It is very unlikely that all of 

the individuals committing crimes in the name of extremist ideologies are poor, 

uneducated and mentally unstable, and this further underline that the devotion to an 

ideology – an ideology which includes and justifies criminal opinions – must exist in 

order to push the individual into delinquency. And even if all of these extremist 

criminals were poor, uneducated and mentally unstable, it does not matter: People like 

Breivik, and documents like his manifesto, does up until this day influence individuals 

into becoming criminals, or even terrorists.  

 

The social science perspective. A majority of research quickly concludes that the 

specific opinions Breivik rise in the manifesto – although the “mainstream” right-wing 

extremist movement claim they are too extreme (Syse, 2014) – can be found in the 

almost exact same formulations on most contemporary right-wing extremist sites 

(Adamczyk et al., 2014; Berntzen & Sandberg, 2014; Onraet & Van Hiel, 2013). This is 

interesting, since it even further highlights the accuracy of the manifesto: it does 

                                                 
 
 
8 Breivik was for example, at the time of trial, very difficult to psychically evaluate (Appelbaum, 2013). 
One team of psychiatrists found Breivik to be psychotic with a diagnosis of paranoid schizophrenia and 
legally insane, and a second team found him neither psychotic nor schizophrenic and, thus, legally sane 
(Appelbaum, 2013). The court decided to cope with the second evaluation. 
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represent the opinions of the modern right-wing extremist movement. Berntzen and 

Sandberg (2014) have taken this analysis one step further, comparing Breivik’s 

ideology and course of action with other lone terrorists (from all over the world). They 

conclude that even though Breivik’s opinions are shared with the right-wing extremist 

community, his methods are most similar to lone Jihadists. Regarding the opinions held 

by the lone-wolfs investigated, Berntzen and Sandberg conclude that the “negatively-

directed opinions” differ somewhat between the ideologies. Right-wing lone-wolfs, like 

Breivik, direct their focus towards other religions and ethnicities, as well as towards 

“multiculturalists” and feminists generally. Jihadist lone-wolfs also directs their focus 

towards other religions and feminists in general, but they further include opinions 

targeting the upper classes as well as “Western money-drainers” overall. This focus 

aimed at class and economy also shows in left-wing lone-wolfs, but these lone-wolfs do 

not target ethnicity or feminism. Berntzen and Sandberg’s findings are consistent with 

other analyses of the ideologies of extremist groups (Gartenstein-Ross, 2013; Ramsay & 

Marsden, 2015; Rooduijn & Akkerman, 2015; Shadmehr, 2015), which also further 

highlight that the power of ideology in itself is equal regardless of “direction”: the 

extroverted opinions do not need to be coherent in order to commit similar crimes 

(Berntzen & Sandberg, 2014).   

 

Finally, Berntzen and Sandberg write that as Breivik got more radicalized writing the 

manifesto, he used more and more violence in his language. Thus, Berntzen and 

Sandberg empathizes, even if Breivik is aware of his writing in general about the 

ideology, the processes leading to the reasons for committing crimes seems to be 

unaware to him, which points to the “underlying” power of being too involved in an 

ideology. 

 

Sandberg (2013) however writes that Breivik seems to be partly aware of this 

discrepancy in his writing, since he often tries to appeal to the reader’s moral and 

empathy when writing about martyrdom, as if he wants to “pitch” the concept of 

violence and dying as something that “feels good to the self”. Further, Sandberg, who 
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has done a narrative analysis, presents four rhetorically divergent writing styles9 Breivik 

uses in his text, which proves that he possesses a very complex identity work where he 

(consciously) tries out several jargons in order to attract the reader (Sandberg, 2013). 

But, Sandberg underlines, Breivik does have a hard time logically merging these styles 

together, which implies that there could be other underlying processes motivating him 

as well.  

 

Richards (2014) does also, but in a sociological light, highlight that Breivik have 

different writing-styles. He states, just like Sandberg (2013), that Breivik very 

consciously uses different rhetorical entries when he is writing. The entries Richard 

(2014) lifts is the Hate-against-rhetoric (Breivik argues against “the Multiculturalists” 

and the Muslims), the Grandiose-self-rhetoric (Breivik lifts himself, his ideas and his 

sacrifices as something admirable) and the Fragile-masculinity-rhetoric (Breivik argues 

that men should be men and women should be women, as well as the implications he 

does about his own great masculinity). Richards conclude that these rhetorical entries 

empathizes Breivik’s struggle of keeping a coherent opinion, since they represent very 

abrupt changes in the text that does not really fit together. Therefore, Richards lifts the 

need of further investigation regarding the process linking these areas of writing 

together.  

 

To sum up, neither Berntzen and Sandberg (2014), Richards (2014) or Sandberg (2013) 

does concretize their ideas and findings of Breivik’s (unconscious) standpoints and 

processes in a separate context. This means that the internal processes they tap into are 

not fully connected to the moral driving force of ideology, which is an important area 

for further investigation, especially for researchers interested in serious types of crimes 

like hate crimes or terrorism (Harrendorf, 2014). Thus, to continue the understanding of 

                                                 
 
 
9 The writing styles presented by Sandberg (2013) are: The Professional Revolutionary (the 
language/style is practical and technical, without feeling or emotion, for example when explaining how to 
create a bomb), The Evangelist (emotional language which draws on large historical lines, for example 
when talking about martyrdom as something “good”), The Pragmatic Conservative (he lifts his role as a 
pragmatic and intellectual politician, empathizing that he is not driven by revenge or hate), and finally 
The Social and Likeable Person (used when he wants to appear likable, informal, relaxed and “ordinary”).  
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these types of extremist crimes, the internal, ideologically driven moral implied in the 

manifesto needs to be lifted, divided and examined further – preferably with a 

criminological perspective, due to the focus of crime and its connection to ideology. 

 

Theoretical Perspective: The Situational Action Theory 

The idea of analysing moral within the criminological spectrum is a fairly new 

phenomenon (Wikström, 2010). However, this is strange when thinking about earlier 

criminological theories’ failure to explain more serious types of crime like terrorism 

(Walsh, 2014), which most certainly needs a “moral aspect” to them in order to be 

understood (Wikström, 2010). Thus, to overcome this theory-gap, Wikström (2010) in 

2008 started to develop his situational action theory (SAT). The theory is a general 

theory of moral action and crime that aims to integrate individual and environmental 

explanatory perspectives. SAT also aims to explain both minor crimes like shoplifting, 

as well as major crimes like terrorist attacks (Wikström, 2010). What makes the theory 

unique is Wikström’s (2010) idea of moral and crime: A crime is not a crime in the eyes 

of the criminal, since the criminal’s moral justifies the action. Thus, a crime is only a 

crime in the eyes of (for example) society, who passes laws in order to limit and control 

certain actions. In its concrete basics, the theory rests on five fundamental assertions 

(Wikström, 2010, p. 1001): 

1. Acts of crime are moral actions (actions guided by what is the right or wrong thing to 

do or not to do in a particular circumstance) and therefore needs to be explained as such. 

2. People engage in acts of crime because they (a) come to see such acts as a viable 

action alternative and (b) choose (habitually or deliberately) to carry them out. 

3. The likelihood that a person will come to see an act of crime as an action alternative 

(…) depends on his or her crime propensity and its interplay with his or her exposure to 

criminogenic settings. 

4. The role of broader social conditions and their changes (like social integration and 

segregation), and the role of individual development and change (life histories), should 

be analysed as the causes of the causes. 

5. Relevant causes of the causes of crime are only those social conditions and aspects of 

life-histories that can be demonstrated to influence the development of people's 
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propensity (morality and ability to exercise self-control) and influence the emergence 

of, and people's differential exposure to, settings with particular criminogenic features. 

 

Thus, SAT argues that when internal moral features (like experiences, vulnerability, 

willpower and psychological make-up) meets with external moral features (like an 

allowing setting/environment or habit) a situation is created which leads to a certain 

individual committing a crime (if the individual wants to commit a crime; Wikström, 

2010). Regarding Breivik, it is already known that he had a strong external moral: he 

was very active on right-wing extremist Internet communities (Leonard et al., 2014; 

Syse, 2014). This is true for a majority of right-wing extremists (Leonard et al., 2014; 

Miriena & Korojeva, 2015; Turner-Graham, 2014), and thus underlines that one part of 

this “deadly match” already exists. Regarding internal moral features, the problem of 

Wikström’s (2010) theory being somewhat vague arises10. Wikström (2010) never 

defines moral in any concrete way, the closest being the definition of moral action as 

“action guided by moral rules about what is right or wrong to do in a particular 

circumstance” (p. 1002). But what is moral rules? Thus, in order concretize this part of 

the theory, an external reference discussing moral is needed. The National 

Encyclopaedia (2016c) defines moral as the personal perception of right and wrong 

which guides what actions a person do and does not. Hence, moral rules (which are the 

personal perceptions “in action”) does both permeate opinions, behaviours and actions; 

the core lies within the notion that the person believes he/she is doing the right thing, 

and consequently acts consciously in line with this belief. This fits Wikström’s (2010) 

theory, and gives it a somewhat more concrete groundwork. 

 
Further, Wikström (2010) never defines the power of ideological conviction, even 

though this seems to be a large part of SAT. For example, he argues that radicalization 

plays a large part in the committing of serious crimes, and in his paper about terrorism 

(Bouhana & Wikström, 2011) he writes that “to be radicalized is to acquire moral rules  

                                                 
 
 
10 Wikström, a high-ranking and well respected professor stationed at Cambridge University in the UK, 
has received several prestigious rewards, and the situational action theory (SAT) is only the latest in a line 
of theoretical frameworks he has created (University of Cambridge, 2016). SAT is still under 
development, but that does not mean it cannot be criticized for its flaws.  
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Causes of the causes                       Causes  Outcome 

Moral development  Propensity  Action 
and change   
 
 
Radicalization  Terrorism  Act of Terrorism  
(process by which people  Propensity 
acquire moral rules and  (Moral rules and 

emotions supporting acts  emotions supporting  

of terrorism)   acts of terrorism) 
 

Figure 1. Bouhana and Wikström’s (2011) model of causes in severe crimes, adjusted to suit their thesis 
about terrorism.  

 

that support and encourage acts of terrorism” (p. 20). But, he does not define from 

where the radicalization stems or why it is so powerful, not even in the model (see 

figure 1) accompanying his thesis. Thus: he does not even mention ideology, even 

though this is clearly involved. Harrendorf (2014) writes that in order for criminologists 

to be able to explain severe and international crimes like terrorism, they need to start 

involve the power of ideological conviction in their analyses. Harrendorf (2014) defines 

ideology as systems of shared beliefs, ideas and symbols that help make sense of the 

world, and that the ideology typically define who is a member of the in-group and 

which other groups that are friends or foes (for further discussion on ideology, see 

footnote two or Pry, 2012). Thinking about SAT and Wikström’s (2011) model 

presented in figure 1, Harrendorf’s (2014) conclusion is suiting: “Due to the power of 

ideologies, they can also be used to redefine norms and moral values in a way that (…) 

help in provide a legitimation and moral justification of [severe crimes]. Such processes 

of moral redefinition do not happen quickly; usually they need some time to evolve” (p. 

235). Still, the “problem” of ideology being a very broad concept persists (Pry, 2012), 

and in the case of Breivik, issues regarding for example animal husbandry are not very 

relevant. Thus, in order to narrow the definition even further, another external source is 

needed. And in this case, the most relevant external source is the intersectional 

perspective. 
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Intersectionality11 has been used to understand and explain hate crimes on several 

occasions, since it helps circle the static factors that make individuals feel aversion 

towards other individuals (Mason-Bish, 2015). This makes the intersectional framework 

very relevant for the Breivik-case, since extremists (like Breivik and his followers) tend 

to target individuals due to, for example, their ethnicity, social class or religion (Gelfand 

et al., 2013; Post, 2015; Rooduijn & Akkerman, 2015). And linking to the situational 

action theory, Wikström (2010) writes that it is certain crimonogenic features that 

makes an individual commit a crime, either due to social habit or provocation in 

combination to an allowing setting. This part of the theory is clearly targeting some of 

the same features as the intersectional perspective, which further highlights the accuracy 

of using this perspective as a divider for which factors to analyse.  

 

Thus, overlooking the flaws of the theory lifted in this thesis, the situational action 

theory’s core assertion has a relatively high support (see Bruinsma et al., 2015; Haar & 

Wikström, 2010; Wikström, 2014). Yet, so far the theory has only been tested in 

quantitative studies, which can limit its usefulness in qualitative ones. But, given its 

idea of external and internal moral together with the concrete definitions of moral and 

ideology presented above, it should be applicable to qualitative research as well. 

Harrendorf (2014) actually do indicate that in order for researchers to understand the 

process of ideology, a theory talking about moral processes is needed. Thus, with the 

additional definitions presented above, Wikström’s (2010) situational action theory has 

an eminent potential of being applied to Breivik’s manifesto. 

 

Research Question 

To investigate, identify and understand the concrete moral arguments and standpoints 

Breivik writes about in his manifesto in order to justify his ideology and actions is 

                                                 
 
 
11 The intersectional analysis was developed in the United States during the 1980s following the Black 

feminist movement (Cane & Conaghan, 2009), and the aim of intersectionality is to highlight negatively 
discriminating factors in a society which in combination or individually are used to maintain harmful 
power structures (CaSupik et al., 2011). The factors referred to are: gender, sexuality, ethnicity/race, 
religion, class, age, economy and physical/psychical disabilities (Cane & Conaghan, 2009; Supik et al., 
2011).  
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crucial when continuing the research about right-wing extremism. The manifesto is 

extremely detailed, and does reflect the ideology spreading in right-wing extremist 

communities on a daily basis (Adamczyk et al., 2014; Berntzen & Sandberg, 2014; 

Onraet & Van Hiel, 2013). Thus, by studying how Breivik expresses himself and which 

emotionally charged words he uses regarding different subjects, an understanding of 

Breivik’s internal moral can be reached. Wikström (2010) writes that a crime is not a 

crime in the eyes of the criminal, and this is very prominent in cases including extremist 

criminals, since they let the moral of the ideology – not society – guide their rights and 

wrongs.  

 

Thus, the overall research question for this thesis is: What moral arguments and 

standpoints does Breivik describe in his manifesto in order to justify his ideology and 

within that, the violence that led up to his crime? 

In this, a number of sub-questions will be targeted: 

• Which intersectional groups does Breivik’s ideology encourage action against? 

• Is the external moral (the “allowing environment”) reflected in his text? How? 

• How does his moral standpoints relate to each other? 

Method 

A Simple Discourse Analysis 

In order to answer the research questions presented above, a qualitative approach will be 

chosen. The aim is to gain understanding, and this cannot be done with quantitative 

approaches (Davies & Hughes, 2014). The method chosen for this thesis is a simple 

discourse analysis. Discourse analysis is a very broad concept, and the exact definition 

as well as methodology differs between researchers (Braun & Clarke, 2014; Paltridge, 

2012). What is agreed on, however, is that discourse analysis is concerned with 

language: the way language leads to certain social processes and how language and 

specific contexts links together (Braun & Clarke, 2014; Paltridge, 2012). Thus, when 

doing a discourse analysis, the researcher looks at patterns (of meaning or language 

practice) across linguistic datasets. The term “discourse” does indeed mean 

communication or debate within specific knowledge barriers, and a discourse researcher 
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is most interested in how an individual (or group) choses to present themselves through 

their words (Paltridge, 2012). This also involves that the researcher refrains from 

assuming a predetermined “right or wrong” or a willingness to “discover the truth”, but 

instead stays within the subject’s perspective when doing the research, painting the 

subject’s picture (Paltridge, 2012). Hence, discourse analysis puts much “trust” in the 

hands of the researcher, since the analysis requires major background knowledge about 

the phenomenon in focus, as well as general context sensitivity (Braun & Clarke, 2014).  

 

The reason for doing this thesis as a simple discourse analysis is due to the complexity 

of said analysis method. Intrinsically, discourse analysis includes both a method and a 

theory (Paltridge, 2012; Winther Jørgensen & Philips, 2000), but since discourse 

analysis only will be used as a method in this thesis, it is called a simple discourse 

analysis (for further discussion, see Winther Jørgensen & Philips, 2000). Discourse 

analysis is generally well suited for qualitative document analyses, especially when 

investigating controversial questions (Braun & Clarke, 2014; Paltridge, 2012). Since the 

aim of this thesis is to investigate how Breivik motivates various moral standpoints in 

order to justify his ideology and crime, the idea of discourse analysis suits very well.   

 

The Intersectional Framework 

As written, there is no coherent opinion concerning how to practically perform a 

discourse analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2014; Paltridge, 2012). Thus, every researcher has 

to design their own approach of analysis, but traditionally the analysis includes coding 

and thematizing inductively (bottom-up-process) or deductively (top-down-process). 

Since this thesis already includes a theory and a pre-determined field of study 

(ideology), a deductive approach will be used. But how is a discourse analysis of 

ideology operationalized? The answer links to the Introduction: By looking at 

discriminating factors relevant to the right-wing extremist ideology, which are circled 

by the intersectional analysis. Intersectionality in itself is an independent theory 

including its own analysis, but it does also include a very concrete methodological 

framework, which can be separated from the theory and used by its own (Supik et al., 

2011). This framework includes the eight main areas where everyday discrimination 

manifests itself: gender, sexuality, ethnicity/race, religion, class, age, economy and 
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physical/psychical disabilities (Cane & Conaghan, 2009; Supik et al., 2011). The 

intersectional methodology is suiting for this thesis, since the aim of intersectionality is 

to identify societal discriminating factors relevant enough to discuss (Supik et al., 

2011), which also links to the discourse analysis. Also, a discourse analysis without a 

pre-determined framework is an inductive type of analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2014; 

Paltridge, 2012), which, as written, this analysis does not suit as. Finally, looking at 

prior research, it is already known that Breivik (like the rest of the right-wing extremist 

community) writes about intersectional factors, and therefore these factors naturally 

becomes a valid starting point for coding. 

 

Sample and Approach 

The sample consists of Anders Behring Breivik’s manifesto “2083 – A European 

declaration of independence” only12. An initial read-through will be done in order to 

grasp the magnitude of the manifesto (which is 1515 pages long). When doing this, 

memos (Saldaña, 2013) will be written in order to collect thoughts and ideas for later 

analysis.   

 

Due to the length of the manifesto, a qualitative software (a so called CAQDAS, 

Computer assisted/aided qualitative data analysis) is needed in order to help coding and 

structuring. The CAQDAS chosen for this thesis is QSR International’s NVIVO. 

 

Coding and Coding Cycles 

Initially, the text will be coded in “chunks” according to the intersectional labels gender, 

sexuality, ethnicity/race, religion, class, age, economy and physical/psychical 

disabilities (Cane & Conaghan, 2009; Supik et al., 2011). The chunks can have more 

than one label. The type of coding that will be used in this phase could be identified as 

theory driven holistic coding (Saldaña, 2013), since the aim is to divide the text 

appropriately (according to the labels), but still get a sense of the overall content within 

each category as well as which themes that might evolve later. The delimitations of the 

                                                 
 
 
12 The manifesto was collected from the Internet using Google search engine and the search words 
“Breivik manifesto download pdf”.  
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chunks will be guided by its use of loaded words and/or processes, as well as Breivik’s 

“intention” to make a point.  

 

Each of the intersectional categories will in a second cycle be analysed separately, and 

this in order to gain an increased understanding of the text, as well as to (eventually) 

develop themes. I will primarily use emotion coding (labels emotions expressed in the 

text), in vivo coding (uses words or short phrases that stands out from the text as codes), 

and values coding (codes that reflects the subject’s values, attitudes and beliefs, which 

represent their worldview) when coding these categories. Also, the categories will be 

code mapped separately, which means that the codes first will be simply written down 

in a list, and then looked at and categorized due to collocation and coherence (Saldaña, 

2013). Codes will be mapped together if they shared the same underlying concept, 

which for this occasion mean that they point towards the same moral process and 

ideological argument. 

 

Theme Relations and Finish 

When the themes feel saturated, the relationships between the themes and sub-themes 

will be investigated, as common within discourse analysis (Paltridge, 2012). Thus, 

structures and processes such as concurrencies, hierarchies, overlaps and general 

networks will be examined and outlined, both within each theme as well as between 

(Saldaña, 2013). This in order to understand the general context, and which (in this 

case: moral) processes that leads to certain (in this case: arguing) structures (Paltridge, 

2012). Finally, when the relationships are clear, the themes and sub-themes will be 

named properly and further analysed. 

 

Ethics 

A document analysis in itself does not imply any special ethical concerns since no 

actual, living individuals are involved, and since the document in itself (in this case) is 

open to the public (Rapley, 2008). In discourse analysis however, ethical concerns 

regarding the researcher is lifted (Braun & Clarke, 2014; Paltridge, 2012). Hence, in 

these types of studies, it is more important to look at the individual (researcher) 

analysing the document: Is that person in danger of easily being biased, or affected? Is 
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that person conscious about what consequences the analysis and conclusion might have? 

Winther Jørgensen and Philips (2000) writes that it can be hard to investigate discourses 

the researches has a close relation to and/or opinion about, and this becomes especially 

problematic when analysing politically controversial documents, like Breivik’s 

manifesto. It can be difficult for the researcher to view the discourse as a socially 

constructed process which can be interpreted differently by another individual, and 

therefore, it is very important “to become a stranger” when analysing the material. In 

other words, it is crucial to be reflexive when doing discursive research (Braun & 

Clarke, 2014; Winther Jørgensen & Philips, 2000), admitting to never being able to 

deliver some kind of objective truth, but still being able to build a credible analysis 

using transparent methods.  

 

As for the current study, taking all of this into consideration, I can tell that I will be very 

conscious about my own opinions – which clearly differs from Breivik’s – and I will 

really try to keep them “out of my mind” in order to stay objective. Still, I believe that I, 

in the background, have managed to prove that the ideology Breivik advocates – the 

ideology the right-wing extremist movement advocates – has a clear connection to 

violence, which cannot be ignored. Further, I will also remind myself continuously 

about “staying a stranger” towards the text, and I will try to think about the text as “any 

other text that could be analysed”; this, in order to keep as unaffected as possible by his 

disturbing language. As for the method, I will make an effort to stay close to my coding 

frame: The structure and strategy that this provide will help me stay clear of 

unnecessary bias, and unwanted influence. 

Results 

The morally driven and violence encouraging arguments and standpoints that where 

developed in this thesis can best be understood as a hierarchical “cycle of arguing” (see 

figure 2). In the top of the hierarchy Ethnicity can be found, which also is the theme  
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Figure 2. Breivik’s “Cycle of arguing” demonstrated in a coherent model. The theme Ethnicity is in top of 
the hierarchy, leading to either theme Gender or theme Religion. Each of the themes have two sub-
themes, circling the black-and-white worldview of Breivik’s ideology.  

 

strongest connected to Breivik’s wish of using violent methods13. Arguments included 

within the Ethnicity-spectrum both encourages arguments linking to Gender, as well as 

arguments linking to Religion. An example from the manifesto illustrates this cycle of 

arguments:  

 

Most Western Europeans and Americans do not realise that they, through their 

institutions, are being led by social revolutionaries who think in terms of the 

continuing destruction of the existing social order in order to create a new one. 

The revolutionaries are New Age Elite Boomers. They now control the public 

institutions in beginning with Western Europe and the United States. Their “quiet” 

revolution, beginning with the counter-revolution of their youth, is nearing 

completion. A key, or even a dominant element because purportedly it represents 

                                                 
 
 
13 See Ethnicity-theme, or p. 780, 816, 1167, & 1255 in the manifesto. This is also supported by his 
choice of targeting Arbeidernes Ungdomsfylking, AUF, for his attack (Knausgaard, 2015, July 18). 

Multiculturalism 

is the Root of Evil 

Preserve the 

Nordic Race 

Christianity  

is Divine 

Beasts of  

the Quran 

No Fragile 

Manhood 

Fuck Them 

Feminists 

Ethnicity 

Gender Religion 
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that largest political and social constituency among their potential followers, is 

feminism. The Marxist movement in its “quiet” cultural latter-day phase is 

seemingly sweeping all before it. With its sway over the media, fully in the grip of 

feminism, it is hard to discern the stirrings of a counterculture. The current 

cultural Marxist/multiculturalist elites, the New Totalitarians, are the most 

dangerous generation in Western history. Not only have they managed to destroy 

fundamental structures of European society. They are allowing millions of 

Muslims to colonise Europe. In just five decades Muslim populations have 

increased from a few thousand to more than 25 million. (p. 38) 

 

Here, Breivik argues that the current leading European politicians wants to destroy the 

Western European cultural heritage and brainwash all of its residents. These politicians 

are in turn supported by feminists, and together they share the ultimate goal of 

exterminate the whole of Western Europe by – among other methods – “inviting” the 

animal-like (and highly dangerous) Muslims into Western society14. However, Breivik 

also believes that the Muslims themselves want to exploit the multiculturalists15, why 

these groups encourage each other: “In fact, multiculturalism is the tool by which Islam 

infiltrates our institutions and political systems. Islam is at war with all non-believers 

everywhere and forever, this is called ‘jihad’ or ‘fighting in Allah’s cause’” (p. 40716). 

 

Hence, Breivik argues back and forth between Ethnicity and Religion, as if he cannot 

decide which one most important for the reader to get upset about. Regarding Gender, 

on the other hand, he seems to be confident in this being a “one-way-argument” towards 

Religion. This mainly because the feminists (just like the multiculturalists) want to 

“invite” the Muslims into Europe in order to demolish the current society, but the  

                                                 
 
 
14 It is unclear why the multiculturalists want to invite a group of people that most likely will murder 
themselves as well, but reasons given are: The Muslims also wants to demolish the West; They represent 
voters for the multiculturalist parties; They contribute with cheap labour for the entrepreneurs (see the 
Ethnicity-theme for a further discussion and examples). 
15 “Multiculturalists” is a collective name for all leading politicians or public figures, as well as everyone 
else, who believes in ideas of equality, feminism, and liberalism/socialism (p. 12).  
16 See also p. 46, 401, 489 & 802 in the manifesto. 
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Muslims (having a generally obnoxious attitude towards women17) not being 

encouraged by exploiting the Western feminists18, since they (like Breivik) loathes 

feminism. The Muslims also does not, according to Breivik, know how to act as “real 

men” due to their animal nature, and therefore cannot fit within the patriarchal society 

Breivik aims for (p. 358 & 496). This general arguing recirculation is consistent 

throughout the whole manifesto, even if it is not as coherently expressed as in the 

example above19. 

 

The absence of intersectionally clear-cut arguments in Breivik’s cycle of arguing is 

interesting: Apart from Ethnicity, Religion and Gender, none of the discriminations 

lifted within the intersectional framework is distinctly outlined in the manifesto. On the 

other hand, as can be seen in figure 3, the word culture and words connected to culture 

(such as Western Europe, people, ideology and society) is discussed frequently. This 

resulted in the Ethnicity-theme having influences from the intersectional labels class and 

economy as well, since the ethnicity-label did not manage to capture the full dynamic 

complexity of “culture” on its own. Further, the absence of clear-cut arguments 

demonstrates that Breivik and the ideology he promotes has moved beyond classical 

(and static) socio-economical arguments (which the intersectional methodological 

framework to a large extent is based on; Supik et al., 2011), into what could be called 

“socio-cultural arguments”, talking about “cultural deconstruction” as the worst 

possible scenario to a society. These kinds of apocalyptic arguments also do result in a 

very black-and-white worldview permeating the whole manifesto, highlighting that 

even though the ideological arguments are multidimensional (as presented in the “cycle 

of arguing” above), the overall ideological analyse is very basic:  

                                                 
 
 
17 For example, they see non-Muslim women as “whores asking for it” (p. 415, 489, 783, & 1393), and 
Muslim women as “property free to the Muslim man” (p. 47, 548, 622, & 748). Hence, the Muslim’s 
attitude towards women, according to Breivik, is very un-feministic and intimidating.   
18 Other than for raping (p. 415, 489, 783, & 1393). 
19 Another example of the cycle of arguing is the actual distribution of the first and second part (of three) 
of the manifesto: Pages 18-34 contains arguments and opinions regarding ethnicity, and also gender 
towards the end (p. 34-39), before switching back to ethnicity (p. 40-49). The writing then switches to 
religion through pages 50-286, before switching back to ethnical-issues in pages 287-350. After that, 
Breivik once again writes about gender (p. 350-370), before turning to ethnicity (p. 371-414), and then 
religion (p. 414-600), and then ethnicity again (p. 601-683), etcetera.   
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Figure 3. Word cloud created from the coded parts of the manifesto, demonstrating that even though 
discussions about Islam are central, cultural factors (illustrated by the words “cultural”, “European”, 
“people” and “society”) occurs frequently in Breivik’s reasoning as well.   

 

By studying all available data, we know that once the Muslims reach 

approximately 50% of the population there will be a conflict which is likely to 

result in enormous human suffering. At that point, morality will lose its meaning. 

The question of good and evil will be reduced to one simple choice for us; 

Survive or perish. The "strongman" is what we are headed for. He's not what we 

want; he's just the inevitable endgame. (p. 661) 

 

This quote illustrates the black-and-white “base” Breivik consistently returns to: The 

current societal climate will eventually (and inevitably) come to (a violent) end – there 

is good and there is bad, and that the good has to conquer the bad. Thus, both the wish 

to protect the good, as well as the fear of losing against the bad, motivates Breivik into 

taking “matters into his own hands”, which is something evident in all of the themes as 

well. This way of reasoning also captures the “logic” of using violence, or as he himself 

writes: “We didn't start this fight that is leading us to cultural suicide. They did, the 

cultural Marxists/multiculturalists. We are simply doing what is necessary to protect 

European culture and to make sure we won’t end up under Sharia law” (p. 664). Further, 

this black-and-white logic even deeper underlines that it is the power of ideology –  the 
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power of belonging to a context and to a culture – that drives Breivik20, rather than pure 

socio-economical motivations. Either you do accept, believe and adapt to the “truth” 

presented by the ideology, or you simply do not. There is nothing in between, no 

nuances, no questions, no complicated grey zones. The multiculturalists, Muslims and 

feminists do not, and this makes them “bad”: they must be defeated. The opposites: the 

conservatives, Christians and patriarchal men do, and this makes them “good”, thus, 

they must be defended. Having this black-and-white worldview also gives an 

explanation to the fact that Breivik seems to find himself in the middle of a war: “We 

are in the very beginning of a very bloody cultural war, a war between nationalism and 

internationalism and we intend to win it” (p. 77121). Thus, as can be seen, Breivik’s 

ideology and moral reasoning is consistent with the logic of war (where a good side 

fights an evil side), and all of the arguments he uses in order to justify this fact (of being 

on the “good-side” in this war) merges with his general aim of using violence. 

Therefore, in the themes and sub-themes presented below, these “black-and-white 

arguments” will be presented in greater detail, and the moral conviction that pushes 

Breivik around in his cycle of arguing will become clearer. The review of the themes 

starts with Ethnicity, since this theme is superordinate to the other themes in terms of its 

direct violent language (as described). The review then logically “follows” the cycle 

around clockwise. 

 

Ethnicity 

The essence of multiculturalism is that all cultures and religions are “equal”. In 

this context our Western governments launched a great “campaign of deception” 

against their own people with the goal of creating a falsified version of the Islamic 

and European Civilisation, in order to make them equal. According to them, this is 

                                                 
 
 
20 Further examples of the power of ideology: ”We, after all, have a conviction worth dying for; to secure 

freedom for people of Europe and prevent a third wave of Islamic invasion” (p. 665),  ”We, the cultural 
conservative and anti-fascists of Europe must therefore do everything possible to defend democracy and 
freedom and prevent a fascist dictatorship by seizing power and enforce a harsh but just democracy” (p. 
733), and ”The most basic human right is to defend oneself against deliberate cultural attacks or even an 
institutionalised cultural genocide of unprecedented historical proportions. It’s not just a right but a duty 
for all Europeans to defend oneself against such atrocities through armed struggle” (p. 811).  
21 See also p. 326, 676, 754, & 1068 in the manifesto.  
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needed in order to successfully implement multiculturalism. Islamists, Arab 

Nationalists and Marxist theorists have been at the forefront of falsifying our 

history since WW2. (p. 46, see also p. 16)  

 

This theme, which is the “parent-theme” in the cycle of arguing (figure 2) due to its 

complex nature22 and direct violent language, is framed by Breivik’s strong feelings 

towards the “fact” that the government (part of the multiculturalists) tries to falsify23 the 

cultural legitimacy of the Western European heritage (as described in the quotation 

above). This falsification is done in order to implement multiculturalism, which is “the 

worst ideology created within this world due to its aim of conducting censorship and 

freedom limitations” (p. 18), as well as for being the main tool used for deconstructing 

(the superior) Western European culture: “[Multiculturalism] seeks to impose a 

uniformity of thought and behaviour on all Europeans and is therefore totalitarian in 

nature. Its roots lie in a version of Marxism which seeks a radical inversion of the 

traditional culture in order to create a social revolution” (p. 22). In Breivik’s worldview, 

culture and ethnicity are closely connected, and he does for example believe that one’s 

cultural heritage is a static factor that predicts the level of success one will achieve24, a 

definition not far from the definition of ethnical heritage within the intersectional 

analysis (Supik et al., 2011). The cultural and ethnical heritage of Western Europe 

therefore is very important to Breivik, since it represents something superior and 

something that guarantees success (p. 718 & 1229). However, Breivik’s definition of 

“culture” also does includes religious dimensions, why the Ethnicity-theme and the 

Religion-theme share many passages in the manifesto. Yet Breivik argues that the 

current Western culture is completely secular, which illustrate how these themes can be 

separated: Breivik believes that the multiculturalists have completely erased Europe’s 

                                                 
 
 
22 The theme is complex since it, as mentioned, also includes elements from the intersectional labels 
economy and class. These show especially in sections discussing the multiculturalists, due to the 
multiculturalists’ involvement in all issues concerning European culture (p. 51-57, 254, 742, 811, & 
1263), including for example labour issues and social growth. 
23 The falsification is mostly done by indoctrinating pupils from early age, changing the school 
curriculums and inviting Marxist/Muslim professors/teachers/lecturers to teach (p. 32-35), as well as 
generally falsifying statistics and facts discrediting multiculturalists and/or Muslims (p. 45-46, 575, 587, 
& 622). 
24 P. 540, 718, 1161, 1229, & 1362 in the manifesto. 
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Christian influences over the last 50 years, which circle why religion is not relevant 

when discussing the current cultural deconstruction (p. 51-52, 123, & 364). The 

separation between the themes is also evident in the language: The words Breivik uses 

within the Ethnicity-theme are powerful and driven by feelings, which the words in the 

Religion-theme are not (see the Religion-theme for a further explanation). A further 

example is that the Ethnicity-theme contains most emotionally charged words and 

violent passages25 of all the themes. Hence, in rhetorical terms, this theme is clearly 

driven by pathos and Breivik’s sincere wish of arousing the readers’ inner feelings of 

anger, frustration and fear towards the multiculturalists. This, since the readers own 

survival depends on taking action against them: 

 

What are we fighting for? We are fighting for freedom of thought and for freedom 

of speech, for the right to criticise not just our government, but all doctrines, 

political and religious. The fight against hate speech and hate crime legislation 

now constitutes a front line in the battle for liberty. We do not want to die; we do 

not want to concede. (p. 717) 

 

It is also pathos that controls the different contrasts in the sub-themes presented below: 

On the good-side, there is the safeguarding of the essence of the Western European 

ethnicity and culture, which needs to be protected because “our” feeling of success 

depends on it. On the bad-side, there are the multiculturalists, who wants to destroy 

everything good: they need to be eliminated because “we” hate them and “we” are 

afraid of them. Pathos might be the strongest rhetorical tool, and concerning Breivik, 

this is clearly the case: He feels personally for the ethnical and cultural heritage the 

multiculturalists apparently wants to destroy, and this is a feeling worth fighting for. 

This also makes the other themes constantly “bounce back” to this theme, as if he wants 

                                                 
 
 
25 This is the only theme where the words “hate”, “execute” and “eradicate” are in the top 20 of most used 
words, and typical examples of emotionally charged passages are: “[The multiculturalists] are evil, and 
their ideology bent on an entire culture's eradication” (p. 675), “If [the multiculturalists] are stupid 
enough to refuse to surrender before 2020 it will be no turning back. We will eventually execute every 
single one of them” (p. 1383), and “Although I do admit that I am hateful towards the multiculturalists, I 
would rather say I’m driven by my love for Europe, European culture and all Europeans” (p. 1383). 
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to remind the reader of which enemy (of the feminists, Muslims and multiculturalists) 

that is the most cunning26 and dangerous27. 

 

Multiculturalism is the root of evil. This sub-theme is driven by several negative 

feelings, where anger, frustration and hate are the most prominent. These feelings are 

“combined” in the argument of multiculturalists holding the ultimate goal of destroying 

the prestigious Western European culture28. Also, this sub-theme is the most violent of 

all sub-themes, since it most openly discusses Breivik’s will of executing all 

multiculturalist. This results in multiculturalism-concerning arguments most often 

ending in a very dark manner, as can be seen in this example: 

 

Europe has some of the richest cultural traditions on the planet. To replace this 

with sharia barbarism [as the multiculturalists wants] is a crime against humanity. 

The European Union is currently the principal (though not the only) motor behind 

the Islamisation of Europe, perhaps the greatest betrayal in this civilisation’s 

history. Appeasement of Islam and Muslims is so deeply immersed into the 

structural DNA of the EU and the rest of the Marxist governments that the only 

way to stop the Islamisation of the continent is to get rid of them. All of them. (p. 

320) 

 

It is important to note that Breivik’s definition of a Marxist (or multiculturalist, or 

suicidal humanist, or traitor; Breivik mix these terms freely, but they seem to refer to 

the same group of people) not is identical to the generally accepted description of a 

Marxist29. Rather, Breivik’s definition of a Marxist is everyone who does not actively 

oppose immigration and the deconstruction of Western culture (p. 18), and this “broad” 

definition becomes even more apparent on pages 932-937, where Breivik lists all 

European parties that contain traitors (in Sweden, for example, even Moderaterna and 

                                                 
 
 
26 P. 18, 309, 331, 384, & 667 in the manifesto. 
27 P. 38, 257, 303, 372, 396, & 708 in the manifesto. 
28 P. 19-22, 346, & 664 in the manifesto.  
29 Which is: Supporters of Karl Marx’s thoughts and wish of establishing communism; 
Nationalencyklopedin, 2016b. 
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Kristdemokraterna are identified as Marxists). Thus, Breivik argues that liberals 

(“Liberalists see Muslim immigration as an endless source of cheap labour and seek to 

defend them as often as they can”, p. 56, see also 410-411) as well as Nazis (“There is 

also a rightist sympathy for Islam and therefore multiculturalism. An obvious point of 

agreement is of course anti-Judaism”, p. 56) benefit from destroying the European 

culture by allowing Muslim immigration, demonstrating that he truly believes the 

multiculturalists to having infiltrated every inch of European society30. 

 

However, some multiculturalist-groups are, according to Breivik, clearly left-oriented 

and thus also have the “secret agenda” of turning the EU into the “EUSSR” (a new 

Soviet Union)31. These groups include the EU-leaders (“one gets the feeling that the 

EU’s concept of a ‘united Europe’ means one nation, one people — and one allowed 

opinion”; p. 323), but especially European journalists and media representatives: “There 

is no basis for democracy when 99% of all journalists support and propagate 

multiculturalism and thus collaborate with the political elites in their quest to 

indoctrinate the people” (p. 795). The fear of EU turning into a new Soviet Union arise 

from Breivik’s strong dislike of censorship and freedom limitations, and on several 

occasions he tries to awaken the readers’ fear of communism by pointing at similarities 

between Soviet and the EU32. Still, despite having this diversion of arguments against 

all groups of multiculturalists, in the end, the moral of this sub-theme is very clear and 

straight-forward: all multiculturalists need to be executed33. This, since they all make 

                                                 
 
 
30 A further example of this infiltration is “Eurabia”, a project that, according to the right-wing extremist 
community, aims to merge the EU and the Middle East into one continent ruled by Islam (p. 45, 70, 407, 
& 496). Although being dismissed as a conspiracy by several researchers (see for example Knausgaard, 
2015, July 18, & Lundquist, 2010), Breivik (and many other right-wing extremists) truly believes Eurabia 
to be the reason for the ongoing Islamisation of Western Europe (p. 287-290). The project does however 
not explain why the multiculturalists would want to Islamise Europe in the first place. 
31 P. 18, 329, 389, & 403 in the manifesto. 
32 P. 304, but he also spends several pages (p. 383-395, but also for example p. 45 & 1190) arguing how 
the media strategically censors all “truths” and mocks all “truth-tellers” (such as himself), which leads the 
European governments to pass “freedom-restricting laws” (an example being Discrimination legislations, 
which holds the sole purpose of making it even harder for “truth-tellers” to tell the “truth” about political 
correctness and Muslims; p. 332 & 394). 
33 Regardless if they are driven by the desire of earning money as the liberals, the desire of eliminating 
the Jews as the Nazis and the rest of the “rightists”, or the desire of establishing the EUSSR, as the 
“leftists” (p. 742, 797, 811, 1109, & 1263). 
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Breivik angry and frustrated due to their goal of implementing multiculturalism: 

“People must learn to overcome their fears [of defying multiculturalism] and stand up 

for their beliefs. Our survival depends upon it” (p. 771). 

 

Preserve the Nordic race. This sub-theme argument is driven by Breivik’s positive 

feelings towards “the superior Nordic race” and his willingness to fight for this specific 

ethnic group (to which he claims inherence). Thus, this sub-theme most clearly captures 

the essence of the intersectional label “ethnicity/race”, even though it is still closely 

interwoven with the complexity of culture due to Breivik’s dislike of using the words 

“race” or “ethnicity”34. Hence, Breivik often uses the word “culture” instead, even 

though he is clearly referring to ethnicity/race in his arguments: 

 

We are the only culture in the history of mankind to develop realistic, faithful 

depictions of beings and matter in our paintings and sculptures, rather than merely 

stylised depictions. We are also the only culture to invent a way to depict three-

dimensional subjects in a two-dimensional format. A similar three-dimensional 

perspective was lacking in all other types of early art, be that Chinese or Japanese, 

East Indian, Mesoamerican, African or Middle Eastern. This could conceivably be 

because we have perceived space and spatial relationships in a different way than 

the rest of the world. (p. 718)  

 

Here, Breivik argues that the Nordic race is superior to other races due to their well-

developed brain functions (which are exemplified by the capacity of spatial thinking), 

and he later continues by linking this superiority to emotions of desperation when 

explaining how the Nordics are about to be extinguished:     

 

The only reason that many of these individuals [in other cultures] became famous 

in the first place was specifically due to their Nordic/European physical 

                                                 
 
 
34 Breivik thinks these words belongs to the language Hitler used, and since the multiculturalists stems 
directly from Hitler and the Nazi-movement, these words belongs to the multiculturalists’ language as 
well, which is the reason why Breivik do not want to use them (p. 397, 679 & 1165). 
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characteristics, rare characteristics that have been acquired through an 

evolutionary process which has taken more than 1 million years. These 

characteristics, both physical and psychological will be wiped out forever, due to 

[the multiculturalists] miscalculated decision [of wanting to eradicate the Western 

European culture by allowing Muslims to immigrate]. (p. 1161) 

 

As mentioned, the multiculturalists’ reason for wanting to extinguish the 

“Nordic/European race” specifically is unclear, and the only explanations given are: 

“According to the logic of the cultural Marxist - blonde, blue eyed people have lesser 

value than animals” (p. 1194), and “It is estimated that the Nordic genotypes will be 

extinct completely within 200 years. This is mainly due to intermarriage between 

Nordics and non-Nordics, which the multiculturalists promote” (p. 1194, se also p. 

1191). Any further explanations (or sources for these “facts”) remains unknown. Thus, 

the only logical motivation behind this argument is that Breivik simply loves his Nordic 

heritage and truly believes this to be the key to success, opinions which also are being 

hinted in this statement: “Despite what the Marxists would like to believe, our genetical 

heritage is the most important cultural marker as it is a visual proof that you represent a 

certain culture, certain traditions, a certain identity (….) Be proud of your ethnic group 

– be proud of belonging to the Nordic tribe” (p. 1229). And therefore, this heritage is 

very important to fight for: “We are in the beginning of a war (…) and we will never 

allow the EUSSR elites to demolish everything Nordic/European” (p. 771). 

 

Gender 

Most Europeans look back on the 1950s as a good time (….) Most men treated 

women like ladies, and most ladies devoted their time and effort to making good 

homes, rearing their children well and helping their communities through 

volunteer work. Children grew up in two–parent households, and the mother was 

there to meet the child when he came home from school. Entertainment was 

something the whole family could enjoy. (p. 19) 

 

This theme is framed by Breivik’s feelings towards feminism (which he loathes) and 

masculinity (which he desires), and he early states that the matriarchy (which we 
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currently live in thanks to the multiculturalists) needs to be destroyed in order to 

implement patriarchy once again (p. 20). In rhetorical contrast to the Ethnicity-theme, 

this theme is framed by ethos: Breivik wants to appear as a trustworthy “real male”, 

who would never give in to any weakening tactics of the feminists. Ethos shows 

especially in his choice of descriptive words, since this theme contains the most 

disparaging and derisive language of all the themes. For example, he often uses 

descriptions like this: “The Equality and Anti-discrimination Ombud Beate Gangås, a 

white lesbian feminist [emphasis added]…” (p. 624) when writing about specific 

females35, and scornful conclusions like this when discussing the consequences of the 

matriarchy: 

 

If all oppression comes from Western men, it becomes logical to try weakening 

them as much as possible. If you do, a paradise of peace and equality awaits us at 

the other side of the rainbow. Well congratulations to Western European women. 

You’ve succeeded in harassing and ridiculing your own sons into suppressing 

many of their masculine instincts. To your surprise, you didn’t enter a feminist 

Nirvana, but paved the way for an unfolding Islamic hell. (p. 352)  

 

At the same time, he honours the masculine norm and positively writes about its 

advantages: “Like it or not, men are in the main, physically stronger than women and 

nature has evolved the sexes for different tasks that ensure human survival just as nature 

does with all species” (p. 399), which makes him confidently sum up: “If the West is to 

survive, we need to reassert a healthy dose of male authority. In order to do so we need 

to roll back some of the excesses of Western Feminism” (p. 370). 

 

Thus, Breivik finds the “fact” that males and females are biologically un-equal very 

important, and his failure to understand how the feminists can think in the opposite 

direction makes him frustrated: 

 

                                                 
 
 
35 See also p. 352, 634 & 646 in the manifesto. 
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When this war is all over we must significantly reduce these women’s influence 

on political issues relating to national security, social structures, penal policies, 

border control, immigration, assimilation, certain cultural issues – national 

cohesion and procreation (birth) policies. This is perhaps the most important 

lesson we must learn, the betrayal by so many of our own women. (p. 1357) 

 

Hence, Breivik clearly wants to go back to an idolatrized picture of the 1950s, were 

feminists did not exist and the male was allowed to be the strong family head (p. 20). 

And even though he mostly thinks of the feminists as an irritating “side effect” of 

multiculturalism, he still sees them as “A-traitors”36 and obviously wants to eliminate 

them due to their contribution of indoctrinating political correctness into society. 

 

Fuck them feminists. This negative sub-theme argument is driven by Breivik’s strong 

dislike of feminists, whom he thinks should “know their place”, be quiet and thankful 

(for the males who want to protect them), and, above all, stop being so cheeky. 

According to Breivik, feminism stems from the multiculturalists wish of “featuring” 

cooperative victim groups:  

 

Western feminists have cultivated a culture of victimhood in the West, where you 

gain political power through your status in the victim hierarchy. In many ways, 

this is what Political Correctness is all about. They have also demanded, and 

largely got, a re-writing of the history books to address an alleged historic bias; 

their world view has entered the school curriculum, gained a virtual hegemony in 

the media and managed to portray their critics as “bigots.” They have even 

succeeded in changing the very language we use, to make it less offensive. 

Feminists are the vanguard of PC. (p. 353)  

 

                                                 
 
 
36 Breivik has a traitor classification system from A-D, were A contains the worsts traitors who cannot be 
pardoned (including political leaders, for example) and D contains “minor traitors” (including for 
example administrative workers in government buildings) which most likely will be pardoned (p. 938-
940). The verdict of weather the traitors will be pardoned or not will be determined on the January 1st of 
2020 (p. 794). 
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Feminists also use Soviet-style methods for gaining power (e.g. when demanding 

equality in company boards; p. 353), and on top of being “EUSSR”-friendly, they also 

have “severely weakened the Western family structure, and contributed to making the 

West too soft and self-loathing to deal with aggression from Muslims” (p. 358). The 

fact that the feminists rather want to work than to give birth to children really seems to 

upset Breivik, and on several occasions in the manifesto, he points out that Muslims 

have a higher fertility rate than Europeans (apparently 3,3 versus 1,3; p. 579), which 

means that the Muslim babies one day (biologically) will take over the world (p. 491). 

Breivik therefore blames the feminists for promoting a too independent lifestyle, and he 

believes that if the Western women instead learnt to depend and care more for their 

husbands, the fertility rates would go up (p. 365). 

 

But why do the feminists (according to Breivik) want to invite Muslims and weaken the 

successful European patriarchal culture? The answer to this is very far-fetched: 

 

Writer Lars Hedegaard37 in Denmark does not buy into the theory that women 

approve of Muslim immigration out of irrational naivety or ideological 

conviction. He thinks they simply want it (….) He does notice, as I do, that 

women are more likely than men to support parties that are open for more Muslim 

immigration. Why is this, considering that there is hardly a single Muslim 

majority area in the world where women enjoy the same rights as men? Are 

women more stupid and less enlightened than men, since they in such great 

numbers are paving the way for their own submission? Hedegaard presents a 

provocative answer: “When women are paving the way for sharia, this is 

presumably because women want sharia.” They don’t want freedom because they 

feel attracted to subservience and subjugation. (p. 354) 

 

Thus, Breivik believes that feminists neglect their Western males because they, deep 

down, want to be submissive and exploited. But (if this would be true) the reason for not 

                                                 
 
 
37 Lars Hedegaard is a Danish right-wing journalist who works as an editor-in-chief at the openly 
xenophobic newspaper Dispatch International (Svensson, 2012, November 24).  
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only “harden” the Western males instead of “weakening” them remains unsaid; to wait 

several decades in order to be dominated by men from other cultures seems unnecessary 

tedious. Yet, despite being highly illogical, the above quote does highlight Breivik’s 

awareness of women not being the primary target for his manifesto: “The parties most 

critical of the current immigration are typically male parties, while those who praise the 

Multicultural society are dominated by feminists” (p. 352, see also p. 1357). Hence, one 

reason for the scornful language and far-fetched facts could be since Breivik knows that 

this theme will be recognized by other males – not females. The strongest driving force 

behind this argument (of wanting to execute all feminists) therefore could be the 

frustration and dislike of simply not understanding the feminists. 

 

No fragile manhood. This positively directed sub-theme does, in contrast to the 

irrational (but evil) feminism, repeatedly highlight the secure and stable (and good) 

masculinity. Within this sub-theme argument, Breivik finds motivation in the thought of 

glorifying patriarchal structures, but also in the thought of highlighting himself as 

masculine, and therefore, desirable. Thus, this is the main argument he uses for self-

exhortation, which is done by empathizing his own courage and heroism: “Regardless 

of the above cultural Marxist propaganda; I will always know that I am perhaps the 

biggest champion Europe has ever witnessed since 1950. I am one of many destroyers 

of cultural Marxism and as such; a hero of Europe, a saviour of our people (….) A 

perfect example of a man, which should be copied, applauded and celebrated” (p. 

143538). This constant need of asserting himself clearly contributes to him wanting to 

glorify violent methods, since he believes that violence is an important part of “real 

males”: 

 

The truth is that any nation is always protected from external aggression by the 

men. The women can play a supporting role in this, but never more than that. For 

all the talk about “girl power” and “women kicking ass” which you see on movies 

these days, if the men of your “tribe” are too weak or demoralised to protect you, 

                                                 
 
 
38 See also p. 863, 1070, 1173, & 1174 in the manifesto.  
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you will be enslaved and crushed by the men from other “tribes” before you can 

say “Vagina Monologues”. Which means that if you break down men’s 

masculinity, their willingness and ability to defend themselves and their families, 

you destroy the country. (p. 350) 

 

Hence, being driven by “biological facts”, Breivik argues that there are significant 

differences between the sexes, the males being smarter (p. 360), stronger (p. 352 & 

399), and more rational (p. 64 & 399), and thus in general more suitable to hold leading 

positions. He loathes the “EUSSR-ideal” of the “soft, feminised man”39, and he really 

believes that a strong and fearless patriarchal structure is required in order to govern a 

healthy community. Therefore, Breivik repeatedly comes back to the conclusion of 

feminists simply being emotionally driven idiots (p. 355), who needs to be stopped 

(mainly) by the real, rational (and un-feminised) males40. And Breivik, longing for 

affirmation, really wants the reader to believe that he is one of those real, rational males: 

“I came to realise many of my flaws years ago and acted upon them. I have never been 

happier than I am now (….) I am fit (…) and I am confident in my opinions and goal” 

(p. 854). 

 

Religion 

If I say: "Judaism and Christianity are two religions whose morality and values 

took mankind further than any other religion and they are largely peaceful and 

tolerant religions", it would be difficult to disagree with me. But if I say: "Islam is 

an evil, retarded and supremacist death-cult that refuses to afford women and 

unbelievers respect and the most basic of human rights because Islam advocates 

violence to force submission to Allah", I will be smeared as an "Islamophobe" and 

a "racist", even though everyone know these are true facts. (p. 399) 

 

This theme is framed by Breivik’s conviction that Muslims are bloodthirsty animals 

who should be deported from Europe, as well as his conviction that Christianity is the 

                                                 
 
 
39 P. 36-37, 358, & 1179 in the manifesto. 
40 P. 370, 941, 1147, & 1243-1244 in the manifesto. 



BECAUSE OUR SURVIVAL DEPENDS ON IT 
 

 
 
 
 

37

the one true religion of Western Europe which could save its culture41. This theme is 

also, regarding written space, by far the most discussed one in the manifesto (about 60% 

of total pages). Breivik seems to know that he easily can get endorsement from other 

right-wing extremists by pointing out all the flaws of Islam, and therefore, rhetorically, 

this theme is mostly driven by logos and the wish of presenting as much “facts” about 

Islam’s shortcomings as possible42. He also presents “facts” in the opposite direction, 

highlighting why Christianity is superior to all other religions43. Logos is evident in the 

entirety of the language (as mentioned in the Ethnicity-theme): it is free from emotional 

words and personal comparisons, and the writing is very “objective”: “I don’t hate 

Muslims at all. I acknowledge that there are magnificent Muslim individuals in Europe. 

In fact, I have had several Muslim friends over the years, some of which I still respect. 

This does not mean however that I will accept an Islamic presence in Europe” (p. 1383, 

see also p. 1110), and “European Christendom isn’t just about having a personal 

relationship with Jesus or God [which Breivik does not]. It is so much more. 

Christendom is identity, moral, laws and codexes which has produced the greatest 

civilisation the world has ever witnessed” (p. 1341, see also p. 1308). Thus, what 

Breivik implies is that the Muslims, including their “stupidities”, do have a right to exist 

as long as they stay out of Europe – the multiculturalists, however, do not, since they 

awake a feeling of impotence in him. 

 

Yet, despite the objective and emotion-free language, nowhere is the distinction 

between good and bad as evident as in this theme and its sub-themes:  

 

Significantly, while the West has for some time now lamented the [Christian] 

Crusades as mistaken, there has never been any mention from any serious Islamic 

                                                 
 
 
41 P. 105, 145, 226, 241, & 1170 in the manifesto. 
42 It should be noted that Breivik does not use any valid or recognized references, the most objective 
sources being Wikipedia, and recognized University professors’ or researches’ works taken out of their 
context. 
43 Except perhaps Judaism, which is “equal” since it has the same origin as Christianity (p. 349 & 652). 
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authority of regret for the centuries and centuries of jihad44 and dhimmitude45 

perpetrated against other societies. But this is hardly surprising: while religious 

violence contradicts the fundamentals of Christianity, religious violence is written 

into Islam's DNA. (p. 106) 

 

This difference between viewing the Muslims as evil due to their DNA (and thus with 

no possibility to change), and the Christians as good due to their teachings (and thus 

with the possibility to change46) is very prominent in Breivik’s discussion of these 

religions, and it highlights the fact that Breivik cannot relate to the Muslims in any 

dimension. Still, this good/bad-discussion is full of contradictions and missing facts, an 

example being that Breivik never discusses the full history of Christianity47, even 

though he is very careful describing the full history of Islam. Thus, even though these 

religions share the same origin (Nationalencyklopedin, 2016a), this does not count as a 

fact for Breivik: “First, violent Biblical passages are irrelevant to the question of 

whether Islam is violent” (p. 106). Following this statement, Breivik argues that the 

violent passages in the Bible only refers to self-defence, whereas the violent passages in 

the Quran only refers to a holy war against non-Muslims. This unwillingness of even 

trying to think in another perspective (than anti-Islam) is interesting, since it points 

towards the fact that Breivik only finds the Muslims despicable and disturbing due to 

their increasing influence in the world generally48 (remember that Breivik really wants 

the Christian culture to be most influential, not any other culture). This way of thinking 

                                                 
 
 
44 Jihad is a religious duty all Muslims must implement in order to maintain the religion. It can both be 
internal (“spiritual struggle”) and external (“physical struggle”), and contrary to Breivik’s facts as well as 
common belief, jihad does not indicate violence or war, only that the individual Muslim has to go through 
a struggle of his/her own in order to deepen the understanding of Islam (Nationalencyclopedin, 2016a).      
45 A “Dhimmi” is literally translated to “protected person” and refers to Christians and Jews living in a 
Muslim country (Nationalencyclopedin, 2016a). “Dhimmitude” however is a right-wing term describing 
the oppression all non-Muslim persons within an Islam controlled area is subjected to (p. 1506).    
46 For example when admitting that the crusades were not all good, but that the modern Christendom has 
learnt from its mistakes (p. 52, see also 106, 146, & 69). 
47 As an example, Breivik never discusses how Christianity came to hold the position it has today. Thus, 
he seems to choose to assume that Christianity was just peacefully welcomed by, for example, the Native 
Americans, never starting any fight in order to conquer land. But when Islam (the newest of the classical 
religions; Nationalencyklopedin, 2016a) apparently (in history) conquered land for the same reasons as 
the Christians once did, this is the ultimate evidence that violence flows in the Muslim’s blood (p. 64-78). 
48 Breivik especially seems to be concerned regarding the Muslim dominated countries’ access to oil, 
which the West is dependent on (p. 59-60, 104 & 288). 
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is also somewhat underlined with the statement: “The fact is, the percentage of conflicts 

and issues in the world today that do not include Islam is pretty small. Islam is making a 

comeback, and we need to stop it” (p. 103). 

 

Beasts of the Quran. The motivation behind this negatively directed sub-theme is that 

the Muslims are bloodthirsty beasts who needs to be deported from Europe, once and 

for all. Throughout the manifesto, Breivik lists several reasons why the Muslims should 

be exiled: the bloodthirstiness is in their DNA and can therefore never disappear49; their 

only goal is to conquer all non-Muslim areas in the world (by using terrorism and a high 

fertility rate)50; they are retarded (which impairs our superior culture)51; they are general 

hypocrites52; they exploit our welfare benefits and tax cheat53; they consciously 

contributes to reducing our wages54; they commit the most crimes55; and, they 

continuously rape all of the Western women56. Since this is a logos driven argument, 

Breivik presents many “facts” in order to strengthen his opinions, often leading up to 

some sort of (mostly un-credited) statistics: 

 

Since the creation of Islam in the 7th century and to up to this day, the Islamic 

Jihad has systematically killed more than 300 million non Muslims and tortured 

and enslaved more than 500 million individuals. Since 9/11 2001, more than 12 

000 Jihadi terrorist attacks have occurred around the world which have led to the 

death of one or more non-Muslims per attack. In other words; there are around 

150 deadly Jihadi attacks per month around the world. This trend will continue as 

long as there are non-Muslim targets available and as long as Islam continues to 

exist. (p. 46) 

 

                                                 
 
 
49 P. 106, 171, 405, 501, & 685 in the manifesto.  
50 P. 103, 302, 318, 338, 490-494, 522, 579, & 1146 in the manifesto. 
51 P. 107, 253, 258, 399, 1156, & 1223 in the manifesto. 
52 P. 78-86, 106, & 1429 in the manifesto. 
53 P. 85, 417-420, 422, & 549 in the manifesto. 
54 P. 372-375, 414, 417, & 754 in the manifesto. 
55 P. 395, 415, 419, & 488-489 in the manifesto. 
56 P. 415, 489, 783, & 1393 in the manifesto. 
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It is also very important for Breivik to point out how generally worthless the Muslims 

are – regardless of them being evil or not: 

 

We are dealing with an example where three different civilisations, the Islamic 

world, the Christian East (the Byzantine Empire) and the Christian West had 

access to much of the same material, yet where the end results were quite different 

(….) I cannot point out any significant piece of information that Europeans had 

access to at this time which Muslims didn't also have access to. The only possible 

conclusion why Europeans invented mechanical clocks is that they were more 

efficient and creative than Muslims in using the body of information they had at 

their disposal. Muslims could have done the same, but they didn't. They failed, 

pure and simple. (p. 253, see also p. 107 & 258) 

 

Further, under the heading “What you need to know – our falsified history and other 

forms of Multiculturalist/Marxist propaganda” (p. 45-286), Breivik presents about 30 

lengthy historical examples57 of how the Muslims have been the evil scapegoats 

(especially against Christians) constantly through history. These examples highlight 

how Breivik distorts and presents facts in a manner that suits him and his aims only, and 

it is troubling how singly-perspective these sections are, since his examples cannot be 

contradicted, but still certainly do not tell the whole truth. In connection to his 

examples, Breivik also states that Islam is a “literalism” (unlike Christianity, p. 106), 

which means the words written in the Quran must be taken literally by its followers:  

 

In Islam, there is no "natural" sense of morality or justice that transcends the 

specific examples and injunctions outlined in the Quran and the Sunnah. Because 

Muhammad is considered Allah's final prophet and the Quran the eternal, 

unalterable words of Allah himself, there is also no evolving morality that permits 

the modification or integration of Islamic morality with that from other sources. 

                                                 
 
 
57 These historical events include (examples, Breivik’s captions): The genocide of Hindu Kush (p. 138-
144), the wars caused by the Ottoman empire (p. 154-197), the genocide of Christians in Lebanon (p. 
197-225), the battle of Tours (p. 226-242), and the battle of Vienna (p. 242-246). 
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The entire Islamic moral universe devolves solely from the life and teachings of 

Muhammad. (p. 70) 

 

He also presents about 60 different Quran passages (mostly through p. 67-128), which 

are to prove how violent, bloodthirsty and women-unfriendly Islam really is. Still, 

Breivik do believe that the Muslims will be easier to fight than the multiculturalists, due 

to their retarded nature and the fact that they are foreign (p. 750, 846, & 968). 

Therefore, he concludes: 

 

Muslims must be considered as wild animals. Do not blame the wild animals but 

rather the multiculturalist category A and B traitors who allowed these animals to 

enter our lands, and continue to facilitate them (….) The Muslims simply uses us, 

they are a side-effect of PC, a disease that must be isolated (p. 489). 

 

Christianity is divine. This positive sub-theme is motivated by Breivik’s strong belief 

in Christianity as the true religion of Western Europe and the saviour of its cultural 

decadence. Thus, even though he calls himself a “Christian atheist” (meaning that he 

wants to preserve the cultural heritage and society which the religion represents; p. 

1362), it is in the name of Christianity that he is willing to sacrifice himself for his 

cause58. This leads to Breivik painting a very rosy (yet logically and “fact driven”) 

picture of Christianity, where it – unlike Islam – can be excused for almost every bad 

decision made in history: 

 

It is certainly true that many people in Jerusalem were killed after the Crusaders 

captured the city. But this must be understood in historical context59. The accepted 

moral standard in all pre-modern European and Asian civilisations was that a city 

that resisted capture and was taken by force belonged to the victorious forces. 

That included not just the buildings and goods, but the people as well (.…) By 

                                                 
 
 
58 P. 665, 855, 942, & 1110 in the manifesto.  
59 Note how these acts are to be understood in their historical context; and then compare to “historical 
context” not even being mentioned when discussing Islamic history.  
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modern standards this may seem brutal. Yet a medieval knight would point out 

that many more innocent men, women and children are killed in modern bombing 

warfare than could possibly be put to the sword in one or two days. (p. 146, see 

also p. 150-154) 

 

This quote illustrates how Breivik gradually introduces the Knights Templar: A 

brotherhood, which according to Breivik represents the glorious core of Christianity. 

The Knights Templar was during the 1100s and 1200s responsible for carrying out the 

infamous crusades in Europe and the Middle East, but Breivik does repeatedly point out 

that the crusades not were unprovoked or unfairly executed:   

 

The Crusaders were not unprovoked aggressors, greedy marauders or medieval 

colonialists, as portrayed in some history books. In fact, Thomas Madden, chair of 

St. Louis University's history department and author of "A Concise History of the 

Crusades," contests that the Crusaders were a defensive force that did not profit 

from their ventures by earthly riches or land. (p. 144, see also p. 105 & 145)  

 

Hence, Breivik wants to introduce the decision of fighting in the name of the Knights 

Templar as something heroic and honourable; as a self-defence, and therefore 

something defendable. Thus, to kill multiculturalists and Muslims as a Knights Templar 

is justified, since “Crusading is not just a right, but a duty according to Canon Law [of 

the Catholic Church]60. This is a fully developed legal system, with all the necessary 

elements: courts, lawyers, judges, a fully articulated legal code and principles of legal 

interpretation that justifies self-defence against outer threats” (p. 1325). But, this self-

defencing requires sacrifices, since crusading might be prestigious, but not “morally 

simple”: “It is important to understand how much power we, [the Knights Templar] 

possess over human life. It is our duty to act as judge as well as executioner” (p. 1030). 

Still, it is within Christianity and the Knights Templar that Breivik finds a context, and 

even though he never meets any other Knight, he is confident they are “out there” (p. 

                                                 
 
 
60 Feel free to compare to the right-wing extremists’ description of Islam’s Sharia-laws.  
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855). This belief also most clearly circle were Breivik’s main violence-allowing moral 

originates from, or as he “modestly” explains:  

 

When we blow up a building full of category A and B traitors it is not only for the 

purpose of killing. An important part of the operation is to force awareness of our 

movement, our belief and our ideology. The ideology we represent is the product 

we want to sell to the European people (….) However, [the Knights Templar] 

does not condone criminal activity in any way or form as a general principle, as 

our goals are purely idealistic (p. 1068). 

Discussion 

The research question of this thesis is: What moral arguments and standpoints does 

Breivik describe in his manifesto in order to justify his ideology, and within that, the 

violence that led up to his crime? Three main themes and six sub-themes were 

developed from his manifesto: Ethnicity (the parent-theme of his cycle of arguing) and 

its sub-themes Multiculturalism is the root of evil (fight-against) and Preserve the 

Nordic race (fight-for); Gender and its sub-themes Fuck them feminists (fight-against), 

and No fragile manhood (fight-for); and, Religion and its sub-themes Beasts of the 

Quran (fight-against) and Christianity is divine (fight-for). Of all the themes, the 

Ethnicity-theme contains the most violent passages and strongest words of choice, 

underlining that this theme (and especially its sub-theme Multiculturalism is the root of 

evil) is the hinge of Breivik’s violence-allowing motivation. The Gender-theme and the 

Religion-theme also do motivate Breivik into justifying the use of violent methods, but 

not as strongly as the Ethnicity-theme, which demonstrates that these two themes more 

“generally” underpins Breivik’s confidence and conviction in regard to his cause. This 

could be due to the fact that the right-wing community at large generally aim their 

hateful comments at Muslims and feminists, since these are viewed as easy targets; the 

multiculturalists seems to be too complicated (and maybe too powerful due to their 

leading positions) to intimidate, even if comments about “the establishment’s idiocy” 

and “they do not support our culture” sometimes slips trough the closed right-wing 
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extremist communities61. The multiculturalists’ complicatedness also shows in the 

Ethnicity-theme, since the theme (as written in the Results) had issues capturing the 

complex nature of “culture” when only using clear-cut intersectional labels. Still, the 

genuine lack of understanding that Breivik expresses concerning the multiculturalists 

(and feminists and Muslims) is present in the general right-wing extremist community 

as well (as mentioned in the Introduction). The difference is that Breivik is so deeply 

involved in the ideology that the frustration he feels towards these groups (and 

especially towards the multiculturalists, who shares the same DNA and societal 

background as himself and yet want to destroy the Western European culture62) is 

enough to look beyond complicated power structures, and just focus on the concept of 

“cultural deconstruction” (what the leading multiculturalists do because of their power). 

Thus, Breivik’s conscious choice of trying to awaken as much negative feelings as 

possible concerning the multiculturalists prove that he has radicalized beyond the point 

of being afraid of the government (which probably is much more than a majority of the 

right-wing extremists), and this makes him unafraid of showing his strong (negative) 

feelings towards the multiculturalists at large. He also really wants the reader to 

overcome these fearful feelings as well, since Breivik’s own unfearful anger, taken 

together with the facts he presents about Muslims and the repudiation against the 

feminists, exhorts – and justify – violent acts against the multiculturalists (and not just 

the “easier-to-target” Muslims and feminists).   

 

Comparison to Prior Research and Theory Application 

It is thus obvious that Breivik uses different rhetorical approaches when writing about 

different subjects in his manifesto, just as Berntzen and Sandberg (2014), Richards 

(2014) and Sandberg (2013) all found in their research. In this thesis the rhetorical 

approaches could be directly linked to Aristotle’s three modes of persuasion 

(Nationalencyklopedin, 2016d): Ethnicity being driven by pathos and Breivik’s sincere 

                                                 
 
 
61 Exemplified by the fact that the supporters of the right-wing extremist movement highly distrust the 
government (Gelfand et al., 2013; Miriena & Korojeva, 2015); see Introduction-part for a further 
discussion regarding this. 
62 P. 15, 19-22, 346, & 664 in the manifesto. 
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wish of awaken the readers’ feelings of anger and frustration; Gender being driven by 

ethos and Breivik’s attempt to portray himself as a “real man” and the feminists as 

despicable; and Religion being driven by logos and Breivik’s approach of logically and 

fact driven explain why Islam is reprehensible, in contrast to Christianity. Further, as 

Berntzen and Sandberg (2014), and Richards (2014) writes, it is clear that Breivik – just 

like the right-wing extremist community at large and as written above – direct his 

negative opinions at Multiculturalists, feminists and Muslims. However, there are 

dimensions being omitted/not further investigated in Berntzens and Sandbergs (2014) 

and Richards (2014) articles. First, the fact that each of these negative groups have a 

positive counterpoint (the pure Nordic race; the masculine ideal; Christianity), which 

just as much as the negative aspects motivate Breivik into “fighting-for” something, is 

not being examined; and second, the fact that there is a hierarchical order existing 

within the themes, which points towards some arguments (in this thesis arguments 

linked to Ethnicity) prevailing when it comes to violence, is not even lifted. The 

omitting of these dimensions could explain why prior researchers (both social scientists, 

psychoanalytical researchers and forensic psychiatrics) have had issues understanding 

and/or merging Breivik’s “unconscious processes” together: The hierarchical 

differences within the subjects are overlooked, which makes it unclear which 

arguments/standpoints that directly encourages serious violence and thus possesses a 

stronger ranking. This demonstrates that a criminological perspective is very important 

when looking at serious ideologically motivated criminals like Breivik, since 

criminology has the advantage of circling different dimensions of a crime in connection 

to studying something basically social scientific (Harrendorf, 2014). 

 

The different dimensions in Breivik’s ideological reasoning also prove that 

criminological theories discussing moral, like Wikström’s (2010) situational action 

theory (SAT) is important. In this thesis, SAT (with the additional definitions regarding 

moral and ideology) proved very well suited. Breivik is clearly driven by his “own”  
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moral rules63 – which are not the same as the society’s general moral rules – and this 

makes him able to justify a crime as serious as terrorism. Wikström’s (2010) notion that 

a crime is not a crime in the eyes of the criminal is thus true concerning Breivik, who 

believes that he is only defending the Western European culture from an external 

invasion, not that he is a lone initiator of a terrorist attack. Throughout the whole 

manifesto it is also very evident that Breivik seeks to write to and convince someone, a 

fact that underline Wikström’s (2010) idea of an allowing setting: Even if he is isolated 

from the real world at the moment, Breivik truly believes he is a part of something 

bigger64. This belief also links to Breivik’s internal moral features, which can be 

represented by the fight-against/fight-for dimension of each theme. This, since they 

really point toward Breivik’s own willpower of finding arguments explaining the 

importance of his cause. Thus, the fight-against/fight-for-dimension represents what 

Wikström (2010) calls the cause of crime: the approximate point in time were the 

criminal decides to justify a crime according to ideological conviction and the support 

of a larger, like-minded community (the causes of the cause). This part of the theory can 

also be linked to Breivik’s cycle of arguing (see figure 2, p. 22): The themes can be seen 

as causes of the cause (the general standpoints of the ideology, shared by the right-wing 

community at large), and the sub-themes can be seen as the cause of crime (the concrete 

arguments that justify violence). This could imply that the process of “traveling” 

between the themes (the “bouncing around”) is the actual radicalization process 

(Boushana & Wikström, 2011): The need of going back and forth between different 

arguments in order to explain them further probably does make Breivik (and others like 

him) more convinced of their ideology. This also further connects to the prior 

overlooking of dimensions discussed above: The actual radicalization process – the 

process that results in individuals convinced enough to commit crimes – is missing, 

which makes it hard to understand how different features of an ideology cooperate. 

                                                 
 
 
63 For example: Breivik believes that he is thinking, acting and behaving correctly – he believes that he is 
doing the right thing, and that everyone else (hence, the Multiculturalists, feminists, and Muslims) are 
doing the wrong thing. He does also believe that those who are doing the wrong thing should be punished, 
since this (obviously) is a part of the moral of the ideology.  
64 This is very obvious in the sub-theme Christianity is divine, where he explains the greatness of his 
choice of fighting for the Knights Templar. 
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The Power of Understanding Ideology 

The discrepancy between Breivik’s rhetorical approaches does highlight one more 

important fact: The actual words (not the mere information) mediated trough an 

ideological text (like Breivik’s manifesto) has power. Thus, even though the facts and 

the distinction between “good and bad” might be most clearly outlined in arguments 

linked to Religion, it is the multiculturalists who needs to be “protected” from 

extremists like Breivik due to his strong feelings against them. The multiculturalists do, 

according to Breivik and the ideology he promotes, represent everything that is wrong 

with the current society, and they also carry the full responsibility for any future 

atrocities. Hence: The Muslims might be bloodthirsty – but at least they can be isolated 

in their own countries, and the feminists might be despicable – but at least they can be 

“put in place” by courageous men; however, the multiculturalist on the other hand holds 

power and ideas, and they cannot be isolated in another country since they are ethnically 

Nordic as well. Thus, the only option left, according to Breivik, is to “execute every 

single one of them”65. This is a radical conclusion; so radical that it is hard not to 

dismiss as “chatter” and empty threats. Still, Breivik did carry out his mission, killing 

77 “multiculturalists” and proving that as radical and strange as he might be, he is still 

dangerous. And those few right-wing extremists who after him have read and embraced 

this radical ideological moral, they have proven dangerous as well66.   

 

This conclusion also highlights that within the Security Police (and similar societal 

instances), qualitative document analyses are important in order to gain further 

understanding of the worldviews of radical extremists. This analysis, as an example, 

could not have been done with a quantitative methodology, demonstrating that time 

must be taken to look beyond statistics and predefined risk criteria based on the general 

population. A further example of the importance of qualitative criminological research 

concerns the black-and-white ideological worldview Breivik derive his logic and moral 

from: With this worldview, Breivik tries to explain a world that is everything but black-

and-white – he tries to explain the world in terms of “win” or “lose”, when the majority 

                                                 
 
 
65 P. 742, 797, 811, 1109, & 1263 in the manifesto; see Ethnicity-theme as well. 
66 Linking to, for example, Lundin Pettersson, Mangs, Zschäpe and Lanza in the Introduction. 
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of its inhabitants fall somewhere in between. Still, Breivik struggles to explain all the 

grey zones with arguments either black (fight-against) or white (fight-for), resulting in 

half-truths67, narrow perspectives and far-fetched conclusions68 that cannot be 

contradicted, yet do not tell the truth. This part of an ideological conviction therefore 

truly underlines the importance of understanding the ideology in itself: it is only by 

aiming for such an understanding that arguments and standpoints illogical to the outer 

eye can be comprehensible, and so, prevented. Thus, in the continued work against 

(violent) extremism, ideology in itself is needed to be seen as an independent risk 

factor. The ideology69 justifies the illogical worldview; it justifies that groups are to be 

separated, ranked and targeted due to certain factors, and it justifies the use of “self-

defence” against these groups. The power of ideology can be so strong, there is no need 

to look at other risk factors (like mental illness or a problematic upbringing): The pure 

moral that comes with conviction is enough to make individuals, like Breivik, murder 

other individuals on highly (to the common eye) dubious grounds. This is probably true 

despite the content of the ideology70, and it truly highlights the danger of letting 

individuals isolate themselves with a radical ideology for a long time, like Breivik did. 

Hence, ideology in its most ugly shape can justify crimes even as serious as terrorism, 

but not all those who look at Breivik and “his” ideology must walk the same path as 

him. 

 

Future Studies 

More qualitative document analyses concerning (lone-wolf) extremists and their 

followers needs to be conducted; a majority of extremists, despite ideological 

background, are active in some sort of community, and thus writes texts (including 

everything from forum-comments, to blog-posts, and manifests). These should be 

examined and compared to each other in order to see if any patterns regarding moral, 

                                                 
 
 
67 See Beasts of the Quran sub-theme for a further discussion regarding this. 
68 See Fuck them feminists sub-theme for a further discussion regarding this. 
69 Not all ideologies, of course, but ideologies that encourages extremism, radicalism and some kind of 
un-democratic rule, like the right-wing extremist ideology (Harrendorf, 2014).   
70 There have been similar conclusions drawn in research concerning other extremist ideologies (see 
Gartenstein-Ross, 2013; Ramsay & Marsden, 2015; Rooduijn & Akkerman, 2015; Sela-Shayovitz, 2011; 
Shadmehr, 2015).  
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motivations, arguments and/or radicalization processes reveal themselves. How do 

different groups of extremists differ/compare to each other? How is this expressed? 

Further research of Breivik’s manifesto is needed as well, since this thesis does not 

represent all perspectives the manifesto can be analysed within.  

 

Research is also needed regarding general deterrence from violent radicalization: A 

majority of extremists do not commit crimes, and therefore, knowledge of factors 

regarding both increased risk and decreased risk of committing ideologically directed 

crimes is necessary. Finally, a gender perspective is needed within this area of research 

as well. This thesis, like the clear majority of prior research in the same field, 

investigate men and masculinity. Female extremists exist, but information about these 

are limited: thus, research regarding ideologically convinced female offenders is 

required. How do the females argue about masculinities and femininities? Are their 

arguments similar/different to those of extremist men? Why are there not as many 

female lone-wolfs as male ones? Etcetera. 

 

Limitations of This Study 

An obvious limitation of this study is its method: Even though it includes many holding 

points (e.g. regarding theory, framework and definitions), a discourse analysis in the 

end is based on what the researcher finds important to empathize (of course in the basis 

of above mentioned holding points). The analysis is also based on the background 

knowledge of the researcher (see Method for a discussion regarding this), and my 

background knowledge can of course be inadequate in some areas. Still, this should not 

be a serious limitation, since much of the “magic” about discourse analysis lies in the 

researcher’s ability to come up with new and thoughtful perspectives in combination to 

an extensive research base (Paltridge, 2012). The same can be said about the themes 

being “ad hoc”: I do not claim that this is the correct way to categorize Breivik’s 

opinions, but seen to my methodological framework this was the most logical division.    

 

Another limitation includes the sample: Breivik’s manifest is just one piece of “right-

wing extremist literature”, and it is of course very subjective. Thus, despite the general 

opinions being shared by the right-wing extremist community at large, Breivik’s way of 
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arguing about these opinions specifically are unique to him, which makes the analyse 

somewhat harder to generalise. A final limitation has to do with time: The analysis was 

completed within three months, which is quite short for a discourse analysis of a 1515-

page long text. Thus, with a larger time-frame, slightly more nuanced analyses and 

conclusions might have been drawn. 

 

Conclusion 

The overall aim of this thesis was to identify the moral arguments and standpoints 

Breivik describes in his manifesto in order to justify his ideological violence. Three 

main themes and six sub-themes were developed from his manifesto: Ethnicity (the 

parent-theme of his cycle of arguing) and its sub-themes Multiculturalism is the root of 

evil (fight-against) and Preserve the Nordic race (fight-for), Gender and its sub-themes 

Fuck them feminists (fight-against), and No fragile manhood (fight-for), and Religion 

and its sub-themes Beasts of the Quran (fight-against) and Christianity is divine (fight-

for). The Ethnicity-theme proved to be most violent due to its emotionally charged 

language and powerful words, and especially its sub-theme Multiculturalism is the root 

of evil empathized Breivik’s hate towards multiculturalists. Thus, despite their complex 

nature, the multiculturalists are Breivik’s prime target since they share the same cultural 

and ethnical heritage as him, and yet want to destroy the Western European culture. 

This evident hierarchy within the themes is something that has been omitted in prior 

studies, and therefore can explain why earlier researchers have had issues merging 

Breivik’s worldview together. But regarding this, the criminological perspective proves 

useful due to its ability of understanding different moral driving forces of crime, and 

thus, in this case, Breivik’s decision of shooting 69 children could not have been 

understood without analysing his manifesto from a criminological starting point. This 

fact also underlines the importance of using criminological theories discussing moral, 

like Wikström’s (2010) situational action theory, when an understanding of extremists’ 

ideological logic, worldview and violence justification is aimed for. Thus, in order for 

various societal institutions to be able to prevent crimes committed in the name of 

ideology, it is important to understand that some ideologies in themselves must be seen 

as risk factors: risk factors, with a moral so strong it can convince people of killing. 
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