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ABSTRACT 

 

This thesis investigates the Norwegian government’s new pillar of their integration strategy called “everyday 

integration”. The new expression was introduced by the Norwegian prime minister after the refugee crisis of 2015. 

Through Foucault and Luhmann’s perspective of power and governmentality, we use governmentality and form 

analysis to investigate the Norwegian government’s implementation of the everyday integration pillar. The focus 

of this thesis is how the government tries to change the relationship between Norwegians and immigrants through 

using everyday integration as a technology of governance towards the civil society and what consequences this 

holds for the subjects of this governance.  

Our analysis has three sections. The first section uses a governmentality analysis to investigate how the 

Norwegian government uses everyday integration as a technology of governance towards the voluntary sector and 

the public. The main object the government wants to change through everyday integration is the relationship 

between Norwegians and immigrants. We found that if one as Norwegians includes immigrants through donating 

one’s spare time one becomes a moral subject that includes, takes initiative and responsibility, and that has a 

welcoming and sharing spirit. If one as an immigrant actively includes oneself through participating in the 

Norwegian society, one becomes a subject that shows responsibility and that is cooperative, willing and proactive, 

who acknowledges his/her democratic duties towards their fellow citizens.  

The second section conducts a form analysis of the government’s communication around everyday integration. 

Here, the analysis finds three dominating paradoxes: (1) diversify/assimilate: The government wants to allow for 

diversity but at the same time they want the people to have a common understanding of Norwegian culture and 

values and assimilate to them. (2) self-governance/governance: The government wants the voluntary sector to be 

independent but at the same time they want to regulate and cooperate with them. (3) formal/informal: The 

relationships created between immigrants and Norwegians are to be informal. The voluntary sector is set as the 

main formal arena to initiate these relationships. Initiating these relationships through formal arenas causes them 

to become both formal and informal at the same time.  

In the third section we do a case study of a Red Cross activity called Buddy. We see how the paradoxes of 

everyday integration effect an activity that is trying to achieve everyday integration in its work. As such, Buddy 

creates relationships that are challenged by diversify/assimilate, self-governance/governance and informal/formal. 

In the discussion we try to tackle the challenges created by these paradoxes through connecting organizational and 

interactional systems. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

If our values are to prevail, we must achieve what we can call ‘everyday integration’. Here we can all 

play our part.” Erna Solberg, Prime Minister of Norway (Solberg, 2016). 

The politics of integration concerning immigrants in Norway are subject to change and has been so for a 

few years now. The traditional integration policy has been challenged and is now met by a new political 

strategy. Etymologically, integration originates from the Latin word integrate, which mean to make 

complete, undiminished and whole (SNL, 2019b). In line with this, the term is used to describe the 

process that turns single parts into a whole and the new whole that emerges because of this process 

(Østerberg, 2012). Integration of immigrants, therefore, concerns the inclusion of immigrants (the single 

parts) into society (the new whole). Another concept seen in connection to integration is assimilation, 

meaning a type of policy targeting a linguistic or cultural minority to make is as similar to the majority 

as possible (SNL, 2019a). The previous focus of integration policy in Norway has been on the importance 

of securing immigrants' contribution to the labor force and civil society (IMO Report, 2014; NOU, 2011). 

The idea has been that this should be achieved through Norwegian language courses, introduction 

programs and good settlement practices (ibid). 

Although these factors are important, we now see a new focus area arising within the political 

environment. The Norwegian government realizes that integrating immigrants into the Norwegian 

society is a task that it is not able to solve on its own:  

“Everyone who grows up in Norway must feel that our society gives those who work hard the opportunity 

to succeed.  The Parliament, the Government and the local authorities cannot do this on their own. If 

our values are to prevail, we must achieve what we can call ‘everyday integration’. Here we can all play 

our part.” (Solberg, 2016).  

With these words the prime minister introduced the concept of everyday integration as part of her New 

Year’s Address for 2016. The new concept is an important part of the new integration strategy for 2019-

2022, which was launched by the government at the end of October last year. The strategy stresses that 

changing the everyday life of Norwegian citizens is necessary for democratic values to prevail. Through 
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reforming the integration process and adding a strategy for implementing everyday integration, the 

Norwegian government encourages its citizens to act to improve the integration of immigrants. Thus, 

within the concept of everyday integration, the responsibility of integration seems not only to fall upon 

the state and the individual being integrated but also the citizens receiving them. The concept therefore 

expands the area where integration is taking place. It is not only happening in the classroom together 

with teachers and fellow immigrants or in providing suitable settlement arrangements: “A successful 

integration policy requires efforts from all parties: government, local communities, the volunteer 

community, working life and businesses” (Justis- og beredskapsdepartementet, 2016a). Therefore, 

integration is now, compared to previous political communication, a process taking place in all parts of 

the everyday life, where every citizen has a part to play. 

 

1.1 FIELD OF RESEARCH   

When presented with a new political perspective on integration and the political involvement in the 

voluntary sector, questions of governance and power arise. The new political strategy involves the 

everyday life of Norwegian citizens. The governments governance is targeting peoples spare time, a time 

where the people themselves are free to decide how to use it. However, this time is now being targeted 

by a formal political strategy initiated by the Norwegian government, where the importance of how this 

time is used is seen as crucial for securing the values that make up Norwegian society. One of the key 

Norwegian values being freedom. If a value like freedom is to prevail it is according to the new strategy 

necessary, that everyone reflect upon how they use their freedom to manage their spare time. An 

interesting question appears as a result: Is there a need for governing how we use our spare time, so it 

can remain free?  

The voluntary sector is included as an important part of the strategy. The government stresses the 

importance of the sectors independence, but at the same time the sector is a main component within the 

new strategy. Here the government lays out a clear idea of how the volunteer sector should prioritize 

their work. How is it possible to emphasize the importance of their independence and at the same time 

make them a part of a strategy of governing? Furthermore, the questions already asked leads to another 

question, namely how everyday integration unfolds within the voluntary sector. In this thesis we study a 

voluntary activity, Buddy, which is recognized by the government as an arena for everyday integration. 
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The activity is established within the Red Cross's formal organizational frames, while at the same time 

promoting informal friendships. Does acting within this arena pose possible challenges? If so, what does 

this mean for the general practice of the activity and how do the volunteers and organization try to tackle 

this?  

The activity is therefore met with some interesting and paradoxical conditions. These conditions lead us 

to a curiosity of what kind of phenomena everyday integration represents and what complexities that 

unfold through its implementation. What are the rationalities behind the concept and its use in the 

political strategy? How is it made possible, and is its implementation build upon a paradoxical 

foundation? 

   

1.2 LITERATURE REVIEW  

As part of our introduction to the thesis, we wish to give the reader a short overview of previous research 

conducted within the fields of everyday integration and/or integration, volunteerism, governance, 

governance of self-governance and system theory. The research has inspired us in our work as well as 

guided our specific focus when aiming at contributing with some new knowledge and perspectives on 

the issues at hand.  

Brochmann & Hagelund (2010) focus on how the concept of integration has become a question of 

rights and boundaries with a focus on the welfare state. They compare the Scandinavian countries and 

their policy concerning integration and welfare. They ask how the welfare state handles the contradiction 

between forms of life based on different culture and religion, and equalizing living conditions and social 

mobility. It is a civic turn in the integration debate where the need of participation and active citizenship 

is seen as necessary to succeed. Accordingly, the state is met with the task of facilitating a positive 

attitude within the population to achieve integration. This is a tendency shared by all the Scandinavian 

countries. They suggest how active citizenship is a new formulation of the Scandinavian tradition of do 

your duty, claim your right, which is supported by new ways of mobilizing the actors’ individual effort 

and participation.  

Joppke (2008) investigates what kind of citizenship identities, contemporary European states put 

forward in their citizenship and integration campaigns toward immigrants and ethnic minorities. He 
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argues that citizenship identities are increasingly universalistic and how this has a contradictory 

characteristic, since the common factors cannot lend a distinct identity to them. This resulting in binding 

people to this universalism and not the state. However, he also stresses how liberalistic universalism 

tends to transform from procedural framework for toleration into a fundamental way of life, with strong 

exclusionary and identity-forging implications. 

In Borch & Thorup Larsen (Borch & Larsen, 2003), Rose writes about how freedom is governed in 

advanced liberal democracies. He stresses how we today question the historical idea of society as being 

part of a fixed territory, and that it is no longer unambiguous who our fellow citizens are and where our 

obligations end. He points out how this can give rise to disagreements on the rights of, for instance, 

refugees and asylum seekers. One dimension of this change is how the notion of society is weakened in 

favor of community. He describes community as a network of relationships between groups of individuals 

that are guided by affection and which involves obligations towards common values and norms, in 

addition to a mutual history and identity. The political task is therefore to re-invent forms of community 

that can create an ethical foundation for a social order of self-governance. Rose stresses how this new 

relationship between community, identity and political subjectivity is possible to observe in the political 

debates regarding multiculturalism and the consequences of pluralism and the acknowledgment of the 

“rights” and “values” of different communities. Thus, according to Rose the problem seems to be how 

one governs the subject’s conduct in this field of plurality.  

Andersen & Sand (N. Andersen & Sand, 2011) offer a diagnostic of today’s so-called hybrid forms of 

governance, which are characterized by offering interaction and interdependence between different and 

specialized communicational functions. This form of governance rests upon a paradoxical foundation, 

since these different functions experience a closer relationship because of their difference and distance. 

Hybrid forms of governance is seen in connection with how actors relate to their own power. The authors 

investigate how power communication has started to reflect on its own limits by experiencing the paradox 

of how power can create less power, and how less power can create more power.  As a result, powerful 

actors have a wish to appear as having less power. These hybrid forms of governance may be a strategy 

to overcome the differences between actors and to create communication and links where there is none. 

The book emphasizes how the state seems to emerge into a form that wishes to become civil society. To 

succeed the state therefore needs to become a non-state.  
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La Cour & Højlund (2008), as well as La Cour (La Cour, 2014), draw on Luhmann’s theory of social 

systems and encourage to rethink the concept of voluntary social work, especially the kind that relates to 

face-to-face activities. They perceive this kind of work to have a special nature founded in a paradox. In 

la Cour & Højlund (2008), they investigate the consequences of constructing voluntary social work as a 

form of care work. They argue that all care work, voluntary being no exception, is formed in the context 

of structures producing different expectations as a result of operating within interactional as well as 

organizational logics. This situation results in an impossible compromise. They stress that it is not about 

resolving the paradox, but rather how it is possible to use it in a productive way.   

Valenta (2008) focuses on immigrant identities and the meanings they attach to interactions and relations 

within their social networks in their everyday life. He argues that a large amount of the immigrants in 

Norway experience misrecognition in everyday life. The encounters between immigrants and non-

immigrants can be observed as intercultural meetings, relations of power and/or mixed interactions in 

Goffman’s sense. He also argues how immigrants’ social ties with other people and their networks are 

influenced by the self-work of the immigrants. He stressed that the way immigrants negotiate their 

identity with “locals” depend on the situational and/or relational context. Valenta emphasizes how social 

integration develops over a long period of time and he suggest that the process should be considered a 

dialectic process of a constant redefinition of relationships, with references in the past, the present and 

the anticipated future. He also emphasizes how immigrants’ social life is influenced by cultural 

background, gender and social status, and that inherent parts of immigrants’ social trajectories are 

oscillations (moving back and forth) between experiences of belonging, exclusion, recognition and 

misrecognition by the mainstream.  

Hagelund (2010) focuses on the dilemmas of cultural diversity and social equality in Norway. She 

investigates what challenges diversity workers in welfare institutions, or “street-level bureaucrats” 

(Lipsky 1980), meet in their daily work with immigrants.  Her analysis shows how the people working 

with these dilemmas make use of different strategies to deal with the tensions: (1) the practical, (2) the 

pedagogical, (3) the authoritative, (4) the delegating and (5) the non-interventionist. She argues that the 

street-level bureaucrats tend to prefer strategies that understate the element of power in their work. The 

workers are faced with problems when their clients resist their attempts to transform them into individuals 

with the ability to integrate. In these situations, the workers are restricted by a sense of appropriate use 
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of power. Hagelund stresses that these clashes of interests between immigrants and the welfare state is 

not prioritized and therefore the strategies developed seem less adapted to the task of finding solutions 

to these divergences.      

Bygnes (2017) stresses the importance of contact, physical framework and attitudes towards voluntary 

work when it comes to life within and around reception centers for refugees in Norway. She emphasizes 

that meetings on an equal footing can make an important difference and are described as life changing 

by members of the local population and by the immigrants. Bygnes argues how knowledge of the effects 

of such influential meetings can be important in the work of integration and preventing conflict between 

minority and majority populations. 

Kappa (2018) gives a social interactional perspective on social integration by analyzing weekly meetings 

at a Danish grassroots initiative, which try to improve the everyday lives of asylum seekers/refugees. She 

stresses that, despite seemingly meaningful exchanges, the brief nature of the meetings could make social 

integration difficult to achieve. More precisely, the frequent turnover of volunteers and immigrants 

diminish the opportunity for repetitive encounters, which can make it difficult for them to move beyond 

a negotiation of perceived differences and therefore establish deeper social relationships. 

 

1.2.3. CONCLUDING REMARKS AND THE THESIS’S CONTRIBUTION  

This section has shown how various types of research has been conducted regarding integration in 

everyday life, volunteerism/civil society, governance and self-governance. We have seen how different 

researches give their characteristics of the relationship between the state, civil society/voluntary 

community and integration. The political task of re-inventing forms of community that can create an 

ethical foundation for a social order of self-governance; hybrid forms of government where the state tries 

to become civil society; how citizenship identities are increasingly universalistic, which tends to 

transform resulting in strong exclusionary and identity-forging implications; a tendency towards active 

citizenship and therefore a civic turn in the field of integration; how the voluntary social work is founded 

in a paradox, since it is formed in the context of structures producing different expectations as a result of 

operating within interactional as well as organizational logics. 
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Furthermore, we have seen how different integration and social inclusion initiatives in Norway and 

Denmark create possibilities and challenges: Immigrants have a continuous recreation of their identities 

and social relations when reconstructing their social life;  dilemmas of cultural diversity and social 

equality for diversity workers in the welfare state and how their strategies facing these challenges are not 

prioritized; how meetings on equal footing represents an important factor and how knowledge about 

these relations can prevent conflict between minority and majority; and how grassroot initiatives have 

the potential to creates meaningful social exchanges between immigrants the majority, but that the nature 

of these meetings can represent a challenge in achieving this goal.  

This literature provides new questions, challenges and possibilities that we wish to investigate in our 

thesis. Our aim is to contribute to the literature by looking into how the political strategy of everyday 

integration in Norway represents a form of governance that focuses on self-governance and how the 

policy produces some specific paradoxes towards civil society. Furthermore, we investigate a specific 

case of an everyday integration initiative within the voluntary community. We look at how the paradoxes 

unfold within this activity and discuss possible solutions to these challenges. Our contribution links 

integration, volunteering and the relations between governors and individuals and civil society in a 

perspective of system theory and governmentality.    

 

1.3 RESEARCH QUESTION 

Here we will present the questions guiding our investigations. We aim at answering the following 

research question:    

How does "everyday integration" become part of Norwegian integration policy, and what 

complexities unfold within the relationship between Norwegians and immigrants through its 

implementation?’  

To succeed in this task, we have chosen to use three sub-questions to structure our research:  

1) How does the Norwegian government introduce "everyday integration" as a technology of governance 

towards the Norwegian civil society?  

2) What paradoxical challenges unfold within the implementation of everyday integration?  
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3) What conditions do the paradoxes of everyday integration set for the “Buddy” activity?  

We investigate two organizations: the Norwegian government and the Norwegian Red Cross. We look 

at government documents regarding integration and volunteers and perform a Case Study of the Red 

Cross Buddy activity. We analyze how the Government introduces everyday integration as a technology 

of governance towards civil society and analyze which paradoxes this may create for the people operating 

within this scheme. Furthermore, we seek insight into how these paradoxes unfold and are handled in the 

Buddy activity. 

 

2. POINT OF OBSERVATION AND EMPIRICAL DATA 

In this section we will go through our point of observation as in the specific organization that is being 

investigated (N. Å. Andersen, 2003), the basis for our empirical data and how we gathered it. We use 

integration as a starting point for our analysis with a focus on the concept of everyday integration and its 

implementation in the voluntary sector through different activities. We do a three-part analysis to answer 

our research question. Each part answers its own sub-question and thus holds its own analysis. We will 

conduct a discourse analysis of data gathered from focus group interviews and public documents from 

the Norwegian government and both internal and external documents from the Norwegian Red Cross 

regarding Buddy.  To get a grasp of how the discourse of everyday integration is used as a technology of 

governance, we will focus on the official government documents.  

2.1 POINT OF OBSERVATION 

In the first analysis we observe how the Norwegian government’s concept of everyday integration has 

been incorporated into the Norwegian integration policy as a technology of governance. To do this we 

conduct a governmentality analysis based on a theoretical framework inspired by Foucault and his work 

regarding power, knowledge, subjectivity and governmentality. Furthermore, the specific analytic for the 

governmentality analysis is inspired by Dean (Dean, 2010) and Dahlager (Dahlager, 2011) as they have 

developed a more concrete analytical framework based on Foucault’s concepts of governmentality.  

In our second analysis we look at how the Norwegian government observes their field of leadership 

within the implementation of the integration policy. We focus on the concept of everyday integration. 
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More specifically we use Luhmann’s formation analysis to find what dominating conditions and 

possibilities that are put into play in their communication when the government communicates about 

everyday integration. We observe what distinctions shape the government’s view of everyday 

integration.  We study how these distinctions shape different crossing pressures through which the 

government must govern the voluntary sector. 

In our third analysis our point of observation is the Red Cross Buddy activity. We research how the Red 

Cross observes its management of Buddy. We study how the dominating distinctions of the government’s 

policy of everyday integration shapes the activity. We investigate how the activity coordinators, 

volunteers, and participants try to navigate through the set framework, and how this creates different 

challenges and possibilities.  

 

2.2 EMPIRICAL DATA 

In this section we go through what empirical data we use for each analysis. In the first and second analysis 

we look at documents issued by the Norwegian government and government departments managing 

integration policy since 2015. Some of the documents are not primary government documents but reports 

upon which they base their development of the new integration policy. We therefore choose to look at 

these documents as primary sources of communication four our analysis.  We analyze official reports, 

strategies, and white papers from the government and integration and diversity directorate (IMDi) 

regarding integration policy. These documents provide insight into the government communication 

around integration and the leadership complexities of integration policy. 

For our third analysis we have conducted interviews with activity coordinators, volunteers and 

participants. We investigate project plans, reports, guidelines and other documents related to Buddy 

which we gained access to. We also use interviews, reports, meeting minutes and observation reports 

from Sharing Neighbourhoods’ study of the activity.  

 

2.3 FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEWS AND ITS LIMITS 

In our case study of Buddy, we used focus groups as our main method for gathering data. Focus groups 

are planned group discussions which are constructed to gather data for research (Clark, 2010). We chose 
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this method of gathering data because it provides insight into the different views of Buddy, their 

challenges, their accomplishments and the dynamic within the different groups. In this way focus groups 

provide a deeper knowledge of the case that we are studying. Being able to interview more people at a 

time gave us in-depth knowledge of the activity and saved time in the data gathering process. In focus 

group interviews one can take advantage of the group dynamics and investigate how the people in the 

group relate to each other. Together the participants may prompt discussions with information that 

otherwise might not have come to light.  

The purpose of focus group interviews is to gather data from people who have been through a specific 

experience or have insight into a specific topic (Stewart, Shamdasani, & Rook, 2012). In the case study 

this is the experience of being a part of a volunteer activity which contributes to creating an arena for 

everyday integration and having insight into the practice and implementation of integration policy and 

practices. This method for interviewing is viewed as a general qualitative research approach that is used 

in both individual and group settings (ibid). As for our interviews, its divided into two main parts, first 

focusing on the topic of integration, and then delving further into the subject’s relevant experience with 

the topic.  

In focus group interviews, questions are generally open in order to promote more discussion(Clark, 

2010). Therefore, we tried to avoid yes-no questions in our interview guide, while also asking open 

questions promoting discussion around the research topic. The interview guide is shown in the appendix, 

and these questions were constructed according to our starting research question: How does the 

discourse of “everyday integration” shape voluntary social inclusion activities and campaigns 

towards youth, and what are the societal consequences of these activities? Thus, we asked for their 

opinion of integration, everyday-integration and their activity practices. This allowed us to keep an 

openness in the discussion and let the participants’ views be the guiding point for our conversation. The 

format gave room for the participants to bring in examples from their daily lives and gave insight into 

their view of the topic and their practice of the activity.  

The purpose of the interviews was to provide concrete insights and knowledge about, how Buddy is 

practiced. As a result, the interviews have had an asymmetrical character, our questions, from an 

interview guide to the individual interview, have been structuring and managing the conversation. We 

have asked several questions both informative and constructive. However, it has been important for us 
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to give the informants room, and the informants have therefore been given the freedom to bring into play 

what they found to be relevant. At the same time, the interviews were influenced by our ideas in relation 

to everyday integration. In doing so, our questions influenced informants' answers, so we have in part 

been constructing the interviews. The interviews have all been recorded and transcribed (see appendix), 

which has been the basis of the thesis’ further analysis and discussion. Transcribing the interviews is an 

expression of an interpretive process in which the linguistic conversation / interview is fixed writing. As 

researchers, we have made several decisions and assessments in terms of reproducing the interviews. we 

have tried to be as faithful as possible to the informants.  

 

2.4 INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS 

At the beginning of the semester we took a small tour of Norway, where we gathered data in the areas 

surrounding Oslo (Kolbotn and Sandvika), Bergen and Trondheim. In Oslo we interviewed an official 

from the Norwegian Integration and Diversity Directorate (IMDi), which is the organization 

implementing the Norwegian integration policy. It was very interesting to have an interview with IMDI 

concerning the process of integration from policy to its implementation in the voluntary sector. This 

interview gave us insight into the government’s views of everyday-integration, integration policy and its 

implementation. 

For our case study we interviewed Employees, volunteers and participants in the Buddy activity to get 

Information on our case study. Our case study of Red Cross Youth activity is a deep dive into one 

voluntary organization’s practice of social inclusion activities targeted towards immigrants. In our 

interviews, we talked to volunteer coordinators, Resource Group volunteers, participants and volunteers. 

Through these interviews we got to see the different levels of complexity within the activity. Most of our 

interviews were focus group interviews, some with just the participants or just the volunteers, others with 

volunteers and participants together. Since we were not familiar with our interview subjects and in some 

cases were faced with the challenge of language barriers, we chose to conduct the interview depending 

on the group and how they were most comfortable.  

Three interviews were held outside the framework of the buddy groups. Firstly, we had an individual 

interview with an activity coordinator, who had been working with the activity from the start of the 
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implementation process and till now.  Secondly, an interview of an employee in charge of the activity. 

Finally, the interview in Bergen included all levels of the activity hierarchy it had a coordinator, a 

volunteer and a participant. These three interviews gave us insight into the whole implementation process 

and the organization’s overarching management complexities of the activity.   

One thing we noticed that was challenging when interviewing people from the buddy groups was that 

language was a barrier, when interviewing foreign participants. We had to simplify our questions when 

performing interviews with groups that had non-native Norwegian speakers. If there were questions that 

were difficult to understand for the participants, it was helpful to have volunteers present that could help 

translate and gave insight into the different understandings of the concepts.   Most of our interviews were 

with Buddy groups. We also in some cases had interviews with just the participants, and just the 

volunteers, depending on how knowledgeable they were of the Norwegian language, how many they 

were and how well we knew them.  

When interviewing whole buddy groups, having everyone present might hinder problems the members 

have with other group members of coming forward. On the other hand, we noticed that in some cases the 

participants felt safer together with us when they were in a bigger group. Therefore, when we had enough 

participants or volunteers present for two interviews, we decided to split them. We noticed that when we 

did this they spoke more freely. On the other hands in groups where we noticed that they had established 

a long-lasting relationship, both parties spoke more freely than when we talked to groups that only had 

met over a short time period. Participants were also more willing to participate with the rest of the group 

present than alone, therefore we only had one interview were we only interviewed participants. 

Unfortunately, this interview was cut short and could have been given allot more data if we had more 

time.  

 

2.5 CLARIFICATION OF CONCEPTS  

In order to prevent any misunderstandings regarding the use of different concepts and ways of describing 

groups in the analysis, we wish to give a short clarification. Two main terms that are used in the analysis 

and are part of the research question are immigrant and Norwegian. When talking about immigrants we 

refer to the group of people that have migrated to Norway for different reasons and that are undergoing 
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the process of being integrated to the Norwegian society. When we use the term Norwegian it refers to 

the receiving population and those who can contribute to integrating other individuals. It is therefore not 

to imply that it is not possible to call an immigrant Norwegian, but instead we use the terms to avoid 

having unnecessary long description of the groups. Another term that needs clarification is citizen. When 

this term is used it will refer to all individuals living in the Norwegian society and will therefore apply 

to both immigrants and Norwegians. 

3. THEORY AND ANALYTICAL STRATEGY 

In the following section we will show how we approach our study through the theoretical basis of 

Foucault and Luhmann. Starting with a theoretical overview of our understanding of constructivist theory 

and then diving deeper into the theoretical workings of Foucault and Luhmann.  Our first analysis is 

shaped by Foucault’s view of power, knowledge and subjectivity in addition to his strategy of analysis 

regarding Governmentality. Our last two analysis is shaped by Luhmann’s theory of social systems and 

his analytical strategy of form analysis.   

 

3.1 GROUNDING IN CONSTRUCTIVISM 

In this thesis, we research how the Norwegian government and Red Cross Youth view their roles within 

the process of integrating immigrants and what coping strategies they have for the existing paradoxes. A 

starting point of our research is thus the way in which we access the Government and Red Cross 

observations and how they can be understood. To explain how we approach this challenge we will go 

through how we position ourselves accordingly. 

Our point of departure is Constructivism, which is built on the assumption that the world is constructed, 

and that knowledge is created in the social sphere (Esmark, Bagge Laustsen, & Åkerstrøm Andersen, 

2005). We therefore distance ourselves from the idea that there is an objective truth, but on the other 

hand, see the world as constructed through the observer’s perspective (Collin, 2003). Thus, 

constructivists try to find the subjects’ constructed view of the truth instead of the objective truth (ibid).  

A central premise for the thesis is the concept of empty ontology, which means that nothing is 

presupposed (N. Å. Andersen, 2003).   This means that the meaning is not given in advance but arises 
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between the observer and the observed(ibid). Our analysis of the government and Red Cross Youth’s 

observations is therefore a product of our position as we observe their observations. What we observe in 

this thesis is “integration reform” in the public and voluntary sector.  Integration reform is observed 

through Luhmann and Foucault’s constructivist perspective and the conditions they set for our 

observation.  These perspectives decide what constructed truths we unfold through the thesis. The 

knowledge that the thesis produces is therefore not necessarily true but represents one of many possible 

truths. 

3.2 FOUCAULT’S PERSPECTIVE 

This section will introduce Michel Foucault (1926-1984) and his perspective on power, government, 

knowledge and subjectivity. His writings will form a theoretical framework for the first analytical part 

of the thesis, the governmentality analysis, where we investigate how the concept of everyday integration 

within the Norwegian government’s integration strategy become a technology of governance. We will 

begin by giving the reader an understanding of Foucault’s rather untraditional view on power and 

introduce the concepts of government and governmentality. How we precisely conduct the 

governmentality analysis will be elaborated further in a second part of this section, when we follow up 

the theoretical framework by presenting our analytical strategy inspired by Foucault, Dean (Dean, 2010) 

and Dahlager (Dahlager, 2011).   

 

3.2.1 POWER, KNOWLEDGE AND SUBJECTIVITY  

“If power were never anything but repressive, if it never did anything but to say no, do you really think 

one would be brought to obey it?” (Foucault, 2000, p. 120) 

After several years of work within the field of history and philosophy, and with a comprehensive 

production of academic writings, Foucault became professor at College de France in 1970 (Foucault, 

2010, p. xi). In the Will to Knowledge (La volonté de savoir) published in 1976, Foucault unfolds his 

perception of power, and the work represents a form of culmination after many years work on the issue 

(Foucault, 2002, p. 8). He was particularly interested in the relations of power and knowledge: “I have 

been trying to make visible the constant articulation I think there is of power on knowledge and 
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knowledge on power.” (Foucault, 2000). He studied the role of knowledge and found how they were 

useful and necessary to exercise power because of their practical functionality (Foucault, 2000). 

Foucault did not regard power as a general system of domination, neither a set of institutions securing 

citizen’s submission to a given state in the form of rules and laws (Foucault, 2002). Power is not 

something one can gain and possess, and therefore neither something one can lose. It is present in all 

social relations and takes place in the game of power relations, and as Foucault puts it: “Power is 

everywhere: which is not because it includes everything, but that it comes from everywhere. (…) Power 

is the name given to a complicated strategic situation in a given society” (Foucault, 2002). This is a 

perception of power in contrast to what he called the "legal" and which he traced back to the French 

Revolution (Foucault, 2002) (1994: 9): Let us try to detach ourselves from a legal and negative notion 

of power, to renounce perceiving it through concepts of the law, prohibition, freedom and sovereignty 

(Foucault, 2002). He was both challenging that power is maintained through ideologies and the idea that 

power acts like a lawgiver that forbids and represses (Foucault, 2000). Hence, Foucault's understanding 

of power differs from that of the Age of Enlightenment, where power and freedom are considered each 

other's absolute counterpoints (Wisnewski, 2000, p. 417) Foucault aimed at showing how power is 

productive: 

 (…) what makes it (power) accepted, is simply the fact that it doesn’t only weigh on us as a force that 

says no: it also traverses and produces things, it induces pleasure, forms knowledge, produces discourse. 

It needs to be considered as a productive network that runs through the whole social body, much more 

than as a negative instance whose function is repression.” (Foucault, 2000). 

In other words, there are also positive and productive aspects of power relations, since they constitute 

subjects and truths about the subject by promoting and regulating certain knowledge, abilities, behaviors 

or actions (Foucault, 2000).  Individuals are therefore made subjects through power relations. According 

to Foucault, the concept of the subject holds two dimensions (Foucault, 2000, 2002). First, a dimension 

where the subject is in a relation to another through control and dependence, and second, a dimension 

through self-awareness, identities and ethics (Foucault, 2000, 2002). These aspects will be elaborated 

further when we present the concepts of government and governmentality and our analytical strategy. 
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3.2.1.1 GOVERNMENT AND GOVERNMENTALITY   

Foucault defines government by the phrase “the conduct of conduct”, which builds on different meanings 

of the word conduct (Dean, 2010). “To conduct”, means to lead, to direct or to guide, and the ethical or 

moral sense of the word appears when it is used in the setting of “to conduct oneself”, which implies the 

form of self-regulation suitable in certain situations (ibid). Furthermore, the noun “conduct” concerns 

our behavior or actions (ibid). Combining these different understandings of the word, “government” 

becomes any attempt to shape, with some degree of reflection, parts of our behavior, which are founded 

sets of norms and for a variety of ends (ibid, p. 18). Government is based in the plural, meaning that it is 

a plurality of governing agencies and authorities, different types of behaviors to be governed, of norms 

to take use of, goals to be reached and a high variety of effects, results and consequences (ibid).  

According to Dean, the use of this understanding of government has some specific implications for 

conducting research in this area (Dean, 2010). First, government does not in this case only refer to 

ordering people or things around but includes an attempt to deliberate and regulate human conduct (Ibid). 

Therefore, for those who seek to govern, human conduct is perceived to be something that can be 

controlled, directed, worked on and shaped into specific ends founded in certain rationalities (Ibid). 

Second, rational in this context is about bringing any form of rationality concerning how things are or 

should be, into the reflection on how to govern (ibid, p. 18-19). Third, this rationality should be seen 

considering morality, if morality is understood as trying to make oneself accountable for one’s own 

actions or the practice where one’s own conduct is to be subject to self-regulation (ibid, p. 19). 

The morality of government can be approached in different ways. In our case it will be how the political 

strategy of the Norwegian government presumes to know, with a variation in how explicit and with use 

of varying knowledge, what constitutes good, honorable, responsible and appropriate conduct of the 

people living in Norway. Furthermore, morality and ethics are generally founded in the idea of self-

governing (Dean, 2010: 19). In this way, the governing by the Norwegian government covers the way 

the individual immigrant or the individual Norwegian questions his or her own conduct, so that he or she 

can be better able to govern it. Government is about modifying a certain feature of the individual. To 

analyze government is therefore to analyze those practices that try to shape, mobilize and work through 

the choices, desires, needs, aspirations and lifestyles of individuals and groups. 
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It is important to see the term government in relation to the term freedom Government is an activity 

trying to shape freedom by shaping the field of possible action (Dean, 2010: 21). However, government 

is not constitutive to freedom, since the governed are free as a result of their status as actors, which are 

able to act and think in various ways, ways that are not necessarily foreseen by authorities (ibid). Certain 

ways of governing, which can be named liberal modes of government, distinguishes itself by attempting 

to work through this freedom of the governed (ibid). The Norwegian government will therefore see the 

freedom of the individuals living in Norway as means of securing their political goals. Furthermore, the 

notion of government also presupposes that those who govern hold the same freedom, which means that 

when we govern others and ourselves, we exercise the capacity of thinking (Dean, 2010: 24). This brings 

us the next term in need of an explanation, namely the one of governmentality. 

Two broad versions of the term governmentality are made available through the literature. First, and in 

a more general sense, it concerns how we think about governing others and ourselves in a wide variety 

of contexts with different rationalities or mentalities. Second, it concerns a more specific and historic 

version of the first (ibid). In our thesis, we will concentrate on the first and more general meaning of the 

term.  

Introducing the term provided Foucault with a satisfactory way of bringing together the micro 

(individual) analysis and macro (population) analysis of power (F, 2000: xxv). This is government with 

the motto “of all and of each” and that entails a power that both individualizes and totalizes (F, 2000: 

xxvii). The idea of “mentalities of government” emphasizes that thinking involved in practices of 

government is implicit and embedded in language and other technical instruments but do also have a 

rather unquestionable status by those that practice it (Dean, 2010: 25). These mentalities can be seen as 

collective and according to Dean this should be understood as “the way we think about exercising 

authority draws upon the expertise, vocabulary, theories, ideas, philosophies and other forms of 

knowledge that are given and available to us”(Dean, 2010).  

In our case, it can be observed through how the everyday integration strategy both targets the individual 

immigrant or the individual “Norwegian” by working on their personal development and potential so 

they can turn into moral subjects, as well as making the whole population a target by making it an 

integration reform that is meant to apply for all and therefore the entire Norwegian population. We will 

now look closer into how governmentality can be applied as an analytic. 
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 3.2.2 GOVERNMENTALITY AS A STRATEGY OF ANALYSIS  

In this part of the chapter we wish to explain how we analytically approach the first sub question of our 

research question concerning everyday integration as a technology of governance.  Foucault never gave 

a clear and unambiguously definition or operationalization of the term governmentality, but as we have 

seen he passed on the concept and thoughts about how it could be applied analytically. People working 

within the field of governmentality have therefore developed more precise analytics to be uses in these 

forms of studies. Thus, in developing our analytical strategy we have been inspired, in addition to 

Foucault’s writings, by work conducted by Dean (2010) and Dahlager (2001). This part aims at 

presenting this analytic and how it is conditioned in relation to our research question.  

Broadly speaking, a governmentality analytic concerns itself with how governing is performed and how 

these conditions of governing continues to operate and transform. Our research question and the sub 

question regarding everyday integration as a technology of governance, is both constructed as “how” 

questions: How is everyday integration made a part of the Norwegian integration policy: how does it 

affect the voluntary community and the relationship between immigrants and Norwegians: and finally, 

how are everyday integration made a technology of governance. This is not a coincidence and is done 

deliberately. According to Dean, this is a typical way of approaching governmentality-based studies, and 

therefore operates in different ways than other theories of government, where the questions often begin 

with “who are governing” and “what is the source of the legitimacy of this governing” (Dean, 2010: 39). 

With a governmentality analytic, one is instead interested in how different agents or areas are constituted 

with certain powers and how some domains are made governable, as well as seeking insight into what 

happens when we govern or are being governed (Dean, 2010: 40). In other words, with our thesis we are 

interested in how immigrants, Norwegians and people in the voluntary community are formed to hold 

capacities and possibilities of action (ibid). This brings us to practice regimes, technologies of 

governance, technologies of power and technologies of the self, which represent important concepts for 

our analytical strategy.  

 

3.2.3.1 PRACTICE REGIMES AND TECHNOLOGY OF GOVERNANCE 

In our thesis, we choose to observe the policy and strategy of everyday integration through a perspective 

inspired by Foucault, more precisely, we observe it as a practice regime. According to Foucault, practices 
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have: “(…) up to a point their own specific regularities, strategy of logic, self-evidence and reason” 

(Foucault 1991: 75). He connects and support this view with the concept of regime, and explains how a 

practice regime is a room where actions and sayings are imposed some specific rules or rationalities, and 

can be viewed as a certain room of action that form specific roles and actions (Dahlager, 2001: 92). This 

room of action decides what is true and acceptable and determine and form the legitimate subjects 

operating in this room (ibid). Within the practice regime of everyday integration, examples of responsible 

roles will be the immigrant that are integrating themselves or the Norwegian and the volunteer who help 

integrating these immigrants.  

Power is a dynamic that shapes the practice regime, which makes it both something constituted and at 

the same time something that constitutes – it is in other words a process that both establishes possibilities 

and limitations for the subjects operating within the regime (ibid.). Hence, the practice regime of 

everyday integration is constituted in the way that it already exits some organized or coordinated ways 

of how and where integration takes place, which also is the case for voluntary activity. However, 

everyday integration also constitutes or shapes the way that it is different from previous practices in the 

field of integration and volunteerism.  

Observing everyday integration as a practice regime leads us to the next key concept of governmentality 

and our first sub question, the technology of governance. As previously noted, government can be named 

“the conduct of conduct” or said in a different way, governing other people’s self-governing. 

Technologies of government represents ways of shaping a practice regime and therefore how it enables 

people to act, not only in the world but also on themselves in certain ways (Dahlager, 2001: 93). A 

technology of governance represents the link between so-called technologies of power and technologies 

of the self (Ibid). According to Foucault, the technologies of power “(…) determine the behavior of 

individuals and subdue them to certain goals”, while the technologies of the self “(…) allow individuals 

through their own means, or with the help of others, a certain number of operations on their own body 

and soul, thoughts, behaviors, ways of being in order to transform themselves into achieving a certain 

state of happiness, purity, wisdom, perfection or mortality.” (Foucault 1994: 225). By linking these two 

technologies together, the technologies of governance results in the already covered term of 

governmentality. In other words, when we ask how everyday integration becomes a technology of 
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governance, we seek insight into how the Norwegian government governs the Norwegian people and 

how it governs their self-governing.  

A technology of governance can be divided into four different elements: object formations, forms of 

truth, forms of action and subject formations (Dahlager, 2001: 94). These forms build on Foucault’s work 

about the subject’s ethical relation to itself and have been developed into analytical tools for use in studies 

of governmentality (Foucault, 1991: Dahlager, 2001: 94: Dean, 2010: 37). These forms will now be 

presented in two separate sections. Object formations and forms of truth in the first, and forms of action 

and subject formations in the second. We find this division an analytical advantage since it contributes 

in showing how the different forms are interconnected in the practice regime, but also how they at the 

same time have independent aspects.  

 

3.2.3.2 OBJECT FORMATIONS AND FORMS OF TRUTH 

Object formations, or as Foucault named it the ethical substance, refers to the part that is to be worked 

on within the subject through ethics, for instance peoples’ desires, their behavior or their attitude 

(Dahlager, 2001: 94). The object formation is closely linked to the subject since it represents an 

objectification of something within the subject. This objectification is a result of a problematization and 

questioning about the current state of the object formation and will therefore be a focus on how this can 

change for the better (Dahlager, 2001: 95). As we have seen, knowledge plays a crucial part when it 

comes to power and governing. Forms of truth also referred to as ways of submission by Foucault, 

describes the way in which we are encouraged to recognize our moral obligations. Specific forms of truth 

make the object formation visible, they are confirmed, given specific meaning and significance 

(Dahlager, 2001: 96). The truth formations function as arguments available for the governing process by 

justifying why it is necessary with a problematization and change regarding the behavior, ways of 

thinking, attitudes, etc. within the subject. 

In the case of our analysis of everyday integration as a technology of governance, we will examine how 

parts of the Norwegian citizen (immigrants, Norwegians and volunteers), for instance their feelings, 

thoughts or attitudes, are objectified in the Norwegian government’s communication as something in 

need of change. For how does, for instance, the everyday life of Norwegian citizens become governable 
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by problematizing the integration process? What kind of knowledge or expertise offer arguments and 

justifications for this problematization and the presented solutions?    

 

3.2.3.3 FORMS OF ACTION AND SUBJECT FORMATIONS   

After analyzing the aspects of objects and truths within the everyday integration strategy, we will 

investigate how these are connected to certain forms of actions and subjects’ formations. Forms of action 

are used to shape the objects and represent for instance specific instructions, organizational forms and 

procedures that have specific characteristics associated with them, such as specific tools or forms of 

expressions or locations (Dahlager, 2001: 96). These forms of actions will make it possible for the subject 

to work on the parts that have been objectified and therefore give the subjects the opportunity to become 

moral subjects. This brings us to the fourth element of the technology of governance, namely the subject 

formations.  

Subject formations represent the kind of beings that people strive to become when they work on parts of 

themselves to become moral subjects and take on the forms of actions made available for them (Dahlager, 

2001: 95). This form is used in the governing process to produce and shape how people are addressed as 

individuals, which will never take a single or universal form and therefore unfold in a multitude of ways 

(Ibid). The subject formations promote certain capacities, qualities and statues of individuals, and if it 

works successfully, they will perceive themselves through these capacities and therefore become moral 

subjects within the practice regime (Rose, 1999). Governing individuals are in this way more about 

offering some formations that the individuals can identify themselves with and is therefore less about 

identity and more about identification (Dahlager, 2001: 95). 

In the upcoming analysis, we will investigate how certain forms of actions are made available through 

the Norwegians government’s communication regarding everyday integration. What characterizes these 

actions and what kind of subject formations are linked to them? What kind of subjects can the immigrant, 

the Norwegian or the volunteer choose to become if he/she takes on these actions and start governing 

themselves? What kind of duties, rights or characteristics does these subject formations bring with them?  
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3.3. LUHMANN’S THEORY OF SOCIAL SYSTEMS  

The second theory that we base our thesis upon is Luhmann’s theory of social systems.  According to 

Luhmann, a social system is a holistic set of elements which are either social elements or social actions 

(Kneer & Nassehi, 2006).In his theory of social systems he speaks of a functional structural systems 

theory (Kneer & Nassehi, 2006). Luhmann understands a social system as social acts that connect to each 

other(Kneer & Nassehi, 2006). Thus, all actions that refer explicitly to each other belong to that system: 

all other actions that do not uphold any relation to the relevant framework belong to the system’s 

surroundings (Kneer & Nassehi, 2006).   

According to Luhmann, one can differentiate between three specific types of social systems:  interaction 

systems, organization systems and society systems(Kneer & Nassehi, 2006) . Interaction systems is when 

the present beings act, sense each other and interact with each other (Ibid, p. 46). Organization systems 

arise when membership to the organization is tied to certain conditions (Ibid, p. 47).Society is more than 

the sum of all interaction and organizational systems, since in the social system there is a variety of 

actions that are not produced by interaction or organizational systems. Society systems form a system of 

higher order, a system of a different type. So, society is the most comprehensive system and at the same 

time a system type next to other system types (namely interactions and organizations).  the society system 

thus is a universal system which aims to include all social systems and can therefore not limit itself to 

the social system of society but must consider all three system types. (Ibid, p. 47).  

Luhmann divides his systems according to function: what he calls functional differentiation (Kneer & 

Nassehi, 2006). Functional differentiation means dividing society into different subsystems that differ 

from each other according to their functional relation to society such as economy, politics, law, 

knowledge, science, religion, education etc. (Ibid, p. 146). These subsystems are named functional 

systems and adhere to a logic that dominates the way people act within the system and their surroundings 

(Ibid, p. 146).   

 

3.3.1 UNDERSTANDING OF COMMUNICATION  

Our understanding of communication in this thesis is based on Luhmann’s theory of social systems. 

Luhmann distinguishes in his theory between psychological, social systems and biological systems 
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(Luhmann & Baecker, 2013). This thesis is based on social systems, which consist of communication 

and nothing else (Luhmann, 1994; Moe, 2000). We are forced to communicate through the social system 

when we talk to each other. Thus, it is the communication that decides which aspects of the system we 

refer to (Kneer & Nassehi, 2006). Our observation thus draws on communication, meaning statements 

uttered from our informants and official documents from the government in addition to the documents 

we gained access to through our informants, while personal motives, attitudes and feelings that lie behind 

the informants’ statements are within the blind spot of our analysis. Communication is a central concept 

for the thesis and we therefore shortly want to present Luhmann’s understanding of communication. 

The concept of communication is the basis for Luhmann’s systems theory, since communication is the 

material that society consists of (Luhmann, 1997). Communication is understood not as a transfer of a 

message from a sender to a receiver, but as a selection process divided into three parts: information (what 

is communicated about), announcement (the way it is communicated) and understanding (how an 

announcement is understood and answered) (N. Å. Andersen, 1999). Communication only takes place 

when all three parts of the selection process has happened.  Thus, for the selection process of 

communication to be completed it is not enough that a statement is expressed if it is not followed by a 

connected statement (understanding). Therefore, understanding in this case refers to the resulting 

statement which is connected to the previous statement (Ibid). Communication is thus constructed the 

moment new communication connects itself to the previous communication. Thus, communication is a 

continuous and never-ending process, always resulting in new communication. Communication always 

grasps something and lets other things be still, meaning something is selected at the expense of something 

else when communicated (Moe, 2000). This process of selection is the process of communication.  It is 

therefore the connected communication that defines the last communication’s character as 

communication (Ibid, p. 184). 

 

 3.3.2 SECOND ORDER OBSERVATION 

Systems theory constructs a certain view of the object called “second order observation”. This means 

that we observe the observations of others as observation. Observation is a central concept of the thesis, 

which we now explain. 
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Luhmann views observation as an operation which does not refer to a subject but to distinctions 

(Åkerstrøm Andersen, 2003). A distinction is the observed differences marking one side over another 

(Ibid). Distinctions always have two sides, an inner side and an outer side, the inner side being the 

indicated side (Ibid). The inner, indicated side is named the marked side and the outer the unmarked side 

(Ibid). Wherever there is observation, the inside of the distinction is indicated, and the outside is not 

(Ibid). Distinctions isolate each side from the other. It is therefore only possible to show one side of the 

distinction at a time (Ibid).  The only way to observe both sides of the distinction at once are in the case 

the distinction re-enters itself, thus indicating both sides at once while again producing a new distinction 

(Ibid). This process produces a re-entry, and when a distinction contains a re-entry it becomes a paradox 

(Ibid).   

Our perception is always constructed through a difference that defines what we can see and what we 

cannot see (Åkerstrøm Andersen, 2003).  Through observing on second order, one observes through 

which distinctions the subject we are observing views the world (Ibid). An observer will not be able to 

see what it is he becomes blind to in his observations (Ibid). A second-order observer can on the other 

hand see what the observer does not see, but not what he himself does not see (Ibid). 

The central point with the concept of observing is that the distinction that one observes through is not 

visible for the observers themselves.  In other words, we can distinguish, but we cannot see how we 

distinguish (N. Å. Andersen, 1999) Each social system holds a guiding distinction, guiding distinction is 

what to guide the systems observations, thus what the observer sees and cannot see (N. Å. Andersen, 

2003).The distinction is the observer’s blind spot.  

Observing on second order is characterized by observations of observations, and the first observer’s blind 

spot thus becomes visible to the second order observer(N. Andersen, 2006). This means that we as 

observers can see what distinction our subjects observe through (Ibid).  The same rules apply for a second 

order observer as a first order observer, when we with our observation are limited of the distinction we 

set (Ibid). Contingency is a central aspect of the observation concept, when the distinction that we observe 

through can always be set differently (Åkerstrøm Andersen, Pors, Andersen, & Pors, 2018). Everything 

is therefore contingent on the distinction we set for our observations, because it decides what we can see 

and what we cannot see (Ibid). 
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With the basis of Luhmann’s systems theory, we move to the level of the second order observer, and we 

observe the observations of the Norwegian government and the Red Cross. But since our observations 

will always be contingent, it is central to put forth how we choose to construct these observations, and 

which distinctions they have used. 

 

 3.3.3 POWER  

In Luhmann’s system theory, one asks how power can produce more power (Åkerstrøm Andersen et al., 

2018). Power is not constant it can strengthen and weaken through its use. Power is a rising relationship 

where the superior’s (alter) growth of power causes the inferior’s (ego) power to grow and vice versa.   

According to Luhmann, the guiding distinction for power is alter/ego. Luhmann sees power as a 

symbolically generalized medium which sets alter/ego as a unique binary code for its communication 

(Åkerstrøm Andersen et al., 2018).  Therefore, power is a symbolically generalized medium in the sense 

that one can relate all communication to power, but only through gaining power by achieving something 

through someone else (Ibid, p. 56). In other words, only through the alter achieving something through 

the ego.  The alter focuses on power’s positive motivating values: meaning how to gain power and how 

to keep it. The ego is the power’s reflective value meaning he focuses on what does the alter want with 

me, how did I end up being the inferior, but also what he wants with power (Ibid, p. 56).  Power is not 

superiority or inferiority but precisely the relationship between the two.  Thus, power is the relationship 

between alter and ego (Ibid, p. 56).  

Power is a unique way to tackle paradoxes (Åkerstrøm Andersen et al., 2018) The paradox becomes 

relevant in all communication and within the relationships where the participants cannot have secure 

expectations to each other. Here the ego represents the communication that must choose how to connect 

to the options which were previously opened through alter’s communication.  Alter and ego, each think 

with their own autopoietic systems meaning they do not have access to each other's thoughts. Still they 

are both dependent upon each other’s opinions and decisions. Thus, one makes choices that one thinks 

the other will accept. This creates a paradox because it causes each party not only to take into 
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consideration their own thoughts and actions but also the others.  In relation to power, the goal is not to 

reduce this paradox but to regulate it (Ibid, p. 57).   

Power is a medium that presupposes that there is a surplus of choices for the alter and the ego (Åkerstrøm 

Andersen et al., 2018). Power works through building a bridge between the alter and the ego, which 

ensures that the paradox exists on both sides (Ibid, p. 57).  Power is when the alter shoves complexity 

over to the ego that he must hold and handle, while trying to understand the alters intentions of giving it 

(Ibid, p. 57). Superiority is thus not achieved through making the inferior do a specific task, but through 

the superior being able to transfer an undecided complexity on to the inferior. The inferior is then free to 

decide this complexity on its own premises and choose the action that fits.   

The alter’s power is larger when he with basis in his power can choose between the embodiment of 

increasing types of decisions (Åkerstrøm Andersen et al., 2018). His power is also higher if he can do 

this in relation to a partner which has many different options of how to handle his decisions (Ibid). 

Therefore, power increases when there is freedom of choice for both parties (Ibid). Having freedom of 

choice for both parties creates a situation of double contingent selectivity. Meaning each party is 

dependent on the others decision.  Freedom and double contingent selectivity are power resources: the 

alter’s power can therefore only increase through increasing freedom for the ego. 

Luhmann describes power as actions upon actions (Åkerstrøm Andersen et al., 2018). Power 

differentiates between events and actions as two different ways communication can be observed or 

presented (Ibid). It’s about how a communicative event of a new communication can be observed and 

deemed as actions with consequences for how this action can relate to that communication (Ibid).  Thus, 

power communication always takes form through selection of action upon selection of action (Luhmann, 

1976) (Luhmann, 1976). The alter and the ego are thus mutual to each other’s actions, therefore, for the 

ego it is not only about acting upon the alters’ actions but also how he expects the alter to act upon his 

choice of action (Ibid). In conclusion power is not about decreasing autonomy but instead about building 

a bridge between contingencies and developing combinations of dependence and independence.   
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 3.3.4 GOVERNANCE 

According to Luhmann governance is seen as a form of intentional action that either succeeds or fails 

(Åkerstrøm Andersen et al., 2018) In his opinion theories of action do not adequately describe how 

governance operates but come up with simple solutions through talking about intentional and 

unintentional consequences (Ibid). As such Luhmann tries to understand what we think we have already 

understood (Ibid). 

An analysis of governance in the view of systems theory has to take governance seriously as its concrete 

form, when it appears as an action (Åkerstrøm Andersen et al., 2018). When we investigate how 

governance operates, we can see that it has a special way of operating with distinctions (Ibid). 

Governance tries to minimize the difference in an asymmetrical distinction (Ibid). Luhmann thus starts 

with a simple observation: that governance tries to reduce a distinction (ibid). In other words, it tries to 

reduce the difference between the marked and the unmarked side of the distinction (ibid). In his analysis 

he shows that governance holds an infinite amount of paradoxes which makes it very unlikely for 

governance to take place (ibid). In his opinion it is more likely that governance creates unruliness than 

governance (Ibid). 

Governance communication emerges as a form of meta communication, as communication about what 

distinctions are to be reduced (Åkerstrøm Andersen et al., 2018) This brings us to the question: how is 

governance governed? (Ibid) When the communication points out the distinction that is to be reduced it 

at the same time distinguishes between that distinction and all other potential distinctions that also can 

be put under governance (Ibid). Something is governed and thus becomes visible, all other things become 

invisible: thus, one cannot see what governance deems invisible through focusing on the one distinction 

it wants to reduce (Ibid). 

The next question is: who is reducing the distinction? (Åkerstrøm Andersen et al., 2018)Governance 

communication points out a distinction it intends to reduce, and this communication has its effects, but 

is this a result of governance? (Ibid) It seems clear that the system that tries to reduce the distinction 

through its communication is not the same system that reduces the distinction (Ibid). For governance to 

work, the governing system must build up an image of the governed system, but this image most likely 

says more about their own system than the system they are trying to govern (Ibid). Governance is only 
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possible if the system it attempts to govern governs itself. And this must be done in a way in which the 

governor’s communication becomes meaningful and is taken in as an element in the system’s own 

governance (Ibid). For the present case, this would mean that the voluntary sector finds the Norwegian 

government's communication of governance meaningful for their own governance (Ibid). Thus, 

according to Luhmann, governance is always governance of self-governance, and therefore governance 

only leads to unruliness (Ibid). 

 

3.3.5 FORM ANALYSIS: IDENTIFYING THE EXISTING LOGICS, PARADOXES AND 

THEIR CONSEQUENCES 

With this strategy of analysis, we intend to answer the questions for the second and third analysis: 2) 

What paradoxical challenges unfold within the implementation of everyday integration? And 3) What 

conditions do the paradoxes of everyday integration set for the “Buddy” activity? making a separate 

analytical for each question. 

The goal with form analysis is to analyze how communication is limited by the observed distinctions or 

paradoxes (N. Å. Andersen, 1999). In this analysis we observe as second order observers (as explained 

above) thus being able to identify both sides of the distinction at once. Form is defined as the unity of a 

distinction, in other words the unity of the marked and unmarked sides of the distinction (Ibid, p.129-

131). Thus the guiding distinction for form analysis is Unity/ difference. The form analysis thus, tries to 

identify the distinctions that set the framework for observation (Ibid). One asks for the unity of the 

distinction, and thus to the communication that the distinction makes possible and impossible at the same 

time (N. Å. Andersen, 1999). A form analysis investigates the distinctions which the communication 

operates through and which lets each communication within the form be on either the marked or the 

unmarked side of the distinction (N. Å. Andersen, 2004). The relationship between the marked and the 

unmarked is impossible, because form distinguishes between what otherwise cannot be distinguished 

(Luhmann, 1994).  The form analysis concern is to identify the communications specific conditions of 

possibilities which the communication is forced to create opportunities from (N. Å. Andersen, 2004). 

When the government and the Red Cross marks something as “everyday integration” or a responsible 
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citizen, it is at the same time marked in relation to something else. In this way form analysis perspective 

gives way to observe the distinctions the Government and the Red Cross observes its subjects through. 

Furthermore, this gives way for a view of how the distinctions which are analyzed are constructed, 

focusing on making the impossibilities possible (Luhmann, 1994).  In other words, how the 

communication resolves the paradoxes (Ibid). Luhmann sees a paradox as an undecidable possibility, 

where there exists two parallel variables which are not able to exclude each other (N. Å. Andersen, 1999). 

An analytical strategy to identify this is to find a re-entry. Re-entry is defined as a distinction which is 

re-entered within the space that is already marked by a distinction (Ibid, p. 113). In other words, the 

unmarked side enters the marked side of the distinction. This establishes a paradox where the two 

distinctions are identical and yet different from each other (Luhmann, 1994). Through identifying re-

entries, the thesis can unfold how the Government and the Red Cross Youth resolve paradoxes which is 

necessary to uphold their communication. 

 

3.4. GUIDING DISTINCTIONS, POSSIBILITIES AND LIMITATIONS: COMBINING 

FOUCAULT AND LUHMANN 

Now that we have put forth the theories of Foucault and Luhmann that we are going to use in our analysis 

we will in this section compare the two and explain how we combine them in our view of the Norwegian 

government and the Red Cross in our analysis. We will go through Foucault’s’ and Luhmanns’ 

differences and commonalities. We will compare their views of power, governance and look at how the 

two different strategies of governmentality and form analysis complement each other. 

When it comes to power and governmentality Luhmann and Foucault hold a common starting point 

(Borch, 2005). Luhmann starts with the connection between causality and power, in his opinion power 

has no concrete point of origination, each impact has an endless number of effects and every effect 

generates an endless number of impacts (ibid).  Causal relation is therefore dependent on the observer 

(ibid). According to Luhmann organizational power increases simultaneously between alter and ego 

when the internal relations intensify (Åkerstrøm Andersen et al., 2018). According to Foucault power is 

a substance that can be possessed and exchanged (Borch & Larsen, 2003). Foucault’s approach to power 

aims to develop conceptual tools to enable people to seize powers of their time more efficiently(Borch, 
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2005).  Power is defined as “conduct of conduct” (Foucault) or action upon action (Luhmann), thus 

accordingly for Luhmann and Foucault power is to structure the possible field of action of others, or 

oneself, as its limits the choice of actions (ibid). As such power does not cause a specific behavior but is 

a mechanism which regulates the dependent possible choice of action (ibid). Both Foucault and Luhmann 

ends up focusing not on what power is but how its exercised (ibid).  

Foucault ends up studying power through form of government, while Luhmann looks at power through 

two dual pillars if conception(Borch, 2005; Borch & Larsen, 2003). Luhmanns’ first pillar concerns the 

medial notion of power and the second power is constituted by negative sanctions(Borch, 2005). In this 

thesis we focus on power as a medium and Foucault’s positive understanding of power where power 

creates more power and is present everywhere as explained above(ibid). Power is seen as overall positive 

with a promotional character, what is characteristic for this understanding of power is that it also produces 

knowledge and discourses. As such action happens as a result of power (Borch & Larsen, 2003).  This 

does not mean that power cannot be negative but that the concept holds both a positive and a negative 

side (ibid).   Foucault and Luhmann both want to show how power of having both processes and rational 

character instead of a substantial one (ibid). As such power is not bound to a specific institution or actor. 

Because power is present everywhere it is also the basis of all social practices (ibid).  

Power and governance happen through forming the space of action. According to Foucault this forming 

of the subjects’ space of action happens through using different technologies(Borch, 2005). For Luhmann 

it’s a double contingent limitation of choices where the alter tries to govern egos action without knowing 

what the consequence will be (ibid). For Foucault and Luhmann coercion excludes power, if there is not 

an option for the subject or the ego of taking a different action or choice, power will be lost, and one 

would be talking about coercion or domination (ibid). 

 As for their strategy of analysis form analysis holds the guiding distinction unity/difference (Åkerstrøm 

Andersen, 2003)while governmentality holds the guiding distinctions regularity/dissemination of 

statements, and subjectivation/subjecting(Åkerstrøm Andersen, 2004). Form analysis investigates the 

communications guiding distinctions, paradoxes and blind spots. Governmentality investigates how in 

the communication a regularity of truth and object formation out of all possible, and specific subject 

through the communications structure of regimes and practices(Åkerstrøm Andersen, 2004). We use 

form analysis to focus on the distinctions that emerge in the communication around everyday integration 
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while we use governmentality to analyze the different formations the communication shapes through 

looking at everyday integration as a technology of governance. As such governmentality sheds light on 

the governance mechanism that the communication sets up while form analysis sheds light on 

distinctions, paradoxes and thus also problems that the communication might hold through its 

mechanism. The two theoretical views in combination allows us to nuance our analysis, because they 

widen our gaze of everyday integration and its implementation through the voluntary sector. Together 

Luhmann and Foucault create the framework for the thesis view on the Norwegian governments and Red 

Crosses expression of power through their implementation of everyday integration. Governmentality 

focuses on the subject instead of the wider arrangement, while form analysis focuses on wider 

management and is blind to the empirical differences. Thus, we are blind to the upper management and 

surrounding perspectives. 

 

4. ANALYSIS   

This chapter will present the analytical findings of the thesis by responding to the research question, 

which reads:   

How does “everyday integration” become part of the Norwegian integration policy and which 

complexities unfold within the relationship between Norwegians and immigrants?   

The chapter will be structured according to the three sub questions belonging to the research question 

and will therefore be given a main section each. The first section will investigate the question: How does 

the Norwegian government introduce "everyday integration" as a technology of governance towards 

the Norwegian voluntary sector and the everyday life of Norwegians and immigrants?  The section 

will show how the government turns the relationship between immigrants and Norwegians into an object 

of governance. Furthermore, it will show how the individual citizen and the volunteer community are 

made responsible for the success of the political integration strategy.  This is founded in the truth 

formation emphasizing that taking on this responsibility is crucial in order to secure a positive 

development of the Norwegian society.    
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The findings will be followed by the second analytical section, which will investigate how the strategy 

of everyday integration produces some paradoxes within its communication.  The question we answer in 

this section is therefore: Which paradoxical challenges unfold within the implementation of everyday 

integration? The section will show how the government’s communication and its technology of everyday 

integration poses some paradoxical challenges for immigrants and Norwegians when trying to achieve 

everyday integration and become responsible citizens. Furthermore, the section will explore the 

challenges and consequences that these existing paradoxes represent for the parties taking part in the 

implementation of everyday integration.   

Lastly, we will follow up this analysis with a case study of the Red Cross “Buddy” activity. In this section 

we answer the question: What conditions do the paradoxes of everyday integration set for the “Buddy” 

activity? We will observe the activity through the lens of everyday integration and see how the paradoxes 

of everyday integration impact the practice of an activity trying to contribute to the integration process.  

 

4.1 ANALYSIS 1: EVERYDAY INTEGRATION AS A TECHNOLOGY OF 

GOVERNANCE    

In this first analytical part of the thesis, we will respond to the following question:  

How does the Norwegian government introduce "everyday integration" as a technology of governance 

towards the Norwegian voluntary community and the everyday life of Norwegians and immigrants?  

The analysis will answer the part of the research question addressing the implementation of everyday 

integration as a part of the Norwegian integration policy. Using a strategy of analysis grounded in 

Foucault’s view of governmentality, as described above, we will examine how the communication of 

everyday integration forms objects, truths, action and subjects which results in a technology of 

governance towards the Norwegian population.   

The section is divided into two parts. The first part examines the formation of objects and truths within 

the communication put forward by the government, which Foucault calls the provision of the ethical 
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substance and ways of submission. We consider how the Norwegian government in their communication 

objectifies features of Norwegians and immigrants as objects of governance. In addition, we examine 

how the communication articulates universal forms of truth, which highlights and shapes these object 

formations. In other words, this first part examines how the communication put forward by the 

Norwegian government objectifies parts of behavior, thoughts and attitudes  of Norwegian’s and 

immigrant’s as something that is possible to change and how this objectification finds its place in the 

construction of truths, founded in specific knowledge, expertise or rationalities.    

The second part of the analysis examines forms of action and forms of subject, which Foucault call forms 

of refinement and the subject’s theology. Here we examine how the communication points out specific 

kinds of actions, which Norwegians and immigrants can act upon in order to become responsible 

citizens.  In connection to this, we examine how these forms of action create specific moral subjects. The 

individual can choose to take on this moral subject formation by submitting to the object and truth 

formations and by acting within the distributed forms of action. In other words, we examine how the 

Norwegian government points out different forms of action through counsel, practice and instruction, 

that the citizens can act upon to become responsible citizens.    

This analytical section concludes that as a result of the Norwegian government’s new integration strategy, 

the relationship between Norwegians and immigrants becomes an object of governance. As a result, the 

individual Norwegian and the individual immigrant are made responsible for making the integration 

policy a success. The responsible citizen should use its spare time to integrate, and the private and 

intimate sphere of the citizens’ everyday life becomes governable. Furthermore, the section concludes 

that the voluntary organizations should install and provide meeting places where relationships between 

Norwegians and immigrants can unfold. As a result, the voluntary community is expected to change their 

way of reaching out to people by lowering the existing threshold for becoming a part of the voluntary 

community.   

In other words, the overall conclusion is that both the individual citizen and the voluntary community 

are made responsible for the government’s integration policy. This is founded within truth formations, 

which stress the crucial role of the individual and the voluntary community in developing the society for 

the better by taking part in everyday integration. 
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4.1.1 PART 1: OBJECT AND TRUTH FORMATIONS – GOVERNING PERSONAL 

RELATIONS   

The following section will analyze the Norwegian Government's communication concerning integration 

since 2015. We identify how the communication articulates specific behaviors, attitudes or thoughts 

among and within Norwegians and immigrants, as objects of change. The analysis will also examine how 

specific rationalities about this behavior, attitudes and thoughts specify and justify the construction of 

these object formations. Analytically the differentiation is between the object formation, parts of the 

subject that can be changed, and truth formations, general truths outside the subjects, whose rationales 

justify the objects problematization. The analysis will show how changing the relationship between 

Norwegians and immigrants is the main goal within the government's communication of everyday 

integration.  How this change justifies the governments objects formations which are trust, sense of 

belonging, responsibility, everyday behavior, participation, volunteering, and Norwegian values. 

According to the government’s communications, these object formations contribute to the objective of 

changing the relationship between Norwegians and immigrants. The change is founded and justified 

through truth formations pointing out how this is necessary for securing a positive development of the 

Norwegian society. Thus, changing the relationship between people becomes a truth formation, justifying 

that the change within these relationships is necessary for the betterment of society and therefore also the 

main object of change. 

 

4.1.1.1 CHANGING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN NORWEGIANS AND IMMIGRANTS     

According to the Norwegian government there are certain challenges with integration:  

“The immigrant population participates less in different areas of society than the majority population. 

Low qualifications and discrimination are key barriers.” (Translated by authors, Skutlaberg et al., 2018) 

“Cultural and economic differences between citizens make it more difficult to create a community in 

which everyone feels a sense of belonging and equality. It is particularly challenging if cultural 

otherness, lower participation and financial disadvantage intersect.” (Translated by authors, 

Skutlaberg et al., 2018) 
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The government’s communication makes it possible to observe how the current relationship between 

Norwegians and immigrants is presented as being characterized by the differences between them. Some 

of the differences intersect and some also produce new differences, as when varying qualifications result 

in different participation of immigrants and Norwegians. Furthermore, these differences seem to have a 

negative effect on the social development within the Norwegian society. The government is therefore 

trying to solve these problems through setting specific goals for their new strategy of integration. The 

new strategy has four pillars: education and qualification, work, everyday integration and the right to 

live a free life.  Our thesis focuses on everyday integration and seek insight into how this new concept 

creates new conditions for the Norwegian integration policy.   

The main goal of the everyday integration pillar, as stated in their new strategy of integration, is that 

“immigrants will experience an increased sense of belonging and participation in community life” 

(Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019). There are in other words two main goals: 

increased sense of belonging and participation in community life. In order to achieve these goals, the 

government proposes everyday integration as a tool. What this tool seems to draw into center is the 

relationship between people:   

“Everyday integration is something that happens where people meet in small and big communities on 

formal and informal arenas” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019) 

“Everyday integration is something that happens in meetings between people” (Translated by authors, 

Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019)  

The relationship between people becomes central to the government’s communication. Accordingly 

changing the relationships between people will increase people’s sense of belonging and participation in 

community life. Changing the relationship between Norwegians and immigrant for the betterment of 

society becomes a truth formation and the main object of activation.  In their communication the 

Norwegian government objectifies the relationship between people.  According to Foucault, 

governmentality relates to the individual, thus, one can say that the government, in this case, objectifies 

how every individual relates to other individuals. The way people relate to each other is thus constructed 

as an object, an ethical substance within the subjects, which can be activated. Furthermore, since 
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everyday integration is used as a tool in strengthening the process of integrating immigrants, the meaning 

of how people relate to each other can be narrowed down to concerning how immigrants and Norwegians 

relate to each other. Thus, the relationships between immigrants and Norwegians are made an object and 

a justification for change.  

But how and why is their relationship presented as something that can be activated? We can observe that 

it is founded in a constructed truth formation that points out that everyday integration can activate this 

change, which again will lead to an improvement of the Norwegian society. As stated by the Prime 

Minister in her New Year's address: “Cooperation is vital for successful integration.” (Translated by 

authors, Solberg, 2016).  Thus, everyday integration and the relationships it changes and creates through 

cooperation become a force for successful integration.   

In the process of changing the relationship between immigrants and Norwegians one changes how these 

subjects relate, behave, and think of each other, thus causing further object formations. According to the 

new integration strategy, everyday integration is: “about creating trust, sense of belonging (…) and 

participation” (Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019). The relationships constructed through everyday 

integration are therefore affecting and activating other object formations.  In the following paragraphs 

we will present these object formations and therefore how the government objectify features of 

immigrants and Norwegians to activate and change how they relate to each other.  

As we have seen, the Norwegian government communicates a need for a new way of handling integration 

to meet differences between immigrants and Norwegians. The everyday life of the citizens, both 

immigrants and Norwegians, is the key to succeed in this task. The everyday integration strategy targets 

and moves within a different sphere than the previous integration policy, namely the private and intimate 

sphere of people’s day to day life. As a result, the personal relationships between Norwegians and 

immigrants become an area where political involvement is seen as natural and necessary.    
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4.1.1.1.1 STRENGTHENING AND MAINTAINING TRUST   

Trust is mentioned 32 times in the government’s new integration strategy, and according to a report that 

lays the grounds for the new strategy, trust is one of the main building blocks for maintaining a functional 

society (Brochman et al., 2017). The government stresses how everyday integration becomes a project 

that people can take part in, which can increase trust: “Everyday integration is important also because it 

strengthens trust to the central state institutions” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 

2019). In the governments’ communication we can observe that one of their main goals is to strengthen 

trust on two dimensions. First, between the general population and the government, and second, trust 

between Norwegians and immigrants:  

“Democratic understanding is a basic value that is important in maintaining trust among the people, 

both in each other and in the authorities” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019) 

"Being able to gather around what we have in common, instead of our differences, is important in order 

to strengthen the trust between immigrants and the rest of the population” (Translated by authors, 

Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019) 

The communication put forward by the government presents the citizens’ trust in the government and 

the trust between immigrants and Norwegians as an object that can, and should, be activated and changed. 

It is a feature that can be preserved, strengthened and something the subject can work on. Furthermore, 

the Norwegian society is presented as a society characterized by trust, unity and democracy, which are 

factors that according to the government need to be maintained. In other words, they already exist within 

the Norwegian society. Thus, as a result of the communication, Norwegians becomes subjects that entail 

a tendency and will, to trust fellow citizens and the government. However, the situation for immigrants 

is different. In their communication, the government sets a lack of trust in the fellow man as a formation 

of truth that justifies why this trust in the fellow man should change and increase among 

immigrants:  “Trust in the fellow man is also lower among immigrants than the rest of the population 

as a whole” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019)  

Another formation of truth is set around the statement that the Norwegian society would not work 

optimally without a high level of trust in its government or between its people:   
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“Trust and unity are the building block for the central and economic sustainability in our society and is 

decisive for a functioning welfare society” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019)  

“Trust and civic engagement are conditions for continuation of a viable democracy” (Translated by 

authors, Brochman et al., 2017). 

Thus, trust is set as the bedrock for the social and economic sustainability in the Norwegian society by 

the government’s communication. Trust becomes an object which immigrants and Norwegians can and 

should strengthen in their relationships. A consequence of the communication is that the government sets 

the conditions for how Norwegians and immigrants should interact and what their relationship should be 

characterized by, namely a trusting relationship. However, trusting another individual is a personal and 

intimate choice which often builds on previous experiences. A consequence of the government's 

communication, however, is that trust is presented as something obvious and something one should 

expect from the fellow man in the Norwegian society. Immigrants are as a result met with the expectation 

that they should trust Norwegians, and the same goes for how Norwegians think, feel and behave towards 

immigrants. If they do not, they will not take on the role of responsible citizens that promote integration, 

and therefore a positive development of the Norwegian society.  Further down in the analysis we will 

look closer into which specific actions and which subject formations that are created and made available 

for the Norwegians and the immigrants, so they can become these trusting and responsible citizens.  

To summarize, the governments’ communication sets the feeling of trust as an object within the 

Norwegian and the immigrant subject that is possible to activate and change. A feeling of trust is 

constructed as a natural part of being a Norwegian and is placed as a condition for developing a good 

relationship between immigrants and Norwegians. To continue being or to become a responsible citizen, 

one therefore needs to develop relationships based on trust with a Norwegian, if one is an immigrant, and 

with an immigrant, if one is a Norwegian.           
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4.1.1.1.2 SENSE OF BELONGING  

In addition to trust, the government’s communication indicates that they want immigrants to feel an 

increased sense of belonging in Norway: “The Government's goal is for immigrants to experience an 

increased sense of belonging and participation in society, by among other things facilitating common 

meeting places.” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019). It is here possible to observe 

how the immigrant’s sense of belonging becomes an object, an ethical substance within the immigrant 

subject, which can be activated. It represents another goal that the government intends to achieve through 

everyday integration: by putting in force the tool of everyday integration the government wishes to create 

meeting places between Norwegians and immigrants.  The goal of changing immigrants' sense of 

belonging is founded in the rationale that it would foster good relationships with the local community 

and make it easier to participate in society: “The Government wants to strengthen the good communities 

and reduce barriers for participation.” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019) . 

Furthermore, the government’s communication puts down another formation of truth, which indicates 

that increased sense of belonging will prevent creation of parallel communities and polarization between 

groups: “If parts of the immigrant population experience a slight sense of belonging to the Norwegian 

society, parallel communities and polarization between groups can also form here.” (Translated by 

authors, Justis- og beredskapsdepartementet, 2016a). 

In this way, the government’s communication puts down sense of belonging as a positive factor leading 

to the betterment of the Norwegian society by fighting the negative factor of parallel communities.  A 

sense of belonging is, as trust, often characterized by being a personal and intimate feeling, which an 

individual can hold, and therefore rests upon conditions set by the individual itself. However, as a result 

of the communication put forward by the Norwegian government, these conditions are not set by the 

individual immigrant itself, but by the government. The immigrants are being told that they need to 

develop a stronger sense of belonging to the Norwegian society and that the way to achieve this is through 

developing relationships with Norwegians. If they do not, and keep interacting with other immigrants, 

they become responsible for hindering a positive development of the Norwegian society. The 

consequences of turning sense of belonging into an object formation will be elaborated further when we 

look at the second part of the governmentality analysis, which presents forms of action and moral subject 

formation made available by the government's communication.  
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In conclusion, the government’s communication makes immigrant’s sense of belonging into an object 

possible to activate, which is argued to be important for a more inclusive society and successful 

integration. Developing relationships with Norwegians is constructed as a condition for when an 

immigrant can feel a sense of belonging to the Norwegian society.       

 

4.1.1.1.3 EVERYDAY BEHAVIOR AND RESPONSIBILITY   

Two other object formations are also possible to observe through the government's communication, more 

precisely everyday behavior and responsibility. The government’s everyday integration strategy 

emphasizes that everyday behavior plays a crucial part in the project: “It is everyday decisions that bring 

about everyday integration” (Translated by authors, Solberg, 2016). The quote demonstrates how the 

Prime minister in her speech encourages change within the people's everyday behavior and how 

individuals use their spare time. How one behaves and acts in everyday life is therefore constructed as 

an object that can be activated and changed. In the speech, she proposes different ways of everyday action 

made available for the individual, which will be presented later. The government states that the public 

sector does not have the capacity to enforce everyday integration alone. Therefore, to achieve the goal of 

everyday integration each individual should play their part:￼ “Because everyday integration is 

something that happens in meetings between people, it is not something that can be adopted or achieved 

by the public sector alone” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019) .   

Furthermore, their communication specifies that in order to achieve successful integration both 

immigrants and Norwegians must do their part:  

“Everyday integration first and foremost requires the efforts of the individual immigrant, but also that 

immigrants are met with openness and opportunity for participation. Everyday integration is therefore 

also about living conditions, and about the will and ability of society to include immigrants in formal 

and informal communities.” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019) 

“Immigrants and their descendants must receive recognition from the majority for being a legitimate 

part of the national community.” (Translated by authors, Brochman et al., 2017). 
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Thus, it is both the immigrant’s and the Norwegian’s responsibility to change the relationship between 

them, and to make the new integration policy a success. The reasons for this change are grounded in the 

truth formation, which states how crucial it is for every individual and society that integration becomes 

a success. As stated by the prime minister in her New Year's address of 2016, “We will all win if we 

succeed with integration. We will all lose if we fail.” (Translated by authors, Solberg, 2016). In addition, 

according to the Brochmann committee, the success of integration is dependent on the Norwegians ability 

to include immigrants in the central community arenas:  

"In order to succeed in maintaining a high level of confidence in Norwegian society, it is crucial that 

newcomers are included in the central social arenas."(Translated by authors, Brochman et al., 2017).    

"A good society depends on mutual trust between the citizens. The majority population has significant 

responsibility for ensuring that the rise of trust towards the immigrant population is successful.” 

(Translated by authors, Brochman et al., 2017).   

The communication put forward by the government is therefore not only suggesting that the relationship 

between immigrants and Norwegians, together with trust and sense of belonging, are objects that are 

open for activation. It also points out that each subject, both immigrants and Norwegians, holds 

responsibility for the integration of immigrants. The communication indicates that if both parties act on 

this responsibility, it will foster a high level of trust and sense of belonging. Each citizen’s responsibility 

to act and participate in the community is directly linked to the success of the integration and continuing 

welfare of the Norwegian society.  

Therefore, to conclude, we can observe how citizens’ everyday behavior and their responsibility are 

constructed as object formations in the government’s communication. This results in a responsibility 

among both immigrant’s and Norwegians to use one’s spare time in contributing to integration, and they 

become responsible for making the new integration strategy a success. This brings us      to the two next 

object formations, namely participation and volunteering.  
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4.1.1.1.4 PARTICIPATION AND THE ROLE OF THE VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY  

“Everyone can contribute to making people in the neighborhood or the local community feel welcome 

and that they become part of society.” (Justis- og beredskapsdepartementet, 2016a). Here the government 

stresses how everyone can contribute and participate in making everyday integration a success. In 

addition, a goal for everyday integration is stated in the new integration strategy: “The goal is that 

immigrants should participate more in work and civil society” (Translated by authors, 

Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019) .  Thus, the government turns both Norwegian’s and immigrant’s 

participation in civil society into an object formation. This is founded in the rationale that participation 

will increase a sense of democratic understanding, trust and sense of belonging:  

“By participating in democratic processes in organizations, we meet different opinions, and a room 

where it is allowed to express, disagree and find good solutions together” (Translated by authors, 

Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019). 

It is also justified by representing a factor that will result in a positive development of the society. Thus, 

there is a formation of truth within the government’s communication linking participation and civil 

society to successful integration: “Participation in a community can contribute to good integration” 

(Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019).  

In addition, the government’s communication presents the voluntary community as one of the main 

arenas to promote this participation and everyday integration: "Another important arena for everyday 

integration is civil society, mainly NGOs"(Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019). The 

voluntary community is therefore supposed to give both immigrants and Norwegians the opportunities 

to participate and contribute to everyday integration. However, if the voluntary sector should succeed 

with everyday integration it is not enough to continue with “business as usual”. The government wants 

the voluntary community to use its voice so that the leadership of the organizations can make room for 

more diversity. Thus, the way the voluntary community works and prioritizes is set as an object to 

change:  "The voluntary community must recognize that they can sometimes make it difficult to 

participate for those who do not know them” (Translated by authors, Justis- og 
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beredskapsdepartementet, 2016a). The voluntary organization should change how they communicate 

their work to the surrounding society and focus on making immigrants a part of the organization.  

The need for change in how the voluntary community works and prioritize is founded in a truth formation 

concerning what the voluntary organization represents:  

“The Voluntary community contributes to create good and safe communities and facilitates meeting 

places in the local community around common activities and interests. This gives newly arrived 

immigrants a number of opportunities to establish contacts in the local community and get involved in 

activities that provide well-being and meaning.” ” (Translated by authors, Justis- og 

beredskapsdepartementet, 2016a) 

Thus, according to the Norwegian government, the voluntary community plays an important role      in 

developing the society for the better by securing an arena where one can feel safe and where people are 

offered to use their time in a meaningful way. It is also an important arena to develop relationships 

between immigrants and Norwegians. Furthermore, as mentioned earlier, participation in the society by 

the immigrant population is lower than in the general population. The government communicates that 

one of the reasons for this is that not all families are able to afford leisure activities since many of the 

immigrants have low income and thus lack the resources to participate:  

“Although the provision of leisure activities is large in most municipalities, many children do not use 

the services and do not participate on an equal footing with others. Many meet barriers to participate, 

such as poor finances in the family” ” (Translated by authors, Justis- og beredskapsdepartementet, 

2016a).   

Changing and activating the voluntary community is therefore also founded in the truth formation of 

poor finances among immigrants, and the government therefore wants the volunteer community to 

facilitate their organizations so that more immigrants have the means and opportunity to join.  

The object of change within the voluntary community becomes their activities focusing on more activities 

fostering everyday integration, and the inclusion of immigrants within the community and the 

organizations. The government targets the activity leaders to promote this change within their 



THE LIMITS AND POSSIBILITIES OF EVERYDAY INTEGRATION  COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL 

 

TINA GJELLESVIK 

EMILY ANNE HOFF 

47 

organization. In the process the voluntary organization becomes a renewed entity. It is expected that the 

voluntary community takes responsibility for the everyday integration policy and by doing so the 

voluntary organization becomes a place where informal relationships are supposed to develop. People’s 

intimate sphere is therefore becoming a natural part of the voluntary organization.      

To summarize, we have seen how the Norwegian Government turns the participation of immigrants’ and 

Norwegians’, as well as the way the voluntary community work and prioritizes, into object formations. 

The voluntary community should take responsibility for the Norwegian integration policy and by doing 

so become an arena where informal relationships develop, moving the intimate sphere of the individual’s 

everyday life into the voluntary organization. We will now turn to the last object formation, namely 

values, and show how the values of the citizens are targeted by the Norwegian government. 

 

4.1.1.1.5 MAINTAINING NORWEGIAN VALUES   

The Norwegian government’s communication conveys a fear that the flow of immigrants can cause a 

change in Norwegian values and represents a threat towards the foundation of the Norwegian model: 

"If the Norwegian society does not succeed better with the integration of immigrants and refugees from 

countries outside Europe, there is a risk that increasing economic inequality can play alongside cultural 

differences and weaken the foundation for community, trust and the legitimacy of our social 

model."(Translated by authors, Brochman et al., 2017). 

Thus, the Norwegian government sets a formation of truth around the claim that the increase in 

immigrants poses a possible threat to the preservation of Norwegian values. The object of change 

therefore becomes the immigrant’s values:   

“Key values such as equality, equal treatment, democracy and the principles of constitutional law should 

make up the foundation of Norwegian society, also when the population becomes more diverse” 

(Translated by authors, Skutlaberg et al., 2018) 
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“If our values are to prevail, we must achieve what we can call everyday integration (…). We will all 

win if we succeed with integration. We will all lose if we fail.”(Translated by authors, Solberg, 2016).   

At the same time, the values of the Norwegian also become an object of change and activation in, 

communicating what Norwegian values are. As a “real Norwegian” one holds the values of equality, 

democracy, rule of law, trust and unity and one see the importance in protecting these values. What the 

correct Norwegian values are becomes a formation of truth that is to correct both the Norwegians’ and 

the immigrants’ values and becomes an object formation:  

"A good integration process and a well-functioning society requires a common understanding of 

Norwegian society and culture"(Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019). 

"Democratic understanding is a fundamental value that is important to preserve confidence in the 

population, both to one another and to the authorities"(Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 

2019) 

"In order to succeed in preserving a society of trust and solidarity, prejudice must be built down and the 

work against discrimination strengthened"(Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019).  

Thus, a “real Norwegian” is a citizen that internalizes democratic values, and since democracy is founded 

on the principal of free individuals, freedom becomes one of the values the Norwegian government 

wishes to preserve. However, in order to maintain their freedom and make use of this freedom, the 

citizens, both Norwegian and immigrants, must be governed. Hence, if one wishes to continue being a 

free citizen there are certain conditions to this freedom. The conditions involve making sure one holds 

the right values as an individual, as for instance freedom, and that one acts in accordance to these values. 

The upcoming part will look more closely into the action and subject formations that are made available 

for the immigrant or the Norwegian, so that they can become the moral subjects which protects the 

Norwegian society towards threats.    

We have here seen how the Norwegian government’s communication turns the values of Norwegians 

and immigrants into object formation. What the correct Norwegian values are, becomes a formation of 

truth that are to correct both Norwegian’s and immigrant’s values. These values include equality, 
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democracy, rule of law, trust, unity and freedom. Therefore, strangely enough, if immigrants and 

Norwegians wish to remain free citizens their values need governing.    

 

4.1.1.1.6 CONCLUDING REMARKS  

This first part of the governmentality analysis has shown how the Norwegian government presents the 

everyday life of immigrants and Norwegians as being a crucial part in their integration strategy. The 

personal relationships between Norwegians and immigrants is constructed as an object formation and 

becomes an area were political involvement is seen as possible and necessary. Furthermore, part one has 

shown how the communication puts forward several other object formations, which are connected to the 

personal relationship between Norwegians and immigrants, more precisely trust, sense of belonging, 

responsibility, everyday behavior, participation, volunteering, and values.  

Being trustworthy and having the ability to trust are constructed as natural parts of being a Norwegian 

and is put as conditions for developing a good relationship between immigrants and Norwegians. 

Furthermore, the analysis shows how developing relationships with Norwegians is constructed as a 

condition for when an immigrant can feel a sense of belonging to the Norwegian society. Another result 

of the Norwegian government’s communication is that the individual immigrant and individual 

Norwegian is made responsible for a successful integration policy. To live up to this responsibility one 

should behave in a specific way in one’s everyday life. One of these behaviors is how immigrants and 

Norwegians participate in civil society and we have seen how the voluntary community also is made 

responsible for the integration policy of the Norwegian government. In the process the voluntary 

organization becomes a renewed entity by moving the intimate sphere of the individual’s everyday life 

into the voluntary organization. Last, but not least, we have seen how the Norwegian government 

constructs some specific values as being typical Norwegian: equality, democracy, rule of law, trust, unity 

and freedom. This results in the rather paradoxical situation where immigrants and Norwegians are met 

with the need of having their values governed in order to remain free citizens. 

All these object formations rest upon the general truth formation that they need to be activated to secure 

a positive development within the Norwegian society. A technology of governance is however dependent 
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upon some forms of actions and some subject formations that are made available for the population. The 

next part will therefore elaborate on these.     

 

4.1.2.  PART 2: ACTION AND SUBJECT FORMATIONS 

This second part will now follow up our findings on object and truth formations. This will be done by 

looking into the specific forms of action that are laid out by the strategy of everyday integration, which 

effects the individual’s ability to work on their behaviors, attitudes and thoughts, as relations, trust, 

responsibility, sense of belonging, everyday behavior, participation and participation, and what these 

specific actions involve. As a result of these forms of action, subject formations arise. For what 

characterizes the immigrant, the Norwegian, the leader of a voluntary organization and volunteers located 

within this practice-regime, who carry out these actions? This question will be answered by looking into 

what kind of capacities, abilities, duties, rights or status conditions these moral subjects are given through 

these new forms of action.  

As mentioned earlier in the theoretical section, the four formations (object, truth, subject and action) 

make up a technology of governance and are interdependent of each other. When presenting a form of 

action, it is therefore seen as natural to follow this up by showing how and what subject formations are 

created in relation to this specific form of action. The following analysis will be structured accordingly. 

It is also structured by first presenting a part focusing on Norwegians and immigrants, then focusing 

more specifically on the voluntary community.     
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4.1.2.1 EVERYDAY BEHAVIOR: BECOMING THE CONTRIBUTING, INCLUSIVE AND 

RESPONSIBLE SUBJECT    

As previously shown, how Norwegians and Immigrants relate and behave towards each other in everyday 

life is objectified in the government’s communication, thus making it responsive for activation and 

change. Why this should be activated is founded in the truth formation that strengthening the relationship 

between the Norwegians and immigrants through everyday integration is crucial for a positive 

development of society. The following question is then what forms of action that are laid out for 

Norwegians and immigrants and what subject formations that are made available for them as a result.    

As Prime Minister Solberg puts it, “We can all play our part” (Solberg, 2016) and “Everyone can 

contribute so that people in the neighborhood or local community feel welcome (…).” (Translated by 

authors, Solberg, 2016) . Following this statement in her New Year’s Address, different forms of actions 

are put forward as examples, formulated as questions, encouraging citizens to perform different 

actions: “Could your children’s class be divided into groups so that they can visit each other’s homes 

after school? This is a good way for children who have recently arrived in our country to experience 

home life in ordinary Norwegian families.” (Translated by authors, Solberg, 2016) Here the Norwegians 

parents are presented with the action of taking initiative for and facilitating social gatherings for their 

children and classmates by opening their homes and inviting them in. Other similar and encouraging 

questions read: “Do you have room for another child in your car, so that you could give a refugee child 

a lift to football practice?“ (Translated by authors, Solberg, 2016) and “Do you have any good 

Norwegian children’s books that you could give to a refugee family who have just arrived in your 

district?” (Translated by authors, Solberg, 2016). Norwegians are met with the choice of entering a 

practice regime where one is sharing and offering one’s resources to others. If a Norwegian chooses to 

submit to these forms of action – arranging gatherings at home, offering a lift or giving away old things 

–  a subject formation is made available for him/her to enter, turning them into a moral subject that 

includes, takes initiative and performs responsibility, and that has a welcoming and sharing spirit.     

Another question targets Norwegian employers: “And those of you, who are employers, can you make 

sure that people with foreign-sounding surnames are not overlooked in recruitment processes?” 

(Translated by authors, Solberg, 2016) . In this case, we see some similarities to the action formation of 
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becoming a volunteer, since hiring is not a new form of action here the formation targets how the 

recruitment and hiring process is done. The communication encourages employers to act in a specific 

way and stop categorizing applicants by their names to get more immigrants to become a part of their 

business. This can be seen in connection to how trust is made an object for change within the subject, 

thus trusting the immigrants more and giving them opportunity to participate in their workplace. This is 

founded in a truth formation of how fighting discrimination and prejudice is important to succeed in 

preserving a society of trust and unity. The employer can therefore choose to follow this form of action 

and thereby become the inclusive, trust building and responsible citizen that fights discrimination.    

As previously argued, the government’s communication objectifies immigrants’ participation in the 

Norwegian society and sees it as something that can be activated. The communication therefore sets out 

some specific forms of actions available for the immigrants. Prime Minister Solberg communicates an 

encouraging example of action – especially targeting young immigrants – when talking about how a 16-

year-old boy has shown that integration does not need to be something difficult: “Together with several 

other teenagers, he visits elderly people in a local residential care home – to the mutual enjoyment and 

benefit of young and old. This volunteer visitor scheme is an example to follow for young people all over 

the country.” (Translated by authors, Solberg, 2016). The communication offers a way to act on the 

objectified participation among immigrants that involves becoming a volunteer and a concrete example 

is set out that involves visiting people in need of company in your free time that are. The 16-year-old 

boy is further described as: “(…) an outstanding example of the many young Norwegians with an 

immigrant background who are making an invaluable contribution to integration.” (Translated by 

authors, Solberg, 2016). This form of action result in a subject formation available for the young 

immigrants to enter if choosing to become a part of the voluntary community and the visitor scheme. 

You are given the chance to become a moral immigrant subject that shows responsibility through using 

your free time to socialize with Norwegians in need of company and that contribute to the important 

process of integration.      

Furthermore, when targeting everyday integration in her New Year’s Address Solberg stresses that “They 

(the immigrants) must be willing to learn Norwegian, to work, and to take an active part in society.” 

(Translated by authors, Solberg, 2016). Thus, if an immigrant wishes to contribute to developing the 

Norwegian society to the better, they can take language courses and make other initiatives that turn them 
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into Norwegian speaking citizens. For immigrants without a job, getting a job is to become part of the 

Norwegian workforce and society is also a form of action that will support this positive development.  

It is stated in the government’s communication that: “A good integration process and a well-functioning 

society requires a common understanding of Norwegian society and culture” (Translated by authors, 

Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019), and “Democratic understanding is      fundamental value that is 

important to preserve confidence in the population” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 

2019). The communication seems to be founded in the Brochman Committee’s report, which the 

government has been inspired by and builds its new integration strategy on: “It is also important that 

immigrants contribute, in line with the general population, to maintaining the democratic traditions in 

Norway, both through election turnout and through involvement in civil society.” (Translated by authors, 

Brochman et al., 2017).   

Forms of action are defined as a result of this communication. First, as a more indirect action, immigrants 

are encouraged to acquire knowledge about Norwegian culture and democracy such as form of 

government. Second, and as a result of this acquired knowledge, voting in elections and becoming an 

active member of civil society are laid out as forms of action. If immigrants submit to these forms of 

actions, subject formations are made available for the individuals that will turn them into the cooperative, 

willing and proactive immigrant/citizen that acknowledge his/her democratic duties towards their fellow 

citizens.   

To summarize the findings, both Norwegians and immigrants are presented with some different forms of 

actions by the government’s communication, which again results in some moral subject formation 

available for them to enter. By sharing and offering one’s own recourses, a Norwegian can enter a subject 

formation that turn them into moral subjects that includes, take initiative and performs responsibility, 

and that also has a welcoming and sharing spirit. By not discriminating during the hiring process, the 

Norwegian employee is given the chance to become the inclusive, trust building and responsible citizen 

that fronts the moral action of fighting discrimination. By choosing to become a part of the voluntary 

community and the visitor scheme, immigrants are given the chance to enter a subject formation turning 

the immigrant into a moral subject that shows responsibility, through use of spare time to socialize with 

other Norwegians in need of company.  Furthermore, by acquiring knowledge about Norwegian culture 
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and democracy as a form of government and voting at elections immigrants can enter subject formations 

that will turn them into cooperative, willing and proactive subjects that acknowledge his/her democratic 

duties towards their fellow citizens.   

 

4.1.2.2 THE VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY: BECOMING INCLUSIVE, TRUST BUILDING AND 

COOPERATIVE 

 

As argued in part one of this governmentality analysis, the voluntary community is seen as an important 

arena for everyday integration to unfold and the volunteer organizations’ and their member’s behavior is 

objectified as open for improvement and change. Here we will investigate what actions leaders and other 

members of the voluntary community are presented with and what kind of subject formations that are 

made available for them to enter if they choose to take part in these practices. We will start out with the 

leaders and follow up with members.  

To facilitate the process of making the volunteer community into an arena for everyday integration, the 

government wants to contribute through economic support:   “The Government supports the local work 

to create good(Translated by authors, Justis- og beredskapsdepartementet, 2016a) and inclusive meeting 

places for children and young people through a number of grants and subsidy schemes aimed at 

municipalities and volunteer organizations.” (Translated by authors, Justis- og 

beredskapsdepartementet, 2016a). As a result of their communication, a form of action is put forward 

and made available for the leaders and/or the persons responsible for      running the voluntary 

organization and deciding their agenda. The action formation is about making use of this subsidy scheme 

and therefore apply for these possible grants.  

Furthermore, when presenting this form of action, it is described as something that will bring results and 

that will be easy to implement: “The Government will provide accurate subsidy schemes for diversity, 

inclusion and integration measures that are easy to understand and make use of.” (Translated by 

authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019). According to the Government, the opportunity to apply for 

grants offered to the voluntary organizations is founded in the wish to develop the society for the better 

by improving integration:  “The overall goals of the six grant schemes are to help society adapt to a 
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diverse population and to have a society characterized by high levels of trust, equal opportunities and 

good, safe local community” (Translated by authors, Skutlaberg et al., 2018) . It is in other words a way 

of meeting the challenges of a society where the population is characterized by an increasing diversity. 

In addition, according to the IMDi official we interviewed:    

“(…) creating meeting places and networks across different backgrounds, eh, is a very important goal, 

so the grants we offer are      not directly towards qualification activities (…), but, eh, a lot of the grants 

we hand out are      for creating trust and a sense of belonging, that the majority and minority should 

meet each other(…), because what one fears is parallel societies (…).”(Translated by authors, Appendix, 

interview IMDi) 

The communication here constructs a subject form that leaders or persons involved in the management 

of a voluntary organization, can enter if they follow the presented form of action and seek out the grants 

made available by the government. These individuals will then take on a subject formation that realizes 

the importance of common meeting places and networks, and that has a wish to build trust and sense of 

belonging within the society. The individuals with management responsibility will also take on the 

subject form that realize the dangers of developing parallel societies and that will promote openness and 

equality between the Norwegians and immigrants.   

In addition to the action connected to the subsidy scheme another form of action is made visible within 

the communication put forward by the government:  “In order to increase immigrants' participation in 

society, IMDi has signed letters of intent together with eight large, nationwide voluntary organizations”. 

(Translated by authors, Justis- og beredskapsdepartementet, 2016b). It is here made clear for the 

voluntary organization that it is possible to enter into agreements and partnerships with government 

agencies or municipalities. One of the reasons for offering the voluntary community such agreements 

reads: “A good collaboration between the municipality and the voluntary community is something that 

both parties will benefit from” (Translated by authors, Integrerings- og mangfoldsdirektoratet, 2014). 

Entering into agreements and partnerships will in other words contribute in creating cooperative 

relationship for the voluntary communities. 
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Furthermore, the agreement between the Norwegian Red Cross and IMDI states, “The parties shall 

facilitate good dialogue and appropriate collaborative routines at both local and central levels.” 

(Translated by authors, Frivillighet Norge & IMDI, 2018). As a result of presenting the leaders with the 

possibility of entering agreements and partnerships, a subject formation made available for leaders or 

people in the management is constructed. If they seek or choose to do this, they will become moral 

subjects that are characterized by having the willingness to cooperate and being subjects who promotes 

dialog.    

The leader or a person with management responsibilities are therefore presented with some forms of 

action that can contribute to everyday integration – one can for instance seek economical support from 

the government and enter agreements/partnerships with government agencies or the municipality. If a 

leader submits to these actions and promotes everyday integration, he or she is created as an ethical 

subject that builds trust and work towards equality and inclusion in a cooperative and dialog-based 

manner. 

What about the other members of the voluntary community? How can they act to achieve everyday 

integration and who do they become by submitting to these actions?  As we could see in part one of the 

analysis the government perceives the way the voluntary community in general works and prioritizes, as 

an object to change. The volunteers are therefore offered a new way of being a volunteer: “In order to 

recruit new groups, the threshold for participation must be lowered.” (Translated by authors, Justis- og 

beredskapsdepartementet, 2016a). The traditional voluntary work does not offer the inclusiveness 

towards people not familiar with the organization, which is needed to carry out everyday 

integration: “Everyday integration in voluntary organizations is also about giving immigrants a 

community where they can contribute on an equal footing with others.” (Translated by authors, 

Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019, p. 44). The government wants the voluntary community to use its voice 

so that the leadership of the organizations can make room for more diversity. The volunteer should 

therefore change how they communicate their work to the surrounding society and focus on making 

immigrants a part of the organization.       

Thus, the volunteer community should make it easier for people to become a member and the volunteer 

is offered a form of action that involves continuing their work, but in a new way. This renewed version 
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of being a volunteer constructs a moral subject formation available for the volunteer to enter, which turns 

he/she into an open, inclusive and proactive individual that creates a safe environment for new members.  

To conclude, the Norwegian government’s communication presents some possible forms of actions to 

the voluntary leader and the volunteer.  The leader of the volunteering organization is given the chance, 

if actively promoting everyday integration through grants or agreements, to submit to a subject formation 

turning them into leaders that realize the importance of common meeting places and networks and that 

wish to build trust and sense of belonging within the society. Furthermore, the volunteer is offered a new 

way of volunteering by the government’s communication. By choosing to submit to this action the 

volunteer can enter the subject formation that makes him/her into open, inclusive and proactive 

individuals that creates a safe environment for new members.  

4.1.3 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Here we will summarize the main findings of our governmentality analysis and bind them together. In 

contrast to previous political strategies of integration in Norway, the everyday integration policy 

incorporates citizen’s everyday life and the voluntary community’s role. The main goal of everyday 

integration is to change the relationship between immigrants and Norwegians. Changing the relationship 

between immigrant and Norwegians is according to the government’s communication connected to the 

betterment of society. The personal relationships between Norwegians and immigrants become an area 

where political involvement is seen as both natural and necessary. The government wants to change the 

way they relate to each other through changing the way they think and behave towards each other. To 

achieve this, the government objectifies trust, sense of belonging, responsibility, everyday behavior, 

participation, volunteering, and values as parts of the individual that can be activated. A feeling of trust 

is constructed as a natural part of being a Norwegian and is put as a condition for developing a good 

relationship between immigrants and Norwegians. We have also seen how feeling a sense of belonging 

for immigrants is achievable through developing personal relationships with Norwegians. With the new 

strategy Norwegians everyday behavior are incorporated into the integration policy, which changes the 

paradigm of responsibility. Now Norwegians must do their part to make sure immigrants are integrated, 

and the citizens, become responsible for using their spare time contributing to integration and making the 

policy a success. 
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Furthermore, both immigrants and Norwegians are encouraged to increase their participation in society 

through volunteering or other forms of participation. Changing people’s everyday life indicates a change 

of their use of spare time, targeting their spare time towards activities that would incorporate the 

integration of immigrants. We have also seen how the voluntary community should take responsibility 

for the Norwegian integration policy and by doing so becomes an arena where informal relationships 

develop, moving the intimate sphere of the individual’s everyday life into voluntary organizations. 

Finally, the government wants to change and activate the citizen’s values. What the correct Norwegian 

values are becomes a formation of truth that aims to correct both Norwegian’s and immigrant’s values. 

These values include equality, democracy, rule of law, trust, unity and freedom. Therefore, strangely 

enough, if immigrants and Norwegians wish to remain free citizens their values need governing. 

Norwegians and immigrants should have a common understanding of Norwegian culture and values 

which all citizens are to follow.    

As for the action and subject formations following these object and truth formations, the governments 

communication focuses on how to be a responsible volunteer and how to be a responsible citizen. Hence, 

moral subject formations are made available for immigrants and Norwegians, as well as the voluntary 

leader and the volunteer. For Norwegians, by sharing and offering one’s own resources, for instance by 

offering to give immigrant children a ride to soccer practice, they can enter into a subject formation that 

turns them into moral subjects that include, take initiative and performs responsibility, and that also has 

a welcoming and sharing spirit. In addition, trying to make the workplace more inclusive towards 

immigrants, the Norwegian employer are given the chance to become the inclusive, trust building and 

responsible citizen that fronts the moral action of fighting discrimination. For immigrants, by becoming 

a part of the voluntary community, for instance participating in a visitor scheme, or acquiring knowledge 

about Norwegian culture and democracy as form of government and voting at elections, they get the 

chance to enter into a subject formation turning them into moral subjects that show responsibility and 

that are cooperative, willing and proactive subjects that acknowledge his/her democratic duties towards 

their fellow citizens.   

For everyday integration to be successful, the government is dependent on the efforts of the voluntary 

sector. Voluntary organizations should according to the government’s work towards including 

immigrants in their organization, having the members of the organizations reflect the increasing diversity 
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of the population. The leader of the volunteering organization are given the chance, for instance through 

seeking out grants or agreements with the municipality that support everyday integration, to submit to a 

subject formation turning them into leaders that realize the importance of common meeting places and 

networks and that wish to build trust and sense of belonging within the society. Finally, the voluntary 

community should recognize their previous faults, lower the threshold for participation and reach out to 

new groups in society. By choosing to volunteer in this new way the volunteer can enter the subject 

formation that turns him/her into inclusive and proactive individuals that creates a safe environment for 

new members and works towards diversity. 

This analysis has shown how the government uses everyday integration as a technology to govern 

citizens, businesses and voluntary organizations. If you decide to activate the governments formations 

you then become a moral subject, and what the governments call a responsible citizen. Overall the 

government wants Norwegian society to become more inclusive and responsible of taking care of each 

other, especially the immigrants, so that they become a participating part of our society.  Everyday 

integration becomes a part of the integration process and in part a process in and of itself which results 

in changing the relationship between Norwegians and immigrants to become more inclusive, open and 

responsible towards one another.   

 

 

object/action
becoming 

moral subjects 

changing the 
relationship 

between 
Norwegian and 

immigrant

The process of 
everyday integration 
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4.2 ANALYSIS 2: THE LOGIC OF EVERYDAY INTEGRATION  

In this section, we will analyze and explore which paradoxical challenges that exist within the Norwegian 

government’s communication.  By conducting a form analysis based on Luhmann’s system theory, we 

analyze the implementation of everyday integration and the problems it may cause in practice. This is 

currently taking place by empowering the Norwegian voluntary community and citizens to act. Here we 

answer the second sub-question:  What paradoxical challenges unfold within the implementation of 

everyday integration? We wish to examine how the implementation of everyday integration as form 

effects individuals’ and organizations. We will discuss the impact the implementation may have on 

individual citizens and organizations who want to take part in the process of everyday integration. Our 

interest is not to see if everyday integration leads to a political improvement of integration policy. Rather, 

we examine the meaning it produces through its implementation and the paradoxes it creates, and how 

these paradoxes cause values and concepts to be changed or put at risk.    

We examine the basic distinctions that set the framework for the governments’ communication and we 

position all its communication within these distinctions. The form set by the distinctions creates 

expectations for the following communication. The purpose of this analysis is to show the inner logic of 

everyday integration through a specific form of communication.  

What we observe in the following analysis is, the way everyday integration is formed by the Norwegian 

government view of its subjects, and how this influences its attitude towards them. In this way, everyday 

integration is not the object of observation but instead a distinction that sets the framework for 

observation. Everyday integration becomes a concept that sets a specific way of perceiving the world. 

What does the world look like through the lens of everyday integration? In other words, how is everyday 

integration defined as form and which observations does it deem possible or impossible through this 

form? In the analysis, we try to find the conditions of impossibility within the concept of everyday 

integration. Thus, we are looking for the dominating distinctions and paradoxes set by the 

communication, which cause problems for the parties that are trying to contribute to the process of 

everyday integration. We have observed three dominating paradoxes within the government’s 

communication: diversify/assimilate, self-governance/governance and informal/formal, which we will 

elaborate through this analysis. As such, we look at how the paradoxes create problems for Norwegians, 

immigrants and the voluntary community. This analysis illustrates the complexities that unfold within 
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the Norwegian government’s implementation of everyday integration and thus the second part of our 

research question.  

 

4.2.1 DIVERSIFY/ASSIMILATE  

 

In the government’s communication, there is a clear distinction between immigrants as an arriving 

minority of the population and Norwegians as the receiving majority. In accordance with the 

communication, both parties hold a responsibility towards the other. The immigrants have the 

responsibility of integrating themselves, while the Norwegians have the responsibility to welcome the 

immigrants and help them integrate into the community. Thus, in accordance with Luhmann’s  

understanding of governance, the government is trying to lower the difference between the two parties, 

thus trying to eventually make the minority (the immigrants) part of the majority (the Norwegians) 

(Åkerstrøm Andersen et al., 2018, pp. 49–55).  Everyday integration requires first and foremost efforts 

from the individual immigrant but also that immigrants are met with openness and receive opportunities 

for participation. Everyday integration is therefore also about living conditions and about the societies 

will and capacity to include immigrants in formal and informal communities. (Kunnskapsdepartementet, 

2019).  

Thus, successful integration is dependent on efforts by both parties. If only one or none of the parties’ 

act integration will be unsuccessful. Therefore, the relationship between Norwegian and immigrant 

becomes mutual when both parties conform to the subject formations of everyday integration.   This 

means that for the relationship to be successful each party must conform to the formations of everyday 

integration which we found in our first analysis.   
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In the government’s communication, it 

distinguishes between allowing for a 

diverse community and forcing the 

immigrants to assimilate to the Norwegian 

society. The government wants to allow for 

diversity at the same time as they want the 

immigrants to adapt the values of the 

Norwegians.  As the figure shows, the 

Norwegian government’s communication 

distinguishes between diversity and 

assimilation. Their communication focuses 

on allowing room for diversity and puts this 

part of the distinction on the marked side. The distinction re-enters itself when the communication 

expresses that there should be a common understanding for Norwegian norms and values, which both 

Norwegians and immigrants should follow.  This is clearly shown in this quote: “There should be room 

for diversity, and believing, thinking and living in different ways. Norwegian society must have room for 

people to be different (…) At the same time, we must ensure a secure framework and a solid foundation 

of values that apply to all” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019) 

This represents a paradox in the government’s communication. If we look at the subjective formations 

and connected object formations set out for immigrants in we see that: As an immigrant you are allowed 

to be you and hold onto your culture, but at the same time you are to conform to Norwegian values  and 

become part of the greater majority and thus become Norwegian. It becomes a question of how much 

one is to assimilate and how much of one’s old self one can hold onto. According to the government’s 

communication: “A good integration process and a well-functioning society requires a common 

understanding of Norwegian society and culture” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 

2019). Again, this shows how both Norwegians and immigrants should subscribe to a common 

understanding of what it means to be Norwegian. There should be a common understanding of what is 

allowed and not in Norwegian culture and society.  
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Must immigrants then switch between being their “immigrant self” and “Norwegian self”? If so, when 

and under which circumstances should immigrants be their immigrant self and when should they be their 

Norwegian self? Is it possible to maintain one’s immigrant identity while conforming to a Norwegian 

identity? The government’s communication suggests that this duality is possible, but it leaves no 

guidelines as to how it is done. Thus, it becomes up to the immigrant themselves to solve this 

conundrum.   

For the Norwegian community this leads to a question of what type of behavior they are to accept from 

the incoming immigrants. When are they to accept diversity or expect assimilation from their 

counterparts? It seems as if all values and cultural practices are allowed if they do not collide with the 

Norwegian ones. Meaning that if the immigrant’s behavior does not go against the common 

understanding of Norwegian culture and values the behavior should be allowed. Any behavior that is 

different but still allowed thus becomes part of the Norwegian culture. Consequently, this diversifies 

what it means to be Norwegian but also restricts, how to be Norwegian.  

To summarize, successful everyday integration requires effort from both Norwegians and immigrants. 

As an immigrant you may express your own culture but at the same time you are asked to conform to 

Norwegian norms and values. As a Norwegian one is told to accept and encourage diversity, but not 

accept behavior that goes against Norwegian norms and values. Promoting a common understanding of 

Norwegian culture and values between Norwegians and immigrants, may consequently diversify what it 

means to be Norwegian, while limiting how to be Norwegian for both immigrants and Norwegians.  

 

4.2.2 SELF-GOVERNANCE/ GOVERNANCE  

 

Another paradox that emerges from   the government’s communication is their formation of the voluntary 

sector. They start by differentiating between the public and the voluntary sector and then guiding them 

towards cooperation. Further they say they want to empower and strengthen the voluntary sector while 

regulating them at the same time. In particular, the government’s communication differentiates between 

municipalities and voluntary organizations and believe cooperation to be the key for successful 

integration.  Thus, promoting a governance of the volunteer community’s self-governance. In this section 
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we will go through the conformity of the distinction between the public and the voluntary sector and the 

complexities of the paradox of governing the voluntary sector’s self-governance.  

The government’s communication differentiates between the public and the voluntary sector. At the same 

time the government is trying to influence the voluntary sector’s governance: encouraging them to be 

independent but at the same time cooperate with the public sector. The voluntary sector is put forth as a 

counterbalance to the public sector, while at the same time being a supplement.  In this section we look 

deeper into how this paradox unfolds within the government’s communication. 

 

This figure shows how the government 

distinguishes between the voluntary sector’s 

independence from and dependence on the 

government. The government’s communication 

focuses on the voluntary sector’s independence 

as a counterbalance to the public sector thus 

putting their self-governance on the marked side 

of the distinction. The distinction re-enters itself 

when the government’s communication shows 

how the government still wants to maintain a 

strong cooperation and regulate the voluntary 

sector. Thus, influencing their self-governance 

through funds, regulation and guidance. As shown in this quote: “The government will facilitate a strong 

civil society that can counterbalance the state's power. At the same time, there are long traditions for 

cooperation between the voluntary and public sectors.” (Translated by authors, Kulturdepartementet, 

2015) 

The Norwegian government communicates that the voluntary sector in Norway is supposed to be an 

independent entity separate from the state, and at the same time these two entities are steered towards 

cooperation where they both gain from cooperating with the other. The government’s communication 
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thus indicates that they want to empower the voluntary sector to act as a counterbalance to the public 

sector, while still being a cooperative entity. 

According to the government’s communication, the main funding contributors of voluntary activities are 

the state and the municipalities. The communication indicates that resources from the public sector come 

both in the form of people and money. Thus, the communication indicates a form of mutual dependency 

between the two parties: “Organizations are served by members who keep the activities going and the 

municipality is served with activities in the local community. Good cooperation between the municipality 

and the voluntary service is something both parties benefit from.”(Translated by authors, Integrerings- 

og mangfoldsdirektoratet, 2014).  

The main responsibility for ensuring inclusion falls upon the municipalities, but still the organizations 

also have a responsibility to contribute to an inclusive community. “For the municipality, it is important 

to prevent residents from falling outside the community. Although politicians and the municipal 

administration have a primary responsibility, the organizations also have a responsibility to contribute 

to an inclusive community.”(Translated by authors, Integrerings- og mangfoldsdirektoratet, 2014) The 

question thus becomes where the line is drawn. 

it is communicated by the government that the volunteer community must be empowered to be an 

independent entity that develops themselves on their own premises. At the same time the government 

wants to regulate and target its influence towards activities which follow their preferences and have 

measurable results.  Thus, it becomes a question of under what circumstances the government works to 

empower the voluntary sector, and whether these circumstances lead to a governance of self-governance. 

This indicates that the voluntary community must be governed to become empowered: “Volunteers must 

have an independent position in society and be able to develop on their own terms. At the same time, 

government efforts must increasingly focus on measures that produce concrete and measurable results.” 

(Translated by authors, Justis- og beredskapsdepartementet, 2016a) This communication illustrates how 

the government wants to empower and regulate the voluntary community at the same time.   

The government communicates that voluntary organizations are not responsible for handling the public’s 

duties, but at the same time the public expects them to carry out tasks on their behalf: “Voluntary 

organizations are not responsible for solving public tasks. Nevertheless, in some cases, they can perform 
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tasks on behalf of the public.” (Translated by authors, Integrerings- og mangfoldsdirektoratet, 

2014).Thus, it seems the public is more dependent on voluntary organizations than the other way around, 

since the organizations provide services that the municipalities deem important to the community and do 

not have the capacity to provide themselves.  

As shown in the communication below, the government wants to oversee the volunteer community’s 

efforts towards inclusion and integration: “There is a need to review relevant schemes and assess their 

alignment with a view to strengthening organizations' inclusion and integration efforts.” (Translated by 

authors, Justis- og beredskapsdepartementet, 2016a) At the same time the government’s communication 

states: “A strong voluntary sector is an important player in the integration work. The government will 

therefore emphasize the importance of strengthening the voluntary organizations' framework conditions 

and the targeted work that the organizations do in the area of integration, cf. 439:4.”(Translated by 

authors, Justis- og beredskapsdepartementet, 2016a) 

In these quotes we see how the government wants to strengthen and regulate the voluntary sector at the 

same time. This again shows how the paradox of governing self-governance is demonstrated in the 

government’s communication. Within this paradox, a question one can ask is to what degree the 

voluntary organizations govern themselves.  And to what degree they are governed by the government.   

The Norwegian government tries to govern the voluntary organizations self-governance through 

agreements, giving out funds, advice and guidelines. One type of agreement the government holds with 

organizations in the voluntary sector is intention agreements, whose main purpose is to strengthen the 

cooperation between the government (IMDI) and the voluntary sector. The first thing we notice is how 

this is an agreement between two parties, which already have an established relationship. In this 

relationship the government always initiates the agreement of the voluntary organization/ government 

relationship. As such every time the contract is changed this process is initiated through the government. 

In the current agreement the government and the voluntary sector are supposed to be mutual parties 

working together towards a common goal.  As shown here: “Based on the above, it is assumed that the 

parties respect each other's differences, uniqueness and principles. The parties are not liable at any time 

for the other party's actions or views.” (Translated by authors, Frivillighet Norge & IMDI, 2018) 
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"The parties must ensure that the cooperation is based on a common understanding of what the parties 

can and should contribute to, and that the common goals are realistic and feasible, the parties' 

individuality is taken into account." (Translated by authors, Frivillighet Norge & IMDI, 2018) 

Thus, the two parties become mutually bound to each other in order to fulfill the goals and terms of the 

agreement. In addition, the agreement becomes a tool that the government applies to govern the voluntary 

organizations self-governance. The government has also given out a handbook with guidelines for the 

voluntary organizations on how to cooperate with the municipalities and how this would benefit both the 

voluntary and municipal sector. Lastly there are funds that the voluntary organizations can gain for their 

activities from the government and municipal offices. The funding is thus dependent on how well the 

activity matches the requirements for receiving the funds, and proof of results which show that they are 

following the government’s expectations.   

In conclusion, the government’s communication expresses a wish for an empowered independent 

voluntary sector that can act as counterpart to the public one. At the same time, the government wants to 

cooperate, guide and regulate the voluntary community. The communication emphasizes the mutual 

dependency between the two parties especially when it comes to the topic of integration. Consequently, 

it seems that for everyday integration to be successful, cooperation between the voluntary and public 

sectors is vital, giving the voluntary sector a bigger role within Norwegian politics but at the same time 

restricting their practices.  

 

4.2.3 FORMAL/INFORMAL  

 

As shown in the first analysis, the Norwegian government wants to change the relationship between 

Norwegians and immigrants. They are doing this through an attempt to govern the citizens everyday life, 

behavior, values, and attitudes. The relationships between Norwegian and immigrant exist through the 

informal sphere of interaction.  For the subjects of this governance, a pressure point between organization 

and interaction emerges. An organization’s practice is generally seen as formal while interactions are 

informal, thus they are trying to change something informal through formal means.  
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In accordance with Luhmann’s theory, the two systems of organization and interaction are separate, 

operatively closed systems with two different forms of communication (Seidl & Becker, 2005). As 

explained in the theory section, Luhmann finds three systems of communication: organization, 

interaction and society (ibid). For organizational systems the communication is based on decision making 

and for interactional systems the communication is interactional, meaning that it is dependent on the 

interactional communication between the parties present during the interaction (ibid).  Thus, in this case, 

according to Luhmann’s terms, the government operates within an organizational system trying to govern 

the interactional systems between Norwegians and immigrants. We will further explain and discuss the 

possibilities and limitations of this interconnection in accordance with systems theory in our discussion.   

 

As the figure shows, the government’s 

communication distinguishes between formal 

and informal relationships. What the 

government is trying to achieve is changing 

the informal relationships between 

Norwegians and immigrants. As such the 

government puts informal relationships on the 

marked side of the distinction. However, 

since the Norwegian government is a formal 

organization it cannot manage relationships 

without the use of formal means. Norwegians 

and immigrants are to meet through arenas 

arranged by the voluntary sector. Therefore, 

the distinction re-enters itself when one sees that the relationships one creates become formal and 

informal at the same time. 

In the communication below we can see  how the government wants to indirectly effect the informal 

relationships between Norwegians and immigrants through the use of voluntary sector. «Civil society 

and cultural life facilitates communities and diverse meeting spaces and therefore contribute with 
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important arenas for better everyday integration» (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 

2019)  

«Everyday integration happens where people meet in small and big communities on formal and informal 

arenas” (Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019) 

The Norwegian government seeks to govern these informal relationships through the governance of the 

voluntary community, which holds activities that are to change informal relations of the people within 

these activities.  As shown in the previous analysis this causes the private intimate sphere to become part 

of the organizational sphere. Accordingly, in the governments opinion formal organizations create 

informal and formal arenas where informal relationships can be formed and developed. 

According to the Norwegian government “Everyday integration is therefore also about living conditions, 

and about societies will and ability to include immigrants in formal and informal communities” 

(Translated by authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019) Thus, the government wants to strengthen 

society’s ability to include immigrants on informal and formal arenas thus causing formal and informal 

relationships to unfold on these arenas. “Everyday integration is about how we all contribute to 

integration through daily contact on formal and informal meeting places in society” (Translated by 

authors, Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2019). As demonstrated in this communication, everyday integration 

is about everyone’s contribution to everyday integration through interacting in formal and informal 

arenas. Thus, it is not only up to the voluntary community, but all citizens. Thus, this paradox emerges 

for all people when trying to initiate informal relations on formal arenas.  

To recapitulate, the government is trying to manage the informal interactions between Norwegians and 

immigrants using formal means. To do this they have appointed the voluntary sector, which is to create 

formal and informal arenas where these relationships can unfold. As a result, the relationships that 

emerge through these arenas become formal and informal at the same time.  
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4.2.4 CONCLUDING REMARKS  

 

Here we will give a quick overview or our main findings within the form analysis of the Norwegian 

government’s communication around everyday integration. The government distinguishes between 

immigrants and Norwegians. They want the immigrants to become a part of the Norwegian society and 

thus diminish the distinction through trying to move people from one side to another. In our research we 

found three dominating paradoxes which effect Norwegians, immigrants and the voluntary sector. Here 

we will go through our concluded findings for each paradox. 

The government’s communication suggests that they want the population to become diverse and similar 

at the same time, meaning that the immigrants may hold on to their old identity if it does not collide with 

Norwegian culture and values. In other words, Norwegian society should make room for diversity but 

have a common understanding of the “accepted behavior”. This may for some immigrants cause them to 

fluctuate between being their “immigrant self” and “Norwegian self” or trying to be both at the same 

time.  For the Norwegians, this comes down to accepting people’s differences while at the same time not 

accepting behavior that goes against Norwegian norms and values. Thus, what it means to be Norwegian 

changes in accordance with the common understanding of Norwegian culture and values, as these values 

become diversified and limited at the same time.   

The government’s communication also suggests that they try to govern voluntary organizations’ self-

governance. Saying that they should be an independent counterpart while at the same time being a 

cooperating ally.  According to the governments communication the success of everyday integration we 

found to be dependent on the cooperation with and regulation of the voluntary sector. This creates a 

paradox for the voluntary organization as they are to be independent, cooperative and regulated all at the 

same time. 

Everyday integration is a tool enforced by the government through the voluntary organizations to try to 

govern informal relationships. The government is trying to govern something informal through formal 

means. To handle this paradox, they have focused on the voluntary community. Trusting them to create 

formal and informal arenas at the same time where immigrants can meet Norwegians and create informal 

relationships.  
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4.3. ANALYSIS 3:  PARADOXES IN THE BUDDY ACTIVITY   

In this section we conduct a form analysis of the Red Cross Youth Buddy activity. Here we answer the 

final sub question: 

What conditions do the paradoxes of everyday integration set for the relationship between the 

volunteers and the participants within the “Buddy” activity?  

To structure our analysis, we start by describing the framework of the activity, before we investigate the 

conditions set by the paradoxes of everyday integration found in the former analysis. We observe how 

the Buddy activity is framed and how this influences the relationship between participants and volunteers. 

We perceive the Buddy activity through the lens of everyday integration and investigate how the 

paradoxes of everyday integration impact an activity that is trying to achieve everyday integration in 

practice. For what characterizes the friendships developed in Buddy?  How does the paradoxical 

foundation of everyday integration effect these friendships? Do the paradoxes create some specific 

challenges for the volunteers and participants to handle?   

 To make the reading experience easier, we will refer to volunteers and participants as Buddies except 

for when the communication distinguishes between the two and thus causes different challenges for each 

party. The volunteers within the Resource Group leading the activity we will refer to as the Resource 

Group.  

 

4.3.1 THE FRAMEWORK OF THE BUDDY ACTIVITY  

According to the Norwegian prime minister:   

“In my New Year Address this year, I talked about "everyday integration". Everyone must contribute 

where they can, with what they can, to achieve integration. It is precisely our everyday choices that 

provide everyday integration. In my opinion, the Red Cross has followed this up by launching the project 

“Refugee Buddy”. This is a great measure to create a meeting place for ordinary Norwegian youth, 

young asylum seekers and refugees. (Translated by authors, Statsministerens Kontor, 2016) 



THE LIMITS AND POSSIBILITIES OF EVERYDAY INTEGRATION  COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL 

 

TINA GJELLESVIK 

EMILY ANNE HOFF 

72 

The Buddy activity is an arena where Norwegian and immigrant youth meet and build new relationships 

(Lindset & Bjerknes, 2018). The goal of the activity is to create good inclusion processes among youth 

(ibid). Buddy has two sub activities: Buddy groups and Buddy nights (“Kompis - Røde Kors,” n.d.). In 

the Buddy groups participants and volunteers are put together in groups, which meet regularly over a 

semester. They are introduced and matched through a connecting event where they meet for the first time 

and go through the framework of the activity together (Lindset & Bjerknes, 2018). The goal with the 

Buddy groups is to create long lasting friendships and give youth a social network (ibid). Buddy nights 

are open and social meeting spaces where youth meet and do activities together (ibid). These nights are 

meant to be informal and an activity where it is not necessary to sign up or commit oneself to participation 

(ibid). The goal with Buddy nights is to give youth a meeting place where one can get to know others 

and make friends (ibid).  

As Buddies you are to use your time together, build social networks and meet each other with openness 

and respect (See Appendix, Lindset & Bjerknes, 2018; Røde Kors, 2018). Currently, volunteers are 

usually Norwegians while participants are usually immigrants (ibid).Changing the name from Refugee 

Buddy to Buddy opened an opportunity of changing the activity to target not only refugee youth but also 

other vulnerable youths (See Appendix Lindset & Bjerknes, 2018). 

If one wants to participate in the Buddy groups one goes through a long process before receiving a group 

(See Appendix, Lindset & Bjerknes, 2019). As a volunteer one goes through training, gets a certificate 

from the police and is interviewed. Participants go through an interview and must wait for the volunteers 

to be trained and interviewed. As a participant one is not required to take training, but one must go 

through an interview to be placed into a group (ibid). After the Resource Group has assessed who to fit 

together in groups, the Buddies are to meet through an event arranged by the Resource Group. Here the 

Buddies are assigned a group and given instructions for how they are to behave when meeting with the 

group (ibid). Participants in Buddy may become volunteers after participating in the activity for a 

semester and taking the introductory courses (ibid). Once you have taken the required training, the 

participant then becomes a volunteer (ibid).   

Compared to other Red Cross activities, Buddy is a lot more independently driven by its volunteers 

(Translated by authors, See Appendix, interview Red Cross Coordinator, Trondheim). Its entire 
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leadership consist of volunteers, making it particularly vulnerable to turnover (ibid). The groups running 

the activity are called the Resource Groups (ibid). These volunteers hold the responsibility of managing 

the activity, with some amount of guidance from the activity coordinators employed by the Red Cross 

(ibid). In addition, the volunteers running the activity are young, since the organization wants the 

leadership to reflect the participants and volunteers of the activity. Thus, the ideal Resource Group would 

consist of both immigrant and Norwegian youth (ibid).   

The Buddy activity is based on the method of social inclusion (Lindset & Bjerknes, 2019; Røde Kors 

Ungdom, n.d.-a). According to the Red Cross “social inclusion is processes and actions which ensures 

that people or groups are not kept on the outside” (ibid).  Buddy is thus trying to give the participants an 

arena where they may feel included and become part of the local community (Lindset & Bjerknes, 2018). 

The volunteers are given tools to help govern the activity and how to breach the divide between the 

different parties, making the excluded a part of the included (ibid). In the following we will go through 

the characteristics and challenges dominating the activity and what this means for the “Buddies” and the 

Resource Group. 

 

4.3.2 DIVERSIFY OR ASSIMILATE?    

As shown in the previous analysis, one of the paradoxes dominating everyday integration is where the 

society is to allow for diversification, while the immigrants still must assimilate to the Norwegian 

society’s culture and norms.  



THE LIMITS AND POSSIBILITIES OF EVERYDAY INTEGRATION  COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL 

 

TINA GJELLESVIK 

EMILY ANNE HOFF 

74 

As illustrated in the figure, we observe how 

the Norwegian government distinguishes 

between diversification and assimilation. 

Having diversification on the marked side 

and assimilation on the unmarked side. The 

government want to diversify the society to 

avoid discrimination and promote 

acceptance. On the other hand, we see this 

distinction re-enter itself when prompting a 

common understanding of Norwegian 

culture and values.  

In the following we will demonstrate how features of the paradox of diversify/assimilate unfold 

themselves within the Buddy activity and investigate the paradoxical challenges it produces. We start 

with the communication put forward by the Red Cross and how it produces its own paradox within the 

context of diversify/assimilate, namely that they promote friendships that should be based on equality 

and inequality at the same time. We will then continue to investigate communication put forward by the 

volunteers and participants in the conducted interviews.    

 

4.3.2.1 THE BUDDY FRIENDSHIP: A RELATIONSHIP BASED ON EQUALITY AND 

INEQUALITY AT THE SAME TIME?     

In the same way as the Norwegian government distinguish between Norwegians and immigrants, the Red 

Cross distinguishes between volunteers and participants. As we see in the communication both 

Norwegians and volunteers are to be responsible and inclusive parties in the relationship. The immigrants 

and participants should also contribute to this process, but the communication of everyday integration 

focuses more on the responsibility of the Norwegian than the contribution of the immigrant. In addition, 

for now most of the volunteers are Norwegians and the participants are immigrants. Distinguishing 

between volunteers and participants is done through requiring the volunteers to take more training and 

have more responsibility than the participants. However, by looking into the communication put forwards 



THE LIMITS AND POSSIBILITIES OF EVERYDAY INTEGRATION  COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL 

 

TINA GJELLESVIK 

EMILY ANNE HOFF 

75 

by the Red Cross and how the activity is organized, it is possible to observe how the distinction between 

volunteer and participant is put in the background and in other cases, highlighted and emphasized. A 

friendship within the Buddy activity does therefore seem to rest upon the paradoxical condition of 

expecting equality and inequality at the same time. 

This section will demonstrate how this paradox unfolds in the communication put forward by the Red 

Cross. We will first investigate how the equality side of the distinction is marked, and second by showing 

how the communication re-enters the distinction by producing conditions that at the same time expects 

a friendship based on inequality.   

 

As illustrated in the figure the communication 

focuses on the equality between the Buddies. 

Thus, distinguishing between equal and unequal, 

and having equality on the marked side of the 

distinction. The distinction re- enters itself when 

it becomes clear that the volunteers have more 

responsibility and training at the than the 

participants.  Making the volunteers and the 

participants equal and unequal at the same time.  

 

The Red Cross stresses the importance of young people meeting and spending time with peers. The 

communication shows how the relationships between the volunteers and the participants should be based 

on equality. In Buddy, the Buddies are to focus on the commonalities that pull them together rather than 

the differences that pull them apart. To put the distinction between volunteer and participant in the 

background several tools are used so that the Buddies seem more as a clan than two separate entities. For 

instance, they call everyone “Buddies”, give everyone Buddy t-shirts, have everyone sign a Buddy 
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contract and give everyone guidelines of how to be a Buddy. All these tools signal a group characterized 

by unity and equal members.  

However, the distinction between volunteer and participant is made clear when you contact the Red Cross 

and sign up for the activity and when the groups are put together. Either you seek to become a volunteer, 

or you want to become a participant. Volunteer and participant are to behave as equal parties through 

being Buddies, while one party holds more responsibility than the other. During the training the equality 

between participant and volunteer is put into focus. This view is made clear through their communication 

towards the volunteers. Through their official course offered to the volunteers the organization states: In 

this activity, we create equal relations (…).(Translated by authors, Røde Kors Ungdom, 2017a).   

As part of this course they present some scenarios that put forward some dilemmas the volunteers can 

experience. The first dilemma concerns frustration among the volunteers as a result of repeating lack of 

engagement from the participants towards activities suggested by the volunteers as part of their plan for 

the group:   

“Several volunteers have skipped football practice so that they can participate and arrange activities for 

the group, in their opinion the others should be thankful for them showing up to help the people that 

participate, board games are after all fun” (Translated by authors, Røde Kors Ungdom, 2017a). 

The question is how the volunteers should handle this situation. A solution offered by the Red Cross 

reads:   

“Buddy is not a one-sided communication where the volunteers are above the other youths that 

participate, everybody should be a part of deciding activities and when one should meet up. It is 

therefore important with good communication from the start” (Translated by authors, Røde Kors 

Ungdom, 2017a).   

The solution offered to the volunteers emphasizes therefore the equality that the Buddy relationship is 

founded on. It seems to be an essential factor that the volunteers should consider during the activity and 

when problems arise. For the activity to be successful, each party is dependent upon the other. As with 

everyday integration, if the volunteer puts in efforts to meet up and build a relationship it will not be 
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successful unless the participant is willing to put in the effort too. This goes both ways, if the participant 

is actively trying to include themselves it will not be successful unless the volunteers are open to 

including them too. As one of the respondents, a volunteer, puts it when talking about the dynamic within 

the group and the responsibilities of volunteers and participants: “(…) it has to come from both sides 

(…) one (the volunteers) should include, but also that those (the participants) who are included also wish 

to contribute in coming up with things to do (…)”(Translated by authors, Appendix, Trondheim 3, R3)     

Two other examples of possible dilemmas are given as part of the course. A difference from the first is 

the fact that the distinction volunteer/participant is kept out in the communication when talking about the 

members of the Buddy activity:   

“Two of the Buddies in the group get a good connection (…). This Buddy gets daily messages (…) the 

person that receives these messages (…)” (Translated by authors, Røde Kors Ungdom, 2017a)  

“One Buddy group is playing football, during the practice one of them gets a telephone (…). After the 

practice the other Buddies discover that the Buddy that was on the telephone did not come back. One 

of them go around the field and find the person sitting on the ground crying (…) the person that finds 

one of their Buddies sitting like this panic’s and thinks “what should I do now”(Translated by authors, 

Røde Kors Ungdom, 2017a).  

Although the course is meant for the volunteers the scenarios put forward do not specify if it is a volunteer 

or a participant that are met with these dilemmas. The distinction is not made visible and is therefore not 

presented as a decisive factor and supports the point of equality between volunteer and participant. When 

the term Buddy is used in the communication concerning all the members in the activity, it has the effect 

of hiding the fact that the activity is dependent upon the distinction between volunteers and participants.  

While the communication around the Buddy activity tries to hide the distinction volunteer/participant to 

achieve the goal of creating relationships based on equality, the distinction is, however, at the same time 

made visible in other parts of their communication. Firstly, the Red Cross sets the courses up as a 

requirement for the volunteers, while the participants in some cases get an offer to participate, they are 

not required to do so.  The volunteers should be prepared and trained before entering relationships with 
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the participants. Furthermore, the training is mandatory and a prerequisite if one wants to become a 

volunteering Buddy. This is not the case for participants and the difference in training highlights the 

volunteer/participant distinction that exists within the Buddy activity.  

Secondly, the communication put forward by the Red Cross points out that: “Volunteer and participant 

participate on the same level, but some have more responsibility than others” (Translated by authors, 

Røde Kors Ungdom, 2017a). The volunteers are in other words given concrete instruction of their more 

official tasks as a volunteering Buddy, and how they are supposed to behave towards the participants. As 

a result, the volunteers are made aware of the distinction volunteer/participant and the responsibilities 

that separates them from the other participating Buddies. Thus, the difference between them are 

highlighted.   

In conclusion, the Buddy activity focuses on volunteers and participants being equal parties as Buddies 

through focusing on them as a clan with commonalities. However, the distinction between them becomes 

clear when one sees that the volunteers have more responsibility and is required to take more training. 

The consequence of this can therefore be that the volunteers take more responsibility than the 

participants, and that the relationship does not become mutual. This can make the participants feel less 

responsible than the volunteers. A result can be that the group prioritize the volunteer’s preferences over 

the participants, if they do not contribute on the same level or voice their opinions.  

 

4.3.2.2 BALANCING DIVERSITY AND ASSIMILATION WITHIN THE BUDDY GROUPS   

In this section we will look closer into the results of the interviews with the Buddies. During the 

interviews, the members were asked how they would describe the activity and if there were any positive 

or challenging factors they wanted to mention. One of the volunteers points out the positive factor of 

equality that characterizes the relationship between the Buddies and the other volunteers indicated that 

they agree:  

“Then I think that our strength is, that we are young together. Like that with young-to-young and. After 

all, they have met enough adults and people who have helped them, the things that are difficult, but, ehm, 
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and education and all that. That is what is so incredibly important, in order to thrive and be integrated. 

That what one has in everyday life then, which I absolutely believe we contribute to here. You meet 

other young people and it is often, at least, my impression then, is many people's strongest desire to get 

to know Norwegian youth. But they do not quite understand where and how and they try and, right. And 

it is not only refugees and people who come to the country that are struggling with it.” (Translated by 

authors, Appendix, Sandvika 1) 

Hence, the fact that the members of the activity are young and that it takes place in an everyday setting 

is emphasized as something important. This equal footing is presented as being the strength of the 

activity. The similarities between them are for instance made clear by stressing that it is not only the 

participants that need what the activity offers, since it is not only the immigrants that struggle with getting 

to know fellow youths.  

The same volunteer also points out during the conversation that: "So when you meet on such natural and 

neutral grounds, as it is here, it doesn’t become forced,” (Translated by authors, Appendix, Sandvika 

1). It is here possible to observe how the volunteer observes Buddy as an activity characterized by a 

neutral foundation that do not put forward a hierarchical setting, which supports the idea of informal 

friendships based on equality. The sense of equality is also brought forward by the participants when 

they underline how they through Buddy can get Norwegian friends and be free from their past, and 

therefore focusing on what they are doing together: 

“For me it means a lot… because it’s like good friends and just getting to know them  and yes um, there 

is actually no words that can describe actually Buddy groups, um, one becomes like free, when I meet 

with you and do things together, I am just saying it’s the best time for me her in Trondheim” (Translated 

by authors, Appendix, Trondheim 1, R2) 

It is also mention how being able to show their own culture is a positive thing, since they can learn from 

each other and figure out how things are different and similar. Therefore, Buddy becomes a place where 

they ask questions about their different cultures. When talking about the goal of Buddy one participant 

mentioned:  
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«(…) become friends and get to know new cultures…. I think R2 can get to know more about me and 

my country, and a lot of different stuff, and for me I can learn more about how Norwegian people are, 

like I saw when a Norwegian person sits on a bus and when I meet them it is totally different, and there 

is a huge difference between those two things. So, when you come and get to know a person and you 

understand a lot, the goal I can say is not just to become friends but that two people get to know one 

another» (Translated by authors, Appendix, Trondheim 1, R2) 

However, during the interviews we saw how different backgrounds and previous experiences of the 

participants were causing challenges for the Buddies. The volunteers were not always sure how to behave 

towards the participants. The volunteers also had challenges in relation to how it was hard to relate to 

them in the same way as they would with their other friends. As one of them puts it while talking about 

Buddy nights at Fellesværket:  

“Ehm, what I notice very well, is when people come, for example, people with difficult backgrounds 

right, and how to react in a way, how to relate to different situations. Ehm, at least that's what I think 

has been difficult as a volunteer. And in a way, be helpful and where that boundary goes then.” 

(Translated by authors, Appendix, Sandvika 1) 

It is here possible to observe how the volunteer sees a clear distinction between the volunteering Buddies 

and the participating Buddies. The participants have other backgrounds, and many have difficult 

experiences of war behind them. The volunteers who are predominantly Norwegian, sometimes struggle 

over how to react or behave towards participants. It seems they consider other factors when socializing 

with the participants than other volunteers. One volunteer in the conversation follows up this perspective 

on different backgrounds and adds the factor of cultural differences by saying:    

“There I agree a lot. Because sometimes, that negative women’s views has come up a bit, like "oh, go 

back to the kitchen" like, if I've taken the dishes for a while and then  they come up with such a comment, 

then I don’t quite know, how to respond. Because if my friends had said it, I would have been straight 

up and like "this is not okay". But then I don't quite know how they, somehow, yes. No, just how to 

relate and things like that, because I have a completely different background, ehm, but I feel it is 
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important in a way to say like "no, that is not a thing you should say". But do not go so strict, but just a 

little.( Translated by authors, Appendix, Sandvika 1). 

The quote makes clear how it is difficult for the volunteer to know where one draws the line, what sort 

of behavior one is to allow from the participants and what one can allow oneself to say as a volunteer. 

Furthermore, pointing out “Because if my friends had said it (…), it is also made clear how the volunteer 

observes the relationship with the participants as something different than her friendships when she is 

not a volunteer. The topic of different backgrounds was also brought up during an interview with a group 

of participants when talking about how to receive immigrants (new participants):   

“In my opinion, it is very important that we who welcome these refugees, understand their side. So, 

then it is a little better, perhaps, in my opinion, that someone who has experienced the same things, 

who were young, had they worked with these people. Then it would have been a little easier for them to 

communicate.” (Translated by authors, Appendix, Sandvika 2)  

The participants also stress that there are some difficulties being around people who do not understand 

what they have been through and that it may be easier to talk to other immigrants who have similar 

backgrounds. In the same interview another participants stresses: 

"(…) at least in my experience, I've lived in institutions, when I lived in a collective, and I was moved to 

institutions where I lived with people who were Norwegian, and young people who were Norwegian too, 

so it was very difficult for me to be friends with them, because we didn't have much in common, than 

I do with him, (pointing to the person next to him), because we have a lot in common. But if I'm going to 

live with someone who has lived their entire life in safety, it would be difficult." (Translated by authors, 

Appendix, Sandvika 2) 

This shows how the participant clearly sees the distinction between Norwegian and immigrant. Due to 

the existing differences in background and culture it becomes more difficult to establish a friendship 

between Norwegians and immigrants. The Buddy activity is trying to breach the divide between the two 

parties by making visible both what they have in common and what distinguishes them. However, their 

differences seem to be a factor making it harder to develop mutual friendships. Will making the 
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differences more visible result in making the process of creating friendships easier? One the one hand, if 

it creates more understanding for why these differences exits, one could assume that it will create a basis 

for developing friendships. On the other hand, making these differences even clearer could also result in 

an even higher degree of awareness of the factors that separates them, which again could work as 

arguments for why friendships between the participants and the volunteers would not work.    

The Buddy relationship have a complex character. The volunteers are to introduce the participants to the 

Norwegian culture, introducing them to Norwegian norms and traditions. In a way the volunteers are 

teaching the participants how to be Norwegian. When they meet up, they are to follow the Red Cross 

Youth’s guidelines and principles. The volunteers are teaching the participants how to be Buddies and 

how to be Norwegians. At the same time the Buddies are encouraged to show elements of their own 

culture so that the members of their group can learn from each other and accept one another. Buddy is 

therefore also supposed to be an activity where the Buddies can be themselves and everyone is to be on 

an equal footing. Thus, it becomes a question of how the Buddies are to behave within the group, what 

behavior is allowed and not allowed.  As such we can see that one is to allow for diversity and promote 

acceptance, while at the same time promoting Norwegian norms and values, and therefore assimilation.   

In conclusion, the Buddy distinguishes between diversification and assimilation by promoting diversity 

and acceptance. The paradox diversify/assimilate, which is characteristic for everyday integration, is 

made visible when they want the Buddies to focus on what they have in common rather than their 

differences, while at the same time helping the participants conform to Norwegian society. Through 

allowing for diversity the Buddies are to express their own culture thus making clear the differences 

between the Buddies. Through focusing on what they have in common and assimilating to the accepted 

commonalities, both the Buddies differences and commonalities become clear. This may have two 

possible outcomes, either it promotes more understanding and acceptance, or it can cause the opposite, 

namely that the Buddies become more skeptical and closed towards one another.  
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4.3.3 GOVERNING SELF-GOVERNANCE   

The paradox of governing self-governance comes forth on two levels: when the Red Cross is governing 

the Resource Groups’ self-governance and when the Resource Group is governing the Buddy’s self-

governance. We see how the Red Cross makes the volunteers responsible for the success of the activity. 

Giving the volunteers training, guidelines and responsibilities for the activity sets the framework for how 

the organization governs the volunteer’s self-governance.   As a result, one leaves the volunteers in 

charge, giving them the means to govern themselves as Buddies and Resource Group members.  The 

participants on the other hand are also given guidelines but are not required to take training. If the 

participants decide to take training, they then become volunteers.   

In the communication of the Red Cross Youth, 

one can see how the organization emphasizes 

the volunteer’s self-governance on both levels. 

They focus on the activity being run by 

volunteers, the freedom the Buddies have 

within the Buddy group to govern themselves 

and the      opportunity the Buddies hold to 

affect what one does on Buddy nights.  

 

As illustrated in the figure the communication 

focuses on the self-governance of the 

volunteers. Thus, distinguishing between self-governance and governance, and marking the side of self-

governance. The distinction re-enters itself when it comes forth in the communication that the volunteers 

must follow organizational guidelines while at the same time being free to decide what to do themselves. 

Thus, the volunteers are both governed by the organization and govern themselves when practicing 

Buddy.  

What one sees comes forward within the framework of this paradox is that volunteers have more 

responsibilities than the participants while at the same time being presented as equal. Lastly one observes 
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how the relationships developed through this activity becomes a form of regulated relationships while at 

the same time being free. We will go through the conditions set by this paradox and the consequences 

this has for the practice of the activity. We will start with the Resource Group before going on to the 

Buddy groups.   

 

4.3.3.1 GOVERNING THE RESOURCE GROUPS’ SELF-GOVERNANCE  

The Resource Group holds the responsibility of running the activity (See Appendix, Lindset & Bjerknes, 

2018). As such they are the managing unit of the activity. How they decide to lead the activity is up to 

them. The coordinator from the organization is thus not their boss but a counselor giving them guidance 

along the way. The organization has set out what responsibilities the Resource Group holds when 

managing the activity thus leaving it up to the Resource Group how they manage the activity. The 

organization is thus trying to govern their self-governance through the coordinator’s guidance, being that 

the coordinator has no official responsibility over the activity and all decisions must be made and put 

into action through the Resource Group. This causes the Resource Group to hold a large amount of 

responsibility, having to use large amounts of their free time coordinating the activity. For the Resource 

Group, this may cause a discrepancy when distinguishing between work and spare time.   

Another factor effecting the Resource Groups self-governance are the demands coming forth through the 

Buddies (Appendix, Bergen). The Buddies hold certain expectations that the Resource Group wants to 

follow to the best of their ability. In some cases, the expectations of the Buddies and the organization 

may collide causing crossing pressures, which the group must operate within. One example of this is 

when the Resource Group is trying to match the Buddies into groups:  The organization wants the 

volunteers and participants that are matched together to be around the same age, gender and have the 

same interests (ibid). At the same time the volunteers and participants want to be matched into groups 

quickly (ibid). Matching groups of people of similar age, gender and interests may be challenging and 

takes time. Thus, the requirement from the Red Cross causes a challenge for the Resource Group, since 

people want to be matched quickly.  Another example is when it comes to the question of economics. If 

a Buddy group wants to do something which is outside the set budget the Resource Group must decide 
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to what degree, they want to fund it based on the amount of money left on their account. This may cause 

a shortage in the budget at the end of the semester if the Resource Group does not regulate the cost of 

the activities.  If the funding is not used by the end of the year, they risk getting less funding the next 

year.   

In conclusion the Resource Group ends up having to compromise between what is required from the 

organization and what is expected from the volunteers. Causing them to act with what they feel is possible 

while trying to make both parties happy at the same time.   In some cases, this may result in them not 

satisfying either party. Resulting in them doing their best with what they got. As such the Resource 

Groups self-governance is affected by governance from the organization through the coordinator’s 

guidance, organization guidelines and the Buddy’s needs and expectations.   

 

4.3.3.2 GOVERNING THE BUDDY'S SELF-GOVERNANCE    

As for the Buddies, they are given some guidelines which they are to follow when meeting up in groups. 

They must make sure that all the members of the group feel included and that they do things together 

that they all want. Through giving guidelines the Resource Group tries to govern the Buddy groups self-

governance. By giving these guidelines the Buddies are given instructions of how to be “friends”. As a 

result, the relationships within the Buddy activity become regulated relationships. Still, in an interview 

a volunteer focuses on how the Buddy activity offers high amounts of freedom and rests upon equality 

between the members:  

«We can do whatever we want in a way and do what we ourselves want to do, and that is very cool. And 

I think that is very, yes cool compared to a lot of other stuff. Maybe that one can maybe come up with 

many fun things to do together» (Translated by authors, Appendix, Trondheim 2) 

Here we can see how the relationship is regulated in some ways but in other ways not. The Resource 

Group is to have an overview of what people are doing together and when they meet, but they are not 

deciding this for them. As a result, Buddies are both regulated and free at the same time. By focusing on 
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the Buddies being free to be what they want, instead of being regulated by the organizational boundaries, 

the paradox gets put in the background.   

Presenting the Buddies as equal gives an incentive for both volunteer and participant to be responsible 

for the success of the activity. When the Buddies initiate their relationships in their Buddy groups, they 

are to sign a joint contract. In the beginning of this contract the Buddies are to lay ground roles for their 

group’s relationships. This puts volunteer and participant on an equal level when making the roles and 

signing the contract (Røde Kors Ungdom, 2017b). The contract is here used as a tool to govern the 

Buddy’s self-governance. By initiating the contract, they must abide by some rules, but most of these 

rules are decided upon between themselves. Thus, the element of regulating freedom and governing self-

governance becomes visible again.  By giving the Buddies equal footing, they give a responsibility to 

each party involved. Thus, the Resource Group tries to govern the Buddy’s contribution by forwarding 

the activity as dependent on both parties.   

One can observe how the volunteer emphasizes that the members operate on an equal level, which makes 

it different in a positive way: "Also in a way you are relatively the same in a way, it is very cool you can 

say" (Translated by authors, Appendix, Trondheim 2). The other volunteer in the same interview also 

focuses on the equal footing between the volunteers and the participants:  

"I think it's a really good thing and very good to be volunteer in a way then (...) that we should help them 

in a way, but in a way, we are just the same. I think that's really good with Buddy, I haven't really heard 

about that in other activities" (Translated by authors, Appendix, Trondheim 2) 

In this communication it is possible to observe how the volunteer here presents the role of the volunteer 

as someone who helps the participants by saying “we should help them in a way” before pointing out the 

equal relationship between them. The Buddies are therefore at an equal level in the relationship, but at 

the same time they are not, since the volunteering Buddies represents the part in the relationship who 

offers help to the participants. By giving the volunteers more responsibility and training, the organization 

is governing the volunteer toward taking the responsible role within the group.   
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Furthermore, although the volunteers present the Buddy activity as being based on informal friendships 

with equal relations, it is also made clear through the interviews how the responsibilities vary within the 

friendship. One volunteer says for instance when describing what the activity is for her: “It is a lot of 

freedom and at the same time a lot of responsibility (…) I kind of feel that we are responsible for their 

(the participants) wellbeing actually, that they should feel comfortable in their everyday life”( Translated 

by authors, Appendix, Trondheim 2). The other volunteer participating in the interview follows up 

with: “I agree, and one feels that we maybe have a little extra responsibility compared to the 

immigrants in the group in a way, to in a way keep the conversation going or take initiative for things 

to take place or something like that”( Translated by authors, Appendix, Trondheim 2).  

Both volunteers express how they feel a responsibility towards the participants in making sure they thrive 

in their everyday life, and that the Buddy activity runs smoothly. It is therefore possible to observe how 

the Buddy friendship is characterized with one party having more responsibility, thus making the 

friendship unequal when it is supposed to be equal. In a friendship based on equality, one would expect 

equal responsibilities. This inequality is also made visible when a previous participant that, when 

interviewed, had become a volunteer, talks about possible challenges within the activity:      

“(…) I don't know, as a participant I did not face anything, I did not have any challenge, but now as a 

volunteer, I think that we need to work more on making the groups better than before. And we need to, 

like, make the group as they want, because it was a little bit problem with my groups and all (…) 

everybody was busy with studying and all, so we did not have much time to hang out. But we all decided 

to have smaller groups than before and (…) to make the groups meet twice a month and then (last for) a 

year.” (Appendix, Bergen) 

Thus, the feeling of responsibility towards the activity and its members was for her activated when 

entering the role as a volunteer. Her experience as a participant became useful when trying to improve 

the activity. She mentions how the high number of members in the group made it hard to meet, since 

they had to find a time that suited everyone. A solution was to make the groups smaller and that the group 

should have one year together instead of half a year.  
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In conclusion we have seen how the Buddy friendship becomes regulated and free at the same time. By 

assigning the Buddies roles within the group, the Red Cross governs the Buddy’s self-governance and 

gives the volunteers more responsibility than the participants. Here one sees how the paradox of being 

equal and unequal also comes to the surface through the governance of self-governance. Thus, the 

governance is more focused on the self-governance of the volunteers than the participants. This might 

again cause the volunteers to take a leading role within the groups and cause them to have a stronger 

connection to the Red Cross and the activity than the participants.    

4.3.4 MANAGEMENT OF INFORMAL RELATIONSHIP THROUGH FORMAL MEANS   

Both the Red Cross’s and the Norwegian government’s communication distinguish between formal and 

informal relationships and arenas. For the government, informal arenas involve arenas shaped by the 

civil society outside the jurisdiction of the government. While in civil society these arenas are considered 

formal. Informal arenas on the other hand are those arenas where people meet an initiate friendship on 

their own accord, as the buss, parks, cafes, and so on.   

The main goal of the Buddy activity is to create friendships: “Refugee Buddy creates a social platform, 

which enables connections between young people, with the ambition that long-lasting friendship will 

evolve” (Lindset & Bjerknes, 2018). The organization is trying to create and manage informal 

relationships through formal means. The goal for the friendships initiated through the Buddy activity is 

that they are to continue through informal means and premises during and after the activity. In this way 

they want to create genuine and lasting friendships.  
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As illustrated in the figure, the 

communication focuses on the informal 

relationships which are to bloom through the 

activity.  

In this section we will show how the paradox 

of informal/formal creates challenges for both 

Buddies and the Resource Group. The 

Resource Group must arrange events and 

interviews that are informal and formal at the 

same time. The Buddies end up having 

informal formal friendships having to solve 

the puzzle of how to follow organizational 

guidelines while at the same time doing as 

they like. We will start by going through what conditions and consequences the paradox sets for the 

Resource Group before we go onto the conditions and consequences it sets for the Buddies as one, and 

then the volunteers and participants separately. 

 

4.3.4.1 THE MANAGING PERSPECTIVE 

In charge of creating the Buddy arena is the Resource Group. There are certain meetings that volunteers 

and participants are to take part in for the activity to run smoothly. These are the “interview”, Matching 

Night and Buddy Night. These activities are supposed to have an informal atmosphere so that the 

participating parties feel that things happen more naturally. Still these activities are held under formal 

terms and premises.   
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As illustrated in the figure, this creates a 

paradox. Where the atmosphere at these 

activities are to be both formal and informal 

at the same time.  In some instances, this 

causes the events to fluctuate between formal 

and informal. We could especially see this in 

the connecting events where the Resource 

Group are to go through the formal guidelines 

for the Buddy groups, while at the same time 

trying to make an informal informal 

atmosphere where relationships are to unfold 

naturally. When we observed one of these 

connecting events, we clearly observe how 

the Resource Group throughout the event 

fluctuated between being formal and informal in different instances of the event (Appendix: Observation, 

Connecting Event). 

One of the volunteers in the Resource Group put it: 

“For me it's really, really, like, it takes a lot energy. Maybe it's just me as a person, but I'm quite like, 

when I meet, you know, I'm not, it takes a lot, you have to be a welcoming to this person, make them 

feel like "this is something I wanna do", and motivate them, and also get all this stupid, like 

“politiattesten, system i boks”. And it can be really, like, difficult, but that's all like, you know, about 

skill, like competences in being a good leader, like a person who can take new people in and make them 

feel welcome and include them, inform them, and yeah, that's difficult, hehe” (Appendix, Bergen).  

Here we can see how the paradox makes it difficult for the Resource Group volunteers to make the 

Buddies feel welcome and comfortable, while at the same time having to inform them about all the 

formalities of the activity.  
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In conclusion the Resource Group must fluctuate between being formal and informal and try to access 

when what type of behavior is appropriate. Being formal and informal at the same time is not possible 

and in consequence causes the Resource Group to question their ability as leaders. Another consequence 

is that the events may go too much in one direction. Thus, it might in some cases be too formal and in 

others too informal.  

 

4.3.4.2 THE BUDDY PERSPECTIVE 

If we see the distinction volunteer/participant in relation to the formal/informal distinction that is found 

within the Buddy activity, it is possible to see how the volunteer is connected to the formal part of the 

distinction and how the participants are connected to the informal side of the distinction. The volunteers 

go through formal training through mandatory courses and have formal responsibilities, which the Red 

Cross expects them to follow up during the activity. The participants on the other hand, do not need these 

courses to attend the activity. Apart from what the Buddies together signed in the Buddy group contract 

the participants have no official responsibilities.   
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This relationship between the two distinctions, 

seen in connection to the goal of the Buddy 

activity, creating friendships, makes it possible 

to observe a new distinction within the activity: 

formal friendship/informal friendship. Within 

the formal friendship, one part has a more 

formal responsibility than the other. Making 

the volunteer/participant distinction visible. 

The informal friendships, however, are based 

on equality and promotes an equal footing 

between the volunteers and the participants, 

making them all Buddies and hides the 

separating factor.  

However, the communication put forward by the Red Cross when informing about the Buddy activity 

contains both forms of friendship. The communication creates a paradox since it is expected that the 

activity both offers formal friendships and at the same time offer the opposite, namely an informal 

friendship. The figure illustrates how the communication distinguishes between formal and informal 

friendships focusing on the informal side of the distinction. The distinction re-enters itself when one 

observes how the friendships are arranged through formal frames through organized events and official 

documents. The upcoming sections will therefore investigate how this paradox becomes visible from the 

perspectives of the volunteers and participants and how this affects them and the activity.   
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4.3.4.3 THE VOLUNTEERING PERSPECTIVE  

Observing through the distinction formal friendship/informal friendship makes it possible to see the 

presence of the paradox since one is trying to fulfill both types of friendship at the same time. The paradox 

is also made visible when a volunteer reflects on the activity and possible challenges:  

“Little bit the line between it being informal, but that there is a set program, to understand the 

difference between those two (…) I was just thinking about that it is difficult to see the line there, 

because it is in a way both, it is a little organized even though it isn’t, that it should be informal too”( 

Translated by authors, Appendix, Trondheim 3).  

Here one can observe how the volunteer sees Buddy as being something formal with organizational 

arrangements, but at the same time not. It is in other words difficult for the volunteer to get a grasp of 

what the activity represents. These difficulties are viewed as a result of the paradoxical foundation of the 

activity, where one is supposed to enter an informal and formal friendships at the same time.    

It is made clear how the role of being a volunteer is seen in connection to a formal responsibility. One is 

met with the expectation of creating equal relations and in an equal relationship it is not a given that one 

party is to be more responsible than the other. The paradox of being a formal friend and an informal 

friend at the same time is here expressed through the difficulties of knowing where the line is drawn 

concerning the volunteer’s behavior towards the participant.  In a way one can see how this view of 

making friends, but at the same time not real friends, is possible when one of the other volunteers 

describing Buddy, says: “One becomes, one gets, in some way, friends here” ( Translated by authors, 

Appendix, Sandvika 1, R4). The relationships created within the Buddy activity is therefore characterized 

by in some way being friends, but at the same time, it cannot be compared to the friendships the 

volunteers experience outside the activity.   

In conclusion the volunteer perceives the relationships created through Buddy to be both formal and 

informal friendships at the same time. Consequently, some of the volunteers may feel that the friends 

that they gain in Buddy are different than their other friends because they feel they treat them differently 

because of the restrictions set down by the guidelines of the activity.   
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4.3.4.4 THE PARTICIPATING PERSPECTIVE  

In the same way as the volunteers present the Buddy activity as an arena where informal friendships 

develop, it is possible to observe the same from the participants’ perspective. As one of the previous 

participants (current volunteer) we talked to puts it:   

“It was eeeh, when I was connected with a group, then it was really, like what can I say, that it was good, 

meeting other people. For the first time having friends in Norway, which is not easy, making friends is 

not easy, hehe, here. (…) The thing is like, I don't know how to say it, but I really felt, like "yeah, now I 

have friends I can go, that I can hang out with them" (Appendix, Bergen).  

Thus, it is possible to observe how she experienced the Buddy activity as an opportunity to meet new 

people and develop new relationships which resulted in friendships. These friends seem to be no different 

than her other friends. That she chooses to call them friends supports the idea of the informal friendship. 

However, she also points out how the group experienced difficulties in finding a time that would suit 

everyone: “I was a participant and "let's meet up" and "no, I cannot". Yeah, it was hard to find time 

to hang out.” (Appendix, Bergen). The formal requirements of having at least two volunteers present 

and having as many of the group members present during their meetings thus made it difficult for the 

Buddies to meet. This illustrates how these friendships are dependent on some formal rules to continue 

within Buddy. The formal friendship is therefore also present when she describes the activity. 

Another factor for the participants, as mentioned before, was that Buddy was a free space where they 

could be youth together, this was mentioned by multiple of the participants we interviewed:  

 

“I think it’s nice to participate in Buddy too forget the war, with what happens in our country,  one must 

fill time, same as getting drunk, when one thinks, born again like children, new culture, one shouldn’t 

forget culture, but if one is to be sad all the time and think a lot about war or think about family too, 

one can die or one can get sick, that’s not good, people like me I am always, I like to be here, I don’t 

like being home, it’s hard for me because I live alone” (Translated by authors, Appendix, Kolbotn). 
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This communication shows how the activity also works as prevention towards mental health problems. 

Instead of being home and thinking about the sad past coping with possible anxiety and trauma they get 

to be in an environment where they can get friends and have fun. This again shows the necessity of the 

volunteers training, when dealing with persons who has experienced trauma one must be prepared to 

handle unforeseen situations that might arise.  

 

Another factor that comes forward in the interviews with the participants is their take on Norwegian 

culture and partying: 

“Because I don’t have that many friends, if I am going to meet my friends it’s because we are going to 

party, drink and everything like that and I don’t think that’s perfect for me, even though I like a lot to 

go out, but I like to learn things that I need from R2 so I think that is important, it is difficult to explain, 

it means so much you know “ (Translated by authors, Appendix, Trondheim 1) 

Here we can see how the participant enjoy Buddy because it is different from what she does with her 

other friends with less partying, while the other participant says that Buddy is the same as getting drunk, 

since you forget about your traumatic past. What comes forward here is that for some participants the 

friendships in Buddy are the same as other friendships: “For me Buddy is the same as brother, maybe 

you have heard we say brother to one another” (Translated by authors, Appendix, Kolbotn, R1). As one 

can observe here the participants calls the friend’s he gets through Buddy “brother”, as he does with his 

other friends. Another participant says that Buddy gives her something different from other friendships, 

she likes it better because there is no drinking involved which fits her better.  

For the participants the friendships developed through Buddy seem more genuine than they do for the 

volunteers. This difference may be because the participants have less training and responsibility than the 

volunteers and therefore see the relationship as more informal. It can also be because Buddy seems to be 

an arena where they find it easier to get Norwegian friends. As several of the participants mentioned it is 

difficult to get Norwegian friends outside of Buddy.  

Through the interviews we could also see how the equal unequal friendship came forward on the 

participating side. When talking about taking initiative to meet a participant mentioned:  
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 “I can just say, never have I thought that I could ask “oh can we meet up? It’s been a long time” I never 

took responsibility, in the Buddy group, but R1 always takes responsibility, when we meet, it’s been a 

long time and all that” (Translated by authors, Appendix, Trondheim 1) 

This quote shows how the participant wanted to take initiative, but never really did, while the volunteer 

on the other hand always took initiative. Thus, the sense of inequality is shown in the communication 

from both sides.  

In conclusion we can see how the friendships created through Buddy is more informal and genuine for 

the participants than they are for the volunteers. Buddy is a place where they can come and find 

Norwegian friends and get to know new people. Still, the unequal equal friendship comes forward when 

we see that the participants also notice that the volunteers take more responsibility than themselves.  

 

4.3.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 

In this section we will do a quick summary of the findings and conclusions of the final analysis. We will 

go through how each paradox of everyday integration appears within Buddy. The paradoxes illustrate 

how the Red Cross is trying to create informal friendships through formal means. The relationships 

formed within the Buddy activity thus become an example of how the relationship between Norwegians 

and immigrants becomes an object of governance.  We look first at diversity/assimilate, second at self-

governance/governance and finally informal/formal.  

Diversity/ Assimilate: In this section we saw how this paradox creates challenges. Firstly, with regards 

to how the Buddies are encouraged to show their culture and promote diversity, while at the same time 

volunteers should help their participants conform to Norwegian norms and values. Thus, both the 

differences and commonalities become visible when practicing Buddy, possibly causing acceptance and 

openness, or skepticism and distance. Secondly, with regards to how to distinguish between volunteer 

and participant in the same way as the government distinguishes between Norwegians and immigrants: 

promoting equality between the two but at the same time expecting more from volunteers than 

participants. This cause the volunteer to be more responsible and possibly be perceived as being above 
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the participants with regards to authority. Finally, we see how the focus on equality becomes the strength 

of the activity, since the Buddy activity becomes a free space where the Buddies can focus on being 

youth. At the same time, it limits the Buddies behavior, possibly making them unable to express their 

full selves.  

Self-governance/ Governance: In this section we saw how this paradox effected the activity on two 

levels: through the governance of the Resource Groups and the governance of the Buddies. Firstly, we 

see how the self-governance of the Resource Groups is faced with crossing pressures from the Red Cross 

and the volunteers causing difficulties regarding the amount of work, matching groups and economic 

challenges. Secondly, we see how the friendships within Buddy become regulated and free at the same 

time, focusing on the freedom of the Buddies and hiding the regulation. Giving the volunteers more 

responsibility than the participants also affects the Buddy’s self-governance which might cause them to 

take a leading role within the Buddy group and hold a stronger connection to the organization and the 

activity than the participants. 

Informal/formal: In this section we describe how this paradox framed the activity. The Resource Group 

was to manage events that was supposed to be informal and formal at the same time, making the 

management even more difficult for them. In the communication one could clearly see that the volunteer 

was kept on the formal side of the distinction while the participant was kept at the informal side causing 

the friendship to become something different for volunteer and participant. For the volunteer, the 

friendships in Buddy where different than other friendships. One did not relate to the participants in the 

same way as they would to other friends, making the relationships different through its duality of 

formality and informality. For the participants this friendship was not much different than other 

friendships, still the formal requirements of the organization made it difficult for the Buddies to meet 

when some of the group members were not available. 
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5. DISCUSSION 

In this section we will discuss the challenges found in our analysis and reflect on the question of how an 

organizational system can manage an interactional system. We discuss possible solutions to the 

challenges resulting from everyday integration within Buddy. We base our discussion on Seidl and 

Beckers (2005) understanding of the relationship between organizational and interactional systems 

according to systems theory. Thus, we discuss how the paradoxical challenges of everyday integrations 

can be tackled and to what degree organizations such as the Red Cross can influence interactions in 

activities such as Buddy. We try to find ways to tackle the challenges of the paradoxes through the 

mechanisms of organizational interactions. Finally, we propose practical solutions that can be applied to 

the Buddy activity that may also be applied to other arenas targeted towards everyday integration. We 

try to find solutions for volunteers that can be applied to the Buddy activity but they may also work for 

other arenas targeted towards everyday integration. 

 

5.1 CONNECTING PARADOXES OF EVERYDAY INTEGRATION TO POSSIBLE 

SOLUTIONS AND ORGANIZATIONAL INTERACTIONS. 

In this section we will connect the dominating paradoxes of everyday integration to Seidl and Beckers 

understanding of the connection between organizational and interactional systems, in accordance with 

Luhmanns’ systems theory. If we look back to the analysis above, we find that the dominating paradoxes 

of everyday integration are: diversify/assimilate, self-governance/governance, informal/formal and how 

the challenges within these paradoxes also cause a new paradox being equal/unequal. We will now 

demonstrate how all these paradoxes are connected to the paradox that occurs when connecting two 

distinguished systems: organization/interaction.  

We start by explaining the framework of systems theory. As mentioned above in chapter three, in 

systems theory there are three different types of communication systems: interaction, organization and 

society. According to Seidl & Becker (2005, pp. 145–170), Luhmann goes through the workings of each 

system clearly in his theory, but what remains unclear is the relationship between them. Initially, systems 

theory seems to disagree with the idea of a relationship between interactional and organizational systems, 

since they are two autopoietic, operatively closed systems (ibid). When a system is autopoietic it means 

that the systems automatically reproduce themselves when operating within their systems (Seidl & 
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Becker, 2005). All autopoietic systems are operatively closed, meaning that they can only operate in the 

context of their own operations and they depend on the structures being produced through these 

operations (ibid). As such the Norwegian government and the Red Cross are operatively closed and 

automatically reproduce themselves through their communication. The same goes for the interaction 

between Norwegians and immigrants. As such, it remains unclear to what degree the Norwegian 

government or the Red Cross can influence the interactions between immigrants and Norwegians. One 

is left wondering if a connection between interaction and organization systems is actually possible.  

One way that systems can influence each other is through structural coupling. This means that the two 

respective systems’ structures are adjusted to each other in a way that allows for mutual influences (ibid).  

Therefore, one may assume that structural coupling is possible between organizational and interactional 

systems. This opens for the possibility of a structural coupling between the Red Cross and the Buddy 

interactions. According to system theory, organizational communication consists of decisions based on 

the guiding distinction decision/alternatives, while interactional communication is made up by 

interactions with the guiding distinction present/absent (ibid). If an interaction takes organizational 

structures into account through structural coupling, one could assume that the interactions should produce 

decisions. In this way an interaction would create interactional decision communication.  In this type of 

communication, the interaction reproduces itself as both an interactional and an organizational system 

(Seidl & Becker, 2005).    

If we look at our case study of everyday integration through the Red Cross Buddy activity, the 

interactions within Buddy that involve decisions are the Resource Group meetings and the interactions 

where the Buddies make plans of where to meet, what to do and when. Thus, what we define as decisions 

are when a decision is made that effects the structure of the next interaction or the structure of the 

organization. For the Buddies this means deciding on time, place, what to do and how it needs to be done. 

For the Resource Group the same type of decisions qualifies, but their decisions also effect the Buddies 

interactions. They also decide how much the activity can cost and what type of activities to sponsor and 

not, in addition to laying out strategies for the workings of Buddy. Thus, Resource Group interactions 

have a more organizational structure than the Buddy interactions, because their decision lay out more 

structure for the following interactions, which effect both the Buddies and the Red Cross. The Red Cross 
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also has more influence over the Resource Group’s interactional decision communication because they 

set the structure for their interactions through the decision premises set by the organization.  

Interactional decision communication is a small fraction of the interactions happening in Buddy. For the 

Buddies these interactions happen in between when they actually meet face to face, meaning they happen 

through a form of electronic messaging. Interactions both for the Resource Group and the Buddies are 

mostly non-decision interactions. Non-decision interactions are interactions where no decisions are 

made. Meaning interactions where the participants just meet up and the interaction naturally unfolds 

according to the interactional structures, as when the Buddies hang out and do different activities 

together. It seems that the Red Cross wants to increase the non-decision interactions. They want the 

Buddies to meet as often as possible and have the relationships unfold as naturally as possible. Therefore, 

one may wonder if non- decision interactions can be coupled with organizational systems. To what degree 

can the Red Cross influence the Buddies’ private interactions?  

Through interpenetrating the interactional and organizational system, one achieves structural coupling. 

When one interpenetrates two systems, one autopoietic system presupposes the complex achievements 

of another and treats them as part of their own system (Seidl & Becker, 2005). Accordingly, in system 

theory one distinguishes between interactional and organizational systems. When these two systems 

interpenetrate the distinction between them re-enters itself creating a paradox (Seidl & Becker, 2005). 

When this happens:  

“Organizational interactions reproduce 

themselves on the basis of their interactional 

communications but take organizational 

operations into account” (Seidl & Becker, 2005). 

As such the interactions in Buddy not only orient 

themselves according to the interactional 

structures between the Buddies but also the 

organizational structures.  
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As we have seen in our analysis these types of interactions are possible but difficult. According to 

Spencer Brown the nature of the interaction is dependent on the interacting persons (Seidl & Becker, 

2005). Meaning the nature of the interaction depends on if the people present take the organizational 

structure into account when interacting. As for Buddy this would mean, if the Buddies consider their role 

within the Red Cross as either volunteer/participant or Buddies in their interactions.  In this way the Red 

Cross tries to govern the interactions, but it remains up to the Buddies self-governance if they follow the 

organizational structures or not.   

Now we go on to connecting the dominating paradoxes of everyday integration (diversify/assimilate, 

self-governance/governance and informal/formal) to the structural coupling between organization 

and interaction. The government’s communication suggests that sufficient interaction between 

Norwegians and immigrants does not occur without governance. Therefore, as we have seen, the 

government implements a technology of governance through everyday integration. Within this 

technology, the government utilizes the voluntary sector to create arenas where interactions between 

Norwegians and immigrants can be initiated and developed. As such the government wants to initiate 

interactions through organizations and thus achieve structural coupling between organization and 

interaction.  

When trying to organize interactions between Norwegians and immigrants, a paradox of everyday 

integration becomes visible: diversify/ assimilate. The problem with this paradox, as described in the 

analysis, is that it is difficult for immigrants and Norwegians to understand and figure out how to behave 

towards each other. This is a result of differences within culture, values and traumatic experiences of 

war. For an immigrant it becomes difficult to know how much one should hold on to one’s immigrant 

self and how much one should become Norwegian to be accepted into Norwegian society. The 

Norwegians may also have problems figuring out what behavior they are to accept or not from the 

immigrants, and what topics are allowed or not when talking with immigrants. The voluntary 

organization arrange these activities and try to solve the challenges of this paradox through giving 

volunteers training and setting a distinction between volunteers and participants. This brings 

organizational structures into the interactions, but in turn brings in the two other main paradoxes of 

everyday integration (self-governance/governance and informal/formal) into the puzzle. 
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The paradox of self-governance/governance becomes dominant when it comes to the relationships that 

everyday integration is trying to effect and create. What this comes down to is regulating interactions 

through organizations. The relationships initiated through Buddy become both regulated and free at the 

same time. To what degree is the Red Cross able to regulate the interactions created through Buddy? In 

our case study of Buddy, we saw how this paradox caused the relationships to become equal and unequal 

at the same time. As shown above in our analysis, the volunteers in Buddy have more influence and 

responsibility over the relationship than the participants. Still, the goal of Buddy is to create equal 

relationships. As we have seen in our analysis this might make the volunteers wonder when they are to 

behave as volunteers and when they are to behave as Buddies. One solution to this challenge could be to 

put the Buddies on equal footing from the beginning. This could be done either by giving all the buddies 

training and thus also responsibility or giving none of them training. Both these alternatives might put 

the Buddies on equal footing. Still, giving them all training might cause the relationship to become more 

formal and as a result the threshold to participate becomes even higher, making the activity less attractive 

for potential participants. Giving no-one training might make things more informal but cause more 

insecurity. Therefore, one should try to find a solution that puts the buddies on equal footing and help 

them deal with each other’s differences without being too demanding. 

If we look at organizational interactions, another paradox that occurs in connection to this is 

informal/formal. The interactions created through everyday integration are supposed to be informal and 

informal. Still these interactions happen on both formal and informal arenas. Through initiating 

interactions through organizations, the interactions become more formal. The formality of the 

interactions gets strengthened through the training of the volunteers in the arenas and the organizational 

structure of the interaction. As we saw in our analysis this was also the case for Buddy. Still these arenas 

are to result in informal nature and are as we found in our interviews both formal and informal at the 

same time.  

Let us bring all the paradoxes together and try to see how they all connect through 

interaction/organization through the framework of Buddy. Since the interactions’ (Buddies) self-

governance is governed by the organization (the Red Cross), one could put self-governance on the 

interactional side of the distinction (interaction/organization) and governance on the organizational side 

of the distinction.  When the buddies decide to find their own interactional structure, it becomes more 
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informal. This puts informal on the interactional side of the distinction (interaction/organization). When 

the interaction follows the organizations’ governance the interaction becomes more formal, in this way 

putting formal on the organization side of the distinction. As an autopoietic closed system, the people 

present within the interactions of Buddy can choose to subscribe to the organizational structures of the 

Red Cross or find their own structure of interaction.  

If we look at the paradox of diversify/assimilate, it is possible to connect this paradox to organizational 

interactions. The Red Cross (the organization) wants the Buddies to accept diversity and express their 

cultural differences but also want them to assimilate and not accept behavior that goes against Norwegian 

and/or Red Cross values. As such the organization governs the interactions’ self-governance through 

trying to affect their choice of either being on the diverse or assimilative side of the distinction. In this 

way it is also up to the interaction’s self-governance to find the balance between diversifying and 

assimilating. When it comes to formal/informal the system’s cultural structures and values set the premise 

for how much one can diversify or assimilate. In this way it seems it is the degree of formality or 

informality of the interaction that decides to what degree the interaction diversifies or assimilates. In this 

way both sides of the distinction re-enters each side of the paradox (interaction/organization) and is also 

connected to both self-governance/governance and informal/formal. 

The more the interaction follows the organization’s governance in accordance with this paradox the more 

formal it becomes. The more the Buddies follow their self-governed interactional structures the more 

informal the interactions become. In this way all paradoxes interaction/organization, self-

governance/governance, informal/formal and diversify/ assimilate become interconnected.  
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We illustrate the connection between organizational interactions through the figure below:  

 

By accepting the organizational structures into the interactional system, the interaction increases their 

complexity (Seidl & Becker, 2005). Thus, the relationship between the Buddies becomes more complex 

when accepting the structures of Red Cross into their interaction. According to Seidl and Becker (2005), 

the interaction cannot be treated as organizational unless explicitly referenced to the organization. It 

would thus seem like the Buddies accept the organizational structures whenever they meet under 

sponsorship or arrangement of the Red Cross. The Red Cross holds little insight into what happens within 

these interactions and it remains unclear to what degree the Buddies consider the organizational structure 

when interacting. The Red Cross has more insight into the interactions happening on Buddy night since 

it is all arranged by the organization. But it is still difficult for the organization to keep an overview of 

what happens within each interaction during a Buddy night. The Buddy nights are arranged by the 

Resource Group volunteers. Therefore, one can ask what explicit reference means, and to what degree 

the volunteers are parts of the organization?  

The Red Cross says that they are an organization made for and by volunteers. Thus, volunteers seem to 

be part of the organization but also a part of the organization’s target audience. In other words, they are 

a part of the organization at the same time as they are not, thus posing another paradoxical problem. 
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Regulating interactions between volunteers and participants becomes even harder when they have an 

unclear affiliation to the organization. Is it still possible to classify these interactions as organizational 

interactions if not all Buddies are part of the organization?  

Organizational interactions hold three dimensions: social, factual and temporal (Seidl & Becker, 2005). 

The social dimensions are when the interaction takes the participants’ personal experiences and actions 

as members of the organization into account, in this case meet as volunteers/participants and/or Buddies. 

The social dimension therefore refers to the members role within the organization and interaction (ibid). 

The factual dimension is where the communication is structured according to organization themes such 

as strategy and self-description (ibid). This happens more within the Resource Group meetings where 

the volunteers make strategies for the Buddy activity. Lastly, the temporal dimension reflects the 

temporal structure of the organization, as for instance with external organizational events such as in this 

case the Buddy nights (ibid). The interactions in the Buddy activity as shown holds all three dimensions 

of organizational interactions and therefore can classify the interactions as part of the organization. The 

question becomes for the volunteers when to act according to their organizational role as volunteers and 

when to act according to their interactional role as friends. As shown above it is up to the Buddies present 

in the interaction to determine to what degree they take in the organizational structure into the interaction.  

 

5.2 SOLUTIONS IN CONNECTION WITH ORGANIZATIONAL INTERACTIONS 

A solution that we propose to make it easier for people to solve the complexities of the paradoxes 

diversify/ assimilate, self-governance/governance and formal/informal is to make people aware of the 

paradoxes and oscillate between the two sides of the distinctions. When one oscillates one switches 

between the two different sides of the distinction to optimize the situation (Teubner, 1996). A question 

then arises: When is one to put in practice one side over the other? Is the immigrant only to behave as 

their immigrant self when together with immigrants? This would seem to defeat the purpose of 

oscillation: Society would not become more acceptant and diverse if the diversity did not become visible 

to the general population. For the Norwegians this also poses the question of when to accept diversity 

and when to demand assimilation. Thus, it comes down to the question of where one draws the line, how 

much diversity should be accepted and to what degree are you allowed to be you? This also goes for self-
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governance/governance and informal/formal deciding when one is to act according to the organization 

and thus be more formal, and when one is to act according to the interaction and thus be more informal.  

Because the paradoxes created by everyday integration are connected to the relationship between 

organization and interaction, we recommend solutions within the coping mechanisms for the paradox of 

interaction/organization proposed by Seidl and Becker. Combining interaction and organization 

structures provide three functions: complexity reduction, de-paradoxification and memory. In our 

solution we propose to use the function of memory and will therefore not explain the workings of 

complexity reduction and de-paradoxification.  

Memory selects what to remember and what to forget (Seidl & Becker, 2005). Organizations discriminate 

between forgetting and remembering (ibid). Memory in this way becomes a mechanism that relates 

present situations to earlier operations of the system (ibid). Memory defines the related reality of the 

concrete situation and in this way remembers other decision situations and interprets the situation in their 

context (ibid). To do this, the system must understand the conditions of the original memory. 

Organizational systems remember results while interactional systems remember the process (ibid). 

Interpenetration between interaction and organization can make the two different memories available to 

the systems (interaction/organization) (ibid). This is done by exposing the decision to the interactional 

memory through having decisions take place in interactions (ibid).  

What we therefore propose is to combine oscillation with memory. In this way one could recall situations 

with similar premises and determine what would be the right side of the distinction to approach in the 

current situation. Thus, the next time one stumbles into situations with similar premises one can 

remember what happened last time and choose the side of the distinction that worked then. If one found 

that one side of the distinction did not work last time, one should then try the other. This would then 

result in a combination of oscillation and memory as a coping mechanism.  

This might be tricky because people and situations may vary and thus what is appropriate for some people 

might not be for others. One might question this strategy through asking: If one always applies the same 

behavior in the same type of situation will one achieve change? If your values as an immigrant are only 

allowed if they match Norwegian values, are they still different values? Does the society become more 

diverse if one is to follow a common framework of culture and values? As such it might also be smart to 
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remember situations where one achieved positive change and the process of how one got there. One 

should thus remember interactions where they changed their perception of you, or they changed your 

perception of them for the better. Within these interactions, the optimal result would be that the 

participants make the decision to accept each other’s differences and bring each other into their respective 

communities.  

This also goes for the Buddy activity, if the Buddies find that in an interactional situation holding onto 

your role as a volunteer, a buddy or Norwegian/immigrant produced positive results than one should act 

accordingly when one encounters similar situations. This calls for a bit of experimentation when one 

initiates the relationships. Testing out different types of behavior and figuring out what works and not 

for the different Buddy groups.  

 

5.3 PRACTICAL SOLUTIONS 

To make these solutions more feasible, we propose some practical solutions and explain how they can 

help the challenges of the main paradoxes of everyday integration. First, we propose that none of the 

Buddies get introductory training. Still they should all be offered to take part in the traditional trainings 

offered by the Red Cross, such as first aid and psychosocial first aid. The buddies should also be offered 

the opportunity to take part in other training that is offered by the Red Cross.  

Second, instead of training we propose an organizational interaction where the Buddies get matched up 

and take part in a workshop. This workshop has three goals: (1) to establish common ground between 

the Buddies, (2) to find some ground rules and (3) to connect the Buddies into Buddy groups. These 

goals should be met through dialogue where the Buddies work to reach these goals together. In this way, 

the complex problems of the paradoxes get solved through interactions. To reach a common ground the 

workshop should have some ice breakers where the Buddies get to know each other as well as discuss 

why they joined Buddy and what they want to get out of it. The Buddies should learn about each other’s 

differences and commonalities through the dialogue; in this way they learn from each other in a more 

informal manner than from teachers or Red Cross officials. Within this dialogue all questions should be 

allowed, and if a Buddy does not want to answer a question, he/she should be allowed to abstain from 

doing so without any negative consequences. As such this workshop becomes a mix between training the 
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Buddies and connecting the Buddy groups. We propose to bring in elements from the already established 

Red Cross methods and classes such as the #beabuddy handbook (Røde Kors Ungdom, n.d.-b See 

appendix) and street negotiations class (Røde Kors, n.d.). Still we stress that one should make the 

workshop into something unique that focuses on the Buddies finding solutions together through being 

led through dialogues not, lectures.  

To figure out when one should choose the different sides of the distinctions, one should discuss what 

topics that are allowed to discuss and not, what type of behavior is allowed or not, and what kind of 

relationship the Buddies want to establish through their participation in Buddy. To test the limits of the 

different paradoxes interactive role play can also be used. Meaning, one could demonstrate different 

situations and discusses the how and if they could be handled differently. In this way the Buddies should 

after this workshop be able to combine the techniques of memory and oscillation. The Buddies should 

be able to assess appropriate behavior according to the interactional structures established through this 

interaction. In this way one establishes for the future, even though the premises of the subsequent 

interactions are different, the ground rules and the interactional structure of the relationships should 

continue through to the next interaction. In this way the relationships should also evolve from interaction 

to interaction. What the Buddies learn through the workshop and the Buddy interactions, the Buddies 

should be able to apply when they encounter similar interactions outside Buddy. As such the combination 

of oscillation and memory becomes a tool that the Buddies can apply in their daily lives. 

Thirdly we propose, that the people that lead this dialogue are members of the Resource Group. To do 

this the Resource Group would need more training so that they can act as facilitators through the 

workshop. Thus, the Resource Group volunteer should get training in organization and leadership, 

facilitating skills, and get an introduction to their roles in the Resource Group.  Through their facilitation 

training, the Resource Group should be made aware of the paradoxes and the challenges they create, so 

they can ask the right questions and help guide the Buddies through the mechanism’s memory and 

oscillation. This would require more work from the Resource Group volunteers which could be reduced 

through recruiting more volunteers.  

Another way of reducing the work load is to try to find a way to make the matching of the groups easier, 

either they could ask the Buddies to match up themselves during the connecting workshop or using 

technical applications that are made to help the matching easier (such as NyBy) (NyBy, n.d.)). The 



THE LIMITS AND POSSIBILITIES OF EVERYDAY INTEGRATION  COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL 

 

TINA GJELLESVIK 

EMILY ANNE HOFF 

109 

volunteer in the Resource Group should be recruited in the same way as is done with other student 

activities in their respective town universities. In addition, the Buddies should be offered the opportunity 

to become part of the Resource Group through taking the same training. In order to provide the Resource 

Group with the appropriate training, the Red Cross should also look outside their own course repertoire 

and look to other organization, as Student Services (SiT). These organizations could help with the 

training. One could also try to figure out what type of training the volunteers get when they have the role 

of facilitator as in ISFiT (The International Student Festival in Trondheim) dialogue and workshop 

(ISFIT, n.d.) or “Eksperter i team” (Experts in team) (Fossen, n.d.). In this way, the Resource Group gets 

training for their respective roles in the group and facilitation training for the connecting workshop.  

Lastly, we propose that the Buddy groups are reduced in size to between 4-6 people, and that they meet 

for a longer time period. We propose that the Buddy nights continue as before, but also that the buddies 

in some cases should have the opportunity to help organize these Buddy Nights so that the Resource 

Group gets less work. In this way the Buddies it should be easier for the buddies to find time to meet and 

gain deeper relationships. 

 

5.4 CONNECTING THE SOLUTIONS TO THE PARADOXICAL CHALLENGES  

By introducing the connecting workshop, the Buddies end up being equal and are given tools to handle 

their differences. Through establishing that all questions are allowed, the immigrants get to ask about the 

Norwegian culture and the Norwegians get to learn about the immigrant cultures. In this way they learn 

about each other’s differences and commonalities and what topics, questions and behaviors that are 

allowed and not. As such the Buddies stay equal and tackle the paradox of diversity/assimilation together. 

Through this method the Buddies themselves together decide when to allow for diversity and when to 

expect assimilation from both immigrant and Norwegian. 

After the workshop, the Buddies hold onto their independence and meet as equals in their groups. 

Therefore, the Buddies avoid the unequal/equal paradoxical challenges made stronger through 

governance of self-governance. The paradox of governing self-governance will still be there but will be 

less visible. What remains visible is the sponsorship from the Red Cross. This sponsorship regulates the 

various choices of what they can do together and how many they should be when they meet. When 
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managing people, the paradox of governing self-governance is impossible to avoid, thus it better to find 

a way to tackle it through the workshop than to eliminate it. 

 As for formal/informal, the Resource Group still must handle this paradox through the workshops. 

Through making the Resource Group into facilitators the workshop becomes less formal. The interaction 

becomes more dependent on the structures set by the interaction than the organization. The interactions 

initiated by the Buddies themselves sponsored by the Red Cross will remain organizational interactions, 

but it remains up the Buddies how much they follow the organizational structure. Thus, it is up to the 

Buddies how formal the interaction becomes, and the complexity of the paradox is solved by 

organizational interactions. The same goes for the Buddy Nights, here the Resource Group remains in 

charge through being the organizers but holds a very different and more informal role than within the 

connecting workshop.   

 

5.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

In conclusion the paradoxes of everyday integration create problems that can be solved through 

combining mechanisms of oscillation and memory which the Buddies can learn to apply through a 

connecting workshop. The problems which we found in our analysis were that people did not quite know 

how to behave in interactions between Norwegians and immigrants due to the paradoxes set by everyday 

integration. This was the case both within and outside organizational arenas. The governance from the 

government would try to influence the self-governance of the interaction. Within organizational arenas 

such as the Buddy activity one would also question when to follow the formal requirements of the 

organizational structure or the informal interactional structures. These arenas are arranged through 

governance from the organization to govern the volunteer’s self-governance. It becomes up to the people 

present during the different interactions to what degree they are to follow the organization and 

interactional structures.  

Using oscillation and memory one can test out different strategies and remember the process and what 

result this produced. When encountering similar situations one can thus try the same strategy, if they 

found that it resulted in positive change or try a new strategy if it did not. If one feels the relationship has 

achieved optimal acceptance, then one should continue the interactions with its newfound structures.  
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This strategy can be used to tackle the challenges of everyday integrations paradoxes 

(diversify/assimilate, self-governance/governance and informal/formal). 

 

6. CONCLUSION  

 

In this section, we will summarize our findings and answer our research question. We go through each 

sub question and finish with an overall answer to our research question.  

 

6.1 HOW DOES THE NORWEGIAN GOVERNMENT INTRODUCE "EVERYDAY 

INTEGRATION" AS A TECHNOLOGY OF GOVERNANCE TOWARDS THE 

NORWEGIAN CIVIL SOCIETY? 

 

Everyday integration is introduced by the Norwegian government as a technology of governance towards 

the civil society. The implementation of everyday integration is supposed to change the relationship 

between Norwegians and immigrants and help make the immigrants a participating part of Norwegian 

society. Changing the relationship between Norwegians and immigrants is also supposed to increase the 

immigrant’s sense of belonging, trust and participation. Through the implementation of everyday 

integration, the responsibility of integrating the immigrants falls upon the Norwegians as well as the 

immigrants, the government and the voluntary community. Thus, every individual has the responsibility 

to integrate both themselves and others into society; if they do not take on this responsibility, they are as 

a result working against the betterment of society. When one takes responsibility for everyday 

integration, one as a result becomes a participating citizen that dedicates one’s spare time toward 

integration.  One of the key features of integration is the maintenance of Norwegian values as a new 

population with different values become part of the Norwegian society. Thus, the Norwegians, when 

interacting with immigrants, should not accept behavior that goes against Norwegian values while 

immigrants should try to follow the Norwegian values. By subscribing to these formations, one becomes 

an ethically moral subject. The communication sets up three forms of subjectification: immigrant, 

Norwegian and volunteer.  
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In addition to object and truth formation, the Norwegian government’s communication expresses subject 

and action formations. When taking on these actions, one becomes an inclusive, contributing, responsible 

and participating subject. The communication focuses on how to be a responsible citizen and how to be 

a responsible volunteer. By choosing to follow these formations one as a result changes the voluntary 

sector and the Norwegian society. For Norwegians, if one includes immigrants in one’s daily life through 

being responsible and donating your spare time one becomes a moral subject that includes, takes initiative 

and responsibility, and that has a welcoming and sharing spirit. This can be done by for example inviting 

the immigrants into your home, donating used items or helping them join in traditional Norwegian leisure 

time activities together with other Norwegians.  

 

It is not only in one’s spare time one can include immigrants: Employers are also are urged to include 

them in their workplace through changing their recruitment routines. Employers are in this way 

encouraged to become the inclusive, trust building and responsible citizens that front the moral action of 

fighting discrimination. For immigrants through actively including oneself through participating in the 

Norwegian society one becomes a subject that shows responsibility and that is cooperative, willing and 

proactive, who acknowledges his/her democratic duties towards their fellow citizens. This can be done 

through volunteering, working, learning about Norwegian culture and values and/or actively working 

toward getting Norwegian friends.  

 

Finally, the voluntary community are given the incentive to change the way they reach out to people and 

include them in their organization, so that they can become more diverse and inclusive. Thus, volunteers 

are given the opportunity to affect their organization towards becoming more open, diverse and inclusive, 

especially the volunteer leaders within the different organizations. As a result, the organizations lower 

their threshold for participation. For everyday integration to be successful the voluntary community must, 

according to the government, realize the importance of common meeting places and networks that builds 

trust and sense of belonging within society. Through including immigrants in all parts of society life the 

relationship between Norwegian and immigrants’ changes. If working optimally, everyday integration 

should cause immigrants and Norwegians to go from being to separate entities to become one. Thus, the 

line between us and them diminishes and immigrants become an active, participating and included part 

of Norwegian society. 



THE LIMITS AND POSSIBILITIES OF EVERYDAY INTEGRATION  COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL 

 

TINA GJELLESVIK 

EMILY ANNE HOFF 

113 

6.2 WHAT PARADOXICAL CHALLENGES UNFOLD WITHIN THE 

IMPLEMENTATION OF EVERYDAY INTEGRATION? 

The paradoxical challenges which we find within the implementation of everyday integration is firstly 

the government’s will to allow for diversification while at the same time forwarding a common 

understanding of Norwegian culture and values that all citizens are to follow. Thus, promoting both 

diversity and assimilation at once. Secondly, the Norwegian government wants to strengthen the 

voluntary sector’s independence while at the same time regulating their activity. Lastly the government 

is working to create informal relationships through formal means through utilizing the voluntary sector.  

Due to the challenges of the diversify/assimilate paradox it becomes difficult for the immigrants to figure 

out what behavior that is permitted or not. Can they still hold onto their immigrant self or must they find 

a new Norwegian self? Is it possible to be an immigrant Norwegian thus merging the two identities? For 

Norwegians one wonders when one is to allow for diversity and when to expect assimilation. A solution 

to this might be to become aware of the paradox and test out when different behavior is appropriate and 

what behavior promotes positive change. The behavior changes as the situation’s circumstances matches 

previous situations within one’s memory, thus combining oscillation and memory.  

The success of everyday integration seems to be dependent on the government’s cooperation with the 

voluntary sector. The voluntary sector is to act as an independent counterbalance to the state while at the 

same time being regulated by it. Thus, for the voluntary sector to have an active role within integration 

policy and become empowered, they must also be regulated.  The government utilizes the voluntary 

sector to achieve the goal of everyday integration and create arenas where it can unfold in practice.  

Using the voluntary sector, the government wants to create informal relationships between Norwegians 

and immigrants. As such the government wants to the voluntary sector to bring promote these 

relationships using formal means. Thus, for the people meeting through the arenas in the voluntary sector 

it becomes difficult to assess when one should follow the structure of the organizational system or the 

interactional system. To what degree is it possible to develop genuine friendships if one holds on to the 

organizational structure when interacting? As a result, it is up to the people present in the interaction 

what factors to hold on to or not.  
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6.3 WHAT CONDITIONS DO THE PARADOXES OF EVERYDAY INTEGRATION SET 

FOR THE “BUDDY” ACTIVITY?  

Through looking at the Buddy activity, we could see what conditions the paradoxes of everyday 

integrations set for voluntary activities trying to contribute to the process of everyday integration. Thus, 

the relationships that are created as a result through volunteer organizations that wish to offer arenas 

where everyday integration can unfold. Everyday integration not only sets conditions for the voluntary 

sector’s practice of everyday integration, but also the resulting relationships between Norwegians and 

immigrants.  

In the Red Cross Buddy activity, we could see how promoting everyday integration made both the 

differences and commonalities visible between the Buddies. This could promote different results: either 

the Buddies could become more tolerant of each other or it could have the opposite effect causing them 

to become more skeptical. The differences between the Norwegian and immigrants created difficulties 

within the relationships, and certain behavior and topics became challenging. Just as in the government’s 

communication, one is to promote diversity and acceptance, while at the same time help immigrants 

adjust to Norwegian society and as a result assimilate to Norwegian culture and values. As a result, the 

Buddy activity creates relationships where the Buddies are to be equal (promoting assimilation) and 

unequal (promoting diversity) at the same time.  

The volunteers within the Buddy activity have more freedom and independence than in other activities 

of the Red Cross. As a result, they also hold more responsibility. The paradox of governing self-

governance arises on two levels: governing the Resource Group and governing the Buddies. The 

Resource Group is faced with handling pressures from the organization and the Buddies at the same time. 

For some of the volunteers in the Buddy group, this might become too much and may cause a high degree 

of turnover. The relationships between the Buddies as a result of this paradox becomes regulated and 

free at the same time. The equal/unequal relationship also comes to the surface through this paradox, 

through their organizational roles as volunteer and participants; the volunteer ends up having more 

responsibility. For the Buddy relationships to be successful both parties should take responsibility, even 

though it seems like in most cases the people who take initiative are the volunteers and as a result their 

preferences come first. 
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Because the Buddy relationships are arranged through the Red Cross with a formal structure, the Buddy 

friendship becomes a relationship that is both formal and informal at the same time. The Resource Group 

must arrange events that are supposed to be informal and formal at the same time, therefore the 

management becomes even more difficult. By having the volunteers go through more formalities than 

the participants, the communication puts the volunteers on the formal side of the distinction and the 

participants on the informal side. This causes the friendship to become something different for volunteer 

and participant. For the participant this friendship was not much different than other friendships, still the 

formal requirements of the organization made it difficult for the Buddies to meet when not everyone took 

initiative or responsibility to commit to the agreement. For the volunteer the friendships in Buddy were 

different than other friendships, they did not relate to the participants in the same way as they would to 

other friends. Thus, the relationships were made different through their duality of formality and 

informality.  

 

6.4 HOW DOES "EVERYDAY INTEGRATION" BECOME PART OF THE 

NORWEGIAN INTEGRATION POLICY, AND WHAT COMPLEXITIES UNFOLD 

WITHIN THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NORWEGIANS AND IMMIGRANTS 

THROUGH ITS IMPLEMENTATION?’  

Everyday integration becomes part of the Norwegian integration policy through utilizing the citizens and 

the voluntary community. Everyday integration becomes a technology of governance which changes the 

relationship between Norwegian and immigrant. When implementing everyday integration certain 

complexities unfold both for citizens and voluntary organizations. As we have shown these complexities 

exist within the paradoxes of diversity/assimilation, self-governance/governance and informal/informal. 

Firstly, through the practice of everyday integration one becomes aware of one’s differences and 

communalities. Secondly, the relationships created through arenas of everyday integration become 

regulated and free at the same time. Finally, through being implemented through the voluntary sector, 

the relationships hold factors of formality and informality. These challenges created by the paradoxes of 

everyday integration can be tackled through the workings of oscillation and memory. 
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7. FURTHER RESEARCH 

The thesis analysis has had a very wide focus on governance, integration and the role of citizens and the 

volunteer community. Though this has been an interesting perspective that has given valuable findings, 

it would be interesting to look at everyday integration from another perspective. In this section we will 

go through what one could do for further research in the field and what we possibly could have done 

different in our thesis. Here we have investigated how the new political strategy of everyday integration 

influenced the citizens and volunteer community in Norway. What one could have done instead is to look 

at how this new strategy influences the government. We would then have the Norwegian ministries of 

Culture, Education and Research, in addition to the Integration and Diversity Directorate (IMDi) as our 

points of observation. One could investigate how the government through the new integration policy 

becomes both an advisor and a regulator in relation to the voluntary sector and how they handle this 

duality.  

For further research one could study the long-term effects of everyday integration and have a study 

comparing multiple volunteer activities targeting everyday integration and their long-term effects. One 

would thus have to research these activities some years after the government’s implementation of the 

new strategy and see if the activities have achieved their goals. One could also conduct a discourse 

analysis around the concept of integration, thus using Foucault’s strategy of genealogy. One could then 

find how the concept has developed throughout history and how it is connected to other concepts of 

inclusion, multiculturalism, everyday integration and identity. 
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APPENDIX 1: GLOSSARY 

LUHMANN: 

 

Analytical strategy: An analytical strategy is second order strategy for observing how the social 

emerges in observations (Åkerstrøm Andersen, 2003, p. v). To prepare one analytic strategy involves 

shaping a view that allows the outside world to appear as consisting of observations of other people's 

and systems' observations (Ibid). 

Autopoiesis: means self-reproduction. A system is autopoietic if its elements are reproduced through its 

own network of elements (Seidl & Becker, 2005). This does not mean that the system has at its disposal 

all the causes needed for self-reproduction (ibid). It simply means that the system has at its disposal 

enough range of possible causes, so that it can secure its own reproduction under normal circumstances 

(ibid).   

Communication: a selection process divided into three parts: information (what is communicated about 

it), announcement (the way it is communicated) and understanding (how the announcement is 

understood and answered) (Luhmann, 1994). Communication only takes place if all three parts of the 

selection process takes place (Ibid). Understanding means the following response, which is bound to 

the previous announcement, it is then this response determines the nature of communication (Ibid). 

Contingency: the span between what is possible and what is necessary. Meaning that everything could 

be different, thus contingency sets up the premises for practice.  

Distinction: the observed differences marking one side over another 

Form: The unity of a difference. As in the unity of a distinctions two sides 

Guiding distinction: the distinction we use in our analysis to guide our gaze (Åkerstrøm Andersen, 

2003, p. VI) 

Observation: to indicate one side of a distinction over another 
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Operative closure: when a system is operatively closed it means that a system can only operate in the 

context of its own operations and that it depends in this process on the structures that are being 

produced by these operations (self-organization) (Seidl & Becker, 2005). Operations outside the system 

cannot become part of the system, and the system cannot operate within its environments respective 

systems (ibid). This does not mean that systems are not affected by exterior influences (ibid).  

Operatively closed systems are dependent on external influences(ibid). Closure is a precondition for a 

system’s interactional openness. All autopoietic systems are operatively closed (ibid).   

Point of observation: the specific organization that is being investigated (Åkerstrøm Andersen, 2003, p. 

83). 

Re-entry: is when a distinction is copied into itself, on the indicated side. Thus, indicating both sides of 

the distinction at once, creating a paradox. 

Second order observation: The system theory constructs a specific look at the object called "second-

order observation” where one observes the observations of others as observations 

Social systems: are autopoietic systems of communication, which define themselves through 

construction of its environment through communicative descriptions. A social system is a system only 

in connection to its environment, and the environment only exists in relation to a system. Both system 

and environment are internal structures of communication. Nevertheless, the environment is not 

'reality': Environment consists of that which is specified by the communication as its relevant 

environment. Any system therefore is identical to itself in its difference (and only in its difference) 

from the internal environment construction. 

Structural coupling: two systems are structurally coupled when their respective structures are adjusted 

to each other in a way that allows for mutual influence. Structural coupling can explain why systems, 

despite their operative closure (absence of operative coupling), remain responsive towards other 

systems in their environment. Interpenetration is a form of structural coupling.  
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FOUCAULT: 

Discourse: or a discursive formation, is a system of distributed statements. In other words, discursive 

formation is the regularity of the irregular distribution of statements. 

Power-knowledge: Mechanisms of power produce different types of knowledge which gather data on 

people’s movements and existence(Sassine, Foucault, & Feldman, 2018). The knowledge gathered in 

this way further reinforces exercises of power (Sassine et al., 2018). Foucault disproves the idea that 

‘knowledge is power’ and says that he wants to study the complex relations between power and 

knowledge without saying they are the same thing (Sassine et al., 2018). 

Subject: The subject is an entity which is self-aware and capable of choosing how to act (Sassine et al., 

2018). 

Government: Foucault defines government by the phrase “the conduct of conduct”, which builds on 

different meanings of the word conduct (Dean, 2010: 17). “To conduct”, means to lead, to direct or to 

guide, and the ethical or moral sense of the word appear when it is used in the setting of “to conduct 

oneself”, which implies the form of self-regulation suitable in certain situations (Dean, 2010: 17) 

Governmentality: Two broad versions of the term governmentality are made available through the 

literature. First, and in a more general sense, it concerns how we think about governing others and 

ourselves in a wide variety of contexts with different rationalities or mentalities. Second, it concerns a 

more specific and historic version of the first (Ibid). In our thesis, we will concentrate on the first and 

more general meaning of the term 

Action formation:  Or Forms of action are used to shape the objects and represent for instance specific 

instructions, organizational forms and procedures that have specific characteristics associated with them, 

such as specific tools or forms of expressions or locations (Dahlager, 2001: 96). 

Object formation: or as Foucault named it the ethical substance, refers to the part that is to be worked on 

within the subject through ethics 



THE LIMITS AND POSSIBILITIES OF EVERYDAY INTEGRATION  COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL 

 

TINA GJELLESVIK 

EMILY ANNE HOFF 

124 

Subject formation: represent the kind of beings that people strive to become when they work on parts of 

themselves to become moral subjects and take on the forms of actions made available for them (Dahlager, 

2001: 95)Truth formation: function as arguments available for the governing process by justifying why 

it is necessary with a problematization and change regarding the behavior, ways of thinking, attitudes, 

etc. within the subject. 
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