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Abstract: Even with the new wave of Corporate Social Responsibility the social aspect of it in some sense 

seems lacking. Normative ethics have fallen to the side in modern times and this has meant that an ethics 

of responsibility has not been explored for a while and thus has been undervalued. The aim of this paper is 

to seek a normative ethics of responsibility. This research paper looks at responsibility and the 

entertainment industry through a case on the TV series “Okkupert” (Occupied). The paper builds a 

framework of power and discourse through which it considers the power held by entertainment media and 

the power it wields through the creation and perpetuation of discourse and why understanding this is 

important. The paper then lays out the reason why there is an ethics of responsibility. It does so through 

the ethics of Hans Jonas and the field of CSR. The paper tries to offer a solution for how to bring ethical 

responsibility into the organization namely by rethinking corporate reporting and including intellectual 

capital. The paper ends with a perspectivation on the applicability of the concept for other issues within 

entertainment media and deals with the possible pitfalls of applying the concept too widely and straying 

into censorship rather than self-critique and reflection on the dominant cultural discourse and the power it 

wields over how society understands and perceives reality.  

Keywords: Ethics, Responsibility, Power, Discourse, Entertainment media, CSR 
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1. Introduction 

Since the 1950s, as the centre of political research and philosophy shifted from Germany to the 

United States, Economics and Business have increasingly detached from their original moorings in 

moral philosophy. This detachment and isolation from morality has allowed for human rights 

abuses such as child labour and sweatshops, both of which continue to be problems today. In 

response to this moral decline, society gave birth to the concept of Corporate Social Responsibility 

in an effort to re-ground business practices into an ethical framework. While that has been a good 

step forward and we have come a long way specifically in regards to environmental protection and 

the push for sustainable energy in production, there remains an aspect of life heavily impacted by 

business yet left out of this framework. That area is the social sphere. 

Entertainment media, a global business with a far reach and deep pockets, has direct access and 

impact on the social sphere. It creates and perpetuates narratives and discourses, entering people‘s 

homes and thoughts on a daily basis. Given this unprecedented level of access, there should be a 

corresponding level of responsibility to the audience to go beyond thoughtless or even mindless 

entertainment with little value. If a business that impacts that environment has a morality 

responsibility to that environment, then one that impacts the individual should have a similar 

responsibility to the social sphere. To understand why, one must first understand the power of 

discourse. 

Discourse has the deep inherent potential to influence us, not just here and now, but at a distance 

and through time—it is propaganda in the broadest sense of the term. There is a link between the 

power of discourse on us and the power historical cultural discourse has had on discourse itself and 

the reasons why an awakening to and realisation of this phenomenon is important. 

Once we accept that business has this responsibility, the next logical question to ask is what should 

be done about it? This awareness has the potential to become integral at an organisational level. 

There are a number of ways of rethinking corporate reporting to take into consideration intellectual 

capital and intangible goods, and once moral responsibility is acknowledged it becomes necessary 

to keep track of performance indicators. That is how learning at an organisational level works, and 

when ethical performance is a part of overall business performance, it will be fully integrated into 

the organisational discourse. 

The case of Okkupert is a perfect place to start teasing out a framework. It captures the best and the 

most unfortunate aspects of media. Okkupert sparked an international controversy because of its 
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handling of the relationship between Norway and Russia, which has always been complex. 

Furthermore Okkupert is part of a wave of more serious Entertainment, what one could call 

Entertainment+, where one of the goals is to go beyond mere diversion and start a social debate 

about the themes presented; themes that are challenging to the audience‘s views and assumptions. 

Okkupert has the added complexity of being a public-private partnership. a public-private 

partnership requires more moral scrutiny because it mixes the interests of the market and public 

interest. 

 

1.1 Research Question 

For this reason the questions that I arrive at are the following connected questions.  

“Why is it necessary for entertainment media content creators and distributors to consider 

their ethical responsibility to their audience? 

How could awareness be raised and integrated at an organisational level?” 

 

1.2 Limitations 

There are quite a few limitations and debates that I do not engage with in any significant manner, 

mainly because they merely touch upon some details of this research paper. However, I will address 

a few of them here simply to acknowledge the existence of these meta-debates. 

One of the limitations is with scope. Only a single case study is used, and the narrow data set could 

be seen as a weakness. However, it is not a fatal flaw. In this instance, the case study functions as a 

stepping stone for the theoretical discussion, and it is the theory that is under scrutiny. 

For the sake of space, I also do not enter into a deep debate about ontology. This research paper will 

be influenced by interpretivism rather than positivism. It makes no assumptions that social reality 

can be fully measured, only that interpretation is an inherent part of life (Abbott, 2004). Part of this 

debate plays out in a more specific debate on objectivity and subjectivity specifically in social 

sciences. The objectivity is the goal because it mirrors the hard sciences. However, this research 

paper skirts this debate by trying, with Hans Jonas‘s philosophy, to bridge the gap between 

subjectivity and objectivity; as well as consequentialist and deontological ethics. By and large the 

research paper considers objectivity unachievable. 
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Another debate that I do not engage in is one on behaviourism or culturalism. From the first instant, 

this research paper is grounded in culturalism: everything is a part of a context and everything part 

of a larger ever evolving discourse (Abbott, 2004). 

1.3 Motivation Behind Case Selection 

When I saw the series for the first time, I had an immediate, visceral reaction that there was 

something wrong. The feeling that something was not right lingered; it was a feeling of 

disappointment and vague anger concerning how the director reacted to criticism of the series by 

claiming that the series is just fiction. I came to the realisation that my disappointment stemmed 

from the implicit negation of responsibility for the content put forth as well as the discourse it was 

perpetuating. When combined with the knowledge that Okkupert was in part publically funded and 

part of a larger collaboration with other networks in Europe, it struck me just how intertwined the 

project was with the public and social sphere as well as the global reach it has, having been licensed 

for distribution in as many as 14 different countries. This series portrays an alternate history and 

attempts to bring forth debate. it does so but by borrowing from shared western cultural discourse as 

it does it falls into a trap of perpetuating the flaws inherent in that discourse. 

1.4 Methodology  

I seek not a concrete empirical answer to the question but rather to cast a light on something that is 

left in the shadows—to start a discussion on a topic that has not gotten enough attention in the past. 

The methods this research paper will rely on are varied. One of them is literary theory and analysis: 

Treating the entire narrative of the show as though it were a written text and analysing it with the 

same methods, trying to determine the themes and the context of the narrative both internally and 

externally. This analytical method also covers locating the narrative of the show in the debates that 

it released as it was aired. 

Literary analysis also functions as the beginning of a deeper discourse analysis. I then build a 

framework of power and discourse through which I approach the entire paper. This is expanded on 

in chapter 3 where I link power and discourse through a number of theorists. Once this framework 

is built I utilise it in my analysis of Okkupert before I turn to ethics and responsibility again this is 

done through framework. 

Another method used is something of a minor sin in the social sciences. It is normative or 

prescriptive ethics, exploring how and why there is an ethical responsibility of entertainment media 
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for the discourse they create and perpetuate. This is something that the social sciences seem not to 

care for, having tried to separate them from normative morality (Andersen, 2005). I disagree with 

this turn away from prescriptive ethics for the sake of more purely empirical and objective ends and 

thus this research paper aims at exploring and finding a normative ethics to apply to the issue of 

entertainment and the sociological consequences that are inherent in it. 

The reason that I remain a strong presence throughout the paper is that I am dealing with 

prescriptive ethics. A subjective presence is inescapable because morality and ethics arise from 

within the individual, through careful consideration of reality and a constant grappling with the 

subjective and the objective. A further reason why I remain present is because I deal with 

interpretivism and it would not behove me to pretend my analysis is anything but based on my 

subjective ideas. 

1.4.1 The way the research paper will make use of primary data and secondary data. 

Primary data will be in the form of interviews with insiders in the entertainment industry and 

academics in the area of Arctic Relations, specifically between Norway and Russia. The primary 

data was collected through interviews over Skype and by phone, recorded, and then summarised in 

an internal working document, which is not included as it was not included in my agreement. My 

sources did allow me to quote them by name. 

Secondary data will be in the form of articles from both the side of journalism (from newspapers 

and magazines) and from the side of academia. The secondary data has been carefully selected and 

documented. 

It would have been beneficial to have had more interviews, specifically with someone from TV2-

Norge who is the distributor of the series, but time constraints prevented this. 

1.5 Terms  

There are a few terms which are used interchangeably in the study: 

Business, Firm, Organisation, Corporation – all of them are used interchangeably to any business 

entity, the only difference comes with a preface of Public or Private. 

Network, Broadcaster, Channel – all of them are used for the distributor of entertainment media 

content in the form of TV series. 
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2. The Case –Okkupert  

The lens through which the questions of this research paper will be explored is the Norwegian TV-

series Okkupert (or in English, Occupied). Using reader-response theory which emphasises the 

interpretation of the audience as being the key to understating the work is in this case Occupied 

makes my interpretation of the work valid as a literary criticism. This is not bias in the same sense 

as what one could find elsewere. Reader-response theory based on the context and norms brought 

by the audience allows me to view the text through a lens and still treat it as valid. Furthermore I 

use Historical Critism (Soulen & Soulen, 2001) to understand the origin of the elements of the text 

and for the purpose of analysing the narrative. This section considers external context of the series, 

such as Russia, EU, and other geopolitical relations. The last subsection will deal with the 

aftereffects of the series: the debate that arose from the series as it was aired, in Norway and 

internationally. 

2.1 Themes 

The reason I am delving into an analysis on themes is because it directly impacts the heuristics of 

the research paper. These themes I have decided to explore are part of the discourse that has an 

impact on the audience. This is of great importance and I contextualise this later in the paper. There 

are many other themes including an exotic othering of Russians, showcased in particular with Irina 

Sidorova the ambassador, this is smaller theme which is not unimportant, it is alluded to in the 

perspectivation which broadens the scope of this paper. 

2.1.1 How the Norwegian people react to a silk invasion 

This theme was a red thread throughout the series. The writers and producers were very focused on 

bringing this to the forefront. The two people Interviewed who were very close to the production of 

the series both said it was a central premise that they hoped would resonate with the audience. 

This thread is profoundly felt in very nearly every aspect of the series. The skeptics are reflected in 

the journalist Thomas Eriksen
1
 who immediately starts to question what is going on and demanding 

answers. 

Some characters do not react very strongly; Bente Norum
2
 reflects the ordinary citizen, the 

obliviousness of the regular individual who just continues with their life. As the series goes on, she 

                                                           
1
 Appendix 2.1 

2
 Appendix 2.6 
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comes to reflect the collaborators, who profit off of the situation.  Once her role changes, she is 

perceived by regular Norwegians as being a traitor to the people of Norway, because of her close 

relationship with the Russians who frequent her restaurant. There are more instances that the series 

plays with but the main tension is between those who accept things as they are and those who rise 

up against the injustice. 

Much of the narrative is an introspective on how much pressure can people take before they fully 

wake up to their new reality. It explores how people are radicalized into violent opposition. This is 

the narrative of both Wenche
3
 and Bente. Wenche comes to a much quicker realisation because of 

her positions in the PST and her illness, which galvanizes her into doing something somewhat out 

of her character. Bente, who profits from what is happening because her restaurant thrives on 

Russian business, takes longer to comprehend on the changed nature of their country, and it is the 

murder of her husband by Russians that pushes her to radical action. 

In Jesper Berg
4
 the audience sees the pressure of standing at the head of a nation and having to 

balance the lives of the populace with the principles of democracy. This is something the producer 

as well as the head of commissioning at NRK reported was another pillar that they wanted to bring 

up for discussion. How do people and Norwegians in particular think about their democracy, and 

what are they willing to do for this basic human right? 

Hans Martin
5
 is in the same boat as Bente. He inadvertently profits from what has happened by way 

of his promotion, until he gets close to finding out that Wenche is working for the resistance and 

against the interests of the government at which time he gets fired. He goes on to work for Irina to 

try to prevent war from breaking out, he represents someone working within the system to change 

it, rather than being radicalised against either side he represents the people who think reconciliation 

is preferable and possible. 

The show also depicts a general escalation in tension and anxiety through small scale fights 

between the step-son of Bente and a classmate of his. 

2.1.2 Norway as a lone pioneer 

From the very first episode this theme is a major story point. The audience is introduced to Norway 

by way of the massive green energy accomplishment: Norway is going 100% green and shutting 

                                                           
3
 Appendix 2.5 

4
 Appendix 2.2 

5
 Appendix 2.3 



10 

 

down oil and gas production. ―The time of the fossil fuels is at an end.‖
6
 It is implied that this is not 

true for the rest of Europe, leaving Norway as the bastion of ecologically sound policies. The 

remaining nations of Europe are all caught in the energy crisis that kicks off the conflict. The lone 

pioneer Norway is thus uplifted as a benchmark for how other nations should act. The prime 

minister in the series says they are leading by example. 

But being uplifted also leaves the country isolated. The rest of the EU demand they continue 

producing the oil and gas. It is striking how alone Norway is, particularly considering the real world 

relationship Norway has with its Nordic neighbours. Norway is indelibly linked with Sweden, 

Denmark, and Finland. In my interview with both Petter Wallace; the Head of commissioning at 

NRK, and Marianne Gray; the Producer of the series, I was told this was a deliberate choice to 

simplify the situation for the audience, although it was expected that the level of isolation would not 

go unnoticed. 

The isolation aspect pops up again when the prime minister is ousted from the US embassy through 

deliberate nicotine poisoning by the ambassador. The US is not willing to stand by Norway against 

the forces of Russia. In fact, it is only reluctantly and through political manoeuvring that the prime 

minister tricks the US ambassador into helping negotiate with the Russians. All of this happens 

after the EU fails to provide Norway with any kind of defence from the Russian invasion. 

2.1.3 Russia as the enemy and as the other 

One of the overarching themes of the series is Russia as the Enemy, harkening back to the days of 

the Cold War and the Red Scare. I titled this section the enemy in the light, because Russia is the 

face of the oppressive power that is occupying Norway. This is represented in part in Irina 

Sidorova
7
, the ambassador, who has the immediate oversight of the joint effort to get oil and gas 

production up to pre-shut down levels.  

The Norwegians‘ frustrations, anger, and hatred is directed at Russia, which is supposedly working 

on behalf of the EU. Russia starts off as this seemingly disinterested force acting at the behest of the 

EU. They are not instigators, but security guards just sent to do a job. However, throughout the 

series the layers fall away, and the audience learns that Russia is not merely a dog of the EU. By the 

end of the series, it is heavily implied that every single thing that has happened has been the result 

of covert operations by the Russian leadership in Moscow.  Thomas‘s research shows that the 

                                                           
6
 Appendix 3 

7
 Appendix 2.4 
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Russians killed in the bombing, an act supposedly perpetrated by the resistance, were all serious 

criminals who were supposedly serving their long sentences in jail. This realization calls into 

question the intelligence provided by the Russians which led to the identification of the supposed 

terrorist behind the attack. It may all have been a ruse. 

There is another instance that casts a similar shadow on the circumstances of the occupation. When 

the prime minister is held hostage at parliament, it is revealed the coffee shop worker who is 

involved is also a Russian immigrant one who has worked at parliament for two years. 

Despite these aspects of the show, my interviews suggest that it is not the intention of the series to 

demonize Russia or make the actual country out to be a danger or an enemy, this is a naïve way of 

thinking. However on an individual level, they have strived to show Russians as just as 

fundamentally human as the Norwegians in the series.  Irina may be the baroness (Tvtropes.org)
8
, 

but is not following the regime mindlessly. In fact there is an exchange between her and Hans 

Martin in which he implies she is living in Norway in a sort of exile. She does for all intents and 

purposes seem to be trying to prevent the potential civil war and the international disaster it would 

all be. Bente meets a very charming and enticing Russian man, who she falls into a romantic and 

implied sexual relationship with, basically a common stereotype seen in other media over the years. 

He fits the trope of an exotic other who tempts through that otherness
9
. Playing into the idea that 

Russians are different and alien in some form and that makes the intriguing and dangerous.   

2.1.4 EU as the enemy in the dark 

When it comes to the enemy, Russia is in the audience‘s immediate thoughts, but the EU is lurking 

in the dark. The face of the EU is a French commissioner with a strong accent, who pops up to 

crush the spirit of the prime minister. Through this commissioner, the EU is largely portrayed as a 

duplicitous, cowardly, and heartless institution that is out for themselves even at the cost of a 

traditional ally. 

They are duplicitous because they orchestrated the occupation for their own sake to gain access to 

Norwegian oil and gas. They do this through Russia, which also makes them cowardly. The 

cowardliness continues to be a central aspect of the EU in the narrative. Russia starts making 

military intervention overtures. The EU puts up pretence of trying to show military strength, 

                                                           
8
 Appendix 2.4  

9
 An exotic other is when we look to another culture as exotic and different and therefore strange and intriguing, 

quaint perhaps or more negatively erotic. 
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mustering aeroplanes in Denmark that seem as though they are preparing for war. In reality they are 

negotiating with the Russians and in the end they inform the prime minister that because Russia has 

offered to extend the oil and gas pipeline to the Barents Sea so Russian oil and gas can be directed 

into Europe from there they are not going to help free Norway. 

The implication is that the EU cares more about the profits to be gained than about the sovereign 

and human rights of Norway, which they are happy to trample over. 

2.1.5 Cowardice and Bravery 

This is a primary theme that permeates the series. It shows up again and again. Such as the EU, in 

the decisions made by every character: Jesper when he decided to avoid war; Thomas when he 

decides to investigate the truth behind the refinery bombing; Bente when she decided to help the 

resistance; Wenche when she turns away from the government to start the organised resistance and 

HM when he decided to work in the system to prevent war. This is a central tension in the show and 

a question that can be asked, what is brave and what is cowardice? Most striking is that for the most 

part in the latter episodes taking up resistance is shown as brave where it seemed ambiguous at first, 

perhaps foolhardy as well. Cowardice is in giving into Russia cowardice is the EU making 

backroom deals to escape having to take action against Russia. A theme emerges where cowardice 

is by and large connected to working with Russia in some way and bravery is resisting Russia. Only 

HM could potentially be an exception where bravery is working in the system. 

2.2 Context 

In order to fully examine the impact of the series, we must understand the context in which 

audiences in Norway view this series. 

2.2.1 Norwegian perception of the resistance in the war 

In both my interviews with Marianne Gray and Petter Wallace, they mentioned that Norwegians 

have an idealistic view of what took place during the occupation of Norway in the 40s. The 

perception is that Norwegians were all out hiding in the woods as part of the fight against the 

Germans. In reality, something like 80 percent of Norwegians continued with their fairly ordinary 

lives. For some the occupation actually brought business opportunities, and those people thrived off 

of what happened. Only some 20 percent of Norwegians actually took up arms to resist the 

Germans. It is an unpleasant truth to face that so many were complicit, so the story that Norwegians 

have told themselves is that everyone who was able-bodied was part of the resistance. 
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2.2.2 Russian-Norwegian relationship then and now 

Without going to unnecessarily deep detail about it, Russia and Norway have had a relationship 

with each other for a considerable amount of time. However most important for the sake of the 

context of the series is the fact that the Soviet Union was instrumental in the liberation of Norway 

from the hands of the Germans during the Second World War (Dagre). 

In my interview with Elena Rowe, an expert on Arctic relations, she mentions that the fact that the 

Soviets withdrew from the territory they had conquered has always been something that lingers in 

what one might call the folk-memory of Norway. The Soviet troops came to drive out the German 

forces, but then they withdrew from Scandinavia as they did nowhere else. 

In the same interview she mentions that in the post-war period it was common for northern 

Norwegians to be accused of having communist tendencies and an unnatural gratitude towards the 

Soviets for their liberation. Loyalties were called into question. With the annexation of Crimea, 

these post–Cold War narratives have sprung up again. Northern Norwegians are again being 

accused of being too friendly to Russia. So there is a clear split between northern and southern 

Norwegians on how they relate to Russia and Russians in general. 

2.2.3 Norway and the EU 

Norway is today a part of the EEA but not a part of EU, and they have twice held referendums 

about taking part in the European Union. Both times the Norwegian people rejected the proposal. In 

1972, the proposal was rejected, and the common slogan was to say no to selling Norway to the EU. 

This perception of the EU continued into 1994, in which a common picture was of the EU being a 

milking bucket that would drain the money out of Norway while giving very little back. 

To this day Norway is highly critical of the EU. First, they consider it undemocratic, and second, 

they feel that EU has too much focus on creating exploitative free-trade agreements with poorer 

nations, which suffer from those agreements. Third, they believe the EU is not taking serious action 

on the issue of environmental policy and climate change. The focus of the EU is to increase 

production of goods, which gets in the way of good environmental policy (Nei til Eu). 

2.3 Debate 

The series aired in Norway from October through December 2015. It was licensed and aired in 12 

different countries since then. Netflix bought the rights to air it in four other countries including the 

US and Australia. The reception has been mixed, but has been markedly different between Norway 



14 

 

and the rest of the world. The Norwegian reception has been tepid at best and largely negative while 

the reception around the world has been overall positive. This is why I have decided to split this 

into two sections that explore those different reactions. 

2.3.1 Norway 

It is exceptionally fascinating looking at what type of debate and reception the series has had in 

Norway. The critical reviews have been pedantic and lacking in substance. In an article in 

Dagbladet in October 4
th

 after a few of the early episodes had aired the primary reception can be 

seen to be pedantic, it was as follows. 

”Nå er første episode vist, og flere eksperter Dagbladet har snakket med mener serien svekkes av det 
urealistiske premisset om en EU-sanksjonert, russisk okkupasjon som følge av at Norge har stanset olje- og 

gassproduksjonen. 
- EU ville aldri samarbeidet med Russland om noe slikt, og som en konkurrent til Norge på olje og gass ville 

Russland hatt stor nytte av at Norge stoppet sin egen produksjon, sier professor Janne Haaland Matlary ved 
Universitetet i Oslo.” 

[Now the first episode has been aired and many experts that Dagbladet has spoken to are of the opinion 
that the series is weakened by the unrealistic premise that EU would sanction a Russian occupation as a 

consequence of Norway quitting the production of oil and gas. – EU would never work with Russia on 
something like this. As a competitor with Norway on the oil and gas market Russia would have large gains 
to be had if Norway stopped its own production, says professor Janne Haaland Matlary at Oslo University] 

(Nordseth, 2015). 

Experts all seem to agree the series appears well made from a cinematographic stand point, however 

they all also lament how the very premise is without rigour. It is, they say, weakened considerably 

because it is so very unrealistic (Nordseth, 2015). 

The EU would never work with Russia in such a way, and Russia, who is an oil and gas exporter 

themselves, would accordingly be very pleased by Norway dropping out of the business. It is also 

reaching a little far to imagine the US leaving NATO. NATO is too important for US to drop out; it 

hinders the influence of Russia and maintains US influence in Europe (Nordseth, 2015). 

According to Morten Strand, an expert on Russia, the series is weakened in particular because it 

leans heavily on stereotypes; the Russian diplomats are very stereotypical and one dimensional, 

which increases the likelihood of creating a prejudiced picture of the Russians. On top of that, 

Strand finds that the plot is unclear on why Russia is acting on behalf of the EU (Nordseth, 2015). 

The critical reception was not all bad, though. According to the historian Bård Larsen from the 

liberal think-tank Civita, the series harkens back to the Norwegians‘ own war history, with clear 

references to the occupation of Norway by Germany. The historian thinks the series raises 
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interesting questions through an alternative history of Norway and the world. What if Norway had 

started a mutual relationship with the Germans like Denmark had? What does the government do in 

such a situation? What are they willing to give up, and how would the press and civil societies 

react? (Nordseth, 2015) 

This same sentiment is seen an opinion piece in Klassekampen on October 15. The piece references 

a previous article which expressed worry about whether the series would increase Russia-phobia 

and the prejudices associated with demonising their neighbour. As the writer points out, this type of 

fiction can be relevant and interesting, even if the scenario and plot are unlikely or complete spin. 

He goes on to comment that is the series raises a general and fundamental question about how you 

react to power and pressure against a nation-state. Do you yield ground or do you meet it with 

resistance? When is one preferred over the other? (Braanen, 2015) 

He says that these issues are worth considering in a broader sense than just in the event of 

Armageddon and war in this type of TV series scenario. It is also important to consider how 

Norway acts today as nation-state when met with pressure from powerful agents like the US and the 

EU, which can influence and limit the politics of Norway (Braanen, 2015). 

2.3.2 Internationally 

The reception internationally differs greatly from the one in Norway. Nearly every international 

publication that has written about it has praised it. While they might mention that the opening 

premise is a bit of a stretch, as long as you suspend your disbelief the series is a revelation. 

Jesper Berg is a modern day Quisling, the head of the collaborationist government in Norway under 

the Nazi occupation in the 40s. He embodies the contradicting and tortured choices a leader under 

occupation must make. He forbids his armed forces from resisting the Russians and tries to smooth 

over the occupation, and yet he might also be seen a hero, this is the dichotomy and the primary 

tension that is being explored by the series. Faced with raw military power, he vows that no life can 

be lost (Dyson, 2016). 

In recent years, the real Russian military has begun violating Baltic and Scandinavian aerospace. 

This context lends an air of authenticity to the series, which has struck a chord precisely because of 

the Crimean annexation. It is described in politico.eu as being the most riveting, realistic TV show 

about international politics in recent memory. Very little about the show is unbelievable. The best 
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parts are the human drama that reveals the corrosion of a democratic society by the everyday 

choices made by regular people (Kirchick, 2016). 

The Russians‘ outrage encapsulates, according to James Kirckick who wrote the article for 

politico.eu, the three elements of Russian propaganda in the 21
st
 century, namely a sense of 

wounded victimhood at the hands of the bullying West, a reminder of Russia‘s heroic role in the 

great patriotic war, and a fervent denial that Moscow poses any threat to its neighbours—a point 

which Norwegians highly disagree with (Kirchick, 2016). 

3. Discourse and the Concept of Power 

This chapter of the thesis concerns two main concepts: Discourse and Power. It asks the questions: 

What is power? How should the concept be defined? Further, we discuss why the definition of 

power matters and how it is relevant for the study of Okkupert. Then a section will relate the 

concept of power with the concept of discourse. The second half of this section deals with the 

definition of discourse and looks at three theoretical frameworks of working with discourse, namely 

Discourse and the subject of Classical Rhetoric, Discourse as defined by Hans-Georg Gadamer, and 

finally an approach from contemporary academic Teun Van Dijk. Finally, the two concepts are 

brought together to examine the Okkupert series. 

3.1 Power 

Power is a highly complex and hotly contested subject, and definitions and frameworks have varied 

over time. It is helpful to begin with a historical perspective drawing from classical thinkers on the 

subject, then move into more modern framework iterations. 

3.1.1 Historical overview 

Historically when dealing with the subject of power, scholars have adopted a pluralist view. 

Prominent scholar Dahl (Dahl, 1957) put forward the basic intuitive idea of power in his article ―A 

Concept of Power,‖ wherein he wrote: ―A has power over B to the extent that he gets B to do 

something that B would not otherwise do.‖ essential to this is that A must make a successful 

attempt at getting B to do what otherwise B would not do. The first part is the extent: the capacity. 

But having capacity is not enough it must be backed up by a verified successful attempt. For 

example, a child‘s mother has power over her child in so far as she can determine what that child 

eats and when. The exercise of this power is the way to think of it from this pluralist view (Lukes, 

2005). 
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Polsby (Polsby, 1963) writes that in the pluralist approach an attempt is made to study outcomes in 

order to determine who makes another do something they would otherwise not do e.g. in 

community politics or national politics. The point of this approach is to study concrete observable 

behaviour. As Lukes
10

 puts it in his book “Power: A Radical View”, ―the approach involves a focus 

on behaviour in the making of decisions on issues over which there is an observable conflict of 

interest as expressed by policy preferences‖ (Lukes, 2005). 

This view is too restrictive for the purpose of this study, and Bachrach and Baratz (Bachrach & 

Baratz, 1962) agree in their critique of the pluralist view. They write that power has two faces. The 

first which Dahl and his pluralists have captured, but ―power is also exercised when A devotes 

energy into creating and reinforcing social and political values and institutional practices which 

limit the scope of the political process to consideration of the public to those issues which are 

innocuous to A, meaning B is limited in bringing up the policies that are in their interest‖ (Lukes, 

2005). An example of this might be contemporary American politics, where the establishment two-

party politics control what gets brought into the political process, limiting the participation, and 

therefore power, of third parties. 

This view is broader than the first. It allows for the consideration of the ways in which decisions are 

prevented from being taken on potential issues, in which there is an observable conflict of interest. 

This, though, is still too narrow and focused on policy preferences and what Lukes calls sub-

political grievances. 

There is something missing from these approaches, so far they have only dealt with ―power‖ in a 

purely political sense. It has been simply the power to get your policies passed. Hannah Arendt 

makes a contribution to the debate by tying power to groups. Her view is that power comes from the 

people and is granted to institutions by those very people. Thus institutions lose power when the 

people who granted them power turn away from them (Lukes, 2005). Yet while this expands the 

conceptual map, Arendt still views power as an exercise. 

Lukes notes that multiple things interact with the wants and interests of people. In the provocative 

works “Brave New World” by Aldous Huxley
11

 and “The Behavior of Organisms” as well as 

“Science and Human Behavior” BF Skinner
12

, thought control is the height of power. Thought 
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control takes many and mundane forms, such as information control through the mass media and 

the process of socialisation (Lukes, 2005). 

Lukes lays out a conceptual map in his book. He starts with what he calls the issue-scope of power. 

This issue-scope considers if the power of an actor is bound to a single issue or if it is a multi-issue 

scope, in which an agent has power to affect multiple issues. Then he considers the contextual range 

of power. If an agent can exercise power only under certain circumstances, then it is a context-

bound power, but if they can exercise power in a range of circumstances, it is a context-

transcending ability. Next, he considers the relationship between intention and power. Every action 

taken has an outcome, one that could be intended but also plenty of unintended outcomes. Finally, a 

distinction is made between active and inactive power; action and inaction can both have effects 

that are great enough to be considered power. A failure to act can have big consequences (Lukes, 

2005). 

Drawing closer to an appropriate approach to power, Foucault completely challenges the idea that 

power is wielded by people or groups at all. Instead he writes that power is dispersed and pervasive; 

it is literally everywhere and comes from everywhere. There is no agency or structure to power at 

all. Instead there is a meta-power that pervades society, and this meta-power is always in flux and in 

negotiation. The meta-power is the common concept of ―true‖ ideas and norms in a society, so they 

are always in a dynamic stage of renegotiation as what is considered ―true‖ shifts with the times 

(Gaventa). 

Foucault sees power not as simply a negative, coercive or repressive thing that forces us to act 

against our wishes, but also as a positive and productive force in society (Gaventa). 

We must cease once and for all to describe the effects of power in negative terms: it 
”excludes,” it ”‘represses,” it ”censors,” it ”abstracts,” it ”masks,” it ”conceals.” In fact 
power produces; it produces reality; it produces domains of objects and rituals of truth. 
The individual and the knowledge that may be gained of him belong to this production. 
(Foucault, 1991) 

This key point that power is neither negative nor positive, merely a fact which Foucault voices must 

be maintained. He firmly believes that power transcends politics. It is an everyday, socialized, 

embodied phenomenon, but it is also very far removed from any type of agency and structure. 

Therefore it seems highly elusive and practical action, to foster any change on structures in society 

can seem a farfetched dream (Gaventa). 
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The ways in which Foucault believed in action and resistance against power are all concerned with 

the individual‘s capacity to recognize and question social norms and constraints. To challenge 

power is to challenge the truths produced by the norms created by the socio-economic and cultural 

hegemonic powers at play at present. (Gaventa) 

3.1.2 Defining power 

The issues with the first two approaches, pluralism and the critique of pluralism, are manifold. They 

focus too discretely on actors and outcomes, but the central pillar is that power is manifest in the 

ability to influence an actor in a way that goes against their interests. This is an important aspect 

that should be retained while working toward a final definition. 

Foucault is on the right track with the idea that power is everywhere, emanating from every 

interaction we humans have with the environment. However, he goes too broad in his definition. 

Diffusing power so completely that it has no structure or agency makes it impossible to deal with 

constructively. In the quote above, he goes on to link power with knowledge and truth, which is 

where I have to step back. This concept is too post-modern, post-structuralist to be of real use. It 

comes too close to the debate on whether we can really know anything at all. 

The main flaw in Foucault is that he completely divorces power from responsibility and places the 

centre on the individual. It is the individual that alone must combat power and the ―truth‖ it is trying 

to impart. What this entails in general is, as he notes on challenging power it is not about seeking an 

absolute truth but “…of detaching the power of truth from the forms of hegemony, social, economic, 

and cultural, within which it operates at the present time” (Rabinow, 1991) 

The concept of power that this research paper makes use of comes from a critique of Lukes by 

Clarissa Hayward in 1998. She argues that there is a necessity to ―de-face‖ power, in response to 

Lukes who writes of the three faces of power. She questions the idea that power is a tool used by 

the powerful over the powerless. The agency-focus, she argues, diverts the attention away from the 

ways in which we are socialised into our identities, actions, and choices, which goes to determining 

limits on our experience of freedom (Hayward, 1998). 

Further she argues that power‘s mechanisms are not solely the instruments of powerful agents but 

actually social boundaries that together define the field upon which actors act. So what power 

actually does is define the fields of possibility. It can facilitate and restrain social action. The 
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mechanisms by which it does so are laws, rules, norms, customs, and social practices (Hayward, 

1998). 

Hayward writes that it is ―freedom that enables actors to participate effectively in shaping the 

boundaries that define for them the field of what is possible‖ (Hayward, 1998). 

Hayward‘s most important challenge to Lukes actually goes a step further. She questions the very 

idea that power is necessarily ―exercised‖ when an exchange happens between two actors or groups. 

She argues that ―the field of what is socially possible can be shaped at a distance.‖ Events and 

historical trends which are not explicitly intended to affect a given group can still do so. She uses 

the example of African-American workers who are marginalised at a distance by an earlier 

generation of decision-makers as well as the historical legacy of racial discrimination (Hayward, 

1998). Arguably one could say this was intended by the ones who did it, but one could also say the 

target of those decisions were the earlier generation and the consequences are ones that are also 

beneficial but not the explicit goal. 

Hayward asserts that ―the absence of an interaction or connection is part of power‘s exercise, which 

means analysing power relations demands one look beyond merely the distribution of the political 

resources and their intended use in interaction‖ (Hayward, 1998). 

She writes that many of us tend to accept the idea of the deliberate exercise of power with an agent 

or a ―‗face‘‖ because it allows us to assume that the powerful are actually acting on their freewill 

and by conscious choice deciding to dominate others. This, she argues, gives us a sense of ―moral 

closure‖ and allows us to direct blame towards those in power. However she says this acceptance of 

the face of power prevents us from discerning how the actions of the powerful are just as socially 

conditioned as those of the powerless (Hayward, 1998). 

This is highly foucauldian of her, and she struggles with drawing a line between agency and 

structure, because as she argues ultimately all actions and structures are in some way habituated by 

social norms, identities, and knowledge (Hayward, 1998). 

That being said, Hayward is clear in her belief in the possibility of human agency and the value of 

relative autonomy, and therefore she does not normatively disagree with Lukes or others who 

approach power as agency. Nevertheless, she argues that what is needed to understand power is a 

more strategic approach that takes into account the underlying social constraints and people‘s 

variance of abilities to affect those constraints. Therefore action on power relations that is the 
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underlying social constraints  is directed at these abilities to affect the boundaries rather than the 

behaviour of actors (Hayward, 1998). This links quite powerfully to the approaches of Gadamer and 

Van Dijk, which I get into in the section concerning discourse. 

Hayward speaks of the freedom of people as being an integral part of power, and she defines it in 

the same terms. Power is the capacity to shape the social limits of what is possible. That is why she 

argues that it is not possible to reduce critical questions on how power shapes and constrains 

freedom to questions about distribution of political capital and individual choice. They are rather 

questions concerning the disparity of impact on these social limits to human action on people‘s 

abilities to participate in directing their own lives and shaping the circumstances of their collective 

existence (Hayward, 1998). 

3.1.3 The importance of the definition of the concept  

Now armed with a definition of power, it is possible to look more critically at the case study, the 

narrative it tells, and the shifting social fields of possibility. The boundaries and constraints which 

Hayward argues for allow for a different discussion about the debate prior to the series being 

released. It becomes possible to argue about whether the experts had reason for concern or if they 

were overreacting based on their own perception of the TV series with too little knowledge of the 

whole. 

It also allows for a discussion about the creators and producers of the series and how it is possible to 

approach them and their relationship to the content. 

If we see the creators and producers as Hayward suggests, as equally as bound to the limits of the 

―fields of possibility‖ as the audience, it provides the possibility to change the narrative about the 

case and any potential consequences that it may have had. If we think about the issue-scope of 

power that the creators and distributors have, it is multi-issue in scope. They have the power to 

influence the populace on multiple levels and in manifold ways that have to be considered seriously. 

Having a multi-issue scope of power is exponentially more power than an agent with a limited 

single-issue scope. 

It is also possible to analyse how the narrative and characterisation in the series came to be. 

Hayward‘s argument that power can act at a distance and over generations means it is viable and 

valuable to discuss how certain characters became as they are. Thus when I look back to the 
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character of Irina Sidorova, who falls very powerfully into the trope of ―The Baroness,‖
13

 which is a 

caricature of a female leader connected to an authoritarian regime (Tvtropes.org), it becomes 

possible to see this as an unintentional use of stereotype. Creating and writing a character seems 

like it is a very specific and highly intentional act, however in literature there exists a concept 

known as the cauldron of story, verbalised by J.R.R. Tolkien (Tolkien, 1947). He wrote that when 

speaking of the histories of stories one can say the pot of soup or the ―cauldron of story‖ has always 

been boiling it is continually being fed new bits, dainty and undainty. It is how, he argues, it is 

possible for similar stories to be told centuries apart by happenstance. 

Translating this concept to Hayward‘s approach to power, the writers and producers were 

influenced at a distance by a historical trend. So even though they all thought they were producing a 

new character, the field of possibility had been socially bound by historical trends in creating 

Russian female characters, leading them to create a stereotype where one might not have been 

intended. 

In Western literary and film history, in the post-WWII period a host of caricatures of females in 

power in authoritarian regimes appeared in the media. A prime example is Rosa Klebb from the 

James Bond films, who was so iconic that her name is now used to identify a sub-type of the 

Baroness trope. 

This is true for many of the Russian characters in Okkupert. They are all written influenced by a 

Western cultural history rife with pre- and post-war propaganda that paints Russians with a few 

simple brush strokes. 

This is the same reason why other characters are tropes. The writers, even though they were 

creating new characters, were bound by the field of the possible. To make the characters easily 

accessible to and reflective of the audience, the writers put them together in ways that were familiar, 

historically and culturally. 

3.2 Discourse 

Discourse, like power, is a very wide field with a multitude of scholars working on theories for how 

to analyse discourse to help explain our socially constructed reality. It‘s best to begin with an 

explanation of what discourse is and what the analysis of it entails before moving on to how it 

relates to power. Then, to provide further analytical tools, I examine the theories of classical 
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rhetoric, the basics of the hermeneutics promoted by Hans-Georg Gadamer, and the interplay of 

discourse and power through contemporary scholar Teun Van Dijk. The section ends by linking 

these tools with how I deal with power and also reconsidering the case on the basis of this 

knowledge. 

3.2.1 What is discourse? 

At the very foundation by dictionary definition, discourse is the communication of thought. 

Communication of thought commonly occurs through spoken or written word, meaning language, 

but it can happen through paralanguage as well (e.g., body language, intonation, pitch of voice). 

Turning to Foucault, Iara Lessa (Lessa, 2005) summarizes Foucault‘s definition of discourse in 

Archeology of Knowledge (1972) as ―…systems of thoughts composed of ideas, attitudes, courses 

of action, beliefs and practices that systematically construct the subjects and the worlds of which 

they speak.‖ Discourse can by defined by Foucault as 1. Formalized ways of thinking that can be 

manifested through language, 2. The social boundary which defines what can be said about a 

specific topic, 3. ―limits of acceptable speech.‖ 

In the broadest sense, discourse is the conveying of meaning from one thinking individual to 

another, who interprets the meaning. This meaning is manifested through language which has its 

formalized ways. It is further constrained by social boundary that exists about a certain topic, the 

―regime of truth‖ that makes something acceptable to speak of and some not. 

Usually for analysis one would break up discourse up into multiple parts such as social discourse, 

which is discourse among a group of likeminded individuals in a social setting. Another type of 

discourse would be political discourse, the type of discourse that happens when discussing things of 

a political nature. One could talk about narrative discourse, the telling of stories, which is something 

already familiar because I have already talked about the narrative in the case of Okkupert. This 

thesis is also a discourse, what one might call an academic discourse or argumentative discourse. 

 The important take aways are that discourse shapes our individually socially constructed reality and 

that even though we can classify discourse by theme or by structure or literary device, we digest 

every type of discourse the same. Political discourse gets processed in the same fashion as social 

discourse. It is not like the difference between digesting wheat bread and a steak. 

The important part of discourse comes in when discourse is processed through analysis to give an 

idea of what discourse can tell us about relations, all types of relations; be they sociological, 
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ideological, cultural, economic, or political. One can see the shape of the common cultural 

discourse when segments of that discourse is analysed, you can understand the power relations 

inherent in that society. 

3.2.2 How does it relate to the concept of power? 

I believe a picture has already formed about the connection between discourse and power. Power 

and discourse are indelibly linked because discourse is the shadow of the constraints on our ―fields 

of possibilities‖ that means the common discourse is what is considered true and a given in society, 

and the analysis of discourse can show these power relationships. Foucault did in fact use what he 

called archaeology of knowledge to tease out the power relationships that occurred in various fields. 

To this day there is a subfield of discourse analysis named Foucauldian discourse analysis which 

focuses on power relationships. While the insights from this method of analysis are manifold, I 

believe they are too diffuse for the specifics of this case study. 

There is a parallel between the approach to power that I have taken and how I approach discourse. 

Foucault‘s view describes discourse as systems of thoughts composed of ideas, beliefs, and 

practices that construct the subjects and the worlds of which they speak. This harkens back to 

Hayward, who wrote from a Foucauldian point of view, and her definition power as the process 

which constrains the fields of possibilities. 

Discourse is as I mentioned indelibly linked to power, because the fields of possibilities lie within 

the socially constructed reality that discourse creates. So to work critically with power is to 

inevitably analyse the discourse which gives rise to the possibilities and the constraints. 

3.2.3 Discourse and classical rhetoric 

Rhetoric has gotten a bad reputation in the contemporary world. We use it as a euphemism for 

empty speak, language devoid of value or meaning. Rhetorical questions are looked down on. A lot 

of that reputation comes from what Aristotle called ―The Art of Speaking‖ or ―The art of 

Persuasion.‖ Rhetoric is a way to structure discourse to the greatest possible effect. 

Aristotle classified rhetoric as the counterpart to dialectic discourse, which is two people arguing 

different views on a given subject to determine the truth of that subject. Dialectics and rhetoric are 

similar in that both are structured for the purpose of discourse, however dialectics and the methods 

used are primarily for theoretical matters, while rhetoric is for practical matters. 
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The five canons of rhetoric classically are a format for creating and developing persuasive 

arguments and messages. The canons are as follows: Invention – which is the process of developing 

arguments; Style – the process of determining how to present these arguments; Arrangement – the 

organisation of these arguments for the greatest effect; Delivery – the process of deciding how to 

present the arguments in the spoken format, which gestures, pronunciation, and tone as well as the 

pace is used; Memory – the process of memorizing the persuasive arguments and the speech as a 

whole. 

Aristotle emphasizes the logical characteristics of the process, in particular to Invention the 

discovery phase. This gives rise to the idea that Rhetoric is also "the faculty of observing in any 

given case the available means of persuasion," which makes it a method of discovery and analysis. 

Aristotle reasonably identifies the first three steps of the process as the most important, and he 

identifies three distinctive styles and types of rhetorical proofs. 

The Modes of Persuasion as Aristotle called them were as follows: 

3.2.3.1 Ethos 

Ethos by origin is a Greek word meaning accustomed place, habit, or custom. However, and more 

importantly, it has the meaning ―habitual character and disposition or moral character‖ (Online 

Etymology Dictionary , 2016). 

As a component of argumentation in rhetoric, it is the character of the speaker. The speaker‘s ethos 

is something which according to Aristotle they must establish at the start. Strictly speaking, 

Aristotle believes that ethos is limited by what the speaker says, involving only moral competence, 

expertise, and knowledge. This was thought too narrow a view, and Isocrates contended that ethos 

actually extended to the overall moral character and history of the speaker, which means it concerns 

what people think of the moral character of the speaker before the speech is even begun 

(Aristoteles, 1983). 

How does that apply to the case study of a TV series, where there is no speech and no speaker 

either? It is possible to view the overall situation with the glasses of classical rhetoric by making a 

few leaps of imagination. The speech is the finished product that the audience views, and the 

speaker must then be the channel on which it is shown. The crucial point is that the writers and 

producers of the series are not the speaker in the classical rhetorical sense. If an orator had a speech 
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written for them, the ethos that would apply would not be from the writer of the speech but from the 

speaker. The audience‘s judgments will be based on who ultimately makes the delivery. 

The channel TV-2 Norge is the ―speaker‖ of the show, so therefore it is the legitimacy or authority 

of the network on which the series airs that provides the audience with the sense of ethos that 

Isocrates identifies. 

Ethos becomes an important factor in our later consideration of ethics. 

3.2.3.2 Pathos 

Pathos – a quality that arouses pity or sorrow, from the Greek – suffering, feeling, emotion, 

calamity, literally ―what befalls one‖ (Online Etymology Dictionary , 2016). 

As a component in rhetoric, pathos is the ―awakening of emotion which induces the audience to 

make the judgment desired by the speaker.‖ According to Aristotle emotions have specific causes 

and effects, and therefore if one understands the emotions—that is to say can name them, describe 

them, and knows how to excite them—an orator can lead men to change their opinion. 

The Aristotelian theory of pathos has three prongs, specifically the frame of mind the audience is in, 

the difference of emotion between people, and finally and most importantly, the influence the orator 

holds over the emotions of the audience. Here, Aristotle stresses that since emotions vary between 

people the importance lies in understanding the specific social situation to effectively make use of 

pathos (Aristoteles, 1983). 

As a product of the dramatic arts, Okkupert is highly qualified to make use of Pathos. It is a 

political thriller that plays on the dark emotions of sadness, tension, horror, fascination, and fear 

with lulls of less volatile emotions in between. The light moments are often ones of family and 

closeness. Notably the only main characters who regularly experience any light moments with 

family and friends are the Norwegian ones. The only scene that one might call light with Irina 

Sidorova is one that ends abruptly when news of a new, larger horror drops like the bomb that killed 

the Russians at the oil refinery, which is what happened in the show, we see Irina celebrate the 

coming end to the occupation in Bente‘s restaurant and no sooner than the main dish the news 

arrive of this horror. 
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The audience is allowed to sympathise with all the characters, their ups and downs, the triumphs 

and terrors, even Irina Sidorova is shown at her weakest and most sympathetic during a traumatic 

event. 

3.2.3.3 Logos 

From the proto-indo-european root *leg – ―to collect,‖ picking out words so to speak. It came into 

Greek with the meaning – Word, speak, discourse, and later reason (Online Etymology Dictionary , 

2016).Artistotle gives logos a more specific definition in his Ars Rhetoric, using it to mean 

argument from reason. Relating to the speech itself it is the rational argument being made, it proves 

or seems to prove the point being made by the speaker (Aristoteles, 1983). 

Aristotle further divides these proofs into artistic and inartistic proofs. Artistic proofs are arguments 

that the speaker must invent, such as definition, comparisons, relationships, circumstances, 

testimony, and conjugates. Inartistic proofs are quotes of others, in the form of laws, witnesses, 

contracts, or oaths. 

According to Aristotle, artistic proofs belong to rhetoric while inartistic proofs do not. The 

important take away here is that proofs in the form of bare facts (inartistic proofs) are not valuable 

in and of themselves. They must be understood by the orator and put into a composition in which 

they bring value by lending weight to the artistic proofs. 

How could a wholly fictional TV series use logos as a form of persuasion or discourse? Consider 

that the series is built on a kind of thought experiment, a what-if scenario that takes into account a 

few real life facts, such as the validity of thorium nuclear energy production, the climate change 

issues faced by the real world, the the Russian annexation of the Crimean peninsula, and other small 

facts. These inartistic elements add weight to the artistic persuasive argument put forth. 

The series goes on to create a compelling narrative built on artistic freedom that is internally cogent 

and cohesive. In this narrative, the enemies of Norway are set to use military might to crush them 

underfoot to get to the oil reserves, which are precious to Norway in the real world. Those enemies 

are the EU and, most strikingly, Russia, who is the face of the enemy to most of the populace in the 

series. This narrative, bolstered by inartistic elements, has the power to influence the real world 

perceptions of the audience. To guide the audience to similarly view Russia and the EU as enemies 

or at the very least confirm and perpetuate the discourse and thereby constrain the field of 

possibility to seeing Russia and EU in this way.  
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3.2.4 Discourse through the eyes of Hans-Georg Gadamer 

Gadamer was a philosopher who dealt with the field of Hermeneutics. Hermeneutics is derived 

from Greek and means the art of interpretation. Aristotle popularised this meaning by naming his 

work on logic and semantic ―peri hermeneias‖ – latin: De Interpretatione which is the earliest work 

on the relationship between language and logic, at least so far as it dealt with it in explicit terms 

(Ramberg & Gjesdal, 2004). 

Gadamer was influenced by his mentor in the field, Martin Heidegger, so his hermeneutics were of 

an ontological nature
14

. He was interested in what the consequence of this shift of hermeneutics 

toward the ontological could have for the human sciences (Ramberg & Gjesdal, 2004). 

A human being, Gadamer, argues is a being of language. The world is only accessible to us through 

language, so we can only know the world as we master a language. He goes on to argue in the 

Heideggarian tradition that ―we cannot understand ourselves unless we understand ourselves as 

situated in a linguistically mediated historical culture‖ (Ramberg & Gjesdal, 2004). 

Gadamer wished to discover how we understand the very nature of understanding, which is the 

ontology part of his philosophy. In his magnus opus ―Wahrheit und Methode‖ his central argument 

is that Truth and Method are at contrary to one another. Method was the scientific objective method, 

which encroached and still encroaches today on the human sciences, observing and analysing text 

from a sterile objective point of view. Truth was a much more complicated matter, and meaning and 

understanding could not be found through certain scientific method. Meaning and truth exists as an 

inevitable phenomenon only approachable through interpretation.  (Ramberg & Gjesdal, 2004) 

3.2.4.1 The Hermeneutical circle 

The hermeneutical circle is the process by which a text is understood by the reader by establishing 

reference points from the assumptions by the reader about the text as a whole and then re-evaluating 

those assumptions as the text is processed. This is a continuous process by the reader. It is not 

merely the text which matters in Gadamer‘s Heideggarian point of view. We as humans are beings 

of language. Our understanding starts from prejudgments, prejudices about the ―text‖ we are 

engaged with. 
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 Hermeneutics of an ontological nature are hermeneutics concerned with existence and being, ontology is the 
metaphysics of being. Hermeneutics being interpretation Hermeneutics that are ontological are ones that deal with 
ontology as though everything that is has to be dealt with as language 
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According to Gadamer, we are situated in a unique historical context, and it is impossible to know a 

historical work as it originally appeared to its contemporaries. We today cannot understand it as it 

was understood at that time, because we come to the text with our own prejudices (Ramberg & 

Gjesdal, 2004). This insight is highly apropos to the study of Okkupert as artistic creation embedded 

in a historical context. 

Furthermore, it is impossible, according to Gadamer, for us to gain access to the original context or 

intents of the author of a work. Tradition is always a living, breathing thing. It is never passive or 

oppressive, rather it is constantly productive and in development. The past is given over to us 

through ever-changing and complex interpretations of history and reality that become ever more 

complex and rich as the decades and centuries flow by. To Gadamer, this is not a failing. Rather it is 

a possibility, a possibility that can reach the ever elusive truth which to him is the truth of self-

understanding (Ramberg & Gjesdal, 2004). 

To Gadamer it is not the audience which addresses the text in the hermeneutic circle, but the text 

which addresses the audience, having travelled through the decades and centuries. All these 

narrations in the form of art, literature, science, and philosophy challenge us and force us to 

question our way of life. They do this passively through their very existence. The text is only 

understood when assumptions about the text are met by the text itself and those prejudgements are 

validated or discarded. Often this would mean having to come to an understanding of life at another 

period of time (in the case of Gadamer, who deals mostly with great works of the past) (Ramberg & 

Gjesdal, 2004). 

Our prejudgements form what he calls our cultural horizon, and when we stand in front of a text, 

that text brings out into the open these prejudgements, which would have remained hidden 

otherwise. This movement of engaging in and interpreting a text is a path to understanding. He calls 

it the fusion of horizons. As we work through the text, there is a fusion of the horizons between 

reader and the text, and this interpretive event allows us to contribute in the production of a richer 

and more encompassing context of meaning. During this event, we gain not only a better 

understanding of the text but also of ourselves (Ramberg & Gjesdal, 2004). 

Gadamer sees this fusion of horizons as something which is innate with us, not an ability to be 

taught by following a certain doctrine or method. It happens more tacitly. We learn by seeing others 

do it. The knowledge we can earn is not something that can be deduced theoretically nor can it be 

fully articulated (Ramberg & Gjesdal, 2004). 
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Gadamer and his hermeneutics parallel beautifully with Hayward‘s concept of the fields of 

possibility. The two concepts dance around one another: the horizons where we stand with all our 

preconceptions and prejudgments and the fields of possibility constrained by the same self-

produced reality. What we have is the interplay between discourses and reality. The power to limit 

what is acceptable to have prejudgements about. So the discourse produced can perpetuate in some 

sense the current discourse, the boundary of the field of possibility, or it can challenge it if as 

Gadamer says we read historical fiction which requires us to reassess the norms and prejudgements 

to understand the text fully. This is the lack I have with Gadamer and the reason the next section is 

on Teun Van Dijk, because he takes us from the more formalised ―Great Masters‖ that Gadamer 

dealt with into a more systematic world where normal everyday text is part of the conversation. 

3.2.5 Discourse approached through Teun van Dijk 

Teun van Dijk is highly critical of what he considers exclusively formalistic accounts of literature 

and discourse in general. He says they largely ignore sociocognitive social and political contexts of 

text and talk (Dijk, 2011). It should be noted he also firmly believes that hermeneutics are too 

formalistic and too professional in approach, relying too heavily on the idea of students learning 

from the ―Great masters‖ and focusing too much on ―important‖ historical literature rather than on 

ordinary text and talk in everyday life (Dijk, 2011). 

Contemporary discourse studies vary wildly in research direction, featuring linguistics, social, 

cognitive, political, and cultural theories and methods, however it is also generally more descriptive 

and explanatory than normative. It studies how different readers understand texts rather than explain 

to them how they ought to understand them (Dijk, 2011). 

Today we can explain much more about how language users produce discourse, but more 

importantly how they comprehend and understand discourse. This has been made possible with 

insights from sophisticated theories of the mental processes which are involved in discourse 

production, especially from the fields of cognitive psychology, artificial intelligence, and 

neuroscience (Dijk, 2011). Now it is possible to assume that any interpretation of discourse, be it 

social, political, or literary, is done with mental processes that can explain how at various levels of 

structure language users assign meanings to words, sentences, and larger structures of language and 

also how these models relate to the general knowledge shared by a specific epistemic community 

(Dijk, 2011). 
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3.2.5.1 Mental Models 

We know how the interpretation of a text or talk happens. Text and speak are defined by semantic 

representations as understood by subjective mental models of language, and representations in 

episodic memory of the situation (events, actions, persons, etc.) that are referred to by the speaker. 

These mental models are gradually constructed by complex processes in working memory made up 

of audio, visual, lexical, and syntactic multimodal processes. They also feature opinions and 

emotions associated with the events or persons described by the speaker. Therefore, the way people 

understand discourse has more to do with how people generally understand situations and represent 

their experiences in mental models consisting of the Setting, Participants, Events/Actions, and the 

Intention or Goals and Knowledge of people (Dijk, 2011). 

It is also generally understood that mental models are not wholly particular to a person. We share 

mental models, because we share a general world knowledge (at least to some degree) with our 

epistemic communities by which we get our language. Cognitive psychology of discourse tries to 

make out the internal structures of the models and determine how we come by new information. 

Not all cognition is shared equally as general knowledge. A discourse can be understood differently 

by the hearers if they have different ideologies, if they conservative or liberal, racists or not, 

feminist or chauvinist (Dijk, 2011). This provides scholars another explanation for the variance of 

discourse understanding. 

Mental models are generally larger and more complex than the semantic representations
15

 of the 

text. Discourses are, therefore, like icebergs: most of the meaning is implicit rather than explicit. 

There are meanings which are presupposed by the speaker or writer to be inferable from the explicit 

meanings in the text and the shared mental models, in the form of sociocultural general world 

knowledge with the reader. These inferences are needed to establish coherences within the text. An 

example could be a writer who says the events of the story take place in a small village. That small 

village will by inference of the reader seem to be something they think a small village is like, and 

that will inevitably be different from one place to another. this means a few specifics are needed to 

guide the reader to have the same mental model as the writer when reading so that coherence can be 

maintained.  
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 Semantic representations are the meaning found in the structure of the text. 
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3.2.5.2 Contextual Models 

Context models are egocentric. As all mental models they are subjectively construed 
around the core of a Self as constituted in Episodic Memory on the basis of our personal 
and social experiences. So, if – as Ricoeur and Bell suggest – discourse interpretation is an 
‘encounter’ with Self, we need to go beyond such metaphors and elaborate in detail how 
such a Self is represented in the semantic and pragmatic models that define interpretation. 
(Dijk, 2011) 

Context models are the way language users pragmatically comprehend discourse. A crucial part of 

context models is the representation of intentions of the participants. In traditional literary 

scholarship in many formalist approaches (including Gadamer), the intentions of the speaker or 

writer are considered off-limits because they are irrelevant to comprehension. According to Dijk, 

this is wrong. It ignores the reality that in everyday life we automatically try to understand the 

meanings and the intentions of the author or speaker. Humans from an early development point try 

to ―read the minds‖ of those they are speaking with. They do so using empathy and other efficient 

strategies for inferring the intentions of those they are interacting with. The pragmatic 

understanding of the discourse by participants relies on understanding the intentions of the speaker 

(Dijk, 2011). I will give an example, imagine a scenario of two people talking together, one of them 

says: ―want to go out for coffee?‖ the other speaker will have to rely on the context of the 

conversation and other clues to infer the intentions behind the question. Is it a business thing? Is it a 

romantic date? Are they simply in need of coffee and being polite? 

Like mental models, context models are ad hoc. We use them when necessary in everyday life. 

They are subjective and feature aspects of evaluative elements and emotional association. Pragmatic 

context models are based on the socially shared knowledge we have about communication. They 

are also dynamic, so for every point in conversation the context model may shift as new knowledge 

is gained and new insight is achieved (Dijk, 2011). 

Thus far, the discussion has only been concerned with the individual, what one might call micro-

contexts. To examine the impact of a TV series on society, we need a macro-context. Dijk explains 

that is possible by making the assumption that macro-contexts are an assembly of micro-contexts. 

Macro-context provides an overall coherence and explanation for micro-contexts. 

―Speakers‖ and ―listeners‖ are at all times capable of comprehending, even if they are not aware of 

it, their place in the macro-context of their situation. The author of a textbook knew where they 

stood in a sociocultural context, as a teacher or a researcher connected, perhaps, to an institution or 

to their place in the discourse of the given subject on which they are writing. The reader knows the 
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same of themselves. They might be a student, or another researcher. They would be aware of 

whether they are ideologically opposed to the text or whether they are largely in agreement, etc. 

3.3 Framework 

The fundamental premise of this chapter is that power and discourse are indelibly linked together. 

From the outset, one has to accept that power is broader than one person‘s ability to coerce another. 

Power is something that works on us as social beings all the time. It constrains us, limits what we 

consider possible. It is not something which belongs to ―the powerful,‖ rather it is a structure of our 

social life which can influence us even when we are not aware of it. 

Heyward showed us that ―Power‖ is something that is perpetuated through discourse. It is what we 

see limiting our fields of possibility, limiting what is acceptable to think and believe guiding what 

we think is possible to do and say. Gadamer showed us that discourse is how we experience the 

world, learn it, understand it, and especially how we come to understand ourselves. It is this which 

gives rise to the social structures of power, and so it cycles as seen in the hermeneutic circle. Van 

Dijk put these theories into a broader perspective by giving them a strong empirical foundation by 

introducing the idea of mental models and context models in particular. If we consider our mental 

models as an elaboration on Gadamers theory of prejudgements and context models to his idea of 

historical horizons, we can link them directly to the idea of power. 

Power is not only a social structure but also perception. There is a study about asymmetry in 

malleability of implicit preferences, or how difficult it is to change context models after an 

impression has been made on an individual. The study found that there was a difference in stated 

attitude and implicit attitude towards fictional groups that had been variously introduced to the 

subjects of the study. It was found that if you introduced a group as being mean, bad, or evil in 

some sense and another as being the epitome of good that those impressions stuck, even when 

subjects were told they had unfortunately been misinformed as to which group was good and which 

bad (Gregg, 2006). The study shows that context models and prejudgements are difficult to change, 

at least when it comes to groups of people. It was easier to overcome an implicit attitude when it 

concerned an individual, but automatic attitudes or initial context models were harder to change 

than they were to create. This is something that has to be kept in mind, as the discourse Okkupert 

puts forth has a continued impact in verifying and perpetuating the implicit attitudes of the audience 

to some degree. 



34 

 

3.4 Contextualising and the intended versus the actual 

Using Aristotelian rhetoric, Ethos is embodied in the network, which lent its legitimacy or authority 

to the entire TV series and the message it put out into the general discourse.  This is not inherently a 

bad thing, but it does influence the audience. This is where the intention of the creators comes to the 

fore of this discussion. Having interviewed people close to the production of the series, I have a 

unique insight into what the intentions were when this series was created. Both my sources told me 

unequivocally that the main focus, as mentioned in chapter 2, was to put a question mark on how 

Norwegians and people generally would react to a silk invasion, an invasion that creeps up on 

people slowly stripping them of rights and freedoms that are taken for granted. Furthermore it was 

intended to reflect the general conditions in the 40s, and the what-if scenario was intended to 

showcase just how ordinary citizens would react. 

Essentially, the intention was to provide what one could call entertainment+, entertainment with an 

extra element that really challenges what Gadamer called people‘s prejudgements, which are an 

inescapable aspect of being a creature of language with limited knowledge. We could go further by 

using the framework I set up and say that the intention was to expand our fields of possibilities, give 

us freedom to ask questions and seek deeper understanding of the world and ourselves by 

confronting us, the audience, with new a narrative that is not part of regular discourse and does not 

fit with our current context models forcing us to expand them and thereby gain new knowledge to 

through which to perceive the world. 

These intentions are very laudable. It speaks well of TV that there is room to try to do this type of 

entertainment, which can act as a social commentary by putting questions to the audience to spark 

valid debate about a topic that is not often brought up, reshaping and challenging the mental models 

of the audience. 

The real question is did intention translate? 

It is my contention that intention did not translate to the output. Some of the intention leaked 

through to some extent, but what is most noticeable is how very rife with prejudgments and how 

steeped in a specific context model the whole series is. Lack of self-criticism has influenced the 

narrative to a noticeable extent which tells us how entrenched certain context models are and how to 

they are perpetuated even in a series which intended to get the audience to question their common 

perceptions of reality. 
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The characterizations are filled with tropes, and the themes are steeped in prejudgments free from 

critical examination by the writers. The context models which are perpetuated and the prejudgment 

about the behaviour of Russia and the Russians come through most clearly when these aspects of 

the show are examined. I called it a shortcut before. It is a context model build around the 

sociocultural history and a shared mental model in the West. The power of the common cultural 

discourse is readily apparent when one considers what the intention of the show was and the 

forceful claim that it was not intentional to demonize the Russians. However by the lack of self-

criticism that is what occurred simply by the influence of the common cultural discourse which has 

shaped the context models of the writers. 

Another theme discussed in chapter 2 was Norway as a ―lone pioneer.‖ Here another prejudgement 

or mental model rears its rather ugly head. This is vainglory at its finest; Norway is the best, 

Norway is the leader in the world, ―it is typically Norwegian to be good‖
16

 (NRK, 1992). This came 

up enough that it deserved to be considered a theme of its own. Once again you can see the power 

of the common cultural discourse, here national pride seems to have coloured perception and that 

has led to this theme being so very present. 

Closely connected to this theme is the theme of EU as a shadowy mysterious enemy, deeply 

obsessed with control and trampling over people and nations. They are filled with enough 

cowardice and avarice to let Russia run roughshod over them when there are more dirty fossil fuels 

to be had. The shared mental models of the writers have clearly influenced how they have decided 

to depict the EU. Traditionally, little over half the country have this type of view of the EU, making 

it part of the macro-context for Norwegians. It is part of the common cultural discourse which 

exerts its power and influence on the perception of Norwegians regarding the EU and thus it is not a 

surprising theme. It may even be positive because it is a discourse that is perhaps less common in 

other places. It may be more common now to see the EU in this way, but whether the consequences 

will be is good or bad is a judgement I cannot make. I can merely point out that this discourse likely 

has resonance elsewhere in the union and it deserves to be critically examined and may lead to 

expansion of the fields of possibility and a lead to a deeper understanding of the EU. 

Interestingly enough as I mentioned in the section on Norway as a ‗lone pioneer‘ the country is 

completely isolated, outside of the usual context of a close Scandinavian partnership, it was 

                                                           
16

 Direct translation of ’det er typisk norks å være god’ a quote from the prime minister Gro Harlem Brundtland’s 1992 
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36 

 

reported to me in the interviews I did that this was a deliberate choice by the writers, to make the 

narrative less complex. This challenge to the mental model fell short and came off as patronising to 

the audience by the implication that higher complexity would not benefit the audience. To the 

international audience this likely had no impact because it is not part of their context models, but to 

a Scandinavian the lack becomes something that impacts the suspension of disbelief. 

The series fails to meet the intention of the creators because rather than challenging mental models, 

they are repeating them. They fail to challenge the audience‘s preconceptions, to shake their context 

models, because they have relied on cultural ―shortcuts‖ to simplify the narrative. The Russians are 

at first mercenaries, but inevitably they show themselves to be the ultimate bad guys. Russia has 

hidden motives, hardly a surprising twist. The EU is as cowardly and corrupt as it is stereotyped to 

be in Norway, and splendid Norway bravely faces immense challenges with no one willing to help.  

Every single one of these confirms rather than challenges the mental models and prejudgments of 

the Norwegian audience. Even the international audience has their Western sociocultural context 

models and prejudgments of Russia confirmed rather than challenged. It is clear that the common 

Western discourse exerts its power and through the narrative of the series it is perpetuated and 

validated yet again. 

Another failure is in the intention of providing entertainment+. The series uses shortcuts; it 

simplifies the narrative by having Norway alone against the world. It is arguably patronising to the 

audience that the network was not certain they could follow the series if there was too much 

complexity. By underestimating the audience, it undermines its own mission in trying to raise issues 

and put questions forth for debate. 

The failure is evident in the resulting critical response. The discussion in the Norwegian media has 

been pedantic at best. The most anyone seems able to say is that it is not realistic. They focus on the 

idea that the premise is weak and that Norwegians would surely not act as they do in the series. One 

of my interviewees told me that the TV series could work to show Norwegians the ludicrousness of 

fearing this kind of thing from Russia, precisely because so many factors have to be changed for it 

to ever be a viable scenario, everything from a non-sympathetic EU and uncaring US to the small 

detail of why Russia would even want Norway. 

That is a very positive outlook that I have to question, especially in the light of how many 

prejudgments the series relies on and confirms, and when scaling it to the international audience? 
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The particular nuances of Norwegian context fall away and leave behind only the rough strokes, 

which makes it seem far more likely to be a story that could be reality, especially when considered 

in the shadow of the Crimean annexation. 

In this case, the context models of a more global audience would accept the scenario as possible. 

The reason that the same show can be ludicrous for Norwegians and realistic for everyone else is 

that the international context models lack the nuances which exist in the Norwegian models 

concerning the larger Norwegian-Russian context but contain, broadly, the understanding the 

Russia can and will annex nations when it is in their interests. The nuances of the context models 

and the slight differences in common cultural discourses makes a world of difference in how the 

audience perceives the world and thus how they understand the narrative and how it relates to 

reality. 

4. The Concept of Responsibility 

“With great power comes great responsibility.”  

—Uncle Ben, Amazing Spider-Man, Vol. 2, #38 

Thus far, we have only looked at how power is established and functions within media. This 

describes the world as it is. Responsibility and the subsequent ethics dictated by it describes the 

world as it should be. 

The background for this exploration starts with Max Webber but will largely focus on the ethics 

posed by Hans Jonas. 

Then I will attempt to define Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), which is a term that has grown 

increasingly popular. Ethics, typically, apply to people, but in the case of a television series, it is the 

actions of a corporation that have moral consequence. How are we to judge such actions? 

Corporations are relatively new in human history and CSR even newer. Finally, I will turn toward 

Okkupert, specifically and discuss how the series ties into the ideas of responsibility that these 

ethical theories represent. 

4.1 Defining Responsibility Ethics 

The type of ethics under examination here is different from what is typical in the field of sociology. 

Researchers have started to shy away from what is known as normative or prescriptive ethics. 

Instead sociologists, psychologists, and the like have started focusing on descriptive ethics. The 
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differences between to two are marked. Descriptive ethics are ethics which merely set out to 

explain. They catalogue what morals are common for that particular research study or what morals 

and ethics can you find when you examine a group of people, but they make no judgments and are 

not offered as a possible system to be adopted. 

Prescriptive and normative ethics are not out to describe what is; they are concerned with what 

behaviour is right and what is wrong, good or bad. This is the type of ethics which moral 

philosophy deals with: what ought to be. Normative ethics can be split into broader categories, two 

of which this research paper considers: 

Consequentialist/teleological – The good and the bad can be determined in relation to some end 

goal or standard. Those standards or goals might be ―furthering the human race‖ or ―delivering the 

greatest happiness to the greatest amount of people,‖ etc. 

Deontological/Duty ethics –An agent‘s moral is judged by his adherence to the duty or obligation 

towards the highest good.  Deontology ethics deliver an imperative; an example would be Kantian 

ethics. 

4.1.1 Max Weber and ethics  

Max Weber was a prominent social theorists and one of the main architects of modern social 

sciences. He urged for political education in two distinct types of ethics for those who would be 

politicians: The ―Ethics of Conviction‖ and the ―Ethics of Responsibility‖ (Kim, 2012). 

According to Weber, in the ethics of responsibility an action only gains meaning as the cause of an 

effect. Consequentialist in nature, it looks at the value of an action as a consequence of what that 

action does. There is ethical integrity between action and consequence rather than action and 

intention (Kim, 2012). An example might be a politician voting in favour of something that he 

intends to have favour his constituents, but ultimately the consequences of that vote has negative 

consequences. In this case the consequences are negative and thus his vote would be considered 

morally wrong. 

The ethics of conviction is deontological. It states man should act according to his inner convictions 

choosing autonomously not only the means but the ends. It is has a certain religious undertone in 

that it says the ethical integrity lies between action and intention. The outcomes are not important 

because they are left to ―fate‖ or ―God‖ (Kim, 2012). 
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Weber was convinced these two sides were irreconcilable but not absolute opposites and thus they 

must be used in concert by the political professional, a politician with a ―sense of vocation‖ (Kim, 

2012). This is to say that a person could only operate by one ethics at a time, so the job of the 

education of the politician according to Weber was to teach him when it is appropriate to employ 

one type of ethics over the other. This would be crucial because to Weber the two types of ethics 

were both needed but often they would also be incompatible, especially for someone in a position of 

political power, where that individual would have to make choices of a more far reaching nature. 

4.1.2 Hans Jonas and the imperative of responsibility 

Hans Jonas was German born philosopher, who, like Gadamer, was a student of Heidegger. He has 

been very influential in many spheres of research, but perhaps his greatest influence has been on the 

field of ethics of technology, particularly bioethics. 

While he was writing about technological interference in human life in The Imperative of 

Responsibility: In Search of Ethics for the Technological Age, his insights can be brought to bear on 

other areas of life, including the social sphere. 

4.1.3 Classical Ethics and the altered nature of human action 

Jonas makes his case for a ethics by pointing out some incontrovertible facts of existence. He 

argues that all previous ethical systems , whether they have come in the form of direct enjoinders to 

do or not do something, deontological ethics, defining principles for those enjoinders, or 

establishing the grounds of obligation, have had a single implicit assumption in common: namely 

that the human condition determined by nature was given once and for all. The human good was 

determinable once and for all. The range of human action and, as part of that, his responsibility was 

narrowly defined (Jonas, 1979). 

In previous ethics and in previous eras, the view of man was quite different. Man was weak, and 

nature was strong. Humans made small inroads into nature, but there was always a view that 

if/when man left, nature would inexorably claw back its domain. Ethics belonged to the cities, the 

small enclaves where man temporarily took power from nature (Jonas, 1979). 

The main reason is apparent. All dealings with the non-human world, the world of techne 

(technology, with one exception being medicine, which directly affects humans) was neutral by 

design. Nature was seen as self-sustaining, so all the ―small‖ injuries inflicted by man would be 



40 

 

healed. Therefore man could turn his attention to the pursuit of man‘s ultimate concerns of the time 

(Jonas, 1979). 

Ethics was also anthropocentric; ethical significance could only be found in dealings of man with 

man as nature was outside the purview of man and was impervious to his actions. The quality of 

any act, good or evil, had to lie close to the act itself. The effective range of action was small in 

scope, both in space and in time. The proper conduct by which man was supposed to behave had 

immediate criteria and near immediate consumption. This is clearly reflected in the prominent 

proverbs ―do unto others as you would have them do unto you‖ and ―love they neighbour as 

thyself.‖ Very nearly every enjoinder has the agent and the other sharing immediate space. Ethics 

are for those who are alive in the moment and in some relationship with the agent (Jonas, 1979). 

This means that the knowledge required to be a good moral and ethical person was readily 

available. Kant famously said ―human reason can, in matters of morality, be easily brought to a high 

degree of accuracy and completeness even in the most ordinary intelligence.‖ In point of fact, those 

of ordinary intelligence can have as good a hope of hitting the mark of virtue as  any sophisticated 

philosopher (Jonas, 1979). 

This is perfectly true in previous ethics. The required knowledge for determining proper behaviour 

being confined to the immediate present means it is relatively simple to calculate morality. The 

good and the bad can be immediately assessed, because for every action it is possible to evaluate the 

short term consequences. This also means no one can be held accountable for unintended 

consequences that are outside the predictability of short-term human scope (Jonas, 1979). 

Jonas (in 1979) argues that ―this has fundamentally changed. Modern technology has introduced 

actions of such novel scale, objects and consequences that the framework of former ethics can no 

longer contain them.‖ The ethics of proximate relations still function in our day to day life. How to 

treat your neighbours has not changed. But the intimate sphere of human interactivity has become 

overshadowed by a growing realm of collective action which, according to Jonas, contains such an 

enormity of power that ethics require a new dimension of responsibility (Jonas, 1979). 

Jonas uses the example of the vulnerability of nature. It is now known that the collective actions of 

humans are not powerless against nature. Rather the collective actions of humans have a direct and 

dire impact on nature as a whole. This knowledge has led to the birth of the science of ecology, and 

it forces us to revisit the very concept of humans and nature. He argues that because we have been 
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shown to have this extraordinary power over the whole of the biosphere, we are required to take 

responsibility. This metaphorical call out from nature, through the devastation caused by humans 

and felt by humans, necessitates a review of ethical theory and how to make a place for it, because 

the consequences of action on nature shows us we are not separate from it, in fact we are in a small 

way masters of it
17

. But what is the obligation it calls out for? Is it more than a utilitarian
18

 concern?  

This new ethics must take into account something classical ethics never had to, cumulative 

behaviour. Actions have cumulative effects in this new world. We know this now, and previous 

ethics are woefully unappreciative of that fact. It is a real issue because the cumulative effects and 

the self-propagation of these effects outstrip our human capability to make predictions about the 

consequences (Jonas, 1979). 

This is why Jonas argues ―knowledge‖ takes on a new level of importance in this new era of ethics. 

Knowledge is required to assess the causal scale of human action. Because predictive knowledge 

falls behind our technical mastery and power, there exists a new moral problem. He argues that 

―Recognition of ignorance becomes the obverse of duty to know‖ That is we must come to accept 

that we do not have all the answers we are ignorant and must therefore strive towards knowledge 

and thus this must become part of the new ethics. which also must deal with the metaphysical to 

provide the principles needed to ground a theory on responsibility (Jonas, 1979). 

The reframing of our metaphysical understanding is necessary to be able determine whether it is 

possible to speak about nature having rights of its own and therefore the ability to place upon 

humans obligations to those rights. Nature and the biosphere being placed in trust with humans has 

never been part of ethics. The stewardship of nature has always been a religious concern. Science 

chipped away at religion‘s investment in nature, reducing it in some sense to the ‗indifference of 

necessity‘ and divested it of all dignity of ends, what he implies is that because we have separated 

nature from god or religion we as humans have robbed it of its intrinsic value as an end and 

relegated it to merely being a resource which gains value as a means alone. We think of nature as 

natural resources before we think of it as the biosphere which is our only home in the universe. 

Jonas calls for an ethics grounded in a doctrine of being. Science, he argues, cannot tell the entire 

story of Nature. 

                                                           
17

 Note we are not masters of the whole of nature, simply what pieces of it that we have direct control over 
18

 Utilitarianism is the normative ethics that the best moral action is the one which maximizes utility—a measure of 
the wellbeing of sentient entities.  
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4.1.4 The Good, the “Ought” and Being 

In developing his new ethics, Jonas questions two dogmas that he says have never been challenged: 

that there is no metaphysical truth and that no ―ought‖ can be derived from ―being.‖ The latter has 

never been examined, he says, and only functions when the concept of being has been suitably 

sanitized and neutralised to be value free. The separation of ―is‖ and ―ought‖ rests on the 

supposition that 1) there is a definite concept of being and 2) there is no metaphysical Truth, only a 

specific concept of knowledge that rests on scientific truth (Jonas, 1979). 

In an effort to prove that there is a link between is and ought, Jonas goes to the famous basic 

question ―why is there anything at all?‖ He argues rightly that approaching it from a causal ―from 

whence did it become‖ is completely nonsensical. However, if one approaches it from the direction 

of a justifying norm, the question really becomes ―is it worth being?‖ This makes the question 

sensible, and it detaches it from any consideration of what he calls authorship or what we might call 

a creating intelligent force and the faith that it would require (Jonas, 1979). 

The question is not ―Why is there something, rather than nothing?‖ but ―Why ought there be 

something rather than nothingness?‖ (Jonas, 1979) 

Jonas argues that the task of discovering the answer of the ought-to-be becomes a question of value 

or ―the good,‖ because value is surely the only thing which urges the existence of its subject from 

its mere possibility. This makes the claim of ―being‖/existance an ‗ought-to-be‘, because something 

exists it ought to exist and thus also an agent‘s duty according to Jonas. He argues that the mere fact 

of value whether of many things or few is enough to decide the superiority of being which harbours 

possible value in its manifold over nothingness, where neither worth or worthlessness is possible to 

predict (Jonas, 1979). Being is superior to non-being because only existence has any possible value, 

and all of non-existance is devoid of any value. 

The capacity for value is itself a good. That discriminatory valuation is possible makes ―being‖ 

infinitely preferable to nothingness from which you can have no discrimination between values 

(Jonas, 1979). 

In order to talk about an ethics and an obligation, we must, according to Jonas, venture into a theory 

of values—objective values, rather than subjective ones. Only objective values can allow for an 

ought-to-be and a binding obligation to guarding that being (Jonas, 1979). 
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Jonas clarifies the relationship between values and ends. ―An end is that for whose sake a matter 

exists.‖ It answers the question ―what for?‖ He offers as examples the hammer, which is for 

hammering, and the digestive tract, which is for digesting and keeping an organism alive. He adds 

to this social institutions, like a court which is for administering justice (Jonas, 1979). Hammering 

something into place, digesting food for survival, and administering justice are all ends. 

He makes clear that there is no value judgment in saying B is the end of A. So as he says, one might 

prefer a world where there are no hammers over a world in which nails are driven into things with 

hammers. One may not like that carnivores eat meat, or one may disagree vehemently with all 

decisions made by a given court. One can argue their worthlessness, but one must acknowledge that 

they fulfil the function of their purpose, insofar as the description of them is correct (Jonas, 1979). 

Having recognized the inherent ends in these things, one can proceed to making judgments 

regarding their greater or lesser fitness for the purpose they exist. One can speak of a better or 

worse hammer, digestive state, justice system, etc. These are value judgments. 

They are value judgments that do not rest on goals set by an agent. They are merely deduced by the 

perceived ―being‖ of the objects and rest on one‘s own understanding of the object, not on one‘s 

feelings about them. This is where from we can form the concept of a specific ―good,‖ its opposite, 

and the degrees in between. Thus it is ―good‖ according to a measure of fitness for an end, a relative 

value for something. 

However arguments quickly arise about ends and their grounding in reality. More accurately, it 

becomes a contemplation and argument on ―purpose.‖ Some things gain their purpose through 

artificial means. 

The hammer and the court of law both have an obvious purpose. The hammer is designed with the 

intention of being used for hammering. The court of law is similar in a sense, even though it is 

intangible. It was created with an end in mind, in particular the meting out of justice to enforce the 

laws of a given society. Both gain their purpose extraneously from the people who created them. 

Man is, therefore, the seat of the purpose of these artificial means. 

Other objects gain their purpose through Natural means; Jonas uses the case of walking and the case 

of the digestive organ. Walking is an example of voluntary action, and the digestive organ of 

involuntary action. 
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With walking, Jonas draws a distinction between the means and the function. The legs are the 

means; the walking is the function. In this case, we are closest to the hammer. The legs effectively 

become walking-tools on par with a wheelchair. The freedom to move and the function are directed 

by the man, who grants the purpose. However as he argues, animals use legs to move around, they 

act in instinctive ways to minimise suffering and maximising pleasure. Animals are not granting the 

purpose of the legs consciously they move around with an external purpose guided by their inborn 

instincts. This he says begs the question does there not exist a purpose in the objective physical 

world, does it only exists subjectively? 

By contrast, the digestive organ has a function that is completely involuntary. Regardless of how 

you slice it or dice it, the digestive organ clearly has a functional purpose, the same purpose that 

every other organ in the body has. The organs of the body function to sustain life (Jonas, 1979). 

This seems like a mechanistic view, and in some sense it is. However, because it is mechanistic but 

deals with a living involuntary action where there is no designer to imbue purpose, he proposes that 

nature has built into itself a ―purposiveness,‖ one that extends beyond the scope of all 

consciousness, human or animal, down into the physical world as a principle of the world (Jonas, 

1979). Purposiveness is in itself the primary good and as such it has in abstract terms a claim to 

realization, it involves a willing of ends and through them as the condition of its own continuance 

the willing of itself – the basic end. Purposiveness in this way looks after the fulfilment of its claim 

to being, which is in good hands. Self-preservation needs no demand or persuasion besides the 

pleasure associated to it (Jonas, 1979). 

We can distinguish between worthy and unworthy ends, this distinction comes from whether 

something is worth one‘s effort and thus made into a purpose by oneself, now what is truly worth 

one‘s effort is good. “The independent good that is being cannot compel the free will to make it its 

purpose but it can extort from it the recognition that it would be its duty. Disobeying would lead to the 

feeling of guilt: we failed to give the good its due” (Jonas, 1979). 

Because the feeling of responsibility comes from a place of emotion the reverence felt for Being (or 

instances of it) disclosed to a sight unblocked by selfishness or dimmed by dullness bids us to 

honour the intrinsic claim of being (Jonas, 1979). 

Jonas concludes, then, that Nature or existence harbours values, because it contains ends and thus is 

anything but value-free. Nature in adhering to the values of life and being has the authority to 
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demand their acknowledgement by us and every other knowing will residing with in ―her‖ bounds. 

Although Nature gives life and being a purpose, we humans have the capacity to reject the will of 

nature through a value granted by Nature, freedom of choice. This freedom to grant ourselves other 

purposes makes us powerful. We can, in fact, reject the will of Nature, i.e. we can choose not to 

procreate. But since this is all granted by Nature we have a duty to preserve life and being. 

Jonas argues that purposiveness is itself ontological, that the very aspect of having the capacity to 

have purpose is a ―good‖ in itself and that certainly it is better than the purposelessness of nonbeing. 

Being in itself makes it worth its own effort (Jonas, 1979). 

Organic life is a definitive ―Yes‖ to being and an emphatic ―No‖ to nonbeing. Life is, as he says, the 

explicit confrontation to nonbeing. Life struggles on at all levels to prevent death; self-preservation 

is an urge that permeates nature. 

 This blind self-perpetuating affirmation to being gains the obligating force through the freedom of 

man. Man is uniquely positioned as the ―supreme outcome‖ of the purposiveness of Nature. We are 

capable of rising above being merely an automatic executor of Nature‘s purposiveness. We are 

capable of making our own purposes and even saying no to Nature‘s urges through the power we 

obtain by knowledge even going so far as to be able to destroy nature. 

The new moral theory hinges on a transition from willing to obligation. We must adopt the yes to 

being into our will and impose the no to non-existence on our power. It is incumbent upon humans 

to come to the aid of nature‘s governance because we can stand apart from nature but never be truly 

separate. Let me give an example that is relatable. We see a starving child and instantly we feel an 

obligation to that child to provide it with nourishment and because it is in our power reject the 

possibility of that child perishing even though that is also a choice we could make, we instinctively 

understand that the potential for further life and growth is infinitely more valuable than the release 

of non-existence. That same emotion applies when we acknowledge nature is more than resources, 

nature is like this starving child it has a claim to existence the same as the child, and we now have 

the knowledge and understanding that our actions can cause great harm to nature. 

Moral philosophers have always had to seek force in feeling, to supplement reason. Morality which 

is meant to have a command over emotions needs a visceral emotion of its own to do so. The 

reasoning for an obligation to nature has been laid out, however there must be a corresponding 

sentiment to power that obligation. That sentiment is the feeling of responsibility, of taking into 
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trust something that is vulnerable and perishable to grant it security. The feeling of responsibility is 

the binding of one subject to another which makes us act on behalf of that subject. 

4.1.5 Theory of Responsibility 

The Theory of Responsibility has three general conditions: 

1. Causal power - the fact that acting has an impact on the world 

2. Autonomy - such acting must be under the control of the agent 

3. Predictability - the agent can foresee the consequences of his actions to some extent 

Under these necessary conditions, there can be said to be responsibility. However it comes in two 

flavors: responsible for and responsible to. Responsible for means being accountable for one‘s 

actions. Responsible to means being committed to particular deeds concerning another object. One 

is formal, the other is substantive, and there is a great distinction between the two. 

Formal responsibility is the ―causal attribution of deeds done‖—responsibility falls to him because 

he did it. The agent is answerable for his deed so to speak. He is held responsible for the 

consequences and, if the case warrants it, liable for them. This has more legal ramification rather 

than moral significance. This kind of formal responsibility is about holding someone accountable 

for consequences, even if there was no misdeed, intention, or ability to predict them. The 

manufacturer is responsible for the correct functioning of their product within a specific time frame 

if they were used by the consumer correctly. 

Substantive responsibility is the positive duty of power. This concept of responsibility diverges 

from the formal concept. Substantive responsibility is the forward determination of what is to be 

done. It is inherently about a matter which has a claim to an agent‘s acting. It is a responsibility that 

lies outside of the self, in fact it puts the selfishness of power to shame, because the feeling of 

responsibility which originates in the perceived right-plus-need of the object. ―First comes the 

ought-to-be of the object, second the ought-to-do of the subject who in virtue of their power is 

called to its care.‖ (Jonas, 1979). This demand of the object in the lack of assurance of its own 

existence on one hand and on the other the conscience of power in the guilt of its causality are 

joined in an affirmative feeling of responsibility. ―If love is also present, then responsibility is 

inspired beyond duty by the devotion of the person who learns to tremble for the fate of that which 

is both worthy of being loved and beloved‖ (Jonas, 1979). 
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According to Jonas, this type of responsibility must be contrasted against irresponsibility and its 

definition. What is it to act irresponsibly? Only one who has responsibilities can act irresponsibly. If 

one does not have responsibilities, the ―irresponsible act‖ is simply thoughtless or reckless. There is 

a nonreciprocal relation of responsibility that must exist for irresponsibility to occur. Jonas uses the 

case of a driver who is carrying passengers. By taking up passengers, he is taking temporary 

responsibility for their wellbeing. What that means is that the wellbeing and interest of the fate of 

others has come under an agent‘s care and that control over it demands an obligation to it (Jonas, 

1979). 

There are a number of important takeaways from Jonas. First the idea that there is an objective 

value to be found in Nature, that nature contains the value of values. We are given life, and life 

gains its purposiveness from Nature, which leads to the notion that being is infinitely preferable to 

non-being and nothingness. Only being can have value; non-existence is inherently valueless. This 

leads to the notion of a duty towards the perseverance of being because it has objective value, that it 

is good in itself and precious because of it as well as always worth it. Second, the idea that we 

humans are thinking autonomous beings granted that autonomy through Nature, which creates our 

duty towards Nature and its purposes. It is precisely because we can go against the vote of Nature 

that our adherence to it becomes a duty. A third takeaway is the concept that responsibility is 

beyond causal; it is also substantive. It is substantive because it arises from a feeling of 

responsibility towards something which is in the care of us humans, be that a child or a pet or even 

our continued existence. A fourth takeaway is the idea that responsibility is nonreciprocal. 

Responsibility is something that happens in unequal power relationships, where responsibility 

ethics rests on the feeling of responsibility over something which is in your care, such as when you 

assume responsibility for passengers. Those passengers‘ wellbeing comes before the duty you have 

to anyone else. So if you are a captain of a ship owned by someone else and that someone else 

demands you put everyone at risk, the duty you have to the passengers supersedes the duty you have 

to follow the demands of your boss. To do otherwise would be irresponsible. 

4.1.6 Contextualising; bringing the imperative forward to the digital age 

In the previous section, we grounded the ethical imperative of responsibility in being, in the very 

existence of the object over which a subject has responsibility. This is why Hans Jonas argued that 

we humans, who exist today, have an ethical charge to act in such a way as to never endanger 

humans as a species on earth. Being is always more valuable than nonbeing and it is our duty to say 
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no to non-being and sustain the affirmative yes to being that nature insists on. He was concerned 

about the changes technology could have on human existence as a whole, which is why he focused 

so specifically on proving that life itself cries out for there to remain a human species, which has 

achieved perhaps the highest level of purposiveness that we know of. 

Having grounded the theory of responsibility in being, it is then possible to talk about the quality of 

that being. I contend that because ―being‖ is important, the quality of that being is part of the ethical 

obligation we have to it. It is better, of more value, that nature thrives, rather than struggling to 

sustain itself. As Jonas argues, substantive responsibility is a positive, forward-looking power and 

part of that must be working positively towards greater goodness. 

Wellbeing can be defined in many ways, but a number of them are covered by Maslow‘s hierarchy 

of needs. The lowest two tiers are about physical needs, the need for shelter and nutrition, as well as 

health and safety. We can and should also consider mental wellbeing, and part of mental wellbeing 

is social wellbeing. 

All of this has to be brought into context. Therefore the imperative of responsibility which Hans 

Jonas proposed in the late seventies for the technological age must be expanded, because today the 

technological age has brought the digital revolution. Things which Jonas could not have imagined 

when he wrote the book have come to pass: information can be passed near instantaneously from 

one place in space to another. Not only is this possible, it is a technology that is widely available for 

use by billions of people across the world. 

The very real consequence of this is that the actions of humans have expanded in the social sphere 

to unimaginable dimensions. Anyone has potentially a global reach in the form of social media, and 

media companies most certainly have a global reach and a global impact. Discourse now has power 

that extends farther distances. So the responsibility we have today must include this expanded social 

sphere, which is more vulnerable now to changing discourse in general because information can 

spread far and wide near instantaneously. We can be impacted by this information or discourse 

easier now that we have access to it through the technology which is with us at all times, namely 

phones with internet access. Our new understanding of vulnerability and power means that people 

are vulnerable in a very different way than we have previously considered. Our knowledge in the 

fields of psychology and sociology has expanded over the last few decades, and we have expanded 

our concepts of vulnerability and harm to include the mental and social spheres. The fact that they 

are directly linked to our overall wellbeing must be taken into consideration. I argue that because of 
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our new understanding of the world, we are required to consider the technologically expanded 

social sphere when we talk about the imperative of responsibility. 

4.2 Corporate Social Responsibility and Ethics 

This section is an exploration in to the subject of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR); what it is 

how it might be defined and what it entails. To explore the field and the boundaries of it we need to 

look back on how the term itself arose and how it is treated today. One thing is perfectly clear, CSR 

is a field that by and large deals with descriptive rather than prescriptive ethics, which is not 

unusual for research fields in the human sciences including sociology and economics. 

4.2.1 What is Corporate Social Responsibility? 

There is quite some debate about CSR, both in how to define it and what it is. Every scholar agrees 

that the business organisations of today are supposed to exhibit ethical and moral behaviour. The 

bar, though, has been shifting over the last century; the expectations of today are different from 

what they were in the past. Businesses are expected to be not only virtuous but exhibit what is 

sometimes called social responsibility or corporate citizenship. What that is supposed to mean is 

accepting accountability for social welfare (Lantos, 2001). 

The problem with CSR is that it has unclear boundaries and debatable legitimacy. The legitimacy of 

CSR relates to the fundamental and crucial questions concerning what firms are for. What are their 

roles in society? Should they be concerned with economic performance alone or social performance 

as well? Who is it that businesses owe responsibilities, duties, and obligations to? What type of 

activities and programs should firms include in CSR? Just how many resources should be going to 

CSR activities? (Lantos, 2001) 

For a quick overview, I will draw on the historical discourse around these topics. 

4.2.1.1 A little history 

From the time of the industrial revolution societies have relied on businesses as economic 

institutions, producing goods and services and providing jobs with fair pay for the workers. They 

also provided technological innovations and paid taxes to the government. All this happened while 

making a profit for the business owner. If a company did this while following the regulations and 

laws, it was considered a good company (Lantos, 2001). 

In the 18
th

 century, Adam Smith, the father of modern economics, wrote The Wealth of Nations and 

provided a framework for modern businesses and their relationship to society. Capitalism would 
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benefit the common good by encouraging the pursuit of gain and efficiency, thereby also generating 

greater wealth and maximizing liberty by allowing individuals freedom in the choice of 

employment as well as in purchases and investments (Lantos, 2001). 

If competition was fair and ethical, it would be beneficial to society as a whole and would be an 

excellent and worthy use of the workers‘ time. The manager of a business was considered a 

fiduciary of the shareholders, those who held ownership of the business. The role of the company 

and the economic responsibility then was to be profitable to the shareholders by making good 

profitable products at fair prices (Lantos, 2001). 

By the early part of the 20
th

 century, it was clear that there had to be legal responsibilities; these 

were enacted because society recognised that it was not possible to trust business to always do what 

is right. These legal responsibilities include worker‘s rights, union rights, child labour laws, etc. 

Legal responsibilities have their shortcomings, however, as they provide only a minimum floor for 

acceptable practice. They are also merely reactive; they tell us about what ought not to be done. 

There is also the fact that laws might be followed involuntarily out of fear of punishment rather than 

as a voluntary action based on moral convictions. Not to mention the fact that businesses today have 

plenty of influence over what laws might be passed in the first place, controlling the legal system as 

it benefits or inconveniences them. 

In the beginning of the 1960s, ethical issues came to the fore for businesses. Awareness was 

heightened about repressive labour practices, which could be found at even the most admired 

corporations. There were unsafe products being sold, and it started to become apparent with 

advancement in science that the business system as a whole was taking a toll on the environment. 

Society and business were not succeeding in elevating the deprived, which was the goal of 

capitalism. Briberies were taking place on an international scale, and morality was taking a clear 

backseat in favour of profits and power. The media and consumers reacted very negatively against 

businesses, which led to the next chapter in the growth of the field. 

By the 1970s a new wave had formed. Now the concept of raising awareness about social issues 

became a hot topic both in boardrooms and in classrooms. The primary idea was that enterprises 

should not single-mindedly pursue profit without regard to morality (Lantos, 2001). Furthermore it 

was considered insufficient to justify a business organisation by the productivity of that business 

from a moral standpoint. 
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This led to the idea of the corporate social contract, which is today the foundation of the concept of 

CSR (Lantos, 2001). The concept was recognized by social and economic theorists on the basis that 

the sometimes adverse effects of business decisions on society, as well as the reliance of business 

on society, requires the existence of a corporate social contract which applies a moral pressure on 

business because they are allowed to exist. The contract deals with the indirect societal obligations, 

and it resembles the ―social contract‖ between citizen and the government, in which reciprocal 

obligations were assumed to exist by classical philosophers (Lantos, 2001). 

The corporate social contract proposed that a business‘s social performance should weigh equally in 

balance with the economic performance. It reframed business as a social institution that should be 

on par with other social institutions, like family, educational systems, and religious institutions. In 

accordance with this kind of thinking, it follows that business responsibilities ought to be 

commensurate with the business‘s economic, social, and political power, in the particular sense that 

if a business entity is larger and has more economic power its responsibilities are greater than if it 

was smaller (Lantos, 2001). To some it even means that businesses should be seen as almost public 

institutions rather than a private organisation. 

4.2.2 Three Types of corporate social responsibility 

CSR has been so widely defined and by so many that one must choose a particular theorist in order 

to speak about it coherently. I have settled on using Lantos‘s definition because he has tried to make 

a systematic study of the differing types of CSR. Over time CSR has been defined in a number of 

different ways, but the general gist of it is that ―‗CSR entails an obligation stemming from the 

implicit ‗social contract‘ between business and society for firms to be responsive to society‘s long-

run needs and wants, optimizing for positive effects and minimizing negative effects of its actions 

on society‖ (Lantos, 2001). This means that there comes a careful balancing act as businesses are 

pressured with conflicting responsibilities to various stakeholders. 

These conflicting responsibilities come from the fact that there are different perspectives on 

business‘s role in society, as mentioned before. There is a spectrum of opinions with regard to what 

the appropriate role of business is. On one end, business‘s only responsibility is economic: profit 

maximizing while obeying the law. At the other end of the spectrum, businesses are seen as public 

institutions morally obliged to serve communities in functions that we would expect the government 

to do, such as help feed the needy, provide welfare to citizens, etc. 
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Broadly speaking these perspectives fall into three theories: 

 Property right‘s theory – at its worst, this sees the firm as monolith with no obligations to 

anyone other than the shareholders. Even managers‘ morals and ethics must be put aside for 

the sake of profit maximizing. This theory is largely irrelevant for this study because it 

ignores anything remotely like ethics. 

 Stakeholder theory – states that firms are not solely the fiduciary of the shareholders. They 

have the interests of other stakeholders to consider in their practices as well. Those 

stakeholders include; employees, customers, suppliers, competitors, governmental bodies, 

trade unions, and more 

 Social institutional theory – the firm is considered a public institution sanctioned by the state 

for the good of society. This theory might be a little too extreme for this study. However the 

private-public relationship of the firm that produced the show could give reason to consider 

the firm a public institution. 

Lantos draws three distinctions to determine what the parameters are for legitimate CSR for a 

business. Those three are as follows: 

4.2.2.1 Ethical 

The fulfilment of the firm‘s ethical duties falls into this type of CSR. This deals with the moral 

obligation that the firm has to individuals or groups it might inflict actual or potential injury, be that 

in the form of physical, mental, economic, or emotional harm. 

The ethical edicts are ones that must be adhered to even at the expense of the firm in the form of 

profits or shares. This is precisely because, by definition, ethics concern moral standards that must 

override self-interest. There are actions that must be taken because they are right, not because they 

are profitable. 

These standards are things like safety standards, producing goods and services that do not have 

negative externalities which are then carried by the consumers or other stakeholders. Such things as 

limiting emissions fall into this type of CSR, but overall the boundaries are not considered really 

clear (Lantos, 2001). 

4.2.2.2 Altruistic 

This is a type of CSR activity which is widely considered to be genuine optional caring, even at 

personal or organisational sacrifice. This type of CSR completely decouples the question of giving 



53 

 

back with the financial aspects of the firm. It demands firms help alleviate public ills, such as giving 

to charities, helping non-profits or schools, etc. in the communities they are located (Lantos, 2001). 

It is beyond ethical CSR because this type of philanthropy infringes on the bounds of responsibility 

of the state. To some degree there is no ought behind philanthropy, there is no obligation for the 

firm to practice this kind of CSR. At best there is an urge from selflessness. 

4.2.2.3 Strategic 

Lantos calls this type of CSR strategic philanthropy because it is a type of CSR which is similar to 

Altruistic CSR. However it comes with the caveat that the firm does philanthropic acts expecting 

that there will be a financial benefit in the long-run. There is an incentive to practice this CSR for 

the sake of the shareholders and possibly even the stakeholders. 

CSR is viewed as an asset to the firm, and strategic CSR gets firms in front of legislation by doing 

business ethically so that there is no need for strong regulations. This keeps costs low, as firms can 

set their timetable for restructuring before regulations might come in. In addition, the firm will 

generate a lot of goodwill with customers and employees if they act in ways that are philanthropic 

on behalf of the stakeholders. This might be in the form of making day-care accessible for 

employees or creating exercise areas for employees, basically offering non-monetary compensation 

that increase the employee value proposition. In the case of customers, it might mean being on the 

forefront with generous deals on necessities. One example is deeply discounted diapers in low 

income areas. 

4.3 Responsibility Ethics and the Case 

The central question: is it possible to apply any sort of obligation on a firm for the entertainment 

media content they produce and disseminate? 

For a number of reasons, I argue that it should be expected. In the case of Occupied, there are more 

specific reasons that lead me to this conclusion. There are a number of factors which confer an 

ethical responsibility on the creators and distributors of the series, factors that are not isolated to this 

case but which are easily highlighted using it. 

4.3.1 Power and Legitimacy 

In the previous chapter on power and discourse, we outlined how classical rhetoric could be used 

for analysis if we view the channel as the orator. If we do that, we must consider the fact that the 

ethos of the channel lends legitimacy and validity which gets conferred onto the programs that they 
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decide to air. There is further legitimacy lent to the network because in the specific case of 

Occupied we are dealing with a public-private partnership project, wherein the funds for the 

production are in part supplied by the public. In this case, part of the funds was from the Norwegian 

film institute, which supplied 10 percent in a grant. Another public grant came from the EU. This 

validates what is produced in that project, as it confers tacit approval of the content by those 

institutions. This is a case where responsibility ethics should be a guiding force. 

When dealing with private-public partnerships it is incumbent upon us to consider deeply how this 

melding of two sectors with competing stakeholders should impact how they ought to act. I would 

argue that because the legitimacy of public institutions, including the government, is imparted onto 

the output of that partnership, the business becomes a de facto public institution. In line with the 

social institutional theory, the ethical responsibility is sharpened from that of a mere private 

institution to that of an institution that acts to the benefit of the public, especially when you look at 

it through the framework of power and discourse it becomes very apparent that these companies 

have a wide spectrum of power that can influence the public and therefore it ought to be incumbent 

upon them to act in the interest of the wellbeing of society. 

In this case, the public versus private issue is much more muddled because broadcasting itself used 

to be fully owned and controlled publicly. It was considered a public good similar to 

telecommunications and, in Europe, transportation, including railways. Broadcasting seems to have 

strong norms, if not regulations, precisely because of this direct connection to the public good. 

Despite privatization, some normative rules remain about what can be said or seen on TV (e.g., in 

the US where they bleep out ‗inappropriate‘ language and blur out nipples on women). 

Therefore a compelling argument could be made that broadcasting, because of its past as a public 

institution, could retain those responsibilities and obligations to the public, which they have a 

pervasive access to in the way only previously public goods have. The providers of these now 

private goods have greater responsibilities to the society in which they exist because of this unique 

legacy. But not just this legacy places responsibility on their shoulders. When one considers 

broadcasting through the lens of power and discourse it becomes very clear that they ought to 

consider this responsibility they have for the wellbeing of society as they have the power to reach 

the entirety of society and by their discourse challenge or limit the boundaries of the fields of 

possibility. 
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4.3.2 Intention 

Another key factor as to why one ought to apply an obligation of responsibility to the creators and 

distributors is the fact that the intention of the show is this notion of Entertainment+, where the 

entertainment and the narrative function as a spark for public debate. The series was written on a 

controversial topic so the audience would confront ideas about the world and society as a whole that 

make them question their own prejudgements, to borrow the term utilised by Gadamer. 

This is the type of Ethical CSR which was mentioned above. The creators and broadcaster engage 

the general public in a socially responsible way that aims to improve and better society. It does no 

harm to the public, and could very well have no negative impact on the firm‘s finances. It might 

even provide an increase in revenue, making it both Ethical and Strategic CSR. 

The intentions of Entertainment+ from the channel were realized adequately well. At least 

internationally, the series sparked something. The public discussed how the Norwegian people (and 

people in general) might possibly react to a silk invasion and how fragile our notion of democracy 

might be. 

However the treatment of the other themes belies this moderate success. The rest of the themes fully 

expose just how blind and naïve the writers have been. They are rife with prejudgments that are 

simply broadcast as though they are a given. 

In the chapter on power and discourse, I touched upon this. It is not unexpected that so many of the 

themes would fail to challenge prejudgments, because the series is based on Western cultural 

history, with its particular take on Russia, and the native cultural discourse about the virtues of 

Norway. These have undoubtedly shaped the narrative (subconsciously perhaps) that the writers of 

the series has put forward. 

However predictable, though, this explanation has an uncomfortable, dark, and sinister twist 

especially when one views it through the framework of discourse and power, the idea that power is 

part of the structure of discourse limiting our freedom of possible thought and discourse is how we 

understand reality. The origin of these stereotypes and tropes concerning Russia are from post-war 

propaganda in particular, though the propaganda started as early as 1909 where socialism was 

pictured as a beast trying to strangle prosperity in an election poster from Britain (OpenCulture, 

2014). 
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Post-war propaganda is eerily similar to the picture that is prevalent in current narratives on Russia. 

One advert claimed that: ―Communism wears a false face‖; ―hiding behind a mask of peace is the 

vicious face of communism,‖ and it is a ―typical Kremlin technique‖ to be wary of because they can 

hide their ―socialist schemes.‖ Every ―red‖ move is calculated to checkmate freedom. ―‗The attack 

pattern is the same: Intrigue, lies, pressure, threats, violence and revolution‘‖ (io9, 2013). One can 

see the power of this discourse because it has persisted through the decades and it has shaped our 

context models to such a degree that it is part of the common knowledge about Russia today. This is 

regardless of any events that may be contrary to the common discourse. The common discourse is 

taken as what Foucault called a regime of truth. But everything is not as clear cut as the boundaries 

of our field of possibility suggests. 

Noam Chomsky‘s propaganda model (BBC2, 1996) is one that allows us to see how consent is 

manufactured by external interests. By external interests are those with money. Here again the 

framework shows it self particularly prevalent is how well it reflects Hayward‘s view on power. We 

are influenced at a distance by special interests, which create the limits of the fields of possibility. 

The special interests have inundated us with a narrative that has shaped our mental models and 

context models and led to the creation of firmly entrenched prejudgements about communism and 

Russia. 

In this case in the early 20
th

 century and the 50s, business interests were completely terrified of 

bolshevism, and later communism, because it would be directly against the interests of the 

capitalists. Consumers and workers could not be allowed to think that the system they were in was 

flawed (and still is)—that perhaps there is something to this idea of the ―proletariat‖ taking control 

of those businesses, so that the workers would also own the firm and the products they produce. 

This could not be tolerated by business, and in those early days they actually called it propaganda. It 

was and is a valid PR/marketing technique. We do not call it propaganda today in the Western 

world, because the word has very negative connotations and therefore can now only belong to 

opposing regimes, often authoritarian. Propaganda utilises fear and anger, through what seem like 

logical arguments, to sway the populace. These arguments rely on oversimplifications and vast 

generalisations to eliminate nuance and play directly on people‘s emotions. 

The logic that lies behind the propaganda is that communism or socialism might embolden the 

workers to take collective actions to limit the freedom of business. The fear-inducing propaganda 

influences context models within the workers and therefore shapes the ―zeitgeist‖ and the discourse. 
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Changed context and mental models leads to the propaganda discourse entering the narratives of 

entertainment in popular culture, giving rise to James Bond and Indiana Jones, with the stereotypes 

of the propaganda out in the open, legitimizing it further. These context models perpetuate the 

historical cultural discourse, which in turn influences us at a distance from that past. The message 

has been watered down, perhaps, but the gist of it remains. 

This propaganda discourse has flowed through time and shaped the way we approach the east and 

Russia in particular. It is clear when we consider it through the lens of power and discourse that we 

have an enemy picture built into our context models and our ―cultural heritage.‖ This enemy picture 

has influenced how we understand the world and the creators of the Occupied series do not question 

this to any reasonable degree. Rather they perpetuate these remnants of propaganda narratives for 

the sake of simplifying matters for the audience—a position that suggests that the creators 

underestimate the audience. 

This is an ethical issue. If we think about social wellbeing as an end in itself and the very reason we 

have a society, then it is incumbent upon us to question narratives that are negative and create 

division between people based on stereotypes and generalisations. In the case of Occupied, it is also 

a political and an international issue, because it is a narrative that colours a neighbour in the shades 

of propaganda. 

Internally there are already issues in Finnmark, the northernmost region which borders Russia. Here 

the average incidence of violence is higher than any other region in Norway, including Oslo 

(Nordlys, 2014). There has apparently not been any research done on this topic, but in my interview 

with Elena Rowe, she mentions that tensions in that region traditionally were based on anti-Soviet 

sentiment that created ethnic tensions and could lead to violence. 

Interestingly, it was suggested to me during an interview with an expert on Russia-Norway relations 

that a more interesting narrative could have put the US in the aggressor role. This might be a bit 

more farfetched, but it might also be more logically consistent. It is much more believable that the 

US would come to the aid of the EU than Russia, which is also already an oil producer and exporter 

and would enjoy higher prices on its now more precious commodity with Norway out of the picture. 

There are a number of reasons not to use the US. First, it is uncomfortable because there is an 

unacknowledged truth staring us in the face about the contemporary actions of the US in the Middle 

East, which can only be described as imperialistic and perhaps colonialist. Certainly a series that 
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would pin the viewer with this question would be interesting, but it is also dangerous because it 

questions an inherent belief that the West is good. This is a very strong narrative in our cultural 

discourse. Second, there is the fact that this would make the series more risky financially, because it 

would directly spotlight something very uncomfortable and might put off other networks from 

licensing it. 

However these are the sort of issues that would fit with the entertainment+ intentions of the network 

and the creators, so it seems fair to be disappointed that they have elided their ethical responsibility, 

to be self-critical and question if the intention of the content is being met. The meeting of the 

responsibility to be self-critical is about challenging the common cultural discourse which paints 

our picture of the world. I would never suggest that the creators ought to be using e.g. US as the 

aggressor. Rather that if the intentions of the network is to challenge the viewers and start debate 

about issues, they should be critical enough to at least not perpetuate a discourse that comes from 

western propaganda about the east. This discourse colours our view of events and perpetuates the 

boundaries of the fields of possibility. This may be the result of cultural blindness, but we need to 

challenge the boundaries of the fields of possibility to further the wellbeing of all of the inhabitants 

of society. Now a question might be whose wellbeing would be furthered if the US was the 

aggressor? Well I would say no one‘s wellbeing would be harmed by it. The reason is that the 

notion of the US playing the role that Russia does in the series is so preposterous that it has to be 

relegated to pure fiction because the US is a traditional ally of Norway and Western Europe. This is 

not the case with Russia. Russia is traditionally seen as a frightening enemy of the freedom of the 

west. Why I would argue it would be beneficial and further the wellbeing of society in Norway and 

abroad, is that while it is unthinkable that the US would act in such away against Norway it is not 

unthinkable they would act this way elsewhere and in some sense they have. The Middle East being 

the perfect case, the US interfered with military might in a foreign nation with the backing of some 

of its allies. Exploring this topic would most definitely challenge the boundaries of the fields of 

possibility and see the audience grow as human beings through gaining greater depth of knowledge 

and thereby have increased the wellbeing of society. 

5. Discourse and Responsibility 

This chapter deals with how one can bring together discourse and responsibility in a functional way 

to deal with CSR, particularly in the entertainment media. 
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I have explored why these businesses have obligations to society and why one ought to apply a 

level of ethical responsibility to one‘s business decisions. 

What remains is how exactly one could go about being socially responsible when it comes to 

something as intangible as a discourse. 

5.1 The hows of dealing with responsibility concerning a discourse 

Having established that a responsibility belongs to the network and creators, the next step is 

examining how to treat this substantive rather than formal/legal responsibility. We have one 

possible solution mentioned in the last chapter concerning the history of CSR, how in the 70‘s it 

became a topic about raising consciousness and awareness about the issues which needed attention 

from business, such as the environment and more. 

The only way to change prejudgments, entrenched context models and ideas in discourse, would be 

to challenge those models, to push the boundaries of the ―‗field of possibility.‖ To do that, one 

would have to know the boundaries and consistently apply pressure. To find solutions that could 

provide these normative pressures on the firms, I look once more to CSR. One solution could be to 

use new ways of accounting. These new ways of accounting look at more than the usual factors of 

economic performance. It is possible to consider ethical responsibility and the effect it would have 

on the business as an intangible asset: a type of intellectual capital that could have an eventual 

positive effect on economic performance by making more interesting TV in the future. There are 

two established methods of accounting that are good candidates: the Triple Bottom Line and The 

Danish Guidelines. 

5.1.1 The Triple Bottom Line 

The concept of the double and triple bottom line arose from the fact that corporate social 

responsibility is at times connected to the idea of sustainable development. Sustainable 

development is a model of economic development which does not significantly and irreversibly 

impact the environment (Zak, 2015). The 3BL (Triple Bottom Line) is the result of a paradigm of 

sustainable development based on the search for balance between three dimensions: economic, 

ecological, and social. It was first introduced as a concept in 1994 by John Elkington in an article in 

the California Management Review. In ‘98 he further expanded on the concept in a book titled: 

Cannibals with Forks: the Triple Bottom line of 21
st
 century business. He argued that companies 
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should be preparing three bottom lines which were different and separate (or nearly separate) (Zak, 

2015). 

One was the traditional financial bottom line, the one that measures the business profits and loses, 

using the traditional accounting tools. The second was to be a bottom line of the company‘s ―people 

account,‖ which would measure how socially responsible the company is in its operations. The third 

is the company‘s ―planet account,‖ which laid out exactly how environmentally responsible the 

company was during the accounting quarter or year (Zak, 2015). 

In some literature it is known as the notion of 3Ps—profits, people, planet—since it tries to account 

for those aspects and make the impact of businesses on the environment and society as important as 

financial results. Measurement will inevitably lead to awareness. The notion is also grounded in the 

belief that a firm ought to measure its performance in relation to stakeholders, such as local 

governments, communities, and other actors which they are not in a direct transactional relationship 

with (Zak, 2015). 

The 3BL deals with three types of capital: economic, social, and environmental. It is the abundance 

or shortage of these that impact prospective performance on every scale level, from local to global. 

The notion of human capital under the umbrella of social capital refers to business practices which 

are both fair and favourable to employees, as well as the community and local region in which the 

company operates. A corporate social structure that‘s interested in human capital leads to good 

organizational culture, which leads to the wellbeing of employees, especially if management treats 

them fairly and honestly with mutual respect (Zak, 2015). 

With respect to the environment, the company following 3BL will try to preserve the natural 

environment and limit its impact. This should be seen by the company as a continuous process to 

guide the firm to conduct more balanced and ecological activities (Zak, 2015). 

5.1.2 The Danish Guidelines 

The Danish Guidelines see the matter differently from the triple bottom line. They grew out of a 

new need—a need to think differently about knowledge, especially when it comes to what we in 

Denmark call the ―knowledge economy.‖ The knowledge economy has led to increased attention to 

knowledge-based resources and intangibles that create value (Mouritsen, Bukh, & Marr, 2005). 

Traditional balance sheets and financial reports do not have these intangibles and knowledge-based 

resources. This has caused an information gap. There is an increased demand for non-financial 
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information regarding the firm‘s strategy and competencies, and this demand remains unsatisfied in 

many cases and this is part of the reason for the gap. It is also in part due to a lack of understanding 

of business models and bad communication between company management and the capital market 

(Mouritsen, Bukh, & Marr, 2005). 

The reason for this demand for non-financial information arises from a better understanding of how 

a company achieves a competitive advantage. A competitive advantage can be gained by possessing 

resources which are rare and difficult to imitate. By and large, knowledge-based and intangible 

resources fulfil those criteria (Mouritsen, Bukh, & Marr, 2005). 

This has caused frustration with the traditional form of reporting which, according to a number of 

agencies including the ―Jenkins Report,‖ the Accounting Standards Board, and the Canadian 

Institute of Chartered Accountants, is incapable of explaining these ―new‖ resources, which are 

generated internally as relationships and knowledge. This impacts how the capital market treats 

companies, because this information can decrease uncertainty about the prospects for the company. 

When it is known, it usually leads to better valuation. Traditional balance sheets show only a 

fraction of the true market value of firms with high levels of intangibles and knowledge-based 

resources. Examples of this are Coca Cola and Microsoft (Mouritsen, Bukh, & Marr, 2005). 

The Danish guidelines focus on the linkages between the various resources and their narratives. 

This is then treated as an ―open-ended interpretation on how elements of intellectual capital cohere 

in dynamic transactions‖ (Mouritsen, Bukh, & Marr, 2005). Furthermore they focus on the 

translation of knowledge into knowledge assets. The intention of this is to examine the relationships 

between the narrative understanding of knowledge, the business model of how knowledge works in 

the firm, and the management activities around knowledge. The Danish Guidelines have three main 

elements which they encourage organisations to include in the reports which they produce: 

(Mouritsen, Bukh, & Marr, 2005) 

Knowledge Narratives – the achievements of the firm in relation to the customer value proposition 

and the related resource position. Since it is a narrative, it is a story that connects a set of resources 

and ambitions which must be in place for the company to understand its intangibles. It shows how 

the firm adds value to its customers and identifies the critical knowledge resources that help the 

firm deliver that value. 
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Management challenges – a set of challenges arising from the knowledge narratives. These involve 

identifying through the knowledge narratives the knowledge resources that need to be strengthened 

or acquired in order to address the challenges and achieve the strategic goal. This is broken down 

into activities, initiatives, and processes which management participate in to increase the 

competitive advantage. 

Set of indicators – the indicators quantify the success of the actions taken by management. There 

are no specific indicators in the guidelines as they are individual to the company and the 

management challenges. 

5.2 The Case and benefit from rethinking corporate reports 

Each approach on how to bring in the idea of social responsibility does what is most needed: to 

bring awareness and attention to the issue in the first place. By placing the issue at the forefront 

when doing something as banal as writing the corporate report, it forces the leadership of the 

business to take notice. This means they can utilise this new insight to produce greater effects 

through communication with the rest of the business. 

 Occupied, is produced by the channel TV2-Norge owned by the media group Egmont. In their 

vision, mission, and values statement, they say the following: 

The Vision: To be the most attractive media group for employees, business partners and 

consumers alike. We want Egmont employees and business partners to perceive Egmont as 

the preferred media group. We want consumers to perceive Egmont as the master story 

teller. 

Mission: To create and tell stories. In the beginning was the word, and with the word came 

stories. Stories are the very cornerstone of our civilization. Story telling stimulates the 

imagination, excites curiosity, gives birth to new ideas, and is the foundation of all learning 

and development. Stories are at the heart of all our activities within Egmont. Stories are 

our promise to the world. In short: We bring stories to life”. (Egmont) 

The values they hold are “‘Rummelig19’ Our organization can tell a world of stories in every 

medium imaginable. This diversity embodies an openness to everything that's new, and 

flexibility to embrace a multitude of cultures and personalities. 

Passion –We care passionately about what we do. We love to create and tell stories - in the 

best way possible to as many people as possible. This passion lies at the heart of all that we 

do. 

                                                           
19

 "Rummelig " is a danish concept. It encompasses a sense of "big-ness". "Big-ness" of perspective , of tolerance, of 
willingness to think new thoughts and break new ground. (Egmont) 
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Ambition –We are commercially-minded. We are here to achieve results, both on the 

bottom line and within the media industry. We are ambitious about setting goals, and 

dedicated to seeing them through to completion. Our determination to win is greater than 

our fear of losing. (Egmont) 

Notably absent is any thorough claim to responsibility for furthering the wellbeing of society. It 

would not be amiss under their mission; they are claiming that stories are the foundation of all 

learning and development. This is something I touched on last chapter, and it is where they enter 

into the responsibility of taking care to positively further learning and development, like the state 

and parents. 

This one potential solution is non-laborious and almost too simple to believe, however CSR has 

changed how many companies behave, and that starts with bringing awareness to the issue. People 

are inherently just and capable of understanding ethics almost intuitively. So when given 

information, they change their behaviour to be moral. That is what these two possible ways of 

incorporating new ways of thinking into the organisation do: they spotlight something and change 

mental models so people can think in new ways. 

6. Discussion and Perspectivation 

This chapter starts with a reflection on the case study and its possible impact both nationally and 

internationally. Then leaving behind the case, the chapter will open up into a discussion and 

reflective perspectivation of the ideas and concepts I have put forward. This will include looking at 

entertainment media besides broadcasting: such as the videogame industry and film. 

Finally, the chapter ends with a reflection about the dark side of misapplying the ideas and 

concepts. 

6.1 The Case of Occupied Internationally 

So far the series Occupied has seemingly had no impact internationally. It has been praised in 

reviews from the US to Australia as being the next ―best political thriller,‖ while reviews from 

home have been less than impressed. What cannot be forgotten, however, is that the ambassador 

from Russia to Norway has been highly critical of the series. He has spoken out about it being 

shown on TV in Norway and later again when Sweden decided to air the series. However, it should 

be noted that during my interview with one of the producers, he confided that a Russian network 

had shown interest in airing the series as well. 
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The relations between Norway and Russia have apparently not been significantly impacted by the 

series. The increasing frequency of Russian military ―manoeuvres‖ that have crossed into 

Norwegian or Scandinavian aerospace has been steadily rising for a number of years. So it is very 

difficult to say whether there has been an impact on this aspect. The series does play, however, 

directly into the narrative that the Putin regime uses in their propaganda. The attitude gleaned from 

the Russian ambassador‘s complaints and confirmed by my interview with an expert in the field is 

that Russia feels it is being wronged. They came to the defence of the European countries who were 

victims of Nazi-Germany and now Russia is the victim of bullying from the West. This line of 

propaganda certainly falls in line with the perspective of the series, which relies on old, well-worn 

stereotypes produced as propaganda in the West against the rise of bolshevism, socialism, and later 

communism. 

The series had no massive impact, but the potential consequences are real. A worst case scenario 

occurred back in late 2014, when there was a massive cyber-attack on Sony Pictures. Files were 

stolen and released, and demands were made that connected the attack to the cinematic release of 

the film The Interview, a comedy about two journalists going to North Korea and trying to 

assassinate Kim Jong-Un. The e-mail sent with the demand hinted at the terror they would unleash 

at those who seek fun in terror. 

The cyber-attack was at the time nearly instantly connected to North Korea, which sent the US into 

high-alert, especially with threats of terror looming. President Obama had to call for calm and said 

the cyber-attack was not an act of war (The Guardian, 2014). 

This is an extreme example of the consequences that could be possible. It has never been confirmed 

that North Korea actually was behind the hack, but this is the kind of consequence that ought to be 

considered. In the case of Occupied, the increase of military exercises and transgressions of 

aerospace might have been impacted, but there is no way of directly linking any new transgressions 

with a single event. However in the grand scheme of things, the series serves as fuel for the Putin 

regime and appears to be just another example of the wrongdoing by the West. It serves as 

validation and confirmation of the discourse being put forth by the Putin propaganda machine. 

When you look at this through the framework I set up, it is clear that this has the consequence of 

shaping how Russians perceive the world and understand the reality of the current situation in the 

world by reaffirming the context models they have. 
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6.2 Other forms of Entertainment 

Here I leave the case behind and reflect on other forms of entertainment. Primarily I will discuss 

and put into perspective the topic of interactive media in the form of videogames. 

The popularity of videogames has been increasing, and as many as 59 percent of Americans play 

them. The average age of a player is 31 and statistically as likely to be male of female (51 to 49 

percent as of 2015) (Lofgren, 2015). 

One of the most popular gaming franchises of all time is Call of Duty, which deals with Russia and, 

therefore, anti-Russian sentiment (Lofgren, 2015). Call of Duty is a first-person-shooter war game. 

The first trilogy was set in World War II, but the latter instalments are set in an alternate timeline in 

which the US and NATO are engaged in a war with an ultranationalist Russia. This develops into a 

third world war. The story is told from the perspective of a US Soldier and a UK Soldier. 

Some immediate questions spring to mind, such as, is this a propaganda game? It is a military game 

with Western forces as the protagonists and Russia the antagonists. At the very least, like Occupied, 

it is built on a foundation of propaganda that has so infested Western discourse it is considered 

normal. The game does not challenge the prejudgments inherent conceiving of Russia as an enemy.  

In a similar vein, the US military actually created a game called America‘s Army (America's 

Army), which is a game that shows you how the army works. It is clearly a game built on 

propaganda to some extent. Is that any different from games from ―jihadist‖ groups that show war 

from their point of view, with the US as the enemy? It would be hard to argue that there is a moral 

difference between the two. I have tried neither game, so I do not have any visceral response to 

either, and from an ethical standpoint I would judge both to be similar in the way they propagate the 

narrative which supports their side. They do not challenge the player‘s prejudgements and perhaps 

even teach them not to question their own actions. When you look at this through the lens of power 

and discourse it would appear that the videogames would further reaffirm the boundaries of the 

fields of possibility as well as shape how the player perceives the world and understands their place 

in it. 

I am reminded of Hannah Arendt and her thesis concerning the ―banality of evil‖ (Arendt, 1963), 

which has so often been misunderstood. Specifically that evil arises from a failure to think, 

thoughtlessness in the face of choices. Evil is something that defies thought and once you examine 

it critically there is nothing deep to be found in it according to Arendt. This follows Hayward‘s line 
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of thought on power, which of course makes it part of the framework of discourse and power. Evil 

is found in the negation of self-reflection and a lack of understanding of reality through the 

boundaries of the fields of possibility and the affirmation of context models that are not fully 

reflective of reality. 

In videogames we find interactive situations in which you make choices that can take virtual 

―lives,‖ and people mostly do so unquestioning, especially when you have engaged the thoughtless 

stereotypes of propaganda which work as shortcuts for us to accept what we are narratively fed. 

You become the ―cog in the machine‖ as Arendt would say, which preforms the duty given with no 

question. Again we see the power of discourse here. We accept the reality handed to us by the 

videogame because it is something we have a context model that affirms. Russia = bad is generally 

accepted with no reflection because that is part of our common cultural discourse. 

I have to make clear I am not arguing that videogames are dangerous in the sense that they lead to 

violence; it is demonstrably not the case as studies have found (The Telegraph, 2015). Rather, the 

argument is that videogames are powerful tools for learning and indoctrination into the narrative, 

and that narrative will most often be reflective of the concurrent cultural discourse—what Noam 

Chomsky calls the Western propaganda model. 

If one applies the framework I created of discourse and power it becomes apparent that this is the 

reason videogames are perhaps the worst match-up between a lack of responsibility for the narrative 

by the creators and distributors of those games. Precisely because videogames can make you that 

thoughtless cog in the machine, mindlessly incorporating into your mental models the dominant 

discourse that they perpetuate. This means they are more dangerous because you are primed to 

respond to orders and direction regardless of the moral reality of the choices made, and alongside 

this once you are in a receptive state you will be less likely to be critical of the discourse being put 

before you so videogames are uniquely able to reaffirm the boundaries of the fields of possibilities. 

However I do see that they are perhaps also one of the most powerful tools to challenge 

prejudgements by figuratively placing you in the shoes of someone outside of yourself. This is the 

way of power and discourse. With a lot of power comes a greater possibility and responsibility for 

positive and negative effects, and it is something that should be tackled critically by the creators and 

producers of videogame entertainment. It is not a clear cut thing, but the responsibility that comes 

from their ability to expand or limit the fields of possibilities and change or reaffirm context models 

must by acknowledged and met with constructively.  
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6.3 Other Prejudgments 

It is highly relevant to note that the ethical obligation is not exclusive to the narrow topic I 

specifically dealt with in this study, i.e., the anti-Russia/anti-communist cultural discourse, which is 

a living remnant of pre- and post-war propaganda. The responsibility for the discourse that 

entertainment creates and perpetuates applies to every type of prejudgement that takes place in the 

socio-cultural and political sphere. It is a broad application that urges creators to be awakened to 

their responsibility and to the ways they are influenced by the common cultural discourse. Those 

pressures are not always constructive or conducive to a society that aims at increasing wellbeing as 

a whole. 

This includes racism, which is alive and well. A common theme for the past two years has been the 

hashtag #oscarssowhite, a social media call out because of the express lack of representation of 

black and non-whites in general at the biggest entertainment industry award show of the year. Since 

the Oscars began in 1929, merely 6.4 percent of nominations have gone to non-white actors (Time, 

2016). According to the article, a lot of this is likely due to the fact that 94 percent of the 

nominating body is white, and so movies concerned with white characters and white cultural 

narratives will get nominated. In general, however, it is a deep seated problem in the business. 

Films are not created starring non-white actors. Even films where actors should be of a different 

race white wash the role. A recent example of this is the film Gods of Egypt, where all the 

Egyptians were played by white actors. The casting choice is part of the narrative of the film, and 

there is something distasteful when one considers how the audience‘s context models will be 

shaped; they are not met with any challenge. The ―heroes‖ are white in the film, even if they ought 

not to be. When you apply the framework what jumps out immediately is the power structure of our 

common cultural discourse which limits what these casting directors and creators of entertainment 

can realize is a possibility. That means the idea of a non-white hero is outside the field of possibility 

for them because of the cultural discourse which they neglect to challenge through self-reflection 

and self-criticism. Even if that self-criticism is part of their ethical duty towards the good of society 

as creators of entertainment media with exceptional power to challenge the common cultural 

discourse. 

Another common issue in film discourse is sexism. Sexism has long been a known problem in the 

world of cinema, and it continues to be so. In fact in a study by the Center for the Study of Women 

in Television and Film at San Diego State University, it was found that only 12 percent of 
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protagonists were female in 2014. Those figures are actually a 3 percentage point drop since 2013 

and 4 from 2002 (Variety, 2015). This is once again an issue where the common narrative is part of 

the larger discourse and impacts the audience‘s context models; women are not protagonists in life. 

Women occupy specific roles which revolve around men for the most part: the girlfriend, the 

mother, the wife. 

This is such a common problem that a minimum test for the evaluation of the representation of 

women in a piece with dialog has been put forth. The Bechdel test is passable if a work has two 

named women, who talk to each other, and they talk about something that is not a man. It is such a 

low bar that most films ought to pass it, but many still do not. This is not simply an American issue, 

either. In 2013, 13 out of 19 Danish films did not pass this very simple test concerning the 

representation of women in film (Yde, 2013). Once again when we view this through the 

framework, it is apparent what is happening, creators and writers are not being self-critical and not 

challenging the common cultural discourse, simply perpetuating it for expediency and because it is 

the way to do things. 

The trend of lack of representation and unfortunate discourse continues. In entertainment media 

featuring non-heterosexuals, there is a tendency to write stories that end tragically. This has been a 

cultural truth for a century at least, in so far as books are concerned. But it has certainly continued 

in television and film. This trope even has a name: bury your gays (Tvtropes). Homosexual 

characters are largely not allowed to have a happy ending. 

The worst victims of this narrative are lesbians or bisexual women, who die in large numbers on 

television. It is a sub-trope in itself: dead lesbians. One of the women, usually the more aggressive 

one, ends up dying to further the story. Some are even a sacrifice for the protagonist to urge them to 

action (Tvtropes). 

I found a list of all the killed-off lesbians (Autostraddle, 2016), and it is 155 names long; that is a 

rather large number when you consider how few of them there are on TV at all. The time span is 

from 1976 until today. The only ones listed in the count are those who were openly and known to 

the audience to be lesbian or bisexual. In a Washington Post article from early April (Butler, 2016), 

they found that in 2016 alone 10 lesbians had died on a TV series—10 in four months. 

One more common narrative seems rife with a certain prejudgement concerns mental health, or 

mental illness, to be specific. Television shows love a good mental illness, from eating disorders to 
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bi-polar disorder. Commonly, shows misrepresent how these disorders actually work in reality. 

Another common theme centres around the character with the mental illness getting help, often 

medication, and the character then refusing medicine or treatment because it makes them feel 

terrible and not like themselves. This is usually followed by drama with their family and friends and 

the mentally ill character acting out. This is common with more severe disorders like depression and 

bi-polar disorder. Less severe disorders are often completely disregarded by the writers, as if an 

eating disorder vanished because family and friends intervened. 

All of these narratives are emblematic of a perpetuation of prejudgements. The common cultural 

discourse and context models have influenced the writers, so that what they tend to write in their 

scripts fits into their own context models. They are not to blame for their blindness. You cannot 

know what you are ignorant about. It is, however, incredibly lazy, and it shows just how little 

entertainment media thinks of their audience. The audience is constantly underestimated, and so 

writers write with a lot of cultural short-cuts. That is a massive wasted opportunity. 

Because there is an opportunity in entertainment media to break the mould and start to tear down 

and challenge the common cultural discourse, to change context models and tell stories that 

challenge the audience‘s prejudgements and force them to reconsider how they think of the world. It 

is not just a free and wasted opportunity; it is something that entertainment media ought to do from 

a moral standpoint. The power to alter and change the common discourse is inherent in 

entertainment media and that gives them a responsibility for the wellbeing of their audiences and 

that includes critical examination of the discourse they are perpetuating even if that is something 

they are doing blindly. Self-criticism is part of how to realise your power to shape the context 

models of the audience and society and that ought to be a moral imperative. 

6.4 Too Harsh and Too Much to Ask? 

Am I being too harsh on entertainment? It is basically for fun, after all, so is this simply beyond the 

pale? On reflection, I would say no, for one relatively simple main reason: entertainment media has 

always filled a unique role in society, from the time of books, novels, and the like up to today, with 

our vast entertainment paradise. The purpose of entertainment with narratives has never only been 

about providing entertainment. It has been about sneaking into common discourse social criticism to 

allow new ways of thinking and mental models to grow. Media has the freedom to question. That is 

especially true for entertainment media. Books, in particular, have forever carried social critique, by 

highlighting aspects of society which are somehow irrational, unfair, or unreasonable. They can get 
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away with being exceptionally critical by veiling themselves in metaphor, allegory, innuendo, and 

the fact that they are ―fiction‖ and ―entertainment.‖ 

Entertainment has the unique opportunity to use the advantage inherent in it to give voice to new 

narratives that push against common discourse. Using their inherent power to reshape the 

boundaries of the fields of possibility, change context models and confront prejudgements. These 

are the restraints on our individual sense and perception of reality and to push against it is not 

something that is foreign to writers, creators, and producers of entertainment. In fact, it is something 

they have been doing since the very beginning, and they are striving today to give voice to 

narratives that are out of the ordinary that challenges the audience to change their mental models to 

understand the world differently, to re-examine their prejudgements and widen their freedom of 

thought. They want to tell stories that are full of substance and relevance for the audience. What 

could be more relevant and substantive than helping to further the social wellbeing and the good of 

society? 

6.5 The Possibility and Reality of Misapplication 

It seems imminently possible and plausible that these ideas and concepts will be misapplied, and in 

fact we have already seen the steady increase in political correctness or liberal over sensitivity. 

There is a strange movement happening primarily in the US at colleges and universities. It is largely 

driven by students, who are calling for the campuses to be clean of words, subjects, and ideas that 

might cause discomfort or offence. There are two terms that have risen from academic obscurity 

into common discourse: microagressions – small actions or words that on their face have no 

malicious intent but are thought of as a sort of violence because they are supposedly implicitly 

discriminatory in nature. The other is ―trigger warnings‖ which are alerts that professors are 

expected to issue before dealing with a topic or a course with something that might cause a strong 

emotional reaction (Lukianoff & Haidt, 2015). 

The term microagression entered the psychiatric field in the 1970s and was used to describe the 

insults and dismissals that were regularly used against African Americans. It was later expanded to 

include women and people outside the dominant culture. There is nothing inherently wrong with the 

term. It is, however, a slippery slope. Overreach is possible and results in trying to ―‗ban‘‖ actions 

or words in discourse. This is a misapplication of responsibility ethics. I will get back to that point. 
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―Trigger‖ is also a term from the field of psychology. It is an event that triggers a psychological 

event, such as a flashback, anxiety/panic attack, or dissociation. A trigger warning is a warning that 

something ―triggering‖ could be discussed or dealt with. 

The thrust of the movement relies on a conception of emotional wellbeing, and it aims to make 

campuses ―safe spaces‖ where students are protected from words and ideas that are uncomfortable. 

It seeks to punish anyone who interferes with that goal, even accidentally, which leads invariably to 

a culture where you must think twice before opening your mouth to speak, simply on the off-chance 

that your words might be construed as being insensitive or aggressive (Lukianoff & Haidt, 2015). 

This is part of a pattern that has been termed ―concept creep‖ (Haslam, 2016) where concepts in 

psychology have expanded their reach both horizontally and vertically: outward to embrace new 

phenomena under the umbrella of the concept and downward to capture less extreme versions of the 

phenomena. An example of responsibility overreach happened right in our back yard. In Malmö, a 

kindergarten had to stop showing a children‘s cartoon, Alfons Åberg, because parents complained 

their children had gotten nightmares after seeing it. This incident has forced the kindergarten to 

decide not to show films at all (Thorsen, 2016). 

What I propose may seem like an offshoot of this kind of thinking, but it is in fact the antithesis.  

The thrust of my thesis is: there exists a fundamental responsibility of all, including entertainment, 

for the social wellbeing of society, in the broadest sense of the word society. It does not call for 

protecting the emotional wellbeing of individuals. Changing one‘s context models can be a highly 

emotional, unpleasant process, but it is a necessary one. Social wellbeing is increased by this 

challenge to our regular narratives, context models, and of our prejudgements; we are confronted 

with new ideas and new ways of seeing the world, constantly learning and broadening our horizons 

or expanding our fields of possibility. This is what entertainment is uniquely placed to do for an 

ever expanding portion of our globe. 

These instances of overreach of responsibility are the very opposite of this, counterintuitive though 

it seems. They advocate the absolute worst aspect of irresponsibility, because it is not responsible to 

allow us to go wholly unchallenged in our prejudgement. We cannot grow without resistance to our 

contextual models and our prejudgements. The cases above demonstrate a kind of intellectual 

isolationism that can be extremely dangerous today, because of how fragmented our media 

exposure is. We can, on social media, be completely protected from any ideas that go counter to our 
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own by simply selecting who we want to follow. This is not a recipe for a society which ought to 

constantly seek the increase of social wellbeing. 

7. Conclusion 

If you accept the primary point of the ethics of responsibility as argued by Hans Jonas, the state of 

being, by virtue of itself, is inherently preferable and more valuable than the state of non-being. It 

follows, then, that the quality of being can add or detract value: the better the wellbeing the higher 

the value of that being. 

Wellbeing can be considered to be improved when social wellbeing is increased. There can 

therefore be said to be a duty of responsibility for social wellbeing. In the case of entertainment to 

increase social wellbeing, when we use the framework of power and discourse it means to expand 

freedom, the field of possibility, our cultural horizons, and mental models, challenge the common 

cultural discourse which affects how we perceive and understand the world and our place in it. One 

possible way to continuously increase wellbeing is to have our common cultural discourse 

challenged by new narratives that are outside our normal context models. These make us question 

our prejudgements and our convictions. This exposure decreases potential harmful social discourse 

that limits our freedom and fields of possibility, and in turn widens up our understanding of the 

world and how we perceive it as well as making it possible to think outside the box of the common 

cultural discourse. 

In light of the power and influence in the global reach of the entertainment media industry, that 

responsibility is heightened, as it always is for those with power. This is why it is important for the 

entertainment media content creators and distributors to consider this ethical responsibility. They 

have the power and influence to help increase the wellbeing of society as a whole. There is no 

escape from this duty. Furthermore, this duty is one that can be realised through heightened 

awareness that can be integrated into organisational thinking. Merely by bringing it into corporate 

reports, a business can increases awareness of the issue for both employees and content creators. 

This duty should not be carried out in the form of corporate censorship. Corporate censorship would 

run counter to the ideal. Indeed, the most logical way to effectively prescribe this duty is by binding 

it to the responsibility of the individual to be self-reflective and self-critical to the common cultural 

discourse. Creators of entertainment media would have to profoundly examine what discourse they 

are creating or perpetuating and consciously select the ones they wish to promulgate. Self-
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censorship would mean the individual would be acting in fear of reprisal or punishment, and this is 

not the goal. Censorship acts by limiting freedom—freedom of expression and the freedom of 

mental models—and limits the field of possibility. When we consider censorship through the 

perspective of the framework of power and discourse, it would mean a power structure would be set 

into place to guide discourse in the ―correct‖ wanted direction so as to lead people to think the 

same, limiting their perception of the world to what is ―correct‖ through that censorship. That is the 

action that limits freedom of expression and mental models as well as the field of possibility. 

It is always going to be a balance between thoughtless perpetuation of the power structures of 

common discourse and fearful self-censorship to avoid offending people. However, in the end, the 

goal of this duty of responsibility is to increase freedom of thought and possibility in both creators 

and audiences.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: History – The Reporting on Norway and Russia in the Year of 2015 

To understand what happened with Occupied and its announcement it is important to go back a few months 

before the press release and trailer for the show. There were few details on the particulars of the show, and 

there had been no leaks about it, so the official trailer release was the first time it appeared in the media.  

On April 3, 2015, the International New York Times ran a story with the headline:  ―A Cold War turn for 

Norway; As Russian air patrols spike, nation considers its readiness for conflict‖ (Higgins, 2015). The article 

starts with a quote from the commander, Lt. Gen. Morten Haga Lunde, who calls himself a seasoned Cold 

Warrior. He began his military career in the early ‘80s tracking Soviet war planes. He remarks that it is more 

or less the same as when he started back in the Cold War. After a long lull since the collapse of the Soviet 

Union in December 1991 when then Russia had to ground their bombers for lack of fuel and maintenance 

and a decreasing will towards showing power, Russia has become increasingly assertive and is now back to 

normal behaviour of Cold War Soviet.  

According to the article, in 2014 Norway intercepted 74 Russian warplanes off its coast. That was an 

increase of 27% since 2013. This is far fewer than the hundreds of Soviet planes that Norway tracked during 

the Cold War, but it is a drastic increase from 10 years ago when they only tracked 11.  

Norway‘s defence minister Ine Eriksen Soreide said in an interview that ―Russia has created uncertainty 

about its intentions, so there is, of course, unpredictability‖ and that unpredictability was detailed in 

Newsweek on March 6 when Jeff Stein wrote an article with the headline: ―What is Russia up to in the 

Arctic?‖ (Stein, 2015). On a typical afternoon two nuclear-capable Russian Bear bombers darted in to radar 

view. It turns out they were just practicing some kind of circling manoeuvre outside of Norway‘s arctic 

aerospace. However, on January 28 two more bombers, escorted by tankers and Russia‘s most advanced 

fighter jets, showed up off the coast, supposedly carrying a nuclear payload (according to the London 
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Sunday Express citing intercepted radio traffic as a source). Similar examples are a dime a dozen. In the fall 

of 2013, Russian supersonic bombers were seen skirting Norway‘s aerospace with a cruise missile in 

launching position.  

What adds to the uncertainty and possibility of catastrophe is the fact that Russian warplanes typically lift off 

without filing a flight plan and cruise the busy commercial flight lanes with their transponders off. They have 

been observed engaging in Top-Gun style stunts far from their own aerospace, such as popping up 

unannounced beside an SAS airliner on a flight between Copenhagen and Oslo. This incident was recorded 

in a widely watched cockpit video released by the defence ministry which shows the pilot exclaiming in 

surprise as the fighter jet darts past the wingtips (Stein, 2015).  

Incidents like these lead the peace-loving Norwegians to a debate on military spending, because Putin‘s 

―new‖ Russia continues to pose an uncertain threat. Norway did decide to raise the military budget from the 

NATO required 2% of GDP to 3.3% of GDP.  

But both articles go on to point out, it is plainly ridiculous to think that Russia is a military threat to Norway, 

a NATO member, and while this context matters, in some sense it is not something that should be treated 

lightly. It was considered ridiculous that Russia would annex Crimea and they still did so. They have not 

been aggressive to the same degree as they were during the Cold War, and Keith Steinbaugh, (Stein, 2015) a 

defence department civilian intelligence specialist, commented in the article that while Russia has been very 

active, not just in the arctic but around the world, it has not been at the Soviet level.  

A Russian-speaking former CIA officer, who spent years operating undercover in the former Soviet Union, 

concurs with that assessment and adds that Putin is very aware of it, but a ―beefed-up‖ military enhances 

national prestige and allows Russia more respect on the international stage. The article further argues that it 

is a waste of money for Russia and senseless to make threats that it would never be in Russia‘s interests to 

carry out.  

Steinbaugh postulates that the posturing by Russia: This violating of Norwegian aerospace may actually be 

related spending increases that are passed through on the basis of the preface ―Arctic‖ similarly to how the 

US used the ―war on terror‖ to justify military spending increases. It simply plays well with the public.  

On August 18, a Norwegian newspaper Dagbladet, published an article showing how news of the impending 

Okkupert series was received by Russia and experts on Russia and Norwegian relations. The author of the 

article from Dagbladet had been in contact with some of the experts on Russia who were critical of the TV 

series and got some comments about it.  

Words such as ―destructive‖ and ―very dangerous‖ are common when critics speak on the matter. In the 

article, the qualified Russia correspondent for the TV channel NRK Hans-Wilhelm Steinfeld says that it is 
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not an angle he would have chosen for such a TV series. He mentions how it is dangerous to choose themes 

that are unrealistic and further that the premise of the series is completely unrealistic. He goes on to say that 

there is more than enough drama in reality that they could have used as a starting point instead of deciding to 

go with a scenario that is so far removed from reality as to be absurd. (Graatrud, 2015) Steinfeld seems to 

believe that recent entertainment output has a sharp edge of a horror scenario, which is unsuitable for TV. 

Entertainment Media has been producing more horror-light apocalyptic dystopias in the last few years, likely 

as a result of the economic recession and the feeling that the world has gotten ―worse‖ so to speak. Okkupert 

certainly belongs to that wave of entertainment which invokes a sense of dystopia. 

Steinfeld explains that the reason it is absurd is that no intelligent person would believe this scenario could 

ever play out the way it does on screen. This is why he says he does not believe that the TV series will 

provoke Russia. This seems like cognitive dissonance at its best; he implies it is a dangerous theme to depict 

on TV but simultaneously says that it is not likely to be provocative to Russia. If it will not be provocative, 

what makes it dangerous? The second person interviewed in the article, senior researcher at NUPI (Norsk 

Utenrikspolitisk Institutt – Norwegian foreign policy institute) Julie Wilhelmsen, who has researched Russia 

for a number of years, provides a key insight.  

She, like Steinfeld, says that the scenario is completely unrealistic. Further she says that while it is the 

perfect time to sell the series by virtue of the fact that concerns about Russia are at an all-time high, it is very 

destructive toward the political situation with Russia. The series creates strong notions in viewers that 

Russians are the enemy and this confirms the Putin-regime propaganda that the West looks at Russia as an 

enemy and is overly critical of everything it does (Graatrud, 2015). The dangerous effect is not on Russia‘s 

foreign policy, but on Norwegians‘ sense that Russians are an Other not to be trusted. 

Bjørn Nistad, who holds a doctorate in Russian History of Ideas and is a strong Putin supporter, levies a 

more serious critique, calling the series ―terribly dangerous.‖ Russia is, as he says, a large neighbour who 

you need to maintain a good international relation with. He goes so far as to say the TV series is a mockery 

of the Russian soldiers who lost their lives during the Second World War in the liberation of Finnmark 

(Graatrud, 2015).  

Nistad finds the whole affair very upsetting and believes that Putin should deny TV-2 journalists‘ access to 

Russia.  

TV-2 maintains that the channel is not concerned about potentially damaging the relationship between 

Norway and Russia. The project editor, Christoffer Haug, forcefully points out that the series is pure fiction. 

It is in no way trying to be a documentary, and the worldview does not reflect reality. Christoffer Haug does 

not believe that a purely fictitious series could pose a threat to international relations, and the producers do 
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not consider it damaging in the least. They believed audiences would be positively surprised by the series 

when they saw it, even fierce critics like Bjørn Nistad. 

Director Erik Skjoldbjærg, who made the film Nokas, commented that he was not frightened of provoking 

Putin. In fact, before the release of Nokas, many pundits had been bombastically critical of the film but after 

the release they were silent (Graatrud, 2015), suggesting that the TV-2‘s predictions about audience 

reception had a firm basis in reality.  

On September 3, an article in the Danish newspaper Berlingske reported the Russian response to the series 

Occupied. According the Berlingske, the series, which they adamantly describe as fictitious, caused anger 

from the Russian embassy in Oslo. In the article, the embassy expresses its deep disappointment that Russia 

will have the main role as an occupying force in the series. They go on to imply that it shows profound 

ungratefulness for the Russian liberation during the Second World War (Knudsen, 2015).  

Julie Wilhelmsen was again asked to comment. ”Jeg må sige, at jeg ikke har set serien, men det er problematisk 

for en forsker, som arbejder med sikkerhedspolitik og Norges forhold til Rusland, at medierne og 

underholdningsbranchen har så lidt viden om, at de påvirker vores sikkerhedspolitik, fordi de bidrager til folks 

virkelighedsopfattelse. De kunne godt vise mere forståelighed over for, hvor meget magt de har,” (Knudsen, 2015)  

She responded that she had not seen the series, but it is problematic for a researcher who works on security 

policy and the Norway-Russia relationship that the media and the entertainment industry have so little 

understanding that they impact their audiences perception of reality and that can be a threat to national 

security. She would prefer them to show more understanding of the power they wield (Knudsen, 2015).  

She furthermore states more expressly that the representation of Russia as an aggressive superpower 

becomes a problem when Norwegians meet Russians in ordinary society. It is difficult, according to 

Wilhelmsen, for the populace to distinguish between the Russian state and the Russian people. Her research 

indicates that this has an effect on the Norwegians‘ relationship to Russians in the populace (Knudsen, 

2015).  

Appendix 2: Character overview 

In order to understand Okkupert as a lens, we must first outline its major characters, paying particular 

attention to the tropes being employed in their characterization. The following characters are what could be 

considered the main characters of the ensemble cast. There are six characters the story follows: three men 

and three women. Each provides a unique perspective for the audience.  

2.1 Thomas Eriksen 

Thomas Eriksen is a journalist for a small alternative online newspaper. This news outlet is niche and stands 

in political opposition to much of the regular mainstream media outlets. Thomas is highly sceptical of the 
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government, in particular the prime minister, his administration, and his energy plan. He is so sceptical at the 

start of the series that it borders on paranoid. Thomas is the father of two children. His second wife is Bente 

Norum, who is also an important character. He is furthermore connected to Jesper Berg and Hans Martin.  

In a narrative sense, Thomas is the ―Sceptic‖ and the ―truth-seeker.‖ He is the person the audience is 

introduced to first, and he leads the audience into the story. This predisposes the audience toward Thomas‘s 

way of thinking. He might be classified as the archetypical TV-trope ―The Cynic.‖ This character will 

accentuate the negative and be heavily critical (Tvtropes.org). However, he is also a character that is 

steadfast in his convictions; the audience comes to root for him because of his unwavering principles. 

It should be noted that Thomas is not a hero. To the audience, he acts more like an observer, as his job as an 

investigative reporter moves him to seek out the truth of what is happening to Norway in their time of crisis.  

2.2 Jesper Berg 

Jesper Berg is the prime minister. He is also the head of the Green Party, the environmental policy party 

which came to power after a weather crisis. He is the face of the government, the face of Norwegian power. 

He is introduced as ―The Idealist,‖ seeing the world as half full, where humans are good across the board. He 

is not capable of understanding that not everyone will agree with his position. (Tvtropes.org)  

Jesper very quickly turns from an idealist to a sort of pragmatic realist, as a response to being kidnapped by 

Russian forces. He is a pacifist by design, with social democratic values. Jesper is a weak leader who when 

caught between a rock and a hard place does what is necessary. Because the audience follows his struggle, 

they do not necessarily see the slow corruption that takes place as his idealism has to make way for 

pragmatism and secrecy in how he deals with the government and the populace.  

He cares highly about his country, and his focus is always to limit the potential loss of lives. That caring is 

what leads him down a path of secrecy and alienates him from the populace and his government and party.  

In contrast to Thomas, who is steadfast in his principles, Jesper lets his principles go. However, he is also a 

sort of hero, at least in the sense that he is an active player rather than an observer like Thomas. He works 

within the ―I did what I had to do‖ trope (tvtropes.org) which makes him a rather flawed hero.  

2.3 Hans Martin Djupvik 

Hans Martin(HM) Djupvik starts out as a bodyguard for Jesper Berg; he is the one who fails to keep the 

prime minister safe at the beginning. There can be no question that the audience is supposed to think of Hans 

Martin as the main hero of the story. He is very loyal and responsible. He follows the helicopter the prime 

minister was kidnapped in for miles. He is an action hero in the same genre as Jack Bauer from 24, at least 
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until his allegiances are split between Norway and Russia that is the impression that is left with the audience. 

He is highly driven, focused, and springs very quickly into action.  

Hans Martin follows a rather typical hero‘s path. He starts out an obscure worker. Then he happens to save 

the life of Irina Sidorova and gets thrust into a new job he has no real experience in as a liaison between the 

Norwegian government and the Russian ambassador. This is where he shows himself to be of the ―Skilled, 

but Naïve‖ trope (tvtropes.org), highly skilled but with very little experience and thrust into a job he has 

never done before, but still getting things done, if rather unorthodoxly, and climbing the hierarchy as he does 

so.  

He is married to a judge who has a smaller part in the series, and he has a daughter which helps humanize the 

character and shows the strings that pull him in different directions. He is very ethical, slightly pacifistic, and 

a genuinely good person who thinks the best of people. This makes him rather naïve, but perfect for the 

audience to root for. He represents a very different view from the cynical one introduced by Thomas.   

2.4 Irina Sidorova 

Irina Sidorova is the Russian ambassador. She is the foil to Jesper Berg and his opposite in most ways. She is 

the face of the oppressive superpower, even as she is simply part of a hierarchy. She is strong and competent 

from the very start.  

Irina fits in to the trope of ―The Baroness.‖ This is not an especially positive trope; according to tvtropes.org 

the baroness is a female ―baddie‖ with a chilly disposition and a streak of dominatrix to her. There are 

multiple permutations it should be noted: some darker and some softer. The softer one reduces the love of 

pain and suffering to fervent militarism and a devotion to the ideals of the totalitarian regime she is working 

for. Usually the baroness will have a German or Russian accent, harkening back to the idea of Nazi Germany 

or the Soviet Union. This also often comes with a uniform that is perfunctorily worn. She is invariably 

attracted to power, and she comes in two main forms the ―Rosa Klebb,‖ named for the Bond character and 

usually not attractive, and the ―Sexpot,‖ a young-ish and sexy character whose militant fervour is portrayed 

as enticing to the male hero (Tvtropes.org). This trope is by and large considered to be highly sexist and 

perhaps even slightly homophobic in certain variations on the theme. 

Irina embodies this in every way. She is portrayed almost exactly like one of the softer versions, where her 

convictions are shown to be enticing. She has a Russian accent, is highly devoted to her job and the 

hierarchy, showing attraction to the hero, Hans Martin in this case, and is generally very reserved, 

professional, and chilly. 

She is not always shown as unfeeling, though. There are moments where the audience is given a chance to 

see her in a more vulnerable position, often during very extreme situations out of her control. It does 
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humanize her, so she does not seem like an uncaring automaton. In these moments, the audience can perhaps 

relate to her and her struggles, especially because it is suggested that she might not have all of the facts. Her 

ignorance is only subtly hinted at and might very well have been lost on the general audience. I did not catch 

this until the second time I watched the series.  

2.5 Wenche Arnesen 

Wenche Arnesen is the head of the PST (the Norwegian intelligence service). The audience is introduced to 

her as a serious professional who has a great grasp of the situation. She is highly intelligent and very 

competent. She shows emotion and compassion.  

Wenche garners the sympathy of the audience very quickly as she is diagnosed with a type of brain cancer. 

She is told it is inoperable and she has as little as 6 months left to live. This is part of what leads her in a very 

different direction than what is expected at the beginning.  

Wenche is a ―Knight in Sour Armour.‖ This trope is quite common. It is when the idealistic hero character 

gets let down over and over again by reality. They become cynical about the world but continue the good 

fight. Wenche becomes disillusioned with what is happening with the government and the occupying force; 

she sees the capitulation to demands that keep being extended as the first steps that will lead to the end of 

Norway as a free nation.  

Wenche really becomes the audience‘s link to the resistance. She continues on to become a guiding force for 

a more organised resistance. Her competency allows them to move beyond small scale hack and slash jobs.  

2.6 Bente Norum 

Bente Norum is the wife of Thomas Eriksen. She runs a restaurant, and at the beginning of the series, she is 

in financial troubles because her restaurant is not bringing in customers. She is the audience‘s stand-in. She 

has almost no connection to what is happening in the chambers of government and is preoccupied by her 

own problems. She is tolerant of her husband‘s job and his views but does not share them for the most part.  

She does not fall prey to any specific trope. Perhaps the closest the character hews to is Wide-eyed Idealist, 

but with more sense (tvtropes.org). In the narrative, her role is to represent the regular everyday Norwegian. 

She is the only main character that is not connected to what is actually going on. At the same time, she 

represents the affable consumerism that blinds the regular people. Her restaurant becomes a success as it 

becomes a haven for Russians. Therefore, she also represents the people who actually profit from the 

occupation. This brings her the ire of the Norwegian people.  

The scales end up falling from her eyes, and she eventually turns towards the resistance.   
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Appendix 3: Story overview 

It is the ―near-future,‖ and Europe is in an energy crisis. After an election, a new government has formed in 

Norway. Despite strong opposition from the EU, the prime minister, environmentalist Jesper Berg, proclaims 

that the era of fossil fuels is at an end. He turns off the taps of the Norway‘s oil wells and transitions the 

country to thorium nuclear energy instead. The EU responds by dispatching the Russian military to kidnap 

Berg. Under the threat of military invasion, Berg is forced to work with Russian ambassador Sidorova and 

restart the oil production. 

Hans Martin saves Sidorova‘s life when a Norwegian soldier attempts to kill her during a military event. The 

soldier is apprehended by the Russians in an act of overreach, they take him away before the Norwegian 

police can take him and bring him to the Russian embassy. They have set up a secret intelligence force 

operating out of the Russian embassy. Hans Martin is brought into liaise for the PST. 

The Russians refuse to set a date for their departure from Norway and continue to play their power games, 

especially when a Chechen political refugee is implicated in the hit and run of a Russian diplomat. The 

incident ends when an extradition is pushed through to appease the Russians. Satisfied, they finally set a date 

for departing, but he Chechen man commits suicide to avoid being sent to Russia, and as a result his son gets 

embroiled in the resistance.  

Civil unrest directed against Russians grows. Social media is used to disseminate hate against the Russians 

and the PST, who are called the dogs of Russia. This culminates in an act of terror against the PST. The 

terrorists contact Thomas and try to subvert the free press by demanding he publish their views—you are 

either with Norway or against it. 

There are concerns about whether Russia will actually withdraw, especially as oil and gas production is back 

on the target set by the EU and there have been no announcement about a withdrawal. Jesper Berg announces 

that Norway is going to build more green power plants to supply the rest of Europe, but the EU is sceptical 

because Berg has lost the support of his government. Throughout the narrative, the EU is still portrayed as a 

shady puppeteer. The Russians are set to exit, but another attack, this time on an oil refinery, kills Russian 

workers, which puts a halt to the withdrawal. 

Norwegians blame the terrorist group for the continued Russian occupation. Things are not as they seem. 

PST is trying to find the terrorists. Sidorova demands progress or she is going to bring in her own forces to 

find them. This would make the Russian military an occupying force in truth. Demonstrations against the 

Russians escalate into violence. The populace and government have no idea of the true scope of the issue, 

they are not aware of the intricacies and military threat being levelled at Norway. Relations are failing. 

Russians are humanized with a memorial for the fallen Russians. To appease Russia and the EU, Jesper 

presses a referendum to maintain oil production for 10 years regardless of what the next government wants.  
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The vote comes back in favour. Russia is sceptical because there were too many irregularities during the 

vote, they use it as an excuse to remain. The resistance becomes organised into a paramilitary operation. 

Russia shakes the chains of the EU and in a show of force threatens full military occupation. EU is shown as 

duplicitous when they set up a fake mustering of forces and then agree to ‗allow‘ Russia to help Norway 

extend oil pipeline north. 

Thomas goes to Russia to investigate a conspiracy and is killed, but he discovers that those who were killed 

at the refinery were Russian criminals. Meanwhile, Norway holds a vote of no confidence for Jesper. 

Russians continue to enter Norway, including suspected sleeper agents. Norway plans to deport these illegal 

immigrants, but Sidorova urges caution. She makes overtures to an ex-minister who could step into Jesper 

shoes and be on her side. Some Russians take Jesper hostage to stop the incarceration of their people in 

deportation camps. It is revealed that the military occupation by Russia has been a long time coming, as one 

of the hostage takers has been working in the country for two years. The hostage takers are killed, and 

deportations increase as Jesper remains prime minister. He is sheltered at the US embassy. 

The deportations prove unsuccessful as Russia turns the planes back. The Refinery bombing likely planned 

by Russia to start military occupation, this is discovered by Thomas Eriksen: Sidorova is not in the know. 

Information leaked to public which is dissatisfied with the Russians and Sidorova‘s denials. Non-

interventionist US wants Norway to dialogue with Russia. Jesper is not allowed to provoke Russia or 

conduct politics in the Embassy. Jesper forced ambassador‘s hands, gets him to agree to officiate talks with 

Russia, deportees flown back to Norway. Sidorova is kidnapped by resistance. Events escalate quickly as 

Russian military occupies Oslo airport. Jesper urges non-violent resistance against Russia to protect 

democratic values.  Resistance sends out Al Qaida like video; demands the occupation end or they will kill 

Sidorova. 

Jesper‘s speech is taken as validation for the actions of the resistance. Jesper explains he is not sympathetic 

to the actions taken, but he understands where they came from. People feel powerless and angry. Russian 

leadership will use the events as an excuse to start a war; a war that cannot be won by Norway, not without 

allies, pointing to the US ambassador. The ambassador is not happy; he poisons Jesper to get him out of the 

embassy. Some resistance members are young intellectuals with no real world experience or understanding. 

Russian secret police kills Norwegian in broad daylight. HM (now working for the Russians) and a female 

PST agent mange to find and rescue Sidorova. Back in office she tries to forestall war. However the 

resistance kills a Russian general. Russia takes this action as a declaration of war. 


