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Abstract

This thesis examines the effects of government participation on the anti-immigrant discourse of Western
European radical right parties (RRPs). As it stands, most of the current literature has exclusively focused
on RRP policy moderation and the effects of office-seeking strategies on the party family’s anti-
immigrant rhetoric. This has ultimately left the question of how entering government affects an RRP’s
framing of immigrants largely unanswered. To address this research gap, I conduct a qualitative content
analysis on 16 party platforms and manifestos published by the Austrian Freedom Party, Italian National
Alliance, and the Norwegian Progress Party: three RRPs of differing ideologies and backgrounds that
have previously participated in coalition governments. In this analysis, I leverage a theoretical framework
based on framing theory to categorize the ways that these parties portray immigrants as threats to the
native populations of their respective countries. The documents included in the sample were published
before and during the three RRPs’ time in government to determine if there are notable differences in how
the parties framed immigrants between the two periods. Ultimately, I find little evidence that Western
European RRPs significantly change or moderate the way that they frame immigrants after entering
government. The parties did not become more fixated on socioeconomic issues related to immigration or
decrease the radicalness of their sociocultural anti-immigrant frames, which suggests the absence of an
inclusion-moderation effect. Given that the anti-immigrant rhetoric of these parties remained stable, this

casts further doubt on whether RRPs that enter government ever become mainstream parties.
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1. Introduction

The last few decades have seen Western European radical right parties (henceforth RRPs) gain an
unprecedented amount of influence in national politics. Illustrating this is the fact that from the 1990s to
2015, up to 17 Western European governments had either included or were supported by RRPs
(Akkerman et al., 2016, p. 1), and the results of Italy’s 2022 elections have brought Western Europe its
first entirely radical right coalition government (Griffini, 2023, p. 68). More recently, influential RRPs in
France and Germany have come closer than ever to upsetting the post-World War II status quo, with
France’s National Rally nearly attaining a majority in parliament following the 2024 snap election
(Caulcutt, 2024), and the Alternative for Germany becoming the second largest party in German
parliament after the 2025 elections (see Schultheis, 2025). Considering this, it is not unthinkable that
RRPs will continue to enter governments across Western Europe, perhaps even in countries where this

was previously thought to be impossible.

Given the increasing number of RRPs that have entered government, there is much scholarly debate as to
whether government participation exerts a moderating effect on these parties. This is especially the case
with regards to the anti-immigration positions and rhetoric of RRPs, which are not only a reflection of
their core nativist ideology (Mudde, 2007, p. 22), but also one of the most important factors in explaining
their electoral success (Ivarsflaten, 2008, p. 14). Some authors have suggested that allowing RRPs to
participate in government can lead the parties to moderate their radical profiles, which includes their
positions on immigration (see Van Spanje & Van Der Brug, 2007, p. 1036). On the other hand, some raise
doubts that immigration is an RRP issue area that is consistently affected by the parties’ entry into
government (e.g., Capaul & Ewert, 2021, pp. 792-793). In fact, even RRPs that have become deeply
embedded in their respective governments, such as the Danish People’s Party (Christiansen et al., 2016, p.
94), still use radical anti-immigrant communication strategies (see Awad et al., 2022, pp. 997-998). The
purpose of this thesis is therefore to answer the following question: how does entering government

change the way that Western European RRPs frame immigrants?

As it stands, much of the existing literature has focused on answering if participation in government and
democratic institutions leads to an RRP moderating its radical policy positions on immigration (see Van
Spanje & Van Der Brug, 2007; Akkerman & Rooduijn, 2015), rather than examining how entering
government affects the way that RRPs portray immigrants in their rhetoric. However, given that it is
possible for RRPs to develop more moderate positions on immigration in practice without this also being
reflected in their discourse (see Capaul & Ewert, 2021, p. 786), these two aspects of RRP mainstreaming

should be differentiated and individually examined.



Likewise, of the research that has examined RRP rhetorical moderation, there has been a disproportionate
amount written on the mainstreaming strategies that these parties often employ outside of government to
attain office. These have usually been individual case studies on RRPs that face a cordon sanitaire and are
actively excluded from government, yet who have also taken it upon themselves to moderate their rhetoric
as a means of appearing more electorally viable (see Stockemer, 2017, pp. 39-40; Akkerman et al., 2016).
However, what is lacking is an examination of how entering government potentially changes an RRP’s
anti-immigrant rhetoric, aside from the office-seeking strategies that these parties often employ and as

distinct from policy moderation.

For the field of European studies, addressing this gap would ultimately improve our understanding of the
ethnonationalist core of Western European RRPs. It would namely clarify how entering government
influences the way that these parties express their ethnonationalism and instrumentalize immigration for
political gain. Moreover, assessing the extent to which RRPs have decreased the xenophobic and racist
character of their rhetoric after entering government would tell us how far the parties have traversed into
the political mainstream. If both the policies and rhetoric of an incumbent RRP have become more
moderate, we can likely assume that the party has become more mainstream than if either area remains as
radical as before. I therefore argue that attempting to answer this project’s research question is an
important scholarly undertaking. Because the most successful third wave of European RRPs only began
in the 1980s (Golder, 2016, p. 478), and the current fourth wave in the 2000s (Krause et al., 2023, p. 173),
the above contributions to the literature on Western Europe’s increasingly influential RRPs remain as

timely as ever.

To answer the research question of this thesis, I conduct a qualitative content analysis on 16 party
platforms and manifestos published by the Austrian Freedom Party, Norwegian Progress Party, and the
Italian National Alliance, before and during their time in government. Because these parties differ in
terms of their ideologies and geographic origins but have all participated in coalition governments, they
are ideal cases for determining if government participation exerts a common effect across Western
European RRPs. To facilitate the analysis, I leverage a theoretical framework based on framing theory to
categorize the various ways that the parties portray immigrants as threats into five overarching
socioeconomic and sociocultural frames. In this way, it is possible to observe if these RRPs increase the
proportion of socioeconomic anti-immigrant frames in their discourse and/or moderate their usage of
sociocultural frames against immigrants: findings which would be in line with an inclusion-moderation
effect. Ultimately, I find very little evidence that entering government significantly changes or moderates

the way that Western European RRPs frame immigrants.



2. Background & Previous Literature

To understand the ways in which an RRP’s participation in government might affect its framing of
immigrants, a preliminary review of a few aspects of this party family is necessary. Firstly, it is important
to understand the nativist ideology of RRPs and the roles that immigrants generally play in said ideology.
Secondly, it is essential that I clarify the various ways an RRP might choose to become more like
mainstream parties as a result of participating in government or seeking office, given that this potentially

has a direct impact on the way that an RRP chooses to frame immigrants.

In what follows, I therefore outline what the current literature has to say about each of these areas. In the
first subsection, I discuss the nativist ideologies of RRPs and how immigrants are typically portrayed by
Western European RRPs, in particular. In the second subsection, I detail the RRP mainstreaming process
and the inclusion-moderation hypothesis. In the third and final subsection, I discuss the research gap that

can be discerned from this literature review.
2.1 ldeology of Radical Right Parties

In terms of ideology, the radical right has been described as reactionary and “backward looking” because
it rejects the possibility of universal rights and negates the possibility of ethnically diverse communities
peacefully coexisting (Betz & Johnson, 2004, p. 324). Of the amalgam of specific characteristics that
define radical right parties, including their authoritarianism and populism, Mudde (2007) argues that
nativism constitutes the core of their ideology (p. 22). This term ultimately refers to a xenophobic form of
nationalism, in that nativism argues for a nation state inhabited solely by the native group, which is
usually delineated along ethnic lines (Ennser-Jedenastik, 2016, p. 412). As a result, the worldview of
RRPs has been characterized as exclusionary, one in which categories like nationhood and national
identity constitute the most important reference points for the self and other (Skenderovic, 2007, p. 158).
lustrating this, Svraka (2024) finds that RRPs most consistently vilify the groups of ethnic minorities
that are the most distinctive from the majority population (p. 375). Ultimately, this ethnic
conceptualization of the nation contrasts with civic nationalism, which states that a common set of values

and practices is enough to constitute membership in the nation (Golder, 2016, p. 480).

Another typical characteristic of modern RRPs that reflects their nativism is the party family’s
ethnopluralist arguments against immigration. At its core, ethnopluralism is an ideology that explains the
differences between native and non-native populations in terms of cultural differences, rather than
biological or racial differences (Havertz, 2023, p. 2). Nonetheless, ethnopluralism can still be considered

an “ideologized” form of xenophobia (Rydgren, 2004b, p. 159). For example, as Elgenius and Rydgren
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(2019) note, despite the ethnopluralist doctrine not being inherently hierarchical, it does argue that
different ethnicities must be kept separate to preserve the unique characteristics of the world’s people (p.
587). This shift from biological to cultural justifications of exclusion has been referred to as the “cultural
turn” in racism, which was a development that took place in post-World War II radical right politics (see
Zaslove, 2004, pp. 103-104; Rueda, 2021, pp. 218-219). To this point, Rueda (2021) argues that some
forms of this new “differentialism” still constitute disguised racism, whereas others are equivalent in their
effect (p. 219). Indeed, Havertz (2023) states that biological determinist views are inherent within
ethnopluralist doctrine, even when couched in the language of culture, and the lines between assumptions

regarding race and culture often blur together (p. 12).

Because most contemporary democracies do not structure their social inclusion and citizenship regimes
along these previously discussed ethnonationalist lines, those who do hold an ethnic conceptualization of
the nation experience this as an “affront” to their collective identity (Bonikowski, 2017, p. 187). In line
with their nativist ideology, RRPs therefore assert that the nation state’s homogeneity is threatened by
non-native elements (Mudde, 2007, p. 22), and it is the right of the national majority to protect its cultural
identity (Rydgren, 2018, p. 2). Consequently, the programs that RRPs often push for are characterized by
their goal of strengthening the nation by making it more ethnically homogenous and by returning to
traditional values (Rydgren, 2007, p. 242). Given that most RRPs compete almost exclusively on these
immigration-related issues (Abou-Chadi, 2016, p. 417), they have often been labeled “niche parties” (see
Wagner, 2012, p. 846).

In sum, nativism constitutes one of the most important aspects of RRP ideology, and it is nativism that
ultimately informs how RRPs choose to speak about immigrants. This often manifests itself in the
ethnopluralist arguments against immigration that these parties use to justify their exclusionary policy
programs. In what follows, I highlight what the current literature says about how modern RRPs in
Western Europe choose to frame immigrants in order to mobilize voters. This brief overview is intended

to illustrate how immigrants are portrayed by these parties in practice.
2.1.1 The Radical Right’s Framing of Immigrants

As previously mentioned, traces of ethnopluralism can be found in the policies and arguments put
forward by many of the most influential Western European RRPs today (e.g., Rueda, 2021, pp. 228-229;
Richardson & Colombo, 2013, p. 197). For example, Skenderovic (2007) highlights how several RRPs in
Switzerland began espousing cultural-differentialist arguments against asylum-seekers from the 1970s
onward, which included the National Action and the Swiss People’s Party (p. 170). Norocel et al. (2022)

likewise argues that immigrants, particularly non-European and Muslim immigrants, are framed by the



Sweden Democrats as a force that undermines the welfare state’s necessary foundation of a common
Swedish culture, values, and traditions (p. 907). However, several authors have noted that the
exclusionary rhetoric of many Western European RRPs is now increasingly being framed in terms of civic
values and broader civilizational terms, rather than in ethnocultural and national identity terms (see
Brubaker, 2017, p. 1193; Akkerman et al., 2016, p. 237). Of the many groups of immigrants in Europe,

perhaps none have been the targets of this form of RRP rhetoric more than Muslim immigrants.

Much of the literature on European RRPs describes how the rhetoric of this party family increasingly
emphasizes a clash of cultures between Western, Christian-based society and Islam. Froio (2018) states
that political actors justifying their opposition to Islam based on national values do so either by promoting
xenophobic interpretations of national values, such as secularity and republican universalism, or by
adopting ultra-Christian (especially Catholic) religious and anti-republicanism discourse (p. 705). The
adoption of the former strategy has been especially apparent in France’s Front National (now the National
Rally) and the Swiss People’s Party (Halikiopoulou et al., 2013, pp. 122-124), for example. Bar-On
(2018) also highlights how the Dutch Party for Freedom has based its arguments against Islam on the
shared democratic values of the Dutch nation, which it claims stand in opposition to the “totalitarian
doctrine” of Islam (p. 32). However, Sakki and Pettersson (2016) note that some RRPs frequently
juxtapose Christianity against Islam in their rhetoric, claiming that members of Islamic culture are
culturally and ideologically incompatible with Europe’s historically Christian culture (p. 157). This form
of “othering” is especially apparent in the rhetoric of parties like Italy’s Lega Nord or the Austrian
Freedom Party, which have argued that the increased presence of Muslims in Europe constitutes a danger
to its Christian religion and values, given the fusion of religion and politics in Islamic culture (Zaslove,

2004, p. 106).

Aside from the threats that Muslim immigrants, specifically, are claimed to represent, Western European
RRPs portray immigrants as a wide variety of other threats and burdens to society. For example, several
authors note that RRPs frequently link immigration with crime and societal instability, which some parties
frame in terms of uncontrolled “streams of immigration” and “racist criminality” against the native
population (Zaslove, 2004, p. 102; Rydgren, 2004a, p. 486). Moreover, Sakki and Pettersson (2016)
highlight how arguments related to the expenses of immigration for the native welfare state are also
frequently used by some RRPs against immigrants (p. 161). The Austrian Freedom Party and the Lega
Nord are but a few examples of RRPs that have portrayed immigrants as both burdens to the welfare state,
as well as competition that steals jobs from natives and reduces wages (Zaslove, 2004, pp. 106-107).
Rydgren (2004a) likewise discusses how the anti-immigration rhetoric of the Danish People’s Party is

expressed in welfare chauvinist terms, which is notably characterized by immigrants being portrayed as
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drains on welfare state resources that could have been used to help old and sick native citizens (p. 486). It
is also the case that some RRPs categorize refugees as “real” and “fake” refugees who are either
deserving or undeserving of help (Cervi, 2020, p. 11), which is yet another way that welfare chauvinism

manifests itself in the rhetoric of this party family.

As can be seen, Western Europe’s RRPs have portrayed immigrants as threatening to the national
majority in numerous ways. Although there are variations in how immigrants appear in their rhetoric
across national contexts, the parties are largely fixated on the same sociocultural and socioeconomic
concerns and present immigration as a dire threat to the future of the nation state. Nonetheless, many of
Western Europe’s most influential RRPs have become less radical in the ways in which they handle
immigration-related issues over the years. Therefore, in the next subsection, I discuss the mainstreaming

process that leads some RRPs to reign in their radical behavior and rhetoric.

2.2 Mainstreaming of Radical Right Parties

Before proceeding, it is important to define both mainstreaming and what it means for a party to be
“mainstream”. Mainstreaming is defined by Moffitt (2022) as the process in which formerly ostracized
parties enter the mainstream and are deemed “legitimate” and “normal” (pp. 388-389). Similarly,
Akkerman et al. (2016) defines mainstreaming as a process in which RRPs change to become more like
mainstream parties (781). Given the greater specificity of Akkerman et al.’s definition, in that it clarifies
the mechanism driving an RRP’s movement into the mainstream, i.e., becoming more like mainstream

parties themselves, this is the definition that will be used when speaking about mainstreaming in this
paper.

On the other hand, there are a few authors that have described RRPs and niche parties, more broadly,
moving into the mainstream because of mainstream parties increasing the salience of issues emphasized
by those parties (see Meyer & Miller, 2015, p. 261; Curran, 2004; Bale, 2003). However, I tend to agree
with Akkerman et al. (2016), in that this process more accurately reflects a radicalization process on the

part of mainstream parties (p. 6), rather than the mainstreaming of RRPs.

Of course, it is also important at this point to define what is meant by “mainstream parties”. Although the
term is frequently used in the political science literature, clear definitions are somewhat rare (Moffitt,
2022, p. 387). Nonetheless, many of the existing definitions can be clustered into two categories. Firstly,
many authors define mainstream parties as those parties on the center-left and center-right, which includes
the catch-all Social Democratic, Christian Democratic, and liberal parties (see Meguid, 2005, p. 348;
Adams et al., 2006, p. 513; Marks et al., 2002, p. 588). Secondly, some definitions characterize

mainstream parties as parties that are pro-system, in that they do not challenge democracy (e.g., Capoccia,
9



2002, p. 26). Given that definitions focused on center-left and center-right parties are more prevalent in
the literature, as well as the fact that these parties, by virtue of being centrist parties, do not challenge

democracy, I have these parties in mind when discussing how a given RRP has become more mainstream.

There are numerous paths that RRPs can take to become more like mainstream parties as part of the
mainstreaming process. Akkerman et al. (2016) argues that there are three possible ways that RRPs may
choose to mainstream their image in the pursuit of office, policy influence, or votes. These are namely
moderating their positions on core issues, expanding their issue agenda, or showing more respect for the
rules of the political system and trying to overcome their extremist reputation (Akkerman et al., 2016, p.
14). According to Akkerman et al. (2016), these actions have the effect of mainstreaming the dimensions
that constitute an RRP’s profile, particularly the party family’s radicalness, nicheness, anti-establishment

nature, as well as extremeness (p. 10).

Several authors have chosen to focus on the above-mentioned moderation aspect of mainstreaming.
Capaul and Ewert (2021) argue that there are three possible ways that RRPs may choose to moderate their
image. These include: (1) moving closer to the center by leaving their initial nationalist positions, (2)
becoming more like non-populist parties by dropping some or all populist communication strategies, as
well as (3) moderating policy issues that are less central to their nativist and authoritarian ideological core
(Capaul & Ewert, 2021, p. 781). Brocker and Kiinkler (2013) argue that an RRP’s moderation may
manifest itself in changes in its party programs, the ideological stances it espouses in its speeches and
campaign slogans, as well as in the party’s overall self-presentation (p. 177). This moderation process has
been described as an RRP’s movement along a continuum from radical to moderate, i.¢., in the direction

of respecting individual rights and democratic values (Schwedler, 2011, p. 352).

With regards to immigration-related rhetoric, specifically, there have been a few case studies on RRPs
that have highlighted how these parties moderate the way they speak about immigrants to clean up their
previous extremist reputation. For example, Christiansen et al. (2016) notes that the Danish People’s Party
deliberately avoids making extreme or racist statements by swiftly expelling party members who engage
in such behavior (p. 101). Similarly, Stockemer (2017) highlights how the leadership of France’s Front
National has attempted to rid the party of its extremist image by avoiding overtly racist and antisemitic
statements and expelling members who are found guilty of using this form of rhetoric (pp. 39-40).
Jupskas (2016) likewise discusses how the Norwegian Progress Party attempted to tone down its anti-
immigration discourse whilst outside of government as an office-seeking strategy, which resulted in the

party removing elements of biological racism from its later manifestos (p. 173).
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At this point, | have outlined the process by which RRPs become more like mainstream parties and
discussed some of the most common ways mainstream parties have been defined in the literature. In the
following subsection, I discuss one of the most frequently cited explanations as to why RRPs potentially

undergo this mainstreaming process in the first place: the inclusion-moderation hypothesis.
2.2.1 The Inclusion-Moderation Hypothesis

According to the inclusion-moderation hypothesis, RRPs become more like mainstream parties as a
result of competing for office or actual experience from participating in government (Konig & Swalve,
2023, p. 810). When competing for office, Berman (2008) argues that parties find themselves forced to
attract a majority or plurality of voters, which is difficult to achieve with narrowly targeted or extremist
appeals (p. 6). In terms of the moderating effect that holding office exerts on RRPs, an RRP has
incentives to demonstrate to potential coalition partners that it is reliable by toning down its anti-
establishment rhetoric and cleaning up its radical image once in office, and participating in government
also necessitates that policy distances are bridged and compromises are made between coalition members
(Akkerman et al., 2016, pp. 14-15). Moreover, the demands of administration during incumbency also
shift the focus of RRPs who have made it into government away from radical ideology and towards
policy implementation and solving the common problems of citizens’ daily lives (Zhang & Tang, 2024, p.
6; Berman, 2008, p. 6). Downs (2001) likewise argues that incumbency has the potential to embolden
factions within an RRP to challenge the party’s hardline as a result of their desire for greater political
legitimacy (p. 49). Nonetheless, support for the inclusion-moderation hypothesis has been somewhat

mixed.

Several authors have concluded that an RRP’s participation in government can result in the moderation of
the party’s radical profile (see Breyer, 2023; Konig & Swalve, 2023). Van Spanje and Van Der Brug
(2007) argue that anti-immigration parties that have been allowed to participate in “normal politics” have
decreased their outright extremism, whilst the anti-immigration parties that have not are susceptible to
domination by their most radical factions (p. 1036). Moreover, in an analysis of FPO/BZO policies during
its time in government, Konig and Swalve (2023) find that the actual policies initiated by the party did not
exceed constitutional limits more than the policies initiated by previous Austrian governments, which
suggests that RRPs may not moderate their rhetoric, but do moderate their policies in practice once in
government (p. 824). This point is also reflected in Heinisch and Hauser’s (2016) findings that the FPO
moderated its stated positions on European integration in its party platforms whilst in government,
although the party still opposed European integration (p. 77). Regarding anti-elite populist rhetoric, some

studies have found that RRPs do succumb to the pressure to decrease their populist ideology in the
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context of participating within national parliaments, rather than simply changing which group of elites the

parties choose to target (Breyer, 2023, p. 681).

Despite the above-mentioned evidence, some studies have found no or limited support for the inclusion-
moderation hypothesis, particularly in terms of populist rhetoric. Schworer (2022) claims that there is no
clear trend in RRPs decreasing their anti-system discourse on social media once they have entered a
governing coalition (p. 485). This seems to raise the question of whether certain modes of RRPs’
communication are exempt from the inclusion-moderation effect that can be seen in national
parliamentary contexts, for example. Moreover, some parties, such as Italy’s Lega Nord, have been able
to maintain their radical profile, even whilst serving in a coalition government (Albertazzi & McDonnell,
2005, pp. 969-970). Bernhard (2020) likewise suggests that the level of populism an RRP expresses once
in government depends on which faction gains control of the party, with the “traditional figure’s”

leadership often resulting in a continuation of populism (p. 208).

Moreover, some authors also claim that RRPs do not moderate across the board and are reluctant to
compromise on their radical messaging regarding primary issues, such as immigration (see Capaul &
Ewert, 2021, p. 783). This may reflect the difficult balancing act that RRPs are faced with upon entering a
governing coalition, which includes not alienating core voters whilst being forced to make compromises
with more “mainstream” parties (Fangen & Vaage, 2018, p. 461). The previously discussed findings
therefore seem to suggest that the inclusion-moderation process is more nuanced than it might first
appear, and an RRP’s participation in government does not lead to an inevitable

moderation/mainstreaming of its radical profile.
2.3 Research Gap

From this brief review of the literature, we can see that the nativist ideology of RRPs and the many ways
that this party family chooses to instrumentalize immigration have been thoroughly examined. Likewise,
there has been much written regarding the ways in which RRPs move into the political mainstream by de-
radicalizing their party profile, as well as the role of government participation in this process.
Nonetheless, it is clear that the current literature has largely neglected to examine the effects of

government participation on RRP anti-immigrant rhetoric. This is for two primary reasons.

For one, the focus of a large portion of previous research has been on examining the extent to which an
RRP’s participation in government moderates its radical policy positions (e.g., Heinisch & Hauser, 2016)
or de facto behavior regarding immigration-related issues (see Capaul & Ewert, 2021, p. 786), rather than
on examining how an RRP’s manner of framing immigrants changes after entering government.

However, moderation of an RRP’s policy positions does not automatically entail a more moderate
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communication strategy (Brocker & Kiinkler, 2013, pp. 177-178). I therefore argue that a more detailed
look at how an RRP’s framing of immigrants might change when participating in government is

warranted.

Secondly, of the literature that has dealt with the rhetorical moderation of Western European RRPs, most
of the material has been dedicated to examining the effects of office-seeking strategies employed by the
parties outside of government (see Jupskas, 2016; Stockemer, 2017), rather than potential rhetorical
changes brought about by their participation in government. Considering that most of this literature has
also done these forms of analyses in a surface-level way (e.g., Christiansen et al., 2016, p. 101), the lack
of an in-depth study on how government participation affects an RRP’s anti-immigrant discourse is all the

more glaring.

Therefore, to restate the primary research question of this paper: how does entering government change

the way that Western European RRPs frame immigrants?

3. Theory

To answer this project’s research question, a simplified framework for conceptualizing the many ways
that RRPs portray immigrants is needed. As was seen in the literature review, immigrants are most often
portrayed as some form of threat to the host country’s society. Therefore, it makes sense to construct a
framework that taps into this expression of ethnonationalism. A theoretical framework based on framing
theory is well-suited for this task. In what follows, I outline such a framework and its basis in framing

theory.
3.1 Framing Theory

As a theoretical framework, framing theory is centered around the concept of “frames”, a concept which
has itself been informed by several social sciences, including sociology and psychology (Iacob, 2022, p.
3). Although frames and the field of framing research have been described as scattered and unclear in
terms of conceptualization (Entman, 1993, p. 51; Scheufele & Iyengar, 2014, p. 620), there are several
definitions of frames that have become influential in the social sciences literature. In his classic work on
the topic, Goffman (1974, as cited in Reese et al., 2001, p. 620) defined frames as “schemata of
interpretation” that allow individuals to “locate, perceive, identify, and label” their life experiences or
other occurrences. Similarly, Modigliani (1987, as cited in Scheufele & Iyengar, 2014, p. 622) described
frames as the central organizing ideas or storylines that provide meaning to an unfolding series of events.

Building from these earlier definitions, Snow and Benford (1992) stated that frames are interpretative
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schemata that simplify and condense the external world by selectively “punctuating and encoding” the
objects, events, situations, experiences, etc., within one’s present or past environment (p. 137). Taken
together “frames” seem to be simplified representations of the world around us, which are created to

facilitate our understanding and processing of aspects of external reality.

Framing, then, is the process in which frames are constructed. This is a process that involves selecting
some aspects of a perceived reality and making them more salient in a given communication in order to
promote a specific problem definition, moral evaluation, causal interpretation, or treatment
recommendation (Entman, 1993, p. 52). For example, by focusing on the “otherness” and sheer number of
immigrants entering France over the years, the Front National has been able to portray immigrants as
threats to the ethnonational identity of the “True French” (Rydgren, 2004b, pp. 172-173). Used in such a
way, framing is intended to influence and shape public opinion and to impact individual interpretations
via this process of characteristic emphasis (Iacob, 2022, p. 44). However, in terms of RRPs and
immigration, specific forms of frames, known as collective action frames, are especially relevant for this

discussion.

Collective action frames are a concept that has gained currency in the literature on social movements.
They are ultimately the product of social movement adherents and leaders, who assign meaning to and
interpret events in a manner that is intended to mobilize potential support and demobilize antagonists
(Snow et al., 2008, p. 384). The core tasks of collective action frames are to serve as modes of attribution
and articulation, in the sense that the frames attribute blame for perceived social problems to groups or
individuals, as well as articulate a general line of response and reasons to provide support to the social
movement (Elgenius & Rydgren, 2019, p. 586). Benford and Snow (2000) refer to these core framing
tasks as diagnostic, prognostic, and motivational framing, respectively (p. 615). Whereas prognostic
framing involves the articulation of a proposed solution to the problem, and motivational framing
provides a rationale for engaging in collective action, the purpose of diagnostic framing is to attribute
blame and responsibility (Benford & Snow, 2000, pp. 615-617). When used by the parties in practice, all
three forms of framing likely overlap, to some extent. Nonetheless, the diagnostic frame category is

arguably the closest characterization of this study’s framework, presented below.

3.2 Five Anti-Immigrant Frames

In their work on the ethnonationalist rhetoric of the Sweden Democrats, Elgenius and Rydgren (2019)
argued that there are five diagnostic, anti-immigrant frames that are most frequently employed by RRPs.
These include the following: (1) immigrants as illegitimate competitors over scarce resources, (2)

immigrants as burdens on the welfare state, (3) immigrants as threats to the ethnonational identity of the
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majority, (4) immigrants as a major cause of criminality and social insecurity, and (5) Muslims as
particular threats to the liberal values of the country (Elgenius & Rydgren, 2019, p. 584). For the purposes
of this paper, I categorize the first two frames as being more socioeconomic in nature, and the remaining

three as being more focused on the perceived sociocultural threats of immigration.

Although Elgenius and Rydgren (2019) introduced this framework to conceptualize the various ways that
immigrants appear in the rhetoric of RRPs, their focus was nonetheless on the “central” or “master”
frames employed by the Sweden Democrats and how these have evolved over time (p. 584), rather than
on the prevalence of individual frames in the party’s rhetoric. Essentially, master frames encompass the
more specific, derivative sorts of frames listed above (Elgenius & Rydgren, 2019, p. 586), with an
example in the context of the Sweden Democrats being “the golden age” and its decline due to

immigration (p. 590).

Nonetheless, I believe that applying the five anti-immigrant frames to the design of this project in their
discrete forms, outside of master frames, is helpful in answering the primary research question posed
earlier. This namely allows us to compartmentalize the diverse ways that immigrants appear in the
rhetoric of RRPs into five distinct categories, which greatly simplifies the analysis process. For one, by
narrowing the scope of the analysis to these five overarching categories, it is easier to discern broader
patterns in how an RRP chooses to portray immigrants. Secondly, this framework allows us to think in
more general terms about how RRPs instrumentalize immigrants in their rhetoric, which allows for cross-
party comparison. This would be more difficult if the framings of immigrants were operationalized in

more country-specific terms.

3.3 Hypotheses

By applying the above framework and leveraging Akkerman et al.’s (2016) influential explanation of
RRP mainstreaming, I believe we can derive a few hypotheses regarding the effects of government
participation on the party family’s usage of anti-immigrant frames. To recap: an RRP can mainstream by
moderating its positions on core issues, expanding its issue agenda, or showing more respect for the rules

of the political system and shedding its extremist reputation (Akkerman et al., 2016, p. 14).

With regards to issue expansion, RRPs are often forced to place greater emphasis on socioeconomic
issues in their agenda once taking on the responsibilities of government (see Akkerman et al., 2016, p.

15). This might consequently result in the socioeconomic threats of immigration becoming more salient in
their rhetoric in comparison to RRPs that have not entered government. Moreover, frames that are less
sociocultural in nature could be considered less overtly racist and extreme, and an RRP that is in

government may therefore opt for these frames when under the pressure of governing partners to shed its
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extremist image. These considerations are reflected in the first hypothesis.

H; (frame increase): Entering government leads to RRPs increasing the proportion of

socioeconomic anti-immigrant frames in their rhetoric.

Nonetheless, whether or not socioeconomic frames become more prevalent in the rhetoric of governing
RRPs as a result of mainstreaming, it is likely that sociocultural frames will remain the dominant anti-
immigrant frames used by the parties. This would in no small part be due to the fact that frames linking
immigration to crime and other sociocultural issues have been the most effective at mobilizing voters
(Elgenius & Rydgren, 2019, p. 584). Therefore, we can expect that all RRPs have an incentive to use
these sorts of frames more frequently than socioeconomic frames, even if they are used in a less radical

manner during an RRP’s time in government.

As distinct from policy moderation, an RRP might also attempt to moderate its extreme image by using
sociocultural frames against immigration in less incendiary, racist, or xenophobic ways (see Akkerman et
al., 2016, p. 10). For simplicity’s sake, I refer to rhetorical changes in this direction as being “less
radical”. Unlike Hj, this aspect of mainstreaming would have to be assessed in a more qualitative manner.

This possibility is formulated in the second hypothesis.

H; (frame moderation): Entering government leads to RRPs using sociocultural anti-immigrant

frames in a less radical manner.

In the next section, I outline the research design of the following analysis, with the theoretical framework

discussed in this section serving as its foundation.
4. Method & Material

To determine how a given RRP’s participation in government changes the way that the party frames
immigrants, [ have conducted a qualitative content analysis on material from a select number of RRPs.
However, before outlining the way in which this content analysis was designed and implemented, I

believe that it is important to clarify my rationale for selecting this specific methodology.

As Mayring describes it, content analysis is a family of systematic techniques that is used to analyze the

informational contents of text-based data (2000, as cited in Forman & Damschroder, 2007, p. 39). This
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can entail the usage of both quantitative and qualitative research methods (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005, p.
1277). In comparison to quantitative content analysis, which seeks to generalize a study sample to an
entire population based on statistical inference, the goal of qualitative content analysis is to understand a
phenomenon (Forman & Damschroder, 2007, p. 41). This is achieved by identifying constructs or
concepts within a text to provide a more organized structure and then delving deeper into its language
(Kleinheksel et al., 2020, p. 128). Although I do in fact hope to generalize the findings of the following
analysis to the wider population of Western European RRPs by carefully selecting the cases, I have
chosen a more qualitative approach because this lends itself to greater focus on contextual factors and
meaning (see Gheyle & Jacobs, 2017, p. 5; Mohajan, 2018, pp. 40-41). When attempting to discern how
an incumbent RRP moderates its portrayals of immigrants as sociocultural threats, for example, a
qualitative approach that categorizes and describes the language that RRPs use to frame immigrants

before and during their incumbency is more ideal than simply counting words.

Nonetheless, the approaches are not necessarily mutually exclusive (see White et al., 2006, p. 34;
Krippendorff, 2004, p. 87). Moreover, incorporating quantitative elements into the study design can
potentially add weight to content-analytical category systems by showing that a certain case recurs in a
similar form with particular frequency (Mayring, 2014, p. 41). In a qualitative analysis, this is most
effectively done via rank order comparisons of frequency, rather than statistical tests of difference (Hsich
& Shannon, 2005, p. 1283). I also leverage such an approach in this project, particularly regarding my

examination of the effects of government participation on RRP usage of socioeconomic frames.

However, whilst many qualitative content analyses take a more inductive approach in the analysis
process by avoiding the usage of pre-conceived categories and allowing these to instead “flow” from the
data (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005, p. 1279), I have taken a more directed approach. When existing theory or
research is deemed incomplete or in need of further description, a “directed” qualitative analysis that
proceeds from a pre-existing theoretical framework and that determines the coding scheme can potentially
validate or conceptually extend said framework (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005, p. 1281). Because this project is
intended to expand upon the inclusion-moderation hypothesis literature by leveraging framing theory, a

directed approach is better suited for answering the research question at hand.

Aside from the basic question of whether a given RRP is included in government responsibilities, there
are also other factors that potentially affect how governing RRPs choose to frame immigrants. In what
follows, I outline several potential variables of concern, explain my reasoning for attempting to control

for them, as well as introduce the RRPs that were selected as cases for this purpose.
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4.1 Case Selection & Justification

Of the many factors that potentially influence an RRP’s anti-immigrant rhetoric, I argue that party
ideology is one of the most decisive. For the purposes of the following analysis, two aspects of RRP
ideology stand out. For one, whether religion holds a significant place in the party’s ideology likely has a
major impact on the manner and frequency in which an RRP uses sociocultural anti-immigrant frames.
For example, we might expect that secular RRPs who emphasize the liberal values of the nation state
might be more inclined to employ frames that vilify Muslim immigrants as compared to more religious
RRPs. Likewise, whether a given party’s economic views lean more to the left or right potentially
influences how it frames immigrants. Concretely, if an economically left-leaning, welfare chauvinist
outlook is a prominent part of an RRP’s ideological profile, the party may reference the perceived threats
that immigrants pose to the longevity of the welfare state more than RRPs that espouse a brand of

neoliberalism.

Whether or not a given RRP is a member of a coalition government or merely a support party also likely
determines the party’s framing of immigrants. For example, Akkerman et al. (2016) states that RRPs
supporting a minority government might have more opportunities to maintain their radical, anti-
establishment profiles in comparison to RRPs that are members of a majority government (p. 15).
Because the primary goal of this analysis is to discern how participating in government affects an RRP’s
anti-immigrant rhetoric, I argue that it makes sense to select cases that are as close to the causal
mechanism as possible (i.e., government participation). Consequently, the focus of this analysis will

remain on RRPs that have at some point been members of a coalition government.

With these points in mind, to determine if government participation exerts a common effect across
Western European RRPs, it is essential that there is sufficient variance among the selected parties in terms
of ideology, whilst ensuring that all of the RRPs have previous experience in coalition governments. It is
likewise important that the parties in question sufficiently exemplify the different varieties of RRP
ideology before their time in government to determine if they played a role in any observed rhetorical

changes.

Although geographic origin likely has little to do with an RRP’s anti-immigrant discourse in itself, it is
tied to other unforeseen factors related to the historical and cultural contexts that RRPs exist within.
Therefore, geography can potentially serve as a proxy variable for these factors by intentionally selecting
RRPs from a diverse set of geographical backgrounds. With these and the earlier considerations in mind,
the parties I ultimately selected as cases are the Austrian Freedom Party (FPO), Italy’s National Alliance
(AN), as well as Norway’s Progress Party (FrP).
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There are several reasons why I selected the FPO as a case for the following analysis. For one, the party
has previously been a member of a coalition government. Although the FPO had already formed a short-
lived minority coalition with the Austrian Social Democratic Party (SPO) in 1983, this was before the
party’s subsequent radicalization later in the decade under Jorg Haider (Heinisch & Hauser, 2016, p. 73).
Therefore, when the FPO entered a coalition government with the Austrian Social Democratic Party
(OVP) in its radicalized form from 2000-2005 (Heinisch & Hauser, 2016, p. 74), it was practically doing
so as a new party. Consequently, the party’s time in the earlier coalition government poses no problem for
this analysis. Secondly, the party’s economic views were right-leaning before its time in office, as
indicated by its score of 6.4 out of 10 on the 1999 Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) dataset’s left-right
economic scale (Jolly et al., 2022; see Appendix for CHES questions). In terms of religious principles,
similar expert survey data is not available before the party’s time in government. However, the closest
available CHES year does indicate that the FPO is relatively close to the center on religious issues,

scoring a 5.1 out of 10 in 2006 (Jolly et al., 2022).

With regards to the AN, which was itself a later incarnation of the neo-fascist Italian Social Movement
(MSI) (Marchi, 2011, p. 703), it too had been a member of a coalition government from 2001-2006 (Fella
& Ruzza, 2007). In contrast to the FPO, however, the AN leaned towards the economic left before its
incumbency, indicated by its score of 4.3 out of 10 on the 1999 CHES dataset’s left-right economic scale
(Jolly et al., 2022). Likewise, the available CHES data suggests that religion played a much greater role in
the party’s ideology than the FPO, scoring an 8 out of 10 on the dataset’s religious principles scale in

2006 (Jolly et al., 2022).

On the other hand, the FrP is much closer to the FPO than the AN in terms of its views on economics and
religion. From its inception, the FrP’s economic views have been relatively right-wing, and the party has
promoted a neoliberal agenda since the 1980s (Jupskas, 2016, pp. 169-170). This is reflected in the
party’s score of 7.9 out of 10 on the 2019 CHES dataset’s left-right economic scale (Jolly et al., 2022).
Likewise, the party has been more centrist in terms of religious ideology, with the FrP scoring a 5.5 out of
10 on the dataset’s 2019 religious principles scale (Jolly et al., 2022). Like both other parties, however,
the FrP has also previously been a member of a coalition government, which it entered for the first time in

2013 (Jupskas, 2016, p. 169).

At this point, I should clarify that the focus of this analysis will be on the three RRPs’ time within
coalition governments at the national level. Most of the parties have in fact previously held positions
within governments at the subnational level and gained varying degrees of influence in local politics (see
Heinisch, 2003, p. 120; Jupskas, 2016, p. 171). However, to fill the previously mentioned research gap in
the inclusion-moderation hypothesis literature, [ aim to assess how participating in government at the

19



national level influences how these RRPs frame immigrants, given that the current research has mainly

focused on how government participation at the national level affects RRP immigration policy.

In sum, the diversity in the three parties’ features enables us to more easily discern if government
participation exerts a common influence across RRPs. The core characteristics of the three parties are

displayed in Table 1, for clarity’s sake.

Government | Economic Religious | Country
Entry Left-Right | Principles
AN 2001 4.3 8 Italy
FPO 2000 6.4 5.1% Austria
FrP 2013 7.9 5.5% Norway

Table 1: Characteristics of selected RRPs

* A score of 5 indicates a neutral position on religious issues
4.2 Materials

The material selected for the content analysis consists of a total of 16 party platforms and manifestos
from each of the previously introduced RRPs. Five documents were sampled from the FPO, eight from
the FrP, and only three documents were available for the AN. All documentation was collected from the
Manifesto Project website (Manifesto Project, n.d.). I ultimately chose to work with party platforms and
manifestos because the way that immigrants are framed in these documents likely correspond to the
official viewpoints of the parties more closely than other forms of material. Messages from the parties’
social media accounts, for example, are subject to the individualized agency and self-representation of the

parties’ members (see Norocel et al., 2022, p. 903) and were therefore not sampled for this analysis.

Given that all three parties published more than one platform or manifesto before their first period in
government, this potentially allows us to see if and how they had already begun to moderate their anti-
immigrant rhetoric, as this is an office-seeking strategy that is usually discernable before an RRP’s
incumbency (Akkerman et al., 2016, p. 15). Consequently, determining if rhetorical changes are due to

the parties’ participation in government should be an easier task.

There was significantly less material available from the three RRPs’ time in government. As a result, |
was only able to include one document per party in this category. Nonetheless, these party platforms and
manifestos should still be suitable indicators for how government participation affects the way that RRPs
frame immigrants. For one, they were published several years after the parties entered government, so any

changes in their rhetoric should already be apparent. Likewise, the previously discussed variation between
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the three parties allows us to extrapolate potential findings to the wider population of Western European

RRPs with greater confidence.

The years in which each of the 16 manifestos and party platforms were published by the parties are listed
in Table 2, along with the total number of sentences analyzed by party.

FrP (8) FPO (5) AN (3) Total Sentences
Analyzed

1989 1990 1996 AN - 21

1993 1994 2001 FPO - 43

1997 1995 2006* FrP - 136

2001 1999

2005 20027

2009

2013

2017*

Table 2: Documents included in sample

*Published during party’s incumbency

4.3 Procedure

To facilitate the analysis, a code classification system based on the five anti-immigrant frames (see
Elgenius & Rydgren, 2019, p. 584) is likewise used. Coding systems allow the researcher to organize and
retrieve data by categories, which ultimately aids in interpretation (Forman & Damschroder, 2007, p. 48).
When constructing a coding system, it is essential that recording/coding units are identified, which are the
units within a sample (e.g., a text) that are separately described or categorized (Krippendorft, 2004, pp.
99-100). For this project, I code at the level of sentences because this is helpful when multiple thoughts or
concepts are expressed in a paragraph (Kleinheksel et al., 2020, p. 129), which is often the case in party

platforms and manifestos.

For every sentence in each document, I ask if it pertains in any way to immigrants or immigration. If yes,
I then ask if immigrants are being portrayed in a manner that can be construed as threatening or generally
negative. If the answer to this question is also affirmative, I then begin the process of determining to
which of the five anti-immigrant frames the sentence belongs. In cases where it is possible to code a
sentence as belonging to more than one frame, I split the sentence into its component parts, or “quasi-
sentences”, and allocate only one code to the relevant part of the sentence (see Merz et al., 2016, p. 2).
When it is unclear if a general statement is made in connection with immigrants, [ use the individual
section of the platform or manifesto as the context unit (see Krippendortf, 2004, p. 101) and examine a

few sentences that precede it for clarification. In the unlikely event that immigrants are framed in a
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positive manner by the RRPs, I categorize the sentence into a separate “positive” category to also account

for notable rhetorical changes in this area. The structure of the frame coding scheme is detailed in Table

3, below.

Frame Criterion

Illegitimate competitors The parties portray immigrants as being
illegitimate competitors over scarce resources
with the native population.

Burdens on welfare state The parties portray immigrants as burdens or
drains on the nation’s welfare state.

Threats to ethnonational identity The parties associate immigrants with the
degradation of the culture/ethnonational identity
of the majority population.

Causes of criminality and social insecurity The parties either directly or indirectly claim that
immigrants contribute to crime or social
instability within the country.

Muslims as threats to liberal values The parties explicitly single out Muslims as being
a danger to the liberal values of the country.

Table 3: Frame coding scheme

At this juncture, it is worth clarifying a few points regarding potential ambiguities that arise when coding
for the immigrants as “illegitimate competitors”, “burdens on welfare state”, and “causes of criminality
and social insecurity” frames. Although there is some degree of overlap, I distinguish between immigrants
being considered illegitimate competitors or burdens on the welfare state based on the nature of the
resource and the actors involved. If immigrants are portrayed as being in direct competition with the
native population over a tangible resource, such as jobs or housing, I code this as an instance of the
“illegitimate competitors” frame. If the frame is primarily centered on the relationship between
immigrants and the state, and if immigrants are benefitting from public funding, social policy/benefits, or
the state’s undefined resources, I code this as an instance of the “burdens on welfare state” frame. In
terms of the “causes of criminality and social insecurity” frame, I do not code mentions of illegal
immigrants or immigration as such if these statements do not also suggest that they contribute to
criminality or social conflict that endangers the native population, given that breaking the country’s

immigration laws does not automatically entail contributing to crime or social conflicts in this way.
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The previously discussed five anti-immigrant frames serve as the structure for the following content
analysis. First, I contextualize the three parties’ usage of the five frames by providing the number of times
they were used in each of the documents to be analyzed, along with the document’s ratio of
socioeconomic to sociocultural frames. In this way, a broad overview of how frequently each of the
parties have used the frames over time is possible. This is then followed by an in-depth, qualitative
examination of the parties’ framing of immigrants before and during their time in government. The focus
here is on how each frame has been tangibly used by the parties to vilify immigrants and if this was done
in a comparatively more moderate way during their time in government. In cases where I do not speak the
language of the original documents (i.e., languages other than English or German), high-quality

translation software from DeepL (DeepL, n.d.) is utilized for the analysis process.
5. Results

As previously noted, determining if participation in government results in RRPs favoring socioeconomic
anti-immigrant frames entails a more quantitative approach than assessing how the parties’ usage of
sociocultural frames might change. The latter task requires a qualitative analysis of the language the
parties use to frame immigrants, although it is still likely helpful to have an idea of how frequently each
of the parties have used these frames over time for context. Therefore, in the next subsection, I highlight
notable changes in how frequently each of the five anti-immigrant frames appear in the party platforms
and manifestos of the three selected RRPs before and during their time in government. I also detail
changes in the ratio of socioeconomic to sociocultural frames present in the documents over the same
period. This is followed by an in-depth examination of how each of the frames has been tangibly used by

all three parties.
9.1 Frequency Analysis

In Figure 1, the frequency in which the FPO used the five anti-immigrant frames in each of the relevant
documents is displayed. As can be seen, there was a dramatic drop in the party’s usage of the “burdens on
welfare state” frame after 1990. In the years following, the “causes of criminality and social insecurity”
and “illegitimate competitors” frames were the most frequently used, with the “threats to ethnonational

identity” frame also gaining strength during the party’s incumbency in 2002.
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Figure 1: FPO anti-immigrant frame usage over time (incumbency document: 2002)

With regards to the FrP, Figure 2 displays changes in the prevalence of the five anti-immigrant frames in
the party’s documents. Notably, the “burdens on welfare state” frame quite consistently remained the
single most used frame in the material that originates from the party’s time outside of government from
1989 to 2013. This was followed by the “causes of criminality and social insecurity” and the “threats to
ethnonational identity” frames. The 2017 party platform sees an increase in usage of the “causes of

criminality and social insecurity” frame and the sudden appearance of the “Muslims as threats to liberal
values” frame.
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Figure 2: FrP anti-immigrant frame usage over time (incumbency document: 2017)

Figure 3 shows changes in the AN’s preference of anti-immigrant frames over time. We see that during
both years of the party’s time outside of government, 1996 and 2001, the “causes of criminality and social
insecurity” frame was the dominant frame, followed by the “burdens on welfare state” frame. In the 2006

party platform published during the AN’s term in office, only the “illegitimate competitors” frame was
used.
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Figure 3: AN anti-immigrant frame usage over time (incumbency document: 2006)
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Although it is insightful to see which individual frames the three RRPs have preferred over time,
determining if their entry into government resulted in the parties using socioeconomic anti-immigrant
frames more frequently requires an examination of the ratio of these frames within the documents. The
ratios in the following figures were obtained by dividing the total number of socioeconomic frames (i.e.,

immigrants as “illegitimate competitors” and “burdens on the welfare state”) by the total number of all

frames present.

We see from Figure 4 that there was a dramatic drop in the FPO’s usage of socioeconomic frames from
1990 to 1995. Although these frames once again became more prevalent before the party’s entry into
government in 2000, there was yet another significant drop between 2000 and 2002. As a result, the ratio

of socioeconomic frames remained far below the average of 0.49 in the 2002 platform.
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In Figure 5, a similar drastic reduction in the FrP’s usage of socioeconomic frames from 1989 to 2009
occurred, although there were more recovery periods between these two years in comparison with the
FPO. From 2009 to 2013, the party once again increased its usage of socioeconomic frames before its

entry into government in 2013, which was followed by another significant drop during its incumbency.
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Consequently, the number of socioeconomic frames present in the party’s 2017 platform is significantly

lower than the average ratio of 0.51.
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With regards to the AN, Figure 6 shows the inverse of the previous two cases. From 1996 to 2001, there
was a decrease in the party’s usage of socioeconomic frames, which was followed by what appears to be
an unprecedented increase during its time in office. In its 2006 platform, the ratio of socioeconomic
frames was significantly higher than the average of 0.47. Nonetheless, this relative increase was because
there was only one instance of an anti-immigrant frame in the document, which happened to be

socioeconomic in nature.
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Considering the above, there seems to be grounds to preliminarily reject H; of this study: that entering
government results in RRPs increasing the proportion of socioeconomic frames in their rhetoric. As it
stands, two out of the three RRPs reduced their usage of socioeconomic frames to a level significantly
below their respective average ratios after entering government. The case might be made that the
observed increases in socioeconomic frames right before the FrP and FPO entered government were the
result of an office-seeking strategy, given that the parties’ usage of these frames dropped back down to the
lower levels seen during their pre-incumbency once they were in government. Moreover, the large relative
increase in the ratio of socioeconomic frames in the AN’s case was due to the party only using one anti-
immigrant frame in the 2006 document. The fact that the party chose to use a socioeconomic frame could
be a finding in line with Hy. However, with only one instance of a socioeconomic frame being used in the

2006 document, it is difficult to discern if this is the result of rhetorical moderation.

It is likewise important to note that absolute decreases in mentions of immigrants likely shares the same
causal mechanism that leads RRPs to increase their usage of socioeconomic framing, but it is nonetheless
a distinct phenomenon from Hj. Such decreases are often the result of issue agenda expansion as a

mainstreaming strategy (see Akkerman et al., 2016, p. 10), although this analysis is focused on how issue
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agenda expansion might influence an RRP’s framing of immigrants if they still choose to speak about

immigration after expanding their issue agenda.

Bearing these points in mind, in the following qualitative analysis, I assess the extent to which the parties
moderated their usage of sociocultural anti-immigrant frames, in line with Hj of this analysis. For

comparison, | also examine the parties’ usage of socioeconomic frames for signs of moderation.

5.2 Sociocultural Frame: Threats to Ethnonational Identity

In this subsection, I describe how the “threats to ethnonational identity” frame is used in the rhetoric of

the FPO, FrP, and AN.

5.2.1 FPO

Before its incumbency, the FPO’s usage of the frame seemingly became more blatantly hostile to
immigration over time (see Appendix for complete list of quotations). In some of its earlier documents,
the party suggested that immigration hinges on the cultural compatibility of those entering Austria (see
FPO, 1990), as well as argued that immigration is a “multicultural experiment” being imposed on the
country (FPO, 1994, p. 28). The following quote is an example of the form that this frame would most

frequently take in the party’s discourse later on:
We are committed to keeping Austria from becoming a country of immigration. (FPO, 1995)

Here, immigration is framed as something that fundamentally changes the native character of the country

in a presumably negative way.

In addition to its continued claims that Austria must not become an “immigration country”, during its

incumbency the FPO also began to speak of an Austrian to foreigner ratio that must remain balanced:

This can only be achieved if the ratio of Austrians to foreigners is balanced and if foreigners not

only observe their rights but also their duties. (FPO, 2002, p. 44)

This statement was made by the party in the context of discussing successful integration policy. It
ultimately seems to suggest that some aspect of Austrian society is at risk of being degraded if foreigners
outnumber native Austrians, especially if these foreigners do not meet certain undefined behavioral
expectations. Interestingly, during its incumbency the party often speaks of influxes of “foreigners”,

rather than “immigrants”, when using this frame (see FPO, 2002, p. 44).
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5.2.2 FrP

The FrP, on the other hand, consistently stressed that the rules, norms, and values of the native majority
must take precedence over the “wishes” of individual groups (FrP, 2001). Of course, this is likely meant
to imply that the wishes of immigrants go against those of native Norwegians. It is also notable that one
of its earlier platforms contained what seems to be a reference to biological differences between

immigrants and native Norwegians:

Nor is it immoral to believe that we should prevent too rapid changes to the overall character of

our population. (FrP, 1997, p. 67)

Although statements such as this were removed from later platforms before its incumbency, the party
nonetheless continued to emphasize that refugees have a “major impact” on Norwegian communities and
that immigration from outside the “Western cultural sphere” should be limited (see FrP, 2001). Both
assertions seem to imply, to varying degrees, that immigration is a threat to the ethnonational character of

Norway.

In what seems to be a continuation of the language used in its 1997 platform, the FrP also made
references to indefinite characteristics that constitute Norway during its incumbency, characteristics
which are apparently threatened by immigrants. For example:

To improve integration, we must preserve what makes Norway Norway. (FrP, 2017, p. 2)

This was a claim that was made in the context of discussing a ban on the burka and nikab, garments worn
by Muslim women that fully conceal their bodies. The statement therefore seems to suggest that current

integration policy has led to immigrants actively eroding the liberal ethnonational identity of Norway.
523 AN

Unlike the other two parties, the AN did not use the “threats to ethnonational identity” frame before or

during its time in government.

5.3 Sociocultural Frame: Causes of Criminality and Social Insecurity

In this subsection, I examine the three RRPs’ usage of the “causes of criminality and social insecurity”

frame before and during their incumbency.
5.3.1 FPO

Throughout its time outside of government, the FPO consistently linked immigration with crime and

social unrest. This is exemplified by a quote from its 1994 manifesto:
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But we cannot take in everyone who wants to try their luck with us: because uncontrolled and
illegal immigration leads to social tensions, violence and a sharp increase in crime. (FPO, 1994, p.

60)

Immigrants are frequently brought into association with crime and social conflict in this direct manner
throughout many of the FPO’s documents from the period. The party also frequently refers to immigrants
using the word “foreigners” in these contexts (e.g., FPO, 1994, p. 60).

During its incumbency, the FPO continued to portray immigrants as major contributors to crime and

social instability. However, as can be seen in the following quote, the link was made even more direct:

Crime committed by foreigners had already reached an extremely alarming level, with foreigners
accounting for around 20% of suspects for all crimes in 1999 and as much as 28.4% of suspects
for felonies. (FPO, 2002, p. 80)

The use of statistics to make the connection between immigration and crime was not present in the party’s
pre-incumbency material, and it arguably represents an escalation of this form of rhetoric. As noted
earlier, the usage of the word “foreigners” instead of “immigrants” had already taken place in previous

documents, however.
5.3.2 AN

On the other hand, in the party’s earliest documents, the AN emphasized the social tensions and “racist
reactions” that massive migrations of people from poorer geographic regions allegedly generate amongst

the native population. In a discussion on the need for development aid in poorer regions, the party stated:

This is to prevent the lack of resources and economic development in poor areas from triggering
massive migration of populations to more advantaged areas, thus upsetting established balances,
triggering racist reactions and increasing global tensions, which are already many and difficult to

resolve. (AN, 1996)

In later manifestos from this period, the AN also began to explicitly link crime committed by illegal
immigrants to racist reactions and portrayed these immigrants as threats to the safety of native citizens

(see AN, 2001).

However, in contrast to the other two parties, the AN did not use the “causes of criminality and social

insecurity” frame during its time in government.
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5.3.3FrP

Like both other parties, the FrP also frequently framed immigrants as major contributors to crime and
social instability during its time outside of government. However, asylum seekers, specifically, were also

brought into association with crime:

That asylum seekers are informed upon arrival that they are obliged to refrain from illegal
demonstrations and vandalism in Norway, even if this is directed at conditions in their home

country. (FrP, 1997, p. 69)

Statements targeting asylum seekers in this manner are largely absent from the other parties’ material, and

this is an early characteristic of the FrP’s usage of the frame.

During its incumbency, the FrP continued to frame immigrants as contributors to crime and social issues.
However, direct linkages between asylum seekers and criminal acts are not present. Nonetheless, the party

still warns of the social unrest that continued immigration of asylum seekers will bring:

There is reason to fear that continued immigration of asylum seekers, of only approximately the
scale of that in recent years, will lead to serious conflicts between ethnic groups in Norway. (FrP,

2017, p. 62)

In addition to linking asylum seekers with ethnic conflicts in this way, the party also mentions terrorism in

connection with immigrants for the first time (see FrP, 2017, p. 64).
5.4 Sociocultural Frame: Muslims as Threats to Liberal Values

In this subsection, I detail how the “Muslims as threats to liberal values” frame has appeared in the

rhetoric of the RRPs in this study.

5.4.1FPO

The FPO was the only party that spoke about Muslim immigrants before its entry into government,
although this was done in a somewhat indirect way. The single instance in which this occurred was when

the party briefly mentioned radical Islam in one of its later documents from the period:

The increasing fundamentalism of radical Islam and its penetration into Europe. (FPO, 1999, p.

12)
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In this quote, it is apparent that radical Islam is meant to stand in contrast to the implied liberal values of
Europe, which are endangered by the movement of radical Islamists, presumably immigrants, into

European countries.

The FPO did not reference Muslim immigrants in the document published during its incumbency.
54.2 FrP

During the three RRPs’ time in government, the FrP was the only party to mention Muslim immigrants.
Most instances were general calls for banning full-coverage garments worn by Muslim women. However,

one quote specifically focused on Muslim women in the context of education:

Furthermore, we will ban the use of full-coverage garments (burqa and nikab) in all educational

institutions, in addition to banning gender-segregated teaching. (FrP, 2017, p. 64)

Yet again, it is implied here that these aspects of Muslim culture are discriminatory against women and
stand against the liberal values of Norway. The call for a ban on full-coverage garments and gender-
segregated teaching seems to imply that the practices pose a danger to said liberal values and must be

stopped.

5.5 Socioeconomic Frame: lllegitimate Competitors

In this subsection, I discuss how the “illegitimate competitors” frame has manifested itself in the rhetoric

of the FPO, AN, and FrP.

551 FPO

In terms of the FPO’s usage of the frame before its entry into government, the party consistently stated or
suggested that immigrants put pressure on the Austrian housing and job markets, effectively
disadvantaging the native population. This is exemplified by the party’s claim that immigration into

Austria hinges on the availability of resources:

For any immigration, the existence of work and housing is a prerequisite, whereby it must not

come to the displacement of Austrians through wage and price pressure. (FPO, 1995)

The emphasis on the perceived threats that immigrants represent to the native Austrian population due to
competition for jobs and housing, as seen in this quote, is a prominent thread that runs throughout the
party’s written material from this period. In the earlier documents around this time (see FPO, 1990),
immigrants are also associated with undeclared/illegal work, which is an aspect of its rhetoric that is

absent in later pre-incumbency platforms.
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In the platform from the FPO’s time in office, immigrants are still portrayed as putting pressure on the

Austrian labor and housing markets:

Austria would have been affected by massive immigration and commuter traffic due to the large
wage differences and consequently by a significant increase in the problem of unscrupulous work,
which would have led to cut-throat competition and thus to a massive increase in unemployment

among the domestic workforce. (FPO, 2002, p. 34)

In this quote, immigrants are associated with cheap labor and “unscrupulous” work that threatens to
increase unemployment amongst the domestic workforces. Although this is essentially the same message
that had been repeatedly stated in previous platforms, one might argue that its formulation here is more
forceful than before. During its incumbency, it likewise appears that the party placed greater emphasis on
undeclared work and on the distinction between immigrants with valuable skills that should be tolerated,

and those without such skills (e.g., FPO, 2002, p. 45).

5.5.2AN

On the other hand, there was only one instance before the AN’s incumbency in which immigrants were

portrayed as illegitimate competitors with the native population:

In fact, it is from there that migratory flows of labor come, and these risk overwhelming us,

worsening employment levels where they are still in crisis [...]. (AN, 1996)

The above quote refers to immigrants from poorer (primarily African) countries entering Italy and
overwhelming the Italian job market. Immigrants are framed in this context as an indiscriminate flow of

cheap labor that threatens to take job opportunities from struggling Italian workers.

Yet again, immigrants were only framed as illegitimate competitors once in the party platform from the

AN’s time in government:

Strengthening the fight against illegal immigration and the entry of workers into the country

within the limits established by the quotas [...]. (AN, 2006)

Unlike the earlier platform, however, immigrants are explicitly linked with illegal immigration in this

instance, and the need to limit the entry of migrant workers is directly stated.
5.5.3 FrP

With regards to the FrP, in one of its earlier platforms, the party emphasized that immigration from

outside the EEA is unnecessary, given the high unemployment rates within the Area (FrP, 1997, p. 67).
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However, in several later platforms, the FrP seemingly admits that recruitment of immigrants in some

sectors may be necessary, but stresses that such employment arrangements are only temporary:

However, for specific professions where recruitment is difficult, temporary labor immigration
may also be permitted from outside the EEA area, to a limited extent and with limited

opportunities for permanent residence. (FrP, 2005, p. 51)

In these cases, it is implied that immigrants take job positions that should be filled by native workers,

hence the party’s emphasis that permanent residence opportunities will rarely be granted.

The FrP, for its part, did not use the “illegitimate competitors” frame after its entry into government.

5.6 Socioeconomic Frame: Burdens on the Welfare State

In this subsection, I highlight how the three parties have used the “burdens on welfare state” frame over

time.
5.6.1 FPO

Throughout the FPO’s time outside of government, the party stressed Austria’s limited capacity to take in
immigrants and asylum seekers. One way that this theme was commonly formulated by the party during

this period is exemplified in the following quote:

The protection requirement of the fundamental right to one's homeland further clarifies that
Austria cannot be a country of immigration due to its spatially limited extent, its population

density and its limited resources. (FPO, 1999, p. 10)

The implication here is that immigrants are a drain on valuable resources needed to ensure a certain
standard of living for the native population and therefore must be defended against. In the party’s earlier
documents, there was also a greater focus than later material on the limited resources the country
possesses to help asylum seekers, specifically, as well as the negative effects of illegal immigration on

labor and social standards (see FPO, 1990).
On the other hand, the FPO did not use this frame in the document published during its incumbency.

5.6.2 AN

The AN also portrayed the movement of immigrants into the country as overwhelming and threatening to

the Italian welfare state:
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The development model of our country, so peculiar but also so full of permanent contradictions,
will therefore risk being literally disrupted if it is not able to equip itself not only to overcome its
chronic internal contradictions, but also to face the impact of uncontrolled immigration from

underdeveloped geographical areas. (AN, 1996)

As before, the party remains fixated on the perceived negative impact that immigration from less
developed countries has on Italian society. In later platforms from this period, the party also began to
divide immigrants into two categories: those who are willing to work and that should be allowed into

Italy, and those who are not willing to work (see AN, 2001).

The AN did not use this frame again during its incumbency.
5.6.3 FrP

The FrP consistently focused on the welfare benefits that are granted to immigrants throughout the
party’s time outside of government. Some variation of the following quote was used in most of the FrP’s

early manifestos:

As immigrants in Norway, also from areas outside the EEA, under current legislation
automatically receive full rights under social legislation and national insurance without prior
payment, Norway will appear as a country where everyone is guaranteed a very good living at

public expense. (FrP, 2001)

Here, immigrants are implied to be eager to take advantage of the generous rights they are granted under
Norwegian social legislation, which comes at the expense of native taxpayers. Likewise, refugee
integration and family reunifications are also frequently mentioned in the documents from this period and

are portrayed as particularly costly to the welfare state (see FrP, 2001).

Very little changed in terms of the FrP’s usage of the frame during its incumbency. For example,

immigrants who benefit from Norway’s social policies are still portrayed as drains on public expenses:

However, this assumes that people who settle in Norway do not automatically receive welfare

rights that burden Norwegian taxpayers. (FrP, 2017, p. 13)

In contrast to earlier platforms, however, the word “people”, rather than “immigrants”, is used. Despite
this, the accusation that these groups burden the native population is more directly stated here than in
previous documents. Likewise, refugees and family reunifications are still suggested to be drains on the
welfare state, but immigrants from EEA countries are singled out as being burdensome more than before

the party’s time in government (see FrP, 2017).
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5.7 Positive Statements

As previously noted, I also accounted for positive statements regarding immigrants in this study. There
were only four sentences that could be construed as such, and these originated from documents that the

AN and FrP published before their time in government.
The most notable of the FrP’s positive statements about immigrants is from its 1993 platform:

Relations with immigrants must be based on mutual tolerance, openness and respect, and all forms

of discrimination, racist attitudes and actions must be combated. (FrP, 1993, p. 49)

Here, it seems that the FrP is attempting to distance itself from accusations of racism by not only
denouncing anti-immigrant behavior but also portraying immigrants as respect-worthy. In later
documents, the party began adding a caveat that “most immigrants are law-abiding” before linking

immigration with crime and conflict (see FrP, 2005, p. 52).

On the other hand, there was one instance in which the AN spoke positively about immigrants entering

Italy to work:

Immigrants who come to Italy to work legally and contribute to the national wealth should be

welcomed with dignity and respect. (AN, 2001)

Underneath the surface, this sentence seems to imply that only those who legally immigrate to Italy with

intentions of working should be welcomed. Moreover, it portrays such immigrants as respect-worthy.

5.8 Qualitative Analysis: Findings

In sum, there is little evidence that the RRPs in this study moderated their usage of sociocultural anti-
immigrant frames after taking office, which would have been in line with Hj of this analysis. The core
anti-immigrant messages within the frames remained consistent before and during the parties’ time in
government, even if their focus shifted slightly. For example, the FrP did not link asylum seekers with
crime in its later platform but still linked them with social conflicts with the native population (FrP, 2017,
p. 62). Moreover, the language used by the parties in their framings was either at similar levels of
radicalness or slightly more radical in comparison to their pre-incumbency rhetoric. A few examples
include the FPO’s later mentioning of Austrian to immigrant ratios (FPO, 2002, p. 44) and the FrP using
the word terrorism in association with immigrants (FrP, 2017, p. 64). Likewise, minor changes in word
choice, such as usage of the word “foreigners”, rather than “immigrants”, were inconsistently used across

parties and frames, and in some cases were also first apparent before the RRPs’ entry into government.
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Therefore, it does not seem that these observations are evidence of moderation due to government

participation.

On the other hand, the anti-immigrant messages in the three RRPs’ socioeconomic frames also remained
relatively consistent before and during the parties’ time in government. However, like the sociocultural
frames, one might also argue that the language used in the socioeconomic frames was at times a bit more
radical after the party entered government, if the party still chose to employ these frames. Notable
examples include the FPO’s discussion of “cutthroat” competition with immigrants (FPO, 2002, p. 34)
and the FrP directly stating that immigrants burden Norwegian taxpayers (FrP, 2017, p. 13).

6. Conclusion

As noted at the beginning of this paper, research on how entering government affects the way that RRPs
frame immigrants has been sparse. Most of the previous literature has examined either how participating
in government affects an RRP’s immigration policies or the rhetorical changes brought about by office-
seeking strategies the parties employ outside of government. To address this research gap, I conducted a
qualitative content analysis on 16 party platforms and manifestos published by the AN, FPO, and FrP:
three Western European RRPs that have previously participated in coalition governments. By applying a
theoretical framework based on framing theory, I was able to categorize and analyze the various ways that
these parties portray immigrants as threats to their respective countries. In doing so, I hoped to discern
how government participation changes the way that Western European RRPs frame immigrants in their

discourse.

Considering my findings, I argue that there is very little evidence that RRPs in Western Europe
significantly change or moderate their framing of immigrants after entering government. Following what
appears to be an attempt at mainstreaming to attain office, both the FPO and FrP strongly decreased their
usage of socioeconomic frames after entering government to the low levels of their pre-incumbency
period. Although the AN exhibited a dramatic relative increase in the ratio of socioeconomic frames, this
was because the party only employed a single anti-immigrant frame in the platform from its time in
government. It is therefore difficult to discern if the party’s choice to use a socioeconomic frame is an
indication of rhetorical moderation. In light of the above, we do not have the evidence to say that entering
government leads to RRPs increasing the proportion of socioeconomic anti-immigrant frames in their
rhetoric, and H; of this study does not hold. On the other hand, I find that the sociocultural frames
employed by the RRPs were consistent in their anti-immigrant messages before and during the parties’
incumbency. Moreover, the language used in the frames was arguably as radical or even slightly more
radical after taking office, particularly regarding the way that the FrP and FPO linked immigration with
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crime and social conflict during their incumbency. Minor changes in word choice that one might interpret
as evidence of moderation were also inconsistent across parties and frames and often first appeared before
the parties’ time in government. Likewise, none of the RRPs spoke more frequently about immigrants in a
positive manner after entering government, and all statements that can be construed as positive originated
from their pre-incumbency documents. Therefore, it appears that entering government does not result in

RRPs using sociocultural frames in a less radical manner, and H; of this study also does not find support.

Despite this analysis finding no evidence for substantial rhetorical changes or moderation, there are a few
limitations that I must mention. Firstly, party platforms and manifestos are but one channel of
communication that reflects a party’s official stance on immigration. I chose to work with these forms of
documents because material from all three RRPs was easily accessible, and they are likely a reliable
indicator of the parties’ official viewpoints. However, an analysis that included other forms of written
material, such as parliamentary documents or policy proposals, could have yielded different results. It
could be that the RRPs in this study were reluctant to frame immigrants in a more moderate manner in
their platforms and manifestos, but rhetorical changes following their entry into government might be
apparent in these other forms of documents. A potential explanation for this hypothesis might be that
RRPs maintain radical messaging strategies in election platforms and manifestos to not lose the
significant portion of their electorate that is attracted to them because of their radical anti-immigrant
stances and rhetoric (see Brocker & Kiinkler, 2013, pp. 177-178). Secondly, there was a limited number
of documents available from the period that these parties were in government. Although this project’s
careful case selection adds weight to the findings presented here, the availability of more documents
during the parties’ incumbency would have allowed for a more definitive conclusion to be drawn. Lastly,
it is undeniable that some degree of subjective interpretation is involved in the qualitative content analysis
process (see Krippendorff, 2004, pp. 22-23). However, by strictly adhering to the coding scheme detailed
in this thesis and being transparent about why and how I arrived at the conclusions presented here, I have

striven to make my findings as replicable as possible.

To conclude, the results of this analysis suggest that the inclusion-moderation process is less uniform
than one might imagine. The underlying forces that potentially lead some RRPs to moderate their rhetoric
when pursuing office may exert a different influence than those at play when the parties are participating
in government. Moreover, if RRPs actually do moderate their policies as a result of participating in
government, the findings here potentially align with assumptions made in previous research, that the
moderation of an RRP’s policies need not coincide with rhetorical moderation (see Capaul & Ewert,
2021, p. 786). Perhaps most importantly, it seems that we have further evidence from a rhetorical

perspective that incumbent RRPs do not become mainstream parties, given that the anti-immigrant
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framing of the RRPs in this study remained stable after entering government. This further supports
Akkerman et al.’s (2016) non-finding for RRP mainstreaming (pp. 47-48), which was largely based on
research analyzing the party family’s policy positions. Looking to the future, then, it seems that we have
little reason to hope that other increasingly influential Western European RRPs will tame their anti-
immigrant rhetoric if they ever have the chance to take on government responsibilities. Indeed, it is
increasingly apparent that moderating their anti-immigrant rhetoric is one of the last things that RRPs are

prepared to do.
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Appendix

Analyzed Sentences — Anti-Immigrant Frames

i quali rischiano di travolgerci,
aggravando i livelli

Party Frame Year Quote Translation
AN Illegitimate 1996 “Infatti, ¢ da li che vengono “In fact, it is from
Competitors flussi migratori di manodopera, | there that

migratory flows of
labor come, and

[...]” (AN, 2006).

occupazionali ove essi sono these risk
ancora in crisi [...]” (AN, overwhelming us,
1996). worsening
employment levels
where they are still
in crisis [...]” (AN,
1996).
AN Illegitimate 2006 “Rafforzamento del contrasto “Strengthening the
Competitors all'immigrazione clandestinae | fight against illegal
ingresso dei lavoratori nel Paese | immigration and
nei limiti stabiliti dalle quote the entry of

workers into the
country within the
limits established
by the quotas [...]”
(AN, 2006).

AN Burdens on 1996 “Ma tutto questo potra essere il
Welfare State prezzo da pagare
necessariamente per la stessa
difesa di una certa soglia di
benessere dei paesi piu ricchi
[...]” (AN, 1996).

“But all this may
be the price that
has to be paid to
defend a certain
level of well-being
in the richest
countries [...]
(AN, 1996).

2

AN Burdens on 1996 “Il modello di sviluppo del
Welfare State nostro Paese, cosi peculiare ma
anche cosi ricco di permanenti
contraddizioni, rischiera dunque
di essere letteralmente
sconvolto, se non sara capace di
attrezzarsi non solo per superare
le sue croniche contraddizioni
interne, ma anche per
fronteggiare I’impatto
dell’immigrazione incontrollata
dalle aree geografiche del
sottosviluppo” (AN, 1996).

“The development
model of our
country, so peculiar
but also so full of
permanent
contradictions, will
therefore risk being
literally disrupted
if it is not able to
equip itself not
only to overcome
its chronic internal
contradictions, but
also to face the
impact of
uncontrolled




immigration from
underdeveloped
geographical
areas” (AN, 1996).

AN Burdens on 2001 “Esclusi 1 casi umanitari, entra “With the
Welfare State in Italia solo chi vuole lavorare | exception of
e ne ha la realistica possibilita” | humanitarian cases,
(AN, 2001). only those who
want to work and
have a realistic
chance of doing so
will be allowed to
enter Italy” (AN,
2001).
AN Causes of 1996 “[...] al crescente flusso “[...] the growing
Criminality and migratorio verso I’Europa, e in | flow of migration
Social Insecurity particolare verso I’Italia che to Europe, and in
crea i ben noti, angosciosi particular to Italy,
problemi dell’immigrazione which creates the
extracomunitaria [...]” (AN, well-known,
1996). distressing
problems of non-
EU immigration
[...]” (AN, 1996).
AN Causes of 1996 “Ci0 ha incidenze assai gravi, in | “This has very

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

ogni caso, nel rapporto fra
risorse economiche e
popolazioni, da cui deriva in
gran parte il fenomeno delle
migrazioni di soggetti
provenienti dai paesi piu poveri
e arretrati verso quelli piu ricchi
e industrializzati, con tutte le
tensioni etniche, sociali e
culturali che cio comporta”
(AN, 1996).

serious
consequences, in
any case, in the
relationship
between economic
resources and
populations, from
which derives in
large part the
phenomenon of
migration of people
from the poorest
and most
underdeveloped
countries to the
richest and most
industrialized ones,
with all the ethnic,
social and cultural
tensions that this
entails” (AN,




1996).

AN Causes of 1996 “Ci0, per evitare che la carenza | “This is to prevent
Criminality and di risorse e di sviluppo the lack of
Social Insecurity economico delle zone povere resources and

scateni massicce migrazioni di | economic
popolazioni verso le aree piu development in
favorite, cosi da sconvolgere poor areas from
equilibri consolidati, scatenare | triggering massive
reazioni a sfondo razzistico e migration of
aumentare, percio, le tensioni populations to
mondiali, gia molteplici e di more advantaged
complessa soluzione” (AN, areas, thus
1996). upsetting
established
balances, triggering
racist reactions and
increasing global
tensions, which are
already many and
difficult to resolve”
(AN, 1996).

AN Causes of 1996 “Dalla immigrazione “Industrialized
Criminality and incontrollata di soggetti areas such as the
Social Insecurity eterogenei provenienti dai paesi | European Union

poveri le aree industrializzate — | cannot defend

come 1I’Unione europea — non themselves against

possono difendersi solo con pur | the uncontrolled

necessari provvedimenti di immigration of

polizia o pattugliamenti navali | heterogeneous

delle loro coste” (AN, 1996). individuals from
poor countries by
means of police
measures or naval
patrols of their
coasts, however
necessary these
may be” (AN,
1996).

AN Causes of 1996 “[...], senza che I’eccesso di “[...], without the
Criminality and egoismo di questi scateni excessive

Social Insecurity

reazioni sempre piu gravi dei
tanti diseredati che premono
alle loro frontier” (AN, 1996).

selfishness of these
countries triggering
increasingly
serious reactions
from the many
underprivileged
people pressing at




their borders” (AN,

1996).
AN Causes of 1996 “E cio, tanto piu in quanto “And this is all the
Criminality and I’urto maggiore di questa nuova | more true because
Social Insecurity pericolosa realta rischia di our own
averlo proprio il nostro Mezzogiorno (the
Mezzogiorno, che ¢ pit esposto | “South” of Italy) is
dal lato del mare e che, nel likely to be hit the
contempo, lamenta i maggiori hardest by this
ritardi nello sviluppo dangerous new
economico rispetto al resto reality, as it is more
dell’Italia” (AN, 1996). exposed from the
sea side and, at the
same time, lags
behind the rest of
Italy in terms of
economic
development” (AN,
1996).
AN Causes of 1996 “[...] scatenando, in molti settori | “[...] triggering, in
Criminality and della nostra stessa societa many sectors of
Social Insecurity nazionale, reazioni xenofobe e our own national
razziste: reazioni da society,
condannare, ma anche da xenophobic and
prevenire saggiamente” (AN, racist reactions:
1996). reactions to be
condemned, but
also to be wisely
prevented” (AN,
1996).
AN Causes of 2001 “L'aumento di criminalita “The increase in
Criminality and dovuto all'immigrazione crime due to illegal
Social Insecurity clandestina produce un immigration
atteggiamento genericamente produces a
negativo verso la presenza di generally negative
extracomunitari nel nostro attitude towards the
Paese” (AN, 2001). presence of non-
EU citizens in our
country” (AN,
2001).
AN Causes of 2001 “Il fenomeno della “The phenomenon

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

immigrazione deve perdere il
carattere di emergenza” (AN,
2001).

of immigration
must lose its
emergency status”
(AN, 2001).




AN Causes of 2001 “Di fronte a cid non si puo “Faced with this,
Criminality and reagire accusando i cittadini di | we can't react by
Social Insecurity razzismo, ma si deve garantire | accusing citizens of
la loro sicurezza” (AN, 2001). racism, but we
must guarantee
their safety” (AN,
2001).
AN Causes of 2001 “Il modo migliore per prevenire | “The best way to
Criminality and il possibile diffondersi di prevent the
Social Insecurity sentimenti xenofobi ¢ un serio possible spread of
controllo dell'immigrazione xenophobic
clandestine” (AN, 2001). sentiments is to
seriously control
illegal
immigration” (AN,
2001).
AN Causes of 2001 “Serve una politica rigorosa, “We need a strict
Criminality and che funzioni da barriera e non policy that acts as a
Social Insecurity piu come richiamo per nuovie | barrier and no
maggiori flussi di immigrazione | longer as a lure for
indiscriminate” (AN, 2001). new and greater
flows of
indiscriminate
immigration” (AN,
2001).
AN Causes of 2001 “Occorre invece contrastare “On the other hand,
Criminality and severamente coloro che those who come to
Social Insecurity vengono in Italia per Italy to commit
delinquere” (AN, 2001). crimes should be
severely opposed”
(AN, 2001).
AN Causes of 2001 “Regolamentare I'immigrazione | “Regulate illegal
Criminality and clandestina, fattore di immigration, a
Social Insecurity criminalita” (AN, 2001). factor in crime”
(AN, 2001).
AN Causes of 2001 “Stop all'immigrazione “Stop illegal
Criminality and clandestina e rinvigorimento immigration and
Social Insecurity della lotta alla criminalita” (AN, | reinvigorate the
2001). fight against
crime” (AN, 2001).
FPO Illegitimate 1990 ,,Die FPO fordert eine Reform | “The FPO demands
Competitors unseres Pflichtschulwesens a reform of our

aufgrund eines in einzelnen
Bundesldandern hohen Anteils an

compulsory school
system based on




auslandischen Schiilern in
Richtung Gewihrung eines
muttersprachlichen Unterrichts;
Jede Benachteiligung
oOsterreichischer Schiiler durch
einen hohen Anteil
fremdsprachiger
Klassenkollegen ist durch eine
nach muttersprachlichen
Gesichtspunkten organisierte
Einrichtung von Parallelklassen
in den Hauptgegensténden und
gemeinsamen Unterricht in
Nebengegenstinden zu
verhindern,, (FPO, 1990).

the high proportion
of foreign students
in some federal
states in the
direction of
granting native
language
instruction; any
disadvantage to
Austrian students
due to a high
proportion of
foreign-language
classmates is to be
prevented by
setting up parallel
classes in the main
subjects and joint
instruction in
secondary subjects,
organized
according to native
language aspects”
(FPO, 1990).

FPO Illegitimate 1990 »[...] um illegale Berufstétigkeit | “[...] in order to
Competitors (Schwarzarbeit) [...] zu prevent illegal
verhindern* (FPO, 1990). employment
(undeclared work)
[...]” (FPO, 1990).
FPO Illegitimate 1994 ,,Einwanderungsstopp und “Immigration stop
Competitors Abbau von Gastarbeitern in and reduction of
Bereichen, wo Osterreicher guest workers in
arbeitslos sind“ (FPO, 1994, p. | areas where
55). Austrians are
unemployed”
(FPO, 1994, p. 55).
FPO Illegitimate 1994 ,,(Natiirlich braucht die “(Of course, the
Competitors Wirtschaft auch Gastarbeiter.) economy also

Aber wire nicht endlich die
Einfithrung des Saisonnierstatus
wie in der Schweiz angezeigt
zur Vermeidung des
Verdrangungskampfs um
Dauerarbeitsplitze [...]* (FPO,
1994, p. 32).

needs guest
workers.) But
wouldn't it be a
good idea to finally
introduce the
seasonal worker
status that exists in
Switzerland to
avoid the crowding
out of permanent




jobs [...]” (FPO,

1994, p. 32).
FPO Illegitimate 1994 “Einwanderungsstopp bis zu “A ban on
Competitors Entspannung auf dem immigration until
Wohnungs- und Arbeitsmarkt“ | the housing and
(FPO, 1994, p. 60). labor markets ease”
(FPO, 1994, p. 60).
FPO Illegitimate 1995 ,Fir jegliche Einwanderung ist | “For any
Competitors das Vorhandensein von Arbeit immigration, the
und Wohnung existence of work
Voraussetzung/wobei es nicht and housing is a
zur Verdrangung von prerequisite,
Osterreichern durch Lohn- und | whereby it must
Preisdruck kommen darf* not come to the
(FPO, 1995). displacement of
Austrians through
wage and price
pressure” (FPO,
1995).
FPO Illegitimate 1999 ,,Der Lohndruck und die “The pressure on
Competitors Teuerung auf dem wages and the
Wohnungsmarkt die sich aus inflation in the
der unkontrollierten housing market
Einwanderung ergeben. stellen | resulting from
eine Verzerrung des Arbeits-und | uncontrolled
des Wohnungsmarktes dar* immigration
(FPO, 1999, p. 32). represent a
distortion of the
labor and housing
market [...]” (FPO,
1999, p. 32).
FPO [llegitimate 1999 ,Unbeschrinkte Zuwanderung | “Unrestricted
Competitors fithrt zu gravierenden immigration leads
verzerungen des Arbeitsmarktes | to serious
und zu massivem lohndruck* distortions of the
(FPO, 1999, p. 32). labor market and
massive wage
pressure” (FPO,
1999, p. 32).
FPO Illegitimate 1999 ,,Hohe Arbeitslosenzahlen “High
Competitors gestatten daher keine unemployment

Zuwanderung von
Arbeitskriaften mit nicht

rates therefore do
not allow for the
immigration of




nachgefragten Qualifikationen*
(FPO, 1999, p. 32).

workers with skills
that are not in
demand* (FPO,

1999, p. 32).
FPO Illegitimate 2002 ,,Osterreich aufgrund der “Austria would
Competitors starken Lohnunterschiede von have been affected
einer massiven Zuwanderung by massive
und Berufspendelwanderung immigration and
und folglich von einem commuter traffic
deutliche Anstieg des due to the large
Pfuscherunwesens betroffen wage differences
gewesen, was zu einem and consequently
Verdrangungswettbewerb, also | by a significant
zu einer massiven Zunahme der | increase in the
Arbeitslosigkeit heimischer problem of
Arbeitskrifte geflihrt hétte unscrupulous work,
(FPO, 2002, p. 34). which would have
led to cut-throat
competition and
thus to a massive
increase in
unemployment
among the
domestic
workforce” (FPO,
2002, p. 34).
FPO Illegitimate 2002 ,,Diese unkontrollierte “This uncontrolled
Competitors Einwanderung hat einen immigration has
Lohndruck und eine put pressure on
Verteuerung auf dem wages and
Wohnungsmarkt bewirkt [...]* increased prices in
(FPO, 2002, p. 44). the housing market
[...]” (FPO, 2002,
p. 44).
FPO Illegitimate 2002 ,Die Fremdengesetznovelle “The 2002
Competitors 2002 bewirkt, dass der amendment to the

Auslianderzuzug beschrinkt
wird und nur mehr jene Fremde
zum Arbeitsmarkt zugelassen
werden, die liber besonders am
inldndischen Arbeitsmarkt
nachgefragte Ausbildung oder
iiber spezielle Kenntnisse und
Fertigkeiten mit entsprechender
Erfahrung verfiigen und eine
monatliche Bruttoentlohnung
von mind. 60% der

Aliens Act has the
effect of restricting
the influx of
foreigners and now
only allows those
foreigners to enter
the labor market
who have training
that is particularly
in demand in the
domestic labor




Hochstbeitragsgrundlage (dzt.
1962 Euro) erhalten” (FPO,
2002, p. 45).

market or who
have special
knowledge and
skills with
corresponding
experience and
receive a monthly
gross wage of at
least 60% of the
maximum
contribution base
(currently 1,962
euros)” (FPO,

2002, p. 45).
FPO Ilegitimate 2002 ,.Bekimpfung der “Combating
Competitors Schwarzarbeit” (FPO, 2002, p. undeclared work”
45). (FPO, 2002, p. 45).
FPO Burdens on 1990 ,,Osterreich kann nicht “Austria cannot
Welfare State gesamteuropdisches | become a pan-
Fliichtlingslager werden® (FPO, | European refugee
1990). camp” (FPO,
1990).
FPO Burdens on 1990 »~Abgewiesene Asylwerber “Asylum seekers
Welfare State konnen nicht mehr aus who have been
offentlichen Mitteln unterstiitzt | rejected cannot be
werden* (FPO, 1990). supported from
public funds”
(FPO, 1990).
FPO Burdens on 1990 »|---] im Falle illegaler “[...] In the case of

Welfare State

Einwanderung in grofler Zahl
als Folge der Reisefreiheit muf3
die Einfiihrung der
Visumpflicht nach dem Beispiel
anderer Lénder ins Auge gefaf3t
werden, um [...] das
Unterlaufen arbeits- und
sozialrechtlicher Normen fiir
Arbeitnehmer zu verhindern*
(FPO, 1990).

illegal immigration
in large numbers as
a result of the
freedom of travel,
the introduction of
visa requirements
must be
considered,
following the
example of other
countries, in order
to prevent [...] the
undermining of
labor and social
standards for
employees” (FPO,
1990).




FPO Burdens on 1990 ,,Osterreich kann aber iiber das | “However, Austria
Welfare State Asylrecht hinaus nur begrenzt can only offer a
allen Menschen, die sich in new home to a
Osterreich niederlassen wollen, | limited number of
eine neue Heimat geben (FPO, | people who want to
1990). settle in Austria,
over and above the
right of asylum”
(FPO, 1990).
FPO Burdens on 1990 ,,Versuche, “Attempts to
Welfare State Auswanderungswillige classify people
(""Wirtschaftsfliichtlinge"") als | willing to emigrate
Fliichtlinge einzustufen. sind “economic
abzulehnen; Osterreich hat nicht | refugees™) as
die Kapazitit, alle refugees must be
wirtschaftlich Notleidenden rejected; Austria
aufzunehmen* (FPO, 1990). does not have the
capacity to take in
all those in
economic need”
(FPO, 1990).
FPO Burdens on 1990 ., Uberdies wiirden wir unseren “Moreover, we
Welfare State Ruf als Asylland selbst would destroy our
zerstoren, wenn wir nicht nach | reputation as a
den internationalen country of asylum
Asylbestimmungen vorgingen, | if we did not
weil schnell die Grenze unserer | proceed according
Hilfsmoglichkeiten erreicht to international
wiére und wir den Verfolgten im | asylum regulations,
Sinne der because we would
Fliichtlingskonvention nicht quickly reach the
mehr Asyl und Hilfe gewdhren | limit of our ability
konnten“ (FPO, 1990). to help and we
would no longer be
able to grant
asylum and help to
those persecuted in
accordance with
the Refugee
Convention” (FPO,
1990).
FPO Burdens on 1994 »|...]Jim Interesse der “[...] in the interest

Welfare State

Sparsamkeit mit )
Sozialausgaben [...]* (FPO,
1994, p. 32).

of saving on social
spending [...]”
(FPO, 1994, p. 32).




FPO Burdens on 1999 ,,Das Schutzerfordernis des “The protection
Welfare State Grundrechtes auf Heimat stellt | requirement of the
ferner klar, daB Osterreich auf | fundamental right
Grund seiner rdumlich to one's homeland
begrenzten Ausdehnung, seiner | further clarifies
Bevolkerungsdichte und seiner | that Austria cannot
beschriankten Ressourcen kein | be a country of
Einwanderungsland sein kann“ | immigration due to
(FPO, 1999, p. 10). its spatially limited
extent, its
population density
and its limited
resources” (FPO,
1999, p. 10).
FPO Burdens on 1999 ,.Osterreich ist auf Grund seiner | “Austria is not a
Welfare State Topographie, seiner country of
Bevolkerungsdichte und seiner | immigration due to
beschrinkten Ressourcen kein its topography,
Einwanderungsland* (FPO, population density
1999, p. 10). and limited
resources* (FPO,
1999, p. 10).
FPO Threats to 1990 ,,Die Zuwanderung aus dem “Immigration from
Ethnonational Ausland findet an der sozialen, | abroad is limited
Identity ethnischen und kulturellen by social, ethnic
Vertrdglichkeit ihre Grenze* and cultural
(FPO, 1990). compatibility”
(FPO, 1990).
FPO Threats to 1994 ,.Multikulturelle Experimente “Multicultural
Ethnonational mit offenen Grenzen dienen experiments with
Identity einer alten Ideologie* (FPO, open borders serve
1994, p. 28). an old ideology”
(FPO, 1994, p. 28).
FPO Threats to 1995 ,.WIR VERPFLICHTEN UNS, | “We are committed
Ethnonational OSTERREICH NICHT ZUM to keeping Austria
Identity EINWANDERUNGSLAND from becoming a
WERDEN ZU LASSEN* country of
(FPO, 1995). immigration”
(FPO, 1995).
FPO Threats to 2002 ,,Dies kann nur dann erreicht “This can only be
Ethnonational werden, wenn das Verhiltnis achieved if the
Identity Osterreicher/Auslinder ratio of Austrians

ausgewogen ist und die
Auslédnder nicht nur ihre
Rechte, sondern auch ihre

to foreigners is
balanced and if
foreigners not only
observe their rights




Pflichten wahrnehmen* (FPO,
2002, p. 44).

but also their
duties” (FPO,

2002, p. 44).
FPO Threats to 2002 ,,Die Zielsetzung der “The Freedom
Ethnonational Freiheitlichen mufite daher eine | Party's goal
Identity Verringerung des therefore had to be
Auslianderzuzuges sein, um a reduction in the
Osterreich nicht zu einem influx of foreigners
Einwanderungsland zu machen® | in order to avoid
(FPO, 2002, p. 44). Austria becoming
an immigration
country” (FPO,
2002, p. 44).
FPO Threats to 2002 ,Auch in Zukunft werden die “In the future, the
Ethnonational Freiheitlichen darauf achten, Freedom Party will
Identity dass Osterreich kein continue to ensure
Einwanderungsland wird und that Austria does
dass insbesondere Maflnahmen | not become a
gegen die illegale country of
Einwanderung gesetzt werden | immigration and
(FPO, 2002, p. 45). that, in particular,
measures are taken
against illegal
immigration”
(FPO, 2002, p. 45).
FPO Causes of 1990 “OSTERREICH DARF VOR “AUSTRIA MUST
Criminality and den negativen NOT CLOSE ITS
Social Insecurity BEGLEITERSCHEINUNGEN | EYES TO THE
DES ILLEGALEN NEGATIVE
Grenzibertrittes, CONSEQUENCES
SCHLEPPERUNWESENS, OF ILLEGAL
DER SCHWARZARBEIT BORDER
UND DES Schwarzhandels CROSSING,
NICHT DIE AUGEN TRAFFICKING,
VERSCHLIESSEN!* (FPO, ILLICIT WORK
1990). AND
SMUGGLING!”
(FPO, 1990).
FPO Causes of 1994 ,(Verteilt man die Menschen “(Redistributing
Criminality and um, ist dies allerdings noch viel | people, however, is
Social Insecurity gefihrlicher.) Weil dies zu even more

sozialen Spannungen und
Gewalt fiihrt; weil dies auch im
Gegensatz zu den biirgerlichen
und sozialen Menschenrechten
steht* (FPO, 1994, p. 28).

dangerous.)
Because it leads to
social tensions and
violence; because it
also goes against
civil and social




human rights”
(FPO, 1994, p. 28).

FPO Causes of 1994 “Macht man davon nicht “If you don't make
Criminality and rechtzeitig Gebrauch, importiert | use of it in time,
Social Insecurity man den Krieg: wie you import war:
Deutschland den tiirkisch- like Germany the
kurdischen® (FPO, 1994, p. 29). | Turkish-Kurdish”
(FPO, 1994, p. 29).
FPO Causes of 1994 ,,Aber wir konnen nicht alle “But we cannot
Criminality and aufnehmen, die bei uns ihr take in everyone
Social Insecurity Gliick versuchen wollen: Weil | who wants to try
unkontrollierte und illegale their luck with us:
Einwanderung zu sozialen because
Spannungen, zu uncontrolled and
Gewalttitigkeiten und stark illegal immigration
steigender Kriminalitdt fiihrt* leads to social
(FPO, 1994, p. 60). tensions, violence
and a sharp
increase in crime”
(FPO, 1994, p. 60).
FPO Causes of 1994 ,,Abschiebung straffillig “Deportation of
Criminality and gewordener Auslinder” (FPO, | foreigners who
Social Insecurity 1994, p. 60). have committed
crimes” (FPO,
1994, p. 60).
FPO Causes of 1995 »otraffillig gewordene “In any case,
Criminality and Ausldnder sind jedenfalls foreign offenders
Social Insecurity abzuschieben (FPO, 1995). are to be deported”
(FPO, 1995).
FPO Causes of 1999 ,,Eine unbeschrinkte ,,unrestricted
Criminality and Zuwanderung wiirde die immigration would
Social Insecurity ansdssige Bevolkerung overburden the
hinsichtlich ihrer aktiven resident population
Integrationsfahigkeit with regard to their
iiberfordern und dadurch deren | active integration
Recht auf Wahrung und Schutz | capacity and
der eigenen Heimat gefdhrden™ | thereby endanger
(FPO, 1999). their right to
preserve and
protect their
homeland” (FPO,
1999).
FPO Causes of 1999 »Multikulturelle Experimente ”Multicultural

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

werden abgelehnt, weil durch
sie mutwillig gesellschaftliche
Konflikte geschiirt werden*
(FPO, 1999).

experiments are
rejected because
they wantonly fuel
social conflicts*
(FPO, 1999).




FPO Causes of 1999 ,,Dies dient auch der “This also serves to
Criminality and Verbrechensvorbeugung, da prevent crime,
Social Insecurity illegale Einwanderung since experience
erfahrungsgemal auch mit shows that illegal
Kriminalitits-Import immigration is also
zusammenhéngt™ (FPO, 1999, linked to crime
p. 27). import* (FPO,
1999, p. 27).
FPO Causes of 1999 »|...] die den sozialen Frieden “[...] that
Criminality and gefihrden® (FPO, 1999, p. 32). | endangers social
Social Insecurity peace” (FPO, 1999,
p- 32).
FPO Causes of 2002 »Der Drogenhandel gehorte zur | “Drug trafficking
Criminality and bedrohlich anwachsenden was part of the
Social Insecurity organisierten Kriminalitdt, die threateningly
von ausldndischen Tatern growing organized
dominiert wurde* (FPO, 2002, crime, which was
p- 27). dominated by
foreign offenders”
(FPO, 2002, p. 27).
FPO Causes of 2002 ».-.] und ist daher geeignet den | “[...] and is
Criminality and sozialen Frieden zu gefahrden” | therefore likely to
Social Insecurity (FPO, 2002, p. 44). endanger social
peace” (FPO, 2002,
p. 44).
FPO Causes of 2002 . Auch die Fremdenkriminalitdt | “Crime committed
Criminality and hatte bereits ein dullerst by foreigners had
Social Insecurity bedrohliches Ausmaf already reached an
angenommen, betrug doch der | extremely alarming
Anteil der level, with
Fremdentatverdédchtigten an der | foreigners
Gesamtkriminalitit im Jahr accounting for
1999 rund 20 %, bei Verbrechen | around 20% of
sogar 28,4 %" (FPO, 2002, p. suspects for all
80). crimes in 1999 and
as much as 28.4%
of suspects for
felonies” (FPO,
2002, p. 80).
FPO Causes of 2002 ,,Die Zahl der von Fremden “The number of

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

begangenen strafbaren
Handlungen stieg im Zeitraum
von 1975 von ca. 14.000 auf ca.

criminal acts
committed by
foreigners rose in




40.000 im Jahr 1999 an* (FPO,
2002, p. 80).

the period from
1975 from about
14,000 to about
40,000 in 1999~
(FPO, 2002, p. 80).

FPO Muslims as 1999 ,,Der zunehmende “The increasing
Threats to Fundamentalismus eines fundamentalism of
Liberal Values radikalen Islams und dessen radical Islam and
Vordringen nach Europa® (FPO, | its penetration into
1999, p. 12). Europe* (FPO,
1999, p. 12).
FrP Mlegitimate 1997 “iden det for tiden er, og “Since there is
Competitors sannsynligvis i lang tid currently, and
fremover vil vere stor probably for a long
arbeidsledighet i E®S-omradet, | time to come will
vil ikke Norge ha behov for be, high
innvandring fra land utenfor unemployment in
E@S” (FrP, 1997, p. 67). the EEA area,
Norway will not
need immigration
from countries
outside the EEA”
(FrP, 1997, p. 67).
FrP llegitimate 1997 “Fremskrittspartiet ensker at “The Progress
Competitors reglene om innvandringsstopp Party wants the
skal handheves strengt, slik at rules on the
personer fra slike land bare skal | immigration ban to
gis midlertidig arbeidstillatelse | be strictly
dersom de har spesielle enforced, so that
kvalifikasjoner som det er people from such
mangel pa i Norge™ (FrP, 1997, | countries will only
p. 67). be granted
temporary work
permits if they
have special
qualifications that
are in short supply
in Norway” (FrP,
1997, p. 67).
FrP Illegitimate 2001 “For sarlige yrker hvor det er “However, for
Competitors vanskelig med rekruttering, kan | specific

det imidlertid &pnes for
tidsbegrenset
arbeidsinnvandring ogsé utenfor
E@S-omradet, i begrenset
omfang og med innskrenket

occupations where
recruitment is
difficult, temporary
labor immigration
may also be




mulighet for varig opphold”
(FrP, 2001).

permitted outside
the EEA, to a
limited extent and
with limited
opportunities for
permanent
residence” (FrP,
2001).

FrP [llegitimate 2005 “For serlige yrker hvor det er “However, for
Competitors vanskelig med rekruttering, kan | specific
det imidlertid &pnes for professions where
tidsbegrenset recruitment is
arbeidsinnvandring ogsé utenfor | difficult, temporary
E@S-omradet, i begrenset labor immigration
omfang og med innskrenket may also be
mulighet for varig opphold” permitted from
(FrP, 2005, p. 51). outside the EEA
area, to a limited
extent and with
limited
opportunities for
permanent
residence” (FrP,
2005, p. 51).
FrP Burdens on 1989 “Dette forutsetter imidlertid at “However, this
Welfare State eventuelle sosiale ordninger og | presupposes that
annet, som forutsetter langvarig | any social schemes
opparbeidelse av rettigheter ved | and other benefits
innbetaling eller ved that require the
statsborgerskap, ikke gis til long-term
innflyttere” (FrP, 1989). acquisition of
rights through
payment or
citizenship are not
granted to
immigrants” (FrP,
1989).
FrP Burdens on 1989 “Da innvandrere til Norge “Since immigrants

Welfare State

automatisk far fulle rettigheter
under sosiallovgivningen og
Folketrygden uten
forhandsinnbetaling, kan en slik
ordning ikke gjares gjeldende i
praksis” (FrP, 1989).

to Norway
automatically
receive full rights
under social
legislation and the
National Insurance
Scheme without
prior payment,
such a scheme




cannot be
implemented in
practice” (FrP,

1989).
FrP Burdens on 1993 “Dette forutsetter imidlertid at “However, this
Welfare State eventuelle sosiale ordninger og | presupposes that
annet, som forutsetter langvarig | any social schemes
opparbeidelse av rettigheter ved | and other benefits
innbetaling eller ved that require the
statsborgerskap, ikke gis til long-term
innvandrere” (FrP, 1993, p. 48). | acquisition of
rights through
payment or
citizenship are not
granted to
immigrants” (FrP,
1993, p. 48).
FrP Burdens on 1993 “Da innvandrere i Norge, ogsd | “As immigrants in
Welfare State fra omrader utenom EQS- Norway, including
omradet, etter dagens those from outside
lovgivning automatisk far fulle | the EEA, under
rettigheter under current legislation
sosiallovgivningen og automatically
folketrygden uten receive full rights
forhandsinnbetaling, vil Norge | under social
fremstd som et land hvor enhver | legislation and
er garantert meget godt national insurance
livsopphold pé det offentliges without prior
bekostning” (FrP, 1993, p. 48). | payment, Norway
will appear to be a
country where
everyone is
guaranteed a very
good standard of
living at public
expense” (FrP,
1993, p. 48).
FrP Burdens on 1993 “Derfor kan en ordning med fri | “Therefore, a free
Welfare State innvandring ikke gjores immigration
gjeldende i praksis“ (FrP, 1993, | scheme cannot be
p. 48). implemented in
practice” (FrP,
1993, p. 48).
FrP Burdens on 1993 “Familiegjenforening for forste- | “Family
Welfare State innvandrere begrenses til reunification for
foreldre, ektefelle og egne barn | first-time

under forutsetning av at disse

immigrants is




forserges uten sosialhjelp eller
andre offentlige serytelser”
(FrP, 1993, p. 49).

limited to parents,
spouse and own
children, provided
that they are
supported without
social assistance or
other special public
benefits” (FrP,
1993, p. 49).

FrP Burdens on 1993 “Begrense familiegjenforening | “Limit family
Welfare State for innvandrere til foreldre, reunification for
ektefelle og barn av den forste | immigrants to
innvandrer, under forutsetning | parents, spouses
av dokumentert egen and children of the
forsergelsesevne uten first immigrant,
mottagelse av sosialhjelp eller provided that they
sarytelser fra det offentlige” have documented
(FrP, 1993, p. 50). their own ability to
support themselves
without receiving
social assistance or
special benefits
from the state”
(FrP, 1993, p. 50).
FrP Burdens on 1993 “Gjennom hjelp til “Helping refugees
Welfare State flyktningetiltak i regi av FN's under the auspices
heykommiser for flyktninger - | of the UN High
ner flyktningenes hjemland - Commissioner for
vil en ogsé unnga problemet Refugees - close to
med gkonomiske flyktninger” their country of
(FrP, 1993, p. 50). origin - will also
avoid the problem
of economic
refugees” (FrP,
1993, p. 50).
FrP Burdens on 1993 “Fremskrittspartiet mener at det | “The Progress
Welfare State mé veaere en forutsetning at alle | Party believes that
omkostninger til livsopphold it must be a
dekkes av private frivillige prerequisite that all
gaver og bidrag” (FrP, 1993, p. | living expenses are
51). covered by private
voluntary
donations and
contributions” (FrP,
1993, p. 51).
FrP Burdens on 1993 “At ordningen med opphold pd | “That the scheme

Welfare State

humanitert grunnlag begrenses
til personer som kan besgrge sitt
eget livsopphold, eller far dette

for residence on
humanitarian
grounds is limited
to people who are




dekket uten stotte fra det
offentlige” (FrP, 1993).

able to provide for
their own
subsistence, or
have this covered

without public
support” (FrP,
1993).
FrP Burdens on 1997 “Dette forutsetter imidlertid at “However, this
Welfare State eventuelle sosiale ordninger og | presupposes that
annet som forutsetter langvarig | any social schemes
opparbeidelse av rettigheter ved | and other things
innbetaling eller ved that require the
statsborgerskap, ikke gis til long-term
innvandrere” (FrP, 1997, p. 66). | acquisition of
rights through
payment or
citizenship are not
granted to
immigrants” (FrP,
1997, p. 66).
FrP Burdens on 1997 “Da innvandrere i Norge, ogsd | “As immigrants in
Welfare State fra omrader utenom E@S- Norway, including
omradet, etter dagens those from areas
lovgivning automatisk far fulle | outside the EEA,
rettigheter under under current
sosiallovgivningen og legislation
folketrygden uten automatically
forhédndsinnbetaling, vil Norge | receive full rights
fremsté som et land hvor enhver | under social
er garantert meget godt legislation and the
livsopphold pé det offentliges National Insurance
bekostning” (FrP, 1997, p. 66). | Scheme without
prior payment,
Norway will
appear to be a
country where
everyone is
guaranteed a very
good standard of
living at public
expense” (FrP,
1997, p. 66).
FrP Burdens on 1997 ,Derfor kan en ordning med fri | “Therefore, a free

Welfare State

innvandring ikke gjores
gjeldende i praksis® (FrP, 1997,
p. 66).

immigration
scheme cannot be
implemented in
practice” (FrP,
1997, p. 66).




FrP Burdens on 1997 “Det er beregnet at vi kan “It is estimated that
Welfare State hjelpe minst 10 flyktninger 1 we can help at least
slike omrader for det det koster | 10 refugees in such
oss 4 ha én flyktning i Norge” areas for what it
(FrP, 1997, p. 67). costs us to have
one refugee in
Norway” (FrP,
1997, p. 67).
FrP Burdens on 1997 “Fremskrittspartiet mener at “The Progress
Welfare State familiegjenforening er bra, men | Party believes that
at den ber skje i familiens family
hjemland” (FrP, 1997, p. 68). reunification is
good, but that it
should take place
in the family's
home country”
(FrP, 1997, p. 68).
FrP Burdens on 1997 “Familiegjenforening for “Family
Welfare State innvandrere i Norge ma reunification for
begrenses til ektefelle og egne | immigrants in
barn under forutsetning av at Norway must be
disse kan forserges uten at limited to spouses
foreldre lever p& noen form for | and their own
offentlige stotteordninger” (FrP, | children, provided
1997, p. 68). that these can be
supported without
parents living on
any form of public
support schemes”
(FrP, 1997, p. 68).
FrP Burdens on 1997 “At ordningen med “That the family
Welfare State familiegjenforening for reunification
innvandrere ma begrenses til scheme for
ektefelle og egne barn, under immigrants must
forutsetning av at disse kan be limited to
forserges uten at foreldrene spouses and their
lever pa noen form for own children,
offentlige stotteordninger” (FrP, | provided that these
1997, p. 69). can be supported
without the parents
living on any form
of public support
schemes” (FrP,
1997, p. 69).
FrP Burdens on 2001 “Dette forutsetter imidlertid at “However, this

Welfare State

eventuelle sosiale ordninger og

presupposes that




annet som forutsetter langvarig
opparbeidelse av rettigheter ved
innbetaling eller ved
statsborgerskap, ikke gis til
innvandrere* (FrP, 2001).

any social schemes
and other things
that presuppose the
long-term
acquisition of
rights through
payment or
citizenship are not
granted to
immigrants” (FrP,
2001).

FrP Burdens on 2001 “Da innvandrere i Norge, ogsd | “As immigrants in
Welfare State fra omrader utenom Norway, also from
EO@S?omradet, etter dagens areas outside the
lovgivning automatisk far fulle | EEA, under current
rettigheter under legislation
sosiallovgivningen og automatically
folketrygden uten receive full rights
forhndsinnbetaling, vil Norge | under social
fremsté som et land hvor enhver | legislation and
er garantert meget godt national insurance
livsopphold pé det offentliges without prior
bekostning” (FrP, 2001). payment, Norway
will appear as a
country where
everyone is
guaranteed a very
good living at
public expense”
(FrP, 2001).
FrP Burdens on 2001 “Derfor kan en ordning med fri | “Therefore, a free
Welfare State innvandring ikke gjores immigration
gjeldende i praksis* (FrP, 2001). | scheme cannot be
implemented in
practice” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Burdens on 2001 “Individuelle krav som matte “At the same time,

Welfare State

oppsta hos innvandrerne i
forhold til offentlige tjenester,
som folge av religion, botid,
kulturelle eller etniske forhold,
vil samtidig den enkelte selv
matte dekke pad samme maéte
som det gjelder for norske
borgere” (FrP, 2001).

individual
requirements that
may arise among
immigrants in
relation to public
services, as a result
of religion, length
of residence,
cultural or ethnic
circumstances,
must be met by the
individual in the




same way as for

Norwegian
citizens” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Burdens on 2001 “Fremskrittspartiet mener at “The Progress
Welfare State flyktninger som er utplassert i Party believes that
en norsk kommune med statlig | refugees who are
integreringstilskudd ikke kan placed in a
gis offentlig skonomisk stette Norwegian
til livsopphold dersom de municipality with a
bosetter seg i en annen norsk state integration
kommune* (FrP, 2001). grant cannot be
given public
financial support
for living expenses
if they settle in
another Norwegian
municipality” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Burdens on 2001 “Innvandrere fra EQS-omradet | “Immigrants from
Welfare State forutsettes & kunne livneere seg | the EEA are
uten offentlig stette fra Norge, i | expected to be able
henhold til EQS-avtalen” (FrP, | to live without
2001). public support
from Norway, in
accordance with
the EEA
Agreement” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Burdens on 2001 “I dag opplever de fleste “Today, most
Welfare State kommuner at municipalities find
integreringstilskuddet ikke that the integration
dekker de faktiske kostnader grant does not
ved mottak av flyktninger* (FrP, | cover the actual
2001). costs of receiving
refugees” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Burdens on 2001 “Det er beregnet at vi kan “It is estimated that

Welfare State

hjelpe minst 10 flyktninger i
slike omrader for samme sum
som det vil koste a ha én
flyktning i Norge” (FrP, 2001).

we can help at least
10 refugees in such
areas for the same
amount as it would
cost to have one
refugee in
Norway” (FtP,
2001).




FrP Burdens on 2001 “Familiegjenforening for “Family
Welfare State innvandrere 1 Norge ma reunification for
begrenses til ektefelle og egne | immigrants in
barn under 18 ar, under Norway must be
forutsetning av at de herboende | limited to spouses
kan forserge disse uten tilskudd | and their own
fra offentlige stotteordninger og | children under the
det kan kreves DNA-test for & age of 18, provided
bevise familietilharighet” (FrP, | that those living
2001). here can support
them without
subsidies from
public support
schemes and a
DNA test can be
required to prove
family affiliation”
(FrP, 2001).
FrP Burdens on 2001 “Under enhver omstendighet “In any case, any
Welfare State mé szerkostnader som matte special costs that
oppsta basert pa individuelle may arise based on
krav, dekkes av den enkelte selv | individual claims
dersom kravet har sitt utspring i | must be covered by
kultur, etnisk bakgrunn eller the individual
religion” (FrP, 2001). themselves if the
claim originates in
culture, ethnic
background or
religion” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Burdens on 2001 “At ordningen med “That the family
Welfare State familiegjenforening for reunification
innvandrere ma begrenses til scheme for
ektefelle og egne barn under 18 | immigrants must
ar, nér disse kan forserges uten | be limited to
at den herboende part, eller de spouses and their
selv, mottar noen form for own children under
offentlig underhold” (FrP, the age of 18, when
2001). these can be
supported without
the resident party,
or they themselves,
receiving any form
of public
maintenance” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Burdens on 2005 “Dette forutsetter imidlertid at “However, this

Welfare State

eventuelle sosiale ordninger og
annet som forutsetter langvarig
opparbeidelse av rettigheter ved

assumes that any
social schemes and
other schemes that




innbetaling eller ved
statsborgerskap, ikke gis til
innvandrere” (FrP, 2005, p. 51).

require long-term
acquisition of
rights through

payment or
citizenship are not
granted to
immigrants” (FrP,
2005, p. 51).
FrP Burdens on 2005 “Da innvandrere i Norge, ogsd | “As immigrants in
Welfare State fra omrader utenom E@S Norway, including
omradet, etter dagens those from outside
lovgivning far fulle rettigheter | the EEA, under
under sosiallovgivningen og current legislation
folketrygden uten receive full rights
forhandsinnbetaling, vil Norge | under social
fremstd som et land hvor security and
enhver er garantert meget godt | national insurance
livsopphold pé det offentliges without prior
bekostning” (FrP, 2005, p. 51). | payment, Norway
will appear as a
country where
everyone is
guaranteed a very
good standard of
living at public
expense” (FrP,
2005, p. 51).
FrP Burdens on 2005 “Blant annet pa grunn av dette | “This is one of the
Welfare State kan man ikke viderefore dagens | reasons why the
liberale innvandringspolitikk* | current liberal
(FrP, 2005, p. 51). immigration policy
cannot be
continued” (FrP,
2005, p. 51).
FrP Burdens on 2005 “Individuelle krav som métte “Individual

Welfare State

oppsta hos innvandrerne i
forhold til offentlige tjenester,
som felge av religion, botid,
kulturelle eller etniske forhold,
vil den enkelte selv matte dekke
pa samme mate som for norske
borgere” (FrP, 2005, p. 51).

demands that may
arise among
immigrants in
relation to public
services, as a result
of religion, length
of residence,
cultural or ethnic
conditions, will
have to be covered
by the individual in
the same way as
for Norwegian
citizens” (FrP,
2005, p. 51).




FrP Burdens on 2005 “Fremskrittspartiet mener at “The Progress
Welfare State flyktninger som er utplasserti | Party believes that
en norsk kommune med statlig | refugees who are
integreringstilskudd ikke kan placed in a
gis offentlig gkonomisk stette | Norwegian
til livsopphold dersom de municipality with a
bosetter seg i en annen norsk state integration
kommune* (FrP, 2005, p. 51). grant cannot be
given public
financial support
for living expenses
if they settle in
another Norwegian
municipality (FrP,
2005, p. 51).
FrP Burdens on 2005 “Innvandrere fra EQS-omradet | “Immigrants from
Welfare State forutsettes a kunne livnare seg | the EEA area are
uten offent-lig stette fra Norge i | expected to be able
henhold til E@S-avtalen” (FrP, | to live without
2005, p. 51). public support
from Norway in
accordance with
the EEA
Agreement” (FrP,
2005, p. 51).
FrP Burdens on 2005 “I dag opplever mange “Today, many
Welfare State kommuner at integrerings- municipalities find
tilskuddet ikke dekker de that the integration
faktiske kostnadene ved mottak | subsidy does not
og integrering av flyktninger* cover the actual
(FrP, 2005, p. 51). costs of receiving
and integrating
refugees” (FrP,
2005, p. 51).
FrP Burdens on 2005 “Det vil utvilsomt gi hjelp og “It will
Welfare State trygghet til langt flere undoubtedly

mennesker i slike omréder for
samme sum som det vil koste &
ha én flyktning i Norge” (FrP,
2005, p. 51).

provide help and
security to far more
people in such
areas for the same
amount of money
as it would cost to
have one refugee in
Norway” (FrP,
2005, p. 51).




FrP Burdens on 2005 “Dette ogsa under forutset-ning | “This is also on the
Welfare State av at de herboende kan forserge | assumption that the
disse” (FrP, 2005, p. 52). local residents can
support them” (FrP,
2005, p. 52).
FrP Burdens on 2005 “Under enhver omstendighet “In any case,
Welfare State ma sarkostnader som maétte special costs that
oppsta basert pé individuelle may arise based on
krav, dekkes av den enkelte selv | individual claims
dersom kravet har sitt utspring | must be covered by
1 kultur, etnisk bakgrunn eller the individual if the
religion” (FrP, 2005, p. 52). claim is based on
culture, ethnic
background or
religion (FrP,
2005, p. 52).
FrP Burdens on 2009 ,»1 dag opplever mange “Today, many
Welfare State kommuner at municipalities find
integreringstilskuddet ikke that the integration
dekker de faktiske kostnadene grant does not
ved mottak og integrering av cover the actual
flyktninger™ (FrP, 2009, p. 32). | costs of receiving
and integrating
refugees” (FrP,
2009, p. 32).
FrP Burdens on 2009 “Det vil gi hjelp og trygghet til | “It will provide
Welfare State langt flere mennesker i slike help and security to
omrader for samme sum som far more people in
det vil koste & ha én flyktning i | such areas for the
Norge” (FrP, 2009, p. 32). same amount as it
would cost to have
one refugee in
Norway” (FrP,
2009, p. 32).
FrP Burdens on 2013 “heve terskelen for & fa del i “raise the threshold
Welfare State norske velferdsgoder i for receiving
forbindelse med okt Norwegian welfare
arbeidsinnvandring fra EU* benefits in
(FrP, 2013, p. 34). connection with
increased labor
immigration from
the EU” (FrP,
2013, p. 34).
FrP Burdens on 2013 “I dag opplever mange “Today, many

Welfare State

kommuner at
integreringstilskuddet ikke
dekker de faktiske kostnadene

municipalities find
that the integration
grant does not




ved mottak og integrering av
flyktninger (FrP, 2013, p. 38).

cover the actual
costs of receiving
and integrating
refugees” (FrP,

2013, p. 38).
FrP Burdens on 2013 “Seerordninger med stenader for | “Special schemes
Welfare State innvandrere ber opphere” (FrP, | with benefits for
2013, p. 38). immigrants should
be discontinued”
(FrP, 2013, p. 38).
FrP Burdens on 2013 “Det vil gi hjelp og trygghet til | “This will provide
Welfare State langt flere mennesker i slike help and security to
omrader for samme sum som far more people in
det vil koste & ha én flyktning i | such areas for the
Norge” (FrP, 2013, p. 38). same amount as it
would cost to have
one refugee in
Norway” (FrP,
2013, p. 38).
FrP Burdens on 2013 “@kt arbeidsinnvandring fra “Increased labor
Welfare State E®S-land og rask opptjening av | immigration from
velferdsgoder har fort til okt EEA countries and
eksport av enkelte the rapid accrual of
velferdsordninger” (FrP, 2013, welfare benefits
p. 58). have led to
increased export of
some welfare
schemes” (FrP,
2013, p. 58).
FrP Burdens on 2013 “Det norske velferdssystemet er | “The Norwegian
Welfare State sérbart for hey innvandring* welfare system is
(FrP, 2013, p. 58). vulnerable to high
levels of
immigration” (FrP,
2013, p. 58).
FrP Burdens on 2017 “Dette forutsetter imidlertid at “However, this

Welfare State

mennesker som bosetter seg i
Norge ikke automatisk far
velferdsrettigheter som belaster
norske skattebetalere” (FrP,
2017, p. 13).

assumes that
people who settle
in Norway do not
automatically
receive welfare
rights that burden
Norwegian
taxpayers” (FrP,
2017, p. 13).




FrP Burdens on 2017 “heve terskelen for & fa del i “Raise the
Welfare State norske velferdsgoder i threshold for
forbindelse med receiving
arbeidsinnvandring fra EU, Norwegian welfare
disse ytelsene ber lonns- og benefits in
prisjusteres” (FrP, 2017, p. 57). | connection with
labor immigration
from the EU, these
benefits should be
wage and price
adjusted” (FrP,
2017, p. 57).
FrP Burdens on 2017 “Migrasjonsstremmen i 2015 “The migration
Welfare State avslerte med all mulig flow in 2015
tydelighet at dagens asylsystem | revealed with all
ikke er baerekraftig verken utfra | possible clarity that
et okonomisk, demografisk, the current asylum
sosialt, sikkerhetspolitisk eller | system is not
humaniteert perspektiv”’ (FrP, sustainable from an
2017, p. 60). economic,
demographic,
social, security
policy or
humanitarian
perspective” (FrP,
2017, p. 60).
FrP Burdens on 2017 “Saerordninger med stenader for | “Special schemes
Welfare State innvandrere ber opphere” (FrP, | with benefits for
2017, p. 62). immigrants should
cease to exist”
(FrP, 2017, p. 62).
FrP Burdens on 2017 “[...] samt dokumentere atde er | “[...] and
Welfare State 1 stand til & forserge sin familie | document that they
for seknad om are able to support
familieinnvandring kan their family before
behandles* (FrP, 2017, p. 62). an application for
family immigration
can be processed”
(FrP, 2017, p. 62).
FrP Burdens on 2017 “I stedet for a ta mange til “Instead of taking

Welfare State

Norge ber vi I sterre grad bidra
til & dekke utgiftene til
flyktningeleire i flyktningenes
egne neromrader” (FrP, 2017,
p. 62).

many to Norway,
we should do more
to help cover the
costs of refugee
camps in the
refugees' own local




areas” (FrP, 2017,
p. 62).

FrP Burdens on 2017 “Ved & oke bidraget i “By increasing our
Welfare State naromradene fremfor & bosette | contribution in
flyktninger i Norge vi vi kunne | local areas rather
gi hjelp og trygghet til langt than settling
flere mennesker” (FrP, 2017, p. | refugees in
62). Norway, we can
provide help and
security to far more
people” (FrP, 2017,
p. 62).
FrP Burdens on 2017 “[...] andelen “[...] the
Welfare State sosialhjelpsmottakere og proportion of social
andelen innvandrere i jobb [...]* | assistance
(FrP, 2017, p. 64). recipients and the
immigrants in
employment [...]”
(FrP, 2017, p. 64).
FrP Burdens on 2017 “@kt arbeidsinnvandring fra “Increased labor
Welfare State E@S-land og rask opptjening av | immigration from
velferdsgoder har fort til okt EEA countries and
eksport av enkelte the rapid accrual of
velferdsordninger” (FrP, 2017, | welfare benefits
p. 90). have led to
increased exports
of some welfare
schemes” (FrP,
2017, p. 90).
FrP Burdens on 2017 “Det norske velferdssystemet er | “The Norwegian
Welfare State sérbart for hoy innvandring* welfare system is
(FrP, 2017, p. 90). vulnerable to high
immigration” (FrP,
2017, p. 90).
FrP Threats to 1993 “Fremskrittspartiet mener det er | “The Progress
Ethnonational ngdvendig & fore en aktiv Party believes that
Identity integreringspolitikk med vekt it is necessary to

pa at de regler, normer og
verdier som skal vaere felles for
hele befolkningen mé gé foran
hensynet til enkeltgruppers
ensker* (FrP, 1993, p. 49).

pursue an active
integration policy
that emphasizes
that the rules,
norms and values
shared by the entire
population must
take precedence
over the wishes of
individual groups”




(FrP, 1993, p. 49).

FrP Threats to 1993 “For & sikre dette, ma ulike “In order to ensure
Ethnonational grupper av innvandrere ha this, different
Identity forstaelse og respekt for groups of
grunnleggende normer som det | immigrants must
norske samfunn bygger pa” understand and
(FrP, 1993, p. 49). respect the
fundamental norms
on which
Norwegian society
is based” (FrP,
1993, p. 49).
FrP Threats to 1993 “Ha en aktiv “Have an active
Ethnonational integreringspolitikk bygget bl.a. | integration policy
Identity pa at de regler, normer og based, among other
verdier som skal vere felles for | things, on the fact
hele befolkningen mé ga foran | that the rules,
hensynet til enkeltgrupper* norms and values
(FrP, 1993, p. 50). that are common to
the entire
population must
take precedence
over the interests
of individual
groups” (FrP, 1993,
p. 50).
FrP Threats to 1997 “Det er heller ikke umoralsk & “Nor is it immoral
Ethnonational mene at man ber forebygge for | to believe that we
Identity raske forandringer av det should prevent too
helhetspreg som var befolkning | rapid changes to
har” (FrP, 1997, p. 67). the overall
character of our
population” (FrP,
1997, p. 67).
FrP Threats to 1997 “Fordi bosetting av flyktninger | “Because the
Ethnonational og asylsakere av storre omfang | settlement of
Identity berorer norske lokalsamfunn refugees and

sterkt, gar Fremskrittspartiet inn
for at omfanget blir avgjort ved
folkeavstemning i den enkelte
commune” (FrP, 1997, p. 68).

asylum seekers on
a large scale has a
major impact on
Norwegian
communities, the
Progress Party is in
favor of the scale




being decided by
referendum in the

individual
municipality” (FrP,
1997, p. 68).
FrP Threats to 1997 “For a sikre dette ma ulike “To ensure this,
Ethnonational grupper av innvandrere different groups of
Identity respektere de grunnleggende immigrants must
lovregler og normer som det respect the basic
norske samfunn bygger pa“ legal rules and
(FrP, 1997, p. 63). norms on which
Norwegian society
is based” (FrP,
1997, p. 68).
FrP Threats to 1997 “Fremskrittspartiet gar inn for “The Progress
Ethnonational en integreringspolitikk med Party advocates an
Identity vekt pa at de regler, normer og | integration policy
verdier som skal vere felles for | that emphasizes
hele befolkningen, ma gé foran | that the rules,
hensynet til enkeltgruppers norms and values
onsker (FrP, 1997, p. 68). shared by the entire
population must
take precedence
over the wishes of
individual groups”
(FrP, 1997, p. 68).
FrP Threats to 1997 “At Norge hvert &r maksimalt “That Norway shall
Ethnonational skal motta til sammen 1000 receive a maximum
Identity fjernkulturelle personer” (FrP, of 1,000 remote
1997, p. 69). cultural persons
each year” (FrP,
1997, p. 69).
FrP Threats to 1997 “Ha en aktiv “Have an active
Ethnonational integreringspolitikk bl.a. bygget | integration policy
Identity pa at de regler, normer og based, among other

verdier som skal vare felles for
hele befolkningen mé ga foran
hensynet til enkeltgrupper*
(FrP, 1997, p. 69).

things, on the
principle that the
rules, norms and
values common to
the entire
population must
take precedence
over considerations
for individual
groups” (FrP, 1997,
p. 69).




FrP Threats to 2001 “Fordi bosetting av flyktninger | “Because the
Ethnonational og asylsekere av storre omfang | settlement of
Identity berorer norske lokalsamfunn refugees and
sterkt, gar Fremskrittspartiet inn | asylum seekers on
for at omfanget kan bli avgjort | a large scale has a
ved folkeavstemning i den major impact on
enkelte commune” (FrP, 2001). | Norwegian
communities, the
Progress Party is in
favor of the scale
being decided by
referendum in the
individual
municipality” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Threats to 2001 “For & sikre dette ma ulike “To ensure this,
Ethnonational grupper av innvandrere different groups of
Identity respektere de grunnleggende immigrants must
lovreglene og normene som det | respect the basic
norske samfunnet bygger pa“ legal rules and
(FrP, 2001). norms on which
Norwegian society
is based” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Threats to 2001 “Fremskrittspartiet gar inn for “The Progress
Ethnonational en integreringspolitikk der det | Party advocates an
Identity legges vekt pé at de reglene, integration policy
normene og verdiene som skal | that emphasizes
vere felles for hele that the rules,
befolkningen ma ga foran norms and values
hensynet til ensker hos shared by the entire
enkeltgrupper (FrP, 2001). population must
take precedence
over the wishes of
individual groups”
(FrP, 2001).
FrP Threats to 2001 “At Norge hvert ar maksimalt “That Norway
Ethnonational skal motta til sammen 1000 should receive a
Identity mennesker fra land utenfor den | maximum of 1,000

vestlige kulturkrets (FrP,
2001).

people each year
from countries
outside the Western
cultural sphere”
(FrP, 2001).




FrP Threats to 2005 “Fordi bosetting av flyktninger | “Because the
Ethnonational og asylsekere av storre omfang | settlement of
Identity berorer norske lokalsam-funn refugees and

sterkt, gar Fremskrittspartiet inn | asylum seekers on
for at omfanget kan bli avgjort | a large scale

ved folkeavstem-ning i den greatly affects
enkelte kommune.","Because Norwegian local
the settlement of refugees and communities, the
asylum seekers on a large scale | Progress Party
greatly affects Norwegian local | advocates that the
communities, the Progress Party | extent of the
advocates that the extent of the | settlement can be
settlement can be decided by decided by
referendum in each referendum in each
municipality” (FrP, 2005, p. municipality” (FrP,
52). 2005, p. 52).

FrP Threats to 2005 “For a sikre dette ma ulike “To ensure this,
Ethnonational grupper av innvandrere different groups of
Identity respektere de grunnleggende immigrants must

lovreglene og normene som det | respect the basic

norske samfunnet bygger pa“ legal rules and

(FrP, 2005, p. 52). norms on which
Norwegian society
is based” (FrP,
2005, p. 52).

FrP Threats to 2005 “Fremskrittspartiet gar inn for “The Progress
Ethnonational en integre-ringspolitikk der det | Party advocates an
Identity legges vekt pa at de reglene, integration policy

normene og verdiene som skal | that emphasizes
vere felles for hele that the rules,
befolkningen, mi ga foran norms and values
hensynet til ensker hos that should be
enkeltgrupper* (FrP, 2005, p. common to the
52). entire population
must take
precedence over
the wishes of
individual groups”
(FrP, 2005, p. 52).

FrP Threats to 2005 “At Norge hvert ar maksimalt “That Norway
Ethnonational skal motta til sammen 1 000 should receive a
Identity mennesker fra land utenfor den | maximum of 1,000

vestlige kultur-krets* (FrP,
2005, p. 52).

people each year
from countries
outside the Western
cultural circle”
(FrP, 2005, p. 52).




FrP Threats to 2005 “Ha en aktiv “To have an active
Ethnonational integreringspolitikk som integration policy
Identity bygger pa at de reglene, based on the fact
normene og verdiene som skal | that the rules,
vere felles for hele norms and values
befolkningen, mé ga foran that should be
hensynet til enkeltgrupper common to the
(FrP, 2005, p. 52). entire population
must take
precedence over
the interests of
individual groups”
(FrP, 2005, p. 52).
FrP Threats to 2009 “At Norges mottak av “That Norway's
Ethnonational mennesker fra land utenfor den | reception of people
Identity vestlige kulturkrets begrenses from countries
kraftig” (FrP, 2009, p. 33). outside the Western
cultural sphere is
severely restricted”
(FrP, 2009, p. 33).
FrP Threats to 2009 ,,En aktiv integreringspolitikk “An active
Ethnonational som bygger pa de reglene, integration policy
Identity normene og verdiene som skal | based on the rules,
vere felles for hele norms and values
befolkningen, og som ma gé that should be
foran hensynet til common to the
enkeltgrupper (FrP, 2009 p. entire population,
33). and which must
take precedence
over considerations
for individual
groups” (FrP, 2009,
p- 33).
FrP Threats to 2013 “at Norges mottak av ,that Norway's
Ethnonational mennesker fra land utenfor den | reception of people
Identity vestlige kulturkrets begrenses from countries
kraftig® (FrP, 2013, p. 39). outside the Western
cultural circle be
severely limited”
(FrP, 2013, p. 39).
FrP Threats to 2017 “For at integreringen skal bli “To improve
Ethnonational bedre, méa vi ta vare pa det som | integration, we
Identity gjor Norge til Norge” (FrP, must preserve what

2017, p. 2).

makes Norway
Norway” (FrP,




2017, p. 2).

FrP Threats to 2017 “[...] og at de respekterer de “[...] and that they
Ethnonational grunnleggende frihetsverdier respect the
Identity Norge bygger pa [...]* (FrP, fundamental values
2017, p. 13). of freedom Norway
is built on [...]”
(FrP, 2017, p. 13).
FrP Causes of 1993 “Fremskrittspartiets restriktive | “The Progress
Criminality and innvandringspolitikk, som Party's restrictive
Social Insecurity suppleres med aktiv integrering | immigration policy,
og tilpasning til norske supplemented by
samfunnsforhold, vil forebygge | active integration
motsetninger og konflikter and adaptation to
mellom befolkningsgrupper Norwegian social
med basis i forskjellig etnisk, conditions, will
kulturell og religios bakgrunn” | prevent antagonism
(FrP, 1993, p. 49). and conflicts
between population
groups based on
different ethnic,
cultural and
religious
backgrounds” (FrP,
1993, p. 49).
FrP Causes of 1993 “Lik offentlig behandling av “Equal public
Criminality and alle ved fjerning av alle treatment of all
Social Insecurity serytelser for innvandrere vil through the
ogsd dempe motsetninger som | removal of all
matte eksistere mellom special benefits for
nordmenn og innvandrere” (FrP, | immigrants will
1993, p. 49). also reduce any
antagonism that
may exist between
Norwegians and
immigrants” (FrP,
1993, p. 49).
FrP Causes of 1993 “Fremskrittspartiet ser det som | “The Progress

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

viktig at det fores en
innvandringspolitikk som pé
lengre sikt ikke skaper grunnlag
for fremmedfrykt, rasistiske
holdninger eller etniske
konflikter™ (FrP, 1993, p. 49).

Party believes it is
important to pursue
an immigration
policy that in the
long term does not
create a basis for
xenophobia, racist
attitudes or ethnic




conflicts” (FrP,

1993, p. 49).
FrP Causes of 1993 “Den tidligere forte politikk - “Previous policies -
Criminality and med mangel pa apen debatt om | with a lack of open
Social Insecurity innvandringspolitikken og debate on
bevissthet om virkninger pa immigration policy
folks holdninger som folge av and awareness of
forskjellsbehandling, serytelser, | the effects on
mangel pé integrering og people's attitudes
oppfelging av brudd pé lover og | of differential
regler - har ikke veert god nok” | treatment, special
(FrP, 1993, p. 49). benefits, lack of
integration and
follow-up of
violations of laws
and regulations -
have not been good
enough” (FrP,
1993, p. 49).
FrP Causes of 1993 “Det ma vaere en malsetning & “It must be a goal
Criminality and forebygge at det oppstér to prevent the
Social Insecurity fremtidige konflikter med emergence of
grunnlag i befolkningsgrupper | future conflicts
med forskjellig bakgrunn™ (FrP, | based on
1993, p. 49). population groups
with different
backgrounds” (FrP,
1993, p. 49).
FrP Causes of 1993 “Asylsgkere og flyktninger “Asylum seekers
Criminality and som, under sitt opphold i Norge, | and refugees who,
Social Insecurity begér kriminelle handlinger av | during their stay in
et visst omfang utvises* (FrP, Norway, commit
1993, p. 51). criminal acts of a
certain extent
should be
deported” (FrP,
1993, p. 51).
FrP Causes of 1997 “Det er grunn til & frykte at en “There is reason to

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

fortsatt innvandring av
asylsegkere bare tilneermet det
omfang som man har hatti de
senere ar, vil fore til alvorlige
motsetninger mellom
folkegrupper i Norge* (FrP,
1997, p. 67).

fear that continued
immigration of
asylum seekers on
anything like the
scale seen in recent
years will lead to
serious conflicts
between ethnic




groups in Norway”
(FrP, 1997, p. 67).

FrP Causes of 1997 “Det er ikke umoralsk & mene at | “It is not immoral
Criminality and man ber ta hensyn til reaksjoner | to believe that
Social Insecurity mot denne innvandring for & reactions to this
forebygge konflikter (FrP, immigration should
1997, p. 67). be taken into
account in order to
prevent conflicts”
(FrP, 1997, p. 67).
FrP Causes of 1997 “Fremskrittspartiets restriktive | “The Progress
Criminality and innvandringspolitikk, som Party's restrictive
Social Insecurity suppleres med aktiv integrering | immigration policy,
og tilpasning til norske supplemented by
samfunnsforhold, vil forebygge | active integration
motsetninger og konflikter and adaptation to
mellom befolkningsgrupper Norwegian social
med basis i forskjellige typer conditions, will
etnisk, kulturell og religios prevent antagonism
bakgrunn” (FrP, 1997, p. 69). and conflicts
between population
groups based on
different types of
ethnic, cultural and
religious
backgrounds” (FrP,
1997, p. 69).
FrP Causes of 1997 “Lik offentlig behandling av “Equal public
Criminality and alle, der alle serytelser for treatment of all,
Social Insecurity innvandrere fjernes, vil where all special
forebygge motsetninger mellom | benefits for
nordmenn og innvandrere” (FrP, | immigrants are
1997, p. 69). removed, will
prevent antagonism
between
Norwegians and
immigrants” (FrP,
1997, p. 69).
FrP Causes of 1997 “At asylsekere ved ankomst “That asylum

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

informeres om at de er
forpliktet til & avholde seg fra
ulovlige demonstrasjoner og
skadeverk i Norge, selv om
dette retter seg mot forholdene i
deres hjemland” (FrP, 1997, p.
69).

seckers are
informed upon
arrival that they are
obliged to refrain
from illegal
demonstrations and
vandalism in
Norway, even if




this is directed at
conditions in their

home country”
(FrP, 1997, p. 69).

FrP Causes of 1997 “At det innferes den praksis at | “That a practice be
Criminality and utenlandske statsborgere som introduced
Social Insecurity her i landet er domt til mer enn | whereby foreign
3 maneders ubetinget nationals sentenced
fengselsstraff, utvises fra to more than three
Norge* (FrP, 1997, p. 69). months'
unconditional
imprisonment in
this country are
deported from
Norway” (FrP,
1997, p. 69).
FrP Causes of 2001 ,Det er grunn til & frykte at en “There is reason to
Criminality and fortsatt innvandring av fear that continued
Social Insecurity asylsgkere av bare tilneermet det | immigration of
omfang som man har hatt i de asylum seekers on
senere ar, vil fore til alvorlige anything like the
motsetninger mellom scale seen in recent
folkegrupper i Norge* (FrP, years will lead to
2001). serious divisions
between ethnic
groups in Norway”
(FrP, 2001).
FrP Causes of 2001 “Det er ikke etisk uforsvarliga | “It is not ethically
Criminality and mene at man ber ta hensyn til irresponsible to
Social Insecurity reaksjoner mot denne believe that
innvandring for a forebygge reactions to this
konflikter i det norske immigration should
samfunn” (FrP, 2001). be taken into
account in order to
prevent conflicts in
Norwegian
society” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Causes of 2001 “Fremskrittspartiets restriktive | “The Progress

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

innvandringspolitikk, som
suppleres med aktiv integrering
og tilpasning til norske
samfunnsforhold, vil forebygge
motsetninger og konflikter
mellom befolkningsgrupper
med ulike typer etnisk, kulturell

Party's restrictive
immigration policy,
supplemented by
active integration
and adaptation to
Norwegian social
conditions, will
prevent antagonism




og religios bakgrunn” (FrP,
2001).

and conflicts
between population
groups with
different types of
ethnic, cultural and
religious
backgrounds” (FrP,
2001).

FrP Causes of 2001 ,Fremskrittspartiet ensker & “The Progress
Criminality and utvise alle utenlandske Party wants to
Social Insecurity statsborgere som blir straffet deport all foreign
med mer enn 3 méaneders citizens who are
ubetinget fengsel” (FrP, 2001). | sentenced to more
than three months'
unconditional
imprisonment”
(FrP, 2001).
FrP Causes of 2001 »|..-] folger det store problemer | ,,[...] there are
Criminality and i innvandringens kjelvann, som | major problems in
Social Insecurity alvorlig kriminalitet og the wake of
manglende samfunnstilpasning®™ | immigration, such
(FrP, 2001). as serious crime
and lack of social
adjustment” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Causes of 2001 “Serge for at utenlandske “Ensure that
Criminality and statsborgere som demmes for foreign nationals
Social Insecurity forbrytelser med strafferamme | who are convicted
fra ubetinget fengsel i 3 of crimes with
méneder og oppover, sentences ranging
automatisk utvises fra landet from unconditional
enten etter endt soning eller ved | imprisonment for
utlevering for soning i three months or
hjemlandet” (FrP, 2001). more are
automatically
expelled from the
country either after
completion of their
sentence or upon
extradition to serve
their sentence in
their home
country” (FrP,
2001).
FrP Causes of 2005 “Det er grunn til & frykte at en “There is reason to

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

fortsatt innvan-dring av
asylsegkere av bare tilneermet det

fear that a
continued influx of




omfang som man har hatti de
senere ar, vil fore til alvorlige
motsetninger mellom folke-
grupper i Norge* (FrP, 2005, p.
52).

asylum seekers on
anything like the
scale seen in recent
years will lead to
serious tensions
between ethnic
groups in Norway*
(FrP, 2005, p. 52).

FrP Causes of 2005 “Det er etisk uforsvarlig ikke & | “It is ethically
Criminality and stramme inn denne indefensible not to
Social Insecurity innvandringen for & forebygge | tighten this
konflikter i det norske immigration in
samfunn (FrP, 2005, p. 52). order to prevent
conflicts in
Norwegian
society” (FrP,
2005, p. 52).
FrP Causes of 2005 “Fremskrittspartiet ensker & “The Progress
Criminality and utvise alle uten-landske Party wants to
Social Insecurity statsborgere som blir straffet deport all foreign
med mer enn 3 méneders nationals who are
ubetinget fengsel” (FrP, 2005, p. | punished with
52). more than 3
months of
unconditional
imprisonment
(FrP, 2005, p. 52).
FrP Causes of 2005 “[...] felger det store problemer | “There are major
Criminality and i innvandringens kjelvann, som | problems in the
Social Insecurity alvorlig kriminalitet og wake of
manglende samfunnstilpasning™ | immigration, such
(FrP, 2005, p. 52). as serious crime
and social
maladjustment”
(FrP, 2005, p. 52).
FrP Causes of 2005 “Serge for at utenlandske “Ensure that

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

statsborgere som demmes for
forbrytelser med strafferamme
utover ubetinget fengsel 13
maneder, automatisk utvises fra
landet enten etter endt soning
eller ved utlevering for soning i
hjemlandet” (FrP, 2005, p. 53).

foreign citizens
who are convicted
of crimes with
sentences
exceeding three
months'
unconditional
imprisonment are
automatically
expelled from the
country either upon
completion of their
sentence or upon
extradition to serve




their sentence in

their home
country” (FrP,
2005, p. 53).
FrP Causes of 2005 “Fremskrittspartiets restriktive | “The Progress
Criminality and innvandrings-politikk, som Party's restrictive
Social Insecurity suppleres med aktiv integre-ring | immigration policy,
og tilpasning til norske supplemented by
samfunnsfor-hold, vil forebygge | active integration
motsetninger og konflik-ter and adaptation to
mellom befolkningsgrupper Norwegian society,
med ulike typer etnisk, will prevent
kulturell og religios bakgrunn” | contradictions and
(FrP, 2005, p. 52). conflicts between
population groups
with different
ethnic, cultural and
religious
backgrounds” (FrP,
2005, p. 52).
FrP Causes of 2005 “Lik offentlig behandling av “Equal public
Criminality and alle, der alle sarytelser for treatment of all,
Social Insecurity innvandrere fjernes, vil where all special
forebygge motsetninger mellom | special benefits for
nordmenn og innvandrere* (FrP, | immigrants are
2005, p. 52). removed, will
prevent antagonism
between
Norwegians and
immigrants” (FrP,
2005, p. 52).
FrP Causes of 2009 “Kampen mot kriminelle “The fight against
Criminality and innvandrere ma skjerpes* (FrP, | criminal
Social Insecurity 2009, p. 26). immigrants must
be intensified”
(FrP, 2009, p. 26).
FrP Causes of 2009 “Kriminalitet som uteves av “Crime commited
Criminality and utlendinger [...]” (FrP, 2009, p. | by foreigners [...]”
Social Insecurity 26). (FrP, 2009, p. 26).
FrP Causes of 2009 “Alle utenlandske statsborgere | “All foreign

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

som blir straffet med mer enn
tre maneders ubetinget fengsel,
bar utvises* (FrP, 2009, p. 26).

nationals sentenced
to more than three
months'
unconditional




imprisonment

should be
deported” (FrP,
2009, p. 26).
FrP Causes of 2009 “Det er grunn til & frykte at en “There is reason to
Criminality and fortsatt innvandring av fear that continued
Social Insecurity asylsekere, av bare tilnermet immigration of
det omfang som man har hatti | asylum seekers on
de senere ar, vil fore til anything like the
alvorlige motsetninger mellom | scale seen in recent
folkegrupper i Norge* (FrP, years will lead to
2009, p. 33). serious conflicts
between ethnic
groups in Norway”
(FrP, 2009, p. 33).
FrP Causes of 2009 »Det er etisk uforsvarlig & ikke | “It is ethically
Criminality and stramme inn denne irresponsible not to
Social Insecurity innvandringen for & forebygge | restrict this
konflikter i det norske immigration in
samfunn (FrP, 2009, p. 33). order to prevent
conflicts in
Norwegian
society” (FrP,
2009, p. 33).
FrP Causes of 2009 “En restriktiv “A restrictive
Criminality and innvandringspolitikk med aktiv | immigration policy
Social Insecurity integrering og tilpasning til with active
norske samfunnsforhold vil integration and
forebygge motsetninger og adaptation to
konflikter” (FrP, 2009, p. 33). Norwegian social
conditions will
prevent
contradictions and
conflicts” (FrP,
2009, p. 33).
FrP Causes of 2013 “Det er grunn til & frykte at en “There is reason to
Criminality and fortsatt innvandring av fear that a
Social Insecurity asylsekere, av bare tilnermet continued

det omfang som man har hatt i
de senere ar, vil fore til
alvorlige motsetninger mellom
folkegrupper i Norge* (FrP,
2013, p. 38).

immigration of
asylum seekers, of
only approximately
the same
magnitude as in
recent years, will
lead to serious
conflicts between




ethnic groups in

Norway” (FrP,
2013, p. 38).
FrP Causes of 2013 “Det er etisk uforsvarlig ikke & | “It is ethically
Criminality and stramme inn denne irresponsible not to
Social Insecurity innvandringen for & forebygge | restrict this
konflikter i det norske immigration in
samfunn® (FrP, 2013, p. 38). order to prevent
conflicts in
Norwegian
society” (FrP,
2013, p. 38).
FrP Causes of 2013 “En restriktiv “Restrictive
Criminality and innvandringspolitikk med aktiv | immigration policy
Social Insecurity integrering og tilpasning til with active
norske samfunnsforhold vil integration and
forebygge motsetninger og adaptation to
konflikter” (FrP, 2013, p. 39). Norwegian social
conditions will
prevent
contradictions and
conflicts” (FrP,
2013, p. 39).
FrP Causes of 2017 “Kriminalitet som uteves av “Crime committed
Criminality and utlendinger[...]” (FrP, 2017, p. | by foreigners [...]“
Social Insecurity 28). (FrP, 2017, p. 28).
FrP Causes of 2017 “Alle utenlandske statsborgere | “All foreign
Criminality and som blir straffet med mer enn nationals who are
Social Insecurity tre maneders ubetinget fengsel, | sentenced to more
skal utvises (FrP, 2017, p. 28). | than three months'
unconditional
imprisonment must
be deported” (FrP,
2017, p. 28).
FrP Causes of 2017 “[...] slik at passivitet, sosiale “[...] so that
Criminality and problemer og kulturelle passivity, social
Social Insecurity spenninger unngas” (FrP, 2017, | problems and
p. 13). cultural tensions
are avoided” (FrP,
2017, p. 13).
FrP Causes of 2017 “Likebehandling av nordmenn | “Equal treatment of

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

og innvandrere er avgjeren de
for & forebygge konflikter* (FrP,
2017, pp. 13-14).

Norwegians and
immigrants is
crucial to
preventing




conflicts, which
means that special
schemes for
immigrants must
be discontinued”
(FrP, 2017, pp. 13-
14).

FrP Causes of 2017 “Kriminalitet som uteves av “Criminality
Criminality and utlendinger [...]” (FrP, 2017, p. | committed by
Social Insecurity 49). foreigners [...]”
(FrP, 2017, p. 49).
FrP Causes of 2017 “Alle utenlandske statsborgere | “All foreign
Criminality and som blir straffet med mer enn citizens who are
Social Insecurity tre maneders ubetinget fengsel, | punished with

skal utvises* (FrP, 2017, p. 49). | more than three
months of
unconditional
imprisonment must
be deported” (FrP,
2017, p. 49).

FrP Causes of 2017 “Det kan ogsé bidra til “It can also
Criminality and fremmedfrykt, terror og akte contribute to
Social Insecurity konflikter i Norge og Europa“ xenophobia,

(FrP, 2017, p. 61). terrorism and
increased conflicts
in Norway and
Europe” (FrP,
2017, p. 61).

FrP Causes of 2017 “Det er grunn til 4 frykte at en “There is reason to
Criminality and fortsatt innvandring av fear that continued
Social Insecurity asylsekere, av bare tilnermet immigration of

det omfang som man har hatti | asylum seekers, of

de senere ar, vil fore til only approximately
alvorlige motsetninger mellom | the scale of that in
folkegrupper i Norge* (FrP, recent years, will

2017, p. 62). lead to serious
conflicts between
ethnic groups in
Norway” (FrP,
2017, p. 62).

FrP Causes of 2017 “En restriktiv “A restrictive

Criminality and
Social Insecurity

innvandringspolitikk med aktiv
integrering og tilpasning til
norske samfunnsforhold vil

immigration policy
with active
integration and
adaptation to




forebygge motsetninger og
konflikter” (FrP, 2017, p. 63).

Norwegian social
conditions will
prevent
contradictions and
conflicts” (FrP,

2017, p. 63).
FrP Causes of 2017 »Statsborgerskap skal kunne “Citizenship may
Criminality and fratas ved tilknytning til terror be deprived in
Social Insecurity eller annen grov kriminalitet* connection with
(FrP, 2017, p. 64). terrorism or other
crime” (FrP, 2017,
p. 64).
FrP Causes of 2017 “[...] andelen innvandrere i “[...] the
Criminality and kriminalsaker [...]” (FrP, 2017, | proportion of
Social Insecurity p. 64). immigrants in
criminal cases
[...]” (FrP, 2017, p.
64).
FrP Muslims as 2017 “Derfor vil vi ha forbud mot “That's why we
Threats to kvinnediskriminerende plagg want a ban on
Liberal Values som burka og nikab* (FrP, garments that
2017, p. 2). discriminate
against women,
such as the burka
and nikab” (FrP,
2017, p. 2).
FrP Muslims as 2017 “Fremskrittspartiet vil innfore “The Progress
Threats to forbud mot hijab i grunnskolen® | Party will
Liberal Values (FrP, 2017, p. 64). introduce a ban on
the hijab in
primary schools”
(FrP, 2017, p. 64).
FrP Muslims as 2017 “Videre vil vi forby bruk av “Furthermore, we
Threats to heldekkende plagg (burka og will ban the use of
Liberal Values nikab) i alle full-coverage

undervisningsinstitusjoner, i
tillegg til forbud mot kjennsdelt
undervisning” (FrP, 2017, p.
64).

garments (burqa
and nikab) in all
educational
institutions, in
addition to banning
gender-segregated
teaching” (FrP,
2017, p. 64).




FrP

Muslims as
Threats to
Liberal Values

2017

“Heldekkende klesplagg skal “Fully covering
ikke veere tillatt i det offentlige | clothing should not
rom* (FrP, 2017, p. 64). be allowed in

public spaces”
(FrP, 2017, p. 64).

Analyzed Sentences — Positive Statements

Party Year Quote Translation

AN 2001 “Occorre accogliere | “Immigrants who come to
dignitosamente e Italy to work legally and
rispettosamente gli contribute to the national
immigrati che wealth should be welcomed
vengono in Italia per | with dignity and respect”
lavorare legalmente | (AN, 2001).

e contribuiscono alla
ricchezza nazionale”
(AN, 2001).

FrP 1993 “Forholdet til “Relations with immigrants
innvandrere ma must be based on mutual
forovrig bygge pa tolerance, openness and
gjensidig toleranse, respect, and all forms of
apenhet og respekt discrimination, racist
og enhver form for attitudes and actions must be
diskriminering, combated” (FrP, 1993, p.
rasistiske holdninger | 49).
og handlinger mé
bekjempes” (FrP,

1993, p. 49).

FrP 2001 “Selv om de fleste “Even though most
innvandrere er immigrants are law-abiding
lovlydige [...]“ (FtP, | [...]” (FrP, 2001).

2001).

FrP 2005 “Selv om de fleste “Even though most
innvandrere er immigrants are law-abiding
lovlydige [...]“ (FtP, | [...]” (FtP, 2005).

2005).




Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) Questions

Left-Right Economic Scale

0 Extreme left
Center
10 Extreme right

Religious Principles Scale

Strongly opposes religious principles in politics

10 Strongly supports religious principles in politics

Source: Jolly, S., Bakker, R., Hooghe, L., Marks, G., Polk, J., Rovny, J., Steenbergen, M., & Vachudova, M. A.
(2022). Chapel Hill Expert Survey trend file, 1999-2019. Electoral Studies, 75, 102420.
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