Value-talk after terrorism: articulating a united “we” and a divided
“us” 1
Abstract
Whether Muslim immigrants can adapt to Western values is a recurring
theme in European contestations over diversity. Yet, a review of
literature that engages with “values” in studies of race, ethnicity, and
nationalism reveals a dominant and narrow conceptualisation: values
as core trait of groups. This conceptualisation reinforces an idea that
values mark strict boundaries between homogenous and dichotomous
“us” and “them”. “Values” figure particularly prominently in post-terror
public debates. An analysis of such value-talk after the 2011 terror
attacks in Norway shows a prevailing articulation of a value-based
unity: an enlarged “we” that supersedes ethnic and religious divisions.
Simultaneously, the post-terror setting shows an “us” articulated in
contrast to the extremist Other who attacks our values, the immigrant
Other that threatens our values, and the multiculturalist Other who fails
to protect our values. Drawing on well-known insights on the complex
dynamics of racial, ethnic, and national relations, this article untangles
the variability in “us” and “them” through value-talk. It thus challenges
widely accepted approaches to values as core traits that divide cultural
or political groups. Instead, it brings attention to how value-talk works
as expressions of multiple and changing constellations of “we”, “us”, and
“them” in contestation over diversity.
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Introduction
In heated contestation over diversity across Europe, leaders, media, and the public
commonly talk about “values” as key aspects of who “we” are. An accompanying
question under debate is whether or not immigrants—particularly, Muslim
immigrants—are able to embrace so-called Western “values”, such as democracy,
freedom, and tolerance (Allen and Isakjee 2015; Bell 2010; Kalmijn and Kraaykamp
2018; Larsen 2011; Mondon and Winter 2017; Nandi and Platt 2015). The sub-text
of this concern is that groups of people need to share key values in order to co-exist
peacefully (Iversen 2019), which entails that too differing values threaten the very
foundation of society (Moosavi 2015; Phoenix 2018; Qureshi and Zeitlyn 2013).
Such a perspective has gained force in a backlash against multiculturalism (Vertovec
and Wessendorf 2010), in response to which European governments have
underlined the necessity to build a national identity that emphasises particular
“values” (Finney and Simpson 2009).
Given these empirical realities, much research addresses “values” in the
study of race, ethnicity, and nationalism. This is certainly not a bounded literature
(Brubaker 2009), but includes a wide range of, and partly overlapping, topics which
engage with implications of migration-related diversity. Such topics include
multiculturalism (Kivisto 2014; Kymlicka 2015; Meer and Madood 2014; Kwon and
Hughes 2018), racialization and Othering (Meer 2019; Mondon and Winter 2019;
Leddy-Owen 2014), and national belonging (de Galembert 2005; Bechhofer and
McCrone 2012; Eriksen 2010).
Yet, a review of literature that engages with “values” in addressing race,
ethnicity, and nationalism reveals a dominant, and rather narrow,
conceptualisation: values as core traits of distinct cultural or political groups (see
e.g. Albertini, Gasperoni, and Mantovani 2018; Croll 2013; Gustavsson, van der Noll,
and Sundberg 2016; Lancee and Seibel 2014; Röder and Lubbers 2016). Moreover,
the review shows a divide where the political values of some groups (notably
“European natives”) are investigated as potential reactions to the cultural values of
other groups (notably immigrants, or Muslim immigrants. This conceptualisation
reinforces an idea that values mark strict boundaries between a politically
heterogeneous “us” in a dichotomous relationship to a homogenous “them”.
By unpacking this literature, and accounting for its broader anchoring in
sociological scholarship on values, I contend that a conceptualisation of values as
core traits of groups does not reflect the many facets and complexities of race,
ethnicity, and nationalism (Brubaker 2004; Eriksen 2010; Gilroy 2012). Building on
this foundation, I explore alternative questions to “what values cultural or political
groups have”, by concentrating on value-talk. What is the work that value-talk does
in contestation over diversity? That is, how do people talk about values in
expressions of “who we are”? Which “we” are they referring to? What distinctions
do they make between “us” and “them” through “values”? Through attention to such
questions, we can learn more about how and why “values” refer to more variable
constellations of “we” and “us” than what the core traits approach posits.
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Particular events make apparent the variability in the framings and
interpretations of value-talk. Such events include controversies over the
Muhammad cartoons (Levey and Modood 2009; Lægaard 2009; Meer and Mouritsen
2009) or over mosque constructions (Saint-Blancat and Schmitt di Friedberg 2005;
Triandafyllidou and Gropas 2009). The deployment of “values” in these settings
speaks to the widespread agreement that values enter awareness when perceived to
be under pressure (Gecas 2008).
Value-talk has certainly been prominent in the unsettled periods that follow
terror attacks in Europe. Value-talk in post-terror Norway provides the setting for
this article. The perpetrator who planned and executed the 22 July 2011 terror
attacks (hereafter 22 July) was a self-proclaimed conservative nationalist and
Christian crusader (Sandberg 2013). He claimed to act against a Muslim takeover
that threatened Norwegian and Western values and culture (Wiggen 2012). He
killed seventy-seven people and injured hundreds more, constituting the worst acts
of violence on Norwegian soil since World War II. The attacks brought to the surface
existing ideologies in which Muslims, multiculturalism, and politicians are depicted
as enemies (Andersson 2012, 420). In response, leaders, the media, and the public
repeatedly expressed that the terrorist had targeted “our values” – the very core of
what it means to be Norwegian. Through value-talk, they deemed the perpetrator an
Other, despite the fact that he was a white Norwegian, and a self-proclaimed
Christian crusader. The case of 22 July particularly teases out the fluidity of ethnic,
religious, and political demarcations through value-talk. In Norway, “a value-based
unity” that crossing ethnic, religious, and political divides became the main
narrative in the post-terror responses. However, although not as comprehensively,
such value-talk has also been present elsewhere in Europe where the terrorists
were self-proclaimed Islamists, for example after the January and November 2015
terror attacks in France (Fassin 2015; Ezzati 2017).
After a discussion of the common conceptualisation of values as core traits of
groups, I develop on my notion of value-talk. I subsequently analyse value-talk in
op-eds about 22 July in three Norwegian dailies in the three years that followed the
attacks. The analysis brings to the fore three Others articulated through value-talk:
the extremist Other, the immigrant Other, and the multiculturalist Other. I argue
that an adjustment that recognises the variability in the constellations of “we”, “us”,
and “them” expressed through “values” can provide useful insights on how and why
value-talk works in contestation over diversity.
Studying values and studying value-talk
The recurring formulation of “values” as key to “who we are” in often-heated
contestation over diversity explains the empirical interest in this topic.
Conceptually, an interest in values as explanatory factors for the attitudes,
behaviour, and practices of groups aligns with the predominant social scientific
literature on values. In order to explore what value-talk does, I first untangle what
the predominant literature on values does not do. I begin with an account of the
history of values in sociology, before I turn to literature on race, ethnicity, and
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nationalism, where some of the same inclinations can be traced.
The sociological study of values
The sociological study of values goes back to the discipline’s early classics, including
Durkheim, Simmel, and Weber (for discussion of values in these classics, see Joas
2000). In particular, as Barry (1978, 75) found in the 1970s, there is a history of
using “values” as explanatory variables. Values were key to Parsons’ ambitious
functionalist theory of society as social systems (for further discussions of values in
Parsons, see Spates 1983; Barry 1978; Joas 2000), in which values were cultural and
desirable (Spates 1983, 29).
The Parsonian immense influence in the 1950s and 1960s infamously grew
subject to criticism (see e.g. Barry 1978; Hutcheon 1972; Swidler 1986). Objections
to the study of values in the late 1970s and 1980s involved that values are abstract
and that there are many inconsistencies between values (Wuthnow 2008). Among
the most influential critics, Swidler (1986) objected to the conception that values
determine action, through which they are they are the main link between culture
and action. Swidler’s suggested alternative was to treat culture as a “toolkit” of
resources to draw on in constructing strategies of action, including attitudes, rituals,
and beliefs – an alternative that did not involve studying values.
However, given the importance of values to societies, the study of values has
regained force. Recognising the measurement difficulties, a main focus has been
methodological finesse in measuring values (Spates 1983, 39). Contemporary
scholarship predominantly treats values as desirable and enduring ideals that guide
action, requiring shared agreement (Hitlin and Piliavin 2004). “Values as ideals”
entails an emphasis on “shared conceptions of what is good and desirable in the
culture” (Schwartz 2006, 139). Values are viewed as “core elements of cultures and
subcultures” (Gecas 2008, 344), and thus values feature centrally in influential
cross-culture comparisons. The World Value Survey (WVS) and the European Values
Study (EVS) are illustrative, and are widely used in, for example, examinations of
values as central to cultural change (Inglehart and Baker 2000) and the relationship
between values and religion (Norris and Inglehart 2004). Arguably, the ideal of
“national” or “cultural” values has also influenced political sociology, in which public
opinion is often relabelled as “cultural values” (Manza and Brooks 2012, 97).
With these developments, a qualitative–quantitative gap, that was present
from the beginning, has been widened (Wuthnow 2008). Hitlin and Piliavin’s (2004,
359) review finds an aligning pattern, in that values often are either considered
causally or “ignored as too subjective or too difficult to measure accurately”.
Consequently, most scholars who make “values” central to their analysis strive to
measure and compare the “values” that a group of people shares. In the continuation
of this article, I term such conceptualisation values as core traits. Below I turn to
literature on race, ethnicity and nationalism, where I find that some of the same
patterns are traceable, in contemporary contributions.
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Values as core traits of groups
A review of recent literature that engages with “values” in Ethnic and Racial Studies,
Ethnicities, and the Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies i shows that an emphasis
on values as core traits is also predominant in studies that address race, ethnicity,
and nationalism. Separately, the articles discussed below provide important insights
on issues related to race, ethnicity, and nationalism in contemporary Europe.
Viewed jointly, however, a pattern starts to emerge: the political values of some
groups (notably “European natives”) are investigated as potential reactions to the
cultural values of other groups (notably immigrants, or Muslim immigrants).
The articles reviewed illustrate a perspective where values form conceptual
links between religion, and gender and family views, which thus can be understood
as core cultural traits of immigrants and their descendants. Albertini, Gasperoni, and
Mantovani (2018, 18) “explore the values and norms that underpin immigrants’
views about parents’ support obligations towards adult children” in Italy (Albertini,
Gasperoni, and Mantovani 2018, 7). Koopmans (2016) includes “gender values” as
one of the sociocultural variables, alongside language and interethnic ties, that
determine labour market participation among European Muslims. Lancee and Seibel
(2014) address the preservation of traditional values among Muslims, and how
these values affect Muslims’ contact with “natives” in six European countries.
Studying the role of values and religiosity in terms of intermarriage and partner
choice, Carol (2016) does approach non-immigrants – “natives” – as a cultural
group, but she does so in a comparative analysis to immigrants. Thus, significant
efforts go into investigating whether, how, and to which degree immigrants to
European countries adopt national or Western values.
In studies that concentrate on non-immigrants, the emphasis is on political
values, more specifically, the political values of non-immigrants as potentially
evolving in reaction to immigrants’ cultural values. Ford (2011) investigates “social
and political” values as one of three factors that influence opposition to immigration.
Gustavsson, van der Noll, and Sundberg (2016) offer an investigation of whether
Dutch “enlightenment liberalists” and “reformation liberalists”, respectively, view
veiling as an indication of illiberal Muslim values, and thus as a threat to European
societies. Jungkunz, Hellbling, and Schwemmer (2018, 10) find that the “individual
traits and personal values” behind party identification affect “attitudes towards
(Muslim) immigrants” in Germany, and link this to the growth of populist right-wing
parties and anti-Islamisation movements. Stefanova’s (2009, 1540) study of
“extremist political values” in Bulgaria tests for competing explanations of
electorate support for the Attack Party in the 2005 parliamentary elections, where
the ethnic Bulgarian majority accounted “for 99,2 per cent of its national vote
share”. Thomsen and Rafiqi (2018) analyse political ideology, conceptualising values
and beliefs as part of that ideology, as a potential moderator for the relation
between intergroup contact and opposition to immigration.
Considering the above conception that there are different political values
within populations “native” to Europe, which come to the fore in reaction to
(particular) immigrants, the analytical interest in whether or to which degree
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immigrants adopt the values of “natives” is somewhat perplexing. This is,
nevertheless, a main focus in articles that investigate values as potentially
influenced by other factors. Comparing measurements of democratic values among
Danes, immigrants, and descendants, Gundelach (2010) investigates whether living
in Denmark “breeds democratic values”, and finds that differences can be explained
by ethnicity, not religion. Kalmijin and Kraaykamp (2018) study whether and how
second generation migrants in the Netherlands adapt to the “norms and values of
the destination country”. Kwon and Hughes (2018) study whether multiculturalist
policies, and Röder and Lubbers (2016) study to which degree public opinion, in
European countries influence immigrants towards liberal values in their attitudes
towards homosexuality.
Notably, all of the above articles analyse data from Europe. As Williams,
Thornton, and Young-DeMarco (2014, 797) point out, much “literature on migration
and transnationalism is based on migration to western countries—primarily the
United States and Western Europe”. Indeed, these authors’ study on “how values
affect migration” among Nepali non-migrants and “how migration influences value
changes” among Nepali migrants in the Persian Gulf constitutes an exception in the
literature review. It is possible that the preoccupation with values as cultural traits
of immigrants is particularly widespread in European scholarship, not least due to
the extended policy and media focus on value differences over the past decades.
Perhaps there are differences in the United States, where the study of values
has a long and strong history (Spates 1983), but also because the United States is
inherently an immigrant country. The articles by Chand and Schreckhise (2015) and
Croll (2013), which both draw on quantitative data from the United States, support
such a speculation: Chand and Schreckhise (2015) study administrators’ political
values as an explanatory factor in variations in the implementation of immigration
law enforcement, but without braking it down into the administrators’ “race” or
“culture”. Croll (2013, 66) finds “no significant differences between racial groups” in
views on American individualistic values as explanatory factors for racial inequality,
by drawing on a mixed sample in terms of race.
Although particularly visible among the quantitative studies in the review,
values as core traits of cultural groups also appear in qualitative studies. Although
the aim is not to measure values, values as core traits of cultural groups can appear
as a presumption left unchallenged (Levitt 2009; Tekdemir 2018) or adjusted
inductively (Harman 2013; Larsen 2011). For example, in her examination of how
race and ethnicity influence the support networks available to lone white mothers of
mixed-parentage children in Britain, Harman (2013) finds that shared values
interests and similarities can cross ethnic boundaries.
Considering the above, what alternatives are there to studying values in
issues of race, ethnicity, and nationalism?
Value-talk: conceptualising variability
Beyond values as core traits, some articles make “values” subject to explicit analysis
by studying values in-practice. Such an approach involves analysing values discourse
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in the everyday (Bechhofer and McCrone 2012; Bell 2010; Dryzek and Kanra 2014),
the media (Lægaard 2009; Meer and Mouritsen 2009; Triandafyllidou and Gropas
2009), or in policy (Goodman 2010; Jeram 2013; Mattei and Broeks 2018; Stokke
and Lybæk 2018). Bringing to the fore the in-practice variability of “values”, such
analyses could untangle inconsistencies that challenge a values as core traits
perspective. However, this potential is simultaneously a difficulty of such analyses
because in everyday life, policy, and media discourse people use “values” differently;
they frequently invoke, but rarely define, what they mean by phrases like “our
values”.
This variability is perhaps particularly evident in a study that explicitly
emphasises respondents’ “natural language”. Dryzek and Kanra (2014) ask
interviewees to rank how much they (dis)agree with a set of statements. “Values”
turn up in four of these thirty statements based on preceding discussion groups and
media analysis. However, a lack of distinction between “values” in such “natural
language” and the authors’ analytical approach to values illustrates the pattern of
variable usage. “Islamic values” are recurrent throughout the article, but remain
undefined; the binary counterpart ranging from “democratic and secular principles”,
“Western values”, and “democratic values” – each of which is also left undefined
(Dryzek and Kanra 2014). Moreover, the authors do not address this variability.
Schematically put, then, values are conceptualised as core traits of groups or
not conceptualised beyond an in-practice analysis. The lack of alternative
conceptualisation and the omission of explicitly addressing variability runs the risk
of reifying the everyday “commonsense view that all cultural values and practices
are inherently interlinked” (Vertovec 2011, 241). Although this is not a particular
problem of the values concept, but similar to other easily and commonly-conflated
terms, such as “race” and “ethnicity” (Brubaker 2004), alternative approaches are
needed.
Considering the overall pattern of studying either values as core traits or inpractice, two exceptions emerge from the literature review. In an analysis of the
Danish cartoon controversies, Levey and Modood (2009) illustrate that there are a
number of ways to interpret, apply, and defend values. Similarly, from a political
rhetoric perspective, through analysis that shows how “values” have become key in
articulations of “us” and “them” in mainstream politics, Moosavi (2015: 670)
untangles “the inconsistencies, misconceptions and contradictions that
Islamophobic representations contain”. These contributions share similarities with
what I term “value-talk”.
Value-talk adjusts the analytical gaze away from values as core traits of
groups, while taking into account that “values” are important to people’s selfunderstandings. This importance explains the frequent expressions of “we”, “us”,
and “them” with reference to “values”. That is, value-talk accounts for the empirical
importance attached to a link between values and culture, without attempting to
analyse whether, how, or to which degree this link exists.
Inspired by Barth (1969), instead of emphasising “the content” of culture and
the differences between cultures, value-talk brings attention to the ways in which
people express and validate “who we are” and “how we are different from others”.
Such boundaries can be symbolic, but nevertheless bring to light the dynamic
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dimensions of the ways in which people categorise, separate, and come to agree on
definitions of reality (Lamont and Molnár 2002). In other words, who the unit of a
“we” is, is not set once and for all (Kymlicka 2015).
People express belonging to a “we” by emphasising shared grounds, and
simultaneously, what distinguishes “us” from past and present Others (Diez 2004).
Whereas identifying as “we” entails an internal sense of community, and the
experience of “interdependence and internal cohesion by virtue of a shared task”,
identifying as “us" entails “cohesion by the virtue of an external agent (Eriksen
1995). The co-existence of such us-hood and we-hood is not permanent, but
relational and situational (Eriksen 1995). These dimensions speak to multiple and
changing constellations of groupness, rather than a reification of bounded groups
(Brubaker 2004). Rather than reifying widespread dichotomies in everyday
contestation over diversity (Brubaker 2004; Vertovec 2011), analysing value-talk
centres in on the relational dynamics within a “we” and the distinctions made to
multiple Others. The multiplicity of Others entails that people can relate to and
contest each other across a range of characteristics, including ethnicity, religion, and
politics (Ezzati and Erdal 2018).
Furthermore, “the processes through which political reactions to immigrants'
cultural differences are structured by particular images, narratives, and symbols of
national culture” (Vertovec 2011, 242). “Values” are part of the narratives and
symbols of a national culture (Bechhofer and McCrone 2012). As such, with Joas
(2001, 55), “values” are necessary to self-understanding and communicating the
story of who “we” are: “We cannot make plausible and defend our value
commitments without telling stories—stories about the experiences from which our
commitments arose, about other people’s experiences or about the consequences a
violation against our values had in the past”. This narrativity is a necessary aspect to
values, putting into words feelings, experiences, “our” commitment to values: “When
we talk about values, a strongly affectual dimension comes in” (Joas 2001, 54).
Value-talk, then, provides another entry point to investigating value commitments
than to posit them as the core traits of groups.
Value-talk is particularly visible after terror attacks. Drawing on the postterror setting Norway, below I analyse how value-talk works and what it
accomplishes in contestation over diversity.
Methods and data
Below I discuss how people active in the Norwegian public sphere addressed 22
July. I do so drawing on op-eds ii published between 22 July 2011 and 31 July 2014
in three of Norway’s largest daily newspapers (Aftenposten, Dagbladet, and
Dagsavisen). The term op-ed here refers to a long opinion piece (kronikk, in the
Norwegian language), the author of which is not employed by the newspaper. A
kronikk offers an opportunity for the public to engage in debate, although so-called
elites such as politicians, academics, and NGO representatives tend to be the most
frequent authors. Most of the 298 op-eds were published in 2011 and 2012, which
reflects the waning public attention after the conviction of the perpetrator in August
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2012.

I inductively developed a codebook using the NVivo software for qualitative
research. After an initial mapping, I coded the 184 op-eds that I had categorised
under “collectivity” (32), “consequences” (13), “extremism” (9), and “freedom of
speech” (17)iii. The analysis below concentrates on how these 71 op-eds address
“values”. Sometimes the authors explicitly employ the term. Others refer to it
indirectly, for example, by citing Prime Minister Jens Stoltenberg’s call for “more
democracy and more openness”. Accordingly, the op-eds make visible broader
patterns of value-talk.
Value-talk: a post-terror analysis
The below analysis is divided into two sections. The first section investigates what I
term the extremist Other, expressed through value-talk, while the second section
concentrates on the immigrant Other and the multiculturalist Other. The format of
the two sections follow the empirical differences: The extremist Other was very
commonly articulated in 22 July debates, and thus constitute most of the op-ed
material. By contrast, the latter two types of expressing us-hood are common in
public debate (see, for example, the literature review above), but only appeared in
two instances in the op-ed material on 22 July. The analysis overall brings to the
fore the multiple “us” and “them” through value-talk.
The extremist Other
Responses to 22 July reiterated unity, with reference to “values”. Prime Minister
Jens Stoltenberg’s call for “more democracy, more freedom” in response to the
attacks became a reference point (Rafoss 2018). Value-talk accompanied the many
manifestations of unity and solidarity; not least with the so-called rose marches,
when several hundred thousand people marched together, in Oslo and elsewhere in
Norway, holding roses (Ezzati 2017). Authority figures commended the crowds
gathered for standing united (see, e.g., Crown Prince Haakon Magnus’s address at
the gathering in Oslo on 25 July 2011). In this value-based unity perspective, the
terrorists and anyone who sympathise with their actions constitute the extremist
Other, who attempts to attack the very foundation of the Norwegian “we”. These
remarks are indicative of a value-based unity that shifted the immigrant Other into
an enlarged “we”. This was by far the most prevailing perspective in 22 July debates,
as reflected in the op-eds.
Many op-ed writers explicitly deemed the terrorist and those who agreed
with his actions as an enemy who attempted to destroy “our values”, and by
definition, “us” (see e.g. Harpviken, Aftenposten 26 July 2011; Gramstad and
Remseth, Aftenposten 5 August 2011). The following quote iv from prominent
Socialist Left Party (Sosialistisk Venstreparti) politicians Audun Lysbakken and
Kristin Halvorsen exemplifies this perspective:
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The terror attack has made us aware of who we are. Democracy,
tolerance and human dignity are the basic values that Norwegian society
is founded on. Everyone who shares these values is welcomed into the
Norwegian community. The extremists who place themselves outside of
the democratic community and spread hatred and violence that are our
enemies, whether they are right-wing extremists or Islamic
fundamentalists. (Lysbakken and Halvorsen, Dagbladet 17 August 2011)
Lysbakken and Halvorsen articulated “our values” through comparison with the
“values” of the extremist Other, while suggesting that the attacks brought to the fore
“who we are”. As did many other op-eds, some of which stressed the international
origin of “our values” to pointed to common ground within diversity (e.g., Bergo,
Dagsavisen 30 August 2011; Eriksen, Dagsavisen 2 September 2011; Griffin,
Aftenposten 22 July 2012; Støre, Dagsavisen 29 July 2011). Others highlighted shared
values between religions (see e.g., Leirvik, Dagbladet 24 September 2011; Furseth,
Dagsavisen 4 November 2011). Leading Bishop Helga Haugland Byfuglien and
Director of the Church Council Jens-Petter Johnsen (Aftenposten 17 August 2011)
phrased this commonality in the following way: “The Christian attitude towards
strangers is to meet them with hospitality and respect. The Norwegian “we” must
comprise all Norwegians regardless of religious and ethnic background”. Byfuglien
and Johnsen continued by stressing the necessity to talk openly about both
“multicultural challenges” and “the enriching character of diversity”:
Multicultural society is not in itself a threat to our Christian values. But
when Christians meet those who have another culture and religion with
untruths, fear and discriminatory behaviour, well, then it is we ourselves
who undermine our Christian values. (Byfuglien and Johnsen,
Aftenposten 17 August 2011)
From this standpoint, “we” risk undermining “our Christian values” by acting in
opposition to those values. Such formulations speak to the dynamics between the
co-existence of a “we” and an “us”: “our” words and actions say something about
“who we are” and, simultaneously, take deeper meaning in relation to “them”.
Altogether these responses offered a narrative of a nation that responded
peacefully, not vengefully, to acts of terror. Although not everyone felt part of this
nationwide unity (Ezzati and Erdal 2018), the op-eds show that the narrative that
responses to 22 July were indicative of “who we are” remained as time passed. For
instance, several months after the attacks, Jonas Gahr Støre (Aftenposten 12
December 2011), Foreign Minister for the Labour Party, specifically pointed to the
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rose marches as an example of how “something common in Norway became bigger
than the differences”, demonstrating the importance of “we” as a “value-anchored
common denominator”.
A value-based unity narrative has also been observed after terror attacks
elsewhere. For example, responses to the Charlie Hebdo terror attacks in France
were seen to have the potential “to symbolically draw inclusive boundaries in
defence of central values and to foster substantive, moderate debate across lines of
deep difference” (Wessler, Rinke, and Löb 2016, 323). However, although the
French Republican values as a uniting force was a comprehensive part of the
narrative, whether Muslim citizens rejected these values was also placed under
scrutiny (Fassin 2015). The difference to the 22 July self-proclaimed Christian
crusader in Norway was the terrorists in France were self-proclaimed Islamists,
although some of them were French citizens (Ezzati 2017). Although some of them
were French citizens, this enabled rhetoric by, for example, the National Front to
frame the terror attacks “as a clash of values that “we” as a nation can resolve by
containing the entry of the foreign “other” (Hutchins and Halikiopoulou 2019, 3).
The above illustrates that value-talk works because it is relational and
situational. Although the demarcated Other can vary from one situation to another,
value-talk tells the story of who “we” are. Emphasising this variability does not
contradict that values are enduring and guiding ideals for people. It does, however,
challenge the boundedness of units of analysis divided into cultural immigrant
versus political “native” groups. The predominant articulation of the extremist
Other after 22 July illustrates this point.
The immigrant Other and the multiculturalist Other
In European public debates about immigration and diversity, references to “values”
as a fixed trait dividing cultures is common (see e.g. Moosavi 2015). In Norway this
perspective was common in public debate prior to 22 July (Wiggen 2012; Bangstad
2016), but became relatively rare in mainstream public debate about 22 July given
the perpetrator’s explicit motivations. Notably, the notion of an immigrant Other
appeared again relatively quickly (Kolås 2017), but remained more confined in
debates about 22 July specifically. The op-eds about 22 July reflect this rarity, as a
value-based divide to the immigrant Other was only articulated in two out of the
seventy-one op-eds published in the three years following the attacks, and referring
specifically to them. These same op-eds also problematised the multiculturalist
Other: those who, in principle, share our culture and our values, but do not live up to
these. This Other is constituted by those who pose a threat to “our” Norwegian
values because their “political correctness” inhibits them from implementing these
values. Such a value-based divide is also common in Norwegian public debate (Eide
2012).
Ole Jørgen Anfindsen (Aftenposten 13 October 2011), a computer scientist
and well-known critic of immigration policies, responded to criticism about his
previous rhetoric. He promised to soften his rhetoric, and acknowledged the
dangers of online echo chambers critical of immigration in which people insulate
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themselves from worldviews different from their own. However, he argued,
traditional media, too, have created an echo chamber; a “multiculturalist echo
chamber”.
Anfindsen continued that some cultures “are on a collision course with
values that are central in the West”, and that “continued mass immigration from
such cultures will necessarily give rise to continuously increasing tensions and
contrasts”. Anfindsen did not name or define the “values that are central in the
West”, presumably because he can expect the “we” agree on these values. However,
he made a distinction within this “we” by writing the following:
Many of us wish to prevent such a development, and think that there is
need for adjusting immigration and integration policies. But in the
multicultural echo chamber, such warnings and objections are not much
welcome; they are brushed aside as intolerant. (Anfindsen, Aftenposten
13 October 2011)
The disagreement within this “we”, which presumably shares the “values that are
central in the West”, then, lies between those who see a need to prevent “continued
mass immigration”, and those who, situated within their “multiculturalist echo
chamber”, brush this need aside in the name of tolerance. In public debate, reference
to this “them” within the “we”, i.e. what I term the multiculturalist Other, often walks
hand in hand with references to the immigrant Other.
The immigrant Other and the multiculturalist Other also appeared in an oped by the leader of the Progress Party. The Progress Party started as a small anti-tax
group in the 1970s, but gained popularity and support in the mid-1980s as a critic of
immigration policies (Hagelund 2003). Since then, this political party has taken on
an agenda-setting role in immigration issues (Fangen and Vaage 2018). The op-ed
entitled “With the right to offend” (Med rett til å krenke), Siv Jensen (Dagbladet 26
March 2012) specifically expressed the possibility of an enlarged “we” that would
include all those who unconditionally “accept the basic values as overarching to our
lives”. Such a formulation aligns with the widespread formulations discussed in the
previous section.
Jensen continued: “The growth of radical Islam, or Islamism, in Europe is a
significant challenge to our democratic core values. The response to the challenges
that this cultural meeting requires is never to betray our liberal value foundation”.
Thus, although she explicitly distinguished between Islam and radical Islam, Jensen
did link values to cultural others by describing “radical Islam” and “our liberal value
foundation” as a “cultural meeting”. She continued:
Today freedom of speech is a right most people in our part of the world
take for granted. But it is under significant and increasing pressure, not
just from countries and cultures that do not accept such an absolute
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right, but also from some of our own that are so concerned about
offending their fellow human beings that they are silent when they
should be speaking. (Jensen, Dagbladet 26 March 2012)
Her criticism accused the Labour Party and the Norwegian political left of using
freedom of speech as “a safeguard for what is politically correct”. She wrote that
Labour Party politicians claim to defend freedom of speech, all the while attaching
“a comprehensive, disciplining ‘but’”. She continued: “After 22 July the mantra has
been more democracy and more openness. So far this has only been words”.
Jensen’s statements about the Labour Party, while providing 22 July as an example,
would have been unheard of in the immediate aftermath of the attacks. Not least
because the Progress Party rhetoric as a possible contributing factor to reinforcing
links between “attitudes and actions” was called into question after 22 July, when it
became known that the perpetrator had previously been member of the party.
Jensen’s statements thus illustrate that as time passed, more space opened for
criticism in public debate (Ezzati and Erdal 2018; Thorbjørnsrud and Figenschou
2018).
Emphasising visions about an inevitable value-based cultural “collision” or
“challenge” are common across Europe (Gustavsson, van der Noll, and Sundberg
2016; Moosavi 2015) . Ideas about such incompatibility rest on a view of cultures as
static and fixed, guided by inherent, unchanging values. However, the articulation of
the multiculturalist Other indicates a politically divided “us”. Disagreements about
values, then, need not be consistent with majority–minority ethnic and religious
divides. Again, value-talk proves useful for adjusting understandings of “we” and
“us” to context and the situation at hand. Analytical attention to such
understandings goes beyond which values “we” or “they” have, but rather shows the
variability in the work that value-talk does in contestation over diversity.
Discussion: An enlarged “we” and multiple Others
Within this post-terror context, most of the op-ed writers explicitly stated that
immigrants who are willing and able to adopt so-called Norwegian values could be
included in the national “we”, including Progress Party leader Siv Jensen. The
articulation of this enlarged “we” can be said to merely conform to widespread
expectations. Several notions speak to this possibility. That is, the expectation to
follow the prevailing unity narrative, whether or not one agrees with that narrative.
Jensen’s explicit distinction between Islam and radical Islam is indeed consistent
with the somewhat milder tone of public debate about immigration and Muslims
within the first year after 22 July (Figenschou and Beyer 2014). And the Progress
Party rhetoric did consist of a value-based divide between Muslims Norwegians
both before and after 22 July (see e.g. Iversen 2014, 116; Fangen and Vaage 2018).
Although a value-based unity perspective was generally more widely
articulated after 22 July, it was not a new form of talk for everyone. Religious
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leaders explicitly articulated value-based unity from a religious point of view before
22 July as well. Some politicians did the same from a political point of view. For
instance, Støre coined the phrase “a new and larger ‘we’” in 2006, soon after
becoming Foreign Minister, a phrase that converges with the Labour Party’s social
democratic politics (for similar findings in the British Labour Party's rhetoric, see
Moosavi 2015).
In other words, although value-talk that emphasised unity was more
common and more widely endorsed in that particular setting, the post 22 July valuetalk cannot be taken as a change in standpoint. Thus, one could object that this is
precisely talk, mere symbolic language that articulates ideals of “who we are”.
However, that would be to underestimate the communication aspect of values (Joas
2001). Precisely because “values” are necessary to self-understanding and
communicating the story of who “we” are, the way people communicate about them
– in everyday life or in response to particular events – is an important area of study.
At the same time, such analyses should be aware of, and explicit about, the
variability in the deployment of values; value-talk work because “values” are broad
enough to hold the potential to encompass a wide range of identifications –
including the racial, ethnic, and national – into a “we”. At the same time, “values” are
intuitively specific enough to signal distinctions between “us” and “them”. These
qualities facilitate the deployment of values as criteria for determining the unit of a
“we” and signalling “us” in contrast to “them”.
From this perspective, the predominant narrative of a value-based unity in
responses to 22 July implies that an enlarged “we” was perceived as more important
than otherwise divisionary lines. Unity triggered by such powerful events have been
observed in several contexts, including after the 9/11 attacks in New York (Collins
2012). The sense of unity does not last, but it can be powerful while it lasts
(Brubaker 2004; Collins 2012).
While “values” may serve as ideals, then, the us-and-them of value-talk is not
set. Through value-talk people articulate overarching agreement about essential
matters, signalling the “shared task” required for achieving a sense of a “we”
(Eriksen 1995). Hence, values as ideals only cover part of how “values” work in
contestation over diversity. Value-talk can enable the articulation of multiple Others.
The above analysis identified three Others in debates about 22 July: the extremist
Other, the immigrant Other, and the multiculturalist Other. “Values” as core traits of
distinct and bounded cultural groups, in which Muslim “values” threaten “our
national values”, is widespread across Europe . Such invocations are indicative of
“values” as core traits of distinct and bounded cultural groups. Seen up against this
common deployment, the two Others identified in the above analysis challenge such
a cultural value-based divide perspective. The multiculturalist Other can also be
found in heated debates about migration-related diversity across Europe; those
whose cultural values are, in principle, the same as “ours”, but their political values
are different than “ours”. This Other is often deemed “the politically correct leftwing” and, in often-lacking-nuance public debate, placed as the polar opposite of
those deemed “right-wing racists” (Ezzati 2018). The extremist Other was, in this
case, “one of us” in terms of majority religion and ethnicity in Norway. And yet, he
was understood as an Other. His willingness to turn to violence was in itself
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threatened “our” democracy, freedom, and solidarity. The post 22 July setting thus
teases out the dynamics and variability in value-talk.
Conclusion
The many articles that engage with “values” in the study of race, ethnicity, and
nationalism reflect the importance of this topic in contestation over migrationrelated diversity. Yet, I find a rather narrow conceptualisation of values as the core
traits of groups, or rather: cultural values as core traits of immigrant groups, and
political values as core traits of “native” European groups. Such a confined analytical
approach to values stands in contrast to widely acknowledged findings on the
complex dynamics in race, ethnicity, and nationalism. Instead, such an approach
reifies popular ideas that values indicate fixed and strict, perhaps incompatible,
divides between “us” and “them”.
With an analysis of value-talk in the aftermath of the 22 July terror attacks in
Norway, I have explored value-talk as an analytical alternative. The aftermath of
terrorism shows that expressing a sense of sharing “values”, as ideals, is important
in its own right. At the same time, however, such settings crystallise hat despite the
diverse composition of “us”, “we” agree on some key features that the terrorists
cannot shake. Such a value-based unity narrative was particularly visible after 22
July, where the terrorist was a white, Norwegian, self-proclaimed Christian
crusader. Although perhaps less comprehensively a value-based unity has also been
present elsewhere in Europe, where the terrorists were self-proclaimed Islamists.
Post-terror settings, then, crystallise the versatility of “values” in articulating
Otherness, illustrating that the lines of Otherness are as not as clear-cut as a values
as core traits approach would indicate. “Values” can be deployed to emphasize
different lines of distinctions – stressing cultural, religious, or political aspects.
People enlarge, narrow, and redefine who “we” are according to the situation at
hand and in distinction to multiple Others through value-talk.
Value-talk does not, however, only appear in the in aftermath of terrorism,
but also in broader debates about immigration and migration-related diversity.
Thus, the variability in ethnic, religious, political – and other – distinctions made
through value-talk, in media or policy debates, could also be placed under explicit
scrutiny.
Analytical attention to value-talk brings to light the varied and multiple “we”,
“us”, and “them” that can be articulated through “values”. Such an approach takes
into account the importance people attach to “values as ideals” in their articulations
of a sense of belonging to others. Simultaneously it opens up for disentangling the
dynamic processes of social relations, by bringing to the fore that despite the
enduring ideals for a “we”, the composition of the people comprising that “we”
varies in constellation and according to the situation. Such insights challenge the
idea of a value-based divide between dichotomous and homogeneous cultural
groups, which currently constitutes the predominant approach in studies on race,
ethnicity and nationalism, and more broadly. Instead, analysis of value-talk shows
the variability in “we”, “us”, and “them”. From this perspective, “values” both unite
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and divide people along and across various axes of distinction. This is precisely how
value-talk works, by encompassing multiple and changing constellations of “we”,
“us”, and “them”.

References
Albertini, Marco, Giancarlo Gasperoni, and Debora Mantovani. 2018. "Whom to help
and why? Family norms on financial support for adult children among
immigrants." Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies. doi:
10.1080/1369183X.2018.1485206.
Allen, Chris, and Arshad Isakjee. 2015. "Controversy, Islam and politics. An exploration
of the 'Innocence of Muslims' affair through the eyes of British Muslim elites."
Ethnic and Racial Studies 38 (11):1852-67. doi: 10.1080/01419870.2014.941893.
Andersson, Mette. 2012. "The debate about multicultural Norway before and after 22
July 2011." Identities: Global Studies in Culture and Power 19 (4):418-27.
Bangstad, Sindre. 2016. "Re-coding nationalism. Islam, Muslims and Islamophobia in
Norway." In Islamophobia Studies Yearbook 2016, edited by Farid Hafez, 44-65.
New Academic Press.
Barry, Brian. 1978. Sociologists, economists and democracy. Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press.
Barth, Fredrik. 1969. Ethnic groups and boundaries. Oslo: Scandinavian University Press.
Bechhofer, Frank, and David McCrone. 2012. "Imagining the nation. Symbols of national
culture in England and Scotland." Ethnicities 13 (5):544-64. doi:
10.1177/1468796812469501.
Bell, Avril. 2010. "Being 'at home' in the nation. Hospitality and sovereignity in talk
about immigration." Ethnicities 10 (2):236-56. doi: 10.1177/1468796810361653.
Brubaker, Rogers. 2004. Ethnicity without groups. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
———. 2009. "Ethnicity, race, and nationalism." Annual Review of Sociology 35:21-42.
doi: 10.1146/annurev-soc-070308-115916.
Carol, Sarah. 2016. "Like will to will? Partner choice among Muslim migrants and natives
in Western Europe." Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 42 (2):261-76. doi:
10.1080/1369183X.2014.963037.
Chand, Daniel E., and William D. Schreckhise. 2015. "Secure communities and
community values. Local context and discretionary immigration law
enforcement." Journal of Ethnic and Migration studies 41 (10):1621-43. doi:
10.1080/1369183X.2014.986441.
Collins, Randall. 2012. "Time-bubbles of nationalism. Dynamics of solidarity ritual in
lived time." Nations and Nationalism 18 (3):383-7. doi: 10.1111/j.14698129.2011.00530.x.
Croll, Paul R. 2013. "Explanations for racial disadvantage and racial advantage. Beliefs
about both sides of equality in America." Ethnic and Racial Studies 36 (1):47-74.
doi: 10.1080/01419870.2011.632426.

16

de Galembert, Claire. 2005. "The city's 'nod of approval' for the Mantes-la-Jolie mosque
project. Mistaken traces of recognition." Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies
31 (6):1141-59. doi: 10.1080/13691830500282659.
Diez, Thomas. 2004. "Europe's Others and the return of geopolitics." Cambridge Review
of International Affairs 17 (2):319-35. doi: 10.1080/0955757042000245924.
Dryzek, John S., and Bora Kanra. 2014. "Muslims and the mainstream in Australia.
Polarisation or engagement?" Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 40
(8):1236-53. doi: 10.1080/1369183X.2013.849568.
Eide, Elisabeth. 2012. "The terror in Norway and the multiculturalist scapegoat." Journal
of Contemporary European Studies 20 (3):273-84.
Eriksen, Thomas Hylland. 1995. "We and Us: Two Modes of Group Identification."
Journal of Peace Research 32 (4):427-36.
———. 2010. Ethnicity and nationalism. Anthropological perspectives. 3rd ed. London:
Pluto Press.
Ezzati, Rojan Tordhol. 2017. "Unity in the terror-struck nation. The cases of France and
Norway." In Negotiating the nation. Implications of ethnic and religious diversity
for national identity. Oslo.
———. 2018. "Grenser for fellesskap. Mangfold og uenigheter i lys av 22. juli [Limits for
unity. Diversity and disagreements in light of 22 July]." In Norge etter 22. juli.
Forhandlinger om verdier, identiteter og et motstandsdyktig samfunn [Norway
after 22 July. Negotiations about values, identities and a resilient society], edited
by Henrik Syse, 47-65. Oslo: Cappelen Damm Akademisk.
Ezzati, Rojan Tordhol, and Marta Bivand Erdal. 2018. "Do we have to agree?
Accommodating unity in diversity in post-terror Norway." Ethnicities (3):363-84.
doi: 10.1177/1468796816684145.
Fangen, Katrine, and Mari Vaage. 2018. ""The immigration problem" and Norwegian
right-wing politicians." New Political Science 40 (3). doi:
10.1080/07393148.2018.1487145
Fassin, Didier. 2015. "In the name of the Republic. Untimely meditations on the
aftermath of the Charlie Hebdo attack." Anthropology Today 31 (2).
Figenschou, Tine Ustad, and Audun Beyer. 2014. "The Limits of the Debate: How the
Oslo Terror Shook the Norwegian Immigration Debate." The International
Journal of Press/Politics. doi: 10.1177/1940161214542954.
Finney, Nissa, and Ludi Simpson. 2009. 'Sleepwalking to segregation'? Challenging myths
about race and migration. Bristol: The Policy Press.
Ford, Robert. 2011. "Acceptable and unacceptable immigrants. How opposition to
immigration in Britain is affected by migrants' region of origin." Journal of Ethnic
and Migration Studies 37 (7):1017-37. doi: 10.1080/1369183X.2011.572423.
Gecas, Viktor. 2008. "The ebb and flow of sociological interest in values." Sociological
Forum 23 (2):344-50. doi: 10.2307/20110270.
Gilroy, Paul. 2012. ""My Britain is fuck all". Zombie multiculturalism and the race politics
of citizenship." Identities. Global Studies in Culture and Power 19 (4):380-97. doi:
10.1080/1070289X.2012.725512.

17

Goodman, Sarah Wallace. 2010. "Integration requirements for integration's sake?
Identifying, categorising and comparing civic integration policies." Journal of
Ethnic and Migration Studies 36 (5):753-72. doi: 10.1080/13691831003764300.
Gundelach, Peter. 2010. "Democracy and denomination. Democratic values among
Muslim minorities and the majority population in Denmark." Ethnic and Racial
Studies 33 (3):426-50. doi: 10.1080/01419870903019544.
Gustavsson, Gina, Jolanda van der Noll, and Ralph Sundberg. 2016. "Opposing the veil in
the name of liberalism. Popular attitudes to liberalism and Muslim veiling in the
Netherlands." Ethnic and Racial Studies 39 (10). doi:
10.1080/01419870.2015.1124126.
Hagelund, Anniken. 2003. "A matter of decency? The Progress Party in Norwegian
immigration politics." Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 29 (1):47-65. doi:
10.1080/1369183032000076713.
Harman, Vicki. 2013. "Social capital and the informal support networks of lone white
mothers of mixed-parentage children." Ethnic and Racial Studies 36 (8):1323-41.
doi: 10.1080/01419870.2013.752100.
Hitlin, Steven, and Jane Allyn Piliavin. 2004. "Values: Reviving a Dormant Concept."
Annual Review of Sociology 30:359-93. doi: 10.2307/29737698.
Hutcheon, Pat Duffy. 1972. "Value Theory: Towards Conceptual Clarification." The
British Journal of Sociology 23 (2):172-87. doi: 10.2307/589108.
Hutchins, Rachel, and Daphne Halikiopoulou. 2019. "Enemies of liberty? Nationalism,
immigration, and the framing of terrorism in the agenda of the Front National."
Nations and Nationalism:2-19. doi: 10.1111/nana.12555.
Inglehart, Ronald, and Wayne E. Baker. 2000. "Modernization, cultural change, and the
persistence of traditional values." American Sociological Review 65:19-51.
Iversen, Lars Laird. 2014. Uenighetsfellesskap. Blikk på demokratisk samhandling.
[Community of disagreement. Perspectives on democratic interaction]. Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget.
———. 2019. "From safe spaces to communities of disagreement." British Journal of
Religious Education 41 (3):315-26. doi: 10.1080/01416200.2018.1445617.
Jeram, Sanjay. 2013. "Immigrants and the Basque nation. Diversity as a new marker of
identity." Ethnic and Racial Studies 36 (11):1770-88. doi:
10.1080/01419870.2012.664281.
Joas, Hans. 2000. The genesis of values. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.
———. 2001. "Values versus norms. A pragmatist account of moral objectivity." The
Hedgehog Review (Fall 2001).
Jungkunz, Sebastian, Marc Helbling, and Carsten Schwemmer. 2018. "Xenophobia
before and after the Paris 2015 attacks. Evidence from a natural experience."
Ethnicities. doi: 10.1177/1468796818757264.
Kalmijn, Matthijs, and Gerbert Kraaykamp. 2018. "Determinants of cultural assimilation
in the second generation. A longitudinal analysis of values about marriage and
sexuality among Moroccan and Turkish migrants." Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies 44 (5):697-717. doi: 10.1080/1369183X.2017.1363644.

18

Kivisto, Peter. 2014. "Diversity and the Eurosphere." Ethnicities 14 (4):577-91. doi:
10.1177/1468796814528697.
Kolås, Åshild. 2017. "How critical is the event? Multicultural Norway after 22 July 2011."
Social Identities 23 (5):518-32. doi: 10.1080/13504630.2016.1271740.
Koopmans, Ruud. 2016. "Does assimilation work? Sociocultural determinants of labour
market participation of European Muslims." Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 42 (2):197-216 doi: 10.1080/1369183X.2015.1082903.
Kwon, Ronald, and Elizabeth Hughes. 2018. "Multiculturalist policies in an age of
immigration. Do multiculturalist policies influence negative immigrant attitudes
toward homosexuality?" Ethnicities 18 (5):655-91. doi:
10.1177/1468796817752013.
Kymlicka, Will. 2015. "Solidarity in diverse societies. Beyond neoliberal multiculturalism
and welfare chauvinism." Comparative Migration Studies 3 (17). doi:
10.1186/s40878-015-0017-4.
Lamont, Michèle, and Virág Molnár. 2002. "The study of boundaries in the social
sciences." Annual Review of Sociology 28:167-95. doi:
10.1146/annurev.soc.28.110601.141107.
Lancee, Bram, and Verena Seibel. 2014. "Does rural origin affect immigrants' contact
with natives? A study of Turks in six European countries." Journal of Ethnic and
Migration studies 40 (9):1331-53.
Larsen, Birgitte Romme. 2011. "Becoming part of welfare Scandinavia. Integration
through the spatial dispersal of newsly arrived refugees in Denmark." Journal of
Ethnic and Migration Studies 37 (2):333-50. doi:
10.1080/1369183X.2011.521337.
Leddy-Owen, Charles. 2014. "Reimagining Englishness: 'Race', Class, Progressive English
Identities and Disrupted English Communities." Sociology 48 (6):1123-38.
Levey, Geoffrey Brahm, and Tariq Modood. 2009. "The Muhammad cartoons and
multicultural democracies." Ethnicities 9 (3):427-47. doi:
10.1177/1468796809337427.
Levitt, Peggy. 2009. "Roots and routes. Understanding the lives of the second generation
transnationally." Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 35 (7):1225-42. doi:
10.1080/13691830903006309.
Lægaard, Sune. 2009. "The normative interpretations of diversity. The Muhammad
cartoons controversy and the importance of context." Ethnicities 9 (3):314-33.
doi: 10.1177/1468796809337425.
Manza, Jeff, and Clem Brooks. 2012. "How Sociology Lost Public Opinion: A Genealogy of
a Missing Concept in the Study of the Political." Sociological Theory 30 (2):89113. doi: 10.2307/41725505.
Mattei, Paola, and Miriam Broeks. 2018. "From multiculturalism to civic integration.
Citizenship education and integration policies in the Netherlands and England
since the 2000s." Ethnicities 18 (1):23-42. doi: 10.1177/1468796816676845.
Meer, Nasar. 2019. "The wreckage of white supremacy." Identities 26 (5):501-9. doi:
10.1080/1070289X.2019.1654662.

19

Meer, Nasar, and Tariq Madood. 2014. "Cosmopolitanism and integrationism: is British
multiculturalism a "Zombie category"?" Identities 21 (6):658-74. doi:
10.1080/1070289X.2013.875028.
Meer, Nasar, and Per Mouritsen. 2009. "Political cultures compared. The Muhammad
cartoons in the Danish and British press." Ethnicities 9 (3):334-60. doi:
10.1177/1468796809337428.
Mondon, Aurelien, and Aaron Winter. 2017. "Articulations of Islamophobia. From the
extreme to the mainstream?" Ethnic and Racial Studies 40 (13):2151-79. doi:
10.1080/01419870.2017.1312008.
———. 2019. "Whiteness, populism and the racialisation of the working class in the
United Kingdom and the United States." Identities. Global Studies in Culture and
Power 26 (5):510-28. doi: doi.org/10.1080/1070289X.2018.1552440.
Moosavi, Leon. 2015. "Orientalism at home. Islamophobia in the representations of
Islam and Muslims by the New Labour Government." Ethnicities 15 (5):652-74.
doi: 10.1177/1468796814525379.
Nandi, Alita, and Lucinda Platt. 2015. "Patterns of minority and majority identification in
a multicultural society." Ethnic and Racial Studies 38 (15):2615-34. doi:
10.1080/01419870.2015.1077986.
Norris, Pippa, and Ronald Inglehart. 2004. Sacred and secular. Religion and politics
worldwide. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Phoenix, Aisha. 2018. "Negotiating British Muslim belonging. A longitudinal qualitative
study." Ethnic and Racial Studies. doi: 10.1080/01419870.2018.1532098.
Qureshi, Kaveri, and Benjamin Zeitlyn. 2013. "British Muslims, British soldiers. Cultural
citizenship in the new imperialism." Ethnicities 13 (1):110-26. doi:
10.1177/1468796812449705.
Rafoss, Tore Witsø. 2018. "Enemies of freedom and defenders of democracy. The
metaphorical response to terrorism." Acta Sociologica. doi:
10.117770001699318816524.
Röder, Antje, and Marcel Lubbers. 2016. "After migration. Acculturation of attitudes
towards homosexuality among Polish immigrants in Germany, Ireland, the
Netherlands and the UK." Ethnicities 16 (2):261-89. doi:
10.1177/1468796815616153.
Saint-Blancat, Chantal, and Ottavia Schmitt di Friedberg. 2005. "Why are mosques a
problem? Local politics and fear of Islam in Northern Italy." Ethnicities 31
(6):1083-104. doi: 10.1080/13691830500282881.
Sandberg, Sveinung. 2013. "Are self-narratives strategic or determined, unified or
fragmented? Reading Breivik's manifesto in light of narrative criminoligy." Acta
Sociologica 56 (1):69-83. doi: 10.1177/0001699312466179.
Schwartz, Shalom H. 2006. "A theory of cultural value orientations. Explanation and
applications." Comparative Sociology 5 (2-3):137-82.
Spates, James L. 1983. "The Sociology of Values." Annual Review of Sociology 9:27-49.
doi: 10.2307/2946055.

20

Stefanova, Boyka. 2009. "Ethnic nationalism, social structure, and political agency.
Explaining electoral support for the radical right in Bulgaria." Ethnic and Racial
Studies 32 (9):1534-56. doi: 10.1080/01419870802541754.
Stokke, Christian, and Lena Lybæk. 2018. "Combining intercultural dialogue and critical
multiculturalism." Ethnicities 18 (1):70-85. doi: 10.1177/1468796816674504.
Swidler, Ann. 1986. "Culture in action. Symbols and strategies." American Sociological
Review 51 (2):273-86.
Tekdemir, Omer. 2018. "The social construction of 'many Kurdishnesses'. Mapping subidentities of 'EU-ising' Kurdish politics." Ethnicities. doi:
10.1177/1468796818786320.
Thomsen, Jens Peter Frølund, and Arzoo Rafiqi. 2018. "Intergroup contact and its rightwing ideological constraint." Journal of Ethnic and Migraiton Studies. doi:
10.1080/1369183X.2018.1493915.
Thorbjørnsrud, Kjersti, and Tine Ustad Figenschou. 2018. "Consensus and dissent after
terror. Editorial policies in times of crisis." Journalism - Theory, Practice, Criticism
19 (3):333-48. doi: 10.1177/1464884916657519
Triandafyllidou, Anna, and Ruby Gropas. 2009. "Constructing difference. The mosque
debates in Greece." Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 35 (6):957-75. doi:
10.1080/13691830902957734.
Vertovec, Steven. 2011. "The cultural politics of nation and migration." Annual Review
of Anthropology 40 (1):241-56. doi: doi:10.1146/annurev-anthro-081309145837.
Vertovec, Steven, and Susanne Wessendorf. 2010. The multiculturalism backlash.
European discourses, policies and practices. London: Routledge.
Wessler, Hartmut, Eike Mark Rinke, and Charlotte Löb. 2016. "Should we be Charlie? A
deliberative take on religion and secularism in mediated public spheres." Journal
of Communication 66 (2):314-27. doi: 10.1111/jcom.12213.
Wiggen, Mette. 2012. "Rethinking Anti-Immigration Rhetoric after the Oslo and Utøya
Terror Attacks." New Political Science 34 (4):585-604. doi:
10.1080/07393148.2012.729744.
Williams, Nathalie E., Arland Thornton, and Linda C. Young-DeMarco. 2014. "Migrants'
values and beliefs. How are they different and how do they change?" Journal of
Ethnic and Migration Studies 40 (5):796-813. doi:
10.1080/1369183X.2013.830501.
Wuthnow, Robert. 2008. "The Sociological Study of Values." Sociological Forum 23
(2):333-43. doi: 10.2307/20110269.

i

See Online Appendix 1 for an overview of the full literature review. The review
shows a wide range in using “values” as a term or a concept. The articles where
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“values” figure as “side points”, without being made subject to explicit analysis,
are not included in this discussion.
ii

I collected the op-eds through the Norwegian news database Retriever, with
keywords such as “22 July”, “Utøya”, and “Breivik” (the perpetrator’s name). 56
additional op-eds either mentioned 22 July or used it as an example without
making it a main topic.

iii

I do not analyse the 114 op-eds that I had categorised under “the perpetrator”,
“security”, or “miscellaneous”.

iv

All op-eds were published in Norwegian and translated by the author. The writers’
titles reflect their official positions at the time when the op-ed was published.

22

