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1 INTRODUCTION

When a newspaper such as Geardianwrites about the United Kingdom, calling it
“a 304-year experiment which worked some but nobfathe time”, there is perhaps a
sense of foreboding that makes one question whettlyxis happening in the long-
standing Union. The United Kingdom has during igntaries-long history endured
everything from the rise and fall of the British gm@ to two World Wars, has gone
from including Ireland to including Northern Ireldnand has given three of its
countries - Scotland, Wales and Northern Irelantieir own devolved executives
while it is now facing an upcoming vote on Scottisiependence. In the chain of its

not by any means uneventful history, Britain seéortse facing yet again some turmoil.

In order to examine more closely what is currehéyppening in Britain and how this
turmoil is influencing the community, the presetidy aims to illustrate how it is
surfacing in an every-day setting. Politically, héave been significant changes in the
structure of the Union in recent years: the Coregargs are now the largest party at
Westminster after 13 year of Labour leadership,e&/&bted in favour of extending its
devolved Assembly’s powers in 2011, and the Sdothstional Party that openly
advocates Scottish independence formed the firgtrityragovernment in the Scottish
Parliament’s 16-year history, leading to the decisito hold an independence

referendum. And these are only the latest examples.

Thus, it would appear that the reasons for andémefits of the Union are in constant
state of re-evaluation in all parts of Britain. THaion does not, of course, exist as a
self-evident truth but is instead constantly cargted and maintained in different

ways in the middle of various political and peralichanges. And it is this process of
constructing and maintaining Britain that | am retged in. What makes the countries
of the Union stay together while simultaneously ssming their own, nationalistic

identities? And moreover, is the status quo gomngreserve much longer or are there

signs of major changes in the future?

The present study regards Britain as an imaginednuoanity, after the definition of
Benedict Anderson (2006: 6-7), and as such onehefcritical conditions for the
continuity of Britain is for the members of the cmmmnity to keep imagining
themselves as part of a group that belongs togeltier imagining functions as the

glue that keeps the group together. Because of thés present study is not only



interested in the political climate of Britain, batso in how the construction and
maintenance of Britain is conveyed to the peoplewHs the construction of Britain

and British identities present in the every-dagdivof British people?

To answer this question, the present study turnsetespapers. | believe that media
today plays an important role in shaping the waysvhich people view the world
around them. Furthermore, news are always prodiigedomeone for a specific
audience, and so they can be viewed as culturdupts influenced by many different
factors (Fairclough 1997: 136). By presenting wisahappening in the world in a
certain way, news can construct, maintain, reirdoend weaken ideas, power
relationships and cultural identities (Fairclou@®1: 10-11). And since newspapers in
Britain are, despite the impact television andltiternet have had on the way in which
people consume news, still widely read and viewedexious sources of news, they
make an interesting and meaningful object of resedExamining how they construct
Britain and different British identities also rel®avhat kind of constructions and

representations people who read them encountedailyabasis.

In this study, however, | plan to focus only on &rBritain. Great Britain is the largest
island of the United Kingdom and refers to EnglaSdotland and Wales. While
Northern Ireland is, of course, an important pathe United Kingdom, its history and
politics are also very much entangled with issukdrish nationalism and religious
aspects, and examining Northern Irish identity isomplicated web of Britain and
Ireland, unionism and nationalism, Protestantisigh @atholicism, peace and troubles.
Thus, because of its unique history, | do not féaithern Ireland can really be studied
in parallel with England, Scotland and Wales whercdmes to the question of
constructing Britain and British identities today,least not in a limited study such as

this one.

British culture, British identities and the Unioave all been quite extensively studied
in the past (see e.g. Bechhofer and McCrone 2088esly 2005 and Kumar 2003). |
cannot really claim to tread any new paths in $kisse. | do, nevertheless, believe that
something new can be brought into this field. Bmitéts identities and the fabric of the
Union is a vast topic, which means reaching thentpainere there is nothing left to
study still seems rather far away. In addition,elidve that examining Britain and

British identities from the point of view of newsedia can bring out interesting



aspects and factors on what Britain today is lé&ed due to the turmoil currently

happening in Britain, there is a wide variety olvdata to examine.

And finally, while there has been plenty of reséama British newspapers in the past,
studies that take into account newspapers frorthede countries - England, Scotland
and Wales - and specifically their construction8uofish identities are still not exactly

bountiful. For instance Bicket (2006), Higgins (20Gand Kiely et al. (2006) have

concentrated on the construction of Scotland’s tilerKumar (2001 and 2003) and

Curtice and Heath (2009) have examined Englishonatiidentity, and Rosie and

Petersoo (2009) along with Bond (2009) have rebeardoth Scottish and English
identities. Studies on the construction of Welsdntity particularly in newspapers are
few, and while for example Haesly (2005) has puligliswork on identifying types of

Scottish and Welsh identities, studies that woaldktinto account all three countries
are not easy to find. This is a gap that the ptestedy strives to fill.

I will begin the present study with a look at nascand nationalism in Chapter 2 by
introducing United Kingdom and how it has developguaring its long history,
followed by discussing the question of what is aameand how nations are maintained
with a focus on Anderson’s concept of an imaginethmunity and Michael Billig’s
view on banal nationalism. Chapter 3 concentratesdiscourse and its different
properties, on how discourse represents and catsttiie world around us, and the
different ways in which discourse influences anéhffuenced by politics and media.
Next, the present study turns to the concept aftitfe Chapter 4 will consist of a look
at what is identity, how it is constructed and waed hybrid identities, before ending
with a look at British identities and some previcstsidies on them. To turn the
attention to the context of the present study, hager 5 | will elaborate on the
research questions in more detail, as well as ptebe data and the analysis method
used. Chapter 6 reports on the findings, beforeloding the present study in Chapter

7 with a final look at the results and a discussinrpotential further research.
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2 NATIONS AND NATIONALISMS

Nations and nationalism are concepts which are displiently and often without
much thought on what they actually mean. A natian be defined very differently
depending on who is asked, and nationalism isyeasén in the outside world but
difficult to detect when it exists closer to honhe.this chapter, | will first focus on
England, Scotland and Wales by taking a brief labkhe history which brought these
countries together and how the Union between ther® farmed. Furthermore, | will
look at the situation today and at how the Unioerafes now, over 300 years after it
was formed. Then the focus will be turned towatds ¢oncept a nation, the different
ways in which it can be defined and how the pressnty utilises Benedict
Anderson’s view of nations as “imagined communitias a way of examining the
idea of nations. It is considered to be a partitylencisive foundation for the study
conducted, since the idea of an imagined commusitgne that can certainly be
applied in the case of the United Kingdom. And HfynaMichael Billig’'s concept of
“banal nationalism” is presented in order to shedranlight on how nations are

sustained once they have come to existence.

2.1 The United Kingdom — England, Scotland and Wake

The United Kingdom was actually formed through sel@nions, instead of merely
one. The Acts of Union in 1536 and 1543 assimildtéades into England under Henry
VIl (Black 1996: 100). This was followed in 170% lthe Act of Union between
England and Scotland (Black 1996: 147). And finally the beginning of the 19
century the United Kingdom of Great Britain anddred was created, until in 1921 the
Irish Free State became independent with Domintatus, while Northern Ireland
remained a part of the Union (Kearney 2006: 207,)28he United Kingdom today
thus consists of four countries: England, Scotlaldles and Northern Ireland, but as
mentioned, the present study focuses on Englandila®d and Wales. It is clear
already from this how different the situations @bfand and Wales were historically.
Wales was assimilated into England, and it was daready more than a hundred

years before Scotland formed its Union with Englafatts which had significant



11

effects for the development of devolution at thel ef the 28' century and Wales’

relationship with the Union.

The Union between Scotland and England was forrfeda large part, because of
England’s concerns about the consequences an ambarsoScotland would have for
England, which had basically dominated the Britistes from the end of the 17

century (Black 1996: 147). The Union was faced withement opposition in Scotland,
but due to Scotland’s financial difficulties the tAgtill passed. Black (1996: 147) has
also argued that corruption played a significarle rin achieving that passage.
Furthermore, Kearney (2006: 209) notes that attime there was a significant
division in Scotland between Presbyterianism angdgpalianism. It was the English
government that offered support for the Presbytstiavhich in turn led to their

commitment for the Act of Union of 1707 (ibid.). 0% there were many reasons for
why Scotland formed the Union with England, rangfngm financial and political

aspects to even religious.

The Union with England brought Scotland a numbebeiefits, while Scotland still

retained its own national Church, as well as it @istinctive legal and educational
systems, which meant also a sense of its own Sepaational identity was easier to
preserve (Black 1996: 147-148). However, there wads® aspects of that cultural
identity that suffered. The Gaelic and Scots laggsadeclined, as particularly the elite
saw the English norms and customs as desirableKBI896: 148). So when it comes
to the language, the Scottish population actualbwexd closer to the English than the
Welsh. After the French Revolution towards the efithe 18 century, the elites in

both England and Scotland stood together agaimstaticalism awakening in their

own territory, though Black (1996: 169) notes thath a radical sentiment that could
have led to a revolution in Scotland was ratheitéoh Scotland as a society was very

agrarian at the time, which meant that it was atgbrun by the aristocratic class.

The 19" century was very much a time of nationalism indper, but a similar trend
did not emerge in Scotland where Britain had becamsignificant part of the
identification process and the famine of the 18d@ve many to emigrate (Black 1996:
230, 232). Instead, the century became a time veh&cottish identity that did not
centre on political demands for independence katead on aspects such as literature
and kilts was forged (ibid.). It was not until towta the end of the 30century that
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fresh and concrete debate about Scottish indepeadenfaced again, though this did
not mean those sentiments disappeared in the meanistead, whatever discontent
existed in Scotland was directed into a vote far ltlabour Party instead of into any
realistic power shifts (Kearney 2006: 295). But theottish National Party (SNP),
which was founded 1934, began to steadily incratssevote in the Scottish local
elections towards the end of the 1980s. The Coasigev Thatcher government that
was in power at Westminster all through the 198@wvgx to be wildly unpopular in
Scotland, fuelling the constitutional debate (Bld&96: 319). By 1999, the SNP had
risen to be the second largest party in Scotland.

At the same time, due to its assimilation into Engl, Wales had never retained such
distinct institutions or centralized systems ofaten as Scotland had, which meant that
the Welsh national identity was experiencing veiffecent struggles as that of the
Scottish (Black 1996: 171). As Mitchell (2009: 8)tp it, “Wales was more fully
absorbed into the English core than Scotland e wUntil the middle of the 18
century, Wales was a conservative, royalist, Amglicerritory, where the elite was
turning more and more towards the English cult@agk 1996: 170). The use of the
Welsh language was declining among the elite, ahdewstill over 80% of the
population spoke Welsh and the traditional Welshuce still preserved, the existing
Welsh identity had “no political expression”: a \&felnationalist movement simply did
not exist at the time, nor was Wales in any waytigally important to England due to
its small electorate (Black 1996: 171-172).

In the beginning of the fBcentury a reformation swept over Wales and extsimrd
what was left of the Welsh traditional plays, faged feasts, replacing them with
traditions and conventions of the church, whictated a steep division between two
groups: the Welsh elite that spoke English, andotleéessional and working class that
spoke Welsh (Black 1996: 173). A division betweba tural North and the bigger
towns of the South was also easy to distinguishh@sndustrial revolution meant the
importance of agriculture to the society lessenad mew industrial centres emerged:
for instance Cardiff became a practical melting @stimmigrants from both Ireland
and England arrived due to the industry’s demamdrfore labour force (Black 1996:
225, 226). This also made English increasinglylémguage of commerce, putting the
Welsh language in an even weaker position (Bla®d61228).
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Welsh nationalist sentiment began to emerge atetmeé of the 19 century with
movements such as Cymru Fydd (“Young Wales”), tthotigse still disappeared from
existence fairly quickly (Black 1996: 228-229). k925 Plaid Cymru, the Welsh
Nationalist Party, was founded. It campaigned #&f-government, but did not make a
significant impression on Welsh politics until tawa the end of the century. (Black
1996: 291) There were many reasons for this: @ifsll, as Wales had lacked distinct,
separate institutions of its own, the base on whichuild any form of self-governance
was much slower to develop than that in Scotlaedo8d of all, the economy in Wales
depended heavily on financial support from Englagshecially during the inter-war
years, which was not a time when demands for seleémance were favourably heard.
And third of all, what support Plaid Cymru receivedme strongly from the rural
regions of Wales, highlighting the division betwdbe more rural North and the more
industrial South, as well as between the Welsh tardEnglish speaking populations.
(Black 1996: 291, 324)

The way in which Wales was divided formed a siguaifit obstacle for Plaid Cymru,
since it made forming a nation-wide, unified nasitist movement extremely difficult
(Kearney 2006: 295). The division is not an easg tmovercome, and it should also
not be overly simplified: for instance the languatjeision between the two groups
does not in any way mean that one side of thasidiniwould not be Welsh. As Black
(1996: 293) points out, “the declining use of taeduage is not the same as a loss of
identity”. The English speaking Welsh are still artpof the Welsh culture (ibid.).
Nevertheless, even after the World Wars nationalisr8cotland was stronger than in
Wales, and Kearney (2006: 317) argues that it wafact due to the Westminster
government and the pressure they exercised on Weaé¢sany measure of devolution
was ever approved in Wales.

Bicket (2006: 147) has called devolution in the tddiKingdom a “surprisingly radical
experiment”, an experiment in which a governmeritivgly gave up a portion of its
power to countries within itself, which seems lkeare occurrence from a government
so determined to protect its powers from the Ewapégnion. Mitchell (2009: 220), on
the other hand, argues that devolution should #Hgtuet be seen as a dramatic
replacement of an old system but as somethingothititon the existing constitution. He
sees devolution built on the legacy of the Welsd &cottish offices that were the

respective departments in the Westminster goverhnesponsible for each region. This
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meant there were already measures in place whraheftha model on which to demand
further territory based changes. (Mitchell 2008; 44).

However one chooses to look at devolution, the fantains that in 1997 both Wales
and Scotland voted in favour of it in a referendiading to the establishment of the
National Assembly for Wales and the Scottish Paméiat in 1998. This development
meant that while the Westminster government sgkerved certain policy legislations to
itself, the devolved institutions were now ablddgislate on some policy areas without
input from Westminster. The previous referendum telsl in 1979 when only 20.3%

voted in favour of it in Wales, and while 51.6% etin favour of it in Scotland, due to

the low voting turnout it was not enough for the#l0f the total electorate that was
required (Mitchell 2009: 155, 126). In contrast1®97 a small minority of 50.3% voted
in favour of devolution in Wales, while the supportScotland was an overwhelming
74.3% (Mitchell 2009: 155, 132). It should be ngotedwever, that while the support in
Wales was not as enthusiastic as in Scotland, sttieg compared with that in 1979
was greater in Wales and the constitutional leap ataleast as significant” (Mitchell

2009: 166).

England, of course, presents yet again a very rdiftepicture. While examining the
history of Britain and devolution, it is easy toncentrate on Scotland, Wales and
Northern Ireland, and ignore England since it cansbch a common confusion even
among the English: what is the difference betwergldhd and Britain? The English
have always been the dominant ones, the ones wigueced and built an empire. On
another hand, English independence has never énihdfwspapers. But devolution has

brought up a number of questions that influencendkie English.

There are over 53 million people living in Englaid fact, of the people of the United
Kingdom, 85% live in England (Bechhofer and McCrdi@9a: 10). This is a very
significant portion, and means that while talkingoat the future of the United
Kingdom, a lot of the attention is often focusedotier parts of the Union and England
gets easily and quite undeservedly ignored. Engiationalism is in many ways an
enigma. It is something that undoubtedly exists,casfirmed for example by the
frequent use of the English flag, the St. Geor@ess, at sporting events instead of the
Union Jack. At the same time, however, is not afdyeeecognized as Scottish or Welsh

nationalism. Aughey (2010: 512), trying to addrélsis complicated existence, has
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called English nationalism a mood, instead of a emeent. English nationalism seems
to be a perfect example of banal and mundane,iashdtionalism that at least thus far
has been quite covert and taken very much for gdaret character of nationalism that
Mitchell (2009: 93) sees as a strength, not a weskn

Devolution impacted the national identities of $&otl and Wales at least in so far as
the setting up of the Welsh Assembly and Scottigtiidment confirmed not only the
distinct nature of these regions but also the rafithese regions to be recognized and
to have at least some measure of self-governmenthi$ sense England presents a
problem: it is a significant region of the Unionytldoes not have its own Assembly or
Parliament. Aughey (2010: 509) states that the nitgjof the English have never been
very willing to take territorial politics seriouslythat for them the Westminster
Parliament easily absorbed also the need for atigénBarliament. Furthermore, this
association, or confusion of English and Britislspahelped to support the stability of
the Union and has been one of the cornerstonds ocbntinued existence. The lack of a
distinction between British and English also bldrréhe lines of territorial and

nationalistic politics. (ibid.)

But moreover, Mitchell (2009: 92) argues that detioh has brought up a number of
administrative issues and questions for the Englistthe form of accommodating the
needs of the devolved institutions and the pragn@iestions of running the Union. In
other words, “devolution may have resolved mattéregitimacy elsewhere in the UK
but this has occurred only by shifting the problelsewhere” (Mitchell 2009: 218). One
aspect of this problem is often talked about asMest Lothian question or the English
Question, referring to the way in which Westminskéembers of Parliament from
outside of England are still able to vote on issaescerning only England, while
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland are able te va their own matters in their own
respective devolved institutions without any infnatm the English MPs. And so, the
impact of devolution might in fact have been féle tmost in England, instead of in
Scotland, Wales or Northern Ireland (Aughey 20108)5

While the English aspect may have been left oudarshe of the constitutional debates
leading up to devolution, the situation is differew. Devolution addressed issues in
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, but left Bndl in a different kind of a

predicament (Aughey 2010: 510). It is not surpgsinen that many also see the setting
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up of an English Parliament as an answer to thbl@no. A Campaign for an English
Parliament (CEP) was founded in 1998 in connectitin devolution, and it has
managed to raise awareness of the issue but soefi@ has been no concrete action on
the matter. In addition, the question of the EmgFarliament might soon be influenced
by a larger shift in the Union, as the matter abt8sh independence has been raised to
the headlines. As McCrone (2001: 106) states, “Bmynrespects, what happens in
Scotland is the key”. The Union seems to be inaesbf flux, and many of its

relationships are changing and being renegotiated.

2.2 Defining a nation

If we look back in history, towards the end of 8 century, Ernest Renan described a
nation as “a daily referendum” (1882, as cited obsbawm 1994: 15). Walter Bagehot,
on the other hand, commented that we know whabmstare when we are not asked,
but we cannot explain or define them very quicklg&7, as cited in Hobsbawm 1994:
9). A few decades later, Josef Stalin defined @anaas “a historically constituted,
stable community of people, formed on the basisa afommon language, territory,
economic life and psychological make up manifegtesl common culture” (Stalin 1950:
22-23). It is difficult to discuss nations and patlism, let alone conduct a study where
these ideas play a significant role, without ficdrifying what these ideas actually
mean. It is, however, also difficult to define thesoncepts in an adequate and

satisfactory manner, as can be seen already frege ttiefinitions.

Ernest Gellner (1983: 7), who was one of the céstrholars of nationalism, explains
the idea of a nation with two quite simplified aefions: firstly, he states that “two men
are of the same nation if and only if they sham ¢hme culture”. In this context he
defines culture to mean a comprehensive systerdeafs| signs, ways of behaving and
communicating. Secondly, “two men are of the sam#ion if and only if they

recognize each as belonging to the same nations. dltwiously places a great amount
of importance on the act recognition. The defimsicare called simplified, since as
Gellner himself mentions, neither of them is quitkequate. Defining culture is just as

difficult as defining a nation, which makes thesfidefinition extremely difficult to
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apply. But both of the definitions bring focus togortant aspects of a nation: will and
culture. In other words, will to belong and culteoedentify with. (Gellner 1983: 53)

Many agree that nationalism has its origins inléte 18" century Europe (Delanty and
Kumar 2006: 2-5). In fact, Hobsbawm (1994: 11) ésa¢he current meaning of the
word nation to the same century. There are a variety of differeasons provided for
the birth of nations by numerous historians andas@cientists. For example, Gellner
(1983) sees industrialization as the driving fotmehind the rise of nation-states:
industrialization demanded specific, standardiZelssvhich led to centrally controlled
systems of education in order to meet that need feant that centrally organized
states were at an economic advantage in providitig éducation. Nairn (1977)
contributes the rise to the way in which capitalispread unevenly through different
societies. Nation-states were a means to get & plad a share in the modernity that
came with capitalism. Also Hroch (1985) sees céipitain the central role of nation-
states: according to him, capitalist economies eédbe centralized direction provided
by nation-states. Kennedy (1982), on the other hhamghlights the military advantage
of nation-states. (All cited in Billig 1995: 22)

According to Hobsbawm (1994: 13-14), when definiragions, it is impossible to find

any objective criteria to why some nations comééaand are called nations: the usual
criteria - language, ethnicity, common history adtere, and so on - are all too

ambiguous and fickle, and furthermore, there avweagd exceptions to each criterion.
Instead, his starting point is the idea that if thembers of any large enough group of
people consider themselves as members of a ndtiergroup will be treated as such
(Hobsbawm 1994: 17). But of course, in practiseonatare not born that simply. The

aforementioned criteria that Hobsbawm consideredatabiguous do in fact have a role
in the development of nations. A million peoplejrig in different parts of the world

that have never met each other, do not speak the tanguage and have nothing in
common, cannot just declare themselves a natioregpelct other nations to accept this.
Hobsbawm (1994: 18) recognizes this, of course,aagdes in the footsteps of Gellner
(1983: 55) that nationalism comes before a natiations do not create nationalism and
states: in truth it is the other way around. Thisurn means that, as Gellner (1983: 55)

concludes, nations cannot be defined outside thtegbof the age of nationalism.
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When it comes to the question of nationalism, @el(1983: 1) defines nationalism as a
political principle “which holds that the politicedind the national unit should be
congruent”. This leads to the sentiment behindomatism: it is “the feeling of anger
aroused by the violation of the principle, or tleeling of satisfaction aroused by its
fulfilment” (ibid.). The sentiment is then capaliEsetting a nationalistic movement in
motion. He also points out that the core beliehafionalism dictates that the national
state is taken as natural, as the political urt tb right and deserves to exist (Gellner
1993, as cited in Billig 1995: 19). Therefore théseno reason to question it or its
existence. It is in the benefit of nationalism tobrace those ways of thinking that
make not only nationalism itself but also natioatst seem and feel as natural to us as
possible (Billig 1995: 20).

But if nationalism creates nations and states, twbat is a state? Gellner begins
answering the question with Max Weber’s definitisrhich marks a state as the entity
that holds the monopoly on violence. That monopdigwever, must occur via
legitimate authorities. (Weber 1976, as cited inlif@e 1983: 3) While Weber's
definition is widely used, Gellner (1983: 3-4) dasst believe it is always accurate:
instead he notes that states are still consideegelss even if they either do not want to
or cannot impose their legitimate violence. And Gellner (1983: 4) gives another
definition for a state: “that institution or set oistitutions specifically concerned with
the enforcement of order”. At a basic level, nagitsm presumes that the state and the

nation are depended on each other: incomplete utithach other (Gellner 1983: 6).

While nationalism as a force was thought by mangxperience a significant decline,
the recent decades have clearly shown that is itidfimot the case (Delanty and
Kumar 2006: 2-5). The questions and effects ofomafism are thus as important and
meaningful as ever. However, nationalism today aso be very different from the
period that Gellner and Hobsbawm are referringTtday, there are forces such as
globalization influencing nationalism, and the mieven nature of nationhood and
statehood is getting weaker (Delanty and Kumar 2Q&&). Previously the view might
have been that the goal of nations was to becoatess{Hegel, as cited in Gellner
1983: 48). But nationalism today can take variofe@nt shapes, as can be seen for
example in the case of Islamic nationalism, andh&mmore, nationalism does not
necessarily exist as a specific force anymore actually more integrated in culture

(Delanty and Kumar 2006: 2-5). This makes examimagonalism a challenging task.
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The United Kingdom, by its nature, adds anotheeeispf difficulty to the task. While
the nationalism of individual countries within thimion might be easier to detect, the
way in which the Union simultaneously connects toeintries to each other and
maintains a sense of a British nation makes theatiin puzzling. In addition, the
existence of the Union means yet another levelafindions. Is the Union simply a
Union, is Britain simply a nation, or are they sdiniieg else completely? For example
McCrone (2001: 97-98) calls Britain “a state-natimasquerading as a nation-state”,
explaining that in his view Britain was a statedsefa nation, its sense of nation-ness
only forming afterwards. Mitchell (2009: 225) orstpart looks at the way in which
the United Kingdom is often seen as a union statkaagues that the definition is not
accurate as the idea of the UK as a union staterégrthe way in which the Kingdom
was formed through several unions, instead ofqust Instead, the UK should be seen
as a state of unions (Mitchell 2009: 6).

The present study is especially interested in hations not only come to be but are
then maintained, referring to the way in which theited Kingdom has existed for
over 300 years while the countries within it haimaudtaneously managed to maintain
at least some form of their own nation-ness andnait identities. In addition, since
the concept of national identity assumes such goitant role in the study conducted,
a lot of focus is paid on nations as communitied what it means to belong to one,
especially in the case of the United Kingdom. Kagpihis in mind, the following
section moves on from the presented definitionsations and states, and concentrates

on nations as imagined communities.

2.3 Imagined Communities

Benedict Anderson defines (2006: 6) the nationaasifnagined political community —
and imagined as both inherently limited and sogerei He calls the concepts of
nationality, nation-ness and nationalism culturéfacts, and as such they are created
to be of a particular kind. It is the cultural sysis that existed before them and
functioned as the forces from which and againstcivmationalism was created that
make it possible to understand nationalism. Tlesdtral systems were, for a large

part, religious communities and the dynastic reglwmderson 2006: 4, 12) It is crucial
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to note that nations nevertheless did not simpbedrom the footsteps of these cultural
systems but required a more comprehensive changelén to be born (Anderson 2006:
22). In order to examine this change more closelg, necessary to start from the very

definition of imagined communities.

Anderson (2006: 6-7) calls the communities imagifettause there is simply no
possible way for every member of the community tetface-to-face and know each
other. Instead, they imagine themselves as a [paheogroup, due to shared interests
and the mental image of shared affinity. It is thigred affinity that in turn marks
nations as communities. There is a deep comradésigxists horizontally throughout
the members. According to Anderson (ibid.), on¢hef persistent, mystifying questions
of nationalism has been the way it can motivatdiong of people to sacrifice their
lives for this imagined, limited community. And i limited, since one of the
noteworthy characteristics of the nation is cetyaihe borders that mark its perimeters
and separate it from other nations. Anderson arsstids question of willingness to die
for the nation with the sense of community andchitaent that the members share. The
community inspires love, enough so for even saifiiee. (Anderson 2006: 7, 141)
And finally, the community is imagined sovereigrechuse as one of the cultural
systems preceding them was the dynastic realnpnsatvere born at a time when the

dream was to be free (Anderson 2006: 7).

If the age nationalism did not just grow out of wheer had preceded it, then what
commenced the change that made nationalism po®sibte begin with, the three
certainties that had been the basis of the culititbe time started declining (Anderson
2006: 36). First of these certainties was the ttieh a particular language was such an
internal part of the ontological truth that onlystiparticular language could offer access
to the truth for the few privileged who understoadd could write the language.
Secondly, there was a belief that it was an inhtgpart of societies to be built around a
high centre — and beneath it. At the time thesé kigntres were, of course, monarchs
who had a sort of divine entitlement to rule othéusd thirdly, there was a conception
of temporality, which for example made it natual people to think that “the origins of
the world and the man [were] essentially identicakll these certainties working
together offered people meaning for the way thingge. But as these certainties started
their decline, first in the Western Europe, new nilegs and explanations for the way in
which the world worked were needed. (Anderson 2G8637)
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According to Anderson (2006: 42), what made them& meanings and explanations
possible, was print-capitalism. Print-capitalismAinderson’s work is the result of the
interaction between “a system of production anddpetive relations (capitalism), a
technology of communications (print), and the fagabf human linguistic diversity”
(ibid.). It was this interaction that made it pddsito imagine the new communities that
we consider nations. Print-capitalism gave peopleaw to think about themselves and
their relations to others in a different way (Anstar 2006: 36). The basic idea behind
the theory of print-capitalism as the basis of imag communities is the way
capitalistic movements of the era got printers tartsprinting their books and
newspapers in the vernacular languages that peaplally spoke, instead of ancient
Latin and other script-languages. But the printtig not happen in every spoken
vernacular, instead through the process of findinfprm of language that as many
people as possible understood and thus was the pnafitable, particular languages
were chosen as the print-languages that were &sethe expansion of printing, print-
capitalism provided the people with a means ofgiresenting” the community they

imagined themselves to belong to. (Anderson 208642)

Furthermore, Anderson (2006: 44-45) attributes thenergence of national
consciousness to print-capitalism and print-langsadhey did this in three distinctive
ways: firstly, they were able to find a place betwd atin — that was used mainly by
those highest in the society — and the numerousacefars spoken by everyone else.
Between these very different language communitiesprint-languages created a way
for people to communicate and trade. This made |pespare of the perhaps millions
of others that belonged in their language commuriityey could be, for example,
reading the newspaper with the realization thatethgere other people reading the
exact same words somewhere else. On another Haadpimade people aware that in
fact only those that could read the same wordsa#igtibelonged, and there were
millions of others who did not. Secondly, print-tafism helped to create an image of
antiquity by giving language a new sense of stgbdind permanence which had
previously been a character of the religious comtiasand the dynastic realm. And
thirdly, print-capitalism created new power langesgreplacing the old administrative
ones and thus making it possible for the imaginechraunities to replace the older
hierarchies. (ibid.) In other words, European mai@nd their national consciousness

essentially formed around particular print-langusage
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There was a clear divide between the languageshyséte ruling classes and by those
under rule in Europe. Consequently, the questiamowf a particular language ended up
being the dominant language of each community igngeresting one to examine. As
was noted while discussing the different viewpoiated definitions of nation and
nationalism, language has usually been largelyidensd as one of the decisive factors
in the birth of a nation. Anderson (2006: 77-78wkwer disregards the notion of the
dominant language following power relations: thegass of nationalism is widely seen
to have started in Europe, and there power andptim-languages occupied largely
different spheres. In general, the choice of thmidant language in European countries
- which happened for example in England during 188 and 14" centuries and in
France from the 1% century onwards - was unselfconscious and moreitate
practicality and convenience than about power (Aswie 2006: 42). It was a gradual
process that was very different from the officiahguage policies of the #&entury
and systematic imposing of a certain language otheéomasses (ibid.). Power shifts
followed the emergence of print-languages: those alleady spoke the print-language
benefited, and as certain dialects of a languages wlser to the emerging print-
language than others, those dialects ended up dtimgnthe final form regardless of
whether the speakers of them held a lot or litdes@r (Anderson 2006: 78, 45).

Then again, the way languages are nowadays viesadoavate property does have its
roots in the age of nationalistic awakening. Andar§2006: 84) points out that there

was a lexicographic revolution happening in Eurapehe time: a belief that specific

groups were entitled to their own language and tiiiege groups in turn had a right to
their own, autonomous place. In addition, one efc¢haracteristic properties of nations
was the way they could be copied (Anderson 2006. Biiey became something to

aspire to. By the beginning of the "L @entury there was a model of what an
independent nation should be like, and this modehshecame pirated by many. But
the fact that the model was known also meant tiexetwere standards to what a nation
was truly like. For example, the national state me# of the people in that nation, not

only the selected. (Anderson 2006: 81-82)

Anderson traces the birth of nations from th&' t8ntury onwards, and as previously
mentioned, nationalism has not experienced anyessgn but is instead as strong as
ever. Anderson (2006: 157) agrees, stating thalewtationalism has had to go through

a variety of changes and adaptation in order twiweirall the different political,
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economic and social developments, the imagined aamiynhas since its origin spread

to practically every society that exists. After torld Wars, the progress of nation-
states accomplished its full momentum, as Andersararks: “since the Second World
War every successful revolution has defined itselhational terms” (Anderson 2006:

113, 2). The wars certainly demonstrated the fgslimvoked by a nation, in the

numbers of people that sacrificed themselves ferpteservation of it. And while the

idea of a nation and the national consciousnes® ideeply a part of practically all

contemporary languages, the nation can now be medgeven without the sense of
community that comes from a shared language, jusbbawareness of what has been
possible in the past (Anderson 2006: 135).

When it comes to the United Kingdom, Anderson’sgimad community gives a good
foundation to base the present study on. Due todhere of how the Union was formed,
it is difficult to view Britain in the context ofations. The countries within it were all
brought into the Union for different reasons undifierent circumstances. But still the
Union remains, despite the struggles it has gormugh. It would seem that the United
Kingdom is a good example of how the act of imaggnfunctions as glue that brings
the community together: the four countries imadimemselves belonging together, at

least for as long as they wish to belong together.

Likewise, language presents yet another interestapgct. While the birth of the Union
was different from the nations pictured by Andetsone could argue that English
played a role in keeping the Union together, sirildo Anderson’s idea of print-

languages. It quickly became the language of coroengr all of the countries within

the Union, the language of industrialization, ahdst gave the people of the Union a
common ground to build on. Similarly, it seems tiatse that spoke English, instead of
Welsh or Scots or Gaelic languages, benefited fitwenr skills. Before English became
more common, it was the language of the elitesaith Wales and Scotland. English

was the language of the power.

This can be seen also in the way in which Andef2®06: 90) addresses the question
of why a Scottish nationalist movement did not fomthe late 18 or early 18 century
when nationalism was in the rise in Western Eurdpehis view, there were three
reasons for this: firstly, there was nothing togkélge Scottish from London, the centre

of the Kingdom, which meant that Scottish businessrand politicians were free to
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carry on their business without any obstacles. Baigp already as early as in the™7

century, a lot of the Scottish population spoke IBhgand thus was in the community
of “print-English”. And thirdly, at the time, theriglish language was not yet “English”,
in the sense of belonging to the England. It waspli the language that was used,

without too much thought for its nationalistic ingaitions. (ibid.)

On the other hand, the sense of national identily @ommunity preserved in both
Wales and Scotland even after the English langt@gie over commerce and politics.
Thus it would seem reasonable to assume that thast have still existed a sense of
community that excluded England, and for exampl&\iales the process might have
been helped by the preservation of the Welsh laggusince for example in 2011 still
about one in four were able to speak Welsh dedpite drastically the number of

Welsh speakers declined during thé"X®ntury (Office for National Statistics, 2011
Census). The Scots and Gaelic languages faced e difficult faith in Scotland, since

in 2011 for example only 1.1% of the Scottish pagioh reportedly spoke Scottish
Gaelic (Scotland’s Census 2011). Thus, languagklamt have been the only factor in
the process. While the concept of the imagined comiy might offer us insight into

how the United Kingdom formed its nation-ness aitg the national identities of the
countries within it, there still remains an aspeichationalism to be examined. To end
this chapter, the focus is turned towards the questf how the nation might be

reproduced and sustained, in order to better utadeisthe national identities of the

United Kingdom today.

2.4 Reproducing the nation

What is especially important and interesting in tlo@text of the present study is the
question of how nations and national identities ao¢ only constructed but also
maintained. Michael Billig concentrates on theseggions in hiBanal Nationalism
which gives a comprehensive view on the many aspibeit play into the issue. He
argues that if the nation is a social constructibtien has to be constantly reproduced
in order for it to survive and the members of itféel a sense of belonging. Hroch
(1993) has previously defined three different stagenationalism: the first stage is

marked by the awakening interest in the nationakjdwhich is in this stage still
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mostly scholarly. The second stage includes theamsipn of the interest and the
attempt to awaken a national consciousness in ay mambers of the community as
possible. And finally, the third stage happens wtiare is a mass movement in order
to transform the idea into an actual nation-stBig. as Billig (1995: 44) asks, what
happens to nationalism after these three stagee® iDeimply disappear? In order for
the world of nations to survive, the imagining ohemunity in the process of its birth
is not enough. Imagining and remembering nationheatfucial also for the survival
of the nation. (Billig 1995: 17)

2.4.1 Banal Nationalism

As discussed above in connection with Anderson&aidf imagined communities,
nations are capable of producing a sense of attawchand value. There has always
been a belief among societies that some thingsvarth dying for. Wars are a very
concrete expression of this. But as Billig (199bstates, what is valued changes. For
a long time now, nationhood has possessed thi® pfaour world. It is notable that
even in the midst of the World Wars of the lasttaen the focus has been on
protecting the nations, as opposed to protectiegritiividuals. (Billig 1995: 3) But it

is easy to define and sustain nations in the middla crisis. The crucial thing to
remember is that nations exist even in betweer<ridBillig 1995: 6) Nations do not
disappear after a peace has been reached and esmgaigen time to fight the next war.
According to Renan (as cited in Billig 1995: 93)etnation depends on the members
accepting the idea of nationhood, and thus theomatBnnot be imposed, since a
rejection would topple the whole nation. In othesrds, nation has to be chosen. But
the way in which the members of the nation are nelil to choose its existence even
in-between different crises is so mundane and lysosérlooked that Billig (1995: 6)
calls the procedsanal nationalismand defines it as “ideological habits that endlée
nations of the West to be reproduced”. This prooéseproduction is daily and almost

unnoticeable in the way it has become ingrainedaadern societies. (ibid.)

To begin examining this idea of banal nationalismorenclosely, the first stage is to
focus on nationalism. Similarly to Gellner, Bill{d995: 19) also sees nationalism as

belonging to a specific socio-historical locati@ut what is distinctive of Billig is the
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way he sees both the obscurity and the obviousoEsgtionalism. It is easy to
recognize nationalism somewhere else, but wheonites to “us” and “here”, it can be
almost invisible (Billig 1995: 14-15). In generaktionalism is seen as something that
happens “there” and usually as a problem. It iselypconnected to right-wing policies
and groups that wish to create a new nation orepveswhat they see as the “true”
nation. The nationalism that happens “here” is djrgunnoticed, and this locates
nationalism on the periphery, as something marganal problematical. (Billig 1995:
5-6)

Traditionally, nationalism is theorized in the fraraf two different types (Billig 1995:
16-17). First of all, there is a tendency to defiationalism in a very restricted way, as
an extreme phenomenon that is an issue only wheatianalist movement emerges
and threatens the normal, used-to condition ofetpciThis theory is marked by a
sense of projecting: nationalism is seen as a tiondhat is driven by what seems like
irrational emotions, and this condition is mainhpjected on to “others”. “We” do not
possess this form of nationalism. Second of altjonalism can also be seen as
something natural, as something that is inhereiat s@nse of loyalty to nations. This
loyalty is viewed as a part of the human conditaord is thus nothing unusual or
abnormal. (ibid.) Both of these types ignore whati@drefers to as banal nationalism.
The way in which “we” maintain and reproduce “oudtion is such a normal part of
life that it is not really even connected to nasitism but is instead called “loyalty” or
“patriotism”. And this banal nationalism that holttsir’ nation together is not only a
form of non-nationalism; it is also not an issuattehould be examined more closely
or investigated. (Billig 1995: 17) According to Byl (1995: 55-57), it is extremely
easy to naturalize “our” nationalism out of existenWhile nationalism has a more
negative connotation, “our” patriotism is seen gmsitive force that provides stability
and a sense of identity and belonging. It can berdied and seen as something
beneficial, as opposed to the irrational, aggress@ationalism of “others”. It is to be
noted, however, that when it comes to nationalismgryone claims to be acting in
defence or simply doing what is necessary. Natismals always “theirs” in the sense

that those who claim it as “ours” are very rarbid(j)

It is this sense of “us” versus “the others” thaakes the nationalistic ideas of
boundaries, ownership and the possession of legfiéinmeans of violence feel so
natural (Billig 1995: 20). In addition, Billig (139 79) points out that “the foreigner”
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can be a very specific category. It is not just astyrer” but can be found concretely
on the other side of the quite novel idea of thelbdine drawn on the map. And in the
act of distinguishing “us” from “them”, a sort ofeseotyping happens. “We” are
usually seen as the standard, the normal. “Thaythe other hand, can be ascribed a
variety of stereotypic traits. There are certaandards for the behaviour of a nation,
but of course not every nation necessarily seesetB&andards similarly. This in turn
can fuel the divide constructed between “us” amefit”. (Billig 1995: 81, 92) But this
standardized view of nations is constructed of meme different assumptions and
beliefs that make nations and the way the worlarganized around them seem as the
natural state. It is the way the world should bedAom the very beginning of nations,
there has been an ambition to spread the visioth@$e more powerful. But in
actuality, these depictions that make nations aeddeology of nationalism seem so

innate are merely historical creations. (Billig $921, 36)

Billig (1995: 27) calls these historical creatiotisvented permanencies”. By this,
Billig refers to the sense of timelessness thatésent in these creations. The creations
are invented but feel as if they have always edistdey are banal in the sense that
they seem mundane and are taken for granted, vrhiciin makes explaining the type
of nationalism that relies on these permanencigisuli. (Billig 1995: 29) Languages
are an excellent example of this, as language bas bBnd still is often used as the
basis for the creation of a new nation. Languageslie used as a foundation, as if
they were an established fact, ancient and natMateover, there is an enormous
power in writing down a way of speaking. Nationalleovements can attempt to
construct a distinct language even from a meresdiah order to justify its goals, and
in fact the boundaries of different language comitieshhave tended to play a part in
the birth of nations, in one way or another. (Billi995: 32-43) As Billig (1995: 13)
states, “social scientists often assume that ihatiral that speakers of the same
language should seek their own political identitgut the significance of language in
the building of a nation raises an interesting tjaesconcerning nations that include
members from different language communities. Ddws language situation in that
case automatically make the nation weaker? (Bill@p5: 14) This is, of course,
significant question in the context of the curresttidy, as the United Kingdom
certainly includes people who speak something keésedes English as their mother-

tongue, whether that is the Welsh speaking pomur&ti Wales, those who still speak
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the Scots or Gaelic languages of Scotland, orrtimaigrants and the various mother-

tongues they have brought into the UK.

But in essence, the central battle of nationhood uestion of hegemony. Walter
Benjamin’s famous quote (as cited in Billig 1995t),7highlights the continuous
process of re-writing history: “history is alwaysettale of victors”. A nation’s history,
despite how it would perhaps liked to be presebtedationalists and many others, is
never a straightforward account of events and gedplere are competing viewpoints,
narratives and interpretations, depending on whacisounting the history. And so
there is always also a struggle for the right fwesent the whole nation, to possess the
national essence and speak for it. (Billig 1995; 2¥) But nationalism today is an
international ideology; it does not exist only besia certain nation’s borders. There
may be standards for how “we” and “our nation” dddoe or behave, but that is not
all. There are standards for how the whole intéonat community and thus the world
should behave and interact with each other. (Bil8§5: 9, 92) Billig (1995: 128) talks
about the conflict between the modern and the podémm era: if nation-states were a
product of the modern era, then what happens tm taed the whole nationalistic
ideology as new politics enter the picture withy éxample, the European Union?
Globalization can diminish the differences and sgagetween nations, and the era of
consumerism diminishes differences even insideonatas societies are no longer as
defined by the class-system but more by the difiegs in life-styles. In addition to the
primary national identity, members of nations aoenfing what Billig calls “sub-
national identities” and a variety of multiculturaleas are emerging throughout the
world of nations. (Billig 1995: 132-133, 148)

But of course, as can be seen all around us, atiod not going anywhere. On the
contrary, the trend of globalization seems to @&eabnflicts that can even fuel
nationalistic ideas and movements. Billig (1995:48) refers to this development as
“hot nationalism”. According to him, hot nationatisis specifically driven by strong
emotions and is often seen as irrational. It isclearest during extraordinary moments
when nationalist movements begin to rise, which leappen in situations such as in
the face of a presumed threat to the nation. Irh saccase it can function as a
psychological reassurance, provide a sense of igec@r it can be the annual
celebration of a national day, often done quitaslkaly. However, Billig (1995: 46)

also notes that hot nationalism is not enough stasu nationhood. The national day,
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after all, comes only once a year, and no natieesliin the middle of never-ending
crises. National identity is embedded into the irmjtevery-day-life that sustains the
nation for the rest of the year (ibid.). So the gjio;m of how nations survive in the
middle of endlessly changing conditions still rensaiand is perhaps even more
significant in the postmodern era than ever. Bdlignswer to the question is banal

nationalism, the opposite of hot nationalism.

2.4.2 Forgetting and remembering the nation

According to Billig (1995: 37-38) the root of banationalism lies in forgetting: the
ideology of nationalism includes numerous habitd beliefs that make the world we
live in seem natural. By this he means that thisinaéism encourages the members of
nations to forget the fact that the world of nasipmcluding theirs, is a historically
constructed entity. And so the members forget thkernce it has perhaps taken for the
nation to be born, and also how recently this pgecactually might have happened.
Moreover, Billig notes that on one hand, there molective memory that keeps the
national identity alive and that is crucial for thervival of the nation. It is perfectly
natural for people to have a national identity, fact, the opposite would be
unfathomable. People are also supposed to remethiseidentity, since the nation
cannot exist without its members, after all. Butamother hand, the national identity is
such a familiar part of every-day-life, the rousrend the environment around us, that
the act of remembering is rarely conscious. Orctir@rary, remembering the national
identity is so natural and automatic that the et is in effect forgotten. (ibid.) While
Anderson may see nations as imagined communitiigy 8995: 77) argues that “the
community and its place are not so much imaginad, their absence becomes
unimaginable”. In other words, the existence of ttadion is not depended on its
members consciously producing it, but is insteagedded on the members taking it
for granted and not questioning it, so much so thatalternative is in actuality not a
real alternative. It is possible for things to letbpresent and absent at once, but the
actual forgetting needs to be reproduced in ordepreserve the almost invisible
naturalness of nations (Billig 1995: 42). This wghrction is done in such a mundane,

every-day way that Billig calls it “banal”.



30

As the reproduction of the nation is not a consgiact, it can be described more as a
reminder of something. It is such a normal act {hedple forget they are actually
doing it, but it is still enough to make sure thembers of the nation do not forget
their national identity. Essentially, the nationHors constantly “flagged”, and this
flagging reminds the members of the normalnessi®fcurrent society. (Billig 1995:
7-8) A very concrete example of such flagging isyiously, the national flag. In the
past it might have had functions such as communga message by signalling to a
ship at sea during a war, but its contemporarytfands more symbolic. It signals the
nation, as the embodiment of the sacredness @fitér all, burning of the flag is a
legitimately punished act in various places arotivedworld. The United States can be
looked at as a clear example of the significanctéhefflag. It is a country where the
flag is everywhere, so much so that Billig call&lite cult of the flag”. (Billig 1995: 40)
There is, however, a difference between the wavet the unwaved flag. That is,
some flags are raised and celebrated very condgjomsereas some are merely there
and not paid any special attention to. (ibid.) Ewample, the routine flags hanging in
front of buildings in the United States signify yeatifferent things than the Irish or
Unionist flags hanging in Northern Ireland. Whileetnational flag has for so long
been a very conscious symbol of nationhood, ihésrhindless way it can often been
presented that banal nationalism boils down tas labsorbed into the culture and
every-day-life, so routine and numerous that ih@e a banal reminder of nationhood
than the very essence of it. (Billig 1995: 41, 38)

Besides the national flag, there are a numbertwrahings that can function as banal
nationalism. Money is one of the more clear exas)es different nations mark their
coins and banknotes with distinctive national emmg€Billig 1995: 41). Even with the

introduction of euro, nations still mark them asittown. And in the United Kingdom,

Scottish banknotes are different from those in &nd] and while they are a
recognized currency, they are sometimes refusedther parts of the UK due to

people’s unfamiliarity with them. One interestirgpact that Billig (1995: 120) takes a
closer look at is the sports section in newspapeiey are mainly aimed at men, and
have a way of reproducing discourse familiar fromrfare. Sports competitions and
debates can function as reminders of the conflietar and the way in which men are

supposed to be ready to sacrifice their lives lier uccess of the nation. Women, on
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the other hand, are supposed to love their natioe@ades, whether that is in sports or

in war, thus further glorifying the willingness $acrifice. (Billig 1995: 124-126)

Furthermore, the national identity is also flaggéstursively. There are various habits
of language that reproduce the world of nationsadaral and that present the nation as
the right one. It is these routine, constant, dethinders of language that people use
and hear every day that makes it so easy to ta&kedtion for granted. (Billig 1995: 93)
By using national labels such as “we”, “our natiarid so on, the particularity and
uniqueness of the nation is constructed (Billig 3:983). Every member knows who
these “we” are and who belong to “our nation” - gust as importantly, who do not
possess the uniqueness of “us”. According to Bi{lli§95: 94), “the crucial words of
banal nationalism are often the smallest: we, thiste”. They place people in
categories, situate the nation “here”, not anywledse. In addition, the definite article
“the” designates the nation in question withoutrdvaving to mention the name. The
article itself is enough to create a familiarity,eliminate any uncertainty about which
nation is in question. This process is called deikiis a form of pointing; a way of
connecting what is said or written to a particidantext (Brown and Levinson 1987,
as cited in Billig 1995: 106). For example, the o$&vords such as “we”, “us”, “here”
and “this” makes it possible for discourse to aeemwery definite place, the homeland.
Expressions like “this country” make it unnecesstryeven name the nation. It is
simply the homeland, and often this deixis is sbtlsuit goes mostly unnoticed by
both the speaker and the recipient. (Billig 19987)1This removes the need for
particular flagging: the nation is already so ingea in the routine presentation of the
world that just a small word or an article is enoug convey the meaning. (Billig
1995: 118)

This sort of discursive flagging is obviously vecpmmon in political discourse.
Political discourse is one feature where sportirgtaphors, and through them also
warfare related discourse, are very much at honmapigo 1990, as cited in Billig
1995: 123). The flagging that happens in politidesicourse is influential on its own,
considering how usual it is for political discoutsebe broadcasted to mass audiences.
However, the discursive nature of banal nationaltimes not exist only in political
discourse or in sports metaphors. What makes éffsative is the way it is ingrained

in the lives of ordinary people. In other wordgs tkind of banal nationalism is present
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also in the discourse of newspapers, TV and rautid,likewise in the discourse people
themselves use. (Billig 1995: 105, 94)

Nevertheless, while banal nationalism is usuallgdbn, almost invisible and often
unchallenged, precisely due to the fact that gasnmundane and commonplace in the
world of nations, this does not make it any less paa powerful ideology. Quite the
opposite actually, since it is so often ignoredcan also become that much more
powerful. As Hannah Arendt (as cited in Billig 1999 points out, banality is not the
same thing as harmlessness. The nations that astaotly being reproduced in this
way hold a lot of power, and the reproduction easuhey hold on to that power. The
significance of banal nationalism makes it crutdaéxamine its different aspects when
looking at nations in contemporary context, wherltaof weight is placed on the
survival and maintaining of nations. For that regsit is also a useful tool for the
present study, since the discursive characterigifcdanal nationalism can offer
perspectives to the construction of the idea otaBriand British identities in the
analysis conducted.

3 DISCOURSE

Discourse is a difficult and complicated conceptiédine, largely because of its broad
use in various different theoretical fields of stu#airclough 1992: 3). The different
meanings of discourse can be conflicting and opeifey, depending on who is
interpreting it. The present study takes a strdnguistic approach to defining and
analysing discourse, but it is done while linkingadurse with social change through
the ways in which changes in discourse can be tgeegilect changes in societies. | will
begin this chapter by defining discourse and whatdans in the context of this study,
after which | will look more closely at the differeproperties of discourse. The focus is
then turned to the representative and constructtere of discourse, and especially its
strong link with power. The chapter is concludethva closer look at media discourse,

as it is the primary focus in the analysis condiicte
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3.1 Discourse vs. discourses

The concept of discourse comes back to social nartstism and the linguistic turn.
Social constructivism highlights the question ofvhour reality is constructed and pays
attention also to the way different meanings coméd. With the so called linguistic
turn that took place in the early2@entury, the focus was turned towards language as
way of explaining this process of constructione{lRéinen and Mantynen 2009: 12) An
important force of the linguistic turn was Ludwigitfyenstein, who summarised the
impact of the linguistic turn well by remarking tithe boundaries of language are the
boundaries of the world (Schulte 1992: 63).

In a very broad sense, discourse as a concept sireésrs to language and its use. The
guestions asked when analysing discourse are xample, questions of what kind of

language is used, how particular types of languargeused and why, and if there are
differences between different groups of people hgirt language use. Furthermore,
discourse can also be understood in connection seitial interaction: language can be
used to “accomplish some action in the social wog&tollon and Scollon 2004: 2).

Language use can be seen to have three distirfctnations, and these functions are
clearly present also in discourse and its analgsis;an be seen further in this chapter.
The first function is textual, where language igrse&as a communication medium.

Second function is representative, where languageeén as describing the world. And
the final, third function is constructive, wherengmage creates social identities and

relationships. (Pietikdinen and Mantynen 2009: 15)

It is important to note, however, that as Micheu€ault (1972, in Fairclough 1992: 40)
states, language is not the same thing as discolurdmguistics, discourse refers to
samples of both, spoken and written language (leaigh 1992: 3). But instead of
concentrating merely on the language itself, wanld sentences, the field of discourse
analysis emphasizes the fact that language uséwvesys a social action. Discourse
analysis thus pays special attention to the intenadetween those producing and those
interpreting the language, the situation in which tanguage is used, and the way in
which the meaning of language is always separébeiged in each, particular situation
instead of language having just one, permanent mggietikdinen and Mantynen

2009: 12, Fairclough 1992: 3). So whereas langeagerefer to any piece of words or
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sentences we encounter, discourse forms a widronietthat considers not only the

language, but also various different factors amgerties surrounding the language.

Continuing with the ways in which meaning is corsgyand constructed, a very
important property of discourse to discuss is cant®an Dijk (2008: 90) defines
context as “the mentally represented structurdna$e properties of the social situation
that are relevant for the production or comprel@msif discourse”. In other words,
these properties include types such as settingticipants, the actions of said
participants and their mental representations.méfining of words is constructed in
their use, then it would appear that the situati@nlanguage is used in matters a great
deal. Discourse is, in fact, analysed and resedreasea part of action, reality and

society.

Different situations call for different types ofsdburse. Discourse analysis uses terms
situational context and socio-cultural context escribe the external factors that can
influence discourse. When looking at situationaiteat, every word is seen as a part of
wider language use. While words can have multipgammngs, even that is a limited
amount. There are still norms and practices that language use follows, and
situational context restricts the language thatsed in that particular situation. This
way it can also direct the way the language usaueaspreted. In a particular situational
context a word may have only one meaning that ma&ese, and thus there is only one
way it will be interpreted. Socio-cultural contekipwever, refers to the wider social,
cultural and societal environment the languageitisated in. Language use is also a
societal action: discourse exists in a certain tand place, within certain norms and
structures. For example, we speak differently aldermocracy and freedom in the
western world than people perhaps do in parts o&.ASontext can, and usually is,
multi-layered: situational context and socio-cudfurontext work on top of each other.
(Pietikdinen and Mantynen 2009: 18-36) Fairclou@B9(: 71) also points out that
while context influences and shapes discourséianidng run it can also work the other
way around. People using discourse in new and mine ways can shape the context

particular types of discourse are used in.

Discourse is seen by Fairclough (1992: 3) in aeildenensional framework. These
dimensions are text, discursive practice, and spcatice. As has already been stated,

discourse in linguistics refers to samples of spaded written language. In this context,
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textis then used as one part of discourse: the prodins means that also a piece of
spoken language can be regarded as a text, art objanalysis. (ibid.) When we talk
about a text in this way, we talk abaliscourse This particular text, when looked at
from the point of view of language use as a soagdion, forms a unit where various
choices made in its production determine its getoree, word choices, and so on. It is
produced with a certain purpose for a certain angdigo interpret. In contrast, we can
also talk aboutliscoursesThese are types of discourse used in specifi@lssituations
by specific social groups. The different ways atipatar group uses language can be
boiled down to a recognizable set of norms and tpex that form a distinctive
discourse that is unique to this particular groog aituation. These types of discourses
are, for example, a media discourse or an acadalisicourse. (Pietikdinen and
Mantynen 2009: 27, Fairclough 1992: 3)

If text is the product of discourse, a sample attem or spoken language, the second
dimension of discourse, discursive practisformed from the ways in which discourse
is produced, distributed and consumed. Social g&cbn the other hand, refers to the
ideological and hegemonic attributes of discourfkese mean the certain ways
discourse links to power and can be used to premestconstruct things from very
selective points of view. (Fairclough 1992: 73) Tideological and hegemonic
attributes of discourse will be discussed in maptd later in this chapter when the link
between discourse and power is looked at in mot&ldeAt this point it is important to
note discursive practice, since it works complermsntlong with context in shaping
discourse. The distinctive ways a particular textproduced and distributed form
networks. These networks are called the orders istodrse. They highlight the
relationship and interaction between the diffestages and parts of discourse practices.
These networks, the orders of discourse, are forfmma two sections: genre and
discourse. Discourse here means the specific l@gwsed to describe the social
convention or situation in questions. Genre, ondther hand, refers to a way of using
language to construct the social convention orasitn. This convention or situation

could be, for example, an interview or a revievai(€lough 1997: 77-78)

A final property of discourse that needs be disedsdiere is intertextuality.
Intertextuality is a term coined by Kristeva in tla¢e 1960s, but it was Bakhtin who
originally developed an intertextual approach tduel analysis (Fairclough 1992: 101).

Michel Foucault described intertextuality as folwThere can be no statement that in
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one way or another does not reactualize others7Z18s quoted by Fairclough 1992:
101). In other words, as Fairclough explains, ietduality refers to the way in which

the production and consumption of texts is depermledjenres and discourses, how
other discourse is situated within the text in go@s and how texts are influenced by
prior texts they are responding to or future tetktat will be responding to them.

(Fairclough 1997: 100, 1992: 101) For example, lsimdiscursive choices can run
through issues of one newspaper and simultaneduslyound in various different

newspapers. Sometimes it can seem as they aretah@aeisg a discussion between
them, reacting to each other’'s statements and ipatilcg each other’'s responses.
(Fairclough 1997: 124)

Lastly, choices are important in the concept ofalisse and have already been referred
to briefly here. To expand on the role of choicessicrucial to consider the way
language can be seen as a resource. It is ashfaags possesses a certain pool of
language: different words and ways of connectirgnthand conveying what we are
thinking. With the act of choosing the preferregeyof language from this pool, one
single situation can be described in many diffeneays. (Pietikainen and Méantynen
2009: 15-17) If language does not have one perntameaning, it signifies that the
meaning is always somehow constructed to fit tiheason. Fairclough (1992: 185)
states that when it comes to word meaning, it igagé a process of choice that
determines how a particular word is used and iné¢ed. He goes on to conclude that as
one word can have multiple meanings, conveyingiatetpreting the right meaning is
not just an individual but a social and culturadgess. Pietikdinen and Mantynen (2009:
13) agree, determining that meanings and their tooect®n is depended on various
social and discursive norms, values and rules.€eTtiars appears to be a bond between
variation and regularity when it comes to language (Pietikainen and Mantynen 2009:
37). There is a constant tension between conforamity change, order and regeneration
that is especially apparent in the social side is€alirse. Interaction between those
producing and those interpreting the language sh#pe ways in which language is
used. This makes viewing language as not just svamt sentences but instead as

discourse and a part of our social world especiallyable.

Van Dijk (2008: 15-16) emphasizes the fact thataisse is not only linked with other
realms of the world, but also depended on them.likles discourse strongly with

society and cognition, and by this he refers, lfirdb how social situations, structures
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and conditions always influence discourse. And 8dlyo he refers to the way in which
cognition functions as the interface between dism®and society. He makes a point to
note that the field of cognition is, however, d@tgely a mystery. How audiences, for
example, comprehend the news they read in the rapes@mnd how the act of reading
influences their attitudes and opinions is an umkmdactor that needs a lot more
research and advances in order to fully undersitsneble in the process. Nonetheless,
van Dijk (2008: 15-16) emphasizes all of thesemsaare necessary and depended on
each other. He goes on to point out that even theseaot sufficient alone, but that also
the realms of history and culture are needed. Thistrates the complex nature of

discourse and how integrated and entangled ittis the world around it.

Scollon and Scollon (2004: x) use the term nexusyais to further explain this link
between discourse and the social world, by linkimg semiotic cycles of how people
and objects operate and are operated in discouife important socio-cultural
instances. For them, nexus is the connection betwdterent ideas, so nexus analysis
in turn comprises of examining the links betweseifiedint ideas and objects. In other
words, why and how are particular phenomena linfcggtther? (Scollon and Scollon
2004: viii) They argue that it is precisely the diaf micro-actions of social interaction
such as discourse that function as the basis fgelasocial issues. And so, even the
most mundane instances of discourse can be viewedexus through which these
social issues can circulate. This circulation cagate semiotic or discursive cycles
where discourse becomes action and, consecuti@elpn turns to discourse. (Scollon
and Scollon 2004: 8, 15)

3.2 Representing and constructing reality

The three functions of language use are, as mettiabove, textual, representative and
constructive (Pietikainen and Mantynen 2009: 15he Ttextual function refers to
language as a communication medium, as a way o$ept|mg and conveying
information. This section is, however, focused ba tepresentative and constructive
functions of language. The representative functians the way language describes
the world, and the constructive function means dhdity language has to create

identities and social relationships.
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The representative function of language is builorugghe way language is used to
describe and name things in the world. It offerforimation about the time, place,
society and culture around the discourse. This kihtepresentation makes it possible
to use discourse as a way of analysing how ouityeal described, and the point of
view and the means through which it is done. Diss®uhas the power to give
something a name, to foreground something or tordsim something. (Pietikainen and
Méantynen 2009: 13, 56) It is exactly this procetslwice that makes representation
such an important part of discourse. Choosing whatcluded and what is not, what is
conveyed directly and what is made secondary, &ed &ho is represented and how,
means that discourse does not merely reflect thidves it is but is instead a means of
conveying a certain representation of it (Fairclbu@997: 136). Through this,

examining discourse does not only reveal thingsuaittenguage, but it also reveals
things about the society and culture, the time @lade it is situated in (Pietikdinen and
Méantynen 2009: 13).

The final function of language is constructive.means that discourse does not only
describe but also constitutes the world. For insgaaccording to J.L. Austin (1975: 5),
words are not used to describe things, but to ohm$h he saw the uttering of a sentence
as an action on itself. Another way to look at tisiso think that as we constantly
choose how to describe our reality by choosing wag of language use over another
we construct our reality in a certain way. That neethat discourse can be seen as a
kind of a circle. While it describes what is arowrs] it can also change what is around
us. (Pietikainen and Mantynen 2009: 20, 49) Faigio(1992: 64) lists three aspects of
the constructive effects of discourse: firstly, odisrse constructs social identities.
Secondly, it constructs social relationships. Amdrdly, it constructs systems of
knowledge and beliefs.

Pietikdinen and Mantynen (2009: 63-64) agree, regatihat by influencing our

conceptions of ourselves, of each other and oéudfit relationships between people,
discourse can construct identities and social ioglahips. With the ability discourse
possesses to assign people to different groupstandfluence the relationships
between these groups, discourse can transform em&lvr whole social classes and
groups. The representation of people in a certaay W simultaneous with the

renewing of the situation in reality. (Faircloug®9¥: 238-239) Pietikainen and

Mantynen (2009: 63) go further to examine the wagse identities are constructed,
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and point out that when it comes to discourse,tities are constructed in every-day
language use, in history, media, music, advertisgsnend so on. They see identity
forming in interaction, through an on-going proce$siegotiating different identities

in different situations. It is important to notesalthat different discourses construct
different identities. This means that discourseasan be used to examine what kind of
identities have at particular times been “promingmissible, or even unwanted”.
(Pietikdinen and Mantynen 2009: 64-65)

3.3 Power and Politics

The last of Fairclough’s constructive effects o$atiurse is its ability to construct
systems of knowledge and beliefs. This is of colirdeed with questions of power,
and so this section looks at the relationship betwdiscourse and power in more
depth. Starting from the basis, the power of dissewomes from the ability that
language has to describe and thus also constrievdhld, reality, society and culture.
This includes also our conceptions of the worldr @ocial identities and the
relationships we have with people around us. Lagguzan describe, limit, define,
challenge, transform and position the world andopem it (Pietikdinen and Mantynen
2009: 53). It can do this on many different levéidias situational power through the
way in which a single language expression can coctsbne certain moment of our
reality, but on the other hand through the societal cultural use of discourse it can

also be a medium or a goal of power in a largeteodr(ibid.).

Van Dijk (2008: 17, 21) points out that while povigioften seems as inherently “bad”,
the reality of it is much more complex. For examjaesome situations also legitimate
partiality exists. There are many various conceptpower in philosophy and social
sciences, but when it comes to the link betweengp@md discourse, van Dijk (2008:
29) uses the term “social power” and concentratethe issue of power abuse. He sees
social power as “a property of the relationshipagetn groups, classes or other social
formations, or between persons as social membersither words, according to him
social power manifests itself precisely in intei@tt Moreover, van Dijk (2008: 4)
states that language use is in fact the only phawere there is enough possibility for

variation and choice, the two properties that atecial for the occurrence of power
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abuse. For instance, there is a big difference émtvthe choice of calling a person a
terrorist or a freedom fighter. And so he definesial power also in terms of control:
power abuse or the illegitimate uses of power happeen a certain group of people
have the ability to control the discourse of othéran Dijk 2008: 9, 17)

Van Dijk (2008: 10-11) names three different wayanteol plays a part in the
reproduction of power in discourse: Firstly, th&secontext control. This means that
certain people or groups have active access toulise and can regulate it more than
others, for example by defining who has acces$édonews, who is interviewed and
quoted, whose actions count as news and whosdtaefinf the situation is accepted.
The second way is discourse control. Also strustuoé discourse itself can be
controlled, by defining what can and should be ,s&iow it can and should be
formulated, and how the produced speech acts genimed in social interaction. And
the third way is mind control. This is connectedtlie ways in which discourse can
influence people’s minds and the way they thinlkouthh van Dijk is careful to note
that this is still a largely unknown field. We dotnyet know how discourse linked
with personal and social knowledge, attitudes aifig¢rdnt experiences dictates the
understanding of the world and forming of opinioibid.) This, however, does not
mean aspects of mind control should be compleggigried in discourse analysis, since
as van Dijk (2008: 92) points out, matters such@s trustworthy and credible people
see the source of knowledge influence their tengdémaccept this information. Some
form or level of mind control through discourseustures certainly appears to be

possible.

One way for discourse and power to work togethesuich a larger, societal context is
discourse’s ability to construct systems of knowkedand beliefs. Discourse can
describe and present something that is happeninthenworld as the truth. As

something is consistently presented as the tratliprms systems of knowledge,

ideologies. Thompson (1984, as quoted by Faircldl@flv: 25) defines ideology as “a
meaning that is serving a power”. Factors thatigrice the way ideologies are formed
include questions of what kind of cause-effect tretships things are presented to
have, what kind of value systems they are thoughbtet founded on, how different

social relationships are constructed, and so om. é&@mple, there can be an
ideological discourse produced by “the ingroup’, that emphasizes the positive traits

of our own group but presents the negative chaiatits of “the outgroup”, the others.
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(van Dijk 2008: 5) These ideologies and ideologjmactices operate through various
different institutions, such as education, the chuand the media, and they are more

often than not formed discursively. (van Dijk 20@4; 22)

Furthermore, discourse has the ability to buildexarchy for things. It can hide and
emphasize things, and even dictate who is allowedkscribe or represent whom and
in what context. (Pietikainen and Mantynen 20095%), Fairclough (1997: 64) also
points out that ideological representations in deate usually veiled, rather than
presented directly. Often the overt markers of drighry are eliminated, but that of
course does not mean the possible power asymméey nmarkers reflect is

disappearing. On the contrary, it just makes it ensubtle and harder to detect.
(Fairclough 1992: 203)

Fairclough adds that these representations oftee aanaturalising function. They are
meant to make certain ways of using language sestoral, neutral and obvious.
These ways of using language that the ideologyraktes can be connected, for
example, with maintaining and forming power and agament relationships. More
often than not, discourse is used to naturaliseideelogies of the privileged and
governing: language can create illusory stabiliffzairclough 1997: 25, 66)
Additionally, as Scollon and Scollon (2004: 10)tstd'/Anything said is said from a
point of view or a motive”. This means that evegpresentation also has potential to
function as a means of power. Van Dijk (2008: 3gieas, pointing out that this is in
fact a hegemonic form of power use. He goes ongeouds the role of discourse and
communication in general in the formation of ideplppointing out that people use a
variety of different discourses and informationféom and change their attitudes and
opinions. While this forming process may not be idmte, those in control of
discourse also control the conditions and factofisiencing this process, thus further

strengthening the hegemony. (van Dijk 2008: 35-36)

According to Fairclough (1997: 26), these ideolagiiepresentations can be analysed
in the framework of three questions: first of adlhat is the societal origin of the
presented viewpoint? In other words, where doegrite from and who is presenting it?
Second of all, what are the possible motivatiortsrzkthis viewpoint? And third of all,
what are the consequences of the representationandioes it affect the intentions of

the people in question? In order to answer alheéé questions, the audience has to be
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aware of multiple social and cultural factors ieficing the production of the
discourse. And as difficult as that may seem, sorambers of the audience are aware
enough to be resistant to the set up positions they are supposed to fit in
(Fairclough 1992: 136).

The question that arises from such examinationmufer and ideologies is, of course,
about what kind of people or groups are actuallgantrol and able to influence the
different ideological processes. In other wordsowdre powerful in the world of
discourse? Van Dijk (2008: 12-14) answers this iaedy highlighting such entities
as governments, parliaments, the police and masBami addition, some experts
such as professors and doctors may be in quiteeinfial roles, as well as reporters as
a part of powerful organisations. Furthermore, peqpch as politicians can possess
guite a lot of symbolic power that enables theradbas powerful, even if they are not
directly in control of access to discourse, disseucontext or discourse itself. This
kind of power is called symbolic since the peopl@ossession of it do not necessarily
need to have the same resources as for examplengoeets or business operators do
that socially enable them to exercise their powbese kinds of resources have social
value and are not equally spread, such as weahk, authority, status, and so on (van
Dijk 2008: 29).

In the context of the present study, it is impartant to ignore the link between
language, power and politics. If governments arldig@ans are in a position of power,
how does it manifest in discourse in addition ® symbolic power they hold? First of
all, it should be stated that there is a particldaguage, discourse of politics. There
are certain terms, phrases and ways of using disedbat are unique to politics. This
is well illustrated for instance in the way polgi@and politicians are often divided
simply to three groups: left, right and centre (Bed000: 6). The “left” has, in the
course of history, belonged to many different gsgugtarting from socialists and
communists, and ending with groups of environmeatativil-rights movements. The
“right” on the other hand, has been the home okeoratives and racial supremacists
alike. That is quite a broad selection to nestldeursuch simple terms, but somehow
when talking about politics, there seems to bevallef common understanding about
who is referred to when such terms are used. Thooigltourse, as with all
communication, that is always not the case. Thakel$ can carry both positive and

negative connotations with them, but they alsoycaertain ideologies, which is why
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many politicians and journalists use them freqyettdl describe political positions of
others or themselves (Beard 2000: 7).

Second of all, in addition to there being a languafjpolitics, language is also a way
of doing politics. One way for that to manifestrigetoric. Cockcroft and Cockcroft
(1992, as cited in Beard 2000: 35) call rhetorice“tart of persuasive discourse”.
Similarly, Perelman (1982: 4-5) notes that while f#ristotle rhetoric had been
specifically about the skill and technique of thepeaking in a public square for the
people gathered, what Perelman calls “new rhetdasdh more general terms about
discourse that “aims at persuasion and convictiamatever the audience addressed
and whatever the subject matter”. At the hearttd$ ia question of argumentation,
which is discourse that aims at changing the awdisnopinions or beliefs (Perelman
1982: 11). And while this kind of discourse can amfurse exist in all forms of
communications, it is often linked specificallygolitics. When listening to politicians
or reading about politics in newspapers, it is [y this that we run into: speeches
and comments that are aimed at persuading otheagrée, at forming an agreement

about how we believe things should be or how thstgsuld be run.

Due to discourse’s link with social change, thatibisay the way in which changes in
language use are linked to wider social and culipracesses and often reflect said
social change, it is important not to underestinthe role of power in discourse.
Social structures shape discourse in all levelgthadr that is class, education or social
relationships. (Fairclough 1992: 1, 64) Furthermdhee production of discourse is
always somehow controlled, selected and organizedrding to whatever possible
motivations its producers may have. The producfpimotess can establish, sustain or
change power relations, which means that discoisrset only the place in which
power can happen, but also a significant pieceoafgr struggles in itself. (Fairclough
1992: 51, 67) Furthermore, according to Foucaut84l in Fairclough 1992: 51),
discourse is not only included in power, but iakse of the systems through which
power spreads. Those responsible for producingodise also have the power to

confirm its validity.

Analysing these possible ideologies in discourseeiy valuable, as it can reveal what
kind of aspects of the world the audience is supgde take for granted and what are
highlighted as unusual or abnormal and thus unaabkp On the other hand,
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discourse can work in the other direction as wdikcourse can also foreground
experiences and questions that would otherwiseiremdden (Fairclough 1997: 25).
That means that in the analysis process of disedimes text has to be looked at in all
of the three dimensions of language use: not @ist piece of text, but also in its wider
representative and constructive context that takesconsideration questions such as
who has produced the text and for whom. Furthermiaor¢he context of the present
study, it is important to note the relationshipneédia and power. As van Dijk (2008:
21) points out, there are certain professional isoimmthe world of media and news
reporting, which dictate that the reporting shouitbt include unbalanced
representations of events, groups or people, evgrggo far as to appoint media the
role of a watchdog whose job it is to operate agjgmower abuse of all kinds. Whether
that purpose is actually fulfilled or not, is anettstory. Media discourse, its role and

its links with power will all be examined in moretdil in the following section.

3.4 Media discourse

The discourse used in different media is a cruagct of research in many ways, and
not the least because like any discourse, med@ulise has the potential to influence
our knowledge, beliefs, values, identities, and o What makes it especially

important to study media discourse, is the way melicourse can reflect the social
and cultural changes that are already happenitigeiworld. Media has the ability to

make things more or less significant dependinghenvtay it chooses to portray them.
(Fairclough 1997: 19)

Media today plays a very big role in shaping thegsvim which people view the world

around them. News media, whether that is print mdalioadcast news or the Internet,
is the tool we use to find out information, to stay top of what is going on in the
world around us and especially how anything newhtnapncern or influence us. It is
exactly this pivotal position that media holds iontemporary societies that makes
researching and analysing it meaningful and wortlewvhin addition, while we

traditionally view the news media as reporting nexactly as they are happening,
merely as a communication tool, this is not conglletaccurate. News are always

produced by someone for a specific audience. Theayod function as a simple mirror,
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but are instead cultural products influenced by yrdifferent factors (Fairclough 1997:
136). And so they can construct, maintain, reirdomnd weaken ideas, power
relationships and cultural identities. Furthermaitee power of media is precisely
linguistic and discursive, so the discursive analyg media texts can offer a lot of

important information. (Fairclough 1997: 10-11)

As mentioned, media has the ability to influendadh by portraying them in a certain
way. This process of representation is always atgure of what is included and what
is left out, what is put first and what is deemetandary (Fairclough 1997: 13).
Fairclough goes on to point out that there areetlmgportant questions when it comes
to analysing media discourse, and representatitheifirst one of these. The second is
identity, and the third one is relationships. (Elmugh 1997: 14) These are, of course,
not different from the important questions concegndiscourse in general. However,
media discourse has some special features thaspafic to it, and those will be

looked at in more detail next.

There are two tensions that run through media dissoand influence the way it
works. Firstly, there is a clear tension betweenitliormative and entertaining sides
of media (Fairclough 1997: 20). On the other havel are used to looking at media as
informative and an important part of our societgttprovides us with knowledge that
we need and cannot perhaps get to on our own. Buarwmther hand, with the
emergence of the Internet and the changes thédtag@ening on popular culture, there
is constantly more and more pressure on mediasto eitertain. The competition for
audiences is serious business, and there is d tmnomercial money that depends on
how many followers the media outlets can achieveerd seems to be a consensus in
the world of media that it is not enough anymorgust inform the audience, the
audience wants to be entertained. This influensegdpics chosen by the media, the
ways in which they choose to portray certain issurepeople, and the way in which
information is presented. The conflict is seendrample in the news media, as there
are two alternative discourse practices withinrtbe/s media discourse: the hard news
that refer to the supposedly more serious newstlandoft news that consist of topics
more related to human-interests (Fairclough 1997: B addition, Habermas (1998,
in Fairclough 1997: 63) points out that the chaggmedia is also transforming the
role of the audience. They are not seen as patitspanymore, but instead as

consumers.
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Secondly, there is also tension between the prieaig the public side of media
discourse (Fairclough 1997: 18). Media does noty aelpresent and recreate the
relationship between the two different sides, s aestructures it (Fairclough 1992:
113). Discourse in general is different in the atevand the public domain, but as the
media slowly continues to mix the domains togetlasp media discourse changes.
For example, politicians used to be seen more pargof the political world and
featured in the media mostly as key figures in what was going on in the society at
the moment. However, over the years thaye started to be featured in the media also
as private figures, their personal relationshipsl attributes making the news.
Furthermore, media discourse is produced in thdippdbmain with public material,
but is consumed in the private domain (Fairclou§®7t 54). It influences the way
media discourse is produced and consumed, butti@sseforms the discourse in the
private domain: the discourse models of the puBbmain are taken to the private
domain (Fairclough 1997: 88).

Related to media’s relationship with the private @ublic domains is also the way in
which media works inside the social structures wf world today (Fairclough 1997:
22). Media is tightly linked to people’s every-diayes on one hand, and to business
and trading on another. Media is always presemuinlives, whether that is through
the TV, the radio, newspapers or the Internet. Béudis to fit into the every-day-lives
of the average people and families in order toechithe audience it needs. But then
again, it cannot function without a working relaship with the business world
around it, which also has influence over the canpeaduced by the media through the
money that it controls. Over all, media comprisé®manizations pursuing profit: as
large audiences as possible with as minimal castgoasible (Fairclough 1997: 60).
Fairclough (1997: 22) sees an actual change inathbority relations within mass
media: consumers are now often more important flraducers and their preferences.
The texts produced by media are now seen as contiexmdand are thus very
vulnerable to potential pressures from the markEtsrclough 1997: 61). It speaks
volumes about the impact of consumerism and popuuldure on the world of media

today.

The way media discourse is produced neverthelessahbhuge effect on the final
product, and the crucial features of the producpiorcess should not be ignored. No

matter how much we might want to view the medianastral and objective, that is
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rarely true. Media is always influenced by the ewmuit and political forces that are
present in the production process. (Fairclough 192§ How journalists choose their
topics, sources and representations, and in tuiohwdme of these the editors choose
to publish is not a process of simply determiningatvmay be interesting to the
audience. It is, in fact, a learned process that fasour one group or person over
another. (van Dijk 2008: 55) Furthermore, Scoll@mngs out (1998: ix) that there are
certain hierarchies in play also in the productdmedia discourse. While journalists
are always expected to bear the responsibility batwhey have written and their
identity is clearly identified in the bylines ofwspaper stories, they still do not have a
voice of their own: they do not actually own therds they have written or have the
right to dictate how they are used. In other wotldsy do not have the same rights and

privileges in the production process as those hmighthe hierarchy.

There is also a sort of spatial and temporal diioo in the production of media
discourse. It is produced by many different peapid passes through multiple hands
in the process. They all influence the discounserie way or another. However, when
looking at the bigger picture, the discourse ifaitt produced by only a few, but it has
to be consumed by the masses. In addition, itadymred with the future in mind: for
example in the case of newspapers, they are writtday and read tomorrow, or

optionally written yesterday and read today. (Raiurgh 1997: 53)

The different communication techniques betweenedifit media also matter. Radio
and television can make the meaning they are camydgel and seem more personal
than newspapers and other printed media (Faircldi®§7: 56). Radio and television
can speak to the consumer in a way that the wnitterd cannot always achieve. But
on another hand, some studies have shown that pd@ple read a piece of news from
the press, they are more likely to recall it tharthey have seen it on television
(Robinson and Levy 1986, as cited in van Dijk 2088). Then again, it is important to
remember that the media we use continues to dewldpransform constantly as new
technological advances are made. Scollon and Sc@@04: 7) point out how closely
linked the discourse people use and the technaldjiey use to communicate are.
What follows is the fact that however one of themynchange, that change is always
somehow reflected in the other one as well. Itdias been argued that a text does not
have one permanent meaning but the meaning alway®svaccording to the

interpretation. Consequently, a lot of researctnwiedia discourse has been done in
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the form of reception studies, where the text fitpédys a smaller role and the main
focus is on the consumers and how they interprétvéaw the text. (Fairclough 1997:
28)

Scollon (1998: vii) points out, however, that beém the sociolinguistics analysing
the text, and the media studies analysing the teceand audience behaviour, there is
a distinct gap. He argues that media texts shaulthét be understood as forms of
social interaction in order to consider also thereasing role they play in daily
interactions and in the construction of social tders. On one hand, he points to the
social interaction among journalists, printers attter producers of the texts. (Scollon
1998: viii) For instance, instead of writing to theaders, journalists tend to write for
each other, attempting to find their own positi@mong each other and those who
own the media (Scollon 1998: 5). For the reader,aoother hand, the primary
interaction happens with others also reading tRsteising the act of reading as one
feature in the construction of their social intéi@t and identities. Keeping this in
mind, the texts and even whole newspapers coulahbé/sed from the point of view
of interaction: journalists, editors and publishassthe key players and the readers as

spectators. (Scollon 1998: viii-ix)

Then again, when it comes to media discourse, iin@ortant to note the nature of
mass media. The participants in the actual comnatinic process are the reporters,
the audience, and various “third participants” wloasist, for example, of experts used
in the story as sources. However, the actual nstliations are more like monologues
of sorts: often there is no immediate feedback friva audience. The important
question to ask here is how the identities andticglships of the participants are
constructed and presented? (Fairclough 1997: 5@iaVeonsistently constructs both
individual and societal identities for all the tarparticipants in the discourse it uses,
and it has the ability to influence the relatiopshbetween these different groups. The
fact that the public is so large — it is not calttd mass media for nothing — increases
the power and influence of the media. The mediaum can further confirm and
strengthen the power of social actors with the wawhich these actors are portrayed
in the media: for instance, power holders thatratginely given space in the media
only receive further legitimation for their powetats. This illustrates the role of

media in social power structures. (van Dijk 2008} 5
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In effect, media can blur the lines between theonitgj of people and those making the
decisions, since it has the ability to make whateseems to be the dominating
ideology in the society at the time to seem natanadl given to the consumers
(Fairclough 1997: 143). And when something is seteyatically and widely
presented as natural, it makes questioning andecigahg that ideology seem that
much more difficult and pointless. Sometimes itreweakes it seem unnecessary. The
same is true, of course, also for the dominatinggyarelations in the society. Media
relies heavily on sources that are official oresst widely respected, whereas every-
day-people are allowed merely to react or offeirtbe/n experiences, which are then
dismissed as not as relevant as the official eiggeriThis results in an image that
primarily presents the view of the dominant sodistaicture. (Fairclough 1997: 66-69)
Van Dijk (2008: 38) agrees, noting that the trawtitil professional ideologies of news
value and newsworthiness tend to favour certate glioups, whether that is different
institutions, social classes or nations. As medsalirse can influence also other
types of discourse, it is extremely important t& gsiestions about how the power
relationships at work in the society influence thedia, and of course, how the media
influences the power relationships: the type oatiehship between media discourse
and such social factors as class, gender or ethrdan reveal how media discourse

works on an ideological level (Fairclough 1997:.23)

Fairclough (1992: 196) uses election campaigns xasnples of the effect media

discourse can have on the world it is situatedha: media can significantly simplify

what is happening on the campaign through theiricelsoof how to select and

represent the complicated issues and events tlisg. dt is easy to reduce the
interaction of the campaign to straightforward anguts that follow each other, react
and answer to each other. The consumers, howewearptdsee this process: they only
see the end product that is presented as theyréadit is merely just reflected to them.
But in order to stay on top of the game, the prditiparties then start to shape their
campaigns in order to fit them into the processmake sure the end result is as
positive for them as possible. Thus the media nfinence the picture portrayed of the
campaigns to the audience, and through the proagsssinfluence the campaigns
themselves. It is a very clear example of the canste effect that media can have

and of the way it is hidden.
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4 IDENTITY

Identity as a concept is one that is difficult sdribe, to take apart and explain. It is
something that we all seem to have, all seem tsgsssand that we even take for
granted. But ask us to explain it and like withiorag, we run into the same problem of
not having the words for it. (Bechhofer and McCr@@9a: 5) In this chapter | will
present a few descriptions of identity to help usténd it and its role in the society. |
will look at how identity can be constructed and link with discourse to better
illustrate what analysing discourse can tell usuabdentity. The focus will then be
turned towards examining the concept of a natiadahtity and how it could be
changing with the demands of a constantly moreajiséd, more multicultural world.
Finally, | will end the chapter with a look at Bsit identities and some previous studies
on them.

4.1 ldentity — what is it?

The Oxford English Dictionary defines identity, eafing to individuals, as follows:
“The sameness of a person or thing at all times atl circumstances; the condition of
being a single individual; the fact that a persothing is itself and not something else;
individuality, personality.” Of course the concépimore complicated than its semantic
definition, but from this we can see a very commwitlely held perspective on identity:
it is something we naturally have, an essentialiguae carry through life. But looking

at identity in more detail it becomes clear therebre than that to the concept.

Stuart Hall (1999: 11) states that identity is,nfrehe very beginning, an invention.
Zygmunt Bauman (1996: 18-19) sees identity simjlacklling it a modern invention

that was “born as a problem”. So instead of themssist view on identity as a sort of
a natural quality, both Hall and Bauman see idgrdis something that has been
invented, or constructed. Bauman (1996: 18-32)rilesx the evolvement of identity as
he sees it with the different phases of identitgl amat identity meant in each of these
phases: when identity was first invented, at tHgrifh phase, the problem concerning
identity was how to build or construct an identitythe sand, and following that, how to
preserve it in such an unstable environment. Thet the modern problem of identity.

But with the move to the so called postmodernidm, groblem instead became about
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how to make or keep identity as somethivag permanent. So at the Tourist phase, the
goal was to make sure an identity would not stB&uman (ibid.) describes the phase
beyond that as the Player phase, where the qudstiabout how to switch between
different identities, as options are open and dredfidentity may not be seen as

something desirable or worth pursuing.

When it comes to the place that identity is borh @ identity is often seen as being
recognized through difference, produced and nafraiea controversial relationship
with someone or something else, the “Other” (H&®Q: 12, 1996a: 4). Robins (1996:
79) asks the question: “what would an identity memaisolation?”, explaining that it is
often exactly through comparing and mirroring whbew people are and what they
stand for that we find out the same about ourselifas fact that identity can be seen to
be constructed specifically through difference nsetlrat identity is just as much about
the things that one is not as it is about the thioge is. Saukkonen (1996: 10) agrees,
stating that since identity is not born out of riog it is necessary for there to be an
Other for an identity to be constructed. Howevieshould be noted that the existence or
presence of the Other is not always necessarilgr dad obvious, and similarly the
construction of identities is not necessarily ajvavvious process. As Billig (1995: 109)
argued about national identity, it is “a routineywd talking and listening... A form of
life which habitually closes the front door andlsahe borders.” So while drawing the
differences between ourselves and the Others manhbestrumental part in the origin

of our identities, it can also be a very unconssiand ordinary process.

Another way to look at identity is to see it ag/atem. For instance, Reicher et al. (2009:
19) talk about the gap between rationality and @matity, knowing and feeling, and
about how it is always necessary for us to havl bites of these elements in order to
find our place in the world and to imagine the fatudentity, according to them, works
as “the psychological process which brings these &lements together and makes
behaviour meaningful” (ibid). So instead of lookiagidentity as an object or a singular
thing, they see identity as a system that guidégust how we see ourselves but also
how we behave and interact with others, as welias we interpret the things around
us. (Reicher et al. 2009: 19-21)

Similarly, Bechhofer and McCrone (2009a: 193) laikidentity as a process: “not so
much a noun (identity) as a verb (identify withBo instead of identity being just
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something we carry with us or something that we ihr@perates as a verb and is more
about what wedo. Furthermore, they separate three different aspafcidentity, three
different ways in which manifests: first is the temt of identity, which influences what
kind of action is seen as legitimate or illegitimatvhat kind of goals are pursued and
what are abandoned. The second manifestation idd@daries of identity, which
dictate who is seen as the Other and who is aategstea part of the social identity
group. And finally, the third manifestation is thalience of identity, which influences
what place is considered home and what place isidered foreign and how strongly.
(Bechhofer and McCrone 2009a: 190-191) So while often consider identity a

singular thing, this illustrates how many differsites there are to the concept.

Notably, Reicher et al. (2009: 20) also talk abbwb different levels of identity:
personal identity and social identity. While permloitlentity consists of the things that
make us one of a kind as individuals, social idgmbnsists of the things that make our
group one of a kind. Social identity in particuisiinteresting, since it is through it that
we look at not just ourselves but the world andpbea@around us. Hence, it has massive
influence on the way in which we relate to, inténaith and behave towards others. As
Reicher et al. (2009: 20-24) point out, there issthlso social power in social identities:
they are “world-making things”. Furthermore, Becfdroand McCrane (2009a: 190)
state that identity is not about just culture, imstead has an effect on multiple issues,
including those of political, economic and cividur@. So as identities have power and

they affect things outside of themselves, they aiatter.

With the idea of social identities comes also tliam that we do not have just one
single, all-encompassing identity. But insteadwasall belong to more than just one
group, whether that group is formed based on otiomality, age, status, job, hobby or
something else, we all need different social idestiat different times (Reicher et al.
2009: 20). That indicates that identity is not diyrgomething permanent and rigid, but
instead more dynamic and capable of change (Reiehal. 2009: 38). Saukkonen
(1996: 10) is of the same opinion, stating thanhiidies are never perfect or stationary,
but constantly go through interaction and regei@raOn the other hand, there are also
other explanations for these fluent and dynamimtitles, compared to the more
essentialist view of all-encompassing identitiesclthofer and McCrone (2009a: 192)
talk about the process of fragmentation that hdevied the rise of individualism: the

traditional, collective social identities are goitlgrough a phase where they are
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fragmenting, individuals placing more importance their personal identities. Hall
(1999: 58) sees the same phenomenon happening assilt of globalisation, where
the traditional collective identities are perhapé$fering through disintegration, as a

result of which new hybrid identities are forming.

These hybrid identities will be discussed in moeéad later in this chapter, but for now
it is important to note that viewing identity aatst or fixed does not give us the whole
picture but instead just limits our understandimgtiois complex concept. Wodak et al.
(2009: 11) even go as far as to point out thatguglentity as “a completely static idea,
the concept wrongly suggests that people belon@ teolid, unchanging, intrinsic

collective unit because of a specific history whibkey supposedly have in common”.
Instead, they remind us that people keep changind,thus identities do as well: in
practise, the essentialist “absolute samenesgiariteof identity runs into too many

problems to function properly in our society (iBid.

4.2 Discourse and the construction of identities

The previous section illustrated how identity canseen in two different lights, either
according to the essentialist view of identity as absolute, natural quality or
alternatively according to the postmodern viewt@fs a constructed and a more fluent
concept. While the discussion on the nature oftitleand what it actually is could be
continued, for the present study it suffices to gay analysis is conducted from the
perspective of identity as a construction thatapable of change and thus influenced
by a variety of individual and social factors. Ndéke focus is turned towards the

question of how exactly can identities then be toged.

In Chapter 3, we looked at discourse and especilgonstructive nature, at how
discourse has an ability to not only representrapdoduce but also to construct reality.
This is true also when it comes to identity. LaGanHall 1999: 41) stated that identity

is built similarly to language. Billig (1995: 60)esdcribes identity as the “ways of
talking about the self and community”, a statementwhich identity itself is
constructed through the process of discourse. I&irsentiments are often understood
even more clearly in the field discourse analysisere there seems to be a consensus

on the fact that discourse can influence the ways@e ourselves and each other, and
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can thus also construct identities. Scollon (1998; for instance, describes how
social identities are constructed in discoursegeigfly in those discourses that are a
part of our interaction: moderated and controllgdiifferent social practises. So in the
context of discourse, identities can for examplesben to be born, constructed and
transformed in everyday interactions such as laggusse, history, media, music and
advertisements (Pietikdinen and Mantynen 2009: B3)l (1996a: 4) agrees, stating

that “identities are constructed within, not ouésidiscourse”.

The link between identity and discourse becomes elearer when it comes to the
topic of national identity. As seen in Chapter dtions can be viewed as “imagined
communities”, built as social constructions. Sauléo (1996: 16) discusses the
discursive character of our concept of a naticetjrgg that “nation” is something built
on narratives and mental associations and actuddigs not necessarily counterpart
with anything concrete in reality. So how then aat¢ional identities born? Hall (1999:
47) calls national culture a discourse, arguing tfiacourse can construct national
identities by giving people a nation to identifythvi Similarly, Wodak et al. (2009: 22)
bridge the gap between the imagined community hadridividual identities of those
belonging to that community with the idea that ttemmunity “is constructed and
conveyed in discourse, predominantly in narratieésnational culture. National

identity is thus the product of discourse.”

This strongly supports the role of discourse gmiity construction. Among others, for
instance specifically Wodak et al. (2009: 3-4) hagsearched national identity as a
discursive construction, assuming discourse is tin@ through which national
identities are produced and that different discesirsf national identity are possible
due to varied cultural and political factors. Fuallog this idea, remembering that
discourse can change depending on the situatiancan conclude that thus different
discourses can also construct different kinds ehities. Pietikdinen and Mantynen
(2009: 64) agree, noting that in addition, discewrsuld then also be used to challenge
and transform identities: we are who we are attlpastly due to what is narrated
about us and how we narrate ourselves. If thattiarr changes, so does our image of
ourselves. This means that discourse can alsosbd to examine what kind of
identities have at particular times been “prominguassible, or even unwanted”

(Pietikdinen and Mantynen 2009: 64-65). Analysingcdurse can provide us with
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information about identities, about their constimctand about the hierarchy behind

different identities.

4.3 National and hybrid identities

Looking at national identity in more detail, we oenibback to the question of
nationalism. For instance Smith (1991: 11) seemmalism as formed through history.
According to him, there is no need for the memimérthe group to be all alike since
there can still be a bond formed amongst them tiraather factors, such as shared
ideology, religion or civic culture. These factaransform that history into a sense of
common identity, a national identity. Arnason (20@Bl) also comments on the
connection between nationalism and national idgnfitointing out that it is the
articulation of national identity that truly is duan important part of nationhood. In
addition, Hroch (2000, as cited in Delanty and Ku2@06: 44) stated that “there is no
nation without national consciousness” and thatsitexactly the fact that those
belonging to the nation acknowledge their memberghit and see the membership in
an esteemed light that makes the nation. Thistiitess the importance of national
identities and the value in analysing and depictimem.

As mentioned in the previous section, national iitiers often seen as the product of a
national culture. Hall (1996b: 613-615) describes five fundamental aspects in the
narration of national culture that make the beloggand membership of nationhood
possible: firstly, there is the narrative of thetio@ which consists of national

narratives easily found in everyday things suchitesture, music and media. It has
the ability to connect different stories, symbadigyals and so on, and bring them
together as representations of shared experietra@sphs and defeats. The second
aspect is origins, continuity, tradition and timsseess, which refers to the way in
which the narratives present the national iderggy'the original identity”. It presents

national character and national identity as an anghmg and unbroken entity. The
third aspect is the invention of tradition, whicha concept originally presented by
Hobsbawm and Ranger. It is a way of explaining thaotic, sometimes even

disastrous aspects of history into something sharetl understandable, of creating

community out of that confusion. The fourth aspedhe myth of origin, which refers
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to the presented origin of the nation and the wayvhich it quite often does not
actually exist in reality. Instead, it exists sonhene in myths. And the fifth and final
aspect is the idea of a “pure, original people”jolhis a way of emphasising and
supporting the national identity and its statustiWhese five fundamental aspects, a
narrative of a national culture is born. (ibid.) dAthrough that narrative, there exists a

discourse that makes a national identity possible.

But Bechhofer and McCrone (2009a: 1-2), while rekmay that national identity
“comes with the territory”, also discuss the quastf whether or not national identity
is something that everyone in fact has. And ifisat something we “get” because of
the place we are born in and something that istoscted and manufactured by the
state, or something that we develop ourselves?r drewer is actually both, since
they argue that identity can be seen as “the himgfeveen structure and action”,
meaning that how people define their own or othihshtities is in no certain terms a
simple process, merely handed down from somewHheogeabut instead consists of
negotiation and mobilising by both, individuals astate. (Bechhofer and McCrone
2009a: 3, 8-9) This makes national identity sonmgttthat is constructed by multiple
actors in multiple different situations.

When it comes to the identity of a state or a matiBaukkonen (1996: 12) lists things
necessary for the creation and survival of a natiadentity, starting with the
recognition of the nation by itself and especidlly others. This is reinforced and
maintained with national symbols, such as flagsaddition, the ability of nation to
externally distinguish itself from other nationsimportant, and this is done with
borders. The nation also needs common history apdriences to create a sense of
community through the past. And finally, the naticem only survive if there are no
internal political disputes threatening the existerof the nation. These are all
interesting points in the context of the presentgt since one of the research subjects
is the idea of Britain and its construction. Britas built of regions with their own
flags, inhabited by people who, on all sides of tegional borders, might consider
themselves British or alternative English, ScottiMkelsh or Northern Irish, and which
lately has been the subject of an increasing nurabarternal political disputes, not

the least of which is the constant discussion @iti8t independence.
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Researching Britain and British identities haddif§iculties since despite the regional
borders, there are no clear boundaries betweediffieeent identities contained inside
the Union. Bechhofer and McCrone (2009a: 1-2) askfamiliar question of “What is
the difference between ‘British’ and 'English’, ‘@tish’ or ‘Welsh™?” They offer the
simple answer of British being a so called “umlarédlentity” under which the regional
identities can peacefully exist, and argue thatdifferent identities do not need to be
seen as contradictory but can be viewed as nesttd@nplementary. However, they
go on to note that in practice, in the recent desad Britain there can be seen an
increase in the amount of people disagreeing wvith motion. Instead, it seems that
people might be placing more and more importancéheir regional identities. (ibid.)
The different British identities and their role Britain today will be discussed more
comprehensively in the next section as previoudissuon the subject are presented,
but the blurriness of British identities and theaundaries turns the discussion towards

Stuart Hall's concept of hybrid identities.

When discussing identity and what it is, it waseabthat identity can be seen on two
different levels: on the level of individual idetytiand on the level of social identity.
And that since we all belong to more than just graup, we also need more than one
social identity (Reicher et al. 2009: 20). Wodalakt(2009: 16) write about a similar
phenomenon, about how we all belong to differegiomal, linguistic, ethnic, religious,
political etc. groups, the result of which is the¢ possess what they call “multiple
identities”. Hall (1999: 71) on another hand tadk®ut the concept of hybrid identities.

Bauman (1996: 23-32) talked about identities inghetmodern era from the point of
view of a Tourist or a Player: identities that we dot want to be stuck with but
instead would prefer to switch between, go back famih. Bechhofer and McCrone
(2009a: 192) blamed this development on individualiand the way in which it has
resulted in the fragmentation of social identitiBsit Hall (1999: 58) sees it as an
impact of globalization, and notably does not gesolely as a bad thing. For Hall
(ibid.), the new hybrid identities he describesr necessarily mean the weakening
of identities but instead a new form that can ebera sign of strength. He sees these
hybrid identities as identities that draw from sevelifferent cultures at the same time
and that are products of the complex and multisagenix of these cultures. People
with these hybrid identities were shaped by uniqukures and traditions, and while

their identities might never be uniform or congistén the traditional sense of the
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words, they will belong to multiple “homes” simutiously. (Hall 1999: 71) So these
multiple and hybrid identities can also be seearaspportunity. Wodak et al. (2009:
17) agree, stating that multiple or hybrid ideestican be seen as “a potential

corrective element”.

Keeping this in mind, the present study looks at plossibility of multiple or hybrid
identities as something quite ordinary in the cent# Britain and in the data of the
analysis conducted. As Bechhofer and McCrone (B009) remark, national identity
is a very personal concept. The mere presenceedfitiion has demanded its people to
navigate their way through not only their indivitliieend social identities, but also
through the presence of their national identitidsciv surely do not always consist of
easy either/or -options. Thus it would make sewsexpect the data to reflect such

possible overlapping and mixing of identities a$lwe

4 .4 British identities

In this section | will take a closer look at Britigdentities and the ways in which they
have developed, as well as present some previodgeston them. While the data in
the present study is quite recent and the goahefstudy is to examine the current
developments of British identities in print mediais still important to provide some
background for the identities and their statuseBritain. This is needed in order for
the findings of the analysis and the conclusiomashed to find their place and reasons

in the context of British identities.

4.4.1 National identity in Britain

When it comes to what we call here the “Britishnitily”, referring to British as the

already mentioned umbrella -identity, sitting op t@f the regional, English, Scottish
and Welsh identities, there have been severalrdifteexplanations for its birth. Here |
will present two of them. Firstly, McCrone (20018)9states that Britishness was
invented during a war with France, between 1707188Y. That is quite a long period,

but it is a good example of how a relationship witla Other plays a part in the process
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of constructing an identity, as was discussed énpttevious chapter relating to identity
and how one can be developed or constructed. Briteeded to forge a state identity
in the course of the war, to unite its perhapsddigi people following the Act of the
Union of 1707 that brought Scotland into the UniddtCrone (2001: 97-98) points
out that accordingly, Britain is “a state-nation Sgaerading as a nation-state”,
meaning that Britain became a state first, andfidhging of the nation, at least in the

sense of community and a sense of identity, carhelater.

The second explanation behind the British identibynes from imperialism. Kumar
(2001: 45) argues that while traditionally nationeéntity came as a result of an
institutional collective such as the Church or Berliament, this did not happen in
Britain. In Britain, “British” overrode these ingitions, and one reason for that is the
way in which imperialism demanded that everyonduited in the British Empire be
brought under the same Crown, whichever part of wloeld they were from. As
McCrone (2001: 104) notes, “British” was born to &e inclusive concept, not an
exclusive one as many other national identitiesthdy were considered a British
subject under the Crown, they were British “whetki@y liked it or not”. Kumar
(2001: 46-47) points out the extent to which triadial nationalism during imperialism
was quite foreign to the British, meaning thathesBritish saw themselves as a “world
civilization”, nationalism was something beneatherth completely unnecessary,

“puny... for lesser nations”.

Kumar (2003: 242) also notes the umbrella identityBritain, the celebration of a
multicultural Britain which is not about separatidiut instead about something
completely new, something that could “bode well tioe future health and vitality of
British culture”. When it comes to the politicalba&st of British identity, Kumar (2001.:
52) highlights the Labour Party and the nationadbdur movement, describing it as
“quite unmistakably British” and commenting on hdwplayed an important role in
connecting the different regions of the UK, morethBan any other movement or
political party before or after it. The British wl#ty did not go on to triumph forever,
however. Kumar sees also the decline of Britishrtbgsthreats to the British identity.
By 1960s, there had started a movement in poliutsch before this decade had only
appeared in culture, that for instance in Englaraupht Englishness to the forefront
again (Kumar 2001: 52). One indication of this whae New Right Conservative
politicians (ibid.). McCrone (2001: 105) sees tHsvelopment starting already after
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1945, following the Second World War, where thesd®f the empire, the decline of
political influence and waning economic standinghtighted the uneasy marriage” of

the Union and thus also threatened the prominehttedritish identity.

This is what Kumar considers the background fortvidhaometimes seen as the rather
slow emergence of English national identity. HeO(2043) argues that the English
identity should be seen in the context of Britaimgerial history which, against the
traditional view on it, is actually double sidedbtronly did there exist the British
empire and its colonies, but there was also a Bedcéanternal empire”, consisting of
the United Kingdom under which Wales, Scotland #mthnd were subject to the
Crown. And thus, according to Kumar (2001: 44), Brglish identity is “a kind of
residue; the response to and the result of Engtaedgagement with its imperial
venture”. As a result of this history, many see IBhgnationalism a problematic idea,
since for some there is no such thing. Instead, tak about patriotism, royalism and
imperialism (ibid.). First signs of an English idigy did not emerge until towards the
end of the 18 century, and at the time the movement was cleadral: it was seen
in fiction, folklore, historiography and literaryuslies, among others (Kumar 2001: 47-
48). And it stayed cultural, until the aforemengdnmovement in politics after the
1960s as the British identity started to decline.

During its imperial history, England and the Enlglisad no reason to examine more
closely themselves, to ask questions about whae#nt to be from England. England
had bigger aspirations. (Kumar 2003: 250) But asstjans started to arise from other
parts of the UK, as differences were drawn betwEagland and Scotland, as the
sense of Scottishness that had been kept alivaghrthe forming of the Union and the
Empire arose, and as the reasons why Wales lagkeldrsincentive to break away
from the Union became clear, it became also evidgerEngland how serious the
effects of any developments regarding the brealkfuthe Union would be. All of
these things “provided the English with an ideritayits own. (Kumar 2003: 244-250)
It broke England apart from the image of the Urémd the Empire, made it ask the

question: who are we?

That does not mean that the English identity, gkt were then or such as it is now,
would be a simple, clear thing. Quite the contrdityere still certainly exists difficulty
in distinguishing between the English and the Bhitidentity (Kumar 2001: 41,
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McCrone 2001: 103). The English, after all, weré the ones brought under someone
else’s rule, but instead always saw themselveh@dtiving force behind both the

Union and the Empire. It is not surprising, thdmattfor some the difference between
British and English may just seem like “a changébél for what they see as the same
thing” (Bechhofer and McCrone 2009a: 10). Howewsr Curtice and Heath (2009: 41)
note, devolution should have at least in theory endme English more aware of the
difference by now. To find out if that was inde&eé ttase, they decided to look at the

different identity developments in England in retcgears.

In the study in question, Curtice and Heath exathitrends in English national
identity, focusing especially on whether or notaetion had brought any significant
change with it. As their data, they looked at thé@igh Social Attitudes Survey from
both before and after the implantation of devolutids British identities have been
researched quite extensively in the past, inforomatin them is readily available. One
example is the British Social Attitudes Survey, dacted yearly by the National
Centre for Social Research. Every year, the Suns®p random probability sampling
to interview over 3,000 people all over Britain itBh Social Attitudes 30, 2013). The
survey’s goal is to find out what people livingBmitain think about life in Britain and
how they think Britain should be run. In the surythe respondents can also be asked,
for example, whether they would identify themselessBritish, English, Scottish or
Welsh. Usually they do not have to pick just onsvear, but are able to pick several at
the same time. Surveys such as this provide impbnt&rmation on how residents of
the United Kingdom themselves see their identitigjclv identity is seen as the most

prominent, and which is valued while another mig\en be discarded.

Curtice and Heath looked at only the respondenisdiin England, since it was
specifically the difference between “English” anBritish” they were interested in.
They found that there were signs indicating thath@aps the English identity was
becoming slightly stronger, or at least more comprfollowing devolution (Curtice
and Heath 2009: 48). However, when asked in 200htmse between “English”,
“British” and “both”, multiple picks being possiblenore of the English respondents
still chose “British” than “English”: 68% chose “Bsh”, 57% “English”, and 34%
chose “both” (Curtice and Heath 2009: 43). And whsked to choose just one, 48%
chose “British” and 39% “English” (Curtice and Hea2009: 44-45). From this it

becomes very clear that when forced to choose legtwenglish” and “British”, the
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proportion of people who choose “English” decreasigsificantly from those who
choose “English” when they are able to choose pleltoptions at the same time. So
the willingness to define oneself as simply “Enlgjliswithout a connection to being

also British, did not seem very strong in 2007.

What is especially noteworthy in Curtice and Heaff2009) study were the responses
given when choosing options on the Moreno Scaleti@rMoreno Scale respondents
are able to choose between options that also ited&alegree to which they identity
with being either British or English: they can ckedor instance that they are “wholly
British” or “more British than English”. Here thesponses showed that when people
were able to express some form of multiple or hd/bdentity, the majority did so.
However, the proportion of people who here chosieeei‘wholly English” or “more
English than British” had in 2007 slightly incredsa development which Curtice and
Heath (2009: 45-48) dated to around the time ofotldgion. However, interestingly
while the English identity might have become moremmon, there was no
corresponding decline in the proportion of peopl®whose “British” or other form of
multiple identity as their own (ibid.). Thus thesdy did not provide any evidence to
prove that the British identity would have been luhirng, despite the hints of a
stronger English identity.

Unsurprisingly, the findings when looking at theywia which Scots answer similar
questions are very different. Both Wales and paldity Scotland have had a
significant control over their own civil societyn iother words for example the
organisation of education, the running of the lexysitem and the status of the church,
which enabled the perseverance of their own natiadentities within the Union
(Bechhofer and McCrone 2009a: 13). So when it cotoeScotland, an interesting
study was conducted by Bechhofer and McCrone (2069p where they looked at
how people prioritised their identity by askingpesdents in England, Scotland and
Wales to choose their first choice of identity framlist which consisted of almost
thirty different social and national identitiescinding for example choices such as
parent, wife or husband, woman or male, and of ss@ritish, English, Scottish and
Welsh. Both in 2001 and 2003 when responses wdiectsxl, the Scots were the most
likely to choose their national identity, “Scottisitompared to the English and the
Welsh choosing their own respective national idersti And similarly, the Scots were

also the least likely to choose “British” as thgiimary identity. The differences in the
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statistics were very clear on these two questiansprding Bechhofer and McCrone
(ibid.), making it very clear that the Scots id&atl themselves primarily through
being Scottish. Moreover, McCrone (2001: 107) gag$ar as to argue that the Scots
in the recent decade are now “more strongly Sdotiis their political self-
identification than they have ever been”, claimihgt as Scottish nationalism has now
found a place and a platform in both, its cultuaad political aspects, there is a

dialectic that allows them to strengthen and infgreach other.

However, while Curtice and Heath might have segnssiof devolution’s impact on
the English national identity in their study, Beofdr and McCrone do not detect
similar influences from devolution on the Scottisdtional identity. While it is clear
from their findings that for the Scots being Safttmatters and is highly rated, it also
seems that this appreciation existed just as diyamigeady before the setting up of
devolved institutions. (Bechhofer and McCrone 2008l 73) And furthermore, their
study also does not detect any particular hostitityards the British or towards being
British from the part of the Scots. While the Soetsuld also choose the Scottish flag
over the British one if asked, they do not seedheice necessarily as an either/or -
choice or express any resentment towards the Brilég). And while their primary
identification is clearly “Scottish”, they are nbbstile towards the idea of being
British or see it as a bad thing. For them, beicgti&h is just simply the primary
choice. (Bechhofer and McCrone 2009b: 76, 91)

Predictably, the Welsh answer the questions diftirérom both the English and the
Scots, and end up somewhere in the middle. In tiitesiB Social Attitudes Survey in

2003, 18% of the Welsh respondents chose “mainitysBt as their answer, while 8%
in Scotland and 23% in England chose the same.dle$¥/40% chose “mainly Welsh”,
while the corresponding percentage in Scotland &&$or “mainly Scottish” and in

England 40 for “mainly English”. (Bechhofer and MoGe 2009a: 199) The
difference between the Welsh and the Scots is dstelg, and again brings up
guestions about why there is such a divide betwibese two different countries.
Kumar (2003: 244) notes that compared to the Smudsthe Northern Irish, the Welsh
have been the most integrated people of the UKy botially and politically. Haesly

(2005: 257-259) points out that while there ardaiersimilarities between Wales and
Scotland, for instance the pride taken in theifamat cultures and the way in which it

is possible for them both to clearly distinguiskrtiselves from England, there are also
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numerous differences. The biggest of these is e iw which the bond between the
people and the country in Scotland is much morgitda than that in Wales, where
the bond is mostly emotional. In Wales, the noti@mout Welshness are more
complicated and contested, and thus also furthelydvom people’s every-day lives.
(ibid.) Scotland is seen as a unique nation, and #iso the answer to the question of
what is Scotland and Scottishness is easy and pedfis answers, but in Wales

similar questions often bring up only further quass (Haesly 2005: 260).

In practise, Haesly (2005: 248-251) sees this snshiidy, in which he examined the
academic division between civic and ethnic natioidaintities in Scotland and in
Wales. He found three different types of Scottiational identities and three different
types of Welsh national identities. In Scotlandsthevere called Civic, Nationalistic
and Proud. Interestingly, the Nationalistic idgntiype is completely missing from
Wales, according to the findings of his study. éast, the three different types of
Welsh national identities were Civic, Proud and &fipial. According to Haesly
(2005: 256), the lack of the Nationalistic identiyype and instead the presence of the
Superficial type suggested that in Wales, the imagdji community requires such
stretching of imagination that it is approaching ghoint of even breaking. The Welsh
know they are Welsh, are sure of that fact, bth@isame time there is “no shared idea

about what precisely Wales is or who is Welsh dipi

Haesly (2005: 257) also points out that when logkan the Welsh identity in more
detail, it becomes clear that one of the core iigrds is its link to the British identity.
The Welsh identity, lacking the Nationalistic idignttype, is not about excluding the
idea of being also British but is actually abow¢ tomplete opposite. While the Scots
were also open to the idea of multiple identitye ¥Welsh even emphasise the idea.
Being Welsh is compatible with being also Britisind that is seen as a good thing.
This, together with the other differences drawnehbetween Wales and Scotland,
offers also good reasons for why in the recents/élae talk about independence has
come from Scotland, not Wales. Kumar (2003: 248)est that it is quite apparent the
Welsh do not have big aspirations for breaking hg Wnion, but instead the goal of
nationalism in Wales has been more about proteciind preserving the Welsh
cultural heritage. Moreover, where the Scots haeg il in the North Sea, the Welsh

lack similar key natural resources that would gihem a reason and a way of
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separating, instead profiting at least to a cenpaimt from the subsidies from the UK
government (Kumar 2003: 244).

4.4.2 National identity, politics and media

But even while keeping all of this in mind, it igitg clear that the developments that
have come in the form of devolution and all theatetabout the future of the Union
must have had its effects on Wales and the Welsiplpeas well. Both Wales and
Scotland are now in a stage where they are “reidefitheir relationship to the British
state” (McCrone 2001: 107). In the context of idteed, an important question then
becomes the relationship between identity and atgnpial political developments.
Does identity change politics, or do politics chamgentity? Was devolution driven by
a potential decline in the British identity and estgthening of the nationalistic
identities, or did devolution cause the aforemardw developments? Or both? It was
stated above while discussing previous studies awiléhd that it did not seem like
devolution had had much impact on the Scottistonatiidentity, possibly because the
identity was felt so strongly already before. Acttmay very well be true. On the
other hand, it was also mentioned that there waemeessigns devolution may have had
an impact on the English national identity, by nmakihe difference between England
and Britain clearer. And again, there is no reasodoubt this, illustrating that the
guestion is by no means a simple one but seems tepended on many different
variables. It seems safe to assume that the pwkdgvolution was driven, at least to
some extent, by Scotland and Wales. Whether thatbeaause of any development in
their national identities is more difficult to pgdown. After all, even devolution itself
can be seen from two different perspectives: on loaed it can, for instance in
Scotland’s case, be seen as the first step towdependence, while on another hand it
can be seen as the end product, the end of thglfiggins 2004: 467).

Turning towards studies focused on the link betweational identity and politics,

there seems to be a quite clear consensus ondhéhé the link between them is, in
fact, quite weak. Bechhofer and McCrone (2009ast2)e that one cannot predict the
way people vote, their preference for the futurethe Union or even their general

politics based on how they see and construe tiheitities in their every-day lives. For
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example Bond (2009: 95-96) conducted a study imdihk between political attitudes
and national identity in Scotland and England, gisire responses of the British Social
Attitudes Survey in 2006. He discovered that wihikere may be signs of respondents’
national identity and their constitutional prefezenbeing slightly more linked in
Scotland than in England, based on the fact tlesethivho identified themselves in the
“wholly Scottish” category where more likely supp@cottish independence than
others, the link is still relatively weak: both 8cotland and in England retaining the
status quo was the most popular choice when adkeespondents would prefer
Scotland became independent or if the country shoahtinue as before (Bond 2009:
101). Similarly, while the supporters of the SittiNational Party were the most
likely to identify themselves as “wholly Scottishand those supporting the
Conservative Party were the most likely to identifgmselves as “wholly British”, for
instance a larger proportion of Conservative sugpsrstill identified themselves as
“wholly Scottish” than “wholly British” (Bond 2009103-104). Thus, Bond (2009: 104)
maintained that whatever stance a political partgy mhave on constitutional
developments, it cannot be used to detect the ittEnof their supporters. This is
supported by Curtice and Heath (2009: 60), whoedtah their study of national
identity in England that whether people identiferiiselves as English or British, it did
not seem to make a difference in regards to thiew\on how England should be

governed.

And when it comes to news media and national itkerfor instance Alex Law (2001:
308) examined the link between banal national itheind newspapers in Scotland.
He studied the daily press sold in Scotland throwjhig’'s concept of banal
nationalism, and came to the conclusion that watléhe time no major newspaper
supported the idea of an independent Scotland, Stettish identity was never
forgotten. Instead, the newspapers managed to dinohlance between “political
Unionism and Scottish identity” (ibid.). Not surgingly, the study also found that
while banal British nationalism was not apparenth@ newspapers, Scottish national
identity was more overtly enunciated through dethibrticulated pointing (Law 2001:
314). And continuing with Scotland, where the mebas been quite extensively
studied following devolution, a study conductedHiggins (2004: 463) looked at the
ways in which nation was articulated in the Schbtjgess, particularly in a political

context. While examining how a number of Scottisewspapers used location
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formulation, the study found that references toiomatcentred on Scotland’'s
constitutional position, on Scotland relative tstref the Kingdom. Covering an
election for instance, the newspapers could chtmsenphasise either the Scottish or
the British dimension of it, or alternatively firal balance between these two. The
study showed that the ways in which nation wasaldted played a significant part in
the newspapers’ political coverage. (Higgins 20047-478)

Bicket (2006: 158), on the other hand, studieddbestructions of different political
identities given to Scotland in a sample of newsclas published in two Scottish
newspapers in 1999. He found that there were skedierent framing devices used —
such as metaphors, exemplars, catchphrases anttiolepi— and through them, four
different “packages” emerged: “Modernized Scotlamt Britain”, “Fear Appeal”,
“Aspirational Scotland” and “Realist Scotland” (Rat 2006: 162). Of these, all four
saw a necessity for devolution, and excluding thepirational Scotland the rest of
them showed some degree of caution towards whatwbald mean for Scotland
(Bicket 2006: 178). The Aspirational Scotland pagkawas the only to view
devolution and the Scottish Parliament in a deelgiypositive light, emphasising how
the Parliament could assist and promote new pesdéiticulations and representation
of the Scottish national identity (Bicket 2006: 170hat did not, however, refer
explicitly to an independent Scotland but was saera goal that could be achieved
both as an independent state and as a sub-natiomhavithin the Union (ibid.).

The next big question then is on how do the newsygapeflect their audiences and
represent the world they are situated in? For elaRpsie and Petersoo (2009: 122)
examined media in Scotland and England after déeolufocusing on what kind of a
relationship existed between national identitiesd amedia in these countries.
Newspaper readers in Britain are constantly forttede-imagine their community,
depending on whether they at any given momenttsitiiemselves in the local or the
national context, not to mention the question oethkler that national refers to Britain
or for instance Wales. Thus there also exists tht@w of situating yourself to two
different communities at once, to both Britain aN@les. (Rosie and Petersoo 2009:
123)

But how does this conflict appear in the newspdpanghat Rosie and Petersoo (2009:
129) found was that the newspapers do not restrizhselves to just one community
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but instead the national context can “wander” frone context to another within a
single article, or even sometimes within a singleagraph. There is, however, a clear
difference between Scotland and England in howiexplational references are used.
While there was an absence of overt referents giaad/English in the papers, similar
referents to Scotland/Scottish were more commopaipers sold in Scotland (Rosie
and Petersoo 2009: 132, 128). Similar tendencies aiso found in Wales, although
to a lesser extent than in Scotland, while referéatWales/Welsh were rare in both
England and Scotland (Rosie and Petersoo 2009: 139, Their overall conclusion,
however, was that there existed a notable absehdeliberate nationalist agendas
despite the way in which both regions’ newspapensléd to focus on the respective
countries in which they were sold (Rosie and Pete2009: 134, 142) In this they saw
a fragmentation of news agendas, which could hassiply led to a movement of
drifting apart between Scotland and England (ibid.)

Overall, the conclusion from the studies presehime@ seems to be that at least at the
time they were conducted there were no clear sitpas the British identity is
completely disappearing or even seriously declinimg sometimes is feared in the
wake of devolution and increasing talks of Scottistlependence. However, it seems
that the British identity is perhaps losing sigraince in the sense of people putting
more weight on their so called national, Englisbptish or Welsh, identities over
their British identity (Bechhofer and McCrone 200980, 200). Moreover, there are
certain things that can be seen as threateningetdradition British identity, mainly
the presence of the European Union and the hislbrigelatively recent ethnic
identities that have come forth with the immigratimovement into Britain. Combined
these threats can cause vulnerability that leadthéomore nationalistic identities
raising their heads, and in turn them turning itite more exclusive identities that
British was not born to be (Kumar 2003: 241-24ZcBhofer and McCrone (2009a: 7,
201) point out that identity is never an issueldatied with a crisis, and that while the
British identity might not be as strong as it oneas, multiple identities are still a
strong possibility, making the threat of a seripusblem seem quite small. Whether
that is still true, approaching the referendum aoptfish independence in the autumn

of 2014, remains to be seen.
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5 AIMS, DATA AND METHOD

In this chapter, | will clarify the aims, data amethod of the present study. First, the
research questions are presented, taking a clogkralt what the present study hopes
to achieve. Following this, the focus is turned aosls the data which is composed of
newspaper articles from different British newspapdn order to provide some
background for the data, there will be a brief latkthe history and characteristic
features of British newspapers before the data tmethe present study is lined out.
The chapter will end in a presentation of the asialynethod, Critical Discourse

Analysis, and a look at how the present studysetiliit in the analysis conducted.

5.1 Research questions

The purpose of the present study is to analyse Bowain and different British
identities are constructed in English, Scottish Wrelsh newspapers. Moreover, the aim
was to illustrate what possible differences therghtn have been between the
constructions of different countries, how the neaysgrs dealt with the possibility and
sometimes even the necessity of simultaneouslyteanisg both the idea of Britain
and each of the nationalistic identities, and findlow the newspapers constructed and

presented the future of Britain.
The three research questions of the present stedyhen, the following:

1.) How are Britain and the different British ident&id¢inguistically constructed
and maintained in English, Scottish and Welsh newsps?

2.) How does the idea of Britain co-exist with the aaélistic identities of
England, Scotland and Wales, and how and wher@aladnstructed identities
conflict or overlap?

3.) How do the nationalistic identities of England, &mad and Wales appear to
develop, and how is the future of the Union presdpt
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5.2 Newspapers in Britain

Newspapers in Britain have a long and varied hystond they have always been a
significant part of the political sphere, in oneywa another. In this section | will first
take a brief look at press history in Britain, éolled by identifying and explaining
some characteristics that make British newspap#eseht, in some cases even unique
in the Western world. And lastly, while presents@me previous studies on the topic,
I will examine the link between newspapers andpigical world, the ways in which

they are connected and intertwined.

While the history of newspapers in Britain cantaeéd back as early as the pamphlets
and posters and first printed newspapers of tfectEntury, the starting point for the
press we now know began with the changes of tleelidt and early 19 century. The
ideal image people tend to hold of newspapersasdhan independent, neutral party
that functions outside of government, political tiggg and the financial gains of the
business world. The first steps into a politicaligependent press in Britain happened
as the advertising business expanded in the turthefcentury, as the additional
income from advertisements meant newspapers betzsredependent on subsidies
and secret service grants, were able to offer beitges to journalists which in turn
reduced the amount of bribery connected to newsestoand were able to improve

their methods of gathering news. (Curran and SeB88: 10)

These steps were not enough to separate the poessie political sphere, however,
as in the 1860s and onwards modern political pakiegan forming in Britain (Curran
and Seaton 1988: 10). This in turn meant a clasérbetween the newspapers and
political parties, as it was not uncommon for theners of newspapers to also be
Members of Parliament, while some newspapersrstikived subsidies from political
parties or their supporters (ibid.). It is easysé® how dependent these papers really
were on the political parties when compared with thdical press of the late 18
century, which did not attain noteworthy financglpport from advertisements but
were still independent from any parliamentary paraind the government (Curran and
Seaton 1988: 11).

Not surprisingly, the radical press was faced sitppression from the administration,

first in the form of prosecution of journalists flibel and then by a number of taxes



71

meant to drive up the publishing costs high enotmirestrict the ownership of
newspapers. (Curran and Seaton 1988: 11) But thiealgpress persisted, and it was
not until the middle of the fdcentury that a new tactic arose, one that provetem
effective: the emergence of a capitalist, markeelbapress. There was a belief that
free trade and a capitalist press would be a miiesteve way of controlling than
whatever control the administration could upholald #hat seemed to hold true: while
the half century that followed was a period of exggan for most of the press in
Britain, the radical press slowly disappeared (&umnd Seaton 1988: 28, 30). Many
historians attribute the disappearance to the wawhich public attitudes changed
during that period - the Liberal Party absorbeduanber of radical activists, the
economy started improving which meant also workeese now better off, and the
lack of support for the left meant it was diffictdt raise money from the working-class
- but Curran and Seaton (1988: 30-31) do not agmestead, they turn towards
Virginia Berridge’s explanation of the “commercmdtion of the popular press”,
meaning that the newspapers became more of a kadinan before, resulting in the
search for bigger readerships through entertainifiieiat). Radical press simply could

not compete with their audiences.

The next step in the course of the British press waustrialization, as new print
technology was developed to help make printing naffieient. It did not, however,
help the left press that had been struggling ferexistence, as the printing costs
increased significantly which meant that owningesvepaper was now out of reach of
the working class (Curran and Seaton 1988: 35)s Theant that in the late 19
century, the left press consisted of only specigeriodicals and local community
papers (ibid.). The big national newspapers, orother hand, continued on under the
new press barons, who in the laté"Ehd early 2B century created press chains that
allowed for a few papers to dominate over othersri@ and Seaton 1988: 46-47).
The press barons have often been seen as the boewreught in political propaganda
and used their newspapers as tools for their palittgendas, but Curran and Seaton
(ibid.) point out they in fact merely followed tleclinations that had existed already
before them. Instead, it was actually the pres®rsamwho finally broke the ties
between the commercial press and the politicaligmrthey favoured entertainment
over politics, and in general the political powéey had was used more against

political parties than in support of them (Curraud Seaton 1988: 46, 54).
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While the left press had continuously had to bdtiteits existence, the Second World
War brought some relief to its position. The wéeeatied the attitude of journalism in
Britain and newsprint rationing had freed the pap&om their dependence on
advertisements, which meant the papers were now @bfocus on working-class
audiences, resulting in a move to the left withtdretrepresentation and varied
publishing (Curran and Seaton 1988: 75-76). Bupieghis, the centralization of
newspapers ownership increased post-war, whichneasurprising considering the
way in which the whole leisure industries becameimmnore centralized, leading to
pictures, entertainment and sports conquering modemore attention from traditional
news (Curran and Seaton 1988: 84-85, 101). Todayethis no shortage of
entertainment offered in newspapers, though thealpdroadsheet papers have kept

more to their commitment to serious political news.

Turning to the question of what makes the Britisasg so distinctly British, the first
point to make is the extent to which it has beameatrated in London (Tunstall 1996:
2). Most of the leading newspapers are London phetl, which creates a competition
more brutal than in any other European city, and assult they lack the restrains
present in most other countries (ibid.). That isswprising in the light of the fact that
the British press is different from its Europeamumerparts also in the way in which
there really does not exist much outside regulatontrolling their work. What
regulation there does exist usually comes frompitess itself, and thus the British
press is unusually self-regulated, a point whicpl@rs a lot about its unrestrained
nature. (Tunstall 1996: 391)

Another characteristic British press is known ferits national tabloid newspapers,
more concentrated on entertainment and the persatmin of stories than its
broadsheet counterparts (Tunstall 1996: 9). Therquite a big difference between
these two ends of the spectrum, the tabloids analdsheets of the British press, but in
addition to the broadsheets’ commitment to seripoftical journalism and the
tabloids’ focus on entertainment, their differencas be explained by the different
ways in which they finance themselves: while theldias rely on and aim at big
audiences and sales, the broadsheets are finanesttl hy profits from advertising
which allows for their more serious content as UOsbeets can charge higher
advertisements rates due to their elite audienoesstall 1996: 12).
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Scotland also poses an interesting deviation tonttren. Due to its location in the
north, such a long distance away from London, &odtlhas formed its own daily
press. (Tunstall 1996: 63). In fact, in 1966 Sautlavas the host to a circulation war
bigger than any such in London as a number of Lormised newspapers were
competing for Scottish readerships, but later ia #ame year one of the biggest
national papers, the Daily Mail, moved away fronotiand and started a whole wave
of retreats (ibid.). To this day, however, Scotlasahtinues to be the exception in
Britain, having significant national daily, eveniagd Sunday papers of its own, which
also deviate from the London-norm in their reflentiof Scottish culture, history and
politics (Tunstall 1996: 64). Bicket (2006: 155)regs, stating that while the
framework in which the press in Scotland operatay still be seen as British, itis in a
position in which it can cover Scotland in a wasgttks often ignored by the press in
London: there is extensive background content assipilities for analysing Scottish
issues. Wales, on the other hand, has a much nmoited press. There are multiple
local newspapers published in Wales, but the oniledtbased national newspaper is
the Western Mail Thus there is also not a great deal of availatftemation on how
different the Welsh news coverage is from that tbieo national newspapers, as there

has not been much material for previous studies.

One of the aspects that make newspapers such enmestihg and useful object of
research is the fact that newspapers have powen afuch more than their owners
would care to admit (Tunstall 1996: 2). For insenas Tunstall (1996: 1) notes, it is
often “the newspapers, not television, which go tlee politician’s jugular”. How

powerful newspapers really are, is visible in npldidifferent ways. To illustrate this,
I will first take a look at how the powerful thegss in Britain has historically been

before examining the current situation.

As mentioned above, the links between the presdfagolitical sphere in Victorian
and Edwardian Britain were quite strong, ofteniseal through the ownership of each
paper (Curran and Seaton 1988: 10). Similarly Jeftepress struggled for its existence
throughout British press history, while the righaswstrongly represented. For example,
in the 19" century, with the emergence of the so-called neily oress, there were
clear signs of how the newspapers encouraged teaders’ identification with the
political parties that were supported and contcllyy those in power (Curran and
Seaton 1988: 42). According to Curran and Seatuid.]j between 1855 and 1860 ten
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new local daily papers were born that were conmettethe Liberal Party, while
between 1860 and 1870 eighteen new newspapers eoengected to either the
Conservative or the Liberal Party, and finally, thre following decade already 41
newspapers were connected to these two big pafieseffect this had helped to turn
these political movements of those of a small miger the ruling class — to a mass

movement (ibid.).

During the era of the press barons there did natt es strong links between the
newspapers and political parties as before, sirtheertising revenue at this point
meant the papers were not depended on outsideesoafdinancial aid. The barons
were business men, newspapermen, and thus they interested firstly on their
circulation and profits. However, the major preasdns were still Conservatives, and
thus the political view of the papers did not crenguch during that time. (Curran and
Seaton 1988: 55) Instead of overt propaganda, @nenk’ influence on the political
sphere was more about how they “helped to maintiaén dominant consensus by
stigmatizing radical opponents of the political @rd(Curran and Seaton 1988: 58).
The change came during and after the Second Word, & time when also the
Guardianestablished its position in the left; remaining tinly left-of-centre national
broadsheet as by the 1970s it had found a stablihdll for itself with its young
readership (Curran and Seaton 1988: 52-53).

While theGuardianmay have remained firmly in the left, the othewspapers in the
late 20" century did not change their Conservative viewfsoinut instead showed
increased partisanship. According to Tunstall (219240), the national newspapers’
support for the Conservative Party in the yearsofohg the 1979 UK General
Election was devoted and even overwhelming: fotaimse in the 1992 UK General
Election, 70% of the national dailies supported @enservatives while the Labour
Party had only 27% of the support despite the flaat the difference in the parties’
support among the voters was only 8 percentagagoistudy that examined daily
newspapers in April 1993, looking at partisanshipthe news coverage, found that
“biased coverage of the Conservative and Laboutigzan the Sun, Daily Express,
Daily Mail, and Daily Mirror outweighed neutral cerage by nine to one” (Tunstall
1996: 241-242).
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It is important to note here, however, that while hewspapers might display signs of
clear partisanship, their agenda is still not nsaely the same as that of the political
parties (Curran and Seaton 1988: 233-234). Theme mple explanation for the way
in which newspaper can influence the public andop#ion, since there may for
instance be groups that are more easily affecteitt withers are not affected at all
(ibid.). Similarly, the power of the newspapersitd necessarily dependent on obvious
political involvement (Curran and Seaton 1988: 2243tead, for example the way in
which news stories have in the past decades bedrstdl are, often told through the
prisms of personalities, of individual dramas, neaysers can give readers an
impression of subjectivity and inconsistency in slierounding world. But in fact, this
tendency of looking at the world in a way that keswut any possible structural factors
in the events means that “the human interest stooiethe tabloid press [have]
contributed as much as political commentary toanstg the social cohesion of post-

war British society”. (Curran and Seaton 1988: 112)

The power that the British newspapers possess moteseem to be going anywhere
either. While in the 1960s 85-90% of adults in &ntread a daily newspaper, in the
1990s about 85% still read a newspaper weekly (@lln$996: 223). In 2013, the
research firm YouGuv published a report on medi@samption in Britain, according
to which on average 84% of the population had eedéily newspaper in the past year
(Changing Media Summit Report 2013: 5). The peagatmight have remained the
same throughout these decades, but the frequen®ading the papers has definitely
changed: while in the 1960s many of British adrdsd newspapers daily, in the 1990s
that frequency had dropped to weekly. But what khoot be forgotten, however, is
that after the 1990s newspapers have broadenedsitwe to the Internet, hosting
comprehensive archives and offering an online wvarsif their paper. While the
number of people that read a printed newspapey d@ly have decreased, that is not

the only way to read the news anymore.

What has become clear through this look at theidBripress is that it is powerful,
competitive, and despite its move toward consumeiis the recent years, still very
politically engaged. But as mentioned above in @ragé, despite this political aspect,
the relationship between politics, national idgngind media consumption is not in any
way static: someone identifying themselves as ‘t&totor “British” does not tell us

which newspapers they read, and neither doeslitugewhich political party they
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support (Kiely, McCrone and Bechhofer 2006: 48 Hwfer and McCrone 2009a: 2).
But newspapers still matter and their power shawltdbe ignored. As Tunstall (1996:
427) noted, the British press “will continue to éeremely powerful both within the

media and across the broad range of public polcyublic life... The newspapers are
likely to remain the most politically interestedost policy focused, most partisan, and

most potent of the mass media.”

5.3 Data

Newspapers were selected as the object of the miretady, since it would be
impossible to examine all news media - consistihgromt media, broadcast news and
the Internet - in a limited study such as this despecially since the topic covers quite
a broad are in the sense that the data has tetraflehe different countries of the topic:
England, Scotland and Wales. Many of the reasoas rieke newspapers a good
research topic have already been discussed inréwops chapters, including the fact
that despite the impact television and the Inteh@ate had on traditional print media,
newspapers are still widely read and viewed as seripus and respectable sources of
news. This makes the possible strategies they twv@onstructing Britain and British
identities all the more significant. Furthermoreamy of them are easy to pinpoint to a

certain region in Britain, which is of course aaal requirement for this study.

Since the point of this study is more the compassbetween the different countries
and newspapers instead of the differences betweepdlitical left and right, there is
not really room for analysis across the whole palt sphere. Instead, all three
newspapers were chosen to represent a somewhae-tefhtpolitical orientation.
There were two reasons for this. First of all, teatre-left category leaves perhaps a
bit more room for the more nationalistic identit@sEngland, Scotland and Wales to
emerge. In order to get a more comprehensive vievBotish identities, this was
important for the present study. The second realowever, is considerably more

practical in the case of Wales.

As mentioned above, the amount of newspapers peadducWales is currently quite
limited. While there are numerable newspapersappear in Wales, many of them are
so regional that their circulation was not realpplicable to this study. In addition, all

the newspapers were accessed through the NELLalpibvat allowed their viewing
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also from Finland. This also limited the choicenefvspapers available. In the end, the
Western Mailwas chosen as the newspaper from Wales. It desciibelf as “the
national newspaper of Wales”, though its circulatio northern Wales is perhaps not
quite extensive enough to merit that title, at iecording to those living in North
Wales. Its circulation is, however, the broadeghefnewspapers available and it is the
only Wales based national newspaper in Britainads founded in Cardiff in 1869, and
is often described as pro-Wales for the polititahse it has taken on different issues
in the past. This pro-Wales tendency was seenialsbe present study, as will be
illustrated in the findings.

After the Western Mailwas chosen to be included in the study, it alsitéid the other
newspapers from Scotland and England to the cégftrecategory. The same
prerequisite about the availability of the artickdso in Finland through the NELLI
portal naturally applied also here. For Scotlad Herald, which was founded in
Glasgow in 1783 and has the biggest circulatiorSodttish daily newspapers, was
chosen. And for England, theuardianthat was founded in Manchester in 1821 was
chosen. Its circulation falls behind the more covetve theTimesand theDaily
Telegraph but because of its centre-left orientation itestiithe present study perfectly.
All three newspapers are national and issued d&ince the newspapers were
accessed through NELLI, pictures were not availablar that reason, the analysis

concentrates on the texts of the articles and deslpictures.

Choosing a possible timeframe for the data coldectias not an easy task. Instead of
just determining a certain time period to focus tre data is centred on specific
political events that have taken place in GreataBriduring the last few years. This
was done in the hopes of reaching news articlestwtiuly reflect the possible ways
of constructing and maintaining Britain while sinareously allowing room for the

more nationalistic identities of England, Scotlamdl Wales.

In the case of Wales, the data consists of artithes deal with the devolution
referendum that was held in Wales on Mar2811. The Welsh Assembly has never
had taxation powers unlike the Scottish Parliamenvitich already on its own
illustrates how limited the Assembly’s actions heween. However, also its other
legislative powers were limited before the 201Erehdum. The Assembly’s different

legislative areas are divided into 20 subject asraswhile the Assembly could make
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laws on some matters of these areas, in otheimuldmot do so without agreement
from Westminster, the Parliament of the United Kiag. The process of gaining this
agreement from the Parliament could in some cadesdeveral years. The devolution
referendum in 2011 sought to change this, and ffieiad question asked in the

referendum was ultimately “Do you want the Assemindyv to be able to make laws
on all matters in the 20 subject areas it has pevier?” The result in the 2011
referendum was 63.49% in favour, with 21 of the\VE2Ish unitary authority areas
voting “Yes” with only one, Monmouthshire, votindNd” with a narrow 320 vote

difference.

For Scotland, the articles collected are aboutStettish Parliament General Election
of 2011 where the Scottish National Party that tpersues independence for
Scotland won by a landslide and formed a majoripvegnment. The Scottish
Parliament in Holyrood in Edinburgh has 129 seatsl 65 are needed for a party form
a majority. The most recent General Election wdd ba May %' 2011. The Scottish
National Party (SNP) won the most seats it has é&edd, 69, forming a majority
government. The Scottish Labour Party, which hadhidated a lot of Scotland’s
politics in recent decades, had its worst electasult ever, losing seven (7) seats but
remaining the second largest party in the Parliamath its 37 seats. The third party
in the election was the Scottish Conservative Paitly its 17 seats. Prior to the 2011
elections, the Scottish National Party had sinc@720een a minority government in
Holyrood with support from the Green Party on sasseles, since it had been unable
to find a coalition partner to form a majority gonment with. Before 2007, the two

parties in government had been the Labour Partyt éretal Democrats.

The third event was chosen to be as inclusive asilple of the whole of Britain in
order to ensure also the presence of the idea dewdity of Britain. Thus the final
articles deal with David Cameron becoming the Priviireister of the United Kingdom
on May 11" 2010, after a week of negotiations following tlesuits of the 2010 UK
General Election. None of the major political pastimanaged to achieve an overall
majority, resulting in the first hung parliament the UK for 36 years. The
Conservatives, led by David Cameron, got 36.1%mefvotes and won 306 of the 650
seats in the House of Commons. That was 20 seat$ shthe 326 needed for a
majority. The second party was the Labour Partyctigrior to the election was the

majority party in the House of Commons, but thisdireceived only 29% of the votes,
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losing 91 seats and ending up with 258 seats. Tirel party was the Liberal

Democrats who received 23% of the votes and S5Feo&éats.

As can be seen from the fact that the last timeKaGéneral Election ended with a
hung parliament was in 1974, it has been a ratier occurrence in the UK. Before
the 2010 General Election, the Labour Party hadh llee governing administration for
13 years, first with Tony Blair as the Prime Mieistrom 1997 to 2007, followed by
Gordon Brown as the Prime Minister from 2007 to @ORrior to that, there was a
Conservative Prime Minister from as far back as9l9ifst Margaret Thatcher until
1990, then John Major until 1997.

The three major parties started negotiations tmfarcoalition government, and it was
clear from the very beginning that it would be thiberal Democrats, led by Nick

Clegg, that would make or break any possible ddalshe end, after 5 days of
negotiations, David Cameron and the Conservativieseal the Liberal Democrats a
deal which they accepted, and so the Conservatindgshe Liberal Democrats formed
the first UK coalition government since the Seconarld War. David Cameron

became the Prime Minister and Nick Clegg the Depuigne Minister - a post that had

not actually existed before they came up with it.

In the beginning of the data collection processdtiiles were in each case collected
from two weeks before and two weeks after the @ffievent. It soon became apparent,
however, that the amount of articles would in thiay grow too large and too
unbalanced. For instance in the case of the Sked®#sliament General Election, the
amount of articles from th#&estern Mailremained very small while the amount of
articles from theHerald would have been so extensive that their analysisldvnot
have been too challenging. The same but in revers® also true for the Welsh
referendum. So for practical reasons, the maximonouat of articles from each paper
for each event was limited to approximately 25-3the goal was to gather
approximately the same amount of articles from gaper, and let the way in which
they divided between the different events be a phthe analysis results. In the end,
the amount of articles included in the presentystudned out to be 148 in total. They

divided between the different newspapers and diffeevents as follows:
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The Welsh The David
Referendum Scottish Cameron —
of 2011 Parliament the new PM

GE In total
The Western Mall 25 4 19 48
The Herald 1 25 21 47
The Guardian 4 20 29 53
In total 30 49 69 148

As can be seen from this, the amount of articleBlipled about David Cameron
becoming the new Prime Minister (69) was signifitamarger than the amount of
articles dealing with the other two events (30 &®. This result was no surprise,
since the event in question had the largest ndtionzact of the three. Similarly, since
the circulation of theGuardianis the broadest of the three newspapers and thus i
would be natural for it cover also regional evemtsre extensively than perhaps the
other two papers, it was not surprising that thewam of articles included from it (53)
was slightly larger than the other two papers’ &l 47). As the difference in the
amount of articles from each paper is quite slimdid not interfere with the

conducting of the analysis.

The differences between the amounts of articlesighdd about each event are, on the
other hand, very clear. While the differences diian one hand necessarily make the
analysis more difficult but instead contributedhe process, they did make answering
all of the research questions in a satisfactory maammpossible in some cases. The
low amount of articles published about the Welsarendum in théderald (1) and the
Guardian (4), and on the other hand the low amount of ledipublished about the
Scottish Parliament General Election in testern Mail(4), meant that the present
study was unable to comprehensively address thierelifces in the way each
newspaper constructed the more nationalistic ideatof Scotland and Wales. Due to
the limited amount of articles in these instantesmply was not possible to draw any
general conclusions that could be applied to treader media discourse in these
newspapers. Instead, in these cases the focug @ntlysis was turned more towards

how each of the newspapers constructed their owntogs identity.



81

5.4 Analysing Newspapers - Critical Discourse Anakis

Discourse analysis studies language, whether shatitten, spoken or perhaps even
signed. It is not, however, limited only to langedgut in addition studies the people
producing the language, the situation the langusageoduced in and through context
of the language also the culture and society inclwvtthe language is situated in.
(Pietikdinen and Mantynen 2009: 21) Fairclough {999) describes discourse
analysis as an attempt to review and map the sgsienvays in which texts connect

with socio-cultural practices through different gentional or innovative discourse

practices. It is an attempt to combine the analyslanguage with social analysis. The
way in which discourse analysis can help in undexing life both at the interpersonal
and the institutional level makes it a very usefot powerful analysis tool (Scollon

and Scollon 2004: 8-9).

The field of discourse analysis has evolved throughous different stages, and the
emphasis of analysis has varied slightly throughhelse stages. For example textual
analysis, or content analysis, studies the contérdcommunication and is popular
especially in social studies. (Fairclough 1997: Zijtical linguistics is especially
interested in media discourse, and emphasizesghiicance of word choice and the
way events, people and groups can be forced itwtditpre-existing constructed entities
(Fairclough 1997: 39-42). Intertextual analysisu®es on how the production and
consumption of texts include, influence and evemgform other texts (Fairclough
1997: 100). Also the methods of analysis have dariemm a more content focused
analysis to micro-analysis that is interested ianethe smallest units of language and
how the form of language alters and is used (Faigth 1997: 138).

The present study, however, utilizes a perspediveliscourse analysis that is based
on discourse as social interaction. Sociolingusséimphasizes the way language use is
shaped socially and how factors such as socigiorkhips, social interactions and the
goals of such social activities influence the disse used (Fairclough 1992: 63). This
view enabled the consideration of different soaittoal forces at work beyond the
text, such as financial or political spheres, apdjiving way to the social practices of
discourse it was the basis behind the three-dimaasframework in which discourse
is seen as in the context of the present studgcodrse through the three dimensions
of text, discursive practice and social practicair@tough 1997: 85, 1992: 73). With
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this development, the focus shifted from textuadlgsis to what we now consider

discourse analysis (Fairclough 1997: 44).

Discourse analysis is also not a distinct methoditenown, more of a scholarly
practice (van Dijk 2008: 2). According to Faircldu¢l992: 231), discourse analysis
should “show features, patterns and structures lwhie typical of certain types of
discourse, restructuring tendencies in orders stalirse, and ways of using these
conventional resources”. In order to accomplists,tthe appropriate methods of
analysis should always be chosen to suit the aintkeostudy, the nature of the data
and the emphasis of research questions, and tipgsepaiate methods can naturally
overlap, combine and complete each other. These sbmethods are, for example,
grammatical, pragmatic, rhetorical, stylistics @msotic analysis types. To put it
simply, discourse analysis utilises any relevanthog, and instead of being any one,
particular method, it should be viewed more as r@etyaof ways of doing discourse
analysis. For this reason, van Dijk calls it disseustudiesinstead of discourse
analysis. (van Dijk 2008: 2-3)

Since the present study is specifically interesteithe process of identity construction
in media discourse and thus also concerned wittegssf power and power structures,
Critical Discourse Analysis was chosen as the nulogical framework for the

analysis. What makes CDA significantly differenorfr discourse analysis, in other
words critical, is the view that language and poeaer always inherently linked. CDA
focuses on how language is connected to sociatipgagnd how social and political
power is visible, used and perhaps even spreadighrdiscourse. And in turn, how

social and political power influence and shapeadalisse. (Fairclough 1992: 12, 36)

The CDA that the present study utilizes was fiesteloped towards the end of 1980s
by the Lancaster school of linguists such as Noriainclough. Fairclough’s aim in
developing CDA was to bridge the gap between lisiiuidiscourse analysis and the
analysis done by social sciences that links samdl political thought with discourse
(Fairclough 1992: 62). Van Dijk (2008: 85) descald@DA as “a reaction against the
dominant formal paradigms of the 1960s and 197@&h the purpose of offering a
different perspective that focuses on “the way<sdalisse structures enact, confirm,
legitimate, reproduce or challenge relations of @oand dominance in society”. So

instead of merely describing different discursivagtices, CDA aims to illustrate how
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the link between discourse and power works, andadadition emphasizes how
discourse can affect social identities and relati@amd contributes to the formation of
ideologies (Fairclough 1992: 12).

But even the field within CDA is not unanimous dmimogeneous. For instance, van
Dijk takes a different view from Fairclough to pawand develops the links between
power and discourse from a different angle. Instfaloeing concerned with any kind
of power and its influence on discourse, van Difkpbasizes the fact that critical
discourse analysis, or critical discourse studibglwhe prefers, focuses on the abuse
of power and the illegitimate uses of it. (van D2B08: 1, 17) As most CDA theorists,
he sees discourse structures and social struciiesently linked through complex
relations, and argues that text and talk can inflteeand have distinct social conditions
and consequences (van Dijk 2008: 4). He goes one step further, however, and
positions CDA scholars firmly in favour of domindtgroups, noting that researchers
who recognize their own position in society canclatm to be neutral, but in order to
actually fulfil the criteria of “critical” in CDA,should conduct their studies from the
perspective of the dominated (van Dijk 2008: 6)eTtresent study aims to be as
neutral as possible, and instead the focus is dutowards what kind of identities the
articles construct, how and if power and powerti@teships are visible in them, and

what kind of differences there can be seen betweedifferent newspapers.

Focusing specifically to the analysis of news medan Dijk (2008: 58) remarks it is
important to pay attention to the schemata, togic the style of whatever news piece
we are analysing in order to make visible and ustded the political, economic,
social and cultural factors influencing the dissmurn addition, other potential objects
of analysis are the syntax and lexicon of the tlxtal and global sentence and topic
meanings (for instance us vs. them positions) &edorical devices (van Dijk 2008:
104-105). Rhetorical devices can include, for epiamn devices such as irony,
metaphors and metonyms. Beard (2000: 19) desamie¢sphors as “when a word or a
phrase is used which establishes a comparison eetwee idea and another”. For
political language, this happens often with theroesnected to sports and war, for
instance boxing, launching attacks, and so on.rB2a00: 21). Metonyms, on another
hand, refer to “replacing the name of somethindpwidmething that is connected to it,
without being the whole thing” (Beard 2000: 19)r kstance, in the United Kingdom
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this happens often when “Number 10” is used torredethe Prime Minister, as the

Prime Minister’s residence is located at 10 Dowrfatigeet.

Fairclough (1997: 136) points out that when it certeeanalysing representations, it is
important to note the choices reflected in the @xbut what has been included and
excluded, what is stated directly and what is ant] what is given a primary and what
a secondary position in the discourse. Additionallyalysing newspapers adds another
level to the analysis, since there are certain atfaristics that are typical to
newspapers. Newspapers can influence the natustatus of a story first of all with
the amount of space the story is given in the paped second of all, with the
placement of the story in the paper. Stories plasethe front page are considered the
most important, while placing a story further iretpaper can be seen as a way of
positioning the story and its participants in aifing or repressive fashion (Scollon
1998: 4).

The analysis of the present study was conducteagaloe following steps: first, the
data was read through carefully, identifying thegéa themes that emerged in
connection with the research questions, which effemsight into the types of
identities that were being constructed. It showdbted that while the analysis treated
the identity constructions as something that cobkl separated and analysed
individually as well as together, this does notcoiirse, reflect the situation in reality
since the identity constructions present in thespapers are just that: a way of these
identities to be constructed and represented itingti Thus the analysis can only
consider the kind of constructions that emergethftbe data, which allows one to see
them as more coherent and comprehensive than grbyamps are in practise. The next
step was to look at the data text in more detdéntiifying the linguistic techniques
used in the construction process, as well as agyiktic markers of possible conflict
or overlapping and confusion regarding these itiesti in other words, the points on
which the identities offered insight into relatibiiss and interaction. Attention was
also paid to political discourse and its influerare the constructed identities. And
lastly, the data was examined with the intentiortrging to identify what might be
next for the identities in question and for the &mihow were devolution, nationalism
and independence portrayed and represented, andnigiw these processes develop

in the near future? These findings are present#ueifiollowing chapter.
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6 SEEKING BRITISH IDENTITIES — THE FINDINGS

6.1 Constructing identities

I will begin this chapter on the findings by preeg what kind of identity
constructions emerged from the data. These consmngcare divided into Welsh
identity, Scottish identity, English identity anditish identity. The English and British
identity constructions are presented here undeséimee subtitle, since the identities
were so closely linked, interwoven and depende@axh other that presenting them
separately would have been ineffective as can ée sem the section in question. In
addition to presenting the constructed identitlewjll also examine how they were

constructed and why they seemed to emerge frordateeso strongly.

6.1.1 A grown-up, united Wales

In the case of Welsh identity, how it was consedcand represented formed quite a
clear and coherent picture. The Welsh devolutidaremdum of 2011 seemed to mark
a significant change in the way Wales was portrayhdugh this was seen only
through one newspaper. As was mentioned previoukl,low number of articles
about the Welsh referendum in ti@uardian and theHerald meant that it was
impossible to draw any general conclusions abowt tieey constructed Wales and
Welsh identity. This of course already offers imignto the relationships within the
Union: the devolution referendum decided on a Sicamt issue regarding the way in
which Wales is governed but despite this, the ewerg not widely reported in either
the Guardianor theHerald. Quite the opposite, in fact, as the referendurs eavered
in only four articles in th&uardianand one in thélerald. This implies that while the
construction of Welsh identity in th&/estern Mailrepresents a process of self-
identification, that identity construction was motrrored or recognized by the other
newspapers, meaning that the significant changebdanway Wales was portrayed
were limited within Wales. Because of this, theu®of the analysis was turned
towards theNestern Mail and so the following constructions mainly emeried its

articles with the other newspapers brought in wdygplicable.
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Wales, the Welsh Assembly and its situation betbee referendum were portrayed
quite negatively. While discussing the Assembly thost often used adjectives to
describe the situation before the referendum wsl@y” and “time-consuming”, each

of which appeared multiple times. In addition atjexs such as “hamstrung” and
“cumbersome” appeared. From this it is clear thatlegalisation process before the
proposed change was viewed above all as slow,Hgragtd even a bit feeble. There
was a sense in the articles that the Assembly waalle to do everything it perhaps
should and definitely could do because of the forzesk of seeking agreement from

Westminster before laws could take effect.

Furthermore, in addition to being slow and lengttine system before the proposed
change was definitely seen as “inferior”. The dggions used for the Assembly
before the referendum included “second class”, Wwiiiccurred almost as many times
as “inferior”, as well as “a pale imitation”, whickas used to describe the system less
often but still occurred a few times. There did seém to be lot of confidence or trust
in the Assembly and especially in its status alaegshe Northern Ireland Assembly
or the Parliament of Scotland. Thi¢estern Maildefinitely painted the process of the
Assembly not being able to legislate on its ows@®ething childish and not equal to
other parts of the Kingdom. The fact that the Adslgrhad to seek agreement from the
Westminster Parliament for its decisions was oftescribed in terms of Wales having
to go “cap in hand” to “beg for permission”. Thiestription occurred multiple times
both before and after the voting. On one occasiamas even described as “a national

disgrace”.

Considering this view, it is not surprising thaethictory of the “Yes” vote on the
referendum was painted in positive terms. As meeiibabove, th&Vestern Mailis
known for its somewhat pro-Wales stance in som&essand this was clear also in the
articles included in the present study. The papétighed at least two articles where it
clearly announced its backup for the “Yes” vote amged its readers to vote “Yes”.
The amount of articles from th@uardian was low, which makes it impossible to
comment on what kind of discourse it generally tmss for Wales, but in this matter
also it seemed to have a clear stance. It paihedeferendum itself as “frustrating” as
it did not view the question asked as “necessaryfundamental” enough to warrant

a referendum, but notably stated frankly that ftlear” the result should be “Yes”.
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The success of the devolution referendum changedithation and how Wales and
Welsh identity were constructed and representeds Whs interesting, since prior to
the voting the point and purpose of the refereneas questioned and even criticised
not just in theGuardian but also in thewWestern Mail The single most often used
description of the event was “a technicality”, whiwas used as a negative thing. The
referendum was seen as a technicality of interdalimistrative politics that was not
worth of an actual referendum. It was argued tleierendums should be used
“sparingly” and that the issue in question in 2084s not “significant enough”. In
direct contrast, then, the result of the refereneas constructed as a significant event
with a considerable effect. It was not just abdwet Assembly’s ability to make laws,

but instead about how the people saw Wales andsitlees.

Since the opinion presented in ttestern Mailabout the referendum was so clearly
in favour of a “Yes” vote, it was expected thatwvituld also present the situation after
the referendum and the victory of the “Yes” votepiositive terms. The most often
used adjectives in this regard were “efficient” deffective” which appeared often
and throughout all of the articles collected frame Western Mail both individually
and combined. “Efficient” was used ten (10) andéefive” eight (8) times in the 25
articles included. Other frequent adjectives useddéscribe what Wales or the
Assembly would be like after the proposed changeeWweonfident”, which was used
eight (8) times in the articles collected, and aasi adjectives in the line of “faster”,
such as “quicker” and “swifter”. What emerged froine referendum was an efficient
and effective Welsh Assembly that would finallyddde to do what needed to be done

for Wales and its people.

As a result of this, looking beyond the Assemblyal¥d after the referendum was
above all seen as “grown-up”. It was a nation tiad suddenly shaken its childish,
inferior status off its shoulders and emerged aslole and mature. There would be no
more seeking approval from Westminster, or like Western Mailput it prior to the

vote, having another nation keeping an eye on Wallesthe Welsh First Minister

Carwyn Jones put it in a statement quoted by aleethnewspapers, with the
referendum vote “an old nation came of age”. Aslbarseen from the following quote,
the result was seen as a show of confidence, andstas a show of confidence in the

Assembly but as one that extends all through Warelsthe Welsh people:
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“We've seen people voting Yes all across Walesiaide seen a
significant victory and a vote of confidence by paople in themselves.”
- Carwyn Jones in thé/estern Mailbn March &' 2011

In addition to the effectiveness, efficiency, amshfedence that Wales gained with the
“Yes” vote, Wales also seemed to reach certainesehsinity, as can be seen already
in the above quote. The vote was reported as haeg delivered by “the people of
Wales”, despite the fact that the eventual turmeag only 35.6%. When the result was
reported, there were comments on how Wales hadumited together, having voted
in agreement all over Wales. These comments caone fioth theVestern Mailitself

and from individual people that were quoted, fatamce:

“From the coast to the border, the north to the fpwur country is
united in a way that perhaps it wasn't back in 1997
- Carwyn Jones in thé/estern Maibn March %' 2011

This new sense of unity was a stark contrast toag in which the nation had been
divided in the 1997 referendum. These divisionsciviwvere discussed in Chapter 2 in
connection with the history of Wales, seem to @asignificant role when it comes to
Welsh identity, both in the past and in the preséhé possible divisions between east
and west, north and south, rural and urban, anégMahd English speaking areas and
people were brought up in the articles quite ofi#ielsh identity in the past appeared
quite split and fragmented, while after the refewen, the new united Wales was

emphasised.

However, a part of the perceived unity appearetthénanalysis to also come from the
representation by th&/estern Mail In addition to it being clearly in favour of the
“Yes” vote, it also constructed a discourse iraitscles that did not leave a lot of room
for the voices of those in favour of the “No” vote. the 25 articles it published and
that were included in the data, there were 59 megpbted either directly or indirectly.

Of those 59 people, 33 were clearly in favour & tNes” vote. Only four (4) were

distinctly in favour of the “No” vote. The differea between the two perspectives
offered here is very stark, and there is not mumiibtl about whether it was by choice
or not. It should be noted, however, that a pathefreason for this division is also the
newspaper’'s choice of people it quoted. While thesre 59 people quoted, only
approximately ten (10) of those were quoted moaa thnce or twice. On one hand, it

does naturally mean that among the 59 people qubtrd are also people that are not
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politicians or active campaigners for either thesY or the “No” vote. But on another
hand, it also means there are about ten peoplg¢haiccess and space for their voices
repeatedly and more than others. This kind of gedkat controls who is quoted and
who is not is called context control, which is ookethe ways in which power is
reproduced in discourse (van Dijk 2008: 10) Notatl these ten people that the
Western Mailgave regular access and space to, only two (2¢ wefavour of the

“No” vote.

As a comparison, also the people quoted in Gluardian and in theHerald were
looked at in more detail. Of course, since the amai articles from both of these
newspapers was significantly smaller than the amofirarticles from theWestern
Mail, it is difficult to compare the numbers. But ircfain the four (4) articles included
from the Guardian there were twelve (12) people quoted. Of theseers (7) were in
favour of the “Yes” vote and three (3) in favourtbg “No” vote. So the number of
people in favour of the “No” vote was almost edieathe corresponding number in the
Western Mail despite the difference in the amount of articWile this fact naturally
cannot be used to draw any major, general concladiom, it does indicate that if the
Guardianquoted almost as many people in favour of the “Mafe in its four articles,
there certainly should and would have been morenréar this opinion also in the

Western Mail Instead, that space was given to those in favbtire “Yes” vote.

The conclusion that can be drawn from this is #e that as the “Yes” vote was so
clearly favoured, the result described in such sitpe way and the effect of it seen as
such a significant step for Wales, it means thateghwas room given specifically to
this image of a new Wales in tWdestern Mail The new, grown-up, confident and
united Wales was accepted and even encouragech &eeriy way, this was also the

Welsh identity most prominently constructed in daa.

6.1.2 Differing Scotland

If the Welsh identity constructed in théestern Mailwas clearly and easily depicted,
the case was quite different for Scotland. Wherd&des was often described in
certain ways or certain aspects related to itstifewere highlighted, in the case of

Scotland its identity emerged more through artithed related or compared Scotland
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to the rest of the Union or to the political proses happening. This was a similar
finding to that of Higgins (2004: 477), who conatadin his study that nation in the
Scottish press was centred on Scotland’s constitatiposition. This made analysing
the construction of Scottish identity more chalieggand meant that the identity that

emerged was not as well defined or as easily dedale as Welsh identity.

One way to examine the aspects of Scotland tha¢ fiaroured was to look at the
reasons why the Scottish National Party achievech ssuccess at the Scottish
Parliament General Election of 2011. As an answethis question, thederald
highlights the tone of the different campaigns irgdup to the election. The SNP’s
campaign is repeatedly described as positive atichigtic, whereas the campaigns by
the Labour Party and the Liberal Democrats esdgcee seen as negative and
pessimistic. The parties definitely employed difetr strategies in the election, as for
example the Labour Party painted any possible iedégence for Scotland in negative
terms and used it as a warning to drive voters dway the SNP. On the other hand,
the SNP was described in tihterald to be looking to the future, while the Labour
Party and Liberal Democrats were seen stuck sonrewhehe past. While the voters
were choosing between the different political getithe SNP seemed to be able to
find a message that spoke of a promising future amdoptimistic Scotland that
resonated with the people. The Scotland that the @&s constructing was not afraid
of issues such as deciding on independence or fimpuenewable energy, which
were, as an example, aims on the SNP’s agenda.SCo#ish National Party’s

Scotland was ready to move forward, and so weneitsrs.

This contrast with the past appeared also inHbeald's attitude towards the SNP. It
notes in its articles that the overall majorityrgad by the Scottish National Party in the

2011 election should have technically been impdessib

“The electoral system was designed to prevent aoggect of the SNP
being able to form a majority Government, or sevats thought.”
- TheHerald on May 7' 2011

The Scottish Parliament uses mixed member propaticepresentation system for the
election of its members. The system is designe@galt in an elected body where the
total amount of elected party members is propodtievith the total amount of votes the

party receives. The voters in Scotland were givenvotes: one for a specific candidate,

and one for a specific party. Most of the 129 se&ds were elected to represent first



91

past the post constituencies, the voters choosimgember to represent their own
constituency. The remaining 56 seats were thenegldry an additional member system,
designed to make the overall result more propaatioNo party has ever won enough

seats to form a majority government before the SNitory in 2011.

If it seems to be common knowledge that the elatgystem of the Scottish Parliament
was put in place precisely to keep the SNP frommiggi an overall majority, as was
claimed also in thé&uardian more than once in the articles collected for thesent
study, it speaks volumes of the SNP’s positionhim political playing field and of the
attitudes directed at it. However, as the restaecin and it became clear just how big
a majority the SNP had achieved, the three newspagepraised the SNP’s victory.
The Western Mail called the result, for instance, “unprecedentetfiistoric”,
“resounding”, “a triumph” and “a revolution”. Th6uardian continued on the same
track, calling it “amazing”, “remarkable”, “extraginary” and “the most stunning
victory in recent Scottish political history”. ThHéerald described the election as “one
of the most dramatic nights in Scottish electiostdry”, and described the SNP’s result

M

as “triumphant”, “staggering”, “impressive” and ‘‘ga-changing”.

The Herald noted that it was not just the attitudes of theex®or the dynamic between
the parties that had changed, but that in fact dhenstyle of reporting among the
Scottish press covering the election was very diffefrom for example the election in
1999. At the time the SNP even temporarily publisiie own newspaper, “Scotland’s
Voice”, in order to get its voice heard since tlostiity of the press towards the SNP
was so strong the party stopped holding press cemdes. In 2007, th®aily Mail
called Alex Salmond “the most dangerous man inl8andt, as noted by theerald. In
contrast, in the 2011 election there were sevezalspapers that backed Salmond for
First Minster. In addition, overall the languagedigo describe the SNP remained very
moderate in all three newspapers included in tsent study. There were instances
where their proposals were called “radical’, antipthe Election Day the opposing
party leaders described the possibility of the SMRning as “dangerous”. These
instances were extremely rare however, and themben remained at less than a
handful.

This contrast with past attitudes and represemtstie significant, as is the fact that

particularly theHerald was now more comfortable with the SNP and willtogtote



92

how the party had “overcome vitriol” of the pasherScottish National Party seemed
to have worked its way to the top of Scottish pedit and thus also into a position
where it has a say in what Scotland in the futoaks like. It is difficult to say how

well this change mirrors changes also in Scottigmiity, but it certainly should not be

underestimated either.

Another context that underlined Scotland was itgti@enship with the Union and
especially England. The relationships and the vilyshich the identities of different
countries were tangled and overlapped each othikrbeiexpanded on in the next
section, but what is particularly interesting refijag Scotland is the way in which
there appeared a lot of conflict between it andatiers. While théVestern Mailand
the Guardian seemed comfortable representing and constructitigi® using words
such as “the country”, “our country” and “this canyi to refer to the whole of the
Union, these appeared much less frequently, ifllairathe Herald. Instead, in the
Herald words like “country, “here” and “home” were stronmgarkers of Scotland. It is
words such as these - “our”, “this”, “here” - tHaillig (1995: 94) described as the
small but important words of banal nationalism thitiiate the nation to the desired
context. The way these words were used was consigiigh the findings of for
instance Law (2001: 314), who found that Scottigtiamal identity was often overtly

enunciated through detailed pointing in ScottisivsEapers.

Furthermore, Scotland was separated from the Uaiwh England also much more
concretely. The issue of the border came up ofepressions such as “north of the
Border” and “south of the Border” were very commianthe Herald. This kind of
discourse can create a concrete division and enfiie difference - whether literal or
constructed - between the sides. It makes themrfiTlad us “Us”. In addition, while
discussing the Westminster General Election of 2Qhé descriptions used in the
Herald to describe Westminster politics were at timesegdemeaning. The MPs were
described as “Westminster hacks”, the press rempn the events as “the circling
hacks” and the confusion of the governmental nagjotis as “high drama” and a
“Whitehall farce”. Here the discourse can creatstatice, steal away some of the
credibility of the Westminster politics and giveetimpression of “better” or more

serious politics happening in Scotland.
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This is consistent with thiderald's attitude toward the coalition government thanea
out of those negotiations, which can at best berdes] as mistrustful and doubtful.
The government was not seen in a positive light, difficult history between the
Westminster and Scotland governments was highkigraed while the fact that the
new Prime Minister David Cameron’s visit to Scotamas seen as a sign of respect,
the Herald saw also possibilities for conflict in the futuféne paper was not alone in
this, as also th&uardianused similar “north of the border” and “south & tborder”
expressions to distinguish between Scotland andaBdgas well as predicting that
there might be “a battleground” ahead for the newesWminster government as
Scotland prepared for its 2011 General Electione Bmount of articles from the
Western Mail concerning Scotland was low enough that it is isgide to
conclusively comment on its role in constructingtfish identity. However, it should
be noted that when describing relationships betwienNVestminster government and
Wales and Scotland, th&estern Mailseemed to view Scotland as the troublemaker
while Wales itself aimed for a more neutral apptoacotland’s difficult relationship

with Westminster was thus apparent in all threespapers.

As can be seen from this, Scotland, its charatiesiand Scottish identity were not as
explicitly stated in the articles as was the ca#h Wales. However, this certainly
does not mean that Scottish identity would be aegpker, but instead can be viewed
as a sign of the contrary. While Wales seemed tiouidding and constructing almost a
new identity, the Scottish identity may simply hels a constant that it does not need
to be as overtly stated and highlighted. As McCr¢2@01: 107) concluded in his
study, the way in which the Scots are now identiyithemselves as Scottish is
stronger and clearer than it has been in yeartedds what emerged was a Scotland
that seemed to be ready to move forward, and thising forward was perhaps
designed for Scotland that was quite divergent ftbenothers. The analysis suggests
that in Scotland there was a clear need to disishgbetween the Union and Scotland,
to distinguish between the two governments, betwden politics, between the
different sides of the border. But more than justead, it is also a way to make that
distinction, to draw the line. And just the facattihe line is drawn, and drawn more
strongly now than in years, tells of the shiftimgmtities within Scotland and in the

way they see the other countries and the Union.
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6.1.3 England and Britain — understated

As mentioned in the beginning of the chapter, tingliSh and British identities are

presented here together, since separating theheiddta proved to be difficult. Since
none of the events the data was centred on wagfispig about England, the

construction of English identity was not overtlypapent but instead emerged through
specific conditions or circumstances. Britain, e bther hand, was mostly talked
about in connection with the future of the Uniornthaguestions about how devolution
would continue to develop and would Scotland sefipupursue independence.

Because of this, the construction of British idgntvas not very straightforward either.

In general, there appeared to be very little roanall three newspapers for England
only for England’s sake. Instead, England and Bhglientity emerged mainly for two
reasons: first of all, in connection with politicss a part of the political “game” that
was taking place in the Union. And second of alaacounterbalance or an opposite to
Scotland and Wales. When talking about England mgmip in connection with
politics, it is done referring to the way in whiébr example the Conservative Party
was argued to have been “focusing on English amd-taxed private sector workers”,
or how, when the negotiations about the Westmingteernment in 2010 were still
ongoing, theGuardianremarked that a Lib-Con coalition “may work logaliut never
nationally”. England does exist, it does play at parthe politics and is an essential
part of the Union, but its interests, aims and abt@rs seem to be quite limited to the
interaction of the political parties in the repmsgions of theGuardian While the
nature of the data and the way in which it limte topic to the political has to, of
course, be taken into account here, what is sumgria this is that even thuardian
did not bring up the role of England more stronglgt even in connection with the

governmental negotiations in 2010.

The Guardianwas not, however, the only paper that construéedland so strictly
through the political. This was true also for tHerald, as can be seen from the

following example:

“If the English had England to themselves, theyldaote Tory to their
hearts’ content”.
- TheHerald on May 11" 2010
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The Herald painted England as deeply Conservative, whichiwasark contrast with
Scotland where the Conservatives are only the liopatty in the parliament. The fact
that there was not really other representationsngfland present illustrate the way in
which theHerald compresses England to just its political tendemdiestead of giving
more room for the people of England or other aspetit. TheWestern Mail on its
part, never even brought up specifically Englancemvineporting on the Westminster
governmental negotiations of 2010, but instead &@rihe event through Britain and

the Union.

The second point, England as a counterbalanceattaBd and Wales can be seen, for
instance, in how thd&suardian discussed the Scottish National Party’s victory in
Scotland and framed the possible Scottish natismalin an English context. The
Guardian on one hand, did see Scottish nationalism ageathcalling the SNP’s
success “the most serious threat to the UK”, buaoather hand also seemed to see
logical and reasonable sides to it. This was dooe fan English point of view: in an
article arguing that the Prime Minister Cameron ha reason to fight Scottish
independence, th&uardian claimed Scotland’s role in the Union had not beaedf
England in any way but that instead Scotland, kedlex Salmond, had cost England
significantly:

“He has milked England, and England has allowedlftso be milked,

terrified of partition.”
- TheGuardianon May 11" 2011

The Guardian also described Scotland as “England’s first enipiaad commented
that Scotland had supposedly for years “decided wied England”. So when the
focus was on a Scottish issue that could poteytiafluence all of the countries within
the Union, the arguments were made from the pdimtesv of England, not Britain or

the Union.

Moreover, the question of England not having itsodssembly or Parliament when
Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland all do, wasufht up quite often. The
Guardianreported that there perhaps should be considasta the issue of “setting
up an English assembly as a counterbalance”, ameldnibie problem of Scottish,
Welsh and Northern Irish MPs being able to vote Exmgland-only matters at
Westminster. This issue is often talked about as \tYest Lothian question, as

mentioned above in Chapter 2, and will be exammede closely later in this chapter.
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However, the presence of this issue and the rewpan it means that it is an aspect of
England that has become more important. The Westarirparliament is no longer
seen as sufficient for the needs of England, whiudicates that there is now
recognition for the unique, English nature of sosmies on the agenda and a desire

for those issues to be decided on by the Englisimgelves.

Britain and its identity emerged mainly from théfelient attitudes towards the Union
present in the newspapers. Moreover, of the thespapers, th&uardian was
clearly the one where Britain was most present mogt easily constructed, though
this was not always done very overtly. Instead,tani and the Union could be
portrayed as quite natural and appeared in sones ¢aken for granted. This is in line
with the way Billig (1995: 38) described nationdentity so embedded in the every-
day-life of people that the actual remembering o identity is, in fact, almost

forgotten. Britain and British identity often diétrequire overt pointing to be present.

One of the ways in which this presented in theckesi was how there was definitely
room in theGuardianfor news that were primarily about Scotland or ®¥galbut they
were clearly marked as belonging to those placks. eadline of such stories would
already point to the specific country, as for exlmnpn the case of the Scottish
Parliament Elections in 2011:

“Scotland: Polls suggest SNP will come out on top”
- TheGuardianon May 29 2011

On one hand this of course means that these cesnt8cotland and Wales were
marked as different in the articles, were markedegsrate already in the headlines.
But on the other, since in the case of discoursajtrestion tends to be as much about
what is emitted as it is about what is includedl$ib means that such overt pointing
was not necessary for news concerning Britain. N#has were so to speak British,
that were about matters important to the wholéhefWnion, were not marked separate
in this way. Instead, they were expected to be i@adll, with equal amounts of

attention.

Another way in which this illustrated was how, wheporting on the governmental
negotiations of 2010, both th&estern Mailand theHerald tended to focus as much
on the question of how the new government wouldaichWales and Scotland as they

did on the actual process of forming a governm&sta contrast, th&uardianframed
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the event strictly in a British context, discussitige matter in the framework of
“British politics” and how the new government could causaajor UK realignment”.

This meant that despite being an English newspapeen the matter at hand was
clearly a British one, th6uardianfavoured primarily a British point of view. Englén

and an English context appeared when Scottishiggléntered the discussion, with
questions raised about how a right wing governnecentd serve the Scottish voters.
So in this as well, England rose to the foregroower Britain only as a counterbalance

or opposition to Scotland.

When looking at the other two newspapers, the cocisbn of Britain was very
different. While theWestern Mailseemed at the very least neutral towards theatlea
Britain and the Union, theélerald exhibited quite a lot of conflict in the relatiorgh
between Scotland and the rest of the Union, asussd above. On one hand that
meant that Britain was present also in the constmg of theHerald, but there were
definitely differences in the construction procasketween the three newspapers. This
can be seen in the following analysis of the wolices the papers used when
referring to Britain. Notably, this analysis wasndowith the articles that dealt with
David Cameron becoming the new Prime Minister, esitiis was the event that was

expected to depict Britain the best.

First of all, quite big differences came up whea tise of the word “country” to refer
to Britain was looked at in detail. While ti@&uardianand theWestern Mailused the
words “the country” 12 and 16 times each to refeBtitain, theHerald only used it 5
times. TheGuardianand theWestern Mailused also the words “this country” (3 and 6
times each), “our country” (6 and 7 times each) ‘@hd whole country” (once in each
newspaper). These words never appeared in théearticluded from thélerald This
difference could not be explained in any way by rtinenber of articles included from
each newspaper, since the amount of articles iedidcbm theWesternrMail and the
Herald were roughly the same (19 and 21 articles eachy Wwhuld suggest that the
Guardianand theWestern Mailwere more at ease with representing and constgicti
Britain as such a unanimous entity, and that sucldantity was more accepted in
them and among their readers. Furthermore, theute pronouns “the”, “this” and
“our” speaks of a sense of belonging and owningamngy that the identities created

were felt, at least to some extent, as their own.
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On the other end of the spectrum, the uses of weudd as “United Kingdom” or
“Union” were examined. Not surprisingly, all threewspapers did use the words “the
UK” and “United Kingdom” quite regularly, though twe fair the most common word
used to describe Britain was, clearly, “Britain"ometheless, big differences came up
here as well. While referring to the new governméme Guardiantypically described

it as “the government”, “the new government”, “tl@alition government”, or
something similar. There was no need to specifyctvigovernment. In Scotland and
Wales however, where there was a local Parliamedt/Assembly respectively, the
distinction may not always be as clear. Granteth HreHerald and theWestern Mail
did use those same descriptions as Gardian “the new government” and “the
coalition government” worked just as well in thesiia the English newspaper, since
the UK General Election was the only election goimg at the time and the
government was about to change only at WestminBtgrthe Scottish and the Welsh
newspapers did also include the phrase “the UK goment” in their articles, which

illustrates how the distinction is made when fieis necessary.

Continuing on examining the use of the words “thredd” brought up another notable
variety in the newspapers. While th#estern Mailused the word “the Union” to
describe Britain only once, thilerald used it 12 times. That is a big difference,
especially compared between the two regions thatldcgossibly be seen as
entertaining nationalistic ideals. While we shodid careful to draw any definite
general conclusions from this, it could be argueat the fact that thélerald would
prefer to use “the Union” instead of portraying tBim as a more unanimous entity
with words such as “the country” could be becalseword Union carries with it a
reminder that Britain is, in essence, a Union ofitiple countries. And as such it
would also be another device in Scotland’s disaotinat separates it from the rest of
the Britain.

The Guardian never used “the Union” to refer to Britain, ance ttotal lack of it
suggests there simply was not a need for that. &\th#é Union has obviously formed
into an established institution in the course @f hiistory, the signs of its cracks,
however little, are in today’'s world making it tbet surface as has been seen for
instance with the independence debate in ScotlBadl.in the English newspaper,
produced in England but read quite extensive iriaBrj the Union appeared to be

almost taken for granted. Alternatively, one coalldue that it could be, at least partly,
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a conscious decision to eliminate the remindershef Union, of the fact that the
different countries do not automatically and irrexhably belong together. That may of
course be the case, but in generalGuardiandid not shy away from also criticising
the Union or from publishing opinions in favour lmfeaking up the Union. And so it
would seem that at least in many instances, folGhardianand its readers, the state
of Britain was quite ordinary and habitual. Theugtton was similar in Wales where
the idea of Britain and the Union co-existed queacefully alongside Wales and
Welsh identity, while in Scotland this was defihjtanot the case but instead the

feelings towards Britain were more foreboding.

6.2 Overlapping and entangling — hybrid identities

Next, | will examine the points on which the consted identities overlap and get
entangled. These are the points where the so cayledd identities exist and where
there might be some confusion about the boundanescontent of identities. | will

look at how the identities overlap, what seemsnftuénce this confusion, and how

this process appears in the three newspapers.

6.2.1 “For the good of the country” — but which coatry?

A lot of attention was paid on what kinds of wowsdere used to describe Britain and
its different countries in the newspaper articlesiry the analysis conducted. These
reveal the ways in which the newspapers represahtcanstruct these regions, and
furthermore, what kind of identities are acceptgtared and perhaps even favoured.
For example, who was it that got a new Prime Maristhen David Cameron was
handed the keys to No 10 Downing Street? Does dfiect the people in Britain
differently depending on where they live or howthaentify themselves in the middle
of the tangled British identities? And how do thasentities overlap?

There were some phrases that kept repeating thootghe articles when reporting on
the governmental negotiations of 2010. First of #le phrase “for the good of the

country” appeared numerous times, both quoted amdttly. It is easy to see why,
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since of course the goal in the process of formimggvernment - in the whole election
in fact - was to find an administration that washpetent and would benefit everybody.
However, it also raises the question of which cothOr whose country? One could
question the use of the phrase, since dependinghonis asked, the good that should
be aspired to might not be the same for every cpunithin the Union. Not every

party sees eye to eye on what should be done aatlshbuld change, and not every

potential Prime Minister views the Union and itsintries the same.

Another noticeable phrase that kept coming up wasiénal interest”, which appeared
in total 21 times in the articles collected on Dh@ameron becoming the new PM.
There did not seem to be a decisive differenceoim many times it appeared in each
newspaper, though it did come up slightly moreroftethe Western Mailthan in the
other two papers: while the phrase was repeatadestin theGuardianand 7 times in
the Herald, it appeared 10 times in th&estern Mail It is important to note here,
however, that when it came to the articles pubtstabout the governmental
negotiations, th&Vestern Mailquoted different politicians noticeably often, aaven
published word-to-word the speech David Cameroregace he officially became the
new Prime Minister. Thus, since the phrase “natiamtarest” was a key word in a lot
of the statements issued by numerous politiciansgonclusions can be drawn from
the number of times it was used in the papgeain, it is not surprising to see the
phrase used so often in the middle of governmemgbtiations and its meaning is
quite clear. One can wonder, though, about howlainthe national interests around
Britain are and whether there maybe are conflictintprests underneath. These
conflicting interests might simply not show to teerface in such a crucial time, or
they might be purposely kept hidden in order tospr¢ a consistent image to the
readers.

Apart from the phrase “national interest”, the wdrthtion” was used to describe
Britain in the articles that focused on the newrfériMinister. “The nation” was used 8
times in theGuardianand 7 times in théderald “A nation” was used once in the
Guardianand “the nations” once in thiderald. None of these appeared in thestern

Mail. The use of these words is not necessarily rerbdekdue to the low quantities
that they were used in, but examining the use emtimore closely, an interesting
aspect appears. While examining how they were asgabs all of the articles included

in the data, not just the ones collected about @&ameron, the use of them changes.
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It appears that in all of the three newspapersnteaning of the words “nation” and
“country” depends on the context. When the focusthed article was on David
Cameron, “nation” and “country” were often usedefer to Britain. When the focus
shifted away from Westminster, the words were usedefer also to Scotland and

Wales, as can be seen in the following examples.

On May 11" 2010, theHerald wrote about “the best outcome for the countrythia
governmental negotiations, referring to Britain.t Buyear later, on May"52011, the
paper wrote about the Welsh referendum and refetoedt with “the country’s
referendum”, where the country was obviously Wakesd a couple of days after, on
May 7" 2011, the paper wrote about the SNP's succesht“egross the country”,
referring to Scotland. Similar instances were foatgb in connection with the word

“nation”

The Western Mail on its part, did not seem to use the words “mdtand “country”

guite as much as thderald, but instead favoured naming the region which was
question, for example stating clearly if they wéatking about Wales or Britain or
something else. Similar instances were, howevesseaut in its articles as well. On
May 14" 2010 it wrote about the new Westminster governiaereed to tackle “the
country’s record £163bn deficit’, where the countmyquestion was Britain. But on
March 2 2011, while reporting on the need for the Welsierendum to pass, the
paper wrote that “our country is grown up enoughiriake its own decision, referring
to Wales. Again, similar instances were found alsoconnection with the word

“nation”.

The same trend was found also in the articles éezifrom theGuardian On May 7
2011 the paper wrote about “the long-term probléhes country faced”, where the
country in question was Britain. But just a dayliearon May ' 2011, the report on
the Scottish voters’ “swing to the Scottish Natioparty across the country” referred
to Scotland, while on April 232011, the paper referred to both Scotland and ®vale
when it wrote about the coming vote “in the two ewoies”. And again, similar

instances were found in connection with the worakitm”.

While it is quite natural for the point of view tife articles to change depending on the
context and the topic, the way in which it is daheugh such simple word uses and

without much fanfare does illustrate quite well hoke identities the newspapers
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construct could in some cases overlap and causkiston fairly easily. But when
taking the analysis a step further however, som@&atans between the newspapers

emerged.

Firstly, while the way in which the meaning of “rmat” and “country” depended on
the context was true for all of the papers, mosthi§ confusion happened in the
Guardian and theHerald, whereas thaVestern Mailoften also specified by name
which region it was referring to, as mentioned ao®@ne possible reason for this
could be found in the way in which the Welsh idgnseemed to be going through
some level of transformation or was only just gmogvistronger in the newspaper
constructions. Thus it would not be surprisincghi region in question was deliberately
emphasised in order to lessen any possible comfu3ioe way in which th&Vestern
Mail also used words like “our”, “this” and even “homabticeably often while

referring to Wales would support this conclusion.

Secondly, while it was noted in the previous sectlmat there seemed to be a need in
the constructions of Scotland in tHerald to clearly distinguish between Scotland and
the rest of the Union, the paper still allowed geme overlapping here as what
appeared in the other two newspapers. Hlaemld might not have always been at ease
with representing and constructing Britain as animaus entity and Scotland as a part
of it, and did so less frequently than the otheo twapers, but it still did it. As a
contrast, theGuardian was definitely the paper in which the words “natiand
“country” were most often used to refer to Britaamd thus the paper in which that
construction process happened most often. It wabet@xpected, but the lack of
England in these constructions was, in turn, unebgoe However, as can be seen from
the following sections, the overlapping and entamgint of Britain and England still

existed, only through different linguistic constiioas.

6.2.2 “Wandering” identities

All three newspapers seem comfortable reportingsnalout the other countries and
do so quite naturally and effortlessly. This is sistent with the findings of Rosie and
Petersoo (2009), who looked at English and Scottskispapers and found that they

do not restrict themselves to just one community ingtead the national context
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“wanders” from one context to another. The prestudy found this to be true also for
the Welsh newspaper. The way in which the wordgidnaand “country” were used
differently depending on the context is one of Ways in which such wandering can

manifest.

When looking at the question of such wanderingtities in more detail, however, it
became clear that there was one paper where suadtewiag happened more often and
effortlessly than in the others, and that newspaer theGuardian Compared to the
Western Mailand theHerald, in theGuardianthe national context wandered not just
between the different events, for example adopéinBritish context for the articles
about the new Prime Minister and a Welsh contextlie Welsh referendum, but also

between articles on the same event and within éhrebiorter time span.

For instance, on March®12011, theGuardian published an article titled “The anti-
state right takes the Welsh for idiots who mugbetleft alone”. Right in the beginning
of the article the context is set to Britain instexf Wales: “Elsewhere in the world,
people are mobilising to demand more powetste in the UKinventive campaigns
are mobilising to demand less.” This is followed teferring to two different votes
with two different contexts - the Welsh referendurere only the Welsh voted, and
changing the voting system for Westminster elestisich would impact all British
voters - as both nevertheless belonging to all:utedhaveus vote” and “they takeis
for idiots”. The context changes quickly, howe\es,only a couple of days after, in an
article titled “Wales ‘comes of age’ with yes vdtg assembly’s lawmaking powers”
the context is set to WalesTHe people of Waldsave wholeheartedly endorsed giving

their assembly more power to make laws...”

As another example, on April 932011, theGuardian published an article titled
“Scotland and Wales: Different drums” where rightri the beginning the national
context is set to Scotland and Wales, apparenadyrén the headline and in the first
sentence: “Look back, this St George’s Day, to 1998enScots and Welsh voters
first electedtheir new devolved governments”. But only a couple ekls later, the
paper published an article on Ma%) 2011 where it refers to Scotland electoral history
by starting with Here the west voted Labour, the north voted Lib Demarid
continued on to note: “Each nation has a set ad@ated personality trait®©urs just

changed”. There is no mistaking the Scottish cdrttexe. Yet, a couple of days later,
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on May 11" 2011, theGuardianis back to a British context, commenting on why
Scotland should perhaps be allowed to leave th@rJand how Cameron might be
wrong to want to fight to keep Scotland with notitigt “it is bizarre to champion

local autonomy abroad, yet ‘fight it with everyrigin my body’ ahomé.

Besides just wandering between British, Scottistd ®Welsh national contexts, this
wandering also happened between British and Engbisitexts. On May 12011, the
Guardian published an article titled “It is time for Engl#ie first empire to get
independence”. This article set the national cdnti@ngland already in the headline
and re-enforced it by remarking that “Scotland’sremmy sucks England’s taxpayers
of £8bn in annual subsidy” and on how Scotland’segoing sinews have “grown
apart from England”. However, the context startgegbtangled very quickly as Britain
is brought into the picture and the article notest the Scottish elections was “not
between British parties but against English onésllpwed by remarking that “the
United Kingdom is a union of four very differenttgies”. And finally, the article
concludes with comparisons between Britain andrédst of the world, stating that
“Britain lectures the world, and even bombs it, in the eaof regional self-
determination” and propositioning that it was inséwity to the political ambitions of
self-rule “that lostBritain Ireland in the last century”. While such wanderbrgween
British and English contexts occurred multiple tsmia theGuardiaris articles and
was one of the ways in which English identity netlyooverlapped with British
identity but even emerged in the first place, iis thixample the wandering happens

within a single article and is thus quite overt.

As can be seen from this, “wandering” identities definitely present in théuardian

as its reporting clearly changes context and petisfgebetween different articles — and
in a few cases even within a single article — ewban writing about the same event or
topic. In this way, th&uardiannot only constructs different identities for théfetrent
countries as all three newspapers do, but alsesgfi@nts on which there is no need to
choose, to set definite boundaries to said idestitiThis is exactly how hybrid
identities are constructed and maintained, andai@dianwas the newspaper where

this process was the most apparent and common.
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6.2.3 Your news, my context

While the newspapers included in the data weretiiiieth as English, Scottish and

Welsh, all three of them are still national dailgpers and report on national news.
What was interesting about that, however, is thg imavhich national news or news

about another country were often reported throudgcal context. That means that it
was not only certain words and their meaning tlaaied depending on the context, but
that even bigger events could be framed througkifspelocal point of views. This

framing was apparent in all three newspapers, andeacted to all three events.

While the governmental negotiations at Westmingtere in full swing in 2010, both
the Western Mailand theHerald speculated on how the new government and Prime
Minister would affect Wales and Scotland. Both papeeported similar concerns.
There were fears about how well the new governmeantld be able to represent all
the different countries, how its decisions wouldluence the goals of the Welsh
Assembly and the Scottish Parliament, and mostlpfvaat kinds of cuts would be
imposed on the Welsh and Scottish economy. Moredkerrelationships between the

different administrations and their leaders wetepéc of discussion.

Scotland’s big question as the negotiations weneggon was, simply put, what would
be the best result for the people of Scotland?dititeon, there seemed to be signs of
Scotland feeling overlooked and underappreciatedeWguestions arose about the
practicalities of a coalition government, here e tHeralds response to the

reservations expressed in other parts of the Union:

“These issues of coalition protocol were mostlyofesd 10 years ago
during the first Holyrood coalition... Coalition onlgoks strange
because no-one in Westminster looks beyond CaBegen”.

- TheHerald on May 1%' 2010

College Green is a park in the City of Westminstéficially called Abingdon Street
Gardens. The park is behind Westminster Abbey &xtlto the Houses of Parliament.
During elections and other major political everits park is often the host for media
reporting the story, and was reportedly even maeked than usual during the 2010
General Election and the following negotiationseTduote is a good example of the
how Scotland’s standing with the UK was descritretheHerald There was a feeling

that “the Scottish dimension” was overlooked andt tthe negotiations failed to
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consider Scotland at all, instead only caring abekiat happens in Westminster, in

front of the cameras.

In Wales the news of the coalition government was with a bit more moderation.
The Western Mailcommented on the deal on May™2010 with “we have a new
government and it's not quite the one voters wapeeting”. But similarly to Scotland,
there was a lot of worry in Wales about the possggending cuts and how the new

government would impact the Welsh economy:

“It will be crucial that any new government protedales from the
brunt of excessive spending cuts”.
- Carwyn Jones in thé/estern Maibn May 11" 2010

While it was not excessive stated anywhere, onédooensider part of the reason for
the fear of spending cuts to be, both in WalesianBicotland, the approaching local
elections the following year. If drastic cuts wouldve to be made immediately, it
would leave the voters with a bad taste of the athtration enforcing those cuts. But
as can be seen from these examples, both ikd¢nald and in theWestern Mail the

news reporting was focusing on how the new govenimeuld impact Scotland and

Wales, instead of discussing the Westminster Paelid purely in a British context.

This same trend repeated when Western Mailreported on the Scottish election in
2011. Of the four (4) articles that were actuatigluded from theNestern Mailin the

data of the present study, two were actually jsstraich about Wales as they were
about Scotland. They did report the election resalhd discuss the situation in
Scotland as much as the articles from the othespapers, but in addition to that they

also discussed the effects this result would han@/ales.

There was a lot of concern about how the SNP’xyctvould impact Welsh politics,
and how the SNP’s plan of an independence referandwuld affect Welsh

nationalism:

“It is inevitable this will embolden supporters\Welsh independence: The
Scottish Nationalists’ resounding election succasses the i-word and
will have major implications for Wales”.

- TheWestern Mailon May ¢' 2011

The Scottish election results were seen as hawvig @n impact on Wales, and it is
safe to say that the possible changes for the Uname not taken lightly in th&/estern

Mail. The results in Scotland were called a “revoldtithat would
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“send regular tremors through the United Kingdoneothe next five
years and Wales will feel the full force of eacbhcdawave”.
- TheWestern Maibn May ¢' 2011

It was predicted that the future independencereeftum would also motivate the
nationalists in Wales and that would have big effean Welsh politics as well, for
instance forcing the nationalist party Plaid Cyntouclarify and step up its aims and
goals regarding independent Wales. And in this vlag,news about the SNP’s victory

did not belong to just Scotland, but instead wasstWeews as well.

Such shifts in the context and point of views waleo one of the ways in which
English identity constructions emerged, and this Wwae especially in connection with
Scotland. When reporting on the possibility of Sisbtindependence, th8uardian
framed the question in an English context. Whileré¢hwas still some discussion on
what Scottish independence would mean for Britaid the Union, there were also
very strong depictions on what it would mean fogland, particularly economically.
This indicates that when something came up thaldcbave a significant impact on
both Britain and the different countries withinggmething that could by some be seen
even as a threat, it seems to function as one eftriggers for the emergence of

English identity in the&Guardian

England emerged as a counterpoint for Scotlandial$lee Herald. For instance, the
Herald portrayed English nationalism through Scottishuéss and very differently
from Scottish nationalism. This was most clearlgrsas the so called West Lothian
guestion was discussed: while the West Lothianstijpe is most often seen as a
guestion of whether or not England and its issuespaocessed in a manner they
should, theHerald asked on May 1% 2010 does “the West Lothian question
undermine Scottish influence at Westminster? Cdulshdermine the Union?” While
the question of Scottish independence was notgatt in theHerald as a threat and
its impact on the Union was not discussed, at Irasin the time period the data was
formed of, England and its concerns sparked digmuss these very matters. English
nationalism, “Their” nationalism, was portrayed ashreat, which is not surprising
considering how Billig (1995: 6) noted the easinessecognising nationalism as a
problem over “there” while simultaneously overloodi the possible problematic

nature of “our” nationalism.
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These conventions of news reporting between theethmewspapers created an
interesting juxtaposition. While on one hand theve@ppeared to belong to all, so to
speak, meaning that whatever was happening arcumdJhion appeared to be of
interest and to have significant consequences Jferyecountry involved, on another

hand there were still boundaries and distinctidseua the uniqueness of each country.
By reporting on what was happening around Brit&ie, newspapers are able to bring
these matters closer to “home”. By framing the newlecal contexts, the newspapers
create a situation where every country appearsttnked to each other. But at the
same time, by answering Scottish independence Rithlish nationalism, and by

portraying English nationalism as a threat to Zcwt| the newspapers also

simultaneously draw the line between the countaagyrcing their own particularity.

6.2.4 The politics and relationships of identity

When examining identity in the articles and identi§f the spaces where possible
overlapping and entangling happened, it became thed the identity constructions

were influenced by not just linguistic choices dmdv the countries themselves perhaps
wanted to present their identities, but also by réationships between the countries
and the political events taking place at the tiheedrticles were written. Since there is a
lot of history between the countries and the Unibis natural for some aspects of that
history continue to influence the relationships awehtities in the present as well. Then
again, due to this history, also some political imtaries and affiliations seemed to be
quite distinctly linked with the countries and theittitudes towards each other. To
clarify these relationships and the political imigacthe ways in which the three

newspapers regarded the issue were studied.

When paying attention to the relationships betw&ercountries, it was apparent that in
many ways Scotland and Wales constructed theittippnsiin the Union through their
relationships with England. Scotland, on one ha®med to want to emphasise its
difference from England, as seen in therald and discussed earlier in this chapter. On
the other hand, Wales seemed more eager to résagood relationship with England

and theWesternMail's the attitude towards the relationship reneginquite neutral
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throughout the data. These relationships were taifieand disturbed, however, as soon

as something politically unexpected occurred, asbsaseen from the following.

It was apparent from the articles that there wadeep-seated division between the
different countries and their political spectrunspecially between England and
Scotland. While Scotland saw England as inhere@tiyservative, the home of the
“left” was seen to reside in Scotland and Waless Talance was disturbed both with
the Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition goveemin of 2010, which Scotland

seemed to view as a government that did not anldi ¢t truly represent Scotland and
its interests, and with the landslide victory o tBNP, which meant a whole new

majority government in Scotland.

Focusing on the Westminster coalition governmen2@tO and its reception in the
papers, it was the attitude of thderald that best illustrates the complicated
relationships and political identities in Britav/hile the Herald may have in general
been more positive towards the left than the rigbtattitude towards the Labour Party
in the days after the Westminster elections walsfatifrom positive, calling the New
Labour the “true successor to Thatcherism” and centng on the “pitiful, abject
failure of the English left”. That meant théerald at the time did not see even the
Labour Party as a party that could have stood u@éotland, commenting on how the
English left seemed to have betrayed the resteoBititish left. And when it comes to
the Conservatives, thderald's attitude was more than clear. The Conservativer®
said to have “no function in Scotland” and consedlpariahs”, along with the Liberal

Democrats for joining them in the coalition.

Additionally, what the newspapers and their ariabm the governmental negotiations
clearly showed was how tied the different idersitieere to the political parties when
it came to the election and the discussions aliodthie Guardian and theWestern
Mail displayed some, though not in any way overtly ligtaegativity towards the
nationalist parties, which was in line with the way which they appeared more
accepting of the Union and more comfortable cowsing Britain as an entity than the
Herald. And on another hand, thderald was quite clear about its dislike for the
Conservative and about how clearly it saw the papggcifically as a part of England
with no place in Scotland. And while thé/estern Maik attitude towards the

Conservatives was not as hostile, the Welsh LaPauty has won the largest share of
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votes in every Assembly Election since the Assemmay first set up, illustrating how
also Welsh politics seem to reside more on thetheih the Conservatives. And so
from Welsh and especially Scottish perspective,l&mtgot what it wanted with the

Tory government:

“England voted one way, the rest another.”
- TheHeraldon May 12" 2010

But this led to a situation where the Westminstaregnment was formed of the two
parties that were only the third and fourth partredoth Scotland and Wales, which
meant that it was difficult, especially in Scotlartd view the new government as

representative of the whole of Britain:

“We still occupy the strange limbo in which a BsitiGeneral Election
matters to Scotland yet leaves swathes of polidynaost of the political
landscape untouched”

- TheHerald on May 1%' 2010

Perhaps as an answer to these concerns, as saowassconfirmed David Cameron
was the new Prime Minister, he made a promisedat t6cotland with respect. There
were some doubts expressed in Scotland aboutiahggly due to the strained, almost
non-existent relationship that had prevailed betwdkestminster and Holyrood while
Gordon Brown was the Prime Minister. Cameron, havetalked about building a
relationship that consisted of regular links bemveet just himself and the Scottish
First Minister, but also at a parliamentary levAs a start of that relationship,
Cameron visited the Holyrood Parliament and haceating with Alex Salmond just a
few days after he became the Prime Minister. Hezald described this visit as
“bridge-building”, but there were warnings issuedthe new coalition government

about the impact the coalition could have in Scatia

“The coalition will need to be careful with somdipies of major
significance for Scotland which run the risk ofacklash which may
feed nationalist sentiment.”

- TheHeraldon May 13" 2010

Whether it was because Cameron shared this fehe@ause of some other reason,
during his visit Cameron appeared to yield to astesome of Salmond’s demands, for
example releasing to Scotland the £180 millionifdasl levy held in London that had

been the subject of much debate.
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Like in Scotland, in Wales there was also focusgdiaon the relationship between the
new government and the local Assembly. The sitnatvas interesting, since at least
for the first year before the next Assembly Eleasiothe new government was up
against the left in Wales. However, the Welsh Rulgtister Jones made it very clear
he did not want the relationship between Westminated Cardiff Bay, between

Cameron and himself, to be a battlefield. This wastrasted with the quite proactive
approach of Alex Salmond in Scotland, where Salmomgbared to the meeting with

Cameron with a rather long list of demands andeisstcotland felt strongly about:

“While Scottish First Minister Alex Salmond had heeaking bellicose
statements about how Scotland will not be a ‘helpleystander’...
Carwyn Jones will take a more businesslike apprdach

- TheWestern Maibn May 1%' 2010

For Jones, this meant wanting to construct a direlettionship with Cameron, and

standing up for Wales without looking for a fighteswery opportunity.

When it comes to the victory of the Scottish NagiloRarty in 2011, as soon as the
results of the Scottish Parliament Election werdlished, there began immediate
speculation on how and why the SNP had reached jaritpawhen it was thought
technically impossible. The relationship betweeatand and England came up even in
this, though not always with the same argument:.omm® hand, Labour was claimed to
have attempted to make the elections in Scotlatw anbattle about the future of the
Union, but failing as the voters seemed to be cainaéng on Scottish politics instead
of the whole UK. Whereas on another occasion tketieh was described to be “not
between British parties but against English onas”reported by th&uardianon May
11" 2011, implying that a vote for the SNP was a \against England. So instead of
regarding the Scottish Parliament Elections as relpuScottish issue, the politics of
both England and the Union were brought into tHeatk

Furthermore, th&uardianalso published an article a couple of days afterScottish
Parliament Election Day where it claimed it wascgmsely the Labour Party that
created the opportunity for the SNP to reach suclurgprecedented majority in the
Scottish Parliament. The Labour Party was instruaiein the birth of the Scottish
Parliament in 1997, since its establishment hadgaificant role in the party’s
platform. And since th&uardian argued that while nationalistic parties can often

seem quite irrelevant in elections concerning thmles UK, the Scottish Parliament
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gave the SNP the perfect place for its aims antbrizeto prosper. In addition, the
SNP’s commitment to the Scottish Parliament was hmgeater than the Labour
Party’s, the SNP switching all of its MPs to Holgtbas Labour kept almost all of its
existing and experienced MPs at Westminster, tinisggthe SNP ample opportunity
to gain control of Holyrood. Somehow, the SNP haahaged to alter the balance of
the political parties in Scotland, where the LabBarty had been the leading party
since the setting up of the Parliament, and bygltuat, had also altered the balance in
the Union. If the true “home” of the left was regad to be in Scotland and Wales, its

home base had just changed dramatically.

Notably, this tells a lot not just about the redaships Wales and Scotland had with
the government at Westminster, but also about é¢fetionship between Wales and
Scotland. They may belong to the same Union ang #i@are a lot of the same
ambitions and fears, but they have very differeppraaches to handling that
relationship and where they would like it to go.eTHerald described the situation
between Scotland and England on May" 12010 as “two nations divided by a
common political language”, but this is just asetfor the situation between Scotland
and Wales, or England and Wales. They are all dirtkeough the Union, but Scotland
and Wales’ primary contact is not with each othet lwvith the government at
Westminster. Similar indications could be seen algbe fact that there were very few
articles in theWestern Mailthat were about the Scottish Parliament Electamd
likewise, only a few articles in thederald concerning the Welsh devolution
referendum. But despite this, they are all forcedd¢fine, to some extent at least,
themselves, their relationships with the other ¢oes, and their status in the Union
not just by themselves but through their relatigmstnd interaction with each other, a
lot of which is centred on political and economiecidions and incentives. The
emerging definitions and relationships tend to tomn fairly differently, which is very

clear in the cases of Wales and Scotland.

6.3 Evolving identities - What's next?

In this section, the point of view is turned towarte future and the third research

guestion. | will examine what exactly seems to e impact of the Welsh referendum
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result and the general attitude in Wales towardomalism and independence. | will
then take a look at the situation in Scotland aypdat see just what the Scottish National
Party’s success tells us about Scotland’s futunoWwing this, the focus will be turned
towards England and how English nationalism appeanethe three newspapers, in
addition to its implications on English identityhd chapter will be concluded by taking

a look at the Union and the future of devolution.

6.3.1 "Slippery slope to independence”

While Wales voted on the referendum of 2011 thatld/give the Welsh Assembly
more powers, some of the reporting on Western Mailturned the focus towards
independence and how the referendum would impa&cistue. This revealed a very
interesting attitude towards Wales, independencg twe Union, one that seems
slightly surprising in the current climate of thenion where the future is filled with

questions.

First of all, in the days leading up to the refeh@m, Rachel Banner, the leader of the
“No” campaign voiced her fears that the proposeghge in the referendum would lead
to more concentration in Cardiff, away from the maural areas of Wales, which
would compromise how well the whole of Wales wagresented. These are familiar
concerns that reflect the old, historical divisiook Wales that have already been
discussed in more detail above. But she also corredaem fears that the change would
be just the first step towards independence, samgetivhich she clearly saw in a
negative light and that she considered a warnimg jlixtaposition is interesting here,
since on one hand there is concern for the matteemesenting the whole of Wales,
while at the same time expressing reservationsrisvaeeparating from the Union that

others see problematic, among other reasons, éorety same representation issue.

Second of all, and more surprisingly, similar atliés were expressed also by those
voting “Yes”. For instance Russell Goodway, whotlie former Labour leader of
Cardiff council, proclaimed a few days before tlmtevthat he would be voting “Yes”
after being convinced by the Welsh Labour confegethat the proposed change would
not be “a stepping stone to independence” and ithatould not be immediately

followed by another referendum seeking more powdeswas not alone in articulating
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this assurance, and even tMestern Mailcommented in its referendum analysis where
it urged its readers to vote “Yes” that they cobkl confident this change would not
lead them to independence. This meant that evese ttiearly in favour of placing more
powers on the Assembly were not publicly promotindependence in any way, but

instead reassuring the people that it would nairbthe agenda.

Similar concerns came up in th¥estern Mailalso in connection with the Scottish
parliament elections. When reporting on the resanid the SNP’s success, the concern
in the Western Mailwas very much for how the situation in Scotlanduldoimpact
Wales and, as was discussed in the previous setgsiing to predictions that Scotland
voting on independence might also motivate theonatists in Wales. The reluctance
towards independence in Wales was still clear, eweand instead the situation was
looked at as a possibility for reinforcing the stabf Wales and finding its own political
ground while remaining a part of the Union. It wagseculated that Scotland’s result
would undoubtedly mean that the Welsh politiciacarinot afford to be left out of this
debate” but instead of leading to the rise in metitic idealism in Wales this could
also mean that the Labour party has an excelleporognity to establish a new

direction for Welsh politics, to

“carve out a politics in Wales that contrasts witle nationalism now
dominant in Scotland and the centre-right poligiessued in England”
- TheWestern Mailon May 9" 2011

In addition to the wary attitude towards indeperodgerthere was also nervousness for
the future of the Union. Unlike in th&uardian which published a couple of articles
about how England would benefit if Scotland weréetove the Union, there was no talk
in the Western Mailabout how the break-up of the Union would be adgtiong for
anyone. Instead, there was concern for the Uniahverat would happen in the future.
Moreover, it seemed that the realization that théb) is not an automatic constant but

something that has to be actively built and susthseems to have hit home:

“The idea that the different parts of the UK arelled by the principle of
consent and not some impermeable constitutionaéo&m
- TheWestern Mailon May §' 2011

As can be seen from these examples, Welsh indepeadeas not portrayed as

something desirable, not even in the pro-WaWestern Mail Instead, Welsh
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independence was described as something to baucafefomething that should not
be accidentally slipped into. The articles did wéfier many explanations for why
Wales is not as attracted to independence as 8ddta example seems to be, but the
reasons that came up ranged from the financial@tWales has received from the
Union and the current economic climate to the langenbers of English living on

Wales’ side of the border.

Whatever the reasons for the Welsh attitude towidispendence, it is such a contrast
from Scotland that it raises interesting questiabsut the reasons behind the attitude,
as well as about the relationship between Walestl@dJnion. Furthermore, it was
apparent that while nationalism elsewhere in thdollnwas seen as a threat,
nationalism in Wales was not really present at lalsupports the idea of a Welsh
identity that at the time the articles were writt@as transforming and emerging, an
identity that was not based on separating fromUhén but instead on building a
Wales that was both a part of the Union and haddantity of its own. This was
consistent with the findings of Haesly (2005: 2&Ho concluded in his study that the
Welsh identity was compatible with simultaneoussiny also British. And so while
the Welsh Assembly was allowed more powers in thEl2referendum, it was more
about achieving a functioning Wales that was ableepresent and serve itself than it
was about possible independence or distancing ifiseh the Union. Wales, to all

appearances, seemed to be secure and determiteg@asition in the Union.

6.3.2 “Yes” to the SNP, “Yes” to Scottish independee?

Holding an independence referendum has always twee¢he Scottish National Party’s
platform. One could argue that one of the obstaitlesparty has had to overcome has
been to show it can promote and achieve also gib@ls, and to do it with plausibility
and credibility. And many argue that this is exaethat the SNP managed to do during
its four years in parliament prior to 2011: it slemlirthe voters they could contribute to
Scottish politics outside of the independence goestnd was successful in convincing
the voters of the positive future it was aimingbting for Scotland. But how big a role
the independence referendum they were aiming aakbiiplayed in the election results

of 2011 was the topic of much discussion in thiclag.
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Alex Salmond seemed to be playing it down in theefaf other political issues. On
May 5" 2011, theHerald quoted him stating that “an early priority wouldtrize the
independence question but to get economic teethtive Scotland Bill currently going
through Westminster”. Th&uardian on the other hand, highlighted his statement from
the previous week: “a second term in office woull & mandate to hold a vote on
independence” (May"72011).

Gordon Brown and other party leaders did not seerapprove of the independence
referendum, and even used it as a warning to ttexrsybefore the election. Théerald
quoted Brown stating on May®®011 that the independence referendum would place
“a massive roadblock on Scotland’s path to econaatovery”, and also noted that the
SNP were “utterly distracted by their obsessiorhvimtdependence”. The Conservative
leader Annabel Goldie, on the other hand, was guol@ming only she “can keep the
threats of nationalism and socialism in check”. Tisgue of independence and the
Scottish nationalism the SNP was perceived by thergarties to promote was clearly
portrayed as a threat by these parties. But sineas the people of Scotland that would

ultimately make the final decision, how did thearstfeel?

In regards to this question, there seemed to be smmflicting opinions about what it
actually meant to vote for the Scottish NationaltypaWas it equal to voting for
Scottish independence? The general consensus ea$ycino”, though the competing
parties tried to make that answer into a “yes”,hpps aiming to scare voters from
voting for the SNP. Following the comments on ttengers of independence, the
Guardian called the Labour Party’s attitude an attempt rita this campaign into a
battle about the future of the UK”. The Liberal Desrats’ Scottish leader Tavish Scott
in turn claimed that “an SNP vote is for indeperaeand five years of a permanent
political campaign for separatism”. However, despihe warnings from the other
parties and Alex Salmond’s claim the result gaven imoral authority” to hold a
referendum on the issue, it was also pointed oat the voters could decide for

themselves what they were voting for:

“People could distinguish between voting for Mri@ahd because he was
their best choice for First Minister and choosimgsay ‘no’ when he gets
around to holding an independence referendum.”

- TheHerald on May #2011
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The Guardian too, speculated that “some voters at least gaekibg to a party with
whose central agenda, independence, they disa(viss 7" 2011). Hence the general
attitude seemed to be that a vote for the SNP ali¢équal a vote for independence.

Furthermore, there was a clear difference betweerHeralds and theGuardiars
view on how an independence referendum might tutnlbwas clear from the start that
despite the SNP’s victory, they would not want usip for the referendum immediately.
Instead, the referendum would be held closer teetiteof the new government’s term,
presumably to give the SNP time to show what theyld do for Scotland and its
people and thus boosting the “yes” vote in the resfdum. In addition, Salmond
announced a few days after the Parliament Ele¢kiahhe would also prefer to offer a
third option on the referendum instead of a sinipdes” and “No” vote. This third
option would be for some form of “fiscal autonomyjiving Scotland more financial
freedom while Scotland would still remain a parttbé Union. According to some
interpretations, this was because the chance aigostraight out with a “Yes” and
“No” vote was too great, but this third option wdiguarantee Scotland - and the SNP -

a lot more power in future years.

In every article included in the present study thas focused on the Scottish
Parliament Election, thé&uardian mentioned the independence referendum or the
possibility of Scottish independence in one wayaoother. When referring to the
outcome of such a referendum, the paper was glgiteg on how it believed the result
would turn out. The paper stated in an article caayM" 2011 that “the SNP dominates
Scotland even though only a third of Scottish veteupport their headline policy of
withdrawal from the United Kingdom”. It even wen$ éar as to state that Scottish
independence was “more popular in England thanl@uwbt As can be seen from this,
the Guardian was quite confident the referendum would not paisd there was a
demand to “call Salmond’s bluff”. Many believed thastead of letting the SNP pave
the way for the referendum, there should be a stwép where the referendum result

would lean towards a “No” vote and the matter wdugddealt with.

The Herald however, published an article a couple of dayerahe election titled
“Now is the time for Salmond to call independene&gerendum”. It also argued for a
shap vote without years of waiting, but interediingith a belief for a very different

outcome. It stated that the voters “allowed themesto believe, for the first time, that
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a vote for the SNP was neither a betrayal nor witaition to the end of the world”. And
furthermore, that the SNP had managed to run amic and positive campaign that
would win over the Unionist parties’ appeal to d&yyaand fear. And so the article asks a
different question: “Why wait?” The SNP’s victorya® so sovereign that “this historic
moment might be as good as it gets”, thus theragbaigood chance the vote would

now be “Yes”.

This difference between thderald and theGuardiantells more abouthe Guardian
and its overall attitude than it does about Hexald. The Herald claimed to be neutral
on the issue and at least in the articles includetie present study seemed to succeed
in that, though it did allow quite a lot of roonrfopinions that supported independence.
That could be expected from a Scottish newspapareber. In this case it is the
guestion of theGuardiaris attitudes towards Scottish independence thaticpéarly
raises interesting points. Theerald does not really get into much discussion about the
fate or the future of the Union outside the genarahtext of an independence
referendum, whereas th@uardian brings up the question of the Union quite often.
After the results were published, the Scottish dial Party was seen as “a threat” to
the Union, as can be seen from this quote desgrithia result and the prospect of an

independence referendum:

“Potentially the most serious threat to the UK is 810-year history
moved a step closer to fruition”
- TheGuardianon May 7" 2011

The conclusions to be drawn from this would indécttat while Scottish nationalism
and an independent Scotland were perhaps understatee articles from thelerald,
the Guardiandefinitely identified them as a threat to the Unitt seems impossible to
know just how significant a role independence pthiethe parliament election, but it
certainly opened the door for a very uncertainreitd’he SNP proceeded to announce
an independence referendum to be held in the autirifil4, which gave the majority
government more than three years to build the toathe vote. David Cameron has
been adamant about his and the Westminster govetisrgesire to keep Scotland in
the Union and to retain the status quo. Whateeg@péns in the referendum in 2014
will have a significant and lasting impact on thaidh, and Scotland has definitely
emerged not only as a much more separate entity\Weles, but also as the deciding

factor on what the Union will look like in the fuku
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6.3.3 "If the English had England to themselves...”

England and its future in the Union present a \different picture than Wales and
Scotland, as it so often does. As stated in thénhégy of this chapter, the Union was
often taken for granted particularly in the artickeom theGuardian not leaving an
awful lot of room for the emergence of an Englisleritity. Furthermore, a great
number of the times when English nationalism wasubht up, it was done as a
counterbalance or as a response to Scottish nhsionarhis meant that an English
identity that could be compared to those of thedWelnd the Scottish was difficult to
identify. This did not mean, however, that thergeveo signs of such an identity, or
that England was completely ignored in the articlesswas already noted above. But
turning to the future of England the question ofewehEnglish nationalism is headed,

the Union of course plays an important role inghecess.

When talking about the ways in which England seesegghrate from the Union, the
political climate is the first thing to come fort¥While English nationalism might have
been rare to arise, the differences in the waycthentries voted and supported the
different parties was not overlooked. As mentioredter the UK General Elections in
2010, it was very clear from the articles in tHerald that the general feeling in
Scotland was that it was England that voted for @unservatives, definitely not
Scotland. But furthermore, thiderald saw also major impacts on the Union in the
election results. First of all, even before anyl dess made regarding the coalition, its
headline on May 11 2010 read “Union could be in jeopardy if the leftesn’t get it
right”. As the article painted the picture, the Gervatives winning the election was a
sign of the political separation that marked thkatrenship between Scotland and
England, a separation that was clearly seen a®attto the Union. And the solution to

the problem was simple, according to the argument:

“Break up the Union. If the English had Englandiemselves, they
could vote Tory to their hearts’ content.”
- TheHerald on May 11" 2010

This is a comment that seems to sum up a lot gptiecal situation between England

and Scotland and the way in which affects the &tfrthe Union.

Looking at the situation from England’s perspectithee Guardian also published two

different articles after the results of the Scbtf&arliament election were published that
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guestioned PM Cameron’s decision to campaign tp kiee Union intact. The first was
titted “It is time for England’s first empire to gadependence: In a fit of Anglo-Saxon
machismo, Cameron has vowed to fight Scottish reddf-with every fibre | have’. But
why?” The article argues that England does notadigthhave any reason to fight to keep
Scotland in the Union. This is backed by argumsoth as “Scotland’s economy sucks
England’s taxpayers of £8bn in annual subsidy’adieinsinuating that there is nothing
coming to England in its turn. Edinburgh is desedbas the capital of a “proper”
country that has “grown apart from England” indielsuch as education, medicine, law,
and even football. And the reporter definitely does view Salmond in a positive light,
claiming that Salmond has “milked England, and Bndl has allowed itself to be
milked, terrified of partition”. And as if just théoss of money is not enough

justification: “For 13 years, Scotland has deciddun ruled England”.

The second article is titled simply “Why oppose tBsb independence?” The writer
professes to be a supporter of Scottish indeperedamd sees Scottish independence as
good for both sides. If the Scots think they witl Hetter without the Union and the
English feel they would save that £8 billion, théme result should be “a win-win
situation”. The only outcome would be “the end of3@4-year experiment which
worked some but not all of the time”. That tiardian would publish these two
articles that not only question the Prime Minigdestand on the issue but also clearly
state England would not miss Scotland if it becantependent shows the attitude of
the newspaper. Th@uardian sees the benefit for England, should Scotlandogetd

leave the Union.

More than just political affiliations, there wasadimer question that came up frequently
and that illustrates how devolution and the Uniamimpacting England. This was the
West Lothian question. On one hand, many even drit&Bingland agree that the
practise of Scottish, Welsh and Northern Irish Nbtiégg able to vote on matters that
only affect England is unfair, since English MPs miat have a say on the issues
handled in the Welsh and Northern Irish Assembtiethe Scottish Parliament while

especially the Scottish MPs’ vote has often beenisde at the Westminster

Parliament. This happened for instance with the @it student tuition fees in 2004
that caused great controversy. After the Higherdatian Act of 2004, Universities in

England could charge their students up to £3008aa starting from the academic year

2006-2007, the convention which was introduced alsNorthern Ireland and Wales
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around the same time. Scottish students attendingfi§h universities are not charged
any fees. Th&cotsmameported in 2007 that the Scottish MPs were tluesdes votes
that got the measure through at the WestminstdiaRant in 2004.

While the Western Maildid not comment on the West Lothian question, Whi@s
included in the new Westminster government’s cimaliagreement as there were plans
to set up a commission to look at the questionHé&eald questioned its impact on the

Union:

“Will the promised commission on the West Lothiaesjion undermine
Scottish influence at Westminster? Could it undeenthe Union?”
- TheWestern Maion May 13' 2010

It is interesting how Scotland, which seems to &g/ \adamant about keeping England
out of its own matters, is at the same time corextrabout losing its influence on
England. Clearly, thélerald does not see the nationalists in Scotland and alesVas
the only threat to the Union. As can be seen fresnview on the West Lothian
question and from the way in which it sees Englasdo inherently Conservative, in

its eyes there is a similar threat to the Uniomfiog in England:

“It will be ironic if the Union eventually breakpunot because of
anything the Scots or Welsh achieve but rather isedhe English...
have had their fill of outsiders spoiling their fgparty.”

- TheHerald on May 11" 2010

It may have a point, since in addition to creating commission to take a look at the
West Lothian question, th&uardian also reported on the coalition government
looking into the possibility of forming another comssion whose task would be

examining if there should be an English Assembtyupeas a counterbalance to Welsh,
Scottish and Northern Irish devolution. While ndusion has yet been found to the

West Lothian question and there has not been aps dbaken to actually set up an
English Assembly, it could be argued that justtstgrtalks on the matter means the

current devolution system is not working sufficlgrenough for England.

In addition, while in the past the English haveenftoeen seen to perhaps be more
depended on their British identity than the Scbttisd the Welsh, it may no longer be
true. Instead, the discontentment in England oeaafly the tricky relationship with

Scotland and the frustration on the decision-makirgcess might have led to some
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level of new emphasis on the uniqueness and phatigu of England, which
historically is rarer in the case of England thathwScotland or Wales. Moreover,
considering the power relationships influencing ittentities, one could wonder about
the effect the emerging and transforming Welsh tilerand the separating Scottish
identity are having on the development of the Esfglidentity. Does the sense of
withdrawal of the Welsh and the Scottish creat@uwaton that forces the English to
more clearly realize their own distinction from tBeitish umbrella identity, and to
develop a more unique identity of their own to refy? If the English have in the past,
as Aughey (2010: 509) stated, been in a positioarg/tthey have not needed to take
territorial politics seriously, it would seem that shifts in the status of the Union are

now forcing them to do just that.

Whether these developments actually lead to thdigkngmbracing England and their
English identity more than before, let alone to &myher separation of the Union, is
impossible to know based on the articles includedhie present study. But there
certainly is sufficient foundation and incentiveirggp on under the political and
economical turmoil for that to happen, especialipidd Scotland vote in favour of

independence in 2014.

6.3.4 Democratic deficit?

A very interesting aspect that repeated in the cdiseach of the countries and their
relationship with the Union and devolution was fitease “democratic deficit”. When
the discussion turned towards the current statdhef Union, every country was
naturally the most concerned about their own stahgs how the Union was impacting
what they felt would be the best for them. And mitrv@n that, every country seemed to
be feeling they were worse off than the otherst they were not receiving everything
they should from the Union, whether that was finalhc or having a voice and

sufficient representation in how things were dedida and run.

This kind of democratic deficit came up, of courséhen talking about the West
Lothian question and whether or not English issnese being handled the way they
should. In addition to that, thderald reported in 2010 on the UK General Election and

the situation where England had largely voted fa¥ Conservatives who ended up
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having to form a coalition government with the LibleDemocrats after having been
“denied the prize by the anti-Tory voting of otlparrts of the Union”, as having ignited
English complaints about democratic deficit (May'2D10). From this perspective, the
fact that England was unable to have a Tory govemindue to votes from the other
countries was a sign that the system was not wgrkainEngland, and interestingly this
perspective came from thelerald instead of from theGuardian Even in this,

Scotland’s call for separation manifested strongly.

This was true also for the way in which thierald saw the situation in Scotland
following the formation of the coalition governmefithe coalition agreement meant
that the Union was run by the Conservatives and.theral Democrats, which meant
that Scotland was now “ruled by two parties who eatrird and fourth in the popular
vote here”, an equation which the newspaper caledemocratic deficit (May 13

2010). Moreover, Scotland seemed to feel very bjetlrat they had not gotten
everything they deserved financially, starting iimstance with the £180 million fossil
fuel levy held in London that Scotland argued bgtxh to them and that was later

promised by Cameron to be released.

In Wales these feelings manifested in the problérthe Welsh Assembly not being
able to make its own laws without permission frdme ¥Westminster government, a
situation which caused the country to feel like pin@verbial little brother of the Union.

In addition, in 2010 also Wales expressed similancerns as Scotland about the
Conservative - Liberal Democrats coalition in Wesster. The new government
caused insecurities in Wales about how the govemhmeuld treat Wales and how it
would respond to the call on more powers. Walelgti@nship with the Union, which

was certainly not as conflicted as that of Scotknmlit still held some concerns, was

summed up well in th&/estern Mailon March %2011

“The long years of the Conservative administratioom 1979 to 1997
created what has been described as a democraticitdefWales”.

This illustrates just how unbalanced the situatiad been felt under the Conservative
government, and how unfair it seemed to the Wel$lere was no desire for a similar

situation in the future.

These examples show how such discontent came upeirarticles included in the

present study, and though the relationships anddeatic processes of the Union are
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certainly more complicated than just a few examptedoes raise interesting questions
about the state of the Union, devolution, and viheir future looks like. If there is such
discontent in all of the countries in question, widoes the proverbial camel's back
break and the Union becomes too unstable to sussaif? Of course, Scotland voting
on its independence in the autumn of 2014 is afgignt indication that such a process
has already started forming. Not knowing what théependence referendum’s result
will be means no one can project what the Uniork$dike in the coming years. But no

matter what happens, it will probably look veryfeient:

“The Union may survive. But the old ties no longerd as tightly as
before.”
- TheGuardianon April 23° 2011

7 CONCLUSION

The present thesis has aimed to examine and dégiatays in which three English,

Scottish and Welsh newspapers have constructedii@nd British identities. The

analysis revealed that the construction processe® warely simple, often fairly

mundane and natural, and that each of the identitigs constructed through some
unique, characteristic features. Furthermore, fifferdnt identities seldom had clear
boundaries, but instead the identities overlappetentangled on multiple points and
in multiple ways. | will now summarise the resultisthe present study, followed by
pointing out a few ways in which the present stumhuld have reached more
comprehensive results. And finally, | will concludéh some propositions for further

study.

The case of Wales presented a slight deviationhén analysis. Since the articles
published in theGuardianand in theHerald about the Welsh devolution referendum
of 2011 were quite few, they could not be usedrtavdany general conclusions about
how the two papers constructed Wales and WelshtiigerThus, the issue was
analysed through the articles published in the WrIsstern Mailand because of this,
the emerged identity construction was also moree@it and more easily depicted
than the constructions in the rest of the analy8isove all, the Wales that was

constructed was new, modern, and different frompast. It had grown up, moved
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past the old historical divisions between rural amdan, northern and southern, and
Welsh and English speaking populations. If Walefigethe referendum had been
feeling inferior, after the vote in favour of mopmwers for the Welsh Assembly,

Wales emerged as confident, efficient and united.

Nevertheless, this new Wales did not appear angnmberested in being independent
than it had been in the past. Instead, independemaseportrayed as something to be
careful of, something unwanted. So while Wales ged@rfrom the referendum

confident in its status and character, and the WAKsembly was now seen as more
able to serve and represent its people, the Whégsaas being constructed was still
very much a part of the Union. The Welsh identibnstructed was not incompatible
with being British, but on the contrary, being beths portrayed as a rather natural
and positive state of affairs. Wales, in iMestern Mail seemed quite content exactly

where it was.

Scotland, on its part, was a very different casewtscotland and its identity were
constructed in the newspapers was not as clediilyedas Wales was. Instead of such
overt constructions, the Scottish identity emergaaostly through comparisons and
relations with the rest of the Union, particulaBypgland, and through the political
processes happening at the time. The Scottish INdtiBarty won the 2011 Scottish
Elections with a landslide, and the Scotland it wesmising its voters was distinctly
optimistic, positive, looking forward to a promigiriuture, and not afraid of moving
on to such issues as deciding on independence. dverethere seemed to be a
deliberate line drawn between Scotland and the aeshe Union. Particularly the
Herald constructed Scotland as “home” and was not as ataffie as the other two
papers in constructing Britain as a unanimous \erditd Scotland as a part of it,
instead often remarking on the differences betw®eotland and England - whether
that was in politics or in culture. In additionetllivision was also clearly marked
linguistically with discourse that included express such as “north of the Border”

and so on.

On one hand the victory of the SNP and the way Imckv the difference between
Scotland and the rest of the Union was sometimgshasised could indicate some
level of shifting identities, of Scottish identitgoving further away from Britain. But

based on the data of the present study it is inmiplesto say just how significant a
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change that might be and how the future of Scotlait turn out. As has been
previously concluded by both Bond (2009: 95-96) Bedhhofer and McCrone (2009a:
2), the link between national identity, how peoplete and their constitutional
preference is, at best, weak. This was true alsbearcontext of the present study. The
fact that the SNP reached a majority in the 20&tt&ns still does not tell us whether
people voted for them in the hopes of an indepen8eatland or for other issues on
the SNP’s agenda, and the articles included ird#ta did not shed any more light on
this question. Thus, despite how the SNP and Sbati@tionalism were identified as a
threat to the Union in both tHeuardianand theWestern Mail Scotland’s future still

remains unsolved, at least until it is time for théependence referendum.

When looking at England and English identity, icéme clear they mostly emerged
through fairly specific conditions. Firstly, Engthrwas brought up in the articles in
connection with politics, as a part of the politidabate occurring in the newspapers at
the time. This meant that England was often conggesmerely to its political
aspirations and tendencies, instead of giving rémmmore aspects of it. And secondly,
it was brought up as a counterbalance or an answ&cotland and Wales. When
Scottish nationalism raised its head, instead okiteg at it from a British point of
view, the Guardian tended to look at it through an English contexmitrly, the
Herald also tended to portray England as the oppositiorStotland. In some ways,

England in the data was articulated as a responsthérs, not as an entity on itself.

However, the one way through which England anddisitity raised its head was the
so called West Lothian question and the debate @mm matters concerning only
England should be handled. It was brought up fretiyén the articles, and indicates a
shift in attitude from the time devolution was fiiatroduced in the UK. Unlike the
other three countries of the Union, England does have its own Parliament or
Assembly but instead its issues are decided oheatMestminster Parliament. Now,
however, there appears to be new recognition orfatiethat England’s situation is
different, and the Westminster Parliament doesseetn to be fulfilling its job as well
as it used to from the perspective of England. @h&recognition on matters that are
uniquely English and should thus be handled byEihglish themselves. The questions
raised about the possible necessity of an Englstefbly to better serve the English
seems to indicate that devolution is no longer waylas efficiently and satisfactorily
for England as it used to. Additionally, it is pide that the shifts in the Union are
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now forcing the English to take territorial polgienore seriously than before and are
thus also creating a situation where the Englisteh#o choice but to more clearly

realize their own distinction from the British ureba identity.

And finally, the constructions of Britain often erged through discussions on the
future of Britain. Due to the nature of the evethiat the data of the present study was
centred on, it is not surprising that it would $paebate on how the future of the
Union should turn out. But such debate also mdattBritain was very much present
in the data, though rarely very overtly or emplalyc Instead, despite the questions
about its future, Britain at its current state agypd rather natural and even taken for
granted. While the countries in question, Engla®dptland and Wales that is, were
sometimes clearly articulated and overtly pointiét was not the case with Britain.
Of the three newspapers, Britain was most evideartdhstructed in th&uardian For

it, Britain was something that did not need explésticulation, but instead was rather
habitual and appeared in the paper both througuistic constructions and through
the contexts in which the paper framed its newsnfFthe other two papers, the
Western Mailseemed more comfortable than tHerald in constructing Britain as a
unanimous entity, which was not surprising considgihow accepting th&Vestern
Mail was of the peaceful co-existence of both WalesBxitdin in its articles. Regards
to the question of the future of Britain, the siioa is currently wide open. In many
ways its development will depend on how Scotlandesoin its upcoming

independence referendum.

Despite the way in which the findings on the camdted identities were presented here
separately and clearly distinct of each other, ittentities in fact overlapped and
entangled in the data quite a lot. The fact tHahate newspapers were national meant
that the papers reported on a wide variety of nigars all over Britain. In this way,
the newspapers were able to bring these issues anthe same time, the other
countries closer to “home”. It makes the news mawf¢hat's more, the newspapers
also tended to frame news in their local contéXitss meant that news about what was
happening in Scotland could suddenly be just ashnabbout Wales and how it would
be affected as they were about Scotland. In acdditb three newspapers also included
so called “wandering” identities, where dependinglte topic, the point of view could
change between the different countries, sometimes &ithin a single article. This

kind of wandering was sometimes clear even in tasecof specific words. The
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meaning of words such as “country” or “nation” wowary depending on the context:
sometimes “the country” in question was Scotlamnetimes it was Britain. Through
constructions and representations as these, thepag@ers also built space for multiple
or hybrid identities. This means that the readersdoot necessarily have to choose
between different identities but can choose tofbe,instance, both “English” and
“British”, if they so want to. Of the three newspap, especially th&uardianallowed
and facilitated the presence of hybrid identitid®ugh such possibilities appeared in

the other two papers as well.

While conducting the analysis, it became clear thate were some instances where,
through different choices, the present study cdwdde reached more comprehensive
results. Due to the way the data was centred owrifgpeevents, some identity
constructions remained lacking. As mentioned abdue,to the low amount of articles
published about the Welsh devolution referendumewspapers outside of Wales, no
conclusions could be drawn about how Wales and Mdkntity were constructed in
England and Scotland. To fill this gap, a differeat of data would have been needed.
Moreover, since there was no event included thatldvénave centred on England
specifically, England and English identity did mwherge as strongly as they perhaps
could have. Of course, since England does not liavavn Assembly or Parliament,
the nature of the possible event would have hdwtslightly different from the events
chosen for the present study. How much that woaldehimpacted the analysis is
difficult to say, but it seems that some questiahsut England and English identity

may have been left unanswered in the present thesis

Since the present thesis had to limit its focusEmgland, Scotland and Wales, this
naturally means that further study is needed ireotd unravel the case of Northern
Ireland. Furthermore, the current data was limtteglst three papers, one each from
the countries in question. This means that all kmiens presented in the present
thesis are also limited to these papers. A morensxte study is needed in order to
find out whether these conclusions hold true alseerw a wider selection of

newspapers is examined.

And finally, it should be noted that the presenidstalso restricted itself to a rather
narrow timeframe, since all of the data included fram 2010 and 2011. This means

that the conclusions drawn are thus also rathepdeah The turmoil in the United
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Kingdom, however, is still ongoing. While the presstudy hopes to have contributed
to the discussion on what is happening in the dnkengdom and to have provided
information on Britain and British identities, esfaly on how they are presented to
the public through news media, there is still migft to uncover. The future of the
Union is uncertain, and thus also Britain and Bhitidentities will keep changing and

transforming, leaving more questions to be answered
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APPENDIX: Articles included in the data

The Western Mail:

1.

08.05.2010: "Deal or no deal?: Cameron picks ugptiene to Clegg — and all

Brown can do is wait”

2. 08.05.2010:
10.05.2010:
4. 10.05.2010:

w

“Brown may have to become ‘Captain Oat@ys Rhodri”
“Deal edges closer as Cameron and @digteams”
“Tories and the Lib Dems move closeatdal to give Cameron

keys to No 10”
5. 10.05.2010: “Tory-Lib Dem pact will benefit Welskahour”

6. 10.05.2010: “Welsh party members hesitantly acaepory-Lib Dem deal is
likely”
7. 11.05.2010: “Brown’s final bombshell: PM says helit as Labour leader so

party can begin Lib Dem talks”

8. 11.05.2010:

9. 12.05.2010:
10.12.05.2010:

11.12.05.2010:
12.13.05.2010:

“Various voting systems on offer”

“Cameron in No. 10 as coalition deatad”

“Plaid blames MPs’ ‘tribal loyaltiesrffailure to get deal”

‘Dawn of new approach to many old proid”

“The happy couple: Clegg and Cameree-io heralds new era in

British politics”

13.13.05.2010:
14.13.05.2010:
15.13.05.2010:
16.13.05.2010:
17.14.05.2010:
18.14.05.2010:

“A happy couple — but how long for Beevid and Nick love-in?”
“Opposition rounds on ‘non-Welsh’ séamg’

“Critics slam new Government for givimgmen so few positions”
“Carwyn seeks to forge a direct reteiop with David Cameron”
“Cameron starts on debt legacy wits quCabinet pay”

“We need to make sure that the wrinkiegvolution are

smoothed out...”

19.14.05.2010:
20.28.02.2011:
21.28.02.2011:
22.28.02.2011:
23.28.02.2011: “
24.01.03.2011:
25.01.03.2011:
26.01.03.2011:
27.02.03.2011:
28.02.03.2011:
29.02.03.2011:
30.02.03.2011:

influence”

31.03.03.2011:
32.03.03.2011:
33.04.03.2011:

“The males running the country as ssjudre? It'll never work”
“Poll turnout so vital to Wales”

“Assembly legitimacy ‘will be damagéy’ low turnout”
“Former council leader will cast Yesevim referendum”
Whatever the result, a poor turnoditlvé harmful”

“67% will vote ‘Yes' in referendum, sayoll”

“Just Say No’ Tory leader now JustsSHiES”

“Tories row as party logo lends a hantes’ vote”

“Yes’ vote will help sell Wales to tharld, says Carwyn”
“Voters to deliver a big Yes says pallmore powers”
“Leaders urge Wales to go out and ‘x#e’”

“The stronger the ‘Yes’ vote, the geeatill be our nation’s

“One day. One answer”
“Our country is grown up enough to malkeown decisions”
“Counting begins as Wales expects &’ 'Yerdict”
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34.04.03.2011: “Poll turnout looks split between tresEand West, as some areas
struggle for voters”

35.04.03.2011: “So what happens next?”

36.04.03.2011: “If people say ‘Yes’ then it's timer&form funding”

37.05.03.2011: “What lies ahead in exciting new era/i@lsh politics?”

38.05.03.2011: “The day that Wales said... YES: Controamation’s historic
vote”

39.05.03.2011: “What lies ahead in exciting new eaMiIsh politics?”

40.05.03.2011: “From the coast to the border, themty the south, our country is
united’ —Carwyn”

41.05.03.2011: “Political leaders across the UK weleaesult”

42.07.03.2011: “A little-known law could thwart thestdt of referendum”

43.07.03.2011: “The referendum’s most heart-liftinguie was 1997’s tribalism no
longer mattered”

44.07.03.2011: “It's a vote of confidence by the pkopf Wales in themselves™

45.07.05.2011: “Comprehensive SNP win paves way foe wo independence”

46.07.05.2011: “Wales and Scotland go down divergeiigy

47.09.05.2011: “It is inevitable this will emboldenporters of Welsh
independence”

48.09.05.2011: “Scotland looks for more powers befarkeling referendum on
independence”

The Herald:

1. 11.05.2010: “Union could be in jeopardy if the léftesn’t get it right”

2. 11.05.2010: “Brown bombshell pulls rug from undem@ron”
11.05.2010: “Gray quick with tribute to fallen leadbut Scots Tories maintain
silence”

11.05.2010: “Drama as Brown falls on his sword”

12.05.2010: “Brown bids farewell as new coalitiakes over No 10"
12.05.2010: “A lost opportunity or a Whitehall fafX

12.05.2010: “In whose interest, really, was thitpal deal negotiated?”
12.05.2010: “Salmond pays tribute to ‘force of matBrown and offers
congratulations to Cameron”

9. 13.05.2010: “They’re partners in England but paiabw in Scotland”
10.13.05.2010: “LibDems pledge to hand more powelSdotland”
11.13.05.2010: “A new team for a new era of politieBritain”
12.13.05.2010: “We must all hope the coalition carceed”
13.14.05.2010: “Cameron makes bridge-building visiStmtland”
14.14.05.2010: “New coalition faces rebellion ovex*fio remain in power”
15.14.05.2010: “Salmond in £700m demand to Cameron”
16.15.05.2010: “Cameron in £180m pledge for Scotland”
17.15.05.2010: “Salmond ‘impressed’ by Cameron meéting
18.15.05.2010: “Tories attack key coalition proposal’

19.15.05.2010: “Two nations divided by a common pecditilanguage”

w

© N Ok



20.15.05.2010:
21.15.05.2010:
22.05.03.2011:
23.03.05.2011:
24.03.05.2011:
25.03.05.2011:
26.04.05.2011:
27.04.05.2011:
28.05.05.2011:
29.05.05.2011:

his record”

30.05.05.2011:
31.06.05.2011:
32.06.05.2011:

33.06.05.2011
34.06.05.2011
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“Cameron launches his charm offensive”

“David Cameron: | promised that if thme Prime Minister...”
“Devolution vote hailed a historic day\Wales”

“Brown in election swipe at independeplans”

“Brown warns SNP win will hurt recovery

“How Salmond has overcome vitriol & 8cots press”

“Labour leader was not swamped butithéasled to run the tide”
“Poll gives SNP big lead after telegidebate”

“One final push as race for Holyrooawes to a close”

“Voters are beginning to see througtxAalmond’s claims about

“Goldie: I'll rein in the threats of 8\and socialism”

“Dramatic night gives Salmond the ram#chieve his big goals”
“First Minister in the driving seatleaders go to polls”

: “Defining moment that altered courseashpaign”

: “Heavy price paid for getting in bedhathe Tories at

Westminster”

35.07.05.2011

: “An eye to the future but a heart tgjifce: Triumphant Salmdon’s

vow after historic win”

36.07.05.2011:
37.07.05.2011:
38.07.05.2011:
39.07.05.2011:
40.07.05.2011:
41.07.05.2011:
42.07.05.2011:
43.07.05.2011:
44.07.05.2011:
45.07.05.2011:
46.07.05.2011:
47.09.05.2011:

The Guardian:

11.05.2010:
11.05.2010:
11.05.2010:
11.05.2010:
12.05.2010:

akrwpnpE

“Labour strongholds fall right acrdss tountry”

“Battle looms over extra powers forytobd”

“SNP victory can be traced to camp#aegm without a flaw”
“Henry: lessons must be learned”

“Where it all went wrong for an unpnegshparty”

“Greens endure poll woe”

“If Labour is to recover, it has to gadical’

“SNP has the strength of 10 as rivatsote”

“Kingdom united in its support for tBRP”

“Now is the time for Salmond to catleépendence referendum”
“A victory of seismic proportions”

“As you were, as Salmond picks his @etbi

“Rollercoaster as Tories try to trumipv’s promise”

“MPs hail Tory party offer of referemaon voting system”
“Lib-Lab: a democratic outrage”

“The election proved it. Only one coati is legitimate”
“Cameron moves in: Tories and Lib Déonsn first full coalition

since 1945”

12.05.2010

: “It's Cameron and Clegg: Tory-Lib Deoaltion takes power after

Labour talks fail”

12.05.2010
12.05.2010

: “Toughest hand of cards ever dealtaapreane minister”
: “The handover: No lap of honour for\Bno- just a quick and

dignified exit”
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9. 12.05.2010: “Cameron swallows a hard bargain bintsgdecisive Lib Dem vote
for pact”

10.12.05.2010: “Sceptical rightwing MPs and Lib Deraailpline biggest challenge
for Tory chiefs”

11.12.05.2010: “A political crapstorm, but no new veirl

12.12.05.2010: “Cameron circle ‘failed to get messag®ss’: 7,000 word account

fuels Tory recriminations”

13.12.05.2010
14.12.05.2010
once more”
15.12.05.2010
campaign”
16.12.05.2010
17.13.05.2010
since you d
18.13.05.2010
19.13.05.2010
20.13.05.2010

21.13.05.2010:
22.13.05.2010:
23.13.05.2010:

hands”

24.13.05.2010:
25.13.05.2010:
26.13.05.2010:

: “Bothered? No, but it was time to #aout”
: “As a fraught Tory-Lib Dem era begimsbour must renew itself

: “Congratulations, Mr Cameron. Now |eidmn lessons of a dismal

: “The new PM will need the guile of @isli. And the luck”

: “The happy couple at No 10: So, Prineidter, what's changed
escribed your new political soulmate gske?”

: “A Shakespearean exit: the critic’swie

: “Rivals then, colleagues now, leadet®st shared future”

: “May emerges as the big winner in T€ameron”

“Women appointed but UK still lags etii

“How it will work: Does two into onealty add up?”

“Fixed five-year parliamentary termlw# both the leaders’

“The start of a very special relatiop®h
“A coalition that holds out hope fdrthtee parties”
“Cameron’s clause IV moment — a bigeiae centre ground

permanently”

27.13.05.2010

: “Glamorous, pregnant... and normal: &agn may be all Dave

needs to connect”

28.13.05.2010
29.13.05.2010

30.01.03.2011:
31.01.03.2011:

alone”

32.01.03.2011:
33.05.03.2011:

powers”

34.23.04.2011:
35.02.05.2011:
36.03.05.2011:
37.04.05.2011:
38.05.05.2011:
39.06.05.2011:

vote”

40.06.05.2011:

: “Salmond presses Cameron to hand naavergo Holyrood”

: “A new kind of politics? With a top kallooking like that?”
“Welsh fail to engage in vote on mavev@rs”

“The anti-state right takes the Wetshidiots who mustn’t be left

“Wales: Wrong question, right answer”
“Wales ‘comes of age’ with yes votedssembly’s lawmaking

“Scotland and Wales: Different drums”

“Scotland: Polls suggest SNP will caaton top”

“By high road or low, SNP may be inridirgh afore all”

“In the Highlands, Alex is king of tBeottish Optimists”
“Salmond bullish as SNP set for victory

“Salmond eyes a landslide for SNP Paid braced for slump in

“Yellow alert”



41.07.05.2011

42.07.05.2011:
43.07.05.2011:
44.07.05.2011:
45.07.05.2011:
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:“No to AV... Yes to a whole new constanal conflict”

“Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland: Mgkhe break”

“Stunning SNP victory throws the spiion independence vote”
“Expert view: How Labour created thatfoirm for SNP triumph”
“A bad night for monkeys: Labour’s eggtlong domination of

Scottish politics is over”

46.07.05.2011

47.09.05.2011

48.09.05.2011
traits”

49.11.05.2011:
50.12.05.2011:
51.14.05.2011:
52.19.05.2011:

demands”
53.19.05.2011

: “All shook up: Elections and referenum
: “Salmond offers third option on indegemce vote”
: “Who are you calling dour?: Each natias a set of personality

“Is it time for England’s first empieget independence”
“The magical Mr Salmond”

“Why oppose Scottish independence?”

“SNP includes greater fiscal powers Bvictation on list of

: “Viewpoint: Two Salmonds for the prafeone”



