1 Introduction

In May 2011 Denmark attracted a lot of attention from other EU countries because the Danish government and the Danish People’s Party (DPP) wanted to reestablish border control. The idea of border control came from DPP who is known to be the nationalist right wing ally of the Danish Liberal-Conservative government. Pia Kjærsgaard who is the chairman of DPP stated that border control will be a tool in order to decrease illegal immigration and organized crime.
 The President of the European Commission, José Manuel Barroso, warned the then Danish Prime minister, Lars Løkke Rasmussen, that it might be in breach with EU agreements.
 But despite the letter from Barroso did a majority in the Danish parliament in June decide to reestablish border control.
 In the aftermath of the reemergence of the border-controls the European Commission had a delegation out at the Danish/German and Danish/Swedish borders in order to control whether or not the Danish border control is in conflict with the Schengen agreement. Cecilia Malmström, the EU Home Affairs Commissioner stated during this time: The Commission will not hesitate to use all tools at its disposal to guarantee free movement of goods, services and persons and the full respect of EU legislation”.
 The political leaderships of Italy and France welcomed the initiative, both countries have had problems with immigrants according to their own statements.

And Denmark does not stand alone in having a political landscape that entails successful parties that are critical of the EU and its regulations, in fact has a broad wave of right-wing (right populist) party success rolled over Western Europe. One example is Sweden where in 2010 the Sverigedemokraterne were elected into the Swedish parliament for the first time. 
 The Finnish Party ‘True Finns’ party appeared as the big winner of the Finnish general election in 2011
, the British BNP came to win seats for the European Parliament in 2009
 and in the formerly very liberal Netherlands Geert Wilders ‘Party for Freedom’ supports the government
. And also in Denmark the DPP is still successful: Although the DPP for the first time lost mandates in the general Danish elections of 2011, proved the party again to have a stable basis of supporters, and a quick decline of this party (as e.g. was to be observed in case of ‘the Conservative People’s Party) does not seem very realistic. All these parties have not only a critical view on the EU but also actively used anti-EU politics or sentiments (in different ways though) in order to achieve their election successes.

The issue of the border controls at Danish borders and the success of right-wing parties at the expense of the EU resemble an ideological issue that right-wing parties in Europe are very eager to carry out: the instrumentalization of the EU for their own purposes. Especially the EU is used to paint a dark picture of Denmark’s and Danish culture’s future if more European integration would be allowed; and also the already achieved amount of integration is instrumentalized by the DPP as a threat for Danes economy, security, political independence and culture.

This leads me to the following problem statement:

How is the Danish People’s Party trying to create the perception of a clash between ‘the EU’ and a Danish national identity and how/why is the DPP gaining electoral support with this clash?

To examine this research question seems important to me as, one can be puzzled about the success of a party that is mostly coming forward with anti-politics (anti-EU, anti-immigration) in a country that was until a decade ago described as being ruled by very liberal values. 

DPP has a very critical approach to EU. The EU policy is one of DDP’s seven key issues. DPP states on their homepage that following is the key to their EU policy: “Denmark shall remain a sovereign state. This means, that no act or resolution must be valued higher than the Danish constitution”.
 The DPP member of the month in March 2012 states following about the reason for her being member of the DPP: “[… ] I am a EU sceptic. I think that DDP is the only party which is seriously about the EU debate.
 Another of DPPs key issues is directly linked to their EU-policy, namely the border control which was introduced in May 2011. The slogan is: “There must be a border”.
 I find it interesting to study how DPP uses their critical approach to the EU to put focus on the Danish identity. Furthermore, is it interesting how this focus on what it is to be Danish gives the DPP electoral support. When DPP participated in their first general election in 1998 they collected 7.4 per cent of the votes and thereby got 13 mandates, these numbers increased over the next elections and in the national election in 2007 they got support from 13.9 per cent of the Danish voters.
 2011 was the first election where DPP lost mandates, but they still got 22 mandates which means that 12.3 per cent of the Danish voters voted for DPP.
 These numbers indicate that a big share of the Danish people can identify with the political line of the DPP. Further does it indicate that a significant amount of Danes find the DPP to be a trustworthy political party although they often are criticized for being a right wing populist party. 

2 Method
2.1 Research Design

In this part I want to describe how the research of this paper is actually going to be carried out; in order to answer the overall question. First of all a theoretical framework will be provided in order to provide the analysis of the overall question with different theoretical angles and perspectives. The theories mentioned above in the chapter concerning the choice of theories all seem valuable for delivering such a useful theoretical framework; the key concepts of the theoretical framework are then the concept of imagined communities; value cleavages; problem representations and otherness.

Before starting with the analysis a short historical part concerning the history of the DPP and its development out of the Danish Progress Party and its differences concerning the Danish Progress Party will be delivered; this is supposed to give a short overview that will be helpful when considering the anti-EU stance of the DPP. 

I will use a mix of quantitative and qualitative data in this paper. Quantitative research has been the dominating approach for conducting social research, and it is only since the 1970s that the influence of this approach has decreased a bit. Alan Bryman gives a short explanation of quantitative research: “it was described as entailing the collection of numerical data, as exhibiting view of the relationship between theory and research as deductive and a predilection for a natural science approach (and of positivism in particular), and as having an objectivist conception of social reality”.
 Qualitative research can (like quantitative research) be outlined as a distinctive research strategy. Bryman underlines the difference between quantitative and qualitative research: “[…] qualitative research differs from quantitative data in several ways. Most obviously, qualitative research tends to be concerned with words rather than numbers”. 
 There is a tendency to identify qualitative data as what quantitative data not is. However, it is important to keep in mind that the distinctiveness of qualitative data is not only because it is not bases on numbers. Furthermore, is it notable that there are different approaches within the tradition of qualitative research. The stances within qualitative research are distinctive. 

The theoretical model of Carol Bacchi will be of especial importance in the first part of the Analysis; in this part the model will be carried out with its six analytical questions in regard to the problem representation of the DPP in regard to the EU and Danish identity. Bacchi’s model will be applied on different publications or campaign of the DPP; this being the working program on the EU; campaign material concerning the Metock-case; campaign material concerning border controls and campaign material concerning the European Fiscal Compact. Emphasis will here be especially on questions 1, 2 and 6 (although the ‘answers’ to the latter will not take much space), as these answers connect in the most direct way to the overall research question of my paper. The ‘answer’ to number 1 is of importance as here the exact problem representation of the DPP concerning the mentioned issues is delivered; this delivers an ‘answer’ to the question how the DPP is trying to create the perception of a clash between ‘the EU’ and a Danish national identity. Number 2 then delivers certain claims by the DPP that are not directly written out in the material analyzed but that can be read between the lines and that are assumed to be read between the lines by potential voters or supporters as well; with the latter contributing to the clash between Danish identity and the EU. Number 6 then delivers an answer to how these DPP campaign materials/programs are distributed and how big the audience is and how big the attention for these items is among the public; this is important as it would not be possible for the DPP to create a perception of a clash between the EU and Danish identity if their publications would not have any audience.

Question 3 of Bacchi’s model will also be answered (however only some central claims will be provided as otherwise this part would grow to a second and possibly very long history part); this is done in order to outline the background and origin of the means the DPP uses to create the mentioned perception of a ‘clash’. Question 4 focuses on the silences in the problem representation, this is not directly connecting to the overall question as the means by which the mentioned perception shall be created are already mentioned in the answers to questions 1 and 2; but it is very relevant in an indirect way: by outlining what the silences are it becomes clear which issues the DPP deliberately omits or leaves out in publication (or simply which issues are portrayed in a distorting or false way), this providing for another perspective on the issues mentioned under question 1 and 2. Further provide the answers under question 4 for a critical evaluation of the claims of the DPP; with that the theoretical model of Bacchi is carried out as it is supposed to; as the purpose of the whole model is according to Bacchi to be very critical in regard to problem representations. These answers also provide for an ‘argumentation balance’; and prevents possible readers (and foremost the author of this paper) from falling prey to the mentioned distorting publications and arguments of the DPP. Question number 5 will however not be an important part of my application of Bacchi’s model on DPP’s publications/programs; this as the lived effects that are mentioned in the theoretical model are (in parts) resembled in the second part of the analysis when focus will be on the reasons for DPP’s electoral success based on the mentioned ‘clash’: the electoral success would be one ‘lived effect’. Nevertheless will I mention certain discourse effect, as defined by Bacchi, these provided examples how the DPP by closing off other options for discourse is providing for the (groundwork of the) perception of the mentioned clash as well. The first part of the analysis will further be connected to the theoretical framework by Triandafyllidou; Bornschier ; Gellner; and Anderson.
The second part of the analysis will then as mentioned focus on the reasons for DPP’s electoral success based on the mentioned clash. Here focus will be on how the publications of the DPP and the perceptions that are delivered by the same connect to values, opinions and attitudes spread among the Danish population; providing for the success of DPP. The part will be connected to the mentioned theoretical framework as well, in order to find an analytically in-depth answer to the second part of the overall question.

At the very end the results of my research will be summarized in a conclusive part.

2.2 Delimitation

One important delimitation in regard to the overall research question is my decision not to integrate research on the media’s influence on the success of the DPP. One could argue that the approach of the DPP to create a perception of a clash between ‘the EU’ and a Danish national identity is often conducted by the use of media and that therefore the media might alter the message or the perception of the same to a certain extend and might therefore be a valid focus of research as well. Furthermore could one argue that the success of the DPP in elections based on these perceptions might be related to the role/coverage of the media in connection to this perception as well, which would also speak in favor of a focus on media in the research. However, shall media influences/effects not be analyzed in this paper. The reasons for this are the following: It is as mentioned only a hypothesis that media might have an influence, it is not sure that media have any influence on the perceptions of the voters or the voter’s decisions; the effects of the media on voters decisions are a very debated and contested field of research as e.g. McQuail argues.
 Further are many speeches and publications of DPP transmitted directly to citizens and not framed by media, e.g. the issues integrated in the first part of the analysis (the party program; posters regarding the Danish border control are resembling direct communication with possible voters and are not mediated – although some of these issues are also discussed in newspapers etc.). Besides these conceptual reasons also practical reasons led to my decision not to include the media into my analysis of DPP’s success: the focus of research would just have grown too big; a narrow and detailed analysis would not have been possible any more.

2.3 Choice of theories

I have used two known scholars as theoretical groundwork for the explanation why national identity is important for Danish people, namely Benedict Anderson and Ernest Gellner. Anderson is a highly acknowledged scholar for his work on ’imagined communities’, where he shows why the concept of ’nation’ has become so important for people. This concept of imagined communities appears highly relevant to me when trying to approach the question how the DPP is trying to create national feelings and perceptions among the Danish population. The writings by Gellner’s that I chose will in this paper be used as theoretical groundwork for the connection between politics, culture and nationalism.


Anna Triandafyllidou’s article from 1997 will be used as theoretical framework for the concept of ‘otherness’. Her article describes why people outside of a nation are important in connection with the national identity of citizens inside a nation. It has its importance when it comes to how the DPP uses the EU in their political line of argumentation, the EU is often depicted as something opposing the Danish identity, hence forming the ’other’ for Danes (from the DPP’s perspective).

Simon Bornschier and his theory of classification of values has its importance for this paper because it can be used as a tool for analyzing the underlying values of the DPP’s publications, statements etc.; his category of traditionalist-communitarian values appears to be highly relevant when dealing with the DPP and its voters.
Carol Bacchi in her book ‘Analysing Policy - What’s the problem represented to be?’ from 2009 presented a model for analyzing politics, which looks at what is behind the creation of policy proposals and ’problem’ representations. It focuses on the representations/creation of problems rather than the ’solving’ of problems. In this way it can be used in this paper for the try to reveal the underlying assumptions, the silences etc. of speeches, texts, publications of the DPP in regard to Danish identity and the EU.

Combined these theories make it possible for me to create a theoretical framework that will be of high value when trying to find an answer to my problem statement. The theories (and with that the theoretical framework of this paper) cover not only the question why and how it is possible for the DPP to use the EU in their daily political work to put focus on the Danish national identity and the ’otherness’ of the EU, but cover also the theoretical reasons (or some of them) for the electoral success of the DPP and the question why a relatively large percentage of Danish voters are reacting positively on the policy proposals from the DDP.

2.4 Case study

This paper will be based on a case study. Bryman states: “The basis case study entails the detailed and intensive analysis of a single case”.
 Further is the complexity and particular nature of a specific case in focus in a case study. Within sociology many well-known studies are based on a case study, such as the study of a single family like when Brannen and Nielsen in 2006 published their investigation of low-skilled British men or the study of a single event e.g. the Cuban Missile Crisis.

Case studies are often associated with qualitative research (such as interviews), but although qualitative methods often are favored in case study designs, is it not appropriate to make such a claim. It is frequently seen in case studies that both quantitative and qualitative research is applied.

Bryman further states regarding case studies: With a case study, the case is an object of interest in its own right, and the researcher aims to provide an in-depth elucidation of it”.
 Bryman further states: What distinguishes a case study is that the researcher is usually concerned to elucidate the unique features of the case”.
 Bryman lists these criteria for a case study because otherwise almost all kinds of research can be a case study:

A topic which is discussed a lot regarding case studies is the external validity or generalizability of this kind of research design. Bryman ask: “How can a single case possibly be representative so that it might yield findings that can be applied more generally to other cases?”
 He answers the question himself: “The answer, of course, is that they cannot.”
 When using a case study research design the researcher knows that the case study is a sample of one.

Inspired by Yin, Bryman divides case studies in five types:

Critical case: “Here the researcher has a well-developed theory, and a case is chosen on the grounds that it will allow a better understanding of the circumstances in which the hypothesis will and will not hold”.

The extreme or unique case: A common focus in clinical studies is significant for the unique or extreme case. An example of this kind of case study is Margaret Mead’s study of how it is to grow up in Samoa.
 

The representative or typical case: Bryman rather names this type of case exemplifying case because he finds the terms representative and typical for imprecise because they in some connections can lead to confusion.
 Yin states about this type of case: “the objective is to capture the circumstances and conditions of an everyday or commonplace situation”.
 This means that a case can be chosen because it is an example of a broader category it is member of. In other words the notion of exemplification means that it is not always that a case is chosen because it is unusual or extreme, but because it is an example of a broader category or further because the case can help specific research questions to be answered by providing a suitable context.

The revelatory case: This is a case where a researcher can observe and analyze a phenomenon which has not been object for a scientific investigation.

The longitudinal case: This type of case study is possible to study over time and is according to Bryman often connected with one of the four other types of case study.

Further does Bryman state: “Any case can involve a combination of these elements […]”
 One must also keep in mind that it might first be at a late state in the study that is becomes apparent what is singularity and significant of the case.
 Bryman states: “Thus, we may not always appreciate the nature and significance of a ‘case’ until we have subjected it to detailed scrutiny”.

In regard to my own research I would claim that my research resembles a unique, revelatory and to a smaller extend longitudinal case. The first, as my research is dealing with the unique environment the DPP is dealing with, the second because not that much research has been conducted concerning my overall question and the third as I am also integrating documents and statements from the very first years of DPP’s existence (the 1990s).
Case studies are often criticized for that it is not possibly to generalize findings that derive from this kind of research. Exponents for case study research argue that it is not the purpose with this kind of research to come up with generalizations.
 The researchers which use case studies argue that the aim of their research is to generate an intensive examination of a single case which they connect with a theoretical analysis. The quality of the theoretical reasoning in which the case study researcher engages is of high importance. In other words is it important to consider how well the data support the theoretical arguments that are generated. Bryman states that the most important question to answer is not if it is possible to generalize the finding but: “[…] how well the researches generate theory out of findings”.
 The last is clearly resembling an inductive research approach.

2.5 Elite interviewing

In this project elite interviewing will be used. It is an elite interviewing when the respondent questioned in a non-standardized and individualized manner. It is a personal interview where the interviewer and respondent are sitting face-to-face.

It can be complicated to get an interview with an important person. This can be because they want to know more about the intention of the interview. They will also in many cases have go-betweens which makes it hard to get in contact with them. It can be helpful to use a kind of recommendation, e.g. a letter of recommendation.
 However, it can also be questioned whether or not it is a good idea to use elite interviews in student papers because the students often can get the information they need from published interviews and because it’s not that often that the elite politicians will prioritize an interview with a student and it can therefore as mentioned be hard to get an interview. Furthermore, is an interview as Oates argues time-consuming because of the preparation, transcription and analysis.
 When I anyway have chosen to use elite interviews in this paper is it because the national identity is a topic not studied so much. As Johnson/Reynolds write: ”elite interviewing is an excellent form of data collection when the behavior of interest can best be described and explained by those who are deeply involved in political processes.” 
 This seems highly valid in my given case, and gains further possible value when considering that members of the DPP leadership might rather be willing to deliver critical information in a small scale interview like mine than on public television or official newspaper publications. I have conducted an interview with Kristian Thuelesen Dahl who was one of the founders of DPP, Christian Langballe who is in the European Committee in the Danish parliament together with Thulesen Dahl. The last person I was interviewing is member of the DPP youth department and he was in November 2011 the DPP member of the month. On the homepage of DPP is he quoted as follows when asked why he is member of DPP: “It is mainly because I think that Danish People’s Party is the only party which is dealing with the Danish identity […]”.
 These three interviews will give me important and additional information to the topic of this paper.

There are two kinds of interviews that can be used when it comes to elite interviewing: the structured interview and the unstructured interview. For this paper I used the structured interview approach as I beforehand planned what questions to ask, what questions and topics to focus at and how much room to give the respondents for possible longer monologues and further asked similar questions to the three respondents. However, the interviews do not resemble highly standardized formats that could be found in survey research.

It is very important for the interviewer to prepare well before an elite-interview, this includes studying documents about the theme and relevant biographical material. The politician will not reply well to uninformed and naïve questions, as Oates writes, so I tried to make sure to fulfill those demands. Preparation before an interview will first of all make sure not to ask about issues on which interviews are already available in the literature (or Internet), preparation time can also be used to think about claims or hypotheses that one would like to have confirmed by the respondent. Both of these tasks were part of my interview preparation. It also makes it easier for the interviewer to systemize the questions, which will say to build up a logic progression of when what questions are asked (e.g. the most critical questions most probably not at the beginning). Preparation also makes it easier for the interviewer to understand the answers and to be aware of if the respondent’s version is incoherent and to possibly react on that during the interview. Preparation also shows the interviewee that the interviewer is interested in the theme, but at the same time must the interviewer at no time dominate the conversation. Furthermore does a well prepared interviewer seem confident to prominents people.

2.6 Choice of interviewees

I made three interviews with people connected to the DPP. The first I interviewed was Christian Langballe. I found an interview with him relevant because he is member of the EU committee in the Danish Folketing. Furthermore, is he out of a family who has had several people representing the DPP in the Folketing. The second interviewee was Kristian Thuelesen Dahl. An interview with him was relevant because he was one of the founding members of the DPP and has been in the Folketing for DPP since 1995. He is the deputy leader of the DPP (and the one who is predicted to be Pia Kjærsgård’s successor) and also member of the EU committee. The last person I interviewed was Lucas Hultgren, who is member of the board of the DPP youth. I found it relevant to interview him for this paper because he in November 2011 was elected to be the DPP member of the month and in that connection stated that he is member of the DPP because it is the only Danish party, which in his opinion, is caring about the Danish identity.

All three interviews were conducted face to face. I recorded all interviews on digital devices in order to prove the content of the interviews and to be able to record it later for getting all details.

3 Theory

3.1 What’s the problem represented to be (WPR)? 

I will in the first part of the theoretical framework introduce the so-called WPR approach by the Australian scholar Carol Bacchi. This approach falls into the area of discourse analysis and is of worth for this paper as it delivers an interesting framework in order to analyze texts and speeches of the DPP in regard to the question if a clash between the EU and a Danish identity is presented to the audience.

Carol Bacchi has developed a model for analyzing politics and policies, which is unconventional compared to traditional theories used to analyzing politics.
 It claims to take nothing for granted and emphasizes that there is a cultural dimension to policy because policy is developed within specific historical contexts this being either national or international.
 (…)”a WPR approach build on the premise that, since all policies are problematising activities, they contain implicit problem representation”.

Bacchi states: “[…] policies ‘claim’ to ‘fix’ things; hence by nature they assume the existence of a ‘problem’ that needs to be fixed”.
 In connection with that Bacchi argues that it is the problematisation of issues that are central for governing processes. This means that we are not governed through polices but rather through problematisations. It is therefore necessary to pay attention to the shape and character of problematisation instead of focusing on assumed ‘problems’. Bacchi uses the term Problem representation to describe how an issue is being understood as a ‘problem’.
 

“[…] If you look at specific policies, you can see that it understands the ‘problem’ to be a particular sort of ‘problem’. Policies, therefore, constitute (or give shape to) ‘problem’. Hence, rather than reacting to ‘problems’, governments are active in the creation (or production) of policy ‘problems’”.
 This indicates that not only is there a specific representation of a problem, the context of the problem will also create an on-going framing process. This means that policies respond to a problem representation and by examining the measures taken in order to fix the problem is it possible to find the assumed problem. 

Bacchi delivers a definition of the term ‘Problematisation’ which shall be presented in the following. The term ’problematisation’ is often used within theories in the field of contemporary social theory. It is mostly used to indicate that there is a need for a critical interrogation. In the WPR approach ’problematisation’ can be used in two ways. It is crucial to distinguish between the two approaches to the term ‘problematisation’. Firstly, ‘problematisation’ refers to how specific issues are conceived as ’problems’. This means to identify the thinking behind the particular forms of rule. This way of understanding ’problematisation’ is used in the first two propositions of the WPR approach (These will be explained later in this chapter). Second, ‘problematisation’ refers to the statement: ”It is important to problematise (interrogate) the problematisations on offer in a current policy”. This simply means that ‘problematisation’ is to interrogate.
 In a WPR approach ‘problematisation’ is fundamental and this is what distinguishes a WPR approach from other and more conventional forms of policy analyzing. Bacchi states:”This understanding of the problem, which I call a problem representation, is the place to start if you wish to understand how an issue is being understood”.
 

Bacchi’s analysis approach rests on six questions, which will be explained below.

1: What is the problem?

Not only is this first question very direct, it is also the basis for the rest of the analysis. The first question shall clarify how politicians consider a problem by looking at their proposal for policy to solve the problem. Since policies can contain a number of proposals, which again can cover more than one problem representation, can it be challenging to identity the problem representation. It is therefore not the aim to clarify what the general assumption of the question is or the various perceptions of it, but how this problem (or problems) is represented in a specific context. Further, is the purpose with this question to clarify how politicians are framing and thinking about a certain issue in order to understand how he/she is approaching the problem.

To put it short: “The goal of question 1 in a WPR approach is to identify implied problem representation in a specific policy or policy proposal.”
 

2: What presuppositions or assumptions underlie this representation of the ‘problem’

When the problem representation is identified, the next step must be to clarify what factors support the identified problem representation. Question 2 seeks to examine how the problem is understood, this includes clarifying which factors have influenced the way the problem is understood. The terms presuppositions and assumptions refer to background knowledge that is taken for granted. In order to identify the conceptual premises supporting the specific problem representation it is necessary to examine presuppositions.
 However, “The kind of analysis recommended in Question 2 does not elicit the assumptions or beliefs held by policy makers. […]the task is to identify the assumptions and/or presuppositions that lodge within problem representations.”
 Using the WPR approach to analyzing politics means to “goes beyond what is in peoples head to consider the shape of arguments, the forms of ‘knowledge’ that arguments rely upon, the forms of ‘knowledge’ that are necessary for statements to be accorded intelligibility”.
 

It is challenging to make an analysis that includes the deep-seated cultural values that support a problem representation. Therefore has Bacchi added a discursive analysis which by using three concepts seeks to elaborate the question. The three concepts are binaries, key concepts and categories.
 Binaries: A huge deal of the public debate is based on binaries e.g. national vs. International or good vs. Evil. Binaries are fundamental for the understanding of a problem representation.
 Bacchi states regarding binaries: “[…] we need to watch where they appear in policies and how they function to shape the understanding of the issue”.
 Key Concepts: There are many concepts in policies, e.g. the concept of ’democracy’. Concepts are issues which are relatively open and highly debated. We need to identify the key concepts and which meaning they have for the problem representation.
 Categories: With categories is meant concepts which are important for how governing takes place. Examples of such categories are: age categories, disease categories and gender categories. But it can also be more specific categories like ’single mother’, ’the homeless’ and ’tax-payers’ which are all people categories which are all fundamental for governing processes. Categories (and especially people categories) are the outcome of measurements. This is why measurement techniques such as surveys are important for governing. Like it was the case with binaries and key concepts, is it important to understand how categories are working in order to give meaning to problem representations.

“The goal of question 2 of a WPR approach is to identify and analyze the conceptual logics that underpin specific problem representations. The term, ‘conceptual’ logic refers to the meaning that must be in place for a particular problem representation to be coherent or to make sense.
 

3: How has this representation of the problem come about?

This question examines the origins, history and mechanisms of the identified problem representation.
 In order to understand how a problem has occurred and why it is represented in a specific way is it crucial to acknowledge the events that have led to the problem representation. This question is covering two interconnected objectives. 1: the specific developments and decisions that have contributed to how the identified problem representation is shaped must be considered. Second, acknowledge that the problem representation happens both over time and across space, therefore it is possible that things could have developed differently.
 This means that problems are not a product of nature, but are created by choices and events. It is therefore necessary to examine the problem closely and thereby all the issues that have been part of shaping the problem. Bacchi states: “There is not a clear path of descent with predictable outcomes; rather there are twist and turns, even the occasional skeleton in the closet”
. 

“The purpose of Question 3 of a WPR approach is to highlight the conditions that allow a particular problem representation to take shape and to assume dominance”.

4: What is left unproblematic in this problem representation? Where are the silences? Can the problem be thought about differently?

This question is where the WPR approach according to Bacchi starts to be critical towards political analysis. It is an essential part of the WPR approach to have a critical approach to the problem representation. Therefore it can be essential to consider which limits the problem representations has. As Bacchi states: “[…] what fails to be problematised?”.
 The reason for this critical approach is both that there is another way to think about the problem, and also that the specific policies are limited by the way they are represented. It is therefore meaningful to try and find out what the politicians are holding back in the way they represent a specific problem.
 “The objective of Question 4 of the WPR approach is to raise for reflection and consideration issues and perspectives silenced in identified problem representation”.
 The binaries mentioned in question 2 are a good tool, because they can present complex issues in a simple way and thereby indicate where there might be misrepresentations of a certain problem Question 3 is also helpful because by conditions for a specific issue one is it possible to find out what is not represented in a specific issued by looking at the way of representing a problem which did not have political support. Further does cross-cultural comparison make it possible to clarify that the problem represented is contingent on the context it was developed in.
 

Question 5: What effects are produces by this representation of the problem?

This question continues the critical aspect of the analysis. Bacchi states: “The goal of question 5 of a WPR approach is to identify the effects of a specific problem representation so that they can be critically assessed”.
  A WPR approach to analyzing politics has as starting point the presumption that some problem representations lead to complications for members of a social group, but it will not harm all groups equally. However, there is no standard and predictable pattern for these complications. That is why it is important to examine both how these problems create difficulties for some people while they benefit other people, and also how to fix this inequality. Before we can start on that is it necessary to clarify the effects that are connected to specific problem representations. Bacchi points out three effects that are interconnected and overlapping: discoursive effects, subjectification effects and lived effects.

Discoursive effects: This concept deals with the identified assumptions and presumptions connected to problem representation. This is the discourses which are expressed through the assumptions and presumptions together with what is not expressed through the assumptions and presumptions. To put it simple Bacchi states: ”If some options for social intervention are closed off by the way in which a ’problem’ is represented , this can have devastating effects for certain people”.
 This indicates that it is not all aspects of an issue which is covered in a problem representation and in some cases this can have a negative effect for some groups of society. The framing of the problem representations and the discourses closed off different consideration about the specific issue and this limits the social analysis. E.g. sexual abuse of children in Aboriginal communities: by making it a law and order issue by sending in troops it closes off the possible connection between colonization, living standards and white supremacy which is also important to consider.
 

Subjectification effects: This is a more complicated concept. Bacchi states: “Basically the idea is that we become subjects of a particular kind partly through the way in which policies set up social relationships and our place (position) within them”.
 In other words certain subject positions are created through discourses, further does a person tend to develop his or her view in the social world based on those position. This means that the way we feel about our-selves and the people around us are to some extend an effect or outcome of subject positions the public policies have made possible.
 One issue is especially important in connection with subjectification (and here especially in regard to the overall aim of this paper): policies will often set groups of people in opposition to each other because of the problem representations. Further, will it often be indicated in the problem representation who is responsible for the ‘problem’. It is therefore necessary to make it explicit who is considered to be responsible.

Lived effects: Problem representation have a direct impact on people’s lives. The concept lived effects reflects the material impact of problem representations. For example is it thinkable that people’s access to certain resources (like food or adequate housing) depends on which welfare category they belong to.
 

It is a key task within a WPR approach to identify dividing practices and tracking their effects.

Bacchi claims that the following sub-questions are an essential part of question 5:

· What is likely to change this representation of the problem?

· What is likely to stay the same?

· Who is likely to benefit from this representation of the problem?

· Who is likely to be harmed by this representation of the problem?

· How does the attribution of responsibility for the problem affect those so targeted and the perception of the rest of the community about who is to blame?

Question 6: How/where is this representation of the problem produced, disseminated and defended? How could it be questioned, disrupted and replaced?

This question is based on question 3 which focuses on practices and processes which make it possible for some problem representations to dominate an issue. At this stage in the analysis it is the aim to examine which tools are used for particular problem representations to reach their target audience and achieve legitimacy. It is necessary to consider possible resistance. This means to put focus on that is necessary to recognize that discourses are plural, complex and further also inconsistent. Therefore, in connection with re-problematisation, discourses can be seen as ’assets’ or resources. Bacchi states: “The goal of Question 6 in a WPR approach is to pay attention to both the means through which some problem representations become dominant, and to the possibility of challenging problem representations that are judged to be harmfull”.

3.2 Imagined communities

Benedict Anderson is widely known for his concept ‘imagined communities’, which he developed through his ’pathbreaking’ account of nationalism as During evaluates. 
 Anderson wanted to study an important problem which in his view had been neglected, that is the question why people nowadays both feel closely committed to and have a lot of passion for the nation, which in his eyes is an abstract and dispersed form of community. The nation had taken over what religion earlier meant to people. “[…] people are willing to die for their nation just as they once were for their religion[…].”
 According to Anderson the answer to the question is to be found in cultural history, and here three issues are the key to why ‘the nation’ and co-nationals have become so important for people, namely: capitalism, printing technology and the diversity of languages over space. These three issues together made it possible for people in large communities who had no filiative, personal nor historical relation to each other to imagine that they belonged together.
 What is pushed aside in Anderson’s account of nationalism’s appeal is the pure benefits that citizens were provided for by the nation-state, as well as the relation between nationalism and military power, just as the fact that nationalism cannot only be a product but also a reaction to capitalism.
 Benedict Anderson and his concept of ‘imagined communities’ has however sometimes been criticized for lacking to include some aspects of why nationalism has become important, such as connection between the development of nationalism and military power.

The collected arguments of paragraph one will be explained in more detail in the following. Anderson starts with the observation that “the end of the era of nationalism, so long prophesied, is not remotely in sight. Indeed, nation-ness is the most universally legitimate value in the political life of our time.” 
 In order to prove this claim he mentions the examples of violent conflict between formally socialist nations in Asia grounded in nationalism, the fact that the UN gains constantly new nation-states as members, and the fact that many ‘old-nations’ find themselves confronted with ‘sub-nationalisms’ within their borders. 

Anderson acknowledges the problem that the concepts of nation, nationality and nationalism have all proved difficult to define and that “plausible theory about it is conspicuously meagre.”
, this building the motivation for his account of the concepts. Anderson’s point of departure is the notion that nationality, nation-ness and nationalism are all cultural artefacts of a particular kind. In order to understand these artefacts and how they have become so important is it necessary to have an overview of the historical creation of these artefacts and how their meaning has changed over time and how they gained emotional legitimacy.

However, theorists within nationalism deal with three paradoxes. First, the objective historian sees nations objectively as modern phenomena whereas nationalists are subjectively focusing on the antique/distant past of nations. Second, that nationality is a concept that can change over time (socio-cultural) vs. the idea that nationality is a concept that cannot be changed. Third, political nationalism has power, whereas it is philosophically poor and even incoherent. Within nationalism there are no major thinkers which is very rare for an ‘ism’.

Anderson uses an anthropological point of view to define a nation, by stating that the frame for a nation […] is an imagined political community – and imagined as both inherently limited and sovereign. 
 He argues that it is imagined because no matter the size of the nation, it is impossible for a citizen to know, see or hear of all of its fellow-citizens; each citizens lives with an imagination of a community although a ’real community is impossible’. So all communities ”larger than primordial villages of face-to-face contact are imagined. Communities are to be distinguished [...] by the style in which they are imagined.”
 The argument for that nationalism is imagined to be limited is that all nations, also the biggest, have boundaries and on the other side is other nations; further, no nations who considers itself being identical with mankind. Anderson argues that it is imagined as sovereign, as the concept of the nation was born in a time when the divine dynasties had lost their legitimacy and when a lived pluralism of religions was to be found, hence boosting the desire of nations to be free and directly so; the sovereign state forming the emblem of this desire to freedom.
 Anderson argues that nation is imagined as a community because despite that within a nation discrimination and exploitation is to be found, the nations is conceived as ’comradeship’ and ’fraternity’ - a place to feel safe and among friends. This fraternity being the reason that some many people have been willing to die for this limited imagining.

Responsible for the imagined community of nations was now according to Anderson the interplay of three issues: the development of printing, capitalism and the ’fatality’ of human linguistic diversity. The book printing increased the amount of manufactured books from 20 million around the year 1500 to approximately 200 million around the year 1600. This highly increased productivity of the printing industry was now met by a capitalist form of enterprise in the book-publishing industry, which aimed primarily at making ”a profit and to sell their products.”
 After the publishers had saturated the demand of the ’Latin-market’ (the market composed of those who were able and willing to read book in Latin, which was a rather small part of the population), the huge markets of those only speaking one language came under focus, in addition were the published editions becoming cheaper. At the same time the ongoing Reformation spurred the demand for cheap and easily accessible editions published on a mass scale, especially in regard to the publications of Luther (e.g. between 1522 and 1546 a total of 430 editions of his biblical translation appeared). This ’coalition’ of Protestantism and print-capitalism” quickly created new reading publics”.

However a great diversity of languages was found in Europe at the time, many idiolects were to be found, hence there was no single ’standard’ English, French, German or Spanish as we know it now but various and very different Englishes, Frenchs, Germans and Spanishes; and also the languages used by the administration in Europe were not the same as the ones of the subjects that were administered, Anderson delivers the example of the Romanov court that used French and German in the 18th century. However this ”mutual incomprehensibility was historically of only slight importance until capitalism and print created monoglot mass reading publics.”
 When aiming at the markets of the monoglot publics the publishers needed to assemble many of the different idiolect behind a single print-language in order not to be trapped by a mass of all too small markets (in other words did the publishers try to find a compromise between the most similar idiolects).

These new print-languages laid the groundwork for national consciousnesses. First, by creating ”unified fields of exchange and communication,”
 members of the different forms of e.g. French were now able to understand one another via print and paper. In the process the slowly became aware of the many other people in their distinct language field, and that only those people belonged to this language field. Anderson calls the exploration of fellow readers ’the embryo’ of the nationally imagined community.
 Second, the new print language supplied a new fixity to language, which in the long run created that image of antiquity of national languages that is subjectively perceived by nationalists (mentioned earlier). The print of books slowed the process of language change decisively, providing the fact the we are nowadays able to understand sources from the 17th century, whereas e.g. a person living in the 15th century would have not been able to understand the own language from 300 years before. This process that allowed for the emergence of imagined national communities was according to Anderson a unselfconscious process, but was later on imitated and subsequently exploited by nationalists around the world, e.g. by the Romanization of Turkish language in Turkey in order to provide for a more clear division from the Arab and Islamic neighbors. 

To summarize in Anderson’s own words: ”We can summarize the conclusions to be drawn from the argument thus far by saying that the convergence of capitalism and print technology on the fatal diversity of human language created the possibility of a new form of imagined community, which in its basic morphology set the stage for the modern nation.”

3.3 Ernest Gellner’s concept of Nationalism
The following part entails a variety of claims of Ernest Gellner considering nationalism that seems valuable in regard to my research. Gellner was a known scholar within the field of nationalism.
 Gellner claims that nationalism mainly is a political principle and therefore must the political unit be in accordance with the national unit. Nationalism both as a sentiment and as a movement can best be defined based on abovementioned principle. Nationalist sentiment is divided in the anger people feel when this principle is being violated and the satisfaction people feel when the principle is fulfilled. “A nationalist movement is one actuated by a sentiment of this kind”.
 This nationalist principle can be violated in different ways such as if the political boundary of a state fails to include of the nationals or if the political boundary not only includes all the nationals but also some foreigners. However, there is one way of violating the nationalists’ principle that is more sensitive to the nationalists’ sentiment: if the political leadership and the public/people does not belong to the same nation. “In brief, nationalism is a theory of political legitimacy, which requires that ethnic boundaries should not cut across political ones […]”
 Further does Gellner emphasize that the power-holder in a state should not be separated from the population by ethnic boundaries. However, the nationalistic principle can still be asserted in accordance with an ethical and ‘universalistic way.
 Further is it important to have in mind that it takes more than a small number of resident foreigners to violate the nationalist principle.

In order to understand nationalism one must also be familiar with the terms nation and state. 

Gellner explains the term state as follows: “The state is the institution or set of institutions specially concerned with the enforcement of order”.
 This indicates that the state can have other obligations than enforcing order, but underlining the enforcement of order is the most important. An example for such institutions which represent the state is the police and courts.
 Further is it not all societies which are state-endowed. However, it is not in state-less societies that the problem with nationalism arises, this is because if there is no state it is not possible to question whether or not its boundaries are in accordance with the limits of the nation.
 Gellner argues: ”[…]it also seems to be the case that nationalism emerges only in milieux in which the existence of the state is already very much taken for granted”.
 In Gellner’s view is the existence of politically centralized units together with a moral-political climate where these centralized political units are taken for granted a necessary but however not sufficient condition of nationalism; there are other conditions connected with nationalism.
 

”So the problem of nationalism does not arise when there is no state. It does not follow that the problem of nationalism arises for each and every state. On the contrary, it arises only for some state”.
 Gellner further states: ”Nationalism is rooted in a certain kind of division of labour, one which is complex and persistently, cumulatively changing.
 The roots to nationalism can be found in the distinctive structural requirements of industrial society. The groundwork of nationalism is neither ideological aberration nor emotional excess, but “the external manifestation of a deep adjustment in the relationship between polity and culture”.
 Therefore culture and the state are now linked together in the imperative of exo-socialisation (production and reproduction of men outside the local intimate unit). Gellner ends his article by stating:  ”That is what nationalism is about, and why we live in an age of nationalism”.
 With this he refers to the connection between culture and the state.

3.4 National identity and Otherness

This chapter will draw on the concept of ‘otherness’ delivered by Anna Triandafyllidou, Professor at the European University Institute. It gains its importance for this paper by the emphasis on the claim that it is essential for nationalists to be able to refer to an ‘other’ in order for the own perception of ‘nation’, or national identity to be meaningful. I believe that this concept of Triandafyllidou will be valuable when discussing the relation of the DPP and the EU.

Contrary to expectation in this globalized world is the nation groundwork for the most essential collective identity source in this day and age. ‘A nation’ is in her article defined as “a named human population sharing an historic territory, common myths and historical memories, a mass, public culture, a common economy and common legal rights and duties for all members”, further she adds the element of an “essentially irrational, psychological bond that binds fellow national together and which is supposed to constitute the essence of national identity”.
 In this definition Triandafyllidou draws back on definition delivered by Smith and Connor; it further connects to Anderson’s notion of imagined communities.
Triandafyllidou further delivers a definition of the nationalistic doctrine; this definition is delivered in order to provide groundwork for the analysis of national identity and the ‘other’, and consists of the three following parts: 

1: The world is divided into nations – each nation is unique because it has its own culture, history and ‘destiny’.

2: Each individual belongs to a nation – the loyalty to the nation is the most dominant of all loyalties. If a person does not belong to a nation something vital is missing, and the person will be considered a social and political outcast in a world of nations.

3: Nations must be united, autonomous and free to pursue their goals – this means that the nation is the only legitimate origin of social and political power.
 

According to the presented doctrine are all nations considered to be unique and all own the right to self-determination. 

Principles of the nationalist doctrine, namely that the world is divided into nations and that nations are the only legitimate source of political power are according to Triandafyllidou still uncontested and therefore shape both the development of the social and the political life. Furthermore, it is the distinction between the ‘ingroup’ (the own nation) and foreigners (members of other communities, the ‘others’) which still shapes the interpretation of the surrounding world of each individual. The ‘other’ is in Triandafyllidou’s view an integrated part of the nationalist doctrine, the existence of the own nation presupposes the existence of other nations. This is the basis for Triandafyllidous’s claim that: “National identity becomes meaningful only through the contrast with others”.
 It is therefore not only the similarities between people in a nation that shape the national identity, but the differences there are from other nationalities is of significance as well. In other words is the character of national identity double-edged because it both can classify who is a member of the group and who is a foreigner. 
 Anna Triandafyllidou, states: ”[…]the identity of a nation is defined and/or re-defined through the influence of ‘significant other’”, namely other nations or ethnic groups that are perceived to threaten the nation, its distinctiveness, authenticity and/or independence.
 In her view can the nation not be understood as an autonomous, self-contained unit, but must be seen as part of a ‘dual-relationship’.

Triandafyllidou draws upon the conceptualization by Walker Connor in regard to national identity. Connor argues that common features such as geographical location, religious composition and linguistic homogeneity are not sufficient in defining a nation. These features are merely reinforcing the national identity. Furthermore, are these features not static but can change over time without effecting the autonomy and uniqueness of the nation. Connor further claims that what is the core of nationality (and national identity) is that people bear the belief and conviction that they have a common descent, their common conviction that they are ethnically related (described as the ‘bond’ that brings co-nationals together). This resulting in a dichotomous world-conception: the ‘us’ versus the ‘others’, fellow national versus non-members of the national community.
 Triandafyllidou adds that cultural elements may be revived in order to highlight to the distinction between the ‘us’ and the ‘them’.

Triandafyllidou criticizes Connor’s concept as it would fail to take the existence of territorial or civic nations into account, in other words people would not need to be ethnical related to be part of the same nation.
 However, she acknowledges the importance of the dichotomy claim in Connor’s concept - not only knowing who ‘we’ are but also recognizing who the ‘others’ are. 

“National identity expresses a feeling of belonging that has a relative value.”
 National identity according to Triandafyllidou cannot be measured in absolute terms but does only have a meaning when it is contrasted with the feeling people of one nation have towards people in another nation. This is why national identity can be considered to be a double-edge relationship. National identity is both based on that the people in the nation has certain features which binds them together, but at the same time is it based on the concept of otherness - that people in a nation are different from other nations. Fellow nationals are not simply very close, they are closer to one another than to outsiders. Fellow nationals share more with one another than they share with outsiders, that means that for the nation to exist there must be some ‘outgroup’. The ‘ingroup’ can test its homogeneity and unity against this ‘outgroup’.
 National identity in Triandafyllidou’s understanding is thus combining an inward looking side that is based on a certain set of common features (whereas belief in common descent is not sufficient), and an outward looking side that implies difference, presupposing the existence of ‘others’. National consciousness thus renders both commonality and difference, and involves both self-awareness and awareness of ‘others’.

It is due to this relationship of national identity and otherness that according to Trianadfyllidou “The notion of the ‘other’ is inextricably linked to the concept of national identity”.
 Opposition to ‘the other’ is evaluated as an inherent part of nationalism (and national identity), this is valid from the perspective of Triandafyllidou but also from the perspective of other theorists in the field such as Gellner or Anthony Smith. 

To whom this concept of the ‘the other’ applies explains Triandafyllidou with the following:

“The notion of a significant other refers to another nation or ethnic group that is territorially close to, or indeed within, the national community and threatens, or rather is perceived to threaten, its ethnic and/or cultural purity and/or its independence”. 

Every nation will always have a ‘significant other’ which affects how the national identity is developed; (…)”the contrast to the significant other shapes the identity of the ingroup.”

Further does the concept ‘significant other’ involve the conflict between two opposites namely the ‘ingroup’ and the ‘outgroup’. However, a ‘significant other’ is not necessarily a powerful or large nation or community, but – as explained - it is a group which is perceived to be a threat to the nation. A ‘significant other can even be a group that culturally is close to the nation and therefore threatens the uniqueness of the nation and thereby the authenticity of its identity.
 National identity can be tied to a common belief in descent, a common culture, traditions, ideas, symbols, or patterns of behavior and communication. It is different from nation to nation which ties are strongest, for some nations civic and territorial ties are the most important whereas common ethnicity and cultural affinities is more important in other nations. It is therefore also different what nations are basing their identity on and therefore where they can be threatened by ‘significant others’.
 Important seems further the following notion of Triandafyllidou: “The emphasis assigned to one or other feature of the national identity depends on the characteristics and/or the claims of other groups from which the nation seeks to differentiate itself.” 
 This claim seems interesting when thinking about the ‘reaction’ of the DPP to the actions of the EU.

Significant others can further be divided in two categories. -  internal significant others which belong to the same political entity as the in-group and external significant others which form a different political unit.
 As the names indicates can internal significant others threaten the unity and authenticity from the inside of the nation whereas the external significant other (e.g. another state) is an outside threat to the nation on the e.g. territorial and/or cultural integrity. As examples for internal significant others Triandafyllidou sees ethnic minorities, migrant communities and smaller nations within a larger multinational state. As examples for external significant others, she mentions: 1 the dominant nation of a multinational state from which the in-group wants to distinguish itself, 2 rival nations in the neighborhood of the in-group claiming land that the in-group perceives to be part of its own territory, 3 other nations or ethnic groups that are territorially close but that do not contest the territorial boundaries of the in-group, but that are rather threatening the in-group’s sense of authenticity and uniqueness and its cultural integrity (e.g. by promoting ownership claims to the in-group’s cultural heritage).

The external significant other is threatening the in-group’s nation’s position in a world of nations. In other words is the external significant other a threat because it might ‘wipe out’ the nation. The internal significant other is a threat because it can ‘contaminate’ the nation.

The types of significant other according to Triandafyllidou “become salient in periods of social, political or economic crisis during which the identity of the nation is put in question.”
 A significant other in these cases serves to unite the people in face of a common enemy, and can serve as a ‘scapegoat’; it can thus reinforce the in-group’s sense of belonging.

3.5 Classification of values – two dimensional political space

This part of my theoretical framework delivers theoretical explanations by Simon Bornschier concerning the emergence of a conflict opposing libertarian-universal values and traditionalist-communitarian values; these two value systems form opposing normative ideals. Some claims by Jørgen Goul Andersen from Aalborg Universitet are added, either in order to give valuable additions or to support Bornschier’s claims.

Cultural conflicts have been a central theme within Western European politics in the precedent decades. First the leftist New Social Movements in the 1960s promoted universalistic values (these movements were e.g. fighting for feminist and gay right, the right to abortion, the recognition of minorities, in essence were these movements more concerned with values and life-styles than with distributional conflicts). As pointed out by Bornschier are several scholars holding a revolution in the education system responsible for a growing diffusion of universalistic values. Then two decades later In the 1980s the New Right came forward with counter values in regard to universalism, it is argued that some people felt themselves threatened by the more universalistic values that took the focus away from traditionalist conceptions of values and communities and rather put focus on globalization and denationalization. So after the New Left triggered a first transformation of political space in European political systems, the populist right triggered a second transformation, (the latter taking place either in the late 1980s or 1990s depending on the country). This meant that old established parties lost some of their voter’s loyalty and new parties were created that better represented this new conflict of values, the argumentation of Bornschier is here in line with that of Goul Andersen.

However, the durability and virulence of this new cultural conflict in a country depends on whether or not a right-wing populist party succeeded in establishing itself in the national political spectrum at one point during the crucial phase of the late 1980s and 1990s, this being a claim by Bornschier that springs from his empirical analysis.

The rise of the New left had its roots in grass-roots mobilization via the mentioned social movement, whereas anti-universalism as represented by the right-wing populists builds more on political leadership, this due to the fact that the counter-movement to the new universalist values was much more diffuse, so political leaders or actors that could find specific issues around which a common counter-universalist identity and movement could be created were needed.

Since the 1960s economic and cultural modernization spurred by globalization affected the party system change. These developments have had consequences for some social groups because some people []…have lost in terms of life-changes or privileges, while others feel threatened in their identity by the policies enacting universalistic values and by European integration”.
 Globalization and the following modernization process created winners and losers (Goul Andersen adds Europeanization to the phenomenon of Globlization),
 the losers being the ones feeling threatened. According to Bornschier is it striking that this development of a new value clash so far has not been mobilized in economic terms (it has not affected the political potential in this realm) but has instead focused on cultural conflicts which as mentioned emerged in the aftermath of 1968. It is therefore that Bornschier classifies the new conflict concerning values as a cultural divide. 

Traditionally there has been a line of conflict within politics with libertarian values at the one end and authoritarian values at the other end. However, the New left and the right-wing populist parties expanded the political space. In the 1960s and 1970s the New Left brought up new and untraditional political topics like the right to abortion and recognition of minorities.  These new issues established a new axis of division in the political spectrum, this cultural line of conflict or ’cultural/value axis’ cut across the ’old’ distributional axis; the new cultural line of conflict opposing libertarian and authoritarian values (with its new conflictual topics) came to structure the attitude of voters as well. The new prominence of cultural liberalism gave ’green’ or ecologist parties a boost in their development and transformed a number of formerly traditional Social Democratic parties as well.

The new political topics were not distinctively popular among especially the conservatives, rather the opposite. This means that New left and the populist right now represented opposing poles of a new line of conflict. Bornschier has named the new political fault line libertarian-universalistic vs. traditionalist-communitarian.
 The conflict is in its core a conflict about the role of the community, opposing individualist and communitarian conceptions of the person. In a crude extension of the criticism that communitarian theorists apply on the concepts of universalism (e.g. universalistic principles and policy solutions my clash with shared cultural practices) right wing parties ’borrow’ certain claims from these theorists in order to develop and propagate the own concept of ’cultural differentialism’. The latter is not claiming the superiority of any nation or race (therefore it is not essentially racist), but rather stresses the right (and need) of people to preserve their distinctive traditions, cultural background and cultural homogeneity. Migrants and other influences would now endanger this necessary preservation of tradition and ’the own’ culture, according to the claims of these new right wing populists. Further are abstract normative principles seen critically by the New Right, here the primacy of democratic majority decisions is propagated, abstract normative principles are not identified as possible ideals. 

Latest in the 1990s right-wing populist parties in many European countries made themselves noticed on the political scene by disrupting older collective identities based on class and religion, this was done by implementing new political themes on the political agenda (the DPP can be included in this list of parties). Despite their diversities Bornschier outlines two common elements of the programmatic profile of these new right-wing movements, in Bornschier’s words: ”First they challenge the societal changes brought about by the libertarian left, and question the legitimacy of political decisions that enact universalistic values. Second [...] the populistic right has promoted new issues and developed new discourses, for example concerning immigration.”
 ”[...] only right-wing populist parties practice an elaborate traditionalist-communitarian discourse that combines opposition against universalistic values with an exclusionist conception of community”.

This explanation is in big parts in line with Goul Andersen who explains the new-right not simply as a counter-reaction to the new left (what it also is), but with a point of departure in the notions of culture and nation and in extension to that in the notions or concepts of immigration, multiculturalism and Europeanization.

According to Bronschier is the new right parties less ’ethnic racist’ than rather differentialist nativist or cultural differentialist, by this representing a counter-program to multicultural society-models (which are often emphasized by universalists).
 Because of this very specific programmatic profile and other characteristics right wing populist parties “represent a common family that forms an ideologically more moderate sub-group of the broader extreme right category.”

When I mentioned earlier that right wing parties ’made themselves noticed’ then this means that this was often done by succeeding in setting the media agenda. Thereby right wing parties often forced parties which normally would be more engaged with other political topics and issues to take positions concerning new issues on the political agenda introduced by the right-wing parties. Thereby they provided for a high societal focus on traditionalist-communitarian values.
 Goul Andersen states in connection to the case of Denmark that this brought especially the Social Democrats under pressure and caused further mobilization in favor of the new right (the argument will discussed in more depth in the analysis).

Bornschier further identifies 12 broad categories with which one can measure this clash of libertarian-universalist and traditional-communitarian values. Those categories which are relevant for this paper will be presented in the following as they deliver more details concerning the question how to categorize parties in the mentioned clash of values (and where to place them on the mentioned axis). The categories of interest for this paper are: 

First, cultural liberalism which includes the goals of the New Social Movements like peace, solidarity with the third world, gender equality, human rights, opposition to racism, support for the right to abortion etc. Second, the opposite concept cultural protectionism which is represented by the right-wing populist parties. This includes patriotism and national solidarity, but does also argue for protection and preservation of tradition and national sovereignty and traditional moral values. Third, the perspective on ’Europe’; this category represent the support or lacking support for European integration and further enlargement. Fourth, support or lack of support for a tight immigration and integration policy and the restriction of the number of foreigners. And last, support or lack of support for more law and order and fight against criminality.
 It becomes clear that the support of category 1 and 3, and the rejection of category 2, 4 and 5 mirror libertarian-universal values and that support for category 2, 4 and 5 and the rejection of 1 and 3 mirrors traditionalist-communitarian values.

4  The history of Danish People’s Party – from Glistrup to Kjærsgård

In this part will I come with an overview of the history of the DPP and its political focus, starting from the Danish Progress Party which is the mother party of the DPP. The part will – as mentioned before – focus on the history of the DPP and its development out of the Progress Party and its differences compared with the Progress Party; I will also add some claims concerning the history of the DPP of my interviewees; as mentioned this part is supposed to give a short overview that will be helpful when considering the anti-EU stance of the DPP.
Mogens Glistrup was a fiscal lawyer, and he was the first Danish associated professor in fiscal law (1955-1963). He had not planned to enter politics, after he left the university he ran a fashionable law firm in Copenhagen.
 However, in 1971 he sparked a national outcry when he in a television interview came with some highly provocative and controversial statements.
 Glistrup declared: “I try to pay the tax, which I think, is desirably to pay”.
 Then he added: Today the tax evader can be compared to the railway saboteurs during the German occupation. They have an unsafe job, but the job is useful for the mother country”.
 This gave him the idea to enter politics. First he negotiated with the Conservative Party, but the two sides did not find common ground for Glistrup’s candidacy.
 On August 22 1972 Glistrup founded the Progress Party in Denmark at a restaurant in Tivoli. In that connection he stated: The Progress Party in Denmark is three sentences. The tax at source is out of control. The might of paper is growing. The Paragraph tyranny kills the high spirits”.
   
In the national election in 1973 the Progress party in Denmark got 15.9 per cent of the votes, which gave them 27 mandates in the national parliament in Denmark. Especially two issues were important for the success of the Progress Party in Denmark according to David Art.
 Firstly, in order to finance the welfare state the income tax increased during the 1960s and 1970s. This created a good starting point for a tax-critical party. Secondly, was the Progress Party in Denmark one of the very few parties who together with grassroots organizations positioned itself against Danish membership of the European Community. However, there are different voices in the literature concerning the Progress Party in Denmark and their EU policy. Susi Meret and Jørgen Goul Andersen, both from Aalborg University, hold the opinion that the Progress Party did not hold an anti-EU stance; e.g. Andersen states: “the [Progress] party did not adhere to any nationalist or passionate style […]; Mogens Glistrup has always remained loyal to the EU.”
 In the manual over the national election in 1973 is the EC policy of the Progress Party in Denmark not mentioned in their policy agenda.
 
In the referendum in 1979 the percentage of voters had decreased to 11 percent, one reason for this was an internal battle in the party.
 

 ”Glistrup remained the undisputed party leader and managed the party autocratically […]”
 When Glistrup from 1983 to 1985 served the two years in prison he was sentenced to because of tax fraud, Pia Kjærsgård replaced his position in the party. Under Kjærsgårds the Progress Party in Denmark changed to be more moderate and followed a more cooperative and conciliatory approach to the political work in the national parliament. This was the basis of the conflict witch started between Glistrup and Kjærsgaard when Glistrup was released. It ended up with Glistrup having to leave the party he had founded himself. However, the internal conflict in the party continued in the party because a fraction in the parliamentary group, the Glistrupians, still wanted to follow the anti-statism and hyper-individualism politics which Glistrup had outlined. After the referendum in 1994 it was the Glistrupians who were in control of the parliamentary group and this lead to that Kjærsgård and three other members of the parliament left the Progress Party in Denmark.
 On October 6, 1995 did Kjærsgård together with three others present a new right-wing party which only differentiated from the mother party in their political attitude and a few key issues.
  Goul Andersen describes these key issues of the DPP and their political attitude: “The party has presented itself as a nationalist, euroskeptic, pro-welfare, anti-immigration party seeking practical cooperation and compromise with other parties.”
 This is a difference between the DPP and the original style of the Danish Progress Party.
Kjærsgaard was elected to be the chairwomen of the DPP at the annual meeting in 1996 where the DPP was founded. The result of the vote for the chairmanship was unanimous. It was not until 1997 DPP got its first policy agenda, it was decided in the parliamentary group of DPP in September.
 Kjærsgård came with the following statement when the policy agenda was announced: “The superior line in the program is our warm and strong national disposition. You see in the Danish People’s Party we are proud of Denmark; we love our mother country and we feel a historic responsibility to protect the Danish heritage.[…] Only if Denmark is a sovereign nation, having the power to protect itself, can the country develop according to the free will of the Danish people.”

Another significant difference between the DPP and its mother party is that whereas the DPP from the beginning launched the party as a national party did the Danish Progress Party not have a nationalistic style. Goul Andersen outlines the style of the Danish Progress Party: “From the beginning, the populist style of the party was at the time rather unique: The party did not adhere to any nationalist or passionate style; rather, it successfully applied the weapon of humor in getting attention, e.g. by Mogens Glistrup’s proposal to sell Greenland and the Faroe Islands to the highest bidder, and to abolish the Danish defense in favor of an automatic telephone replier saying: We surrender.” 
 
Kristian Thulesen Dahl explains concerning the importance of a Danish identity for the founding members of the DPP: “It was the common thread in everything we did”. 
 He further explains that the purpose with the EU-sceptical policy of the DPP was to protect the Danish identity. 
 
It is claimed that the DPP has been much more sustainable in its success than the Progress Party; this stance is taken e.g. by Cas Mudde he also claims in regard to the very recent history of DPP and Danish politics (which shall not be included in this history part, as it will be taken up in the analysis) that the DPP is kind of an unique case of right-wing populist parties. In his book Populist Right Parties in Europe Cas Mudde writes the following about the DPP: “In Denmark the populist radical right Dansk Folkeparti (DPP) is in many ways a special party. First of all, it is one of the few splits that have been able to fully overshadow its mother party. Second, the DPP was founded and still lead by a woman, Pia Kjærsgaard[…]. Third, because of Danish tradition of minority government, the DPP is one of the few populist radical right parties that are not formally part of the government, but that does officially weight heavily on it”.

5 How is the Danish People’s Party trying to create the perception of a clash between ‘the EU’ and a Danish national identity – an analysis of certain DPP publications based on the WPR approach.
The analysis will be – as mentioned -divided in two parts. First part will examine DPP’s EU policy and EU related campaigns and how DPP is using the same in order to create the perception of a clash between EU and Danish identity; this providing a clear connection to the first part of the overall research question of this paper. Second part will examine why the DPP is gaining electoral support with the mentioned clash and will in the course of this focus on the Danish voter’s attitude towards the EU and other issues. Both parts will be reflected in connection to the theoretical framework established before.
5.1 DPP and the EU

Key issues

On their homepage DPP has a section that outlines the key issues of the party. DPP states that it is important for the party to protect democracy and carry on the development of the great country Denmark would be. It is therefore important for the DPP that Denmark maintains independence and freedom. “We will fight every attempt to limit democracy, and we will work for the traditions which are the basis of our free society; these traditions will be defended if they are threatened.
 

One of DPP’s key issues that are outlined is their EU-politics. Three EU topics are shortly described. First, DPP argues that democracy can only take place within a nation state. That is why the party is against a further integration of the EU, but at the same time the party wants to maintain a close but limited cooperation with Europe. DPP states about their EU-policy: ”We are opposed to the development of the EU, which is towards a United Nations of Europe. Danish Peoples Party would like a close and friendly cooperation with in Europe, but the cooperation must be limited to policy areas such as trade policy, environmental policy and technical cooperation. We are opposed to the adoption of a European Political Union.”
 Second, the importance of Denmark remaining a sovereign state is pointed out again. Third, the DPP emphasizes their resistance against the EU negotiating membership with Turkey.
 

These three issues are further elaborated in the working schedule of the DPP. I will use the WPR approach by Bacchi to analyze the part regarding the EU in the DPP working schedule from 2009.

Question 1: What is the problem?

There are several aspects of the problem, which all will be outlined. The EU is according to DPP aiming at developing the Union towards a ‘United Nation of Europe’, this is threatening democracy. Further, is it a problem that the distance between the population and the politicians is increasing in European countries. “The power elite try to weaken the citizen’s direct influence in their society to a great extent[…]”
 According to the DPP is ‘the elite’ motivated in this as it would not be possible for the people to deal with the complex problems there is nowadays. This is according to the description of the DPP a political culture which has developed within the EU but which does not have a positive effect on democracy in Denmark. If the EU is granted with more authority, which includes monitoring and management of the political processes in the member states, will this result in the end of the democratic processes in the member states. This is an attempt to standardize the political opinion and prevent the usage of democratic rights by the people. DPP underlines: “Denmark must oppose all non-domestic monitoring and management of the democratic process, regardless if it is politicians, officials or the European Court of Justice which carries it out”. 
 

Differences when it comes to languages, social condition and culture, will according to the DPP, also become a problem for the democratic process if the EU is granted with more authority because it will make it impossible for the people to participate in a common political dialogue. This will both mean that the distance between the people and the politicians will be bigger and prevent the people from having influence. DPP wants to maintain the tradition with referendums in Denmark when it comes to important EU issues, as they claim that it is important to listen to the people (something that in their opinion the EU bodies are not doing). 

For the DPP is it actually not only a problem if the EU is granted with more authority, already now does the EU have too much influence according to the DPP. Actually the DPP wants to limit the political competences of the EU so it only covers issues such as European free trade, the European customs union and technological minimum standers with the purpose of protecting the consumers, e.g. environmental policies and food safety. Furthermore does the DPP see it as a problem that the constitution in several EU countries does not make it possible for the people to have a referendum when it comes to EU issues. The party claims that it does not want politicians and political organs which (in their opinion) are not elected and legitimized by the people make important decisions for Denmark.
  DPP underlines “Therefore will we work against any change in the Danish constitution which implies further submission of Danish sovereignty”.
 These argumentations clearly connect to the argument outlined by Triandafyllidou that also nowadays nations are seen as the only legitimate source of political power (and not e.g. Union of nations); this dominating perspective is at the aim of the DPP problem representation; as most people hold this idea of nations being more legitimate the DPP tries to create a clash in this regard. The argumentations also reflect the notion of Triandafyllidou that groups that are culturally close to a nation can still be evaluated as thread to the uniqueness and identity of a nation (here: the other EU countries forming such a thread in regard to Danish identity – the EU as external significant other, see chapter 3.4). The mentioned United Nations of Europe and further authority for the EU bodies would thus undermine the principle of unity of nation and political unit as postulated by Gellner and would further threaten the ‘imagined communities’ of the Danish population (these communities understood as being sovereign and entailing a boundary to other surrounding communities).
The functions of the EU bodies (here: European Parliament, EU Commission and Council of Ministers) are displaced. E.g. does the DPP think that the only legislative body shall be the Council of Ministers. Furthermore, does the DPP find that there are huge administrative problems in the EU administration which is under irresponsible administration and is wasting the tax payer’s money. In addition to that claims the DPP that the budget of the EU must be reduced; the EU is in their opinion wasting too much money. DPP claims that the structural development aid is not effective enough. The only way to end the deceit of EU fund is to reduce the economic task the EU has. DPP underlines: “Danish People’s Party opposes that the EU obtains any kind of taxation rights in the member states”.
 This problem representation is again in line with the notion of Triandafyllidou that nations are seen as the only legitimate source of political power.
According to the DPP has the EU already grown too big, this is a problem for the democratic process. Therefore is it perceived by the DPP as being disturbing that the EU wants to enlarge the Union with new states which are unstable and with own cultures which are very different from the culture in Western Europe. The DPP opposes that the EU is having accession negotiations with Turkey, since in their opinion several absolute barriers are to be found which keep Turkey from becoming member of the EU. First of all is Turkey according to the DPP not an European country since only a very small part of the country is placed on the European continent. Turkey is therefore a Middle Eastern country and the people in Turkey are not Europeans. Cultural and religious norms are according to the DPP the basis for the problem Turkey has with oppression of women. This is described to be a problem not only in the remote parts of the country, but also in the Western part which is more developed than Eastern Turkey. 
 With this problem representation the DPP defines the Turks as ‘significant other’ (in this case an external significant other, see chapter 3.4) - groups or other nations that threaten the own nation and its distinctiveness; Turkey is here imposed as the ‘other’ of the Danish nation. The problem representation further resembles cultural differentialist thoughts as they were explained by Bornschier (see chapter 3.5). Another problem for the DPP is that Turkey has military troops (described as occupation troops) in another EU state, namely Cyprus since 1974. This in itself is for the DPP eliminating the possibilities for a Turkish membership in the EU. Because of the free movement within EU is it according to the DPP possible and likely that a huge amount of Turkish people will immigrate to the current EU states if Turkey joins the EU. Furthermore is it described to be problematic that Turkey, with the current population growth, according to the UN will have a bigger population than Germany in 2020. This would not only become expensive for the EU in terms of economic support, DPP also claims that it will make Turkey the most powerful country in the Union.
 It is in the working schedule outlined that: ”The Danish People’s Party supports cooperative agreements with countries outside Europe, including Turkey, but we will not accept that such countries can join the EU”.

It is further described to be problematic by the DPP that the EU Commission is of the opinion that EU in the future will have a too small labor force and therefore out of both economic and humanistic reasons will welcome people from third countries. DPP claims that neither the EU states nor the states outside EU will benefit from the politically correct idea of letting people from non-Western countries immigrate to the EU.
 “The EU thinks it is possible to make the people who immigrate from a third country to the West identical with the citizens in Western European Countries”.
 DPP is of the opinion that it will only cause chaos if millions of people will move inside the European borders.

These were the written out problem representations by the DPP in the working program from 2009; the next question will focus on underlying assumptions or presuppositions of the same.
Question 2: What presuppositions or assumptions underlie this representation of the ’problem’? 

DPP states: “A federal state will move the power away from the European people and implement an elite government, which only formally will be democratic and in any case is very far away from the citizens”.
 This indicates that the DPP has the presupposition that the development in the EU is moving towards an elite government where democracy is far away from the people, thus resembling only an illusion of democracy. Additionally does this problem representation reflect the assumption that if the EU is granted with more authorities will it be the end of the well-functioning democracy there currently is in the member states.
 This does in other words indicate that the parliaments in the member state will have no power anymore. This presupposition of the working program fits well to a claim of Christian Langballe during our interview; Langballe did in the interview with me argue that the people are over-skeptic towards the EU because the EU does not include focus on popular support, elite feeling would overwhelm orientation towards ‘the people’ inside the EU.
 He further states: “And it is because it has become an elitist project”.

Further does the DPP carry the assumption that the EU is developing towards a federal state. It is assumed by the DPP that the development of the EU is aimed at achieving something such as a ‘United Nations of Europe’.
“Therefore will we oppose any change of the Danish constitution which includes further diminishing of Danish sovereignty. Any try to create an European constitution must be opposed”.
 This implies that Denmark will not stay an independent state if this idea of a European federal state based on a European constitution – without influence of the national parliament – is carried out.
Basically does the DPP carry the assumption that the EU is not democratic. Additionally is the DPP assuming that a further enlargement of the Union will make the democratic prospects of the EU even worse. 

The DPP further seems to own the presupposition that the Turks expect some economic benefits if they are accepted to join the EU: “72 millions Turks wait for free admission to Europe”.
 This notion implies that all Turks are only waiting for membership in order to harvest the benefits of free admission, this formulation of ‘free admission’ by the DPP parallels advertisements (e.g. for free admission in fitness clubs etc.); it in any case implies that all Turks want something or free – that means without giving something in return - from the EU. This might then lead the readers of the program to believe that Turks want membership in order to economically take advantage of the Union.
Additionally does the DPP have the assumption that Turkey because of the population size will have too much power in the EU and further that the country will be an economic burden for the European Union. I asked Langballe the reason why it is important for the DPP that Turkey does not become member of the EU.
 He answered very short and precise: “Well, it is because of the free movement, it will cause some problems”.

An assumption of the DPP that can be read between the lines of the given statement is furthermore that a limitation of cooperation on the fields of trade, environment and technical cooperation can still be classified as a ‘close cooperation.’
All these assumptions and presuppositions that I detected in the working program can be detected by potential supporters of the DPP as well and might therefore lead to a perception of a clash between Danish identity and the EU.
Question 3: How has this problem representation come about?

From the very beginning of the DPP has EU and Danishness been on the agenda of the party. When Kjærsgård presented the DPP for the press the first time she only mentioned two key issues: “Opposition against immigration and opposition against further integration in the EU”[…].
 This connects to the notion of Triandafyllidou that opposition to the ‘other’ is an inherent part of nationalism (see part 3.4). The name of the party also indicates that Danishness (and accordingly a Danish identity) was (and still is) very important for the party. Further did Kjærsgård at the same meeting underline: “There are several Peoples Parties, but not one which the people feels to represent the people. ’Danish’, because we are proud of being Danish”.
 As a detail had this new party decorated the room with the Danish Flag when the first press conference was held. 
 These details indicate the DPP to hold the imagination of a Danish community from start with and to define the EU as other from start with – according to Triandafyllidou one could argue as necessary ‘other’.
Another important figure who shaped the stance of the DPP towards the EU is Søren Krarup. Krarup is a priest, author and former member of the Danish Parliament for DPP, who among other things is known for his engagement in the anti-EC/EU campaign, stated in one of his books: “A small country like Denmark will always be weak in an international perspective, but as long as it maintain its borders, does it have the right of self-determination over its own affairs.
 With this quote does Krarup argue that Denmark has lost sovereignty through the membership of the EU. Both the geographical borders and the political borders have been changed. Indirectly the geographical borders have been changed because of the internal market which means free movement of goods, people, services and capital.
 The political borders have been moved because some decisions have moved from the nation state to the EU level. Further is the EU law superior to the laws in the nation states (this breaking the unity of nation and political unit as explained in chapter 3.3, the postulations by Gellner delivered in the latter also explaining also the focus of nationalists on this development).

Another important figure in the shaping of DPP’s stance towards the EU is Kristian Thulesen Dahl; in the following I will provide some claims Thulesen Dahl made in the interview with me regarding migrants, which connect to the notion of ‘Otherness’ and ‘Cultural Differentialism’ that were provided in the theory chapters of Triandafyllidou and Bornschier; and which connect to the position of the DPP towards a Turkish EU-membership. Thulesen Dahl explained in the interview that some immigrants will be a threat to the Danish identity. He underlines the difference: “It all depends on which kind of foreigners it is, where they are from and what their businesses [he probably meant ‘circumstances’ or ‘motivations’ here, the author] are”.
 He further explains that people from other Nordic countries normally not is a threat to the Danish identity because their culture is close to the culture in Denmark, the same goes for Asian people because they work hard to be able to take care of themselves and integrate in the Danish society. Whereas it is a different case with people from the Middle East, who normally do not want to integrate but instead focus on their right to maintain their own culture. 
 This connects to the claim be Triandafyllidou that fellow nationals are closer to one another and that share more with one another than outsiders; this now translated into a certain relativity of ‘otherness’ by Thulesen Dahl.
It can also be argued to be a reason for how the problem representation came about that the DPP has always been successful with integration anti-EU stances, as can be seen in the paragraphs above and in the delivered history part (part 4); the party then of course saw no reason to change this anti-EU policy line.
Besides certain influential politicians did also the party’s earlier policy agendas and certain written out policy proposal influence the presented working program and the problem representations included in the same. Therefore I think it will be important to have a look at some shaping older policy agenda’s for determining how the problem representation lined out under Q1 (and the assumptions lined out under Q2) have come about.
DPP’s first policy agenda from 1997 had a strong influence on the following policy agendas and the presented working program. In 1998 did DPP the DPP have the following political foundation: “Danish People’s Party’s overall aim is to re-establish Denmark’s independence and freedom and ensure the Danish nation’s […] existence.
 It is also underlined in the policy agenda from 1997, which was the political foundation for the election in 1998, that DPP wants to transform the Danish society so the Danish people can be free to take care of themselves and do what they want to do. However, there is a few obligations connected to this freedom for the people such as; respect for the history of Denmark and the Danish heritage. It is further stated that DPP will oppose any try to decrease the public freedom.
 It is in this connection underlined: The Danish constitution is the foundation of the Danish democracy. The politicians must respect the Danish constitution, and the courts must interfere severe, if the Danish constitution is violated”.

The critical attitude towards the EU was also underlined in DPP’s first policy agenda of 1997: “Danish Peoples Party strongly opposes the European Union”.
 It is further stated that DPP only wants to have limited cooperation with the EU in areas such as trade. It is also underlined that DPP does not want the EU to have authority over the Danish foreign policy and defense policy.
 And also the EU’s power over Danish economy is stated: “The EU shall also not pursue Denmark’s monetary- and fiscal policies”.
 
Besides the policy agenda of 1997 also the following policy agenda of 2002 had an influence of the stance of the DPP on the EU in the actual working program as presented under Question 1. After the policy agenda had shaped publications, campaigns and statements of the DPP concerning the EU from 1997 to 2002, the policy agenda from 2002 shaped the same up to the development of the presented working program; and with that shaped the working program itself.
The above mentioned problem representation is also reflected in the aims DPP lists in their policy agenda. The introduction of their policy agenda is as follows: The DPP’s aim goal is to maintain Denmark’s independence, to secure the Danish people’s freedom in their own country and also maintain and improve democracy […]
 It is further underlined that DPP’s aim is that the Danish people will keep having freedom to develop democracy, and that the party will oppose any try to limit democracy and constitutional rights in Denmark. DPP states that the party supports cooperation of all free and democratic countries. However, DPP is of the opinion that Danish sovereignty is a key issue.
 In DPP’s policy agenda is it outlined that: “The country’s independence and freedom is the most important aim in Danish foreign policy”.
 It is in the same paragraph mentioned that “[…] Danish People’s Party is opposed to the European Union”.
 In 2008 DPP presented a European policy proposal. One of the very first statements in the proposal is: “Democracy can only exist and work in the national state.”
 The argument is that democracy can only exist if there is a feeling of trust and responsibility between the people and the politicians. Further is a common language and common media also important in order to have a political dialogue and an open debate, this is also crucial for democracy. Additionally is it outlined that democracy includes both people and government. However according to DPP is there only government in the EU, the people is not to be found. The people living in EU states do not belong to the EU but to their nation state. DPP gives two examples to illustrate this claim. 1: only one per cent of the Danish population will know the up-to-date debate in Spain or Rumania. 2: not many people will be able to write a letter to the editor in French.
 DPP sum these arguments up with the following quote: Democracy requires that you are able to receive information and to express opinions. Without these fundamental conditions is there only government – but no people.”
 In other words is democracy not possible within the EU because the people who live in the member states do not share a common language.
The importance of the culture is also highlighted in the policy agenda. DPP outlines that the Danish culture includes and represents the Danish people’s history, experiences, faith, language and common practice. It is important that Denmark stays an independent and modern country, therefore is it important to protect the Danish culture and also to develop the Danish culture further.
 DPP in this connection states: “That is why we request a broad effort to strengthen Danishness everywhere”.
 This was also brought up by Lucas Hultgren in our interview, he explains that he considers the Danish identity to be a mixture of democracy, history and culture.
 He further underlines that he considers the Danish identity to be very important because it is the common identity which is the basis for a country.
 In that connection Hultgren states: “[…] without identity and culture are we when all comes to all not really anything”.
 This line of orientation in the policy agenda and the viewpoint by Hultgren clearly resemble the explained concept of imagined communities and further resemble the concept of cultural differentialism (see chapters 3.2 and 3.5)
Another key issue in the policy agenda is immigration. “Denmark is the Danish people’s country, and the citizens shall have the possibility to live in a secure society based on the Rule of Law, which develops in accordance with Danish culture”.
 Further does the DPP outline that immigrants can only be accepted as long as they do not pose a threat to the sense of security and democracy.

In the proposal the DPP announced concerning EU-policy in 2008 does the DPP list how the party thinks the European Union shall be re-constructed in order to take some of the authority away from the Union and give it back to the member states. The proposal is as follows: ”The European Parliament be closed down and instead a cooperation between the European committees in the member states shall take place. The Commission shall lose its right of initiative, this shall be given to the Council of Ministers, here will the right to put forward proposals be in the hands of the national governments. And the work of the European Court shall be more specific, so that the European Court no longer makes political decisions, but only follows the act in the work.”
   
Both the Eastern Enlargement of 2004 when 10 countries were joining the EU and the accession negotiations with Turkey are an issue in the European policy proposal from 2008 as well. According to DPP has the big Eastern Enlargement of 2004 created an even bigger gap between EU member states. For DPP, the reason is that administrations in Eastern Europe are weak and that at the same time huge differences in relation to issues such as the labor markets and social systems are to be found. This has according to DPP put the open border under pressure. Furthermore is the DPP arguing that international crime such as women trafficking, smuggling of narcotics and weapons and money laundering increased due to the enlargement in 2004.
 Summing up on this issue DPP underlines: As a result must there be placed more severe demands on enlargement to-be”.
 DPP state in this proposal in very short terms their opinion on a Turkish EU future: “Turkey will never become member of the EU.”
 The argumentation here is that a country needs to be able to protect itself against invading enemies, manage without subsidies and also have an income level that will not create imbalance in the EU cooperation before it has the chance to be considered for membership. DPP also points out that it is not so long ago that the Turkish government would have Islamized the country if not the Supreme Court had prevented this initiative.

It becomes clear by having a look at the older policy agendas and the given policy proposal that the part of working program of 2009 regarding the EU has been shaped by the former; there are clear parallels and similarities to be detected – whereas formulations and issues differ and whereas the working program takes account of more recent developments; and whereas only small paragraphs were dedicated to EU politics in the earlier documents. In effect some of the issues under Q1 and the general anti-EU policy line have always been present.

Q4: What is left unproblematic in this problem representation? Where are the silences? Can the problem be though about differently?

In the problem representation does the DPP only put focus on the negative aspects of European integration and the European Union (seen from the perspective of the DPP). The introduction of the chapter concerning the EU in the working schedule is starting with the statement that DPP wants to cooperate with other European states as long as they are free and democratic. However, the positive aspects are not elaborated in the working schedule. 

DPP does in the working schedule accuse the EU administration of being corrupt. “Danish Peoples Party will be active in the fight against the big weaknesses, which the EU administration is suffering under such as irresponsible management and directly waste of the European taxpayers’ money, widespread corruption and nepotism”.
  However the silence here is that this statement is left without further explanation. It appears unclear why the EU and its administration should be corrupt, especially why they should be more corrupt than national or regional administrations of the member states – this accuse is not supported with facts or even further arguments. When having a look at the corruption perception index of Transparency International it seems unlikely that the EU administration would score worse in terms of corruption than several member states (this especially valid for countries with a doubtful record such as Italy, Greece, Bulgaria or Romania),
 in that sense would the EU administration provide an improvement in terms of public administration for these countries.
Another silence is connected to the DPP’s notion of the European Parliament as undemocratic. The DPP underlines that the EU is not democratic but at the same time neither supports the European Parliament is only a seeming contradiction. The DPP states: “Danish Peoples Party does not consider the European Parliament to be representative for the EU citizens in legislative terms.”
 The DPP nevertheless argues that a clear majority of the members of the EP is supporting an integration of the Union that is much deeper than the level of integration both the people and the governments in the member states would like; therefore also the European Parliament – which is normally described as the most democratic of all EU bodies – is not evaluated as providing democratic legitimacy for the DPP.  DPP claims that the total group of people voting for the EP only represents a minority of the European citizens. 
 However, this argument does not quite resemble reality; many of the parliamentarians in the European Parliament are actually carrying anti-EU attitudes (among them the EU-parliamentarians of DPP, but also anti-Europeans from e.g. Britain; Italy or Poland; at least 34 of the good 700 parliamentarians, this leaving aside the EU-critical members of the independent block, this being another 30 parliamentarians potentially).
 Further do many European national parliaments carry overwhelmingly positive attitudes towards the EU and have clear pro-European majorities, e.g. the German Bundestag (with only the ‘The Left’ being EU-sceptic); 
  the same goes for several European populations (e.g. are people in Bulgaria; Romania and Ireland to more than 50 per cent pro-European; and EU wide hold 40 per cent of people an overwhelmingly positive perception whereas only 20 per cent are holding a negative perception). 

In connection with the European borders and the size of the EU DPP states: “Danish People’s Party finds it extremely disturbing to expand the cooperation with new, unstable states, and we oppose admit countries outside the Western culture circle”. 
 The DPP does not explain what there is meant with the ‘Western culture circle’. Furthermore, does the DPP in the same paragraph state the reason for why the party opposes the accession negotiations with Turkey: “[…)Turkey, which is not a European country and which has a culture that makes it incompatible with Europe.”
 What DPP is not including in this argumentation is that culture by definition is always under constant change.
 This means that it is not impossible for Turkey to adjust their culture over time so it is more Western as the DPP requests. Additionally does DPP argue: “Only a small part of Turkey, only a few per cent of the country’s territory is placed on the European continent. Turkey belongs to the Middle East, and its people are not European”. 
 Again does the DPP leave out some information. It is not the geographical placement, Europe or the Middle East, which is decisive for where a person feels to belong. That is a question of identity and identity is always socially constructed. 
 This means that it depends on the Turks whether they perceive themselves as being European or not.
But the silences in the argumentation of the DPP regarding Turkey do not end with this. DPP also claims: “Because of the rules on free movement of labor is it also very likely, that a Turkish membership will lead to a broad immigration from Turkey to the current EU states.”
 In 2004 when there was the big Eastern Enlargement some people feared that the level of immigration from the 10 new EU states in the East into the 15 ‘old’ member states would be overwhelming. However, Senior Consultant, Ole Bondo Christensen, from the Ministry of employment did in a research report from 2005 with the tittle “One year after EU’s enlargement – status and perspective in the construction business, conclude the following regarding the level of people coming to Denmark to work: “Well, those who feared that we would be overcrowded with cheap, Eastern European work force, have not been right.”
 He further informs that the number of people from the 10 new EU countries from Eastern Europe who have been granted with a work permit by April 2005 was 3200. An explanation to this can be that in 2003 a special agreement was concluded concerning labor force from the 10 new EU states from Eastern Europe. Included in the agreement was that people from the ten new countries had to live up to four demands different from people from old EU countries before they would be allowed to work in Denmark. This agreement was accepted by the Commission.
 What is not said is that similar agreements would probably be agreed on in case of Turkish membership.

Another silence can be detected in connection to the claim that the EU is developing towards a federal state, a ‘United Nations of Europe.’ It can obviously be contested that such a UN of Europe is the aim, this claim is not valid for many pro-EU parties throughout Europe (e.g. the Social Democrats in Denmark),  it is also left vague by the DPP what such a UN of Europe is supposed to be; this being another silence.

Q5: What effects are produced by this problem representation?

Carol Bacchi divided between discoursive, subjectificating and lived effects of problem representations (see chapter 3.1); in this part I will however focus on a few discoursive effects; the reason for this is, that lived effects are effects that can be detected with the answer to the second part of my overall research question; this answer will be provided for in part 2 of the analysis. 
As explained earlier does the DPP claim that a limitation of cooperation on the fields of trade, environment and technical cooperation can still be classified as a ‘close cooperation.’ This argument might be delivered in order to defend the rest of the own argumentation (the very EU-critical argumentation); – defended in the following sense: by stating that a friendly and close cooperation is still possible, the possibility that less European integration (as is the aim of DPP) will lead to more hostility in Europe shall be closed off from the discussion – this is then to be evaluated as an attempt of obtaining a discoursive effect as defined by Bacchi - the claim DPP comes with has closed off another way of discussing an issue. With delivering this argument that a limited cooperation shall take place, they try to give themselves an alibi and at the same time give the receivers of this message the impression that a limited and reduced cooperation is possible without the re-emergence of hostility and aggression among European countries. It shall be noted here that this part of Bacchi’s WPR-approach is to a lesser extend giving an answer to the first part of the overall research question, as it is providing part of the answer to the second part of the research question. One might see the argumentation above as an indication for the connection between electoral success of an anti-EU party and the widespread attitude among the Danish population that some degree of European cooperation is necessary.
Q6: How/Where is this representation of the problem produced, disseminated and defended? 
In regard to what I explained in part 2.1 concerning question 6 of Bacchi’s model, I will focus on answering mainly how the working program is disseminated and when this was the case (focus on dissemination due to the same reason will also be the case in parts 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4). Both the Key issues and the working schedule of the DPP are available at their homepage. The working schedule was published in 2009 by Peter Skaarup, Pia Kjærsgaard and Christian Thulesen Dahl – the three highest in the hierachy of DPP. The working schedule is therewith accessible to any interested citizen, as is the ’Key issues’; the latter probably gaining more attention as it is shorter and easier accessible. The working schedule is however more detailed delivering more arguments and possible clashes to those with favorable attitudes towards the DPP.
5.2 The Metock Case

The Metock case is a ruling by the European court of Justice about free movement within the EU. On the Danish Folketing’s homepage the following is it written about the EU directive: “Directive 2004/38/EF – citizens in a EU member state and their family members’ right to move freely on an area of a member state – family members who are citizens of a third country – citizens of a third country who have entered the hosting member state before they married a citizen of the EU. The court outlines its premises that it is only placed upon the family members who are not citizens in an EU state that they are in possession of visa. The court outlines that the directive does not place demands regarding that the EU citizens ought to be married before entry in order to accept family reunification. Pursuant to directive 2004/38/EF does the person have rights as husband or wife to a citizen. Thus does the ruling state that the fact that one gets married gives to opportunity to call on EU’s right concerning free movement”
 This is an official document concerning the Metock case (the case received its name after the name of one of the wives of the four gentleman who were demanding to be allowed to bring their wives to their home country – and with that into the EU).
The Metock case combines two of the DPP’s key issues namely the EU and immigration. The DPP is often campaigning in regard to cases that support their political key issues, this was also observable with the Metock case. This campaign was launched in connection with DPP’s annual meeting in September 2008 and the aim was to give public focus to the question if it is/shall be Denmark or the EU who shall make Danish laws.
 This is relevant for my problem statement because dealing with whether it is Denmark or the EU who make Danish laws connects to questions of Danish self-determination and identity. For DPP self-determination is a part of the Danish identity, therefore decreasing Danish self-determination would from DPP’s perspective exemplify the negative influence of the EU on Danish identity. The DPP published this view in their campaign, this gives a clear connection to the first part of my overall question (how DPP is trying to produce the picture of a clash between Danish identity and the EU). To rule over national self-determination is portrayed by the DPP as part of ‘the EU’/EU identity. Kristian Thulesen Dahl outlined in the interview I made with him that the Metock case is an example of the EU being a threat for the Danish identity.
 The DPP had made three different posters, the poster in appendix 2 was part of the DPP’s campaign.
I have chosen this to be analyzed with the WPR approach by Carol Bacchi:

Q1: The problem is that the European court has made a ruling which is a thread to the tight immigration policy DPP had developed together with the Liberal-Conservative government. Further is it a problem that the EU has authority to make a decision that can overrule policies in member states. Another problem is that the EU with this step again opens up for unrestricted immigration as DPP states. The most provocative problem representation is that with this unrestricted immigration the town hall square in Copenhagen will transform into an outdoor Mosque (see appendix 2). This problem representation resembles the concept of ‘Otherness’ by Triandafyllidou as the (Muslim) immigrants are used to provide the ‘other’ for the Danish nation, as Triandafyllidou explains are in the course of this very often cultural elements revived in order to highlight distinction between ‘us’ and ‘them’; this is here clearly carried out in connection to the cultural element of religion (town hall square as Mosque); the Muslims coming to Denmark would then form an internal significant other as defined by Triandafyllidou; the problem representation of DPP clearly connects to the concept of cultural differentialism as lined out by Bornschier as well (see chapter 3.5). Such a provocative distinction clearly bears the potential of creating the clash as mentioned in the overall research question. The perceived violation of the principle of unity of nation and political unit as lined out by Gellner (chapter 3.3) and the thread this poses to the (imagined) Danish community (chapter 3.2) might function as groundwork for the creation of such a clash.

Q2: The ‘problem’ has the following presuppositions/assumptions: The debate is based on who shall decide Danish law – Denmark vs. the EU. The basic assumption is that the EU is ruling over Danish laws and that the EU authorities think of themselves as being better qualified to decide who shall be allowed to live in Denmark. This is expressed in the statement: “The judges in the EU think they are better than the Danes to judge, who and how many immigrants that must enter the Danish border”.
 This problem is in other words a debate based on the binaries Denmark vs. the EU and Danes vs. The EU; and Danish laws vs. EU laws. Binaries in this sense resemble the claim of Triandafyllidou that the existence of the own nation presupposes the existence of an ‘other’, the latter here being the EU.

Another presupposition of the leaflet is that there actually was an unrestricted immigration to be found before DPP took action, and that DPP was actually successful in stopping this unrestricted immigration. The key issue in this representation of the problem is how the EU system is working, since the EU has authority to make a ruling that undermines a national policy. This is also expressed in the statement: ”We have spent seven years on slow down the unrestricted immigration – this must the EU not destroy.” 
 

Q3: This representation of the problem has come about because of the DPP’s attitude both towards EU and immigration. As mentioned in chapters 4 and 5.1 (under Q3) has EU policy and immigration policy been key issues for the DPP since the party was founded. The reason that shaped the anti-EU claims in the program that were explained under Q3 above could here just be repeated. The reason for this very provocative leaflet by the DPP is of course the outcome of the Metock case itself, the leaflet is to be seen as a direct reaction to the verdict of the European Court of Justice. In May 2009 did Kjærsgård put focus on EU in a debate in the Danish Parliament. She stated the following about the Metock case: “The European Court of Justice is interfering in too much and have taken an authority which it should not have.” 

It is clear propaganda when DPP in this campaign indicates that Denmark will be invaded by Muslims by stating: “City hall in Copenhagen shall not be converted into an outdoor mosque.”
 This statement is connected to the statement in a paragraph in the working schedule where it is outlined: At the same time can an increased immigration lead to a destructive Islamization of Europe.
 
Q4: However, as I described was the big Eastern Enlargement in 2004 not followed with an overwhelming amount of immigrants from the East to member states in the West. It is/was therefore not likely that the Metock case would increase the immigration from third countries. Further did the Metock case not open the borders for all people, the case is limited to people who are married to an EU citizen; this is another silence in this problem representation.
Q5: Possible discoursive effects of the DPP campaign are the closing off of the possible positive effects of immigration for a country from the public debate; as well as the closing off of the effects of migration from non-Muslim countries (with equaling immigrants to believing Muslims as in the poster of the campaign).
Q6: The campaign was well-known in Denmark. DPP had posters on houses and billboard all over Denmark and the topic was highly discussed in the media, with journalists, politicians and university teachers included in the debate (see e.g the article by Tang in the Berlingske). The result was that the negative attitude towards the EU among the Danes increased.

5.3 Border control

As mentioned earlier is border control also one of the DPP’s key issues, further has this issue been taken up in a highly visible and widely distributed campaign that was widely discussed and that launched fierce debate. DPP had two posters to that campaign, common for both of them is that both of them are very simple but have a clear message. There is only one sentence on the posters, namely: ”There must be a border”.
 This is very short described what the problem is represented to be (answer to question 1 of Bacchi’s model for analysis). The postulated need for a border falls together with one part of Anderson’s definition of an imagined community, namely that a community must have a boundary, it must end somewhere so as to define those inside the boundaries as something distinctive, so it can be concluded that the DPP with its campaign draws on this concept of imagined communities, trying to boost the perception of a Danish community among the Danish population. DPP claimed that it had been a problem that Denmark for ten years did not have border control because of the Schengen agreement which is part of the EU cooperation. The open borders have according to the DPP meant that criminals and immigrants had free access to Denmark. DPP underlines that it has been really awful that custom officers and the police had to leave their job because of the agreement with the EU. Further they add: However, on the other hand it has been 10 lovely years for all sorts of suspicious characters: weapon smugglers, drugs smugglers, illegal immigrants, criminal robbers, who, hidden in closed vans, very fast and freely could drive over Denmark’s borders”.
 

Q2: This statement is also very closely connected to the assumption in this problem representation (answer to Q2 of Bacchi’s model), namely that different types of criminals and immigrants will take advantage of the open border. A second assumption (in context of the campaign) is simply that without having border controls, one cannot speak of having a border. Another presupposition of the problem representation of the DPP is that by making themselves the advocates of the necessity of a border they indicate that other political forces might undermine the existence of a securing border. The latter is revealing the presupposition that borders are something that brings security. The problem representation of the DPP tried to create the mentioned perception of a clash between EU and Danish identity; by imposing the binary of EU vs. security (the EU as the ‘other’ for the Danish need for security).
Q3: As demonstrated in chapters 4 and 5.1 does the DPP have a very negative attitude towards the EU, this is the background for this problem representation. Taking into account the chronological proximity of the border control campaign to the national elections of 2011 one could claim that the campaign was launched in order to mobilize possible voters before the election or at least to provide the party with publicity. As stated in the introduction: The issue of the border controls at Danish borders resembles an ideological issue that right-wing parties such as the DPP are very eager to use: the instrumentalization of the EU for their own purposes (in this case to gain as much electoral support as possible).
Q4: The DPP does not include in this problem representation that a purpose with the Schengen agreement was to make it easier for the countries which are part of the Schengen to cooperate in the fight against cross-border criminality.
 This actually means that the EU through the Schengen was behind a tightening of the Danish immigration policy. EU-expert Jens Reiermann states in an article concerning how the Danish parliament was dealing with the Schengen: ”Thus will it mean a significant tightening of the Danish immigration policy without preceding public hearing”.
 Further does the DPP also not mention in this problem representation that the open borders have some benefits for the Danish citizens with the open borders in regard to personal freedom and mobility.

Q5: The DPP tried to impose the discoursive effect of closing off the following arguments or perspectives in the debate: that borders are not necessarily something that provides security, and that open borders are not necessarily increasing criminality etc.; this closing off was then increasing the possibility for creating the mentioned perception of a clash between EU and Danish identity; by imposing the binary of EU vs. security. 
I will come back to the lived effects concerning the debate about border controls in the second part of this analysis – I will then focus on the question whether and how this debate did possible supply the DPP with electoral support; such electoral support being one form of lived effects.

Q6: The poster concerning the border control was – as was also the case with the other campaigns in this paper - on houses and billboards all over the country, this exemplifies how well known the issue and the connected debate were in Denmark at the time; the border control was a widely debated topic and was covered by all big newspapers and TV-stations, the opinion of the DPP in this debate was a part of this coverage.

5.4 European Fiscal Compact

On March 2, 2012, the Danish Prime Minister Helle Thorning Schmidt, together with the heads of governments from 24 other EU countries signed the European Fiscal Compact (EFC). Only two states, namely Great Britain and the Czech Republic had chosen not to participate. The purpose with the EFC is to prevent a new debt crisis.

Q1: DPP has in connection with the EFC launched a campaign. The name of the campaign is ‘ASK THE PEOPLE’. The aim of the campaign is to “force” the government to call a referendum on the EFC. The highlight of the campaign was March 17 2012, when there was a national campaign where politicians from the DPP were on the walking streets etc.
 DPP introduces its campaign by stating: “The Prime Minister and a line of EU friendly politicians do not think that the Danish people shall vote about whether or not we shall join the EFC or not. Danish People’s Party thinks that Denmark will lose sovereignty if we join the EFC and also that the Danish people shall of course have a referendum regarding if the Danish economy shall be managed by bureaucrats from Brussels, whether the Danish people shall pay for Southern Europe’s overspending and whether the EU shall have the authority to give Denmark a stupidity fine.”
  This statement shows that the problem representation of the DPP concerning the EFC is that authority and democracy will be taken away from the Danish people. This is connecting again to the possible public anger due to a violated unity of national and political unit, as explained by Gellner (see chapter 3.3), and is possibly violating the feeling of the broad population to belong together, and as owning a boundary or distinctiveness as was a necessity for Anderson’s imagined community (the EU not being an imagined community.) Further mode does it also state that the Danish people will end up paying for the overspending which has taken place in Southern Europe and that Denmark at the same time might get fines from the EU. Last but not least does the text indicate that DPP is the party the Danish people can count on to protect the rights of the Danish people and Denmark's sovereignty. Kjærsgaard states in one of her weekly letters from February 2012: “The motive is the EU, which with its disgusting blue and yellow hand squeezes Denmark”.
 
Q2: There are several assumptions in this problem representation. First, is it an assumption that Denmark will lose sovereignty because of the EFC. Thulesen Dahl supported this claim during my interview with him by referring to a meeting in the Europe committee of the Danish Parliament; during this meeting he asked the Danish Prime-minister if it would be possible for the government to kick-start the Danish economy if Denmark signed the pact, the prime-minister did not answer and Thulesen Dahl argues that she did not answer because the answer is no. He further argues that the possibility of kick-starting the Danish economy is a symbol of Danish sovereignty. He underlined: “Shall the population at an election have the possibility to choose some politicians who say they want to push through a kick-start? Of course shall they have this possibility. And the EU shall not have a clause that means that the Danish population is not allowed to choose some national politicians who will push that through”.
 This statement implies that by signing the pact will the EU take over some of the Danish sovereignty. Second assumption is that it will no longer be Danish politicians who are in charge of the Danish economy but it will instead be managed by EU officials. EU officials are further assumed to be bureaucrats, rather than e.g. representatives of a value-driven European organization with pan-European understanding (which could be the opinion of EU supporters). Further will this change of power be conducted without asking the Danish people. This is underlined in the statement. “[...] the Danish people shall of course have a referendum regarding if the Danish economy shall be managed by bureaucrats from Brussels [...]”
 A third assumption is that the Danish people will end up with the bill for the economic problems some of the Southern European countries is suffering from at the moment. “[...] Danish people will end up for the overspending there is taking place in Southern Europe. […]”
 The forth assumption is that the EU administration with this EFC will be able to provide Denmark with economical restrictions or fines almost without reason. DPP argues that: “[...] the EU shall have the authority to give Denmark a stupidity fine.”
 A fifth assumption is simply that the EFC was signed by Euro-friendly politicians, this is presupposing that the EFC was signed in order to expand or strengthen the European integration, rather than trying to prevent several European countries from financial collapse, thus assuming ideological rather than pragmatic reasons behind the EFC.  Further is there a sixth assumption connected to this problem representation in Kjærsgaard’s weekly letter from February 2012. Kjærsgaard claims that Helle Thorning wanting to sign the EFC without asking the Danish people in a referendum, is just another example of EU friendly politicians who ever since Denmark joined the EU have closed their eyes to the fact that there are many EU-skeptic Danes. Further does she suggest that the EU friendly politicians do not think that the Danish people are intelligent enough to make up their own opinion about the level of EU integration. Kjærsgaard goes as far as to argue that the ‘red’ Danish government has the following opinion concerning EU skeptics: ”Danish people is simply too stupid[…].”
 This indicates that the Danish government does not care about what the Danish people want.
Again, all these assumptions and presuppositions that I detected are detectable for others as well, thus possibly enhancing the perception of a clash between EU and Danish identity among the population.
Q3: The origins of this problem representation are to be found in the party aims and history which were outlined in chapter XX. Furthermore, does the DPP own a tradition of launching and initiating campaigns when it comes to EU related topics. This was demonstrated before in this part of the analysis.

Q4: What DPP is not mentioning in this problem representation is that Denmark is already tied to the Euro. This means that whether or not Denmark is implementing the EFC will our economy follow the economic demands there are outlined in it. Senior Economist in Danske Bank explains in an interview with epn.dk: “Formally the politicians can say no to the EFC, but it will not change that we will be part of it. We pursue namely a fixed exchange rate policy to the euro, therefore is it not possible for us to resign. When we pursue a fixed exchange rate policy do we have to pursue an economic policy which is similar to the policy pursued by the currency community.”
 In other words is it a silence that a referendum would in practice not change how the Danish politicians can make economic politics. Therefore will Denmark neither lose sovereignty because of the EFC nor will the power over Danish economy be changed or be given away because of the EFC. In other words will it not change anything whether the Danish people are having a referendum over the EFC or not. 

It is propaganda when DPP argues that Denmark due to the EFC risks receiving a stupidity fine from the EU. It is correct that the EU has the possibility to give a fine to a country which has signed the EFC. However, the term ‘stupidity fine’ indicates that it is a fine which is given for no legitimate reason. In fact can the EU only give a fine if a pact country does not implement a budget act, the size of the fine can be up to 0.1 per cent of a country’s GNP. 
  
Q5: A discoursive effect that can be detected due to this campaign is the following: The claims that Denmark will lose sovereignty because of the EFC and that the authority at the same time will be moved from Denmark to Brussels by DPP closes off another way of discussing and accessing the problem, namely that the Danish fixed exchange rate policy means that whether or not we are part of the EFC, we will be affected by it the same way. What would be more relevant to discuss is the benefits and disadvantages with joining the Euro so the Danish politicians in that way would have more to say when it comes to the economic policy.

Q6: This campaign was made public first of all with big posters on houses all over the country. The highlight of the campaign was March 17 2012, the local divisions of the DPP in 17 Danish cities had arranged a big campaign on the streets where they talked with people about this topic and tried to gain publicity for their campaign
; by this – in connection with my overall research question – trying to create a perception of a clash between EU and Danish identity (the latter here connected to Danish monetary independence).
6 Why is the DPP gaining electoral support with an EU – Danish-identity clash?

Current changes in the EU-favorability of the Danes and DPP supporters
A poll from TNS Gallup from 2007 showed that 76 per cent of the respondents who support the DPP in 2007 would have voted ‘no’ if Denmark would have a referendum concerning Denmark joining the European currency. The same poll compares the results from polls made on the same issue in the years from 1994 to 2007. In June 1994 was it 59 per cent of all respondent who were against Denmark giving up the Danish krone and instead introduce the EURO as currency. This number was in 2007 down to 43 per cent.
 
A study from November 2011 shows that the debt crisis in Europe has adversely affected the attitude towards the EU project (EU project here understood as the aim of European integration or monetary union) among the Danish population. When it comes to the Euro is it only 24 per cent who would like Denmark to join the currency of the Euro, this is the lowest number since opinion on this question was measured by Megafon for the first time in 2002. 
 

Further does the survey from Megafon show that two out of five people have a more negative stance to the EU than they had before the debt crisis and only 7 per cent have changed their attitude in a positive direction.
 However, the Megafon survey shows that a relatively big part of the Danish population supports cooperation between the EU states in order to handle the crisis. 39 per cent of respondents think that in order to deal with the debt crisis the EU is a necessity, whereas it is only 14 per cent who would like Denmark to leave the EU as soon as possible.
 
Since the DPP is known for their EU-skeptic attitude (to say the least) among the Danish population is it likely that they will gain electoral support due to a more negative attitude towards the EU among the Danish people. Meret states in her PhD dissertation: “Eurosceptism is today considered one of the relevant issues characterising the attitudes of the radical right supporters in relation to European integration and political role”.
 Meret further adds: Some of the central issues discussed by the radical right include: the EU considered a threat to national sovereignty and national identity, the centralisation and bureaucratization of the EU, the immigration regime supported by the EU, the problems related to the EU enlargement in 2004 and 2007, and lately also the plan to include Turkey as a member country.”
 So the DPP by taking up these issues during a time of crisis of the EU seems to be successful in gaining more support.
The EFC

Another survey from the beginning of 2012 shows that a majority of the respondents would like a referendum concerning the EFC, also if there is legally no reason for such a referendum. “Actually do no less than 60 per cent of the voters think that we out of democratic reasons must go to the ballot box […]”.
 Connected to this survey did Pia Adelsten, the political spokesman concerning the EU from the DPP state: ”Good enough, the government has for sure the law on its side, but the population has not made up their mind about how much the EU shall order Danish economic policy.”
 This is another example of the DPP trying to represent the Danish people when it comes to EU discussions, trying to pass on some of their EU-scepticism to the population. It is reasonable to assume that such a campaign by the DPP that rests on approval by the majority of the population is leading to good results for the DPP in public polls and will possibly lead to electoral successes with the next elections. An opinion poll from EPINION shows that the DPP since the referendum for the Danish Parliament in 2011 has gained 1 per cent point in electoral support. It is in this timeline that the Danish Prime Minister has signed the EFC and the DPP made itself noticed with their EU scepticism by launching their campaign against the EFC (or for a referendum about its imposition).

The following quantitative data support my claim: 

In January 2012, when the debate of the EFC was a hot topic, did A&B-Analyse conduct an opinion poll concerning the level of Denmark’s cooperation with the EU. The respondents had to answer which of the following two statements they agreed in the most: ”The EU cooperation shall continue to expand in order to reach a stronger integration between the EU states”
 or ”The EU has gotten too much influence and a part of the cooperation shall be rolled back”.
 A small majority of the respondents, 50.5 per cent, answered that they think the EU has gotten too much influence, whereas only 41.2 per cent of the respondents would like to extend the EU cooperation further. Of the respondents who support the DPP did 76 per cent think that the EU has gotten too much power. This is the highest percentage of opposition to further integration among the Danish parties.
 Due to these numbers it seems reasonable to believe that the DPP is successful with connecting the opposition against further EU integration with the issue of the EFC, and create the perception of a clash of Danish identity and the EU, and by that gain (hypothetical) electoral support.
That DPP gains electoral support can be explained based on the principle from Gellner that the political unit must be in accordance with the national unit; and that the nationalist principle can be violated if the political leadership and the public do not belong to the same nationality In case of such as violation anger among the people and nationalist sentiment might be stirred up The nation has become very important for the people (at least in certain states), therefore when people feel that the national principle is threatened is it likely to think that people will do something to protect the nationalist principle. As mentioned claims Gellner that nationalism emerges especially in states where the existence of the nation state is taken for granted (see chapter 3.3) Applied to the case of Denmark and the EU and the EFC; a certain share of the Danish population might perceive the mentioned national principle to be violated, as the political leadership might not be perceived to be the Danish political leadership in Copenhagen any more, but rather the EU leadership in Brussels, Strasbourg and Luxembourg; the political unit would then not perceived to be in accordance with the national unit anymore; this stirring nationalist sentiment, which might lead to electoral success of the DPP. This possibility seems especially plausible in a country such as Denmark where the existence of a relatively homogeny nation state has been not only been taken for granted, but also been reality for many years. The DPP as explained in the earlier parts tries to play on this possibly perception of a violation of the unity of the national and political unit; and utilizes this in its campaign against the EFC (and in its other campaigns and programs in general - see part 5).

EU and Turkey

A survey from February in connection with the Danish presidency of the EU included both the question ‘Which party will you vote for?’ and ‘Do you think that Denmark shall use the      presidency to promote the accession negotiations with Turkey with the aim to make Turkey member of the EU?”.
 The result was that a clear majority of the respondents, 70.5 per cent, is against Turkey becoming member of the EU. Of the respondents who support DPP are 90 per cent against a Turkish membership of the EU; these numbers indicate that Turkey for most respondents provides an ‘other’ according to the definition of Triandafyllidou (chapter 3.4) and that many respondents hold cultural differentialist perspectives (see chapter 3.5) concerning a Turkish EU-membership. Further does the survey indicate that Turkey’s accession negotiations with the EU is an issue most Danes have an opinion about since it is only 12.8 per cent who have answered that ‘I do not know’ on the survey question concerning Turkey. Of the DPP supporters is it only 7 per cent who do not have an opinion about this topic.
 This is also relevant in relation to the overall research question of this paper: the DPP is connecting (or branding) ‘the EU’ and Turkey as issues belonging together and opposing these issues in their public statements with Danish identity, thus creating a clash between a ‘Turkey-friendly’ EU on the one side and a Danish identity on the other side. This can also be an indication on that DPP’s position on Turkey in relation to the EU is giving the DPP electoral support.
Metock case
TNS Gallup did in September 2008 conduct a survey concerning the Metock-case and the EU. The first question in the survey was ‘Has your opinion of the EU changes since the Metock case and the debate there has been in the summer concerning the EU regulations impact on the Danish immigration policy?’
 Of all respondents 19 per cent answered ‘yes’ to that question, of the respondents who support the DPP did 45 per cent answer with ‘yes’. The total percentage of the respondents who answered ‘I do not know’ was 11 per cent.
 These numbers indicate that most Danish people are familiar (or at least were familiar with it at the time) with the Metock case and further also have an opinion on it. The next question in the survey was only asked to those respondents who in the previous question had answered that their attitude had change since the Metock case and was simply ‘How?’. 85 per cent of the respondents to the question answered that their opinion had changed to be more negative, the number of the respondents on this question who are supporting the DPP and who held a more negative evaluation was 98 per cent. The last 2 per cent of the DPP supporting respondents did not know if their opinion had changed to be more positive or more negative. Of all the respondents on this question was it only 11 per cent who answered that their opinion had changed to be more positive.
 
These numbers indicate that the Metock case has changed the Danish opinion of the EU to be more negative based on the Metock case and the debate that followed in Denmark. Apparently saw a majority of Danes their ‘imagined community’ (in the sense that these national communities are understood as sovereign and having boundaries, see chapter 3.2) to be threatened by the verdict of the European Court of Justice; or in terms of Gellner’s explanation the principle of unity of nation and political unit was perception as under thread. It is also reasonable to assume that many Danes more strongly perceived the EU and/or the immigrants as the ‘other’ in relation to the own identity due to the Metock case. Further is it likely that DPP has gained (and possibly will continue to gain) electoral support on this since they are the only party in Denmark who profiles itself as EU skeptic and since they launched a widespread and provocative debate concerning this case as mentioned in part 5.2. Hjalte Rasmussen, Professor at Copenhagen University – doing research concerning the European Court of Justice, argues: “Polls indicate that Danes will vote for some parties which will oppose the EU to the last. I think, the Metock case has had an impact[…]”.
 In the same article is Thulesen Dahl quoted for saying: “This is bigger than the Metock case. This is about whether or not we can break down the wall the ‘yes-side’ has built up. They are closing their eyes and ears. Metock has made it a public problem. This is the first time people are small talking about that the EU is interfering too much.” 
 Although the statement of Thulesen Dahl is in line with the evaluation of the neutral researcher, is his opinion to be treated with caution, since all publications by DPP members are again not only evaluations of the effectiveness of campaigns, but also campaigns and potential propaganda themselves.
The numbers and statements detected provide a clear indication that the Metcok case helped the DPP in regard to electoral support.

Border control

A poll conducted by TNS Gallup showed that the Danish population is split when it comes to the border controls the DPP together with the government and the Christian Democrats single member of the parliament introduced in 2011. 44 per cent of the respondents were against the border controls and 46 of the respondents were supporting the border controls.
 Before the border control issue came on the political agenda had DPP lost a lot of electoral support due to another political issue which had received a lot of attention. However, a poll made by Ritzau in June 2011 showed that DPP had gotten back the electoral support they had lost. Before the polls were made DPP was down to 12 per cent of electoral support. The polls were made just when the issue concerning the border control was no longer only an issue for the Danish parliament but also was high on the agenda of news media. Now 15.2 per cent of the respondents were willing to support the DPP in the next elections. Political commentator Niels Krause-Kjær explains the significant higher amount of DPP support: “It is because of striking statements in the border control issue”.
 Krause-Kjær further underlines: This is a debate which in all aspects suits Danish Peoples Party very good. In Denmark is Danish Peoples Party protecting the average Dane against the elite, and in an international perspective is it little Denmark’s fight against the big countries and the EU. 
 Krause-Kjær also claim that the reason the DPP has gained back their electoral support on this issue is that EU is the political area where they are strongest and the voters find them most trustworthy.
 Meret states: “The DPP voters tend to prefer a society in which national borders and nationalities maintain their relevant function […]”.
 This case – and this follows very much the evaluation by Krause-Kjær – shows a clear example of the DPP being electorally successful due to the clash they create between the EU and Danish identity, this thus supporting my argumentation concerning the creation of a clash with the border campaign from part 5 of this paper. The numbers and the explanation by Krause- Kjær further indicate that Danes connected the border issue to the concept of imagined community (in the sense that these national communities are understood as sovereign and having boundaries, chapter 3.2) and the principle of unity of political unit and nation (chapter 3.3), the latter stirring up support for national sentiment as predicted by Gellner. It probably also increased the perception of the notion of ‘us’ versus ‘them’ (‘the others’) among potential supporters of the DPP, as explained by Triandafyllidou.
Voter’s values

That the voters of the DPP are to be found in the part of the political spectrum that Bornschier calls traditional-communitarian is also confirmed by Andersen. The Danish People’s Party is located to an extreme right position in the Danish party spectrum, both by all voters and by own supporters. According to Andersen is the DPP placed that much right in the spectrum because the party is conceived to stand “far to the right on the value dimension” (and the voters conceive themselves to stand right on the value dimension as well). 
 This connects to the cleavage of the value dimension explained by Bornschier, e.g. does the DPP reflect the cultural differentialist attitude defined by Bornschier (the right (and need) of people to preserve their distinctive traditions, cultural background and cultural homogeneity) and the anti-European perspective which was one of Bornschier’s categories to define his value cleavage; this is confirmed by Goul Andersen.
 Thus, some of the publications the DPP is coming forward with regarding the EU are connecting to these traditional communitarian values as explained by Bornschier; the cultural differentialist values might e.g. connect to fears of losing the own culture due to integrating Turkey in the EU; or already due to EU-integration among the EU-27 in general; this then being a reason for electoral success of the DPP. According to Goul Andersen might the value cleavage (in connection with cultural differentialist publications as exemplified above, one might add) have led voters that were formerly supporting the Social Democrats to end their support for that party from the 1990s onwards; Goul Andersen states that Social Democratic voters have been (and are) skeptical towards more European integration.
 Meret outlines that the Social Democrats like the DPP have a low percentage of internationally orientated voters compared to the other parties in Danish politics.
  It is reasonable to believe that many of these not supporting the Social Democrats any more, have found ‘a new political home’ with the DPP (this being individuals who grant the principle of unity of nation and political unit with high importance and who perceive the own national as real and not imagined community). Rachel Adelberg Johansen is an example of a Social Democrat voter who has changed to support DPP. She was in April 2012 the DPP member of the month, in that connection did she underline: “[…] you can say that I left the Social Democrats and went to the Danish People’s Party, and I can guarantee that I will never change back”. 
 
A similar dynamic is thinkable in relation to the traditional voters of Denmark’s Socialist People’s Party. The party has traditionally been sceptic towards European integration (thus being individuals similar to those leaving the Social Democrats, in the sense of the connected theoretical approaches); that means according to Bornschier has been standing closer to traditionalist-communitarian values in the category of ‘European perspective’ (see chapter 3.5) than other parties, and than the party is doing concerning the other categories presented by Bornschier in order to test for traditionalist-communitarian or libertarian-universalistic value patterns. In example in 2000 only 25 per cent of its supporters voted in favor of the inclusion of Denmark into the Economic and Monetary Union.
 It is thinkable that the DPP will be able to ‘steal’ some of these EU-sceptics from the Socialist People’s Party (SPP) with the next elections, as the SPP is now a part of the government coalition and is thus forced to follow a more pro-European course than it would have been possible in the opposition years (especially at a moment of time when Denmark owns the EU-Presidency), by that possibly losing the support of some of its EU-sceptics to DPP (because they are themselves not able anymore to use the EU as an ‘other’ in their own campaigns). Indications for (at least a certain) influence of that would be the slight increase of support for the DPP in the polls, and the simultaneous decrease of SPP (compared to the 2011 elections).
 The clash between Danish identity and the EU would thus lead to an increased electoral support of the DPP.

The anti-EU stance of the DPP has further provided the party with higher chances of gaining votes of EU-skeptical citizens, and gaining the support of voters with traditional-communitarian value than this was the case with the Progress Party – as Goul Andersen writes did the Progress Party (and here especially under the leadership of Glistrup) stay loyal to the EU, at that time it was rather parties such as the SPP that owned an EU-skeptical stance.
 The DPP then took over that issue and was successful to mingle it with some of its other policy-lines that were resembling the mentioned traditional-communitarian values (e.g. anti-migration policies); 
 by this gaining support from those who own overwhelmingly traditional-communitarian values (and especially cultural differentialist values), and who grant the principle of unity of nation and political unit, the concept of national community and of ‘otherness’ with high importance; this being another means of the DPP to gain electoral support with the clash of EU and Danish identity (e.g. in 2000 only 16 per cent of the DPP supporters voted for ‘yes’ on the inclusion of Denmark into the Economic and Monetary Union; a referendum that secured the DPP much publicity and thus provided them with much attention also in the following years).
Goul Andersen claims that an anti-elitist stance is widespread among members of both the right and left end of the political spectrum. 
 This evaluation connects to the claims of the DPP that the EU would be an elitist project (see part 5.1); with this part of the strategy of constructing the perception of a clash between EU and Danish identity the DPP aims at voters of both ends of the political spectrum; this is very likely to be another reason for their electoral support. Meret underlines: […] the Danish People’s Party is at present the most clearly Eurosceptical party in Danish politics, which can contribute to positively differentiate the party among voters who for different reasons have negative or sceptical attitudes towards the EU." 

7 Conclusion

In this paper I wanted to examine the following research question: How is the Danish People’s Party trying to create the perception of a clash between ‘the EU’ and a Danish national identity and how/why is the DPP gaining electoral support with this clash?

The DPP is in their EU policy and campaigning presenting the EU as a thread to common Danish values and the Danish identity. This is for example expressed in the claim from DPP that the EU is undermining democracy. They try to make the Danish population aware of the problems the party believes the EU causes for Denmark through campaigns such as the campaign DPP launched in connection with the Metock-case and the latest campaign ‘Ask the people’. Furthermore is the DPP putting up a scary story of either what has happened because of the EU (such as the border control campaign where the main arguments was that the Schengen has meant that more illegal immigrants have come to Denmark and also that it has made it easier for  trans-border crime, such as drug smuggling) or what might happen because of the EU (such as that there will come of lot of Turkish immigrant to Denmark if Turkey joins the EU and further that they will be the most powerful nation in the EU). So the DPP connects in their problem representations to the concepts of 'otherness', traditional-communitarian values, imagined communities and the nationalist principle of unity of nation and political unit. With these is the DPP trying to create a clash between EU and Danish-identity, that this try was successful could be seen in the second part of my analysis.

DPP has by promoting themselves as an EU-skeptic party gotten the Danish people’s attention. There has been EU-skepticism in Denmark since the first referendum in 1972. Other parties in Denmark are also EU skeptic, but DPP is the only party who has it as a label of their party. This means that the EU skeptic people know that if they want to support a party that for sure will oppose the Union they must vote for the DPP (the DPP has been successful in upholding this brand). In the official papers from the DPP (such as the working program and policy agenda) concerning the EU are lots of negative effects and problems for the Danish identity outlined. Further does the DPP not hesitate to make a campaign when they spot a EU topic which they can use in order to appeal to the Danes in connection to their identity, examples of this is the campaign related to the Metock-case, border control and EFC which have been analyzed in this paper.

The Danish population is responding to the DPP and their EU politics. The reason is that the DPP takes up EU topics at relevant times, by doing this they gain electoral support. This can to some extend be explained by the DPP being successful in creating a perception of a clash of Danish identity and the EU in the way as explained above. Further can the electoral success of the DPP also be explained with that the DPP supporters have a feeling of the nationalist principle being threatened by the EU; DPP supporters evaluate that the DPP will work for the nationalist principle not being violated. This means that DPP voters will probably have a perception of the Danes versus the EU (the EU as the 'other' to the Danish national identity). Thereby are the DPP voters to be found in the traditional-communitarian side of the political spectrum, their anti-EU perspective resembling the latter. These traditional-communitarian values connect well with the policies, claims and campaigns of the DPP.

Due to the definition of this paper as a case study it should be mentioned that the above outlined results are not applicable to other right-wing parties in Europe or elsewhere, the results are only directly applicable to the DPP and the connected case. So the theory or hypothesis that is created in this case study is that the DPP is using certain programs, publications and campaigns to create a clash of Danish identity and EU, that they are successful in making a certain number of Danes to believe in this clash and that this provides them with electoral success.
It should be added that more campaigns of the DPP could have been added in the analysis, or other items such as newspaper interviews etc.; this has not been done due to reasons of space and time and as I was able to conduct interviews myself; further would such additional material in my opinion not have changed the results of my research and the answers to my overall research question. However as mentioned in 2.2 could I have taken into account the role of the media for the electoral success of the DPP, the reasons why this has not been done were explained in 2.2; it is however thinkable that such an inclusion of the media in the research design might have led to (slightly) different answers in the second part of my analysis.
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