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Summary 

Author: Johanne Gullberg Reinertsen 

Title: “We are not welcome”: A discourse analysis of perceived exclusions expressed in 

online debate forums 

Supervisor: Inger Skjelsbæk 

The amount of media, news, and information that is available to us is staggering. Through 

print, television and the internet we have unlimited amounts of information available from all 

over the world (Simon, 2004). Alternative media are gaining popularity and traction on the 

internet, and some are now competing with legacy news sites for readers and authority 

(Tandoc, Lim & Ling, 2018). Alternative media are media which attempt to mimic 

journalistic content while being removed from mainstream media houses or government 

funding and interventions (Oktar, 2001). Alternative media with a conservative and right-

wing perspective are relatively rare in Norway and it is therefore important to consider what 

the appeal may be to those that prefer alternative media. One such site is document.no which 

aims to provide a critical, independent, and conservative outlet for individuals who are 

disillusioned by mainstream media (Document.no, 2018). 

This study looked at the comment-sections below four articles on document.no which were 

thematically linked to mainstream media, trust towards media, and alternative media. The 

comments were screenshotted, and edited to remove all avatars, names, pseudonyms, or other 

identifying characteristics (NESH, 2014). The data was analysed through a combination of 

discourse psychology, with a focus on context and use of common sense, and critical 

discourse analysis focusing on ideology and subject positions.  

Throughout the data material the debate-participants used the three subject positions of: 

‘concerned family member’, ‘hard-worker’, and ‘normal Norwegian’ to engage with 

alternative media. Additional findings were that the debate-participants used these subject 

positions to navigate the undesirable label of ‘right-wing extremists’ which they felt was 

unfairly given to the by the Norwegian Security Police, the media, and the elite (description 

of academics, journalists, politicians, and experts as a group). To reject the label of ‘right-

wing extremists’ the debate-participants claimed that their subject positions allowed them 

unique access to the truth, and that they rather identified as ‘truth-seekers’ rather than 

extremists.           315/500 
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1 Introduction 

In the myriad of media outlets that exist today, it seems that everyone has a place to turn if 

they wish to express themselves publicly. Online forums, comment sections in established 

news media and social media are all open for engagement. But what does this multitude of 

possibilities do to people who engage? In this thesis, I attempt to understand how people who 

engage in a right wing online forum in Norway justify engaging in that forum, what they say 

about themselves and the media world, and what they aim to achieve. During the last decade, 

there has been an increase in the number of sources of information - sources that are more 

readily available to larger audiences (Tandoc, Lim & Ling, 2017). For example, in Norway 

the state-run broadcaster NRK was initially the only option on television or radio, and 

therefore the main source of information for many people. However, this has changed and 

there are now countless channels available on television, print, and online. Some argue that 

the increase in sources of information has allowed for an increasing variation in opinion in 

once homogeneous populations (Simon, 2004), and that, as our opinions are formed by 

different sources, our world-views may start to drift from one another. Another reason for the 

increased variation is international access which means that we can now receive information 

and images from across the globe in the matter of seconds (Simon, 2008, p.134). Alongside 

the developments in availability and variation of media is the increase of alternative media. 

Alternative media refers to newspapers, tv shows, or other outlet which are not funded by any 

governments or large media houses. The alternative media movement is fundamentally 

skeptical of the majority’s views and claim to be speaking for the ‘silent majority’1.  

Alternative media sites have received an increase in readership in recent years (Verma, 

Fleishcmann & Koltai, 2017). This may be due to the opposition they claim to present 

towards the more established, state-funded news channels, newspapers, and news-sites 

(Tandoc et al., 2017). Alternative news is presented and communicated online to an 

increasing degree, allowing non-journalists to reach a mainstream audience with similar level 

of authority as journalists (Tandoc et al, 2017). The increasing variety of sources of 

information may lead to more polarizing language, politics, and public debate2. Another facet 

                                                 
1Holt, K. (2017). Populism i Norden: Effekter av europeiska och globala skeende för Norden och nordisk 

samarbete. Presentation, Voksenåsen, Oslo.  

2 See footnote 1. 
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of the changing media landscape, in addition to the introduction of the internet and social 

media, is that it has become easier for people to engage with media in a more direct and 

immediate way (Løvlie, Ihlebekk & Larsson, 2007). Many news-sites have comment-sections, 

debate forums, or messaging boards where the audience can discuss what they read and 

understand. One site which offers alternative media and a debate forum is document.no, 

which is a conservative news-site in a blog format which claims more than 300 000 individual 

readers each month as of 2018 (Document.no, 2018). The primary reason that document.no is 

of interest for this thesis is its focus on conservative, and right-wing political and social 

commentary, as well as the well-attended comment-sections. Political right-wing view-points 

are underrepresented in Norwegian mainstream media and most Norwegian journalists and 

editors vote for Labour (Arbeiderpartiet) or other left-wing parties according to 

Mediaundersøkelsen, 2017. Document.no is one of the most popular and most read alternative 

Norwegian news-sites and is therefore a good place to find comment-sections which are used 

by many individuals at once. For this reason, it is of great interest to study the debates that 

take place, what do they tell us about the people who engage, and the ways in which they 

perceive themselves and the views they represent? 

Another aspect of alternative media (which is of interest for this study) is the understanding of 

‘truth’ and who claims to have authority over it. Truth is decided through language and is 

both changeable and subjective (Jørgensen & Phillips, 1999, p.27). History, language, culture, 

and institutions decide what is considered to be true and false. The truth which is under debate 

in alternative media is whether or not mainstream media are telling people the ‘truth’ of 

reality - that it is accurately reporting what is happening. Mainstream media has had authority 

over the truths for a long time, often setting the agenda for what is being talked about, and 

how it is discussed (Elvestad, Phillips & Feuerstein, 2017).  

‘Subject positions’ is a term that describes how people see themselves within discursive 

spaces that places people within a hierarchy - this, in turn, frames their meaning, power, and 

limits (Jørgensen & Phillips, 1999). Subject positions best be understood in a critical 

discourse analysis perspective as contextually bound and limited by language. The social 

interactions of interest in this study are the interactions which are conducted in the comment-

sections of document.no, and a combination of critical discourse analysis and discourse 

psychology may best analyze what kind of subject positions are available in that context, and 

what these subject positions means for the notion of truth discussed on the debate forum. 
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The main questions posed in this thesis are: how do the subject positions of the online 

commenters at document.no give different forms of authority to perceived truths? Further, 

how are ingroup and outgroup arguments part of the creation of perceived truths? And how do 

they use this authority, or subject positions, to navigate unwanted definitions such as ‘right-

wing extremists’?  A combination of critical discourse analysis and discourse psychology will 

be used to answer these questions because it allows for an investigation of the claims of 

authority based on different subject positions (Jørgensen & Phillips, 1999; Wetherell & 

Potter, 1992).  

1.2 Background and context 

1.2.1 Document.no 

Document.no describes itself as a “leading news network for the independent and 

conservative thinker” (Document.no, 2018). The emphasis on independence from the 

mainstream media and government influence is prevalent throughout the description and is an 

attempt to distance themselves from the liberal bias which “plagues” mainstream media, 

according to themselves (Document.no, 2018). The claim of independence also extends to 

rejecting any economic support from the government. In the About Us3 section the editors of 

document.no make the claim that all journalistic contributions are done on a volunteer basis, 

and that to continue this praxis, document.no is reliant on donations and advertisers 

(Document.no, 2018). In addition, document.no describes itself as a politically right-wing and 

conservative site and an “alternative voice in an increasingly uniform media landscape” 

(Document.no, 2018). Document.no argues that conservative, right-wing voices are missing in 

mainstream media, and that by positioning themselves as an opposing voice in the public 

debate they are allowing an outlet for the “silent majority” in Norway (Document.no, 2018). 

My interest is in learning what the alleged silent majority say when they are no longer silent. 

Other qualities document.no claims for themselves and their readers is that of ‘reason over 

decency’4, based on the assumption that mainstream media are avoiding a lot of topics or 

opinions because they are not considered decent, or politically correct, thereby abandoning 

                                                 
3 https://www.document.no/om-oss, retrieved 07.05.2018 
4 See above 

https://www.document.no/om-oss
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reason and rationality. Calling themselves the ‘voice of reason’5 document.no promises hard-

hitting journalism, which should be seen as opposition to the echo-chambers of other public 

spheres (Document.no, 2018).  

The site claims to have approximately 300 000 individual readers per month in 2018 and 

publish articles that range from opinion pieces, to commentary, to news currently in the media 

circuit (Document.no, 2018). The design of document.no is very professional reminiscent of 

other more established news sites, this professionalization may influence the types of debates 

that take place on document.no. Studies have shown that web-sites with a more professional 

appearance lead to less contentious arguments, less harassment, and more professional 

debates in the comment-sections (Wright & Street, 2007). There is also moderation of the 

comment-sections on document.no with relatively clear rules about what is acceptable and 

what is not, they do not allow “racism, vulgarity, or breaches of Norwegian law” 

(Document.no, 2018).  

1.2.2 Description of the Articles and Comments 

The current study will focus on four comment-sections found below four different articles on 

document.no written between March 2016 and March 2017, this was to ensure that no new 

comments were added during the research period. As mentioned above document.no aims to 

be a conservative, alternative, and right-wing option for those who are dissatisfied with the 

mainstream media in Norway. The articles used in this study were all chosen because they 

discuss the relationship between mainstream media and alternative media6. There are two 

articles which focus on a response from the author to another news story, and two pieces 

which are primarily about the increased influence and power of alternative media. The tone of 

the four articles is negative and derisive towards the old established media, while expressing 

hope that alternative and social media would gain popularity and power to the point where it 

would no longer be ignored. In the articles, there are claims that government and mainstream 

media are corrupted and keeping the truth away from regular Norwegian people. The truth in 

this instance is the effect of immigration on Norwegian society, the decline of Norwegian 

society, and the security threats which Norway faces today. Although the articles are not the 

focus of this investigation it is important to consider that they set the tone and guide the topics 

                                                 
5 https://www.document.no/om-oss , retrieved 07.05.2018 
6 The titles of the articles will not be given to protect the anonymity of the debate-participants. 
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which are discussed in each comment-section. The dismissal of mainstream media, the 

distrust towards media and the government, and the feelings of exclusion are all present in the 

comment-sections as well as the articles.  
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2 Relevant research and literature 

In this section I will present some of the relevant literature and research regarding internet 

research, alternative media, discourse psychology and ideology to illuminate the topic of 

ideological positioning within the comment-section of document.no. 

2.1 Conducting research online 

The internet presence of news media is considered by some to be a tool of democracy 

(Tandoc et al., 2018). More information is available to us now than ever before, and so is the 

possibility of interacting with the information directly (Løvlie et al., 2017). One example of 

how consumers of news and media can interact with the information they receive is through 

comment-sections and debate forums (Løvlie et al., 2017). In a study examining the effect of 

editorial control in comment-sections of online newspapers, Løvlie et al. (2017) found that 

moderator intervention was experienced as more positive by women or minority debate-

participants who receive more targeted gendered, sexual and/or racial abuse than male 

participants. The moderation of comments online is given as one of the reasons why online 

echo chambers appear, when groups with similar meanings feel pushed out of one forum and 

go to another. Is one of the reasons why the debate-participants comment on document.no that 

they feel pushed out of other comment-sections due to moderation? 

Another issue of online debate moderation is that it is often conducted based on unwritten 

rules of conduct which may not be clearly communicated (Løvlie et al., 2017). Through an 

online survey of participants in online debates, Løvlie and colleagues found that 84% of the 

participants felt that their comments had been censured, modified, or deleted unfairly, and that 

they did not understand the reason for the interference. The authors argue that the lack of 

understanding could lead to claims of censure and that moderators were prioritizing political 

correctness over truth and debate (Løvlie et al., 2017, p.13). One effect of perceived 

incomprehensible comment-section moderation may be that the debaters who feel they are 

being unfairly censured retreat or go elsewhere to conduct their debates. Haanshuus and 

Jupskås (2017) have identified that more extreme right-wing individuals and groups that may 

feel unfairly censured or rejected from online debates, and as a result, remove themselves and 
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migrate to their own social media groups where they may have more space to express 

themselves (Caiani & Wagemann, 2009).  

One of the recurring questions regarding online research, especially in cases of studies on 

content produced by private individuals (such as debate forums and comment sections) is the 

issue of private and public spaces (Steen-Johnsen, Enjolras & Wollebæk, 2013, p.266). When 

there is no possibility of direct contact with the informants (due to anonymity), the large 

amount of data, or age of the data sample, it becomes impossible to ascertain the intention 

behind a comment or reaction online (NESH, 2014). This problem of private and public 

statements is also present on comment-sections below open articles which may be described 

as ethical grey-zones. It has been suggested that internet forums and comment sections are 

‘half-public’ spheres on the internet (Fjell, 2005: 78). Fjell distinguishes between what is 

public, and what is publicly private, and how this creates ethical dilemmas for researches.  

For a site like document.no it may be that some of the debate-participants feel that their 

comments are made to other debate-participants rather than as public statements. Another 

interesting aspect of online communication is that self-disclosure is often the outcome and the 

basis for the interaction (Joinson and Paine 2012, p.252), In real-life our statements may be 

forgotten and overlooked: on the other hand, online communication remains perfectly 

preserved for a very long time (Joinson & Paine, 2012).  

2.2 Alternative media 

In a study based on young people living in the Western democratic countries of Israel, the 

United Kingdom and Norway with access to more than one source of news from both 

traditional and alternative media, Elvestad, Phillips and Feuerstein (2017) found that students 

who were surveyed and interviewed had higher trust in mainstream media compared to 

alternative media.  Their findings showed that the students trusted traditional news more than 

alternative news sources, but that there were national differences. One of the national 

differences was the elevated level of trust that Norwegian students had towards their national 

broadcaster and traditional news sources as compared with Israeli and British students. 

Although Norwegian students did report that they used other sources such as international 

news, social media, and blogs, they also reported that they primarily used the traditional 
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media to “know what was happening in our society” rather than as a way of verifying 

Norwegian news (Elvestad et al., 2017, p. 225).  

The main argument used by students from all three countries was that the traditional media 

were more trustworthy because they were bigger, had been around for longer, and were seen 

as being more neutral. The study done by Elvestad and colleagues (2017) is interesting 

because it combines quantitative measures of trust and media habits with a qualitative 

analysis of why the students trust mainstream media. The findings showed that most of the 

sample used and trusted the mainstream media more than alternative sources. As the authors 

suggest, this may be because the data was collected in 2014-2015 and that the climate of trust 

in the media may have changed since then due to a number of reasons such as the rise of ‘fake 

news’, refugee crisis and influence of social media (Tandoc et al., 2018; Elvestad et al., 

2017).  

The findings may also be due to how they operationalized ‘alternative’ media as mostly 

traditional international media or traditional media presence on alternative platforms such as 

social media (Elvestad et al., 2017). An alternate understanding of alternative media is that it 

is media that is removed from a legacy of journalistic content, that it is produced by private 

persons on sites that give the impression of professionalism (Tandoc et al., 2018). In the case 

of the current study, alternative media is operationalized as the latter, as news and media 

which is not produced with any affiliation to the traditional media houses. The interest of 

Elvestad and colleagues study is that it shows that most of the young people in Norway trust 

the mainstream media as neutral sources of news and information, which is the opposite 

claimed by document.no7.  

2.3 Ideology and the media 

As seen above, various media are viewed as being founded in as ideology, often based on 

political affiliation or religion. This is neither new nor hidden, yet it creates different spaces 

for expression and identification. Lütfie Oktar (2001), in his study on two Turkish 

newspapers, explores the relationship between discourse and ideology, and how ideological 

use of discourse facilitates the creation of social groups. Through the use of positive self-

evaluation and ‘negative other-presentation’ the two newspapers with different ideological 

                                                 
7 https://www.document.no/om-oss , retrieved 07.05.2018 
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backgrounds (one secular, the other Islamic) were able to create, replicate and assert 

ideological superiority over the other (Oktar, 2001, p.314). Oktar uses a critical discourse 

analysis to make the power relations of language more explicit and to establish the link 

between ideology and language. Oktar attempts to build on the understanding of ideologies 

suggested by Van Dijk (1998) which simply defines ideologies as sets of “ideas, beliefs, 

values, attitudes and categories” which shape our world-view (Van Dijk, 1998, in Oktar, 

2001, p.313). Ideologies shape how we categorize ‘us’ and ‘them’ as social groups and the 

relationships and conflicts between these groups.  

The main social and cognitive functions for ideologies are, firstly, to organize the social 

representations shared by the members of a group. Secondly, to form the basis for how the 

group members perform their role as group members. Finally, ideologies allow group 

members to know how to act to achieve the goals and interests of their group (Van Dijk, 

2006, p.120). Oktar argues that the main functions of ideologies are manifested through 

discourse and that to study how a group uses discourse is to study how they attempt to argue, 

persuade, and defend themselves in interactions with other groups (Oktar, 2001, p.314). Oktar 

also attempts to understand the role of media in the reproduction of ideological discourses. 

This makes his methods and approach relevant for the aims of my study because the debate-

participants on document.no are actively using ideology to distance themselves from the 

accusation that they are right-wing extremists. They argue that this accusation is false - they 

see themselves as something else. The debate-participants seem to feel that they are being 

defined as right-wing extremists by an outside group: the media and the security police. The 

ideological arguments and positioning in the comment-sections is used to discredit the 

outgroup and protect themselves.  

Media is one tool that can be used to replicate the idea that two groups may be ‘competing 

social forces’ that are ideologically different from one another (Oktar, 2001, p.319). The 

dissemination of ideological discourse is also done through alternative media. Alternative 

media may not have the same exposure as mainstream media they are still read by a sufficient 

number of people that may all come to believe that there is a competition between ‘us’ and 

‘them’ (Oktar, 2001). When someone comments on document.no their targeted audience may 

just be other debaters who subscribe to the same ideological position as them, which allows 

them to emphasize and reproduce their ideologies without having to defend themselves. This 
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may also be the reason there are very few dissenting voices in the comment-sections and why 

dissenting voices quickly are pushed out.  

2.3.1 Ideology and outgroup 

Ideological language is used to create ingroups and outgroups, and as mentioned above, to 

position one above the other. There are many ways to achieve ideological superiority and one 

of them is through the use of ‘common sense’ (Van Dijk, 2006, p.117). By presenting 

intergroup differences, and outgroup inferiority as common-sense knowledge rather than 

ideological discourse the ingroup can present the differences between groups as natural and 

unavoidable (Van Dijk, 2006, p.17). Wetherell and Potter (1992) were critical of how 

‘common-sense knowledge’ is created through discourse and the social consequences of 

assuming that something is common-sense knowledge rather than understanding that it is 

ideological. The focus of Wetherell and Potters investigation was on how people use 

‘common-sense’ knowledge to emphasize how certain groups of people are either better or 

worse than each other. To investigate the use and consequence of common-sense they looked 

at how white New Zealanders used discourse about ‘culture’, ‘race’ and ‘nation’ to construct a 

world view that supported their idea of being superior to the Maori population (Jørgensen & 

Phillips, 2002, p.135). Their findings suggested that discourses that are seemingly ‘liberal’ 

and about ‘equality’ still contributes to the racism and discrimination in society while 

allowing the people who use those discourses to feel good about themselves (Jørgensen & 

Phillips, 2002, p.135).  

Wetherell and Potter (1992) also argued that the informants of their study were using 

discourse and ideological language to explain that social change was near impossible. The 

informants claimed that the further the Maori New Zealand population deviated from their 

cultural roots the worse off they would be. In this way, the White New Zealanders were able 

to discriminate against the Maori population while not feeling as though they were prejudiced, 

but rather, that they were victim to unchangeable and permanent cultural differences. 

Wetherell and Potter conclude with the argument that racism is not only a product of language 

and speech, it is also a result of result of political and systemic structures. 

For the purpose of my study it is interesting to see if this type of language and positioning is 

also present in the comments on document.no. In the about us section (Document.no, 2018) 

the editor claims that racism is not tolerated and that the site is for conservative and 
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independent thinkers. Nonetheless, the tone of many articles and many of the comments are 

decidedly anti-immigration as well as skeptical of immigrants. Their investigation into how 

national and cultural differences became, or were used, as ideological discourse relates to my 

own investigation into how the debaters on document.no create an ideological reality where 

they are right, and everyone else is wrong. 
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3 Theoretical background 

3.1 Methodology 

The study of text can be done in many ways. By initially using a methodology that allows for 

the early categorization and simplification of data material by breaking it up into more 

manageable codes, my approach is rooted in resonates with grounded theory, which is an in 

inductive and interactive approach for gathering and analyzing data (Charmaz & Henwood, 

2008). Codes are essentially pieces of relevant data that are selected before the actual analysis 

of the data (Willig, 2013, p.120). Grounded theory starts with an initial coding of the data 

material which relies on close reading of the material and making comparisons between the 

data, in this case between the comments and between the comment-sections (Charmaz & 

Belgrave, 2015, p.3), codes are created using the informants’ own words or phrases (Charmaz 

& Belgrave, 2015, p.3).  

The second stage of coding through grounded theory involves a more focused coding which 

aims to increase the analytic precision with certain codes emerging as better explanations for 

what is happening in the data. At this stage codes are emerging as more or less important and 

it is possible to create categories which can inform further analysis (Charmaz & Belgrave, 

2015). Sometimes codes are considered as more important because they appear more 

frequently than other codes. Coding within a grounded theory framework means to keep an 

open mind throughout the process, allowing the themes to emerge from the data material 

rather than the other way around (Charmaz & Henwood, 2008). Using grounded theory aids 

in the conceptualization and identification of themes and codes, and after the initial coding 

discourse psychology aids in further analysis. It is possible to combine grounded theory 

methodology with discourse psychology (Charmaz & Henwood, 2008). 

3.1.1 Social constructionism and reflexivity 

Social constructionism is a way of producing knowledge that builds from the assumption that 

the world around us is mediated through language, culture, and history (Willig, 2013, p.11). 

Research based on a social constructionist perspective is interested in identifying the different 

ways reality is constructed, which realities are available in which contexts, and what the 
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implications are. Social constructionism and discourse psychology understands the world as a 

social interaction: we are not completely guided by internal processes, but also through social 

interaction (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p.112). According to discourse psychology a 

discourse is a way in which we speak about, and understand the world (Jørgensen & Phillips, 

1999, p.9). Discourse creates a world which is true and real for the speaker and attempts to 

recreate that world to others to create agreement. This makes it the best epistemological point 

of view for my project as it revolves around a specific social context (comment-sections) and 

how the debaters attempt to create a world view where they have more authority.  

3.2 Discourse Analysis 

The method of analysis for this project is a combination of discourse psychology, with focus 

on language use as guided by a specific context (Wetherell & Potter, 1992), and critical 

discourse analysis (CDA) with a focus on ideological language, subject positions, and agency 

(Van Dijk, 2006). The combination of the two analytic approaches will be referred to as a 

discourse analysis. First, I will outline the aspects of discourse psychology which will be 

relevant for this investigation, and secondly, which aspects of CDA will be similarly useful. 

The reason I chose to do a discourse analysis for the current project is because as a method it 

is not limited by a lack of demographic information (Willig, 2013, p.121) the interest is 

linguistic; what is being said, and in which context. The informants’ age, gender, race, and 

religion may be considered a constraint on the analysis of the text, which in this case, where 

there is no demographic information available is very useful (Willig, 2013, p.121).  

3.2.1 Discourse psychology and critical discourse 

Wiggins and Potter (2008) describe the three principles of discourse psychology to be that; 

language is the method and arena for almost all social action, that language is action-oriented, 

and that discourse is always tied to a context (Wiggins & Potter, 2008, p.80) In the case of 

this project it will be necessary to consider if the context of an online debate will influence the 

language used and the thoughts expressed. Perhaps anonymity allows for greater 

exaggeration, perhaps it leads to less emotional language between members, or perhaps it 

allows for greater sympathy and support between people who express feelings of 

marginalization in other contexts.   
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The focus of discourse psychology is on the strategic use of discourse in interactions between 

people and how discourse is used to create positive representations of oneself and one’s world 

as compared to others and the social consequences of this type of active positioning (Willig, 

2013, p.16). There is some disagreement about how fluid these subject positions can be, also 

between discourses (Willig, 2013). The way we speak when we inhabit certain subject 

positions is decided by the world around us and the discourse that becomes available in such a 

subject position (a less deterministic approach also maintains that we have some control when 

producing speech in this way) (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p.27). 

A discourse psychological analysis involves looking at how people treat each other as active 

agents that take advantage of, and that have a stake in, their social actions (Jørgensen & 

Phillips, 2002, p.125). Discourse psychology analysis also assumes that discourse is 

ideologically driven and rejects the idea that identity is static, but rather that all aspects of our 

identity, affect and behaviour is context dependent (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). Potter and 

Wetherell define ideology as discourses that categorizes the world in a certain way, which 

help legitimize and maintain social patterns and maintain the status quo (Wetherell & Potter, 

1992, p.125).  

Discourse analysis aims to identify the intention and consequence of language, while 

considering the context and situation of expressed language (written and spoken word) (Van 

Dijk, 2006, p.121). Critical discourse analysis (Skrede, 2017) focuses on the power and 

distribution of power that exists in the relations between people and groups, and how this 

happens through language. In CDA many truths are co-constructed through discourse and 

holds with the social constructionist view that the gateway to reality is through language: the 

physical world exists but only as it receives meaning through discourse (Willig, 2013, p.17).  

Other aspects of CDA which are relevant to this investigation is the concept of subject 

positions. Subject positions are the places in the discourse that are socially available to the 

individual in a certain context. In the current study there are many subject positions that the 

commenters on document.no might take; Norwegian citizen, working class, parent, as 

someone who knows more than others, or as someone seeking knowledge of other like-

minded individuals. The discourse shapes what can be said, and by whom in which context, 

and how things are understood through the subject position (Arribas-Ayllon & Walkerdine, 

2008; Jørgensen & Phillips, 2008).  
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In addition, CDA is a way of engaging with discourse to understand how power, and power 

relations are created by language (Arribas-Allyon & Walkerdine, 2008). Power is both 

restrictive (certain discourses are not available) and productive (other discourses are created 

or made available) and discourse decides which subjects we can be, and thereby, which 

objects we can know about (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). 

3.2.2 Ideological discourse 

According to Van Dijk there are no personal ideologies, all ideologies exist in a shared social 

space, so to study ideological discourse is to investigate the relationships between people and 

groups (Van Dijk, 2006:116). Van Dijk defines social groups as a large enough group that it 

warrants its own belief system yet narrow enough to allow cohesion of the members within 

(Van Dijk, 2006, p.119). Such groups can be professional, academic, political, or religious 

groups that share a specific world-view. It is not necessary for all group members to know or 

believe the ideology to the same extent (Van Dijk, 2006, p.119), which may apply to the 

comment-sections on document.no as the debaters there are not explicitly members of the 

same group or may not acknowledge that they share a group membership. Rather, the 

commenters may consider themselves to be a part of collective identity that is ‘Norwegian’, 

but can this be considered as a contained social group according to Van Dijk’s criteria? Will 

ideological themes be clear, and will there be a clear fundament of knowledge on which 

ideologies can be built? When a person is attempting to disseminate their ideologies, their 

arguments create a discourse which differentiates between ‘the real world’ (which is the 

objective truth outside of the speakers control) and ‘the mind’ (which is how they feel, and 

how they explain their own motivations and actions) (Wiggins & Potter, 2008, p.88). Through 

ideological discourse a speaker can describe an out-group in very negative terms while still 

being able to claim that they do not personally have negative biases towards that group. 

Ideological discourse attempts to polarize the differences between ingroup and outgroup 

while positioning the ingroup as more positive. According to Oktar competition between 

groups through ideological language is done in four ways. It involves emphasizing 

information that is positive about the ingroup while suppressing and downplaying negative 

information about the ingroup. On the other hand, it involves emphasizing the negative 

information about the outgroup while suppressing positive information about them. 

Ideological discourse then creates a clear separation between ‘us’ and ‘them’ and makes those 



16 

 

differences seem more extreme by creating a stereotypical negative representation of the other 

(Oktar, 2001, p.319). In accordance with Oktar’s four points of how group differences are 

magnified using ideological discourse the main aims of the commenters seems to be to 1) to 

emphasize the negative information about the outgroup, 2) ignore any positive information 

about the outgroup, 3) to deflect or downplay any negative information about their own 

ingroup, while 4) emphasizing the positive information about their ingroup (Oktar, 2001:pp) 

3.3 Social identity theory  

Although a discourse analysis with focus on ideological language would include an analysis 

of how the debate-participants navigate ‘us vs them’ it is important to consider how ‘us’ and 

‘them’ are formed and maintained. To illustrate how the we-them categorization is created 

through discourse I will be using social identity theory and social categorization theory. 

Social identity theory (SIT) aims to explain how social identity is guided by the groups we 

belong to, as well as the relationship between social groups (Tajfel & Turner, 2001). The 

groups we belong to are known as ingroups, while the groups that we do not belong to are 

known as outgroups. Social identity is decided through the status we have within the ingroup, 

and the status of the ingroup in relation to outgroup. Outgroups are defined as morally, 

ideologically, or socially inferior to boost the status of the ingroup (Tajfel & Turner, 2001). 

Integral to SIT is the comparison of groups and group identities which is done through social 

categorization theory (SCT). SCT attempts to explain how we categorize ingroups as positive 

and outgroups as negative to emphasize the difference between the two. This exaggerated 

difference is the foundation on which one can build the belief that the ingroup is better than 

the outgroup, and thereby increasing individual and group self-esteem (Simon, 2004). To 

argue that an outgroup is inferior to the ingroup involves prejudice, discrimination, and 

negative stereotyping which depends on the assumption that other groups are internally 

homogeneous while the ingroup is internally heterogeneous (Baray, Postmes & Jetten, 2009, 

p.627). Baray and colleagues argue that the ability to recognize the ingroup as heterogeneous 

relies on being able to see the individuals within the group, while stereotypes guide how 

individuals in the outgroup are perceived as one cohesive group.  

One way to reduce the tension between groups is through intergroup contact which may lead 

to group members being able to see the individual within the outgroup as well (Sherif & 

Sherif, 1967). In terms of intergroup contact, Simon proposes that in our hyper-global and 
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internet connected society the contact between groups has increased (Simon, 2004). Simon 

continues his argument with the fact that increased intergroup contact may lead to tension 

through increased comparisons and competition for resources and social status (Simon, 2004, 

p.134).  

Simon posits that there are many conditions that would have to be in place to ensure ideal 

intergroup contact to produce positive outcomes, such as equal status between the groups, a 

common goal, cooperation, and legal and political facilitation for intergroup contact (Simon, 

2004). However, conditions are rarely optimal in a world characterized by globalization, mass 

migration, poverty, and competition for limited resources (Simon, 2004, p.135). Simon states 

that it is more likely that groups meet in less than optional circumstances which may lead to 

negative effects such as mistrust or even conflict. For example, the intergroup contact 

between immigrants in Norway and the Norwegian population may be influenced by the fact 

that immigrants do not have the same resources, language, cultural understanding, or status as 

the Norwegian population. This may, according to Simon, strain the relationship between the 

groups, and hinder further contact and integration (Simon, 2004, p.141).  

According to SIT, individuals will automatically search for memberships in social groups, and 

once achieved, the individual will start to behave in pro-social behaviors for that group (Hogg 

et al., 2010). However, in the case of internet research it is impossible to say if the 

commenters match their behaviour to their stated beliefs, or if they even believe what they 

write. Nonetheless, debate-participants are engaging in the reproduction of ideas and attitudes 

which reflect their ingroup (Evans, Elford & Wiggins, 2008; Huddy, 2001).  
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4 Method 

4.1 Procedure 

To focus the selection of text for analysis 4 articles were chosen based on three criteria. The 

first was that they were written between January 2016 and June 2017. This was to ensure that 

there would not be any changes in the comment-sections during the analysis and to increase 

the privacy of the commenters. Secondly, that they had more than 20 comments per comment 

section. Thirdly, that they focused on the topics of; mainstream media in relation to 

alternative media, and Norwegian national security. Once chosen, screenshots were taken of 

the comment-sections and transferred to a word processing document. The names, usernames, 

mentions of third persons, pictures, and other identifying characteristics were edited out in 

accordance with the guidelines provided by NESH and NSD (See Appendix 1 for NSD form).  

In the current analysis the initial coding was done manually, first in Excell and then using 

NVivo 11. During the first phase the comments are read and coded according to which article 

they were found beneath, and the codes were written out as a list. The codes were then printed 

out and visually grouped with codes with similar topics. The topics included family relations, 

perceived threats, political correctness, immigration, truth, and feelings of exclusion. The 

visual representation was done by creating a mind map where it became easier to see the 

frequency in which certain codes appeared, as well as how they could link together (See 

Figure 1). The second stage of the analysis can be called the interpretation stage and involves 

using the literature and the theoretical background of critical discourse analysis and discourse 

psychology to inform the themes (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2013).  

4.2 Ethical considerations 

Personal information about an individual includes identification numbers, date of birth, 

medical records and other identifying information. Personal information should not be 

collected, stored, or used without the individual’s knowledge or consent (Person-

opplysningsforskriften §7-27). The National Committee for Research Ethics in the Social 

Sciences and Humanities (NESH) provides the guidelines for how to protect the data of 
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private citizens in Norway. Protection of personal information is increasingly important in an 

online world where information is readily available, accessible, and more difficult to remove 

(Løvlie et al., 2017). Academia has a responsibility to protect those who contribute to 

research data, and especially when conducting internet research where data collection may be 

done without the individuals knowledge or informed consent. The only time when data can be 

collected without informed consent is when it is regarded as public statements, and when the 

nature of data collection makes it near impossible to get in touch with the informants (NESH, 

2014).  

NESH’s guidelines for internet research specify that when conducting research on news-sites 

one must assume that those who use the online forums understand that they are engaging with 

a public space. If there is no need for registration, if anyone can access the site to read or 

comment it is assumed to be a public space, and those who comment should be aware that 

they are speaking in a public space to an unknown audience. Document.no is an open forum 

for any-one who feels ‘disillusioned’ by the mainstream (Document.no, 2018), and there is no 

requirement of registration to comment or to read the comments written by others. 

Document.no also urges readers to share the articles with easily accessible functions that 

allow for sharing on Facebook, Twitter, e-mail and other social media. Based on these 

features I have made the decision to treat these comment sections as public spheres.  

The reasons for exemptions to informed consent involve difficulty of contact and the age of 

the data material. Internet participation is fleeting, and usernames and accounts can be 

dropped at any point, it is therefore more likely that if a comment is more than a few months 

old that the account has been abandoned. According to NESH pseudonyms, usernames or 

avatars should be treated as names in an online setting and anonymized the same way. In the 

case of the present study no personal information was recorded, neither their username or any 

other personal information. NESH’s guidelines also consider ‘use of quotes’ as personal 

information (NESH, 2014). Quotes are in this instance understood to be direct quotes, 

location data, IP addresses, pictures, video, external links, use of multi-media and places and 

names. NESH warns that sentences and phrases can be used to find the comment through a 

simple back-search, and that it is important to camouflage the comments when giving them as 

examples in the text. For this investigation that will entail translating the comments from 

Norwegian to English which will protect from being traced, while respecting the tone, 

meaning and content of the original comment.  
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The Norwegian Centre for Research Data (hereafter NSD) are the authority on ethical 

guidelines and requirements for academic research in Norway, and function as the data 

protection authority. In this case the NSD agreed with that the conditions did not lend 

themselves to the possibility of informing the informants of their participation, and that with 

proper regard and respect for their anonymity and privacy the research could go ahead.  
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5 Analysis 

The analysis is split into three parts to best answer the questions posed in the introduction: 

From which subject positions do the commenters participate in the debates on document.no? 

What authority and power do the commenters claim that these subject positions give them? 

The analysis is split up according to the three main subject positions (concerned family 

member, hard worker, and Norwegian citizen) which occur regularly in the data material. 

Within these three sections I will show how the debaters use ideological language, agency, 

and normative language, and how this links to different subject positions. which they argue 

gives them unique access to the truth, allowing them to check the pulse of society in a way 

which others (the elite) are unable to. The term ‘the elites’ is used throughout all 4 comment 

sections and describes politicians, journalists, media, academics, or anyone who is able to 

influence society and policy in a way the commenters are not able to.  

The elite 

One key aspect of this analysis is how the commenters use ideological language to create 

clear separations between ‘us’ and ‘them’. What is initially clear is that the outgroup is mainly 

considered as the ‘elites’ of society; this is the group which is held accountable and blamed 

for the negative direction society is taking.  The elites are described as the media and the 

political and academic elite (Article 2). The three subject positions are used as a foil to the 

‘elite’ (the block description of journalists, politicians, and academics) who are unable or 

unwilling to see the reality of the situation: that the world is becoming a more dangerous 

place and that Norway has to be defended from outside forces before it is too late. The outside 

forces are immigrants, refugees, Islam, and nation states such as Russia which are 

characterized as the ultimate outgroup in this data material. Although most the debate-

participants are against the elite, all agree that the real outsiders are those that are not 

ethnically Norwegian. 

5.1 The Online Articles  

The first article (Article 1) chosen for this analysis is an opinion piece focused on how right-

wing extremists are portrayed both by the Norwegian Security Police 

(Politietssikkerhetstjeneste, hereafter PST) and the Norwegian media. The article was written 
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as a response to a press conference where PST discussed a report on the security threats posed 

to Norway, and which groups were being followed by them. The general tone of the article is 

one of denial, both that there is a right-wing milieu in Norway, and that its existence would be 

threatening.  

The second article (Article 2) is about how the Norwegian media are betraying the country 

and the Norwegian people. The author writes about the decline in all Western news sites and 

media, not just the Norwegian ones, and issues a premonition that if things do not change we 

might eventually get our very own President Trump. The comment section mimics the article 

in its aggressive tone, doomsday prophecies, and critique of the governing elite (Barr, 2009, 

p.31). All commenters seem to agree that the media are betraying Norway and Norwegians 

for their own unknown reasons.  

The third article (Article 3) has even more of a conspiratorial tone than the two first articles. 

Especially in regard to the Norwegian newspaper Aftenposten and their reach and influence in 

Norwegian society. The article is written in a very descriptive, figurative, and metaphorical 

way, comparing society to a camp fire, and this metaphor permeates the comment section as 

well. The commenters use the camp fire metaphor in almost all context across this particular 

comment section.  

The fourth article is a more technical article about the monetary press support system that 

exists in Norway, and the effect of this support on the media world in Norway. It is very 

descriptive in its explanation of how press-support works, and why it creates unhealthy 

newspapers which cannot support themselves and that no longer fulfil their civic duty as 

watchdogs of the governments. The comments are very critical of the press-support system 

and consider it borderline treasonous and barbaric that they are expected to pay for 

programming they do not watch and cannot respect. Their disdain for the propaganda being 

pushed by the established media is visceral and many (this is also true for the comments under 

Article 3.) are very happy that social media and alternative media are increasing its reach and 

authority.  

The study operationalizes internal support for the comment as the amount of ‘likes’, replies, 

and ‘shares’ that the individual contribution receives. A ‘like’ is an indicator made by on 

forum user to others that they like the content of the contribution while a ‘share’ is if the user 

has shared the contribution on their own social media channels or other channels. Sharing 



23 

 

someone’s content is a way of indicating support by making the contribution available to even 

more people. This operationalization of support will be used on the current investigation to 

indicate how a comment resonates with other debate-participants and readers, but it will not 

be a major part of the analysis. For reference, a normal amount of likes on the comment-

sections used in this study was approximately 20-30 likes. Anything less indicates less 

support, while a number higher than 30 indicates that many debate-participants agree. 

Keeping in mind that most people do not engage with the material they read beyond likes 

(Haanshuus & Jupskås, 2017).  

5.1.1 Subject positions 

Subject positions frames and situates the informant within a certain truth, world-view and 

responsibility in the context of a social interaction (Arribas-Ayllon & Walkerdine, 2008, 

p.44).  In addition, subject positions will also give or diminish the authority the person has on 

certain subjects in certain circumstances. A discourse decides frames subject position and 

your role within a context and creates continuity (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p.116). In the 

analysis, the three distinct subject positions found were: ‘concerned family member’, ‘normal 

Norwegian’, and ‘working-class citizen’. In addition, the debate-participants argue that they 

have better access to and ignored and overlooked truth and based on this assumption the 

debaters talk about how alternative media are filling the gaps which are created by the neglect 

of mainstream media. 

5.2 Concerned family  

One of the three subject positions that emerge in the data material is that of a family member 

concerned for the future of their children and descendants. They claim to be concerned 

parents who hire guards to protect their children (Article 1) to protect their descendants from 

what they consider to be a world that is changing too fast and unpredictably. As one 

commenter states: it is after-all, our values and freedom, and our children future which is at 

stake if the politicians and media people don’t come to their senses (Article 1). This comment 

also highlights who the many of the commenters claim are to blame for an increasingly 

uncertain future; politicians and the media. The comment also highlights the argument that the 

politicians and the media are ruining the country by allowing out of control immigration and 

allowing immigrants to stay in Norway without ensuring their integration. In fact, the debaters 
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argue that the elite are either unaware, or unwilling to admit, the damage that immigration is 

doing to Norwegian society and that the power of [our] rage is dependent on how far the 

ruling political overclass is willing to stretch in their collaboration with the whore-press and 

whore-academia (Article 2: 34 likes).  

Concerned parents are not extremist 

One of the subsets of the ‘concerned family member’ subject position is that of ‘healthily 

concerned parents’, who feel that government incompetence has forced them to turn to 

measures they would not normally condone in an effort to protect their children. As one 

debate-participant puts it: the reason is not that people want to be right-wing extremists, but 

because they fear for their children’s future, safety, and how our neighborhoods will be 

affected by out of control immigration (Article 1: 17 likes) parents might turn to extreme 

measures.  

The debate around the right-wing extremist label on document.no is most present in the 

comment-section for Article 1 where they describe a press conference held by PST about the 

security threats and outside dangers to Norway. There were two details about that press 

conference that the informants of this study were frustrated about, and which were discussed 

from the position of ‘concerned parent’. First, the suggestion that those who are against Islam 

and immigration could be considered as right-wing extremists, and secondly, that the right-

wing extremists are more dangerous than Muslims or outside threats.  

The first article and comment-section focus mostly on how the press, and PST, put too much 

focus on a right-wing threat. The threat of right-wing extremists is seen as laughable since 

they do not exist in Norway (Article 1) but if there were Norwegian people who acted in 

extreme ways it would be because they had legitimate reason to want to protect their children.  

[The PST chief] has to direct some kicks against the extreme right-wing spirits and ghosts. 

Because they don’t exist in the real world. but when lacking the ‘Right-wing Extremists’ as 

physical beings one ‘takes what one has’ and make them ‘right-wing extremists’. E.g. people 

who for good reason are worried and scared for the future of their descendants, questioning, 

and opposing the Islamic invasion, which aims to blow us all away, if nothing is done. 

(Article 1: 22 likes).  
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The main argument is that because the government is not doing their job properly it would be 

understandable if people turned towards more radical right-wing political movements to 

ensure the safety of their families. One comment reiterates the question asked by the debate-

participants: why am I a racist, nationalist, selfish, anti-immigration and everything else bad, 

when I see that reality does not match the map which the media and the politicians want me to 

use when showing the way for my children and grandchildren (Article 3: 58 likes). 

The debate participants argue that it is the ‘liberal’ bias of the mainstream media that is the 

reason why [the elites] slander people who think about what future our children will have, 

and this is why people who are rightfully concerned and frightened for the future of their 

descendants (Article 1: 7 likes) are labelled as right-wing extremists. What is interesting to 

note here is the emotional tone of many of the comments, the debate-participants use words 

such as slander, selfish, and fear to describe the work by PST and by the press, there is an 

impression that the debate-participants are insulted and aggravated by the comparison.   

The second part of the frustrations against the PST by the ‘parents’ on document.no was the 

perceived wrongful focus on right-wing extremists rather than the real threat of the Islamic 

invasion. Many debaters expressed the opinion that the PST were pulling focus away from the 

more dangerous security threat posed by Islamic terrorists and that «Right-wing extremist» 

Norwegians that are not operating under the same slippery tactics as the Islamists are 

probably much easier to focus on – the few that might exist (Article 1: 29 likes). To clarify the 

argument made in this comment; Norwegian right-wing extremists would potentially be more 

honest in their intentions, and therefore easier to discover, rather than slippery Islamists that 

are harder to discover because they hide their intentions. The debaters claim that PST is 

focusing on right-wing extremists rather than other threats because they are first and foremost 

an extremely amateurish and incompetent institution (Article 1: 29 likes) which was also 

described as very frustrating by the debate-participants. 

The debate in the comment section under Article 1 revolves around how the definition of 

right-wing extremists used by PST would probably involve the people who comment and 

agree with the content on document.no. The reaction from the debate-participants in this study 

gives the impression that the comparison between being anti-Islam and being right-wing 

extremist is felt as deeply unfair, as shown in the comments below: 
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Commenter 1.  

Realized today that since I am critical of Islam I am considered a right-wing extremist by 

PST.  

1984. 

(Article 1: 25 likes)  

 Commenter 2 to 1 

Is it legal to keep making such libellous statements about Norwegian people? Isn’t it 

just a SNEAKY way of CENSURING us? Isn’t it political oppression? 

One of the most referenced in the comment-sections is George Orwell’s book 1984. In the 

comment above the allusion to 1984 is meant to reference back to the thought-police which 

attempted to subvert language and terrorized the protagonists in Orwell’s novel. Most of the 

debate participants do not seem to consider their opinions or beliefs about immigration and 

Islam to be extreme since they arise from an expressed feeling of responsibility for their 

families. By taking the position as ‘concerned parent’ they can claim that what they know as 

the truth about immigration in Norway means that they know better than anyone else. Their 

healthy concern for their families allow them to see more clearly than anyone else what is at 

stake if immigration is not stopped.   

Other family relations 

Other familial relationships discussed in the data material is that of a grandparent struggling 

against her own family in trying to protect her grandchildren. In two separate comments this 

grandmother describes everyday life with her grandchildren and sister, and how her 

relationships with her family is the reason she is against immigration – as if it is on their 

behalf rather than her own.  

I am on holiday with sister, and she knows nothing. When I refer to the statistics about rape 

and the reports from Sweden about the riots she just looks at me and asks me where I get 

‘stuff’ like that from. I try to tell her about alternative media, but it is obvious that she thinks I 

am wrong… she is representative of the majority of the Norwegian population. They do not 

realize what is happening right in front of them. The Norwegian media have made sure that 
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they don’t. This makes me sick, because the shock when they finally realize the truth will be so 

very hard for them (Article 3: 46 likes) 

She continues with:  

This is just one example of how political correctness can harm the individual and poison 

relations within the family and between friends. I hardly dare think about the consequences 

such polarization may have in the future. Where there used to be closeness and a common 

understanding, there is now just a silent void, even though the familial love is still intact… I 

am a grandmother, and therefore a grown person. I could have never imagined that our 

society, and the relations between people, would develop like this (Article 3: no likes).  

The grandmother laments that her relationship with her sister and children is suffering 

because she feels she has to speak up about the dangers of having immigrants in her 

grandchildren’s environment. Her ‘missionary’ position for the truth causes her pain as she 

comes to the conclusion that Norwegian people do not realize what is happening right in front 

of them. She is one of the few debate-participants in this study that claims that this knowledge 

of the truth, as she sees it, is something she has learned through document.no and other 

alternative media is felt as a burden as it allows her too much knowledge about how bad the 

future is going to be, but also how the naiveté of the people are around them is inevitable 

going to be felt even worse for the others. Her distrust and anger towards mainstream media is 

also evident as she claims that the Norwegian media have made sure that the Norwegian 

people live in ignorance of reality.  

Summary 

The elite as the outgroup, and the opposite of the ingroup is done through the position of 

‘family member’ which positions the elite as either childless or careless, while the ‘family 

members’ commenting on document.no are described as truly caring. This can also be 

discussed as a way of constructing the elite as an ‘unnatural’ group of people. It should be 

normal to be concerned for the safety of one’s children and to want to defend them from 

danger. However, the elite is set up as a group that does not have this caring instinct, and their 

unnatural disposition allows them to allow dangerous people into Norway.  
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5.3 Working Class 

While some debate-participants use the subject position of ‘concerned family relation’ as a 

reason for not engaging with mainstream media, but revert to alternative right-wing media, 

others take the position of normal ‘hard-working’ people. The subject position of someone 

who is a ‘hard worker’ creates a dichotomy between the ingroup, who are characterised by 

good work ethic and contact with the real world, and the elite as an outgroup, which is 

characterised by their frivolous activities and removal from the real world. What else can you 

expect from journalists that have their education from some college or other where the 

education consists of choir singing, poem writing, and assemblies around a campfire with a 

guitar (Article 2: 11 likes). The outgroup, which in the case of this study is the elite is set up 

as freeloading abnormalities whose lifestyles and positions removes them from the real world 

that the commenters experience. Choir singing, poetry, campfires with guitar playing are all 

given as examples of the frivolous activities, and the dismissal of these activities is given as 

one of the reasons why the debate-participants would rather engage with alternative media.  

The “serious” media have never been serious, but its only now that we have alternative media 

that they are being disrobed and expose them as the frauds they are (Article 3: 34 likes).  

5.2.1 Hard workers and firewood 

One of the ways in which the commenters from this study create and inhabit the position of 

‘hard working individuals is through the third article. In this article a camp-fire, well-guarded 

by the elites, but kept alive by the workers from document.no (and those of similar 

backgrounds) serves as a metaphor for the medias role in society. The article discusses the 

media as an illuminator which should shed a light on what is happening in our society. 

However, the understanding in the comment-section is that mainstream media is no longer 

able to fulfil this responsibility, which is why alternative media are gaining ground. As one 

commenter states: Yes, [his] description of Societies campfire is a good one, but the media 

should perhaps rather be taking their social responsibility seriously (Article 3: 23 likes).  

In addition, the comment-section notes the difference between those that are invited to sit 

close to the fire, and thereby included in its warmth, and those that are not invited. Many of 

the commenters note they do not feel welcome around that fire which may be interpreted to 

mean that they do not feel welcome in the mainstream, and that they feel as though they are 
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being pushed away for having politically incorrect opinions. Comments that argue that they 

that work to find tinder for the camp-fire have now realized that we are not good enough to sit 

in the warmth, we are Nazis etc and suffer from different phobias etc… (Article 3: 116 likes) 

show some of the resentment that is rife in the comment-section. This comment illustrates the 

frustration the commenters express about being compared to Nazis and having their opinions 

dismissed as extreme.  

The metaphor in the third article simply explained revolves around the campfire, which is the 

media’s illuminating presence in society, and the firewood symbolising the opinions and facts 

which are burnt to keep the flame alive. The metaphor gives a clear division of labour which 

the commenters are in agreement on, the elite sit around and enjoy the fire, while the 

‘working people’ of Norway must carry the firewood, ‘their realities and opinions’, forth for 

the rest to enjoy. The debate-participants claim that when they present what they believe to 

the rest of society they are rejected and shown away from good company.  

We who have carried wood to the fire for years and years, were at times invited to enjoy the 

heat with small bundles of correct opinions. But when we came with hard wood from deep 

within the forest it was rejected by the inner circle around the fire; the wood was too brown 

and full of rot… When the inner circle understood what kind of wood this was they rejected 

the wood carrier and chose to warm themselves on imported kindling. It was this that made 

the wood bearers understand that it would be better to make their own fires (Article 3: 9 

likes). 

The firewood which in this comment is described as hard and dark, gotten from the very deep 

of the reality which regular working people live in, is meant to symbolise a more accurate 

reflection of reality than the small bundles of correct opinions. The reality is rejected for 

imported kindling which is apparently easier to accept than the reality of Norwegian society. 

The facts which are carried forth are denied, and the debate-participant manages to illustrate 

the he/she, and anyone like them know what is really happening while the elites are rejecting 

the truth. 

5.2.2 Witch burning and beacons 

The campfires are on several different occasions compared to witch-burning fires, or the stake 

on which normal ‘hard-working’ people are sacrificed. In the comment thread below, the 
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debate-participants write as though they believe they are talking to other normal ‘hard 

working’ people who are blamed for the world’s miseries simply because they are willing to 

tell the truth. The tone of the comments is quite light and supportive and is a good example of 

the tone in the four comment-sections. 

Comment 1 

When one is trying to earn money by having people sit around your fire, it might be a little 

counterproductive to always be throwing new arrivals on the fire… (Article3: 39 likes) 

 Commenter 2 to 1  

Haha! Yes, [they] forgot to mention that the campfire is actually used for witch 

burning, you and I, normal working people, have to carry wood to our own fire, I 

can’t be bothered to pay to read about how I am guilty for all the pain and suffering 

on earth, [their] fire can’t burn out fast enough (35 likes) 

 Commenter 3 to 1 

 Haha! Really good comments you two! 

This comment also illustrates another aspect which was common for most of the comments 

under this article; that they are not welcome to sit near society’s campfire. The debate-

participants claim that they are pushed out into the dark, or the periphery of society, and that 

since they are excluded they should simply make their own fires. The commenters seem to 

consider themselves to be the only ones who carry the firewood which others enjoy, and that 

if the chief only lets ‘those that are better than everyone else’ sit around the fire, then the 

others will leave to find another fire to warm themselves to, like the bright and lively flames of 

document.no (Article 3: 14 likes), and the rest can remain around the dying embers.  

In addition to comparing the campfire to a witch burning fire some commenters also argue 

that what we need is not one large fire, but rather many small fires, like beacons, that will 

show the truth rather than occlude it. The beacons in question have historically been used as 

ways of relaying important information over large distances, sitting on top of mountains 

where they are highly visible. The beacons are used by the debate-participants as metaphors 

for the lively flames of document.no which is often mentioned as a beacon of truth.  
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Comment 1 

No... we don’t need cosy fires that light up for the members of the sect and keep the truth out 

in the dark far from good society. What we need are beacons on top of mountains along the 

coast from Lindesnes to Kirkenes. This task must be done by volunteers. The media are doing 

their utmost to douse these fires and keep anyone who attempts to build them out in the dark 

(Article 3: 16 likes) 

 Reply to comment 1 

That’s exactly how it is, it is beacons we need, not campfires, the campfire [they] use 

as a witch burning stake to burn the non-believers, for thousands of years there have 

been beacons that have told us that someone has seen something of value to the 

country, this should be the journalists task, an important task to maintain society, but 

they would rather deceive us and prefer to sit around a fire that you and I are not 

good enough to be a part of. (5 likes) 

It is interesting to note that the first debate-participant mentions volunteers as the only ones 

who can build and keep these beacons, which is echoed in the second comment that adds that 

showing the truth should be the journalists task but that they have neglected their duties for 

too long and can no longer be trusted. This argument is several times in the comment-sections 

and is one of the most recurring themes. That as a product of incompetence or unwillingness, 

the mainstream media are no longer telling the truth, and that one must turn to other sources. 

Other quotes illustrate how the debate-participants argue that the elite are hiding their head in 

the sand and occluding the truth with too much smoke, and that the campfires only exist to 

create false comfort for those who are close to it so that they can fall asleep without having to 

think about the real dangers lurking in the night (Article 3: 3 likes).  

Summary 

The real dangers refer to the Islam invasion and what many participants consider and influx of 

immigrants who commit criminal acts while the government only looks on without attempting 

to protect the Norwegian population.  
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5.3 Normal Norwegians 

The third subject position used regularly throughout the data material is that of ‘normal 

Norwegian’ citizen. Part of this subject position revolves around being ‘normal’ while the 

other part revolves around being a Norwegian citizen, however, most commenters emphasise 

the concept of being a ‘normal Norwegian’.  Much like the other subject positions the position 

of ‘normal Norwegian’ has limited agency and limited power in the political reality. The 

debate-participants do not claim to be economically or socially superior to the elite outgroup, 

but rather they are choosing moral superiority. The lower social status gives the debate-

participants better access to the real world allowing them to see what is really happening, they 

argue. The outgroup is defined by their lack of access to the real world, as well as by the 

perceived attempts by the elite and the promiscuous press can fool the public and 

demonstrate their contempt for the normal man and woman. (Article 2: 34 likes).  

The comments suggest that the truth is filtered by the media and the political and academic 

elite (Article 2: 34 likes) their greed, corruption, or incompetence. Through positioning 

themselves as normal Norwegian citizens they are strengthening the claim that they have 

access to the truth right down at the grass-root.   

5.3.1 Normal not extremists 

Through the position as a normal citizen the commenters are also responding to the claims 

made in the first article about PST’s press conference, and PST’s concern for right-wing 

extremism in Norway. The debate-participants use the subject position of ‘normal Norwegian’ 

much the same way they used the position of being ‘hard working’, to distance themselves 

from the extremist label while still maintaining their attitudes of anti-Islam and anti-

immigration.  

I was also a bit confused by who these right-wing extremists mentioned by PST could be? 

Well, since the wave of immigrants breached on our shores it shouldn’t be unexpected that 

more and more NORMAL Norwegians are unable to just sit and look at this stupidity any 

longer. They are just saying out loud what they have meant all along (Article 1: 3 likes)  

Through the subject position as a ‘normal Norwegian’ the debate-participants are navigating 

the claims that their nationalism could be considered as an expression for extremism. Rather 

the elite is blamed for continuing the story about globalism and multi-culture as a necessary 
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‘good’ for all the nice socialist and to fight all the ‘disgusting’, ‘racist’ and ‘hateful’ national 

right-wing trolls (Article 4: 61 likes). The truth which the debate-participants have access to 

shows that immigration, globalism, and a multicultural society is not working, and that it is a 

threat to the Norwegian way of life. In addition, many of the comments highlight that the 

debate-participants feel that the truth is being ignored, or hushed up, by a media and elite 

which is unwilling to admit that more globalism is not working. To tell the truth is probably 

considered to be right-wing extremist... We are definitely under the microscope (Article 1: 17 

likes), said one debate-participant to describe how the commenters of document.no are 

perceived by mainstream society. However, there are some variations on this as one 

commenter says:  

It is nice of the PST to let us know that the resistance to the degeneration of the country is 

increasing. Sometimes it feels quite lonely so the news are received with thanks (Article 1: 19 

likes).  

The incompetence of the elite 

Another recurring theme which is discussed in the instances when the commenters identify 

themselves as ‘normal Norwegians’ is the comparison between themselves and the 

Norwegian security police, media and politicians. The comparison arises in relation to who 

knows what, and the amount of unique knowledge that the commenters have access to. There 

is a level of distrust and disdain for the official institutions which seems to be largely based 

on the belief that the people who work for such institutions are part of the elite, and thereby 

too far removed from reality to understand it. It is very strange that Norway should be the 

exception… PST has overlooked something or other (which is what I think) (Article 1: 57 

likes) The only people who understand the multitude of dangers Norway faces are the 

‘normal’ people, and the others are blinded and therefore incapable of protecting the 

Norwegian citizens. The lack of protection is what the debate-participants claims is the reason 

for needing self-protection rather than naïve tolerance. One commenter notes the tensions that 

exists in the Norwegian people, and how the people’s perceptions of reality may not quite 

match that of the elites.   

Today I talked to a bunch of people I don’t really know very well, and they did not hide what 

they thought about the development of this country. These people were far from right-wing 

extremists, but there is enough movement in the population that someone that before would 
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consider themselves to be strongly against immigration are now finding themselves crossing a 

line. People are really starting to get frustrated and pissed off about where things are going. 

Anyways: the reason is not that people want to be right-wing radical, but they fear for their 

children’s future, safety, and how their neighbourhood is changing. Those who have caused 

this development are after all not the ones who react with fear, anger, or the like. It is our 

politicians who are not taking the warnings seriously and the media who are not talking 

about these important issues. Well, people are getting pissed off, and I know more than one 

place where refugees don’t have to do a lot wrong before it blows up hillbilly-style. (Article 1: 

19 likes) 

In addition to claiming unique knowledge about the state of the country and the amount of 

threats we are facing. The ‘normal Norwegians’ are also claiming that they have the majority 

on their side and people will no longer accept pretend-news and biased meanings that are 

completely the opposite of observed reality, where facts becomes ‘fake news’ and 

approximately half the population is to be pissed on (Article 3: 21 likes).Several of the 

commenters who characterise themselves as ‘normal Norwegians’ claim to know many 

people that think like they do. Very often the ‘silent majority’ of the Norwegian people is 

claimed to hold beliefs similar to that of the debate-participants of document.no.  The idea 

that there is an explosive anger in the masses is echoed several times, sometimes with quite 

strong language:  

Should there be a smouldering in the masses because our society is forced to conform to the 

carpet bombing of Muslims who are impossible to integrate and NOT the other way around, 

and this challenge is only answered by right-wing extremist groups (as it is in most of 

Europe), [they] can only thank themselves (Article 1: 5 likes)   

The description of Muslim immigrants as carpet bombings is a good example of the strong 

anti-Islam sentiments that exists in the four comment-sections in this study. The belief that 

Norway is forced to change to accommodate immigrants is a common concern for many on 

the right of the political spectrum and it is also present in the comment-sections on 

document.no.  
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A different subject position – ‘immigrants that live like Norwegians’ 

There is one commenter who claims to be an immigrant who has successfully integrated into 

Norwegian society, and that the other immigrants are threatening their quality of life. In 

addition, this commenter focuses on the fact that the tensions between immigrants who cause 

trouble, and Norwegians who understandably resent this has begun to pose a threat to ‘good’ 

immigrants.  

Plus immigrants that live like Norwegians (we are considered fair game in the workplace with 

some authorities, and also in everyday life for those Norwegians with anti-immigration 

attitudes), this could actually lead to desperation to such a degree that PST should be 

concerned (Article 1: 33 likes)  

The debate-participant writes that PST should be concerned about extremism, because the 

tension and unfair treatment of ‘good’ immigrants may lead ‘normal Norwegians’ to 

desperation. This comment has received no replies, but it does have a substantial amount of 

likes, suggesting that the other debate-participants agree. However, this is the only comment 

in the data material where the commenter explicitly identifies themselves as a foreigner. Not 

being ethnically Norwegian automatically places the debate-participant in an outgroup in 

these comment-sections. This may be explained by the fact that the participant emphasises 

their belonging to a group of immigrants that live like Norwegians and the attempt to group 

themselves together with Norwegians.   

Summary of subject position 

‘Normal Norwegian’ is the subject position through which the debate-participants claim to 

know, and know of, masses of Norwegian people who feel and believe like they do. Unlike 

the outgroup of the elite, which are often set up to be silly, incompetent, frivolous, and 

unnaturally detached from reality the other groups that are composed of immigrants is set up 

as being sneaky, dangerous, imminent threat, invasive force, rapists, and criminals. The 

insidious nature of the outgroup immigrants is persistent through all the data material. Even 

the one the debate-participants that identifies themselves as an immigrant that live like 

Norwegians emphasize the dangerous threat that other immigrants, who apparently do not live 

like Norwegians (and therefore becomes a danger because they are not integrated) in relation 

to both themselves and to the Norwegian population.  
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6 Discussion 

Throughout the data material the debate-participants are positioning themselves as socially, 

politically, or economically inferior to the elite through the subject positions as ‘concerned 

family’, ‘normal Norwegians’, and ‘hard workers’ respectively. Why do the debate-

participants choose socially or politically inferior positions and then attempt to ‘flip the script’ 

so that they can position themselves as superior to the elites? This study suggests that the 

debate-participants use ideological language to elevate their own subject positions in relation 

to the others (Van Dijk, 2006). Van Dijk also argues that the use of common-sense is an 

ideological tool, because if something is considered common sense it is more difficult to 

argue against. Common sense is a discursive tool used to position the speaker as ideologically 

superior while the objects are positioned as ideologically inferior, without making this 

positioning blatant (Van Dijk, 2006).  

6.1 Reflections on methodology  

First, I will start with a brief reflection on the methodological concerns of this study. The 

current study is based on what is considered ‘naturally occurring material’ from online 

debates on an alternative media site (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p.120). This type of data 

collection did not involve any personal contact with the individual debate-participants. The 

main focus of this study is the ideological discourse that is used in the comment-sections, as 

well as the subject-positions used by the participants, rather than exposure of individuals.  

An additional limitation of using naturally occurring data material is that there is no direct 

contact with the debate-participants. The comments have to be taken at face value. By 

following the methodology described, focusing from the beginning on theoretically anchoring 

my analysis in grounded theory and discourse analysis I have attempted to maintain 

transparency. Willig maintains that qualitative research is inherently subjective, but that 

transparency on from the researcher will allow the analysis legitimacy (Willig, 2013, p.59).  

Another limitation of using the comment-section is the fact that there is no link to real life 

individuals or their actions. It is not possible to establish if their attitudes and beliefs 

expressed on document.no are consistent with how they think and behave in every-day life. 

But, from the perspective that texts produce perceived realities, it is possible to say something 
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about how they wish to present themselves to others, and this was best done through a 

discourse analysis. Through their subject positions the participants are actively attempting to 

present themselves as hard working, normal, and reasonable people. As stated by Powell 

(2008, p.96): “who we are as much dependent on who we are not”, and in the case for the 

comment-sections on document.no. The elites are constantly used as a foil to the subject 

positions taken by the debate-participants. The ‘elite’ recurs in all four comment-sections and 

means approximately the same thing in all four comment-sections. Much like Barr (2009, 

p.31) he debate-participants on document.no define the ‘elite’ as the governing political 

parties, the mainstream media houses, experts and academics. This is in keeping with the 

more populistic aspects of the alternative media which are available today. Claiming to be 

bringing the voice of the common-man out from underneath the control of an elitist regime 

(Barr, 2009, p.31).  

6.2 The subject positions and access to truth 

6.2.1 Family members 

The first subject position discussed in the analysis was that of concerned ‘family members’ 

and family relations, and especially in relation to how their concern for their families allowed 

the debate-participants unique forms of truths. Throughout the data material the topic of 

family is used to create a natural motivator for either distrusting the elite, and for wanting to 

defend Norway. To protect the family is a recurring theme for most right-wing extremist 

ideology, but when the debate-participants are attempting to defend themselves against the 

label of right-wing extremism at the same time they have to set the ‘family’ up as something 

that is unquestionably worth protecting. Using the image of defenseless children, 

grandchildren, and evoking the image of all future Norwegian children is done to create a 

target for defense. The discourse creates an apparently natural understanding that the dangers 

of an Islamic invasion is imperative and urgent. Although the main foil of the ingroups and 

subject positions in this data material is the elite it is also obvious that the ‘other’ is also at all 

times immigrants, Muslims, and refugees. These groups of people are set up as the natural 

outsiders throughout the material. However, they are never the focus of the comments, but 

always present – and constructed as the dangers that threaten the Norwegian way of life.  
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6.2.2 Hard workers 

The relationship between the commenters and the elite is exaggerated through the lens of 

‘working-class citizen’, and the language used in the comment-sections further polarizes the 

groups from one another and sets the elite up as ideologically inferior to the informants’ 

ingroup (Oktar, 2001). In addition, the subject position of ‘hard workers’ allows the debate-

participants to claim direct access to a truth that the elite are not able to access, because they 

do not have hard and decent work like those that comment on document.no.  Through the 

subject position of ‘working-class’ citizen the commenters also discuss how they feel they 

lack social agency, and the frustration that arises from this imbalance between them and the 

elite the power of our rage depends on how far the ruling political overlords are willing to go 

in their collaboration with the press-whores and academia-whores (Article 2: 34 likes). It is 

through the subject position of ‘working class’ that the feelings of disdain for the elite and the 

anti-establishment is the most pronounced. It is here one can see the clearest link between the 

comment-sections of document.no and the populistic ideologies – that the people’s voice is 

not being heard, and that this is an affront to democracy. 

Campfire metaphor 

The metaphor of the campfire as the media’s role in society as opposed to the metaphor of an 

‘invasion’ when it comes to Muslims and immigrants. The metaphor of a campfire gives the 

impression of frivolous and silly past time activities, while immigrants are coupled with more 

sinister metaphors (Brookes, 1995). The elite are just sitting around neither contributing (like 

the commenters who fetch the firewood and keep the flames alive) or posing a threat. In fact, 

the whole metaphor of the campfire makes the elite seem less dangerous and more like 

encumbrances or dead-weights or burdens on society that can be easily ignored and left by 

that fire to amuse themselves. In addition, the metaphor of the fire also continues for some 

debate-participants with the metaphor of the dark forest around, as a metaphor for the real 

world. The campfire should illuminate the forest and make it easier to move around and see 

what is happening, but as the debate-participants argue, it makes the darkness starker, and the 

light of the campfire cannot carry as far as it is claimed it should. The ‘hard-workers’ of my 

sample are the only ones who dare to go into the darkness, implying bravery in meeting the 

real world and that it is cowardly of the elite to remain around the fire where it is warm and 

safe.  
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The firewood in this metaphor is also used to set the elite up as lazy, and ignorant. That they 

willfully reject the hard wood gotten from deep within the reality of the working man’s world 

in favor of imported kindling. This also builds on the suggestion that the elite are selling out 

Norway. It can be understood in two ways. Either the imported kindling refers to immigrants 

moving into Norway telling the elite what they want to hear thereby allowing them a spot in 

good company that the hard workers are not given. Or, that the elite would rather pay for 

imported goods and services than to give jobs, opportunity and power to the people of 

Norway.  

In contrast, the metaphors that are used in relation to immigrants, immigration, Islam, and 

refugees are much less frivolous, and rather than giving the impression of naivety or 

incompetence the metaphors all give a sense of urgency and danger. Although immigrants are 

not the main focus they are still always considered as the ‘other’ in the data material.  

The co-occurrence strategy is also used when coupling the elite constantly with something 

promiscuous/cheap – often used together is whore and slut press, academia and elite. Which 

naturalizes the image of the elite as for sale, as something that can be corrupted or influenced 

by money. Their lack of morals is pushed as an opposite to the ‘hard workers’ who are 

arguably not for sale and therefore cleaner, more honest, and more righteous.  

6.3 Normal not extremist 

One of the most recurring themes for each subject position and throughout the data material is 

the attempt to throw off the label of right-wing extremist. Document.no is not necessarily an 

extremist website but it does exist as a voice for the people who have political and cultural 

views which are considered to be on the far right in Norway. This includes those who want 

more conservative economic and social policies, less immigration, and a stronger family 

value. All of which are policies that can be connected with more extreme far-right opinions. 

However, it is not my task to decide if the debate-participants are extremists or not, my job is 

rather to interpret their argumentation that they are not extremists. It all arises from the first 

article which details a press conference by PST about right wing extremists in Norway, as 

well as the fourth article which discusses the press-support system in Norway. Throughout the 

comment-sections below these articles the debate-participants argue that they feel they are 

being identified as the right-wing extremists. That the elite are defining right-wing extremism 
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in a way that affects those that debate on document.no. The label of right-wing extremist is 

very undesirable for a number of reasons. Firstly, an ‘extremist’ label indicates that the 

debate-participants are irrational and fundamentalists rather than independent and critical 

thinkers. Secondly, an ‘extremist’ label is a way of dismissing the opinions and beliefs of the 

debate-participants as radical. Thirdly, an ‘extremist’ label indicates that there are few people 

who believe as they do, while the debate-participants argue that most of the Norwegian 

population feels as they do.   

The ‘normal Norwegian’ claims that most people have the same opinion as them and that 

therefore PST is defining most of the Norwegian population as right-wing extremists. And 

how can the majority of the population be extreme? It must be the definition that is wrong. 

The ‘concerned family’ member claims that the label of RWE is wrongly applied to them 

because they are not racists or extremists, just realistically afraid of the dangers posed to their 

children and descendants. By framing Muslims and immigrants as inherently dangerous, out 

of control, evil, sneaky, and as an invasion the concerned family member is able to frame 

himself as a defender rather than as an offender. Through ideological language the debate-

participants are able to claim that an anti-immigration stance is both reasonable and the elites 

fault.  The elite do not care about the ‘hard-working’ people or their opinions it is easy to 

reject what the debate-participants frame as legitimate concerns and observations and call it 

‘right-wing extremism’.  

6.4 Power of definition and asymmetry between 

groups 

A study by Drury and Reicher (2000) on crowd behavior and social identity during 

environmental protests in London may shed some light on what happens when a more 

powerful outgroup has the power of definition over the ingroup. How do the debate-

participants of document.no navigate the fact that a more powerful social group (the 

governing elite) are defining them as right-wing extremists, when they do not feel that this 

description applies to them? The debate-participant’s use of subject positions shows that they 

have access to the “real” truth about society today and that this truth means that their anti-

immigration, conservative, and nationalistic beliefs are not extreme, but rather reasonable 

reactions. The debate-participants are attempting to undermine the definition set by the 
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outgroup by both minimizing the power and influence of the outgroup, and also by claiming a 

superior position.  

The debate-participants of document.no are not participating in a crowd event where they are 

facing a cohesive outgroup who are physically or temporally relocating them socially, but 

they are facing social world which is interpreting them differently than what they feel they are 

presenting themselves as. Whereas commenters on document.no are positioning themselves as 

voices of reason, as challengers of the presupposed truth of the established press and elite, 

those outside document.no are painting them as irrational, populistic, uneducated etc. Perhaps 

this is the reason the commenters seem to revel in their status as ‘regular working people’, as 

‘family members’, and ‘normal people’ as compared with the promiscuous elite and 

academics removed from reality.  

The findings from Drury and Reicher’s investigation into how social identity may be 

challenged and changed by outgroups are falls into four stages. Firstly, that social identity, 

much like subject positions, are decided not just by the individual, but by the limits and 

possibilities given by context and interaction with others (Drury & Reicher, 2000, p. 596). 

Their second finding was that ingroup members may have a different understanding of the 

social identity than what outgroup members do. Thirdly, if there is an asymmetry in the social 

location of the two groups where the outgroup is more powerful or has a better ability to 

sanction the ingroup then the ingroup may have to accept that social identity. Drury and 

Reicher conclude that social identity is defined by the location, or subject position, and so a 

change in location may mean a change in social identity. However, due to the limitations of 

this study and not being able to speak to the debate-participants directly I cannot say how they 

experience sanctions by the outgroup. But some of the comments suggest that the debate-

participants do feel excluded and pushed out from forums such as Aftenposten specifically 

and good company generally.  

If the ingroup do not consider the outgroup as having the potential to sanction them socially, 

economically or politically, for their behavior then there is no need to defy the outgroup 

(Reicher, Levine & Gordijn 1998, p.19). Here one can compare the ingroups ability to express 

their group norms in the face of outgroup resistance. In the case of debate-participants on 

document.no one can consider the possible sanctions that may be imposed when they express 

beliefs which go against the normative understanding of racism as something undesirable by 

the outgroup (the elite) (Reicher et al., 1998, p.17). The debate-participants must feel that the 
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outgroup – the elite – can provide some kind of sanctions towards the debate-participants 

because if not they would not have to defy the outgroup.   

Can this be tied to larger implications about public debate and what it costs to banish people 

to more secluded areas of the internet rather than allowing them to express themselves in 

more mainstream media? Not wanting to be ‘right wing extremist’ but being defined as such 

by a group that is more socially powerful and with more power to define: how do the debate-

participants navigate this discourse? By defining themselves as somethings else: as truth-

seekers who only ever want to know the truth, and who are brave enough to both see it and 

report it. Unlike the cowardly media who may see the truth (or who may not even be brave 

enough to see it) but are not willing to report it.  

6.5 Truth-seeking identity 

The debate-participants attempt to throw off the label of ‘right-wing extremist’ which they 

feel is unfairly given to them by an elite and media that wants to dismiss and disregard their 

opinions. The debate-participants use their subject positions as normal people, as salt-of-the-

earth, average citizens to avoid the unwanted extremism label. However, in their attempt to 

rid themselves of the extremist label the debate-participants are turning towards another type 

of identity that I call their ‘truth-seeking’ identity. All the subject positions recurring in the 

data material base their superiority over the outgroup on access to truth, and willingness to see 

and proclaim truth even though it may be uncomfortable.  

The truth, in all of these scenarios, involves the realisation that multiculturalism, globalism, 

and immigration are incompatible with a Norwegian way of life according to the debate-

participants. This is the truth that only the debate-participants see, and the elite is either 

unwilling or unable to see, that is the truth which they are unwilling to act upon. Many are 

blamed for the reason for not acting upon the truth, from the left side of politics, to 

communists, liberals, but most importantly, the elites.  

The truth is being held back by the elite because they are incompetent, and so removed from 

reality that they are unable to see and therefore report it. The campfire metaphor illustrates 

this argument well by suggesting that the campfire would blind the media and elite to the 

darkness around them. That the darkness becomes even more impenetrable because of the 

bright light of the campfire. However, the working people of Norway are forced out into this 
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darkness and therefore forced to confront the truth and reality which the elite just do not see. 

In fact, the workers willingly go out into the world and try hard to let their leaders, 

government, and journalists know what is happening but claim that they are rejected 

whenever they do.  

Some debate-participants argue that the truth is being wilfully held back and silenced, that the 

elite do know the truth but that their social status mitigates the dangers of immigration and so 

they do not do anything to stop it. The elite is called out for being corrupt, corruptible, and 

more interested in maintaining power rather than doing what the debate-participants claim is 

their duty; to report and act upon the truth. As an opposition to the promiscuous elite which 

are easily bought, the debate-participants use their subject positions to claim an almost 

incorruptible stance. They cannot be bought, and therefore they are better than the elite, and 

more trustworthy. The truth is throughout the comment-sections in this study framed as the 

most important and valuable commodity the debate-participants have.  
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7 Conclusion 

From their subject positions as normal and concerned citizen, to what they talk about and how 

they talk about it, the debate-participants of document.no are able to position themselves as 

people who own the truth. The debate-participants can claim that they see and experience 

things that the elite is unable to because they are not blinded by privilege, status, or 

corruption. Through the three subject positions of ‘hard worker’, ‘normal Norwegian’ and 

‘concerned family’ the debate-participants attempt to rid themselves of the undesirable label 

of ‘right-wing extremists’. In addition, I would argue that there is an attempt to create a new 

identity, a truth-seeking identity. The truth-seeking identity is based on perspectives from 

below, attempting to position socially inferior ‘normal’ identities more powerful than the elite 

through their access to the real world.  
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