
 

UPPSALA UNIVERSITY 
Department of Theology 
In-depth Course in Religious Studies, Bachelor’s level, 15hp 
Upper Secondary School Teacher Education Programme 
VT22 
Adviser – Ernils Larsson 
Grading teacher – Jens Borgland 
    
 
 
 
 
 

The monocultural religion and 
the eternal Muslim 
– A hermeneutic study on the construction and understanding of the 
concept of religion within the compendium of Anders Breivik and man-
ifesto of Brenton Tarrant  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

Hugo Engholm 



  

Abstract 

This thesis argues that the concept of religion plays an important role in the compendium 
published by Anders Behring Breivik before his terror attack on July 22nd, 2011. As well 
as within the manifesto published by Brenton Tarrant before his terror attack on March 
15th, 2019. This thesis strives to answer the questions of which part religion plays within 
these two texts, and how it is understood, employed, and used by these two men. To an-
swer these questions the research field of lone wolf terrorism, as well as a critical theory 
of religion, have been employed. To study the source material, Breivik’s compendium 
and Tarrant’s manifesto, methodological empathy as well as a hermeneutic method were 
also used. The results show that both Breivik and Tarrant view the concept of religion as 
primarily an aspect in the creation of a unified culture for their imagined monocultural 
Europe and racially pure homeland. The concept of religion is therefore not mainly about 
any belief in God or scripture but as a tool for cultural unification. The results also show 
how the concept of religion is key in creating a “we”, an ingroup, for both Breivik and 
Tarrant as well as an “other”, or an outgroup. This outgroup is in the majority of the two 
texts Islam or the Muslim. Here the concept of religion is infused with race where the 
other oftentimes is presented as a “Muslim” simply on physical racial features. The con-
cept of religion is therefore of utmost importance for both men but in a specific way. Ei-
ther in the struggle that is the creation of a unified culture and imagined race or in the 
struggle against their perceived others, Islam and Muslims. 
 
Key words: Anders Breivik, Brenton Tarrant, radical nationalism, Lone wolf terrorism. 
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Chapter 1 – Introduction 

“Finally I felt awakened. It was there I started to think about commiting [sic] to an 

attack. To commit to violence. I would follow Tarrant’s lead and the attacks of so 

many others like him.”1 This quote is found within the manifesto written and pub-

lished by Payton Gendron who on May 14th, 2022 shot 13 and killed 10 in a super-

market in Buffalo, New York, all while livestreaming his attack online.2 This attack 

did in many ways follow Brenton Tarrant’s lead. Tarrant himself staged a terror 

attack on two mosques’ in Christchurch on March 15th, 2019. With a camera 

mounted on his helmet which livestreamed the attack online, he shot and murdered 

51 people and wounded another 56.3 In the manifesto that he wrote and published 

before his attack Tarrant wrote: “I have read the writings of Dylan Roof and many 

others, but only really took true inspiration from Knight Justiciar Breivik.”4 On July 

22nd, 2011 Anders Breivik detonated a bomb in downtown Oslo before traveling 

to the island of Utøya where the Labour Party’s Youth League held a summer camp. 

There he systematically gunned down anyone he could find, and ultimately ended 

up taking the life of 69 people and wounding another 41.5 

Breivik and Tarrant represent only two of a long line of people who has viewed 

themselves as resistance fighters in the struggle against white genocide, cultural 

Marxism, Islam, and globalism. Something that can be argued though is that Tarrant 

and Breivik constitute the most famous and well-known contemporary cases of 

these types of lone wolf radical nationalist terrorists. Therefore, they hold a certain 

place within that milieu and are of extra importance to study and understand. We 

know that Breivik inspired Tarrant and that Tarrant inspired both the recent shoot-

ing in Buffalo and other attacks such as the August 3rd, 2019 El Paso shooting 

where Patrick Crusius murdered 23 people that he took for being Hispanics.6  

 
1 Gendron n.d., p. 13 
2 Holmgren, Svahn, & Flores 14/5. 
3 Gardell 2021, p. 2. 
4 Tarrant n.d., p. 24. 
5 Gardell 2014, pp. 129–130. 
6 Gardell 2021, p. 71. 



 2 

Often when studying, analyzing, and discussing these types of attacks and these 

types of individuals who commit such atrocities the focus is on their ideology and 

their racism. These are by no means unimportant aspects to study, rather the oppo-

site. But to fully understand these individuals’ motives and from that understanding 

construct effective strategies to combat this type of violent hatred, society needs a 

broader and more in-depth understanding of many aspects. One of the most im-

portant, I would argue, is their understanding of the concept of religion. More im-

portantly, how does their understanding of religion affect these terrorists' under-

standing of “the other”, the ones whom they considered foreign, outside their own 

ingroup, the ones who do not fit into their perception of the “we”. Both Tarrant and 

Breivik focused primarily on showcasing Islam and Muslims as constituting not 

only an other but a hostile other. Why is this? Why does the concept of religion 

seem to play such a key part in creating their understanding of who the enemy is?  

1.1. – Purpose and aims 
 

The main purpose of this thesis is to ascertain how Anders Behring Breivik and 

Brenton Tarrant understand and present the concept of religion in their writings 

published before their acts of terrorism. The purpose of using both Breivik and Tar-

rant’s writings is to find similarities and differences and to compare their different 

understandings of the concept of religion in creating a hostile outgroup and an op-

positional other. We know that Tarrant was inspired by Breivik and therefore a 

comparison between the two seems apt and justified in the search of finding relevant 

answers for the wider field of study. 

1.2. – Research questions 
 

The questions which will be used to try and answer this thesis’s purpose and aims 

consists of two primary questions:  

1. What part does the concept of religion play in creating the other for 

Breivik and Tarrant? 

2.  How is the concept of religion understood, viewed and employed 

throughout Breivik’s and Tarrant’s writings? 
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1.3. – Scope 
 

This thesis will only focus on the written material made by two of all the radical 

nationalist who has committed acts of violent crimes or terror during the 21st cen-

tury. There are many reasons for this, the biggest reason being time and space lim-

itations. With such a large source material chosen, around 1600-pages of text and 

pictures, it is not feasible to widen the analytical scope any further. While this im-

plies that I can only draw definitive conclusions on how Breivik and Tarrant discuss 

and defines the concept of religion, there are aspects of their work that make it 

possible to make the claim that these conclusions are generalizable. These are two 

of the deadliest and most well-known cases of radical nationalist and Islamophobic 

terror attacks perpetrated during the current century. According to research such as 

Liang and Cross, Breivik and Tarrant has acted as a form of template for how to 

conduct terror attacks that draws the attention of the public, with Tarrant clearly 

stating that he took inspiration from Breivik.7 Both these men are also clearly prod-

ucts of a white power milieu that harkens back to the second half of the 20th century, 

meaning that a study of these two actors becomes a study on the modern articulation 

of these concepts and strategies, which makes the conclusions drawn within this 

thesis more generalizable than simply regarding Breivik and Tarrant specifically.  

1.4. – Definitions, terminology and thoughts 
 

Writing any type of work that focuses on topics such as terrorism, white power 

thought, far-right ideologies, and radical nationalism brings with it many precon-

ceived notions both from the reader as well as the author. Therefore, it is of im-

portance that I before delving deeper into the thesis briefly discuss the terminology 

which will be used, which effects that might have on the study, and also respond to 

some critiques which often are lifted towards studies on these topics. 

Firstly, a definition of how I will define and employ the term terrorism is in or-

der. For this I will borrow from Jeffrey Kaplan’s research. In his book Terrorist 

 
7 Schiori Liang & John Cross 2020, p. 4. 
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Groups and the New Tribalism Kaplan presents different ways of defining terror-

ism. In it he discusses Walter Laqueur who argued that there is not necessary to 

have a clear definition of terrorism as researchers and policymakers can address 

terrorism without a clear definition.8 Kaplan, however, argues that this leads to the 

slippery slope of one man's “terrorist” becoming another man's “freedom fighter.”9 

It is from Kaplan that I will lift my understanding and way to employ the terms 

terrorist and terrorism. A terrorist is someone who employs terrorism as a tactic to 

bring forth change. An important note here is that terrorist, therefore, is a neutral-

value term. Anyone who employs terrorism as a tactic is, therefore, a terrorist. No 

matter the person or their ideological drive.10 Then what is terrorism? Terrorism is, 

according to Kaplan, first and foremost “a violent war of ideas conducted by oppo-

sitional actors.”11 A common definition of terrorism states that terrorism is a form 

of combat that targets symbolic or random victims who acts as targets of violence, 

these victims share a form of group characteristics which is the cause for them be-

coming victimized through terror acts.12 When I use the term terrorist, I, therefore, 

refer to someone who has used terrorism as a tactic. A tactic that involves using 

violence toward a specific group as part of a violent war of ideas. 

Secondly, there is the question of how to refer to the ideological milieus from 

which Breivik and Tarrant have emerged. I have chosen to refer to these milieus as 

radical nationalism and white power instead of referring to it as either right-wing, 

extreme right, or far-right. Tomas Poletti Lundström in his forthcoming disserta-

tion Trons försvarare discusses why radical nationalism is a more fitting analytical 

term than the other mentioned ones. Extreme right as an example refers to an im-

agined left – right political scale which presents a simplified understanding of po-

litical ideology and thought. The term “extremism” itself has also been critiqued as 

being a political and bureaucratic term with normative baggage which in effect tells 

more about the one using the term than the person or group that is being labeled 

“extreme”.13 Lundström instead argues for using the term radical nationalism, which 

 
8 Kaplan 2010, p. 16. 
9 Kaplan 2010, p. 16. 
10 Kaplan 2010, p. 17. 
11 Kaplan 2010, p. 19. 
12 Kaplan 2010, p. 18. 
13 Poletti Lundström Forthcoming.; As Lundström’s dissertation has not yet been published and is 
still subject to change, he has asked me not to put references to specific page numbers as these are 
likely to change before publication. 
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has gained ground within this field of study since the 2010s. There are three benefits 

to using this term according to Lundström: (1) radical is in this usage not referring 

to extremism but to the etymology of the word (radix) which means root. Radical 

nationalism, therefore, does not imply the fringes of nationalism but instead that 

these ideas are at the root of it. (2) Analytically it aids in understanding the spread 

and diversity of the movements and ideologies which fit into this term. (3) It is a 

term (especially the word nationalism) that is used by individuals within the milieu 

itself, it is not a definition put on them by outsiders but by themselves.14 

Lastly, I will briefly respond to a piece of valid criticism that has been voiced 

against research topics such as mine. This criticism argues that by conducting stud-

ies like this one the researcher plays into the hands of the terrorist by giving them 

what they crave, attention. Hannah Strømmen and Ulrich Schimedel in their book 

The Claim to Christianity respond well to this critique stating that these terrorists 

are not aberrations but are instead embedded into networks which propagate these 

worldviews. Networks which reach well into the mainstream.15 Studies like mine 

should therefore not be understood as giving attention to the works of or the terror-

ists themselves, but instead as an attempt to mitigate these larger networks which 

have a much farther reach than only a small subsection of individuals within our 

societies. 

1.5. – Previous research 
 

Anders Breivik has been studied by many scholars and journalists alike during the 

roughly ten years since his terror attack in 2011. Researchers such as Ramón Spaaij 

has studied Breiviks tactics,16 Rasmus Fleischer has studied Breivik’s ideological 

views,17 and, similarly to this thesis, Strømmen and Schmiedel have studied how 

Breivik employs and understands religion in his compendium with a focus on his 

relationship and understanding of Christianity.18 In a Swedish context, Mattias 

Gardell stands out with his research on Breivik and his compendium. Not only has 

 
14 Poletti Lundström Forthcoming. 
15 Strømmen & Schmiedel 2020, p. 13. 
16 Spaaij 2012. 
17 Fleischer 2014. 
18 Strømmen & Schmiedel 2020. 
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Gardell written about the white power and fascist milieus in books such as Raskrig-

aren and Lone Wolf Race Warriors and White Genocide but he has also done inter-

views with figures within those environments, such as Breivik and Peter Mangs.19 

For my thesis, two works of his take a place of extra importance for their relevance 

to my specific topic. It is his article “Crusader Dreams: Oslo 22/7, Islamophobia, 

and the Quest for a Monocultural Europe” from 2014 and his book Lone Wolf Race 

Warriors and White Genocide from 2021. 

The article from 2014 discusses Breivik’s ideological view in-depth, his com-

pendium, and some of the false claims made by other scholars and analysts about 

Breivik. An example is the claim that the Unabomber Ted Kaczynski was one of 

Breivik’s biggest ideological inspirations. This, Gardell argues, holds no merit as 

only three of around 1516-pages are lifted from Kaczynski’s writings.20 The key 

findings that Gardell lifts from the compendium are the inspirations from which 

Breivik has constructed his ideological worldview. A worldview that hinges on 

ideas of Islamophobic tradition, antifeminism, aspects of white power thought, cer-

tain elements of right-wing evangelical theology, Knights Templar tradition, cul-

tural conservative nationalism, and ideals of the male heroic resistance warrior.21 

This worldview has its roots in how Rodger Griffin defines fascism; as a revolu-

tionary form of nationalism.22 Breivik’s vision is to rid Europe of the traitors (fem-

inists and cultural Marxists) to be able to defeat Europe’s external enemies which 

are found in Islam and Muslims.23 

Of great importance for me are the discussions within the article on how islam-

ophobia operates and how Islam and Muslims are understood through an Islam-

ophobic lens. Gardell argues that it operates as racism (Muslims obviously do not 

constitute a “race”) and that “Islam” is understood as something living that can act 

and oppress. Not only that, but it also imbues its followers with a sense of “mus-

limness”, making it impossible for any Muslim living in the west to truly become a 

westerner.24 Modern islamophobia has many similarities to Antisemitism in the way 

that Gardell describes it. The “living Islam” is one of those likenesses, but there is 

 
19 Gardell 2021, p. 4. 
20 Gardell 2014, p. 132. 
21 Gardell 2014, pp. 132–133. 
22 Griffin 2018, p. 41. 
23 Gardell 2014, pp. 132–133. 
24 Gardell 2014, p. 133. 
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also the idea popularized by the conspiracy theorist Bat Ye’or that a world-spanning 

Islamic conspiracy exists intending to subjugate Europe to turn it into “Eurabia.” 

Breivik employs this image of the “eternal Muslim” to make the case that the Mus-

lim “here” is as much a threat as the Muslim “there” and that while Europe has 

previously been able to fend off Islamic attacks throughout history, today “Islam” 

has European traitors working to undermine Europe from within.25 

In his later work, Lone Wolf Race Warriors and White Genocide, Gardell has 

significantly widened his scope and presents and discusses the history of the mod-

ern lone wolf and white power thought since its creation in the post-war years up 

until today, ending the book with a discussion on modern cases of white power 

motivated terror, most importantly Tarrant’s attack in Christchurch. In this book, 

Gardell argues for what he believes constitutes the core concepts within the Lone 

wolf strategy and its history with its creation in the American white power milieus 

of the 1980s and 1990s. Its core strategy is that the members of this milieu who are 

to commit acts of violent crime and armed resistance ought to act in either decen-

tralized groups or as fully decentralized individuals.26  

On the subject of Breivik and religion the previously mentioned work of Strøm-

men and Schmiedel should be lifted. In their book The Claim to Christianity they 

understand far-right as being united by a shared narrative of a clash of cultures be-

tween Christianity and Islam.27 Their main purpose is to study the theologies which 

run through the far-rights’ claims to Christianity as they argue that the prevalent 

claim is that the far-right only instrumentalizes Christianity for popular appeal. This 

makes the authors feel uneasy, because this claim lets people concerned about the 

far-rights usage of Christianity off the theological hook.28 While their scope is wider 

than Breivik there is a chapter devoted to him specifically. In it they argue that 

Breivik used theologies partly for his motivation and justification for terror, and 

that Breivik identified himself as both Christian and non-Christian, mainly intro-

ducing himself as a supporter of a monocultural Europe.29 Next to this cultural claim 

to Christianity, Strømmen and Schmiedel also argue that Breivik espouse a “cru-

sader Christianity.” Breivik presents ideas of a militaristic God who can aid in the 

 
25 Gardell 2014, pp. 134–136. 
26 Gardell 2021, p. 11. 
27 Strømmen & Schmiedel 2020, p. 2. 
28 Strømmen & Schmiedel 2020, pp. 5–6, 8–9. 
29 Strømmen & Schmiedel 2020, pp. 40–41. 
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struggle against Islam just as God aided the peoples of God in the Bible. Breivik 

did this by using biblical quotations within the framework of warfare against Is-

lam.30 The chapter ends with a discussion on how Breivik understood the Church 

but also the Church’s role in times of terror. Strømmen and Schmiedel argue that 

the Church of Norway takes a provocative yet promising approach by being open 

to all peoples, and at the same time not being open to all ideas and ideologies, such 

as racism or Antisemitism.31 Lastly, the chapter discuss how the Church of Norway 

instead of simply stating that Breivik’s Christianity does not constitute Christianity, 

promote and present a different Christianity as a response. By doing so the Church 

acknowledges what is at stake in the far-right’s claims to Christianity, the very 

meaning of Christianity.32  

A work worth mentioning briefly is James Aho’s This Thing of Darkness: A So-

ciology of the Enemy and in particular the opening chapter. In it, Aho theorizes on 

the concept of the “enemy” and how intergroup relations affect how the ingroup 

defines and acts toward its perceived outgroup. Of particular interest for Aho is how 

the creation of the hostile outgroup defines the ingroup as good, and how it justifies 

doing violence towards the outgroup. Aho conceptualize this through a triad of par-

adoxes. The first, evil’s inseparability from good, argues that doing violence to-

wards another stems from trying to correct an evil which is seen as having been 

done to yourself or your group. Thus, the fundamental tragedy of all violent conflict 

is that evil deeds are done out of a sense of right.33 The second paradox focuses on 

the unifying function of the enemy. Looking at the first Gulf war Aho argues that 

US society found a new unifying enemy in Saddam Hussein, something which it 

had sorely lacked since the end of the Cold War.34 The third and final paradox fo-

cuses on the duality of the enemy. The enemy is at once both the embodiment of 

ultimate evil and at the same time alluring. It is at once both something objective, 

it is after all a specific group of individuals, but also a projection of the ingroup.35 

For obvious reasons, there are not as many studies that focus on Brenton Tarrant 

as there are on Breivik, but this does not mean that these do not exist. I have already 

 
30 Strømmen & Schmiedel 2020, pp. 46–47. 
31 Strømmen & Schmiedel 2020, pp. 56–57. 
32 Strømmen & Schmiedel 2020, pp. 64–65. 
33 Aho 1994, pp. 11–12. 
34 Aho 1994, pp. 14–15. 
35 Aho 1994, pp. 17–18. 
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mentioned Gardell’s book from 2021 which focus on Tarrant and how he is a mem-

ber of the wider field of white power lone wolves. Gardell shows how Tarrant ar-

gued that his attack was not against diversity but instead for it as diversity for Tar-

rant means diversity between nations. In the book it is also argued that Tarrant who 

was born in 1990 grew up with Islam being portrayed as the enemy in media every 

day, something which most likely influenced his choice of targeting two mosques’ 

and followers of Islam.36 Another example of research on Tarrant’s attack is The 

Combating Terrorism Center at West Point who has analyzed Tarrant’s use of 

livestreaming during his attack as a propaganda tool.37 This focus on Tarrant’s use 

of the internet comes up in more academic writing. 

One example is the article “The ‘tarrant effect’: what impact did far-right attacks 

have on the 8chan forum?” by Stephen J. Baele, Lewys Brace and Travis G. Coan. 

8chan was an anonymous “image-board” on which not only Tarrant, but also the 

Poway synagogue shooter and El Paso shooter made posts linking to either their 

livestreams, “open letters”, or manifestos. All of these attacks occurred during the 

first eight months of 2019.38 Baele, Brace and Coan argue that they cannot find any 

clear type of offline-to-online impact between the forum and these cases of mass 

violence. However, they could conclude that a “Tarrant effect” affected the image-

board in the wake of Tarrant’s attack which led to an increase in racial slurs and 

Tarrant becoming a “saint” for the community.39  

An article which dwells on a similar topic as Tarrant’s “sanctification” on 8chan 

is Ari Ben Am and Gabriel Weimann’s article on “new martyrdom.” New martyr-

dom is defined as someone who is willing to sacrifice themselves for religion, ide-

ology, political views, faith etc.40 Ben Am and Weimann argue for the importance 

of propaganda for the far-right as well as the centrality of “martyrdom” within mod-

ern far-right movements, stating that it has existed since their inception in the late 

19th and early 20th centuries. The authors states the claim that Tarrant is one of the 

most discussed far-right terrorists both within and outside of the far-right milieu.41 

 
36 Gardell 2021, pp. 66–70. 
37 Macklin 2019. 
38 Baele, Brace, & Coan 2020, p. 2. 
39 Baele et al. 2020, p. 19. 
40 Ben Am & Weimann 2020, p. 130. 
41 Ben Am & Weimann 2020, pp. 133–134, 139. 
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By repeating and somewhat following Breivik’s invocation of holy knighthood Tar-

rant ties himself to Christianity and this has been followed by people within the far-

right online spheres who has created propaganda and imagery of him using Chris-

tian iconography.42 Ben Am and Weimann show examples of Tarrant being drawn 

in the style of a militant Jesus figure in variations which follow a Catholic Christian 

style of iconography as well as an Orthodox Christian style.43 While this article is 

not on Tarrant’s own perception of the concept of religion, it shows how the milieu 

in which he is viewed as a form of “hero” has employed Christianity in relation to 

his deed and name.  

1.6. – Background – Lone wolf terrorism 
 

In studying Breivik and Tarrant I argue that to be able to analyze their works in any 

meaningful way it is necessary to start by acknowledging what they fundamentally 

are – lone wolf terrorists driven by ideologies created within the milieus surround-

ing the contemporary white power and radical nationalist movements. Here it is 

prudent to return to previously mentioned scholars such as Spaaij, Gardell and Grif-

fin.  

One of the central questions in the research field of radical nationalist lone wolf 

terrorism is how to approach the study object’s ideological understandings of the 

world. An often-used approach is to employ the works of Griffin. Griffin revolu-

tionized fascist studies in the 1990s with the concept of “generic fascism.” Griffin 

argued that fascism constitutes more than simply “[…] cynical material and class 

interest or the poisonous fruit of destructive hatred and fanaticism.”44 Generic fas-

cism is a way to recognize and make it possible to study the vast number of unique 

movements and groups which exists in the spectrum of “fascism” by looking at 

certain common traits between these to create an ideal type.45 To conduct studies on 

 
42 Ben Am & Weimann 2020, pp. 140–141. 
43 Ben Am & Weimann 2020, p. 142. 
44 Griffin 2018, p. 34. 
45 Griffin 2010, p. 341. 
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this, Griffin argues, it is not possible to understand fascists or fascism without en-

gaging with them and their material through the concept of “methodological empa-

thy”.46 This concept will be discussed further in the methods chapter. 

What then is a lone wolf? Some researchers such as Bart Schuurman et al. see 

lone wolf as a sensationalist term which has no usage in scholarly work.47 Instead, 

they argue that a term such as “lone actor” should be employed in the exceptionally 

rare cases where there has been no connection whatsoever between the lone actor 

and other individuals or groups regarding the planning, or for committing, an at-

tack.48 There is also the question of how “alone” a lone wolf/lone actor needs to be. 

There is the previously mentioned view that Schuurman et al. argues for which says 

that a lone actor is an individual who commit terror attacks without any connections 

to any group or anyone else.49 Ramón Spaaij argues, similarly to Schuurman et al., 

that a “lone wolf” operate fully individually, that they are not part of any organized 

network or group, and that they construct their modi operandi without any direct 

outside hierarchy or command.50 Gardell uses the term lone wolf not as an analytical 

concept but instead as a metaphor. This is because the term “lone wolf” is often-

times used by the attackers themself. By using the term lone wolf, Gardell argues, 

it shows how these individuals view themselves as Aryan heroes who act for the 

benefit of the white race without any order or command structure.51 I will use the 

term this way and employ “lone wolf” as a metaphor throughout this thesis as it can 

be argued that this is the way in which both Tarrant and Breivik view themselves. 

As “heroes” who act individually to “save” the collective.  

This brings forth an important aspect to remember, and this is why it is necessary 

to apply this field of research to my study. The lone wolf is not alone. Breivik and 

Tarrant are just two examples of people who have adopted the explicit tactic of 

leaderless resistance which has been a staple of radical nationalism since at least 

the 1980s and 1990s. They share political views, tactics, visions, and see themselves 

as part of the same decentralized resistance movement that acts as a vanguard for 

 
46 Griffin 2018, pp. 34, 39. 
47 Schuurman et al. 2019, pp. 771–772. 
48 Schuurman et al. 2019, pp. 772–773, 774–775. 
49 Schuurman et al. 2019, pp. 774–775. 
50 Spaaij 2012, p. 16. 
51 Gardell 2021, p. 19. 
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the white power struggle.52 But this is only the armed part of the resistance move-

ment. Gardell, Heléne Lööw, and Michael Dahlberg-Grundberg also discuss the 

overt propaganda machinery which is a part of the “resistance.”53.Today these prop-

aganda operations are oftentimes conducted on the internet, through articles, social 

media, video games, and similar digital spheres.54 These aspects cannot be stressed 

enough as Tarrant and Breivik did not in any capacity view themselves as being 

“alone” in their struggles.  

The fact that Breivik and Tarrant share the same ideals, visions, tactics, ideological 

understandings, and perhaps understandings of religion, must be taken into consid-

eration while studying the source material. This is why this field of research will be 

employed as a theoretical framework for this thesis. 

1.7. – Sources 
 

The source material employed to answer the posed research questions consists of 

two different texts. The first is the over 1500-page long compendium 2083 – A 

European Declaration compiled by Anders Breivik. It was distributed by Breivik 

himself to a thousand individuals active in anti-Muslim and radical nationalist net-

works just hours before his attack in Oslo and on Utøya on the 22nd of July, 2011.55 

The compendium consists of texts written by Breivik, parts where he interviews 

himself, journal entries, as well as some texts lifted from academic works and texts 

written by other radical nationalist and anti-Muslim individuals. The second source 

is the 87-page long manifesto The Great Replacement written by Brenton Tarrant 

which was published on the “pol” board on the online forum 8chan shortly before 

his attack in Christchurch on March 15th, 2019.56 The central theme of Tarrant’s 

work is the conspiracy theory of the same name as the title of the manifesto, the 

great replacement. This conspiracy argues that through immigration and because of 

lower birth rates among the white population in “Western” countries, a white gen-

 
52 Gardell 2021, pp. 3, 11. 
53 Gardell, Lööw, & Dahlberg-Grundberg 2017, pp. 90–91. 
54 Gardell 2021, p. 35; Gardell et al. 2017, pp. 90–91. 
55 Gardell 2014, pp. 129–131. 
56 Gardell 2021, p. 58. 
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ocide is being conducted. The manifesto consists of “proof” that the Great Replace-

ment is occurring, calls to action as well as parts where Tarrant interview himself 

and describes his life prior to the attack. 

Both of these manifestos are unpublished in the sense that they were only dis-

tributed online by Tarrant and Breivik themselves before their attacks. This means 

that while these texts might not exist in physical archives or libraries, they can be 

downloaded from the internet. I downloaded Breivik’s manifesto 2083 from the 

website www.publicintelligence.net, who brands itself as a collaborate research 

project with the goal of defending the public’s right to access information. I down-

loaded Tarrant’s manifesto The Great Replacement from https://www.ilfoglio.it/, 

the website of a mainstream Italian newspaper who has uploaded the manifesto and 

made it available to download. 

These two texts consist of many of Tarrant and Breivik’s views of the world, 

especially in the context of their white power, anti-Muslim, and radical nationalist 

beliefs. By studying these texts, I argue it is possible to gain a deep understanding 

of how these two men understand the concept of religion. While the manifesto and 

compendium are only the written works of two specific lone wolf terrorists, they 

are two of the most, if not the most, famous cases of radical nationalist terrorists in 

the 21st century. There are also clear examples of how both these texts have inspired 

others to adopt similar beliefs and conduct similar actions, meaning that while I 

cannot say the results derived from these materials are universal for all radical na-

tionalist lone wolf terrorists, these texts are important documents within the wider 

milieu from which Breivik and Tarrant came from and can therefore be of interest 

for a wider field of study. 
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Chapter 2 – Theoretical considerations 

In the chapter below a discussion on the critical theory of religion will follow. Clos-

ing out this chapter is then a subchapter on how it will be employed for this specific 

thesis. 

 

2.1. – Critical theory of religion 
 

The core idea of the critical theory which I will employ is well formulated by Gold-

stein, King, and Boyarin who argue that a critical theory of religion, while acknowl-

edging the problematic aspects of the category of religion, still views it as a useful 

heuristic tool.57 This means that in studying religion the researcher needs to distin-

guish between religion as a container (of beliefs), as practices (rituals), as a category 

and as an empirical entity. When using it as a category it allows one to group a wide 

array of practices, institutions, ideas, and beliefs into one set which can then be 

compared to other sets. This also allows the usage of such institutions, beliefs, and 

ideas that are not typically coded as religion and points out to which extent, they do 

resemble the general understanding of that category.58 One of the most prevalent 

researchers who argue for this line of thinking is Timothy Fitzgerald. Fitzgerald 

argues in his article A critique of “religion” as a cross-cultural category that the 

usage of the word “religion” has become analytically redundant. Fitzgerald’s view 

is that “religion” both in its theological and non-theological usage by scholars has 

started to be used to study a plethora of other things such as culture and institution-

alized values.59 Fitzgerald has since the publication of this article continued to dis-

cuss his ideas. In an article from 2015, I would argue that Fitzgerald presents his 

ideas more clearly when he states that the idea that any scholar can simply decide 

 
57 Goldstein, King, & Boyarin 2016, p. 4. 
58 Goldstein et al. 2016, p. 4. 
59 Fitzgerald 1997, pp. 91–93. 
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what they mean when they refer to religion is an illusion, and that ultimately if 

religion can mean anything then it means nothing. Therefore, Fitzgerald argues, the 

operation of religion should be studied as a power category.60 A critical theory of 

religion is thus a critique of the categories that determine “modern” consciousness. 

In a sense, it is to tear down the preconceived ideas of the generic division of the 

“religious” and the “secular”.61  

Brent Nongbri in his book Before religion discusses similar topics and tries to 

answer the question if religion has “always been there”. In it, Nongbri presents an 

interesting but not sufficient way in the attempt to define religion, originally for-

mulated by Eric J. Sharpe who wrote that “To define religion is, then, far less im-

portant than to possess the ability to recognise it when we come across it.”62 Nongbri 

has himself tried this approach by asking his students to define religion, which they 

have done with a wide range of conflicting definitions. What they can agree on is 

“what counts” as religion, and what does not.63 According to Nongbri, the usage of 

the term “religion” in modern language subconsciously defines religion without de-

fining it. That definition is how sufficiently it resembles modern Protestant Chris-

tianity. While Nongbri argues that this is a simplistic, crass, Christiancentric and 

ethnocentric way of defining if any “-ism” (like Marxism) can be defined as a “re-

ligion”, any attempt of this that Nongbri has witnessed has had this definition as an 

implicit core.64  

Nongbri also brings forth a mental image of schoolbook maps that shows the 

world as divided between different religions by on a map “showing” how far a spe-

cific religion has spread.65 This fit right into the ethnopluralist views of Tarrant and 

the monocultural views of Breivik, where Muslims “must stay where they belong”, 

and Christians must rule over Europe and the old British settler colonies. Or as 

Tarrant puts it: He does not hate a Muslim man or woman living in their homeland, 

but he dislikes the ones who invade his lands and replace his people. Finishing his 

argument by stating that the only one he truly hates is the convert.66  

 
60 Fitzgerald 2015, p. 304. 
61 Fitzgerald 2015, pp. 315–316. 
62 Nongbri 2015, p. 15. 
63 Nongbri 2015, p. 15. 
64 Nongbri 2015, p. 18. 
65 Nongbri 2015, pp. 20–21. 
66 Tarrant n.d., 2019, p. 16–17. 
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While reading the source material and analyzing how Breivik and Tarrant define 

and understand the concept of religion, it is necessary to use this as a theoretical 

understanding to truly guide me in this endeavor. They view religions through their 

relation to Christian Protestantism and with the idea that regions can be divided on 

a religious basis, between a “us” and a “them”. For a thesis aiming to analyze how 

Breivik and Tarrant employ and understand the concept of religion, I argue that 

these are fitting theoretical frameworks. Approaching it through the critical theory 

of religion where an already set definition of religion does not exist and instead 

approaching it through how the category of religion is employed and understood by 

these two men themselves should help me be able to answer the set of research 

questions. 

2.2. – Working model for theory 
 

The critical theory of religion will thus be employed by allowing the material itself 

to define and reveal how Breivik and Tarrant present and understands the concept 

of “religion”. Simply stated I will not approach this material with any set definition 

of what the term “religion” implies, neither in a theological nor non-theological 

sense.  
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Chapter 3 – Methodological considerations 

Below is a discussion of the methods employed in the study will follow. It is one 

methodological model and one methodological concept which I will employ in this 

thesis. The concept which will be used is the concept of methodological empathy. 

The methodological model, the main method, for conducting the study of this thesis 

is the hermeneutic model. In the following chapter, these two will be discussed and 

presented more in-depth. 

3.1. – Methodological empathy 
 

While the researcher must not adhere to the ideas presented by fascists or fascism 

those same ideas cannot be ignored as simply delusions or negations of other ideo-

logical thoughts, but as genuine ideological creations. Here we return to the concept 

of “methodological empathy”, as briefly mentioned in the theoretical chapter. 

Roger Griffin states that what this means is that the study of fascism (and I argue 

radical nationalist ideologies fall under this umbrella) should not simply be ap-

proached as being a façade of fanaticism, destructive hatred, or class interest. But 

as expressions of ideals held by its followers of what is wrong with society and how 

society can be renewed and regenerated.67 This means that I throughout all of my 

readings of the source material will not approach its contents as only deep-seated 

hatred or bigotry. But also, as genuine ideological ideals on how to conduct the 

renewal of society, albeit a brutal and violent one, which Breivik and Tarrant view 

as absolutely necessary. 

 
67 Griffin 2018, p. 34. 
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3.2. – The hermeneutic method 

  
It might seem redundant to state that any study grounded in a historical source ma-

terial requires some type of interpretation, but it is an important statement, none-

theless. One of the classic methods employed within the field of the history of reli-

gions, and the method which this thesis will employ, is hermeneutics.  

The simplest explanation of what hermeneutics constitutes, according to Jens 

Zimmermann, is interpretation. It is unconsciously at work even when we grasp the 

obvious meaning of something, such as a red light in traffic.68 To quote Zimmer-

mann: “[H]ermeneutics is the art of understanding and of making oneself under-

stood.”69 Zimmerman points out that reading a text with this understanding becomes 

key as we lack many aspects which we have in face-to-face conversations such as 

body language, the tonality of the voice and other indicators which tells us how to 

interpret different statements.70 Zimmerman discusses E.D. Hirsch’s research to 

provide some guidelines for how to approach this issue to not make the text into a 

mirror in which the reader reflects their personal views. One of Hirsch’s main weap-

ons against relativism is to view the author’s intended meaning as something which 

cannot be changed by the one interpreting the text, the person who wrote the text is 

the original author and the validity of any interpretation is judged based on the 

original authors meaning.71 But, is it possible to find a self-identical universally rec-

ognizable object? Zimmerman discusses Paul Ricoeur’s scholarly work and from 

this Zimmerman derives that Ricoeur was not so sure about that.72 Ricoeur argues 

that interpretation consists of the reader integrating textual details into a meaningful 

whole, which is based on a person’s personal imagination. According to this her-

meneutic philosophy the hermeneutic circle of understanding is thus not simply be-

tween author and reader, but between one’s own understating of one’s own world 

and the world projected by the text.73 

 
68 Zimmermann 2015, pp. 1–2. 
69 Zimmermann 2015, p. 2. 
70 Zimmermann 2015, pp. 57–59. 
71 Zimmermann 2015, pp. 60–62. 
72 Zimmermann 2015, p. 63. 
73 Zimmermann 2015, pp. 62–64, 67. 
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As a historian of religion, applying a hermeneutic method the issue of temporal-

ity cannot be understated or ignored. In James E. Bradley and Richard A. Mullers' 

discussion on objectivity, they argue for the fact that the significance of any source 

material will change, whereas in a similar vein to Hirsch’s argumentation the mean-

ing of the original document does not only not change from its original meaning in 

relation to its created context but that effects the significance of using it as source 

material in the present. Bradley and Muller thus argue that to reach the higher levels 

of objectivity the historian must let the material speak on its own terms while still 

exercising self-restraint and critical judgment. This is in a sense the core of trying 

to reach objectivity they argue. To find a balance between concrete questions of 

interpretation and personal evaluation based in empathy or biases.74 Lastly, to apply 

the hermeneutic method in a satisfying manner it is important to make sure that 

fitting research questions are posed to the source material. Bradley and Muller argue 

that one should not ask if someone is right or wrong, but why does that person say 

what they do. This is according to Zimmermann one of the core aspects of herme-

neutics; to not simply describe or name objects but to understand meaningful struc-

tures.75  

Hermeneutics will thus be used in this thesis to find a clear basis for how to 

interpret the texts written by Breivik and Tarrant. It affects the questions asked 

throughout the thesis and most key it provides guidelines on how to read and inter-

pret the material. Every interpretation will be done with the original author as the 

waypoint in how to understand each sentiment and point argued in the manifestos. 

This becomes important when trying to understand how the concept of religion is 

constructed within these materials as the author will have to interpret what can be 

understood as constituting religion whereas the language used might not make those 

connections clear. The hermeneutic method provides the keys to trying and achieve 

the balance, which is needed for interpreting, which is of utmost importance, espe-

cially while studying materials such as these which come packed with earlier biases. 

 
74 Bradley & Muller 2016, pp. 55–56. 
75 Bradley & Muller 2016, p. 56; Zimmermann 2015, p. 12. 
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3.3. – Approaching the material 
 

With such a large number of pages to read and study, especially in the case of 

Breivik’s compendium, I will shortly describe how I have gone about and read the 

source material. 

In the case of Tarrant, I read through every page at least twice as to make sure I 

had a clear understanding of every page and its contents as it is not a very long body 

of text. The PDF being only 87-pages long and the text is sparse on most pages.76 

In the case of Breivik’s compendium, I had to approach it a bit differently. I first 

sifted through the material to find passages, chapters and parts of the different books 

which seemed to contain nothing of interest for my study. These passages for ex-

ample focused on how to acquire funding for terror plots, what type of equipment 

Breivik gathered and which he argues is necessary for such a plot, as well as the 

parts focusing on how to construct bio- and chemical-weapons.77 These were then 

ignored when I started to read through the material. During my reading I then found 

many chapters and passages which were of interest and which I marked as such. 

While conducting the analysis and study I then chose the passages and chapters 

which I thought were of extra interest and which most clearly highlighted and 

showed the results which I derived through my methodological as well as theoreti-

cal choices.  

 
76 Tarrant n.d. 
77 Breivk n.d., pp. 848, 860–868, 1018–1027. 
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Chapter 4 – Studying Breivik and Tarrant 

In the following chapter, I will start by studying Breivik’s understanding of the 

concept of religion and how that affects his view of the other and then follow up 

with a similar subchapter studying the same for Tarrant. Lastly, I will compare the 

similarities and differences between the two in a separate subchapter.  

4.1. – Breivik’s view of the religious other 
 

In 2083 it is abundantly clear right from the start whom Breivik views as the hostile 

other. It is the cultural Marxists and the Muslims. Breivik writes that 2083 docu-

ments “that the fear of Islamisation is all but irrational”. 78 The compendium consists 

of five main topics according to Breivik himself with the topics being: The rise of 

cultural Marxism/multiculturalism in Europe; why the Islamic colonization of Eu-

rope began; the current state of the west European Resistance Movements; solutions 

for western Europe and the resistance movement and relevant topics such as solu-

tions and strategies for all of Breivik’s envisioned different political fronts. 79 The 

importance of this compendium for Breivik cannot be understated as he states that 

it is the very core of his current resistance efforts with his July attacks being a “mar-

keting operation” for the compendium. 80 In 2083 some parts seem to imply that 

Breivik’s biggest foe is not Islam but what he refers to as either multiculturalism, 

cultural Marxism, or political correctness. He writes that these ideological concepts 

are the main reason for the ongoing success of the Islamic colonization of Europe, 

perpetrated through the actions of Europe’s leaders who adhere to these ideological 

concepts.81 This should not however be read or interpreted as if Breivik only views 

Islam or Muslims as tools used by these cultural Marxist leaders. He presents ideas 

that show how he views the others religion, here Islam, as something inherently 

 
78 Breivik n.d., p. 11 
79 Breivik n.d., p. 11. 
80 Breivik n.d., p. 15. 
81 Breivik n.d., p. 16. 
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evil. One of the ways to see this is through how he understands and presents the 

concept of Jihad. A recurring term that Breivik employs throughout the compen-

dium. An example is the 12-page chapter labeled “Modern Jihad” in which he lists. 

by continent and country, what he argues to be cases of modern Jihadi actions.82 In 

this chapter Breivik makes the case that Turkey never stopped committing the Hel-

lenic Genocide: ”In a way, the Hellenic Genocide still didn't end, as its few survi-

vors are persecuted right now in all territories ruled by the Turks, especially in Con-

stantinople and Imvros.“83 Interestingly Breivik does not simply mention what he 

perceives as being Jihadi actions towards Christians in this chapter, but also against 

Hindus (as seen in the subchapter “Jihad in Bangladesh”), Buddhists (as seen in the 

subchapter “Jihad in West-China, Xinjiang”) and Jews (as seen in the subchapter 

“Jihad in Iraq”).84 A quick word search on the word “Jihad” in Breivik’s compen-

dium show 660 hits, showing its prevalence throughout a majority of the compen-

dium.85 To get ahead of myself for a second, the same search in Tarrant’s manifesto 

shows zero hits on “Jihad” and any other variations of the term.86  

The previously discussed chapter is not the only one focusing on Jihad in 

Breivik’s compendium. The first chapter of the first “book” in the compendium 

focuses on Jihad and more specifically what Breivik sees as the historical revision-

ism or negationism regarding the modern presentation of Jihad in western Europe. 

Breivik makes it clear that he views Islam as always having been in conflict with 

the non-Muslim parts of the world ever since the founding of Islam over 1400 years 

ago. He argues that Islam through the concept of Jihad has systematically since the 

7th century caused over 300 million deaths and enslaved over 500 million people, 

also stating that more than 12.000 terror attacks have been perpetrated by Jihadists 

since 9/11 and that there are around 150 deadly Jihadi attacks daily globally. These 

“facts” Breivik argues have been hidden through the actions of the cultural Marx-

ists.87 The most important statement in these paragraphs for this thesis is when 

Breivik states: “This trend will continue as long as there are non-Muslim targets 

available and as long as Islam continues to exist.”88 This is a clear example of how 

 
82 Breivik n.d., p. 424–436. 
83 Breivik n.d., p. 425. 
84 Breivik n.d., p. 425–427. 
85 Breivik n.d. 
86 Tarrant n.d. 
87 Breivik n.d., p. 45–46. 
88 Breivik n.d., p. 46. 
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Breivik views the others religion and its oppositional nature and he states in a later 

paragraph how Islam’s atrocities vastly outnumber the Christian one’s and how he 

is appalled that anyone claims that these two religions are equally evil.89 It is already 

in the first chapter of the first book stated by Breivik himself what his intended 

meaning, the meaning that E.D. Hirsch argues must be placed at the forefront of 

any interpretation, is when writing about Islam. Breivik is trying to show the bru-

tality and the evil nature of Islam which he believes has been hidden from western 

Europeans. 

These ideas are not only presented by Breivik within the compendium. Fjordman, 

an anti-Muslim Norwegian blogger from whom Breivik has borrowed many texts, 

writes that men and women have held the line against Islam for over a thousand 

years to protect both Europe and the world from Islamic domination.90 This percep-

tion is lifted to the forefront yet again when Breivik discusses what he views as the 

cause for monotheistic fanaticism. Breivik states that a strategy that has been used 

to relativize Islamic fanaticism is to compare it to cases of Christian fanaticism. 

While Breivik argues that he believes all prophetic monotheistic religions have fa-

naticism embedded in them he believes that many of the Christian cases stem from 

influences and experiences gained from facing Islam. Breivik argues that the force-

ful conversion of Balts to Christianity which was perpetrated by the Teutonic 

Knights came from the knights’ experiences during the crusades, and that the Span-

ish inquisition occurred on the Iberian Peninsula specifically because it was the 

battleground between Moors and Christian Spanish and Portuguese kingdoms.91 Is-

lam is understood by Breivik as being so evil and so fanatic that it has influenced 

Christians to act as vile as Muslims. It is also seen in how Breivik presents the 

justification for the Crusades. Breivik states that the crusades were not cases of 

unprovoked aggression of the Christian kingdoms. Instead, Breivik argues that Is-

lam has since the time of Mohammed fought to conquer the Christian world,92 writ-

ing:  

 
89 Breivik n.d., p. 46. 
90 Breivik n.d., p. 715. 
91 Breivik n.d., p. 52. 
92 Breivik n.d., p. 144–145. 
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And the Muslim empires were not finished yet. They continued to press westward toward 
Constantinople, ultimately passing it and entering Europe itself. As far as unprovoked ag-
gression goes, it was all on the Muslim side. At some point what was left of the Christian 
world would have to defend itself or simply succumb to Islamic conquest.93 

 

These findings echo Gardell’s research as he argues that Breivik evokes an idea of 

an apocalyptic struggle between the forces of Light (“Europe”) and Darkness (“Is-

lam”).94 This description is fitting as I have presented that Breivik believes that 

when Christianity has done evil, it is mainly because of the Darkness of Islam dim-

ming the Christian Light. 

For Breivik, the terms culture and religion lie close to each other. His issues are 

not simply with “Islam” but with Islamic culture, even though this is not always 

explicitly stated. When Breivik discusses the concept of religion, he is oftentimes 

talking about a much broader spectrum of phenomena. An example of this connec-

tion between culture and the concept of religion is seen in chapter 69 in book 2 

where Breivik argues that ever since the French revolution, Europe has caused itself 

a self-inflicted injury by removing its Judeo-Christian religious and cultural roots 

and instead adopting a hedonistic secular culture. The struggle in Europe is there-

fore, according to Breivik, between this hedonistic post-Judeo-Christian culture and 

Islamic culture which still has its religious core left. He also here states how he 

believes the USA will fare better as it still retains its Christian cultural core, even 

among its major minority ethnic groups. Breivik even argues that: “Not Islam is to 

blame. Secularism is.”95 This is not only a threat to the present but risks possible 

destruction of the future as well as a betrayal of European Christian history. Breivik 

writes: 

The old European civilization – the pre-secular or the pre-post Christian one – will live on in 
the U.S. If it perishes there too, mankind will relapse into the dark ages that are now taking 
hold of Europe, the cradle of Western civilisation.96 

 

The religious other here seems to share the place of the enemy with the secular 

other. Breivik’s creation of a hostile outgroup therefore thus not seem to only be 

centered on the existence of what he perceives as an evil religion, but that a lack of 

 
93 Breivik n.d., p. 145. 
94 Gardell 2014, p. 135. 
95 Breivik n.d., p. 652. 
96 Breivik n.d., p. 652. 
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religion altogether is also something that can also be a reason for becoming an op-

positional other. 

Here it might be prudent to attempt to find at least a semblance of how Breivik 

understands how the concept of religion operates and affects people, and a good 

way of exemplifying his understanding is to analyze how he understands his own 

religious beliefs. Breivik describes himself as a Protestant Christian who went from 

being an agnostic to being moderately religious. At the same time, he describes 

himself as being 100%, Christian. While stating that he is a protestant he believes 

that the Protestant church has succeeded in its main objective of reforming the 

Church and that the protestant churches of Europe should de-construct and once 

again become a part of the Catholic church structure to create a monocultural Chris-

tian Europe. He also writes that regarding his relationship to God, he is primarily a 

man of logic.97 Breivik argues for de-constructing Protestant churches mainly for 

two reasons. He argues that Protestantism promotes individuality and private spir-

ituality which Breivik beliefs to be a slippery slope to religious chaos claiming: 

“There are now more than 25 000 Protestant sects and the number is growing!”98 

The second reason is that Breivik's beliefs the Catholic church to be more able to 

create a sense of religious unity for Christians. He believes that one of the most 

important things the Catholic Church has is tradition, which needs to be combined 

with scripture.99 Breivik argues:  

[…] the Protestant doctrine of Sola Scriptura (by scripture alone) is illogical because the 
formation of the canon (i.e. what we recognise as Scripture) was itself a monumental act of 
the church. Thus, the Bible requires an infallible church.100 

 

This should however not be interpreted as Breivik being deeply invested in theo-

logical and doctrinal discussions. Later in the same chapter, it becomes clear that 

these discussions still serve to fill his overarching goal of the creation of a mono-

cultural Europe through the removal of other cultures and religions, primarily Islam. 

Breivik argues that the Pope has the possibility of becoming a Crusader Pope who 

can save Christianity and be a just knight.101 Most importantly is that Breivik argues 

 
97 Breivik n.d., pp. 1398, 1404. 
98 Breivik n.d., p. 1133–1136. 
99 Breivik n.d., p. 1135. 
100 Breivik n.d., p. 1135. 
101 Breivik n.d., p. 1137. 
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that Catholicism through the Pope can act as a unifier and a religious and cultural 

authority for all Christians.102 Breivik finish his argumentation by stating:  

The goal must obviously not be to create a new theocracy. Europe will still remain predomi-
nantly secular. However, the Churches primary role will be to contribute to unity by offering 
cultural and spiritual opportunities. The Church will once again be allowed to do what it was 
intended to do; to propagate and maintain cultural unity through pre defined rituals and cel-
ebrations. 103 

 

Some important aspects of Breivik’s understanding of the concept of religion can 

be derived from the passages discussed above in which Breivik explains his own 

relation to God and his views on Christianity. Firstly, he views logic as being a 

dialectic to believing in a God. Implying that fully believing in a God means that a 

person is illogical. Secondly, and perhaps most importantly, is the solidification of 

Breivik’s perception that the concept of religion is a part of a wider concept he 

understands as culture. He is not fighting for a Christian Europe where the belief in 

the Christian God is what unites and defines its peoples. Instead, it is a culture in-

fused with Christianity for which he understands himself as fighting to return to 

Europe. Breivik clearly states that the Church can return to doing what it was in-

dented to do and maintain cultural unity. For Breivik, the role of religion is primar-

ily to aid in the establishment and continuation of a unified culture. 

I would argue that this understanding of the religious culture or the cultural reli-

gion can be seen as well in how Breivik discusses what he states are his “personal 

experiences” of hostile interactions with people he claims were Muslims. In this 

part of the compendium titled “Paying the price for multiculturalism” Breivik de-

scribes eight alleged interactions where he or his friends have been victims of the 

hostile behavior of people whom Breivik has labeled Muslim.104 The entire subchap-

ter shows this conglomeration of primarily the concept of religion and culture in 

Breivik’s understanding of the younger Muslim men he claims to have interacted 

with, whom he labels “Jihadi youth”. The clearest example is how he describes 

 
102 Breivik n.d., p. 1137. 
103 Breivik n.d., p. 1138. 
104 In these stories Breivik also writes what he assumed their ethnicities were. There are no indica-
tions that he would ever have had the opportunity, or wanted to, to ask them about their ethnic 
backgrounds, meaning that it is most likely based on Breivik’s own stereotypes. 
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alleged robberies done by Muslims, which he describes as if they are collect-

ing Jizya,105 the taxation which historically non-Muslim permanent residents in ter-

ritories governed through Islamic law had to pay yearly. While it is presented as a 

backhand comment and perhaps meant to be read as a bit of “humor” it shows a 

recurring theme in Breivik’s writing.  Anything bad or evil done by anyone which 

he believes to be a Muslim is inherently “Islamic”. A robbery is not only a robbery, 

but it also becomes a part of their “Muslimness” and the evil history of Islam which 

these people embody for Breivik. These passages also show how the concept of 

race fits into his understanding and perception of the concept of religion. Here we 

need to return to Nongbri and the mental image of the schoolbook maps. Breivik 

most likely assumed these people were Muslims because of assumptions he made 

about their ethnicities. Because he believed them to have been from western Asia 

and the southern Balkans, in his mind they therefore must have been Muslims. A 

racial aspect of the concept of religion therefore also seems to be placed into 

Breivik’s understanding of the religious other. Even though Breivik often steers 

away from explicitly writing about race, it is documented by Gardell that he shares 

many of the racist ideas and notions present within the ideological milieu within 

which Breivik is a part. An example is the inclusion of the essay From Titans To 

Lemmings: The Suicide of Europe by the organization Reconquista which argues 

that inequalities between races reflect the natural order.106 

4.2. – Tarrant’s view of the religious other 
 

While I will continue to use the term “other” to discuss the people whom Tarrant 

views as his enemies and the ones he fights against, it should be stated that the term 

he mainly uses is “Invader”. His reasoning for using “invader” as his primary term 

to describe the other is probably twofold: Firstly, it puts him and other white eth-

nopluralists in a discursive position of victimhood. “Their” homeland is being in-

vaded and they, therefore, view themselves as having every right to strike back. 

Secondly, it helps Tarrant in trying to keep up the façade that he does not hate Islam 

or Muslims per se, but simply “disliking” the ones who move to white homelands 

 
105 Breivik n.d., p. 1394. 
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and only truly hates the converts, as he states in his manifesto.107 This view is not 

unique to Tarrant in any sense but instead follows the main tenets of the idea of 

ethnopluralism. Gustaf Forsell in his article Blood Cross and Flag which studies 

the influence of race on the Ku Klux Klan’s theology defines the concept well:  

Ethnopluralism is characterized by monoculturalism where the world is seen as a mosaic of 
clearly demarcated and essentially different units where each one—e.g. white Protestant 
Americans and those of so-called black race—should know of and be at its rightful place and 
not live higgledy-piggledy in the imagined nation[.]108 

 

According to Tarrant as well as groups such as the Ku Klux Klan, they do not hate 

people of other religions, races, or cultures because they are not a part of the “we”. 

Instead, they hate that they are over “here”, instead of over “there”. The other can 

never become a part of "us", and that should never be a goal. "We" and the "other" 

should never have to share a physical space because that is what is best for all the 

peoples in the world, according to the ethnopluralist worldview.  

So, why does Tarrant view Muslims as the other? The short answer would be 

because they are not part of Tarrant’s “us”, they are not white and not European. 

Tarrant’s fixation on birthrates shows this clearly as he states his belief that the 

white populations of the world are dying because of the “invasion” and immigration 

of non-White people to the “white” parts of the world.109 But this is not a fully sat-

isfactory explanation. Tarrant proclaims that the only Muslim he hates is the con-

vert. 110 So, it is not only about race for Tarrant. What he perceives as the “us”, the 

white Western population, therefore contains something more than simply white 

skin. Meaning that the “other” contains something more than non-white skin. Tar-

rant seems to share the beliefs found within Breivik’s writing that there exists a 

need to establish a monocultural Europe. This can be seen when Tarrant states some 

of his larger political goals, were driving a wedge between NATO and Turkey and 

the balkanization of the USA are some of those goals. He believes that Turkey is 

not European and wants NATO to “return” to a European armed force. Tarrant is 

also starkly anti-American, arguing that the balkanization of the USA is a necessary 

step to stem their hurtful global influence. He uses the US’s support of Kosovo and 

Albania against Yugoslavia during the Balkan wars as a case of the US supporting 
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108 Forsell 2020, p. 10. 
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Muslim occupiers and invaders of Europe and helping in the slaughter of Christian 

Europeans,111 showing why he believes the US is a threat to the European people. 

Something I find highly interesting and relevant here is Tarrant’s perception of “Eu-

rope.”  

Europe is not primarily a geographical definition; it is how Tarrant understands 

those he believes to be “his people”. He believes himself to be European, stating 

that Australia as a British colony is an extension of Europe, and stating that all 

former European colonies are a part of Europe. The origins of his language, his 

philosophy, his culture, and most importantly his blood is European according to 

Tarrant.112 Tarrant argues that these colonies are: “A finger on the hand of the body 

of Europe.”113 Even from Tarrant’s own perception of race and Europe, this argu-

mentation seems illogical. It is clear that Tarrant does not view all previous Euro-

pean colonies as extensions of Europe, even though that is what he states. Sadiq 

Khan, the current mayor of London, is presented by Tarrant as being a “Pakistani 

muslim invader”114, but Khan’s roots are from an old British colony. Should he not, 

therefore, be seen as European? In a later chapter titled “Europe for Europeans” 

which should be read as a rallying call and encouragement for “removing” invaders 

from Europe, Tarrant lists some of those he perceives as invaders; Semitic, Turkish, 

Roma, African and Indian peoples.115 Tarrant’s previous statement “Australia, just 

like the rest of the colonies of Europe, is simply an off-shoot of the European peo-

ple”116 becomes a fallacy even within Tarrant’s own worldview. Tarrant does go 

back to this discussion shortly in a later segment stating that Australians are of Brit-

ish stock,117 and it is here we find the author's intended meaning when Tarrant argues 

that European colonies are an offshoot of Europe. The conclusion which can be 

drawn from here is that for Tarrant some of the British settler colonies are the “true” 

colonies, it is those who are “European”. Other previous European colonies, those 

that remained majority non-white or which did not commit strongly enough to “Eu-

ropean culture”, are never explicitly mentioned or discussed. Therefore, Tarrant 

creates a narrative where European colonies are an extension of Europe, as he, in a 
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sense, only admits the existence of white settler colonies which he views as cultur-

ally European. 

In the chapter “Europe for Europeans” Tarrant also writes that any people can be 

invaders of white homelands, stating that as long as they are “non-European” they 

must be removed from European lands.118 Why then did he choose to attack Muslims 

specifically? Tarrant’s discussions on why he chose that specific group of “in-

vaders” show how he understands the other's religion. Similar to Breivik, Islam in 

Tarrant’s writing is mainly understood as a culture. There are no discussions pre-

sented on either religious practice or the faith itself. Tarrant’s choice in targeting 

Muslims stems from how he perceives Islam as having constituted both a historical 

and a contemporary threat against his imagined white European people. It would 

seem that the intended meaning for how Tarrant wants the reader to understand 

Islam is as a people and culture that has been in conflict with the white Christian 

West for 1300 years.119 This line becomes even clearer when he argues that another 

reason for attacking Muslims specifically is because there is already widespread 

discontent against Muslim populations in the West.120  

Central for Tarrant’s understanding and depiction of Islam is primarily as a reli-

gion for people who are inherently non-white and therefore should not be a part of 

“Europe”. There are many cases of this throughout Tarrant’s manifesto. An exam-

ple is the one that I discussed in the chapter on the critical theory of religion, that 

the only Muslim Tarrant truly hates is the convert (which should most likely be read 

as the white convert).121 In the manifesto Tarrant makes a call for other radical na-

tionalists to kill what he deems as high-profile targets, two of them being the pres-

ident of Turkey Recep Erdogan and the current mayor of London Sadiq Khan who 

has Pakistani roots and is a practicing Muslim. Erdogan is presented as being both 

the leader of the Islamic country which occupies rightful European lands and also 

as the leader of the largest Islamic group within Europe. Khan on the other hand is 

 
118 Tarrant n.d., p. 60.; I would be remiss if I did not comment on the irony of Tarrant claiming that 
people moving to any other geographical location than their “homeland” should be met with re-
moval, and at the same time arguing that the British settler colonies are simply extensions of Europe. 
This also shows the true belief hiding behind the rhetoric of ethnopluralism. Ethnopluralists use the 
rhetoric of “one country for one people” to hide their belief in the superiority of the white race and 
that they ultimately should be allowed to dominate any region and create lebensraum however they 
see it fit. 
119 Tarrant n.d., p. 18. 
120 Tarrant n.d., p. 29. 
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hated by Tarrant for representing the ethnic replacement of white Europeans.122 Tar-

rant seems to hold an extra grudge against Khan for the fact that he governs over 

London specifically: “Londinium ,the [sic] very heart of the British isles.”123 This is 

most probably because Tarrant sees himself as being of Scottish, Irish and English 

stock.124 That Tarrant views Islam as being constituted by “other peoples” is clear 

as he states that he is not an islamophobe because he does not fear Islam. Instead, 

he argues that his hatred towards it is: “due to its high fertility rates, it will grow to 

replace other peoples and faiths.” [My italics].125 This is a rather important section 

to analyze if we are to understand how Tarrant understands the concept of religion 

and how he sees it as constituting an aspect of race. Tarrant’s understanding, and it 

can be argued that this holds for Breivik’s as well, shares many similarities to cen-

tral concepts within the broader field of conspiratorial thinking. As argued by As-

bjørn Dyrendal and Terje Emberland much of conspiratorial thinking hinges on an 

idea of a clear “we” and “them” with hard boundaries drawn between these two 

groups. While the “we” is perceived as consisting of individuals who act according 

to their separate wills, “they” become a monolithic entity with a shared goal and 

will. The “we” are often also seen as being free whereas “they” are clouded in a 

shroud of suspicion and secret plans aimed toward the “we”.126 Tarrant’s White Eu-

ropean Christian “we” are seen throughout the manifesto as a collective of individ-

ual wills, especially through his many calls to action and reflection regarding dif-

ferent subgroups within this large white collective, which makes up the majority of 

“Section I” of the manifesto.127 At the same time any action done by anyone whom 

Tarrant understands as being a Muslim is described as “Islamic”, the term he uses 

most frequently to refer to Islam and its followers.  

Let us here return to Tarrant’s hatred towards Erdogan and Khan. While Erdogan 

is the president of Turkey and understood by Tarrant as the leader of the Turkic 

peoples, even though there has been a presence of at first Ottoman Muslims and for 

the last hundred years Turkish Muslims in Europe, these people can never be seen 

as European by Tarrant because of their “racial” Islamic traits. It is the same reason 
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that makes Khan, a British-born and raised third-generation immigrant whose an-

cestry comes from an old British colony, be viewed as an enemy by Tarrant. Being 

a follower of Islam ascribes a set of practically “racial” traits, it turns the individual 

into an “Islamic” person, in the same way, that being a white European turn some-

one into a “Christian” person. The concept of religion holds racial aspects for Tar-

rant which are key in his understanding of this concept. In a sense, Tarrant has 

adopted the idea of “Muslim” as constituting a race in itself. Thereby traversing 

from the idea that Islamophobia operates as racism to Islamophobia becoming a 

form of racism. 

On page 43 one can find what I argue to be a central chapter for Tarrant’s under-

standing of  the concept of religion, and on the other in general. In it, Tarrant argues 

for the inherent weakness of diversity stating that diversity is not a strength. Instead, 

trust, nationalism, tradition, and unity create strength.128 As Tarrant puts it: “Mean-

while the “diverse” nations across the world are scenes of endless social, political, 

religious and ethnic conflict.”129  Why then do I find this chapter to be so illuminat-

ing in the quest to understand Tarrant’s view and understanding of the concept re-

ligion? In these argumentations are clear examples of Tarrant’s intended meaning 

when criticizing multiculturalism, immigration, the presence of more than one reli-

gion in society, and more. While reading, say a statement arguing against immigra-

tion, it would be incorrect to read it as simply a general critique of immigration. 

Tarrant understands the presence of any other religion, culture, or race outside of 

the majority as a threat to all of society. 

From this, a deeper understanding of Tarrant’s view of Islam can be extracted. 

Islam is not simply a hostile or evil religion in relation to Christianity; it is a social 

dissolvent. It threatens to tear apart Tarrant’s imagined white cultural Christian so-

ciety simply by existing in a specific geographical location. From this it can be 

argued that Tarrant does not view the others’ religion, here Islam, as a threat be-

cause of tenets, beliefs, or ideals he believes it to contain. But simply because it 

is not Christianity. It is something that threatens societal cohesion. Does this mean 

that other religions contain this same inherent threat towards “Western” societies 

for Tarrant? I would have to assume that this is the case as he is inherently against 
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diversity. However, no other religion is mentioned in his manifesto as being hostile 

towards Christianity and the “west”. Except for Christianity and Islam, there are 

only two other religious affiliations mentioned in Tarrant’s manifesto, atheism/ir-

religious and a brief mention of Judaism.130 It would seem that in Tarrant’s under-

standing atheism and irreligiosity hold the same dangers as Islam does when it 

comes to threatening the social order of “European” countries. Especially irreli-

gious is presented in this way when Tarrant discusses the failure that he views the 

“melting pot” of the United States as being, arguing that it is in turmoil because of 

it being: “deracialized, irreligious and deculturized”.131 That chapter and that spe-

cific quote tells something important about Tarrant’s view of the concept of reli-

gion. While he does not deeply dwell on the topic of religion or discuss it in depth, 

even stating that he is not sure if he is a Christian himself, 132 Tarrant believes a 

shared religion is a core feature for creating his utopian society. 

From this, I would argue that Tarrant’s understanding of the concept of religion 

is much wider than simply containing “religious” aspects. Religion is not simply 

believing in God, having shared practices and beliefs, holy scriptures, or even reli-

gious institutions. It is mainly racial, cultural, and social. In Tarrant’s worldview, 

he is a Christian, because he is a white European. But he is still not sure if he is 

Christian in the sense that he believes in the Christian God, the holy trinity, the 

Bible, or Christian dogma. Tarrant even ends his manifesto with: “Goodbye, god 

bless you all and I will see you in Valhalla.”133 Referring to a Pagan heaven instead 

of a Christian one. The concept of religion for Tarrant mainly seems to be a way to 

help him define what he sees as his ingroup and his oppositional outgroup.   

4.3. – Master and protégé? – Similarities and differences between 
2083 and The Great Replacement 
 

It is clear that Tarrant has been inspired by and to some degree wished to walk in 

the footsteps of Breivik. This has been argued by Gardell and stated by Tarrant 

himself as he claims to have both talked to and received a blessing before his attack 
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by Breivik. Tarrant also writes that even though he has read the writings of Dylan 

Roof and many others, he only really took inspiration from Breivik.134 But what 

about the view of the religious other and the religious self then – are there similar-

ities there? 

Here I believe it would be prudent to shortly discuss Rasmus Fleischer’s concept 

of “mono-“ and “multi-fascism”. Fleischer argues that while splits within the radi-

cal right are nothing new, it does seem that in Europe during the 2010s there exists 

a division between two main currents of fascism: Mono- and multi-fascism.135 An-

ders Breivik’s beliefs are archetypical of mono-fascism and seems to be what 

Fleischer’s understanding of the “mono-strain” is based on. Mono-fascism com-

bines rabid Islamophobia with the main goal of “liberating” Europe from Islamic 

influence and Islam. Europe or “the west” is oftentimes larger within this strain than 

within older radical right ideologies, lifting Eastern Europe and Russia into its view 

of “the West”. It also embraces medieval symbols and mythologies, and its adher-

ents are most often protestant Christians or atheists. Multi-fascism instead hinges 

on the idea of ethnopluralism, that the world should consist of ethnically or cultur-

ally “pure” nations. That is every people except for the Jewish or Roma. The sym-

bolism and mythology employed by the “multi-strain” are often more archaic and 

its adherents are traditionally more likely to be either orthodox or catholic Chris-

tians or pagans.136 

These currents aid in explaining the similarities and differences that I argue can 

be seen between the understanding, view, and employment of the concept of reli-

gion in Breivik’s compendium and Tarrant’s manifesto. While Breivik clearly fits 

the definition of a mono-fascist, it would seem that Tarrant instead straddles the 

two. Perhaps being the world’s first mono-multi-fascist. This affects them both in 

how they understand and view the concept of religion and the other. Something 

central for both of these terrorists is the idea of culture and the culture of religions. 

In book 3 chapter 10 Breivik presents his demand that any Muslim wanting to re-

main in Europe must fully assimilate. Muslims must convert to Protestantism, Or-

thodox Christianity, or Catholicism, change their name to a Christian/European one, 

not speak their mother tongue or Arabic, celebrate Christian holidays and not visit 
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nor communicate with Muslims or regions with a Muslim majority.137 It is not 

enough that the people change, however, all traces of Islam and Arabic culture must 

be scrubbed away from Europe as Breivik argues that all Islamic centers, Mosques 

and buildings or artworks constructed with an Islamic or Arabic-style will be de-

stroyed or altered.138 As Breivik puts it: “All traces of Islamic culture in Europe will 

be eradicated, even locations considered historical.”139 Breivik seemingly does not 

care if the person believes in Christ, as long as they adhere to what Breivik believes 

to be the cultural foundations of his envisioned monocultural Europe. I want to re-

mind the reader about Breivik’s own relationship with the Christian God which 

shows that a belief in God is secondary in comparison to the cultural aspect of the 

concept of religion for Breivik: “Regarding my personal relationship with God, I 

guess I’m not an excessively religious man. I am first and foremost a man of logic. 

However, I am a supporter of a monocultural Christian Europe.”140 

 Assimilation can never be accepted by Tarrant. He states that he wishes every 

culture, people, and faith to live in peace and practice their traditions in their own 

nation.141 While I have argued previously that both Breivik and Tarrant believe that 

the concept of religion and race are connected, this belief seems to play a more 

central role in Tarrant’s understanding than in Breivik’s. To return briefly to 

Breivik’s suggestion for an assimilation policy he writes that: “The assimilation 

period, with monitoring procedures, will last for a minimum of 2 generations (no 

shorter than 50 years) before the individual is considered to be successfully assim-

ilated.”142 This idea clearly goes against the beliefs held by Tarrant: 

A Moroccan may never be an Estonian much the same as an Estonian may never be a Mo-
roccan. There are cultural, ethnic and RACIAL differences that makes interchanging one 
ethnic group with another an impossibility.143 

To most of all show the invaders that our lands will never be their lands, our homelands are 
our own and that, as long as a white man still lives, they will NEVER conquer our lands and 
they will never replace our people.144 

 

 
137 Breivik n.d., p. 818–819. 
138 Breivik n.d., p. 818. 
139 Breivik n.d., p. 818.  
140 Breivik n.d., p. 1404. 
141 Tarrant n.d., p. 17.  
142 Breivik n.d., p. 819. 
143 Tarrant n.d., p. 73. 
144 Tarrant n.d., p. 7. 



 36 

While both Breivik and Tarrant seem to hold the belief that being a Muslim as-

cribes someone with a form of racial Islamic traits there is a vast difference in how 

it is understood as operating. Breivik seems to understand the concept of religion 

mainly as cultural, meaning that Islam, like the Mosque and “Arab style” buildings 

of Europe, can be removed and its previous host body can become Europeanized. 

For Tarrant, this is not a possibility. The concept of religion is in a sense something 

infused in the blood. Here Nongbri’s image of the schoolbook maps should yet 

again be invoked. Breivik seems to believe that there exists a border between the 

other, the ones from the regions of the map labeled “Islam”, and the ones labeled 

“Christianity”. Those who have already crossed that border into the “Christian” re-

gions may stay if they fully give themselves into all aspects of the monocultural 

Europe. For Tarrant, any incursion in the past, present or future across that border 

is a crime punishable with removal either through deportation or death. 

It is also clear that both Breivik and Tarrant view contemporary Europe as solely 

Christian. Here it should be reminded that Christianity is understood primarily a 

cultural concept. This means that for Tarrant it is possible to state that he will “[…] 

see you in Valhalla.”145 while still claiming to be Christian, in the same way, that 

Breivik can describe himself as 100% Christian while still being primarily a man 

of logic instead of primarily a man of God.146 In another part of the compendium 

Breivik conducts a general discussion on the concept of assimilation where he refers 

to different ethnicities as “extended families”, stating that assimilation requires 

someone to become fully loyal to their new family and the culture, ethnicity, and 

politics of the country they move to.147 There is however one thing that in some 

cases can supersede ethnicity in its importance: religion.  

The only three exception I am aware of, where ethnic group is only superseded by another 
factor (religion) are the so called Bosniaks (which are Muslim Serbs) , [sic] Pakistanis (which 
are Muslim Indians) and Turks (which are primarily Muslim Greeks and Armenians).148 

 
In Tarrant’s manifesto, this idea is seen when he discusses the USA and its military 

involvement in the Kosovo war:  
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[…] [T]hereby ensure that never again can such a situation as the US involvement in Kosovo 
ever occur again(where [sic] US/NATO forces fought beside muslims and slaughtered Chris-
tian Europeans attempting to remove these Islamic occupiers from Europe).149  

 

While both Tarrant and Breivik thus seem to make a distinction between race, eth-

nicity, religion, and culture it would seem that their definitions of these concepts 

are not clear enough, or thought out enough, for them to keep them separate. Or 

what I would deem more likely, they cannot be separated. Just as the idea of a mon-

ocultural Europe and pure white homeland contains more aspects than only culture 

and race, so does the concept of the “other”. 

As I have argued it would seem that Tarrant hates Islam mainly because it is not 

Christianity. Islam however acts as an invader who carries an extra threat for Tar-

rant, shown by his statement that:  

Islamic nations in particular have high birth rates, regardless of race or ethnicity, and in this 
there was an anti-islamic motivation to the attacks, as well as a want for revenge against islam 
for the 1300 years of war and devastation that it has brought upon the people of the West and 
other peoples of the world.150 

 

While Islam and Muslims constitute the most dangerous “invader” for Tarrant, they 

are but one. Breivik, on the other hand, states that he hates Islam specifically be-

cause it is Islam and nothing else. That is also why his hatred is turned towards the 

religious other. The other, the Muslim, has chosen or been born into a religion, and 

according to what Breivik believes, a culture that is oppositional to Breivik’s reli-

gion and culture. According to Breivik, there is no difference between a “moderate 

Muslim” and an “Islamist terrorist”: 

In many cases, a moderate muslim evidently has the same goals as the terrorists but refuses 
to fight for them with a weapon in his hand and sacrifice himself in battle (until jihad has 
been legally proclaimed). But that is no reason to make a sharp differentiation between a 
moderate and an extreme muslim religion. The final goals may be very similar, or even the 
same.151 

 

Now it could seem that Breivik “simply” hates Islam and the cultural Marxists 

who facilitates Muslims moving to Europe, whereas Tarrant hates “everyone” 

equally as long as he perceives them to be an invader or traitor to his white home-
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land. This I believe is the wrong conclusion to make from the studied source mate-

rial. First of all, there are more similarities between Breivik and Tarrant than there 

are differences. Their core goal, the establishment of a monocultural Europe and a 

purely white Europe is in its essence the same. What more is not a monocultural 

Europe than simply a “pure” white homeland? It would also be foolish to believe 

that Breivik only hates the Muslim and their accomplices and not any other religious 

other. An example can be found through analyzing Breivik’s view of the Jewish 

people and Israel who many times are hailed as allies in the struggle against Islam. 

Breivik clearly states this support in his first draft for the future European declara-

tion of independence and even claims that Jews and Israel are the Knights Justice’s 

primary ally.152 This support does however hinge fully on them adhering to 

Breivik’s ideas and line of thinking. In a chapter where he presents his hatred to-

wards Adolf Hitler, Breivik writes that:   

Were the majority of the German and European Jews disloyal? Yes, at least the so called 
liberal Jews, similar to the liberal Jews today that opposes nationalism/Zionism and supports 
multiculturalism. Jews that support multiculturalism today are as much of a threat to Israel 
and Zionism (Israeli nationalism) as they are to us. So let us fight together with Israel, with 
our Zionist brothers against all anti-Zionists, against all cultural Marxists/multiculturalists.153 

 

Breivik also writes that while Europe should help Israel to remove the Palestini-

ans from Gaza and the West Bank, Israel then needs to hand over Jerusalem to a 

joint Christian-Jewish administration of the town so that it can become a city shared 

equally by Jews and Christians.154 The Jew can just as easily become a part of the 

religious other for Breivik as the Muslim, as long as they do not accept his vision 

of the world. Breivik in a sense states this himself: “Never target a Jew because he 

is a Jew, but rather because he is a category A or B traitor.”155 Here we also see 

Breivik exhuming ideas of European imperialism, something Fleischer argues is a 

common theme within mono-fascism.156 In the case of the Jewish other we can also 

see an example of Tarrant straddling between these two forms of contemporary 

fascism. The only discussion specifically about Israel or Judaism that Tarrant per-

forms in his manifesto is when he answers the question if he is an anti-Semite: 

“No.A [sic] jew [sic] living in israel [sic] is no enemy of mine, so long as they do 
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not seek to subvert or harm my people.”157 While Fleischer argues that anti-Zionism 

is a central feature of multi-fascism,158 Tarrant’s manifesto fully lacks any discus-

sions on it. However, here it is of utmost importance to analyze this with the au-

thor’s intended meaning in mind. The line “so long as they do not seek to subvert 

or harm my people” implies the same type of thinking held by Breivik. While the 

Jews are an other they are not an oppositional other, yet. As long as they play ball 

and act according to Tarrant’s and Breivik’s perception of the world, they are not 

enemies. But that hinges on continued cooperation for reaching the monocultural 

and ethnopluralist end goals. Every other religion except for Christianity is per-

ceived as a religious other for both Breivik and Tarrant. This does not mean that 

they have to be viewed as a hostile other. At the moment of writing for both Breivik 

and Tarrant that status is more or less unilaterally held by Islam. 

In this chapter I have presented Breivik’s view of the religious other and the 

religious self, as well as Tarrant’s views on the same concepts. I have then com-

pared these two perceptions and found their similarities and dissimilarities, arguing 

that there exists more of the former than of the latter. I have also made the argument 

that because of Tarrant’s lack of certain core ideological beliefs regarding the reli-

gious other, specifically the Jewish other, Tarrant cannot be labeled as only mono- 

or multi-fascist. Instead, I argue that while Breivik clearly fits within the “mono-

strain”, Tarrant straddles the two.  
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Chapter 5 – Summary 

How then do Breivik and Tarrant view the religious other, and how do they under-

stand and employ the concept of religion throughout their compendium and mani-

festo?  

Breivik’s view of the concept of religion seems to center on the idea that religion 

is something that acts as a core in the construction of a shared culture. The concept 

of religion as a core in this construction of culture is its primary function, with the 

belief in for example God or scripture being of secondary importance. This is seen 

through Breivik’s relationship to Christianity and the Christian God, describing his 

religious affiliation as “I consider myself to be 100% Christian.”159 while at the same 

time describing his relation to God as: “I guess I’m not an excessively religious 

man. I am first and foremost a man of logic. However, I am a supporter of a mono-

cultural Christian Europe.”160 When it comes to how the concept of religion is un-

derstood in the case of the religious other, throughout the compendium mainly fo-

cusing on Islam and the Muslim, the same core idea is found. In the case of the 

other, however, this cultural dimension is also often bound together with a dimen-

sion of race. When Breivik alleges that he witnessed people of Moroccan descent 

rob and beat other people he shrews it in language and cultural references which 

imbues the race and ethnicity he puts on them with a form of Islamic traits con-

nected to this imagined ethnicity. “They were robbing (collecting Jizya) and beating 

local kafr/Norwegian kids […]”.161 Islam is also understood as an inherently evil 

culture. The historical cases of Christian fanaticism such as the Spanish Inquisition 

are presented as reactions to previous evils done by Islam that Christianity has had 

to face: 

And the Muslim empires were not finished yet. They continued to press westward toward 
Constantinople, ultimately passing it and entering Europe itself. As far as unprovoked ag-
gression goes, it was all on the Muslim side. At some point what was left of the Christian 
world would have to defend itself or simply succumb to Islamic conquest.162 

 
159 Breivik n.d., p. 1404. 
160 Breivik n.d., p. 1404. 
161 Breivik n.d., p. 1394. 
162 Breivik n.d., p. 145. 
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This is also prevalent in how Breivik understands and employs jihad as well as 

the labels “moderate Muslim” and “Islamist terrorist”. Jihad is understood as vio-

lence perpetrated by Muslims towards others and is in a sense described as being 

performed by all Muslims to some degree. “This trend will continue as long as there 

are non-Muslim targets available and as long as Islam continues to exist.”163 It is 

why Breivik sees no difference between a “moderate Muslim” and an “Islamist ter-

rorist”: “In many cases, a moderate muslim evidently has the same goals as the 

terrorists but refuses to fight for them with a weapon in his hand and sacrifice him-

self in battle (until jihad has been legally proclaimed)”.164 

Tarrant shares many of these perceptions of Islam and the Muslim other. For 

Tarrant the concept of religion is primarily understood as a dimension of culture as 

well. Similar to Breivik, Tarrant presents his self-understanding of his own religious 

beliefs by answering the question "Were or are you a Christian": “That is compli-

cated. When I know, I will tell you.”165 At the same time he presents US society as 

being in turmoil because of its diversity and its “[…] deracialized, irreligious and 

deculturized program […]”. [My italics].166 The concept of religion as a part of cre-

ating a shared and uniform culture is then of utmost importance, whereas Tarrant 

seems to view actively believing in a God and holy scriptures as of secondary im-

portance. Compared to Breivik, Tarrant presents a worldview that focuses more 

strongly on race and therefore the concept of religion becomes even more connected 

to the idea of race than in Breivik’s compendium. Anyone who is living in a Euro-

pean nation while not being a white European is an invader for Tarrant.167 Whiteness 

is defined not simply by biology but also by culture, where religion as I have shown 

plays a key role. Albania and Kosovo are perceived as non-white and occupiers of 

European lands because they are majority Muslim.168 Being a Muslim in a sense 

then constitutes a type of race in itself for Tarrant, which means that for him the 

concept of religion is not simply about either culture or the search for meaning or a 

 
163 Breivik n.d., p. 46. 
164 Breivik n.d., p. 525. 
165 Tarrant n.d., p. 21. 
166 Tarrant n.d., p. 81. 
167 Tarrant n.d., p. 60. 
168 Tarrant n.d., p. 8–9.  
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higher purpose. While Tarrant states that he despises all invaders, it is clear that 

Islam and Muslims constitute the invader whom he despises most strongly. Stating 

that Europe has found itself at war with Islam for over 1300-years and that Muslims 

already before Tarrant’s attack faced much discontent in Europe.169 

These two men have somewhat different but at their core rather similar, percep-

tions, understanding, and ways to employ the concept of religion in their writings. 

While they both state that they are Christians that is a statement that is understood 

as a part of a culture, not of worship to or belief in the Christian God. This shows 

both Tarrant’s and Breivik’s core understanding of the concept of religion, that it is 

mainly a part of the creation of a shared and unifying culture. This is combined with 

the perception that different areas of the world share a specific religious affiliation, 

Nongbri’s allusion to the schoolbook maps which I have employed throughout this 

thesis. This understanding combined with the idea shared by both Breivik and Tar-

rant, but most central for Tarrant’s view of the world, that the world consists of 

clearly distinct and separate races makes their understanding of the concept of reli-

gion constitute a set of racial traits as well. Albanians and Kosovars for example 

fall outside the realm of Europeanness specifically because of their “Muslimness.”  

A difference between the two which has been found is how they present whom 

they view as their “enemy”, those Tarrant labels invaders and traitors. Tarrant 

clearly states that anyone who is not white and is living in a white nation is to be 

considered an invader.170 While Breivik makes it clear that while it is very tough to 

assimilate and become a part of Europe, it is still a possibility for a while at least.171 

While Tarrant presents Islam and Muslims as an invader of special interest, they 

are to be considered as one of many. Breivik presents Islam and Muslims as the 

enemy and threat by also showing contemporary and historical cases of what he 

believes to be evils perpetrated by Islamic forces towards other religious groups.172 

Lastly, I argue that their view of the “Jewish other” is at its core highly similar. 

While Tarrant does not discuss Jews or Judaism to any larger extent, simply stating 

that: “[…] [A] jew [sic] living in israel [sic] is no enemy of mine, so long as they 

do not seek to subvert or harm my people.”173, Breivik discusses these topics more 

 
169 Tarrant n.d., p. 18, 29. 
170 Tarrant n.d., p. 25. 
171 Breivik n.d., p. 818–819. 
172 Breivik n.d., p. 425–427. 
173 Tarrant n.d., p. 20. 
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in-depth such as arguing for assisting Israel in removing Palestinians from the West 

Bank and Gaza and then with Israel control Jerusalem through a 50/50 joint admin-

istration of Christians and Jews.174 Both their views however center on the idea that 

Jewish people have to play nice and be good allies, and that is probably a good 

summation of their general beliefs. Anyone can become an oppositional “other” for 

Tarrant and Breivik as long as they do not adhere to their agenda and end goal.  

In the creation of their other, the concept of religion seems to always play a part. 

In the case of the Islamic other, it is very clear as Islam is shown as being incom-

patible with the Christian European culture. The same can be said for the “cultural 

Marxist/irreligious other” whose lack of Christianity is as much of a threat as that 

is also incompatible with Tarrant’s and Breivik’s imagined Christian European cul-

ture. For both Breivik and Tarrant, it, therefore, seems that the concept of religion 

is of utmost importance as it plays a foundational role in the creation of their in-

group, their “we”. In the same way, it is a foundational role in creating the outgroup, 

the “other”, which threatens their ingroup. The concept of religion is not something 

on the periphery for these two men and their ideologies and worldviews. In many 

ways, it seems to lie at their very cores.  

 

 
174 Breivik n.d., p. 1320. 
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Chapter 6 – Conclusions 

This thesis has by employing the hermeneutical method, methodological empathy, 

as well as a critical theory of religion and the research field of radical nationalist 

lone wolf terrorism studied the compendium 2083 – A European Declaration cre-

ated and published by Anders Breivik and the manifesto The Great Replacement 

written by Brenton Tarrant. The main purpose of this thesis has been to ascertain 

how Anders Behring Breivik and Brenton Tarrant understand and present the con-

cept of religion in their writings published before their acts of terrorism. This pur-

pose was operationalized through two research questions: 

1. Which part does the concept of religion play in creating the other for 

Breivik and Tarrant? 

2. How is the concept of religion understood, viewed, and employed 

throughout Breivik’s and Tarrant’s writings? 

What could be found was that religion plays a central role in the creation of the 

“other” for both Breivik and Tarrant as the concept of religion is understood as a 

core aspect in the creation of a shared “culture.” The idea of a uniform shared cul-

ture is an end goal for both Breivik and Tarrant. Breivik clearly states that his goal 

is the creation of a monocultural Europe. Tarrant states that his end goal is the es-

tablishment of ethnopluralism, meaning the creation of clearly distinct monocul-

tural and monoracial nations. The concept of religion is by both men understood as 

a core feature of any shared culture. Anyone who therefore does not share their 

religious culture, a generic “Christianity”, is therefore inherently viewed as an 

other. Regardless if they are secular, irreligious, a Muslim, a Jew, a Hindu, or what-

ever else they can never become a part of Breivik’s and Tarrant’s imagined Euro-

pean “we”. The concept of religion is therefore employed as a way to make clear 

distinctions between cultures, races, and the “good” members as well as the “trai-

tors” of a culture or race. The concept of religion, therefore, plays a central role in 

these two men’s creation of an ingroup which they view themselves as defending, 

making it justified for themselves to commit harm towards and victimize their per-

ceived outgroups in the defense of the Christian cultural “we”. 
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