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Abstract

This thesis investigates the particulars of prejudiced discourse regarding the two man
ethnic mmnonties 1 the Romaman socio-cultural context, the Hungarian and the Romany
munonity The thesis aims at comparing and contrasting the way Romanians talk about the
Hunganans with the way they talk about the Romanies on a sertes of interviews on

controversial socral and political issues surrounding ethnic minoritres.

It examines tn detail the discourse of middle-class Romanian professionals taking up
different 1deological subject positions on the 1ssue of the avowed support for the extremist
policies of the representatives of the Romanian right-wing towards ethnic minorities A
comparison 1s made between participants ‘supporting’, ‘ambivalent’ and those ‘opposing’
this kind of policies to see whether there are differences 1n the way participants use
prejudiced discourse across the 1deological spectrum 1n talk about the Hunganans, on one
hand and the Romanies, on the other. The analytic discussion ranges from investigating
the dynamics links between nationalism, politics and prejudice within a vanious set of
discourses and discursive resources of ‘nationhood’ and ‘difference’ in the case of the
Hungarian minonty to the mvestigation of a shift to discourses of ‘nature’ and ‘moral

exclusion’ 1n as far as the Romanies are concerned

The analysis, mspired by a critical discursive approach examines the construction of
stereotypical ideological representations of both minority groups together with a concern
for the located construction of otherness The analysis suggests that talk about Romanies 13
more extreme than talk about the Hungarians, more extreme than the anti-alien, anti-
immigrant prejudiced talk studied by numerous Western (critical) researchers. It 1s more
extreme because Romanies are not merely portrayed as being ‘different’, but also as being
beyond the moral order, beyond nationhood, difference and companson. Talk about
Romanies employs a style, which, at the same time, demes, but also protects extreme

prejudice.

The thesis concludes by raising some implications of thus kind of analysis and approach
for the discursive social psychological study of different kinds of prejudice. Questions for
future analysis relate to a different conceptualisation of stereotypes and stereotyping, the

study of political ideologies and the details of extreme prejudiced talk.
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Chapter one

Introduction

Introducing the thesis

Durning the last years of the twentieth century, issues of prejudice and racism have been at
the centre of the attention of the Western and non-Western mind. The repeated ethno-
nationalistic tenstons in Eastern Europe together with the ethnic conflicts m the Middle
East and recent (and not so recent) controversies concerning race, racism, multiculturalism
and 1ssues related to immugration 1n Western Europe and elsewhere have captured the
imagination of social scientists from all over the world. Since their conception, the social
sciences have felt that they have something very important to say about ‘solving’ the
problem of prejudice and racism, about tackling prejudice and ractsm as important ‘social

1ssues’.

Psychologists (and social psychologists) have sought to describe and explain the nature of
prejudice by focusing on different elements that were believed to be part and parcel of the
phenomenon of prejudice Issues related to personality, information processing, social
cognition, social identity etc. were considered pivotal in understanding the dynamic and

‘essence’ of prejudice and prejudiced thinking.

This thesis argues that, very often, social psychologists have been looking 1n the wrong
place for the essence of prejudice. This thesis will make a case for a reinterpretation of
some of the traditional notions used by prejudice researchers 1n order to open a discussion
for an alternative view of analysing prejudice and racism based on the importance of
discourse, discursive practices and ideological representations This thesis aims to show
how prejudice can be studred by examining the dynamics and details of talk about ‘others’,

but also about one’s own group.

Taking the manifestations of Eastern European prejudice against ethnic minornties very

seriously, this thesis atms to investigate the particulars of prejudiced discourse regarding




the two main ethnic minorities 1n a Romanian socio-cultural context, the Hungarian and
the Romany minority. The thesis aims at comparing and contrasting the way Romanians
talk about Hungarians with the way they talk about Romanies It examines Romanan talk
of nationhood, prejudice and difference as part of a series of interviews on controversial

social 1ssues.

In doing so, 1t does not start with the assumption that all prejudiced talk 1s the same. Some
discourses of ‘difference’ might be infused with a (local) political dimension and agenda
while retaining many of the well-researched features of ascribing critical stereotypes to
‘others’. Some other discourses of ‘difference’ might work by morally excluding ‘others’
and placing them beyond the moral order The present thesis can be seen as an attempt to
understand the discursive dynamics of talking differently about different ethnic minonty

groups together with a look at their social and ideological effects.

Overview of chapters

Chapter two provides a critscal review of the literature on prejudice and racism organized
around the essential role of the study of stereotypes and stereotyping for the study of
prejudice and racism. The chapter starts by reviewing the classical approach to
stereotyping followed by a focus on the four most important theoretical and empirical
approaches to stereotyping and prejudice: the authoritanan personality approach, the social
cognition approach, the soctal 1dentity and self-categonzation approach and the ‘modern’
racism approach. Critical 1ssues will be raised 1n relation to the five particular approaches
to stereotypes and prejudice described 1n the course of this chapter. Finally, a case 1s made
for an alternative view of analysing prejudice and racism based on the importance of

discourse.

Chapter three offers a review of the main theoretical tenets and approaches drawn upon in
the thess. It reviews the main discourse analytic approaches to the language of prejudice
(such as discursive psychology, critical discourse analysis and cntical discursive social
psychology) and introduces the main contextual (theoretical and empirical) background
for the analytic chapters This chapter raises, among others, two specific theoretical 1ssues

around the discursive analysis of stereotyping, prejudice and racism On one hand, this




chapter has emphasised the importance of studying prejudice and extreme prejudice
through the study of discourse. On the other hand, this chapter places a special emphas:s
on the ideological dimension of discourse and the importance of studying the workings of
ideology 1n text and talk A discussion of ideology (ideologies) as discursively
accomplished, the functioning and processes of 1deology and the effects of drawing upon
ideological representattons of social 1ssues and social actors are also concerns of this

chapter.

Chapter four provides an historical and political reading of the Romanian socio-cultural
context 1n as far as the Hunganan and the Romany minonty are concerned. The first part
of the chapter deals with a general historical account of Romania and 1ts experiment with
democracy. This 1s followed by the specific historical and political context surrounding the
Hungarian minority in Transylvania, the controversy regarding the ‘national’ problem and
interethnic cohabitation The remainder of the chapter 1s dedicated entirely to the Romany
minorty. It covers the post-totalitanan situation of Romanies 1n Eastern Europe followed
by an rather extended account of the histonical and political sitwation of the Romanies
Romania. The chapter closes with a section on social psychological research on the
Romanies which includes a review of research from Western Europe and other Eastern

European countries and research from Romania

Chapter five describes the methods and procedures used in this thesis After an
mtroductory section that points to the gaps in the Romanian socio-psychological hiterature
on prejudice and discrimination (with a special focus on the Romanies) and an onentation
to how a focus on extreme prejudiced discourse can make a contribution to Western
discursive approaches to the language of prejudice, the chapter continues with two
sections: one on the research interview as a general research instrument and one related to
discursive psychology and interview research The chapter closes with a presentation of

the materials, data sources and participants

Chapter s1x presents an account of the content analysis of the qualitative data used for this
study A short introductory section on content analysis as a research technique 1s followed
by the content analysis itself which sets the stage for the in-depth qualitative analysis The
chapter closes with an orientation to the difficulties and shortcomings of using a content

analysis 1n qualitative research and in as far as interview-talk 18 concerned.




Chapter seven looks at Romanian talk about the Hungarian minority by documenting some
of the subtleties and dynamics of the relation between stereotyping, nation and place. This
chapter points to some of the ways in which participants taking different 1deological
positions managed in a similar way ideological conflicts, how they constructed and
Justified their position towards the Hungartans and their political project, in an attempt to
legitimate specific practices and reproducing the status quo wrth the range of cultural
resources provided by the Romaman culture The focus is on the discursive and rhetorical
moves used by the participants and the collectively available interpretative resources for
making evaluations, constructing factual verstons and performing particular actions, such
as discounting 1n-group responsibility, denying prejudice and discrimination or displaying
reasonableness. At the same time, this chapter shows that the discourse about Hungarians
has much in common with the particularities and emphasis of the Western anti-immugrant,

anti-alien discourses of ‘difference’.

Chapter eight exarmmnes the rhetorical and 1deological shift from a discourse of
‘nationalism’ and ‘politics’ to a discourse of ‘nature’ and ‘moral exclusion’ using talk
about Romanies as a case in pomnt It 1s suggested that talk about Romanies 1s more
extreme than the talk about Hunganans and the anti-immigrant, anti-alien discourses
studied by Western cnitical researchers. The aims of this chapter are twofold. On one hand,
this chapter illustrates and discusses some of the extreme discursive, rhetorical and
interpretative resources used to talk about and legitimate the blaming of Romanies and on
the other hand, 1t documents the constructive ideological processes used to position the
Romanies as beyond the moral order This chapter pomnts to some of the ways in which
participants taking different ideological positions use a very similar expression of moral
exclusionary discourse, the same axiomatic division between ‘us’ and ‘them’ underpinned
by an ideology of place, a very summlar discourse of ‘nature’ to blame the Romanies and

position them beyond difference and the moral order.

Taking on the analytic ‘discoveries’ of the two previous chapters, chapter nine
complements the analytical insights from these chapters by ‘mapping’ some other
discursive and rhetorical ways through which Romanies are constructed as beyond the
moral order and exclusionary discourse 1s put together Operating distinctions, setting up
contrasts or emphasising similanities between social groups are ways in which one

reproduces relations of power between specific groups and moral standing in the world. In




this chapter, it is argued that comparing and contrasting the Roman:es with other ethnic
nmunorties on different social dimensions achieves the rhetorical, but also political and
1deological effect of presenting Romanies as ‘beyond difference’, beyond the moral order
The end of chapter nine brings to the fore a critique of the 1ssue of the nevitability of
prejudice based on 1ts rhetorical dimension. It is argued that 1f one talks about common-
place prejudiced discourse, one should also talk about common place discourse of

toleration and sohidanty.

Chapter ten draws together some of the theoretical and empirical threads related to the
analysis of prejudice developed 1n this thesis The chapter considers their most 1mportant
implications for the discursive study of prejudice and closes by setting out some questions

for future research,




Chapter two

Revisiting the traditional approaches to the study of
stereotyping and prejudice

Introduction

Social psychologists have immensely contributed to the existing wealth of knowledge on
the 1ssue of prejudice and racism. With perfect regulanty, the ‘state of knowledge’ of
social psychological theorizing on prejudice, discrimination and racism 1s ‘assessed’ and
cntically reflected upon 1n edited volumes (see Augoustinos and Reynolds, 2001a for a
recent example). Each time that the ‘state of theorizing’ 1s called to the fore, the pressing
question 1s how to satisfactonly deal with this ‘pressing social 1ssue’ and how social
psychological knowledge can be put to practical test and service in understanding conflict,

discrimination and oppression.

Social psychologists (mainly those coming from ‘mainstream’ approaches) have usually
started (and also ended) their analyses of prejudice and racism by putting forward complex
(or not-so-complex) defimtions of the phenomenon they were investigating. In this
chapter, the concemn will not be wath listing the various defimtions of prejudice, but with
the attempts of ‘defining’ the phenomenon of prejudice through the various theoretical and
empirical approaches that have tried to capture the dynamucs and subtleties of the
prejudice problematic. This chapter 1s designed to orient the reader to the conventional or
traditional theoretical and empirical approaches to the study of prejudice, racism and

social conflict.

This review of the literature will be organized around the pivotal role that the study of
stereotypes and stereotyping had insofar the study of prejudice and racism was concerned.
I will start by reviewing the classical approach to stereotyping and then I will focus on the
four most important theoretical and empinical approaches to stereotyping and prejudice:
the authoritanan personality approach, the social cogmition approach, the social identity
and self-categorization approach and the ‘modern’ racism approach. These perspectives

have shaped and influenced not only social psychological research, but also the views




about prejudice and racism The circulation ‘between social psychology and common
sense, each making the other more available and mutually reinforcing their chains’
(Henriques, 1984, p 74) has allowed for these approaches to become dominant

perspectives 1n the social psychological study of prejudice and racism.

Critical 1ssues will be raised 1n relation to the five particular approaches to stereotypes and
prejudice described 1n the course of this chapter. A case will be made for a reinterpretation
of some of the traditional notions used by prejudice researchers in order to open a
discussion for an alternative view of analysing prejudice and racism based on the
importance of discourse, discursive practices and 1deological representations. Limitations
and shortcomings of these approaches are 1dentified together with a shift towards a new

conceptualisation of issues around prejudice, stereotyping and social conflict

The classical view on stereotypes

As Augoustinos and Walker (1998) argue in the introduction of their paper on the
construction of stereotypes within social psychology, ‘no other concept mn social
psychology has evoked so much ambivalence as that of stereotyping’ (p 629). Before
going any further, let me note that the most familiar use of the term refersto
characteristics that we apply to others on the basis of their national, ethnic, or gender
groups. According to a classical view on stereotypes, when applied to people, ste:reotype:s1
are saild to be rigid, and they stamp all to whom they apply to with the same
charactenstics. Stereotypes render uniform everyone associated with a particular feature,
such as being a woman, Italian or German. Individuals 1n those categories are being
reduced to the ‘essential’ characterstics 1solated by the stereotype. Social stereotypes

exaggerate and homogemse traits held to be characteristic of particular categories:

Stereotypes are usually considered inaccurate because of the way they
portray a soclal group or category as homogeneous. Certain forms of
behaviour, disposition or propensity are isolated, taken out of context and
attributed to everyone associated with a particular group or category.

(Pickering, 2001, p. 4)

! Schnerder (2004) notes that the actual term was used as early as 1824 to refer to formalized behavior, and
by the early part of the 20th century 1t was regularly used to refer to ngid, repetitive, often rhythmic behavior
patterns




Walter Lippmann was the first author to make reference to stereotyping in rts modern
sense 1 his book Public Opinion (1965, onginally published 1922). His interest in
stereotypes was not that of a psychologist, but of a scholar interested in the role of the
media 1n the political process, interested 1n the commen-sense social and political vses to

which they are put As Pickenng suggests, outside social psychology,

he deserves credit for his senious re-evaluation of the liberal model of
citizenship and his considered appraisal of some of the obstacles standing in
the way of effective political democracy, particularly 1n relation to the role of
the media 1n the political process. Media stereotyping was one of the
specifically modern political problems which he dealt with 1n connection
with this process

(2001, p 17).

Psychologists and social psychologists have acknowledged Lippmann as the precursor of
modem research on stereotypes and stereotyping, but they have not really paird much

attention to the different ways 1n which he conceived stereotypes.

Lippmann 1dentified stereotyping as a serious problem in opimon formation and
expression. He conceived the stereotype 1n two opposed ways (see also Pickering, 2001).
On one hand, he emphasised a ‘political’ sense to stercotypes, viewing them as 1nadequate
and biased, endorsing the interests of those who use them and as obstacles to rational
assessment and resistant to change This political sense of stereotypes was opposed to
what he called “individualised understanding’. On the other hand, he regarded stereotyping
as a necessary mode of processing information, an mescapable way of creating order out
of the ‘buzzing confusion of reality’ (Lippmann, 1965, p. 63). In this ‘psychological’
sense, stereotypes are equated with our general ways of thinking and making sense of the

world and social actors within 1t.

Lippmann viewed stereotypes as general cognitive structures, and he used the term to
account for errors and biases n our conceptions of the world (cf. Schneider,
2004) According to him, these ‘pictures i our heads’ are not inevitably false and
function as rationalizations to maintain social standing and status. As Pickering argued,
stereotyping, 1n the first sense advanced by Lippmann, mvolves ‘a loss of an
ind1vidualised understanding of other people, whether these are foreigners or those 1n

other social classes and communities outside our own situated experience’ (2001, p. 18).




In the second sense, 1t would seem to involve ‘a gain in helping us to make sense out of
the diversely blooming and buzzing forms of Iife that swirl around us in the modern social
world’ (1bid, p. 18). Lippmann seemed to be aware of the contradiction between the two
ways of thmking about prejudice. Stereotyping was seen as an endermic problem in
(modern) societies and the aim was to devise solutions for the dilemma 1t posed.
Lippmann recognized the central dilemma posed by the relation between cognitive reality-
catching and complexity-reducing processes and the role of the media 1n reinforcing the

‘pictures’ 1n our heads (cf. Pickering, 2001)

Contrary to the soctal psychological common-place view on Lippmann’s contribution to
the study of stereotypes which relates to the so often quoted ‘pictures in our heads’,
Lippmann was very much aware and understood the 1deological strength of stereotypes
For him stereotypes were not just something to be ‘holding hghtly and modifying gladly’,
but they were also ‘the projection upon the world ... of our own value, our own position
and our own rights’ (Lippmann, 1965, p. 64) Even though a great part of his discussion of
stereotypes dealt with various errors of thinking, he also pointed to the importance of
subverting stereotyping which was seen as an obstacle to the workings of effective social
democracy Lippmann has had a great influence, both in social psychological, but also 1n
communication research What was common to the two strands of research was the
concern with stereotypical content viewed as intrinsically negative or erroneous.
Lippmann was not specifically concerned with traits ascnibed to groups of people, but
most of the first empincal studies did concern such trait attributions particularly to ethmc

groups, while still preserving Lippmann's notions of error (Schneider, 2004).

During the 30s and onwards, a major interest was developed in the measurement of
attitudes as a bridge between culture and 1individual behavior. With the pioneenng studies
of Katz and Braly (1933, 1935), who were principally concerned with national stereotypes,
the study of individual attitudes and values held towards racially stereotyped groups

became of central concern.

Using checklist methodology, Katz and Braly (1933) asked Princeton University students
to check traits they thought descnibed ten national groups Those traits with considerable
consensus of endorsement for a particular group were seen as stereotypic of that group.

For example, 78% of subjects thought that Germans were scientific-minded or that 54%



thought that Turks were cruel. In a second study (Katz and Braly, 1935), discovered that
the rank order of preferences for the ten groups rated was 1dentical to the rankings 1n terms
of the average desirability of the traits ascribed to the groups It was believed that the
ascription of traits to groups reflects culturally derived stereotypes or images about
people representing those groups. The stereotype was seen as a fixed impression which
conforms very little to the facts it pretends to represent and results from our ‘defining first
and observing second’ (Katz & Braly, 1935; see also Schneider, 2004). Thus, conceived as
‘biased’ attitudinal products, the study of stereotypes was used to explain the effects of
culture on prejudice and discrimination. Stereotypes which were assumed to be largely
reflections of the culture rather than of individual expentences with people from diverse
groups, promoted a negative evaluation (prejudice), which in tamn justified discrimination.
Although various definitions of stereotypes were offered, the most common working
definitions were those 1n terms of traits ascribed to various racial and ethnic groups (cf
Schneider, 2004). This was the beginmng of a long tradition of seeing
stereotypes and prejudice as closely linked. For example, Ashmore and DelBoca concerve
stereotypes as ‘a structured set of beliefs about the personal attributes of a group of
people’ (1979, p. 222). In a similar fashion, stereotypes have come to be defined as ‘sets of
traits attributed to social groups’ (Stephan, 1985, p 600) or as ‘a collection of associations
that link a target group to a set of descriptive characteristics’ (Gaertner and Dovidio, 1986,
p. 81).

As Brown (1995, p. 82) suggests,

To stereotype someone 1s to attribute to that person some characteristics which
are seen to be shared by all or most of hs or her fellow group members. A
stereotype is, in other words, an inference drawn from the assignment of a
person to a particular category.

One of the most recent basic defimition of stereotypes claims, in the same way, that they

are ‘qualities percerved to be associated with particular groups or categones of people’
(Schneider, 2004, p 24).

All these definitions of stereotypes embody one crucial assumption, namely, that
stereotypes involve associations between categonesand qualiies. This 1s truism
nowadays, but only because of the classical view on stereotyping. A very important

addition to the kind of research conducted by Katz and Braly 1n the 30’s was offered by

10




the work of Gordon Allport 1n hus classic, Nature of Prejudice published 1n 1954 In this
book Allport devoted himself to a discusston of the various cognitive factors mvolved 1n
prejudice and stereotyping. Most notably, he noted that 1t is a part of our basic cognitive
nature to place things and people into categories, which are the cogmtive ‘containers’
where the building blocks of stereotypes (various traits and features of people and things,

expectations or values) are to be found

For Allport, 1t is the individual-level thought and need that leads to prejudice (even if he
also recognizes the cultural and social aspect of prejudice). One could argue that he
attempted to challenge the inherent ambiguity of Lippmann’s argument regarding the
processes involved 1n organizing and putting order 1n a ‘chaotic’ world. He puts forward a
distinction between categorisation as a ‘rational’ and normal process and irrational
stereotyping. Stereotypes as the outcome of categornsation only turn to prejudice when
new knowledge does not lead to revision and change. Allport’s move in distinguishing
between a normal, evolutionary process of categorisation and trrational stereotyping works
at the same time to normalize, to naturalize, but also to pathologize prejudice Allport’s
approach takes the individual ‘perceiver’ and the individual ‘mind’ as the backdrop for his
analysis of stereotyping and prejudice. This interplay between the naturalization and the
pathologisation of prejudice has allowed Allport to point mainly to individual weaknesses,
faithings and ‘biases’ and thus displaces stereotyping and prejudice from being rooted 1n
relations of power. It should be noted though that Allport’s problem 1s not that he omuts
the histonical/cultural dimension, or that he reduces 1t to personality, but that he does not

notice the contradictions between his different arguments.

One could argue that, in a way, the classical view on stereotyping has heightened the
awareness that stereotyping was an everyday cultural process. But the emphasis on the
‘cultural” dimension of stereotyping was made through the intermediary of seeing
stereotypes as qualities associated with categories, essentially deficient and 1naccurate,
rigid and ‘hasty’ over-generalisations, but nevertheless rectifiable and subject to change.
There are some problems with this classical view on stereotypes (see Pickering, 2001 for a

round-up). For example, 1t was claimed that the alleged simplicity and inaccuracy of

2 It 1s mmportant not to forget that Allport’s book came after the publicaton of ‘The Authoritarian
Personality’, which most certainly was the first attempt to make the connection between stereotypes and
cogniiion
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representation can be overcame through the addition of new (sufficient) information. The
claim that there 1s always firm ground for rectifying stereotypes does not take into account
their 1deological dimension. Instead, 1t follows the logic of the psychological sciences
who are said to have enough power to devise appropriate measures from changing
stereotypes At the same time, what this claim does not take into account 1s the effect of
using stereotypes and reproducing prejudice. Prejudice 1s something that does not have to
be judged 1n terms of the amount of information that the individual has at 1ts disposition 1n
order to form an image, a representatton of a particular group or category of people, but 1n
terms of what the use of specific knowledge about social groups does 1n relation to 1ssues

such reproduction of dominance and status quo.

The view that the classical approach to stereotyping offers 1s that of the simplicity of
stereotypes. Stereotypes are not just simple, they do not represent only associations
between certain qualities and certain people, they are not just attitudinal products, they are
not just mental states, but they are more complex. This complexity derives not from the
mechanisms that researchers have used mn order to explain the phenomenon, but 1t denives
from thinking of stereotypes as belonging to the public and cultural realm, from them
being part of particular discourses (tolerant or prejudiced), being ‘traded’ (and being part)
within specific interpretive repertoires and rhetorical resources that society is imbued with
They are not only complex 1n themselves, but they are complex 1n the consequences of

their use.

The classical view on stereotyping which tended to assume a reality ‘out-there’ agamst
which representations can be measured also poses problems. As some authors have noted
(Pickening, 2001), at the same time, stereotypes could be condemned for not being realistic
or being too realistic. They may be ‘condemned because they are untrue and because they

are true’ (p. 15).

The question and challenge set forward by the legacy of a classical view on stereotypes
was how to account for the distinctive features of stereotyping, in terms of what sort of
processes should one account for the workings of stereotypes. The different theoretical and
empirical modern (and post-modern) answers offered to this challenge are going to be
reviewed in the remainder of this chapter. What 1s important to note at this stage 1s that the

kind of issues that Lippmann, Katz and Braly or Allport, for that matter, set themselves to
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study were issues pertaining to the use of language and 1ts importance in the expression
and reproduction of prejudice. The only problem was that the discussion of stereotyping
and prejudice did not revolved around 1ssues of the use of language. Language was not
seen as primordial, as the comerstone of conducting our social, public ‘bustness’ with
others There has been a shight recognition that it is language that allows us to have,
express and reproduce stereotypes, but there was not a concern with language 1n 1ts own
right (not just as a “transparent’ vehicle for expressing attitudes and cognitive states), nor
with 1ts situated and rhetorical nature. As the remainder of this chapter will try to show,
all the approaches to prejudice that originated from the classical view on stereotyping have
taken 1ssue wrth language, but have not stressed enough the central role 1t plays in the
expression and reproduction of stereotypes and prejudice The implications of this will be
explored 1n detail throughout this thesis and some of this cniticism will be taken further

when discussing the more modern approaches to the study of stereotyping.

The ‘Authoritarian Personality’

Most prevalent between the 30’s and the 60°s were theortes dominated by the Freudian
psychoanalytic (psychodynamc) tradition. From this perspective, prejudice, like other
behaviour was seen as being intrapsychically determined. With the publication of ‘The
Authoritarian Personality’ (Adorno et al., 1950/1982), stereotypes began to be considered
manifestations of a general prejudiced attitude. Stereotypes were viewed less as pictures 1n
people’s heads and were still thought to predict discnminatory behavtor, but their source
tended to be seen as localized more 1n personality dynamics One of the concemns of the
‘authontanian personality’ research was to document how personality dynamics and
unresolved inner conflicts determined the extentto which stereotypes were used to
discriminate self from out-groups (by making such groups homogeneous and negattve)
Within the context of the ‘authoritarian personality’, stereotypes were constdered major
pathologies of social cogmition: they were rigidly held as protection against ambivalence
and ambigmty and were  considered  fundamentally incorrect  and
derogatory generalizations about groups of people; in essence, they were profound
corruptions of social experience As Pickering (2001) argues, stereotypes were seen

through the ‘prism of ngid prejudice and dogmatic conventionalism They were the
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irrational cognitive product of certain people whose intolerance was deeply rooted 1n a

typical personality structure formed in . . hierarchical and conformust socteties’ (p. 24)

In Adorno et al.’s attempt to offer a general theory of prejudice rooted 1n the dynamics of
the personality and the unconscious mind, stereotyping was considered to be a general
process Because the prejudiced person had to deal and resolve a number of intra-psychic
conflicts, the choice of a particular target group for the projection of aggressive and

destructive impulses (tendencies) was considered to be secondary

As Billig (1978) suggests, with wrtters such as Fromm (1942) and later Adorno et al
(1950), “ideas directly denved from psychoanalytic theory found their way into the
traditions of empirical social psychology’ (p 31) Imbued with influences from Marxist
social theory, Freudian and neo-Freudian psychoanalysis, the ‘anthoritarian personality’
analyses of racism (Adorno et al , 1950) have attempted to link prejudice and socialization
practices. Adorno et al.’s (1950), ‘authoritarian personality’ is a good example, which
includes elements from both perspectives, the psychodynamic and the socialization one,
with an emphasis on the broader ideclogical and characterological patterns that would
explain prejudice. Adorno et al. (1950)’s The Authoritarian Personality is, in Billig
(1985)’s view, the book that has contributed probably more than any other single work to
the 1dea ‘that prejudiced thinking 1s achieved through ngid categonzation and an

intolerance of ambiguity’ (p 94y,

Since the work of Adomo et al., to establish a clear link between authoritarianism and
prejudice was a pervasive research orientation. This has anisen out of the awareness of the
danger that “the authortanan type of man’ (Adomo et al, 1950, p. x) would replace the
‘democratic person’ (Allport, 1954, p. 477). Here it 1s 1n Adorno et al.’s words who have

set the problem of researching prejudice as being one of seeking

to develop and promote an understanding of social-psychological factors
which have made 1t possible for the authontarian type of man to threaten to
replace the individualistic and democratic type prevalent in the past century

3 Nevertheless, as Billig (1978)’s discussion of the ambivalences 1n Adorno et al ’s scale 1tems has shown,
‘the authors were recogmzing, despite their psychological theory, that prejudice views would express the
ambiguties of intolerance, rather than be based on a straightforward intolerance of ambiguity” (Bilhig 1985,
p 95)
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and a half of our civilization, and of the factors by which this threat may be
contained
(1950, p x)

Adorno and colleagues were interested 11 mapping the psychological basis of what they
came to descnbe as ‘authontarian’ forms of political 1deology. Starting with the rather
simple question of why do competing political ideologies have such differing degree of
appeal for different individuals (Adorno et al., 1950, p. 2), they were interested 1n charting
the individual differences 1n 1deological affiliation It all started from the assumption that
there was an intricate relation between the content of an 1deology and psychodynamic
factors of personality structure. Adorno et al’s basic hypothesis was that the political and
social attitudes of an individual cluster together and are the expression of ‘deep lying
trends in personality’ (Adomo et al., 1950, p 1). The assumption behind Adorno et al.’s
analysis was that ‘prejudiced people are those whose personalities render them susceptible
to those racist or fascist 1deas prevalent 1n a society at a given time’ (Brown, 1995, p. 19).
Adomo et al.’s theory was concerned ‘to account for individual differences in the
receptivity to those 1deas’ (Brown, 1995, p 19). They were interested to descrnibe the
authoritanian personality of the potential fascist, to describe the potenttal fascist with an
emphasis on psychodynamic factors and the importance of the cogmtive style in which
social attitudes were constructed and expressed. The ‘authoritarian personality’ was seen
as a complex syndrome of behaviours, attitudes and dispositions: an over-rigid cognitive
style, which does not easily accommodate ambivalence and ambiguity, conventionalism,
authoritartan submussion and aggression, stereotypy and destructiveness (cf. Adorno et al ,
1982)

The rationale of Adorno et al. was ‘that 1t 1s possible to measure prejudice by tapping 1nto
the fascist (authoritanian) personality without reference to any specific ethnic group’
(Heaven, 2001, p 92), The main goal was to establish a link between authoritarianism and
prejudice. The only problem with most of Adormo et al’s exegesis seems to be that very
few social psychologists showed a genuine interest in the underlying theory, but rather
“seized upon the F scale turning 1t into the measure of ‘authontariamsm’” (Heaven, 2001,

p- 92; see also Bullig, 1978).

Adorno et al (1982) found F scores to correlate with scores on measures of ethnocentrism

and anti-sermtism. Some other research (e g. Siegman, 1961) concluded that, although the
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basic theory of Adorno et al was confirmed, not all prejudice 1s related to the authoritanan
personality, Diab (1959) has demonstrated that authoritarianism may predict different
types of prejudice. In his study, authoritarianism predicted prejudice towards Jews, but not
towards the other groups. Research conducted by Pettigrew (1958) 1n South Africa and
Southern US has offered evidence that 1n some cultures the pressure to conform to racist
views 1s so powerful that it has a sigmficant effect on personal views. In such cultures,
‘where prejudiced 1s tolerated, 1f not endorsed, personality factors appear less influential

than group norms 1n determining prejudiced attitudes’ (Heaven, 2001, p 93)

Research has also revealed a range of methodological and theoretical flaws (Brown, 1965,
Christie and Jahoda, 1954, Rokeach, 1956; see also Billig, 1978 and Altemeyer, 1981) 1n
Adorno et al.’s research Problems were identified with the design and validation of the F-
scale and mainly the reported correlatrons with variables such as intelligence, social class
or level of education, which, at closer attention, suggest alternative explanations for the
genesis of authortarianism. For example, Altemeyer (1981) has levelled 1mportant
criticism related to the F scale. He argues that the nine components said to comprise
authoritaniamsm are too vague and he offers evidence 1n support of the 1dea that
successive factor analytic studies have failed to uncover the nine dimensions, which are

said to form the core of ‘authoritartanism’.

A more important criticism of Adomo et al. was that it dealt with only variant of
authoritanamsm, namely nght-wing authontanianism. The argument that people with other
political views are also authoritanian and hence also prejudiced was developed and turned
mto a systematic psychological theory by Rokeach (1956, 1960). Rokeach’s main
hypothesis was that what apparently

very different kinds of prejudice had in common was a stmilar underlying
cogmtive structure in which different beliefs or belief systems were well
isolated from one another so that mutually contradictory opinions could be
tolerated

{Brown, 1995, p. 26)
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The syndrome of intolerance was labelled the ‘closed mind’ or dogmatic personality.
At the other end, Rokeach talked about the ‘open mind” or the non-prejudiced person

(Rokeach, 1960)*

Altemeyer (1981) has revived the interest in authontarianism and 1n the ways to measure
1t He proposes the notion of ‘right-wing authontarianism’ (RWA), which is comprised of
three dimensions: authoritarian submission to authority, authoritarian aggression and
conventionalism (adherence to social conventrons). Right-wing authontananism does not
refer ‘to support for right of centre political or economic movements, but rather to support
for the legitimate authority 1n any given society or community” (Heaven, 2001, p. 99, see
also Altemeyer, 1996). Altemeyer (1981, 1996) moved authoritariamsm from a
psychodynamic perspective to a social learning one  As Reynolds and Turner (2001)
argue, the RWA scale ‘could be interpreted as a measure of widespread soctetal values and
ideologies rather than an assessment of an individual’s personality’ (p. 177; see also
Billig, 1976). Altemeyer himself was cautious about whether RWA was a personality
scale. He also pointed to the fact that the relations with racial prejudice were

comparatively weak.

Notwithstanding the quite sigmficant links between RWA and prejudice m a varniety of
settings and with diverse samples from different cultures, laboratory research has
demonstrated that RWA predicts prejudice under particular conditions. The mamn
conclusions of such research state that: personality characternistics such as authoritarianism
may not always be predictive of prejudice and that, the salience of social 1dentity 1s also
important in understanding prejudice (cf. Reynolds and Turner, 2001; see also Verkuyten

and Hagendoorn, 1998; Haslam and Wilson, 2000).

Personality accounts of prejudice have been criticized on different counts and a series of
limitations and shortcomings were identified (see Billig, 1976 and Brown, 1995 for

discussions of major limitations). First of all, it 1s argued that ‘it underestimates ... the

* Another attempt to link personality to prejudice was made by Eysenck {1954) In a simular fashion to
Rokeach, Eysenck argued that people’s propensity towards intolerance was independent of their
endorsement of left- or nght-wing 1declogy This tendency was called ‘tough-mindedness’ as opposed to
tender-mindedness and was associated with the personality trait of extraversion (and later, psychoticism) He
went as far as to suggest that people’s attitudes, including their level of prejudice, could be geneucally
determined



power and importance of the immediate soctal situation 1n shaping people’s attitudes’
(Brown, 1995, p 31). This cnticism 1s linked with the unaccounted for influence of other
people’s attitudes, the norms of the group and inter-group relations. As research has
demonstrated, situational norms, intergroup contact, the relations with the others proved to
have a more cntical influence than any personality disposition (e.g. Siegel and Siegel,

1957; Minard, 1952).

The second Irmitatron of the persconality approach 1s an extension of the first criticism to a
broader cultural or societal level For example, Pettigrew (1958), which studied prejudice
in South Afnica and the US concluded that the ongin of racism for specific groups, lays
much more 1n the prevailing societal norms than any personality dysfunction Studies of
social conformity also observed high correlations between prejudice and measures of
social conformuty Other research conducted in South Africa (Duckatt, 1988; Heaven,
1983) have documented the existence of sub-cultural differences which adds more power

to the argument that social norms rather than personality dispositions determine prejudice.

The historical specificity of prejudice poses another problem for the attempts of
personality research to account for prejudice — the rises or falls of prejudice over time are
problematic in personality research. For example, Altemeyer (1988) observed a steady
mcrease 1n authontariamism over a fifteen year peniod with Canadian undergraduates.
Vollebergh (1991) conducting research on Dutch adolescents over a two-year period
observed a small, but highly reliable decrease 1n authoritariamism Summarizing this kind
of research, Brown (1995) has noted that, ‘historical changes pose ... a critical problem
for the personality approach because they suggest that authornitarnianism may actually be an
effect of changing social conditions rather than denving from particular child-parent

relations’ (p. 35)

Another limitation of any personality account is its mability to explain the uniformity of

prejudiced attitudes across whole groups of people. As Brown puts 1t,

the very nature of such theones — explamming prejudice via mdividual
differences among people — makes them particularly unsuited to explain how
prejudice can become virtually consensual in certamn societies (1995, p. 33,
italics in original).
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Related to this, another important limitation 1s related to the 1ssue of why certain groups
rather than others become the target of prejudice. For example, Adorno et al. have tried to
offer hard evidence of the ‘functional’ character of antisermtism, that 1s to say, its relative
independence of the object As Adomno et al claim, they have limuted themselves to
offenng ‘some extreme but concrete evidence of the fact that antisemitism 1s not so much
dependent upon the nature of the object as upon the subject's own psychological wants and
needs’ (1950, p. 609) They have discovered a number of cases in which the ‘functional’
character of prejudice 1s obvious. In these cases, Adorno et al have found subjects ‘who
are prejudiced per se, but with whom 1t 18 relatively accidental against what group their
prejudice is directed’ (1bid., p 609). As argued before, the rationale of Adorno et al.
(1950/1982) was that it was possible to measure prejudice by studying the ‘authontarian’

personality without reference to any specific ethnic group.

In addition, as Augoustinos and Reynolds (2001b) have put 1t, such theones ‘neglect the
potential interplay between individual psychology and social structural factors in the
etiology of prejudice’ (p. 8) There is some recognition that economic and social factors
may be contributory elements to a description of authonitartamsm, but ‘these 1ssues are
never dealt with exphicitly or integrated into the psychological analysis” (ibid, p. 8) As
the analytic chapters of this thesis will try to make 1t clear, a focus on authoritarian
1deology, ‘authoritanamism’ or ‘dogmatism’ 1s a too narrow one in approaching the 1ssue
of prejudiced and racist discourse. Prejudiced legitimations of the status quo do not always
work through the inflexibility of the authontarian mode of thinking As discourse analytic
studies of racism have shown, racist legitimations of social formations and unequal power
relations can be both liberal and authoritartan 1n form (see Wetherell and Potter, 1992).
Racist discourse 1s flexible and 1t 1s not to be pinned down in the dynamics of relatively
enduring structures of an ‘authoritanan’, or ‘dogmatic’ for that matter, personality (cf. van
Dijk, 1984, 1992, Billig, 1991; Verkuyten, 1994a, b). Moreover, ‘authontarian personality
research pathologizes both the 1deology and the characters who endorse 1t, thus severely

limiting the range of critical investigation’ (Wetherell and Potter, 1992, p. 56).

The ‘authortarian personality’ research does not take into account the dynamics of
1deology, the rapidity and pervasiveness of ideologrcal change and the explicit and implicit
power of social norms (Billig, 1978). The ‘authoritarian’ personality perspective ‘works

throngh argument against the person’ (Wetherell and Potter, 1992, p 52). Surface
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expressions are said to disguise hidden real motives, the movement 1s from the surface of
the discourse to the supposed latent content. As 1t will be shown, personality research has
nevertheless the advantage of not assuming that all individuals ‘work’ 1in much the same
way (Wetherell and Potter, 1992) thereby avoiding the unmiversalistic assumptions of social
cognition and social identity research. In the analytic chapters, the emphasts will stay with
the social constitution of subjectivity (as opposed to a biological and cognitive one), but 1t
will be argued that 1n order to offer a satisfactory study of prejudice (of different kinds of
prejudice) 1t needs to be placed within a theory of situated identities and ideological

representations as discursive products

The cognitive approach to stereotyping

With the cognitive approach to stereotyping there 1s a move from looking at stereotyping
and prejudice as placed 1n the within the dynamics of ‘authoritarian’ personalities towards
a more general, universal descriptive and empirical model of stereotyping and prejudice.
From the ‘potential’ fascist of the authontarian personality there 1s a move and concern
with how the ‘average’ individual uses stereotypes, how he makes use of a ‘normal’
psychological function (categorization) and ‘normal’ information processing mechanisms
In its concern with the ‘average’ individual ‘activating’ and ‘using’ stereotypes, the
cognrtive approach is closer to the classical view on stereotyping than to the authoritarian

personality research.

The conceptualisation and definition of stereotypes in social psychology has had pretty
much the same fate as the conceptualisation and definition of prejudice. In the same way
that prejudice was defined as the ‘negative’ attitudes towards members of particular
groups, as an ‘antipathy’ based upon ‘faulty and inflexible generalization’ (Allport, 1954,
p 10}, an ‘unjustified negatrve attitude toward an individual’ (Worchel et al., 1988) and
serving an ‘rrrational function’ (Ackerman and Jahoda, 1950)°, stereotypes were viewed as
ngid, faulty and inflexible ways of thinking about individuals and groups (cf. Allport,
1954; Stroebe and Insko, 1989) The ‘mrationality’ of prejudice, the ‘rigidity’ of the
thinking of the prejudiced, the 1ssue of ‘cognitive distortion’ in social judgements and the

idea of stereotypes being condemnable as aberrant and abhorrent forms of thought have

* see Brown (1995) for a review and critique of traditional defininons of prejudice
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been since constituting some of the main ingredients of social psychological research on

stereotyping and prejudice.

Beginning with the pioneerning work of Gordon Allport, many theorists have tried to
explain stereotypes, stereotyping and prejudice in terms of concepts nside the heads of
indrviduals Allport (1954) sees categonzation as inescapable to daily functioning, but he
also discusses how we categorize people 1nto in-groups and out-groups and how the words
used to describe people shape the ways in which we see them Linked to the 1ssue of
categorization was the 1ssue of stereotyping. Stereotypes as generalized descriptions of a

group (and 1ts constituents) are the inevitable outcome of the categonzation process.

One important historical, but also theoretical landmark that accounted for turming
stereotypes and stereotyping into a cognitive notion was the work of Henn Tajfel on the
cogmtive aspects of prejudice Tajfel’s classic article ‘Cognitive aspects of prejudice’
onginally published 1n 1969 (but which also features as a key chapter m Tajfel’s Human
Groups and Social Categories) was written before social psychology’s cognitive turn in
the 80s and set forth the principles of cognitive soctal psychology, but without using the
technical term social ‘cogmition’ (cf. Billig, 2002a). Revisiting Tajfel’s work on the
cognitive aspects of prejudice, Billig has noted that its semunal paper ‘combines the
themes of social judgement with those of intergroup contflict, as Tajfel argued that the
principles of cognition can 1lluminate the psychological nature of prejudice’ (p. 172). As
Tayfel (1981a) suggests 1n the summary and conclusion of his chapter on the cognitive
aspects of prejudice, ‘three cogmtive processes were considered from the pont of view of
therr relevance to the genesis of prejudice 1n an individual: categorization, assimilation and
search for conceptual coherence’ (p. 141). The aim was to stress the ‘importance of the
adaptive cogmtive functioning ... 1n the causation of prejudice’ (p. 141). Insofar social
stereotypes were concerned, Tajfel believed that general cognitive processes cannot be
neglected if one wants to study the formation, diffusion and functioning of social
stereotypes (Tajfel, 1981b). For him, ‘the understanding of the cogmtive ‘mechanics’ of
stereotypes 1s essential for their full and adequate analysis’ (Tajfel, 1981a, p. 145).
Nevertheless, at the same time, he also asked the question of ‘whether such a study is all
that 1s needed’ (1bid., p. 145).
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Starting with Lippmann (1922)’s “pictures tn our heads’, continuing with Allport’s notion
of ‘an exaggerated belief associated with a category’ (p. 191), and Tajfel’s seminal work
on the cogmitive aspects of prejudice, the notion of stereotype and stereotyping has been
turned mto a completely cognitive notion (Fiske and Taylor, 1991). Stereotypes as
cognitive mental representations of groups and individuals are viewed as social schemas
based on ‘normal’ information-processing mechanisms, as having stable internal
organization and as being the outcome of a ‘natural’ categorization process (Hamilton and
Trohier, 1986). Conceptualised as ‘normal’ and functional processes, categonzation and
stereotyping have become over the years the cornerstone of research in social cognitive

approaches within social psychology

As several researchers have argued, over the years cogmitive theones of stereotyping have
domunated the study of prejudice (see Augoustinos and Walker, 1995, for a review).

Stephan provides a summary of the cognitive approach by arguing that

the cognitive approach ... encompasses the organization of knowledge about
groups into higher-level cogmitive structures such as schemata, scripts and
prototypes, as well as providing new insights into the operation of expectancies
and biased perceptions of ntergroup behavior It 1s also useful 1n
understanding the affective complexity of intergroup cognitions as reflected 1n
theones stressing ambivalence towards groups.

(1985, p 600)

Numerous researchers have discussed the nature and functioning of stereotyping,
categonization and the links with prejudice. For example, Ehrlich (1973) discusses the
growth and nature of stereotypes, seen as a cogmtive process, as generalized attitudes
(marnly negative) that are associated with categories 1n our heads Researchers have also
tried to explain why and how stereotypes function. The traditional explanation for why
people use stereotypes is for simplicity of processing information about individuals

{Allport, 1954, see also Macrae, Milne and Bodenhausen, 1994 for a more recent account).

In reviewing the current literature on stereotypes and stereotyping from a cognitive

perspective, Locke and Johnston (2001) argue that,

one of the most important implications of the social-cognitive approach is that
stereotypes are seen as relatively mundane inhabitants of our mental world ..
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Stereotypes, hike other mental representations, are shortcuts the mind uses to
sumplify and understand the social world
(p. 109)

Stereotypes are not something negative, because they

offer a stmple and straightforward way of judging people and allow decisions
to be made without a mmmmum of effort In other words, stereotypes exist
because they offer the individual a shorthand of engaging with and
understanding the world around them

(bd., p 109)

The now famous early stereotyping studies (e.g. Katz and Braly, 1933), research
undertaken on object classification and categorization (Cantor and Mischel, 1979) or
studies on the schematic organization of stereotypic knowledge (Fiske and Taylor, 1991)
have solidified the belief that the central feature governing the content of people’s
cognittons about social groups 1s constituted by the cogmitive organization and
functioning of associations which link categories with presumed charactenistics of

indivaduals or groups

Research done on stereotyping and the particular sensitivity people seem to have towards
statistically infrequent events or atiributes (cf. Brown, 1995), known as the ‘“illusory
correlations’ studies (Hanulton, 1981b; Hamulton and Gifford, 1976) have shown that the
psychological distinctiveness of infrequency gives rise to stereotyping (Hamulton and
Giafford, 1976) There were suggestions that this 1s a fairly robust and general phenomenon
(Hamilton and Sherman, 1989) and 1t can be observed for positive, as well as negative
traits. Subsequent research has tried to demonstrate that the 1llusory correlation effect can

be obtained without the use of ‘distinctive’ stimuli. According to this view,

the formation of stereotypical associations between groups and attributes 1s a

result of subjects’ attempts to impose some order on the stimuli by

categorization rather than an automatic property of the stimuli themselves
(Brown, 1995, p. 89-90)

Insofar the relation between stereotypes and social judgements was concerned research has
aimed to prove the hypothesis that ‘a stereotype, whether prejudiced or not, is a cognitive

association of a social category with certain charactenistics’ (Brown, 1995, p. 90).
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For example, Darley and Gross (1983) have found that social class stereotypes can
influence people’s judgements of children’s academic performance Darley and Gross
concluded that people do not use stereotypes in an unthinking way, rather stereotypes
serve as hypotheses for which we then seek out further information (see also Leyens et al ,
1994). A corollary of this would be that people do not look for information m order to
prove false their hypotheses but rather to confirm them As research has demonstrated, in
our social reasoning confirmatory biases are also the norm (see Brown, 1995 for a

discussion).

Stereotypes can be linked to memory processes, they can bias our recall of the past
(Hamulton and Rose, 1980) At the same time, they can influence people’s explanations of
social events (Tajfel, 1981b). There has been a lot of research looking at the influence of
stercotypes on attributional judgment. Research conducted by Duncan (1976} and by
Pettigrew (1979) have shown how stereotypes can influence the social attnibutions that
people make 1n relation to group categories when providing explanatory accounts for
ingroup and outgroup behaviour For example, Pettigrew (1979) basing his research on the
‘fundamental attnbution error’ (Ross, 1977), suggested that group members were

susceptible to an ‘ultimate attribution error’® As Brown suggests,

the gist of this notion is that negative behaviours ... by outgroup members will
be seen as internally caused (‘they are like that’), while the same behaviour
from the mgroup will be justified with reference to some external cause (‘we
were provoked’). Positive behaviours will tend to be explamned n just the
opposite fashion

(1995, p. 101)

Stereotypes can serve to generate behavioural expectancies, which can function as self-
fulfilling prophecies (Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968). Recent research has demonstrated
the mmportance of processes of stereotype activation and use (Devine, 1989, 1995;
Greenwald and Banaji, 1995). A distinction was put forward between explicit processes
and 1mplicit processes of stereotyping. Insofar explicit processes of stereotyping are
concerned, a link between stereotypes and prejudice is established, but the contention 1s
that the mere possession of stereotypes need not inevitably lead to prejudice (see Devine,

1989, the dissociation model — Devine, 1995). According to Devine’s position, whilst

% see also Islam and Hewstone, 1993, Hunter et al , 1991 for supporting evidence of this effect
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automatic stereotype activation 1s unavoidable (and that irrespective of personal beliefs),
the interplay of controlled/conscious strategies based on personal beliefs will determine
whether the particular information remains activated to help guide judgements. As Locke
and Johnston argue, one of the conclusions of research on the ‘activation’ of stereotypes 1s
that “prejudiced people, but not unprejudiced people, automatically activate the stereotype
of a group when explicitly engaged 1n the process of judging the stereotyped group’ (2001,
p 118) The mamn assumption behind 1ssue of implicit stereotyping and prejudice

{Greenwald and Banaj1, 1995) was that

since everyone has stereotypes of the major groups 1n our society, then their
influence may be equally unavotdable for all of us when we are unaware they
have been activated, or unaware they may influence our behaviour

(Locke and Johnston, 2001, p. 122)

Despite the implicit recognition that stereotypes denve their form and content from the
soctal processes and that their endorsement often leads to social 1njustice, the social
cognitive study of stereotypes 1s solely concerned with individual cognitive activity (cf.
Augoustinos and Walker, 1998) The only functional role of stereotypes seems to be that
of allowing us to perceive some things more readily by freeing up cognitive resources to
concentrate onto other concerns (see Macrae et al,, 1994). But stercotypes are not just
prctures 1n our heads, they are not just mental shortcuts, they can also serve an ideological
function, to justify or criticize the state of things. As Brown (1995) has noted, ‘stereotypes
are rooted 1n the web of social relations between groups and do not derive solely or even

mostly from the workings of our cogmitive systems’ (p. 86, see also Tajfel, 1981a, b)

As Augoustinos and Walker (1998) suggest, stereotypes are not the product of individual
cognitive activity alone, but are also social and collective products which function
ideologically by justifying and legitimizing existing social and power relations within a
society. In therr view, ‘stereotypes, as constructions of groups, constitute social or
ideological representations which are used to justify and legitimize existing social and

power relations within a society’ (p 630).

The 1mplication that can be drawn from this is that stereotypes are more than just cognitive
schemas, they are widely shared cogmtive, affective and symbolic representations of

social groups (Moscovici, 1984). As Augoustinos and Walker put it,
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stereotypes do not stmply exist 1n individuals’ heads. They are socially and
discursively constructed n the course of everyday communication Stereotypes
are flexible and dynamic representations which are constructed in situ, within a
spectfic relational context at a particular point 1n time
(1998, p 635)
For other authors, stereotypes provide a system-justificatory function (Jost and Banaj,
1994) and can be considered 1ideological in that they remnforce existing social
arrangements, rationalizing and legitirmzing the status quo. Jost and Banay (1994) link
stereotyping to the information-processing needs of an ‘ideological environment’. In a
rather similar way, Augoustinos and Walker (1998) view stereotypes ‘as a cognitive and
social activity which 1s driven by the 1deological and political needs of a particular social
context and environment’, with the only difference that they are trying to extend the

analysis further and claim that ‘stereotypes are not only ideologically functional, but they

are 1n and of themselves ideological representations’ (p. 637).

Discourse analytic approaches to the study of prejudice have also levelled an important
and thorough critique against cognitive approaches to stereotyping and prejudice. The
main idea around which the critique was constructed was that what 1s missing from the
traditional approaches to stereotyping 1s a concern with the social, political and ideological
dimensions of stereotyping. As Billig (1985, 1987a) has noted, the domunant image in
social cognition accounts is that of the bureaucrat and bureaucratic process. Racism 1s thus
explained 1n terms of ‘our’ mundane limitation of mental organization rather than in terms
of complex 1deological factors Within this perspective, prejudice and racism are seen as
mevitable consequences of ‘normal’ and functional cognitive processes such as
categorization and stereotyping (Hamuilton, 1981a). Social cognitive approaches to
prejudice place an emphasis on the automatic processes of information encoding,
retnieving and storing rather than on the specific content and dynamics of prejudice

associated with particular social groups (see Billig, 1985, 1987a).
What 1s also missing from a social cogmtive approach to stereotyping 18 a

conceptualisation of stereotypes as discursive constructions, a focus on the active

construction and use of categories in discourse and the ideological effects these
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constructions might have’. When one talks about the social and political validity of
stereotypes, when one talks about their justificatory and political function one cannot
escape seeing stereotypes as discursive and rhetorical constructions which people use ‘to
do things’, such as to blame, justify, exonerate etc. For example, Adorno et al.
{1950/1982) saw stereotypes as ideological but did not specifically discuss their rhetorcal
nature Billig’s foundational criticism levelled at the classical cognitive research and the
more recent kind 1s part of an argument about the rhetorical and political nature of
stereotyping and prejudice. As Augoustinos and Walker (1998) put 1t, “stereotypes are
essentially ‘political weapons’, which function to locate, position, subjugate and dominate
certain groups” (p 647) Discourse researchers have advocated a different approach to the
study of stereotyping and prejudice based on viewing stereotypes as discursive rdeological
constructions (representations), with an emphasis on the active and flexible way of
categories 1n discourse (Potter and Wetherell, 1987), The action ornentation of
categonization in discourse 1s a pervasive concern for discourse researchers and how
categories are flexibly articulated in the course of certain sorts of talk and wrnting to
accomplish particular goals 1s one of the main question that guides analysis (Wetherell and
Potter, 1992) As 1t will be shown 1n the next chapter, different strands of discourse
research have tned to approach stereotyping by going ‘beyond stereotypes’, looking at
how people actively construct realities of 1ntergroup cohabitation or political 1ssues, how
they account for controversial issues and how they ‘do things with words’ when
accounting for their own and their group’s position, People’s descriptions are inconsistent,
ambivalent and context-dependent. Discourse analysts try to make sense of these
inconsistencies by focusing on what people are trying to do and what effects they are
trying to produce with their talk. Categonzation and stereotyping are viewed as situated
discursive practices rather than cognitive processes (Edwards, 1991, Wetherell and Potter,
1992)

In summary, the overall story told by social cogmtive approaches to stereotyping has
suffered numerous alterations over time, but basic ideas around perceptualism and

cognitive categorization have remained the same. As Locke and Johnston argue,

7 As Augoustinos and Walker (1998) suggest, ‘people are actively engaged 1n a complex and socially
situated process of constructing reality, but they are constrained by the cultural and 1deological resources
that are available to them These resources are shaped by existing material and power relations, which are
embedded 1n the very nature of people’s lived socral relations and practices’ (p 646)
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from the view that stereotypes are a necessary evil that everyone learns and
activates when judging members of the stereotyped group, we have moved to a
view of stereotypes as tools that prejudiced people employ, perhaps, 1n an
automatic fashion, to facilitate negative and stereotypical judgements of the
groups they are prejudiced towards.

(2001, p 125)

In fact, social cogmtion has moved from an ‘old-fashioned’ interpretation of the workings
of stereotypes to a new one, based on the same cognitive processes and the same
assumptions: umversalist assumptions and the inevitability of prejudice. Here 1t is in
Locke and Johnston’s words ‘There 1s also some evidence that we may all be open to the
influence of stereotypes, regardless of whether we are prejudiced or not, when they are

activated outside of our awareness’ (p. 125). As Leach suggests,

1n the latest version of objectivist-cognitivism, technologies of cogmtive science
(mamly measures of semantic ‘priming’ and ‘associative strength’) are used to
assess ‘true’ (that 1s, interior) levels of prejudice.

(2002, p. 440)

There is no genuine concern with the social and 1deological dimension of stereotyping, as
only the cognitive dimension of stereotyping 1s said to be the most important one in
approaching 1ssues related to prejudice and racism. The potential for misjudgement, the
potential for ‘bias’ 1s placed within (and traced back to) universally shared shortcomings
in human cognttion and 15 regarded as ‘unfortunate, but inevitable’ adaptive product of
evolutionary history (cf. Wetherell and Potter, 1992). By focusing on discrete processes of

categornzation, perception and judgment,

racism become strategically reduced to categorical attitudinal statements and 1s
no longer studied as a problem of broad ideological frameworks in which
ethnocentnism and the denigration of minority groups become linked to other
Justificatory doctrines.

(Wetherell and Potter, 1992, p 36)

The ‘negativity’ of common place stereotyping and prejudiced thinking, ‘becomes equated
with particular instances of faulty generalization and biased stereotypic judgement’ (1bid.,
p- 36). Although cogmtive theorists claim that stereotypes are in the head of individuals,

what they look at when they study stereotypes are actually discursive constructions.
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Social Identity and Self-Categorization Theory

As the comments contained within the two previous sections have shown, cognitive
approaches to stereotyping and prejudice, as well as personality and socialization ones,
constitute explanations located at the individual level of analysis (Ashmore and DelBoca,
1981; Billig, 1985, 1987a, Brown, 1995, Dovidio and Gaertner, 1986) One could argue
that one 15 dealing with two nteracting types of prejudice. one based on personality
structure and needs, and the other, based on misinformation, bias, cogmtive distortion and
the need to keep the cognitive load to a minimum. As Hennques (1984) suggests, ‘two
premises are common to both approaches; the belief in rationality as an ideal for
democratic society and the emphasis on the individual as the site of the breakdown of this
rationality and therefore as the object of research’ (p. 66). As some researchers have noted,
cogmtive approaches to stereotyping, hike the personality approaches, tend to 1gnore or
downplay the wider social context of intergroup relations (cf. Augoustinos and Reynolds,
2001b; Augoustinos and Walker, 1998).

Processes of categorization and stereotyping were taken a step further with social 1dentity
theory (Tayfel, 1981a; Tajfel and Turner, 1986; Brown, 1995) and self-categorization
theory (Turner et al., 1987; Turner, 1999b). It was a step forward from the individualistic
limuitations of previous research to the greater emphasis on the social context (Tajfel,
1981a) of group interaction and correlate 1ssues of power, status, differentiation between

social groups (Tayfel, 1978; Billig, 1976)%.

The path for a flourishing wealth of research into the social psychology of groups was
opened by the ‘mimmal intergroup experiments’, which were designed to demonstrate that
processes mvolved 1n cognitive categorization had a role in the creation of psychological
distinctiveness between groups (Tajfel et al, 1971; Billig and Tajfel, 1973). The
mmportance of categorization and stereotyping was agam brought to the fore, with the
addition of the social dimension of these processes. For example, Tajfel (1981a) considers
not only the cognitive functions of stereotypes, but also talks about the social functions of

stereotypes. He 1s talking about social stereotypes and social groups and tries to link these

® See Brown and Capozza (2000) for a round-up of social identity research and growing interest 1n this
approach
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concerns with 1ssues pertaiming to 1deology and 1deological chimate. Other researchers
view stereotyping as a psychologically valid way of apprehending the psychological
reahties pertaining to intergroup life (cf. Oakes et al, 1994). The functionality of
categorization and stereotyping 1s based not on a process of simplification and mere
categonzation of information, but on a process of enriching our perception of the social
environment and the actors involved in it Moreover, as Oakes et al. (1994) argue, all
perception (whether group-based or person-based) involves the dual cognitive processes of

categorization and stereotyping

If within the cognitive models of prejudice, stereotyping and prejudice were often
constructed as the ultimate consequence of failing to perceive people as individuals with
unique characteristics and traits, within group-based approaches, such as social identity
and self-categorization theones, there 1s a fundamental questioning of these central
assumptions of social-cognitive models, by emphasizing the psychological validity of
group-based perception (cf Augoustinos and Reynolds, 2001b; Augoustinos and Walker,
1998).

Social 1dentity theory (SIT) and self-categonzation theory (SCT) have found themselves
playing on two mterrelated fronts. First of all, a cogmitive front which kept intact all the
assumptions regarding the basic processes of classification and categorization. Second of
all, the motivational front, which started as a motivational theory of self-esteem, mainly
from the 1dea that one’s own self-worth 1s defined 1n the arena of intergroup comparisons.
Accordmg to this, group members will be motivated to maximize the differences between
groups by favouring the 1n-group, and emphasise the posttive distinctiveness of their own
group on any valued dimension. The theoretical perspective of SIT and SCT 1s structured,
shaped by the encounter between the ‘individual’ and the ‘social’. As Hogg and Abrams
(1988) contend, 1t starts from the assumption that society 1s constructed and structured 1nto
‘discrete social categories, which stand 1in power, status and prestige relations to one
another’ (p. 18). The cognitive and the motivational arena were not treated separately, but
they were complementing each other and taken together in order to account for the most
mmportant of the issues that SIT and SCT set themselves to study: the issue of social

antagonism, 1nter-group relations and their implications for prejudice and racism.
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Early research on prejudice and inter-group relations started with 1deas about the existence
of conflicting group interests than would explain the amimosities and conflicts taking place
between groups. For example, Campbell (1965)’s ‘Realistic Group Conflict Theory’ had
as 1ts main hypothesis the 1dea that intergroup attitudes and behaviour will tend to reflect
group 1nterests As Brown (1995) argues, ‘where these are incompatible, where that one
group gains 1s at the expense of another, then the social psychological response 1s likely to

be negative: prejudiced attitudes, biased judgements, hostile behaviour” (p. 163)

In 1966, Shenf (but also previously, Sherif and Shenf, 1953) was argung that prejudice
had 1ts roots 1n the real or perceived conflicts of interests between groups. His famous
‘summer camp’ expeniments have set the standards for a conceptualisation of group
conflict 1n terms of conflict of mnterests, but also to devise future ways to decrease hostility
and distrust among groups. For example, as Shenif and others have demonstrated, having a
superordinate goal, being 1n a situation of mutual interdependence can lead to a diminution
of hostile feelings and negative sterecotyping. Laboratory studies of intergroup relations
have confirmed Shenf’s basic findings (see Brown, 1988; Doise, 1976). Other research
has added to Shenf’s and Campbell’s emphasis by claiming that more general ethnocentric
attitudes may be also related to the economic and political relations between groups (see
Brewer and Campbell, 1976). On the other hand, critics of the realistic group conflict
theory have claimed that 1t does not provide a complete explanation for all forms of

prejudice (see Tumner, 1981 and Brown, 1995)

The main body of research on prejudice and intergroup relations 1s linked to processes of
social categorization and prejudice. Starting from the 1dea that categorization and
stereotyping constitute a fundamental process (Allport, 1954; Bruner, 1957) and from the
observation that the ‘the world 1s simply too complex a place for us to be able to survive
without some means of simplifying and ordering 1t first” (Brown, 1995, p. 41, Hamilton
and Trolier, 1986), soctal identity research have set a goal from themselves to uncover the

cognitive and social processes that account for the existence of prejudice.

The beginning of the work on processes of differentiation and assimilation was set by
Campbell (1956) who noted that an important facet of stereotyping was the enhancement
of contrast between groups Tajfel and Wilkes (1963) have taken this :dea further to derive

a set of social consequences from 1t They observed that, when judging a set of physical
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stimuli (a set of lines), participants were prone to certain kinds of ‘errors’ intracategory
assimilation and 1intercategory differentiation Later experiments found the same effects

(Eiser, 1971, Doise et al., 1978, McGarty and Penny, 1988)

Research has also been done on the links between social categonzation and intergroup
discnminatron The senies of experiments itiated by Tajfel (Tajfel et al., 1971; Billig and
Tajfel, 1973), which came to be known under the name of ‘minimal group paradigm’ has
set out ‘to discover 1f simply belonging to a group, and nothing else, might be enough to
instigate a rudimentary form of behavioural prejudice — that 1s, the differential treatment of
ingroup and outgroup members’ (Brown, 1995, p. 45). The hypothesis was confirmed, the
experiments demonstrating that, on a point allocation task, participants favoured their own
group and ‘discriminated’ against the group to which they did not belong. There was thus
strong evidence that mere awareness of being 1n one group as opposed to another could
produce intergroup discrimunation. Such intergroup discimination m the mummal group
setting has proven to be a very robust phenomenon and has been widely replicated all over
the world (see Brown, 1995, Tajfel, 1982). The apparent spontaneous discriminatron 18
entirely consistent with the more general differentiation phenomena associated with the

categonzation process (cf Brown, 1995; see also Doise, 1976).

What this kind of research suggests 1s that ‘at Ieast some of the ortgins of prejudice are to
be found m the operation of a normal cogmitive process’ (Brown, 1995. p. 48) These
findings fuelled a breadth of experimental research on issues related to the workings of
categorization as a normal cogmtive process. Cross-categonization research (Doise et al.,
1976, Deschamps and Doise, 1978), research on the percerved ntragroup homogeneity
(Jones et al., 1981; Linville et al , 1989) and research on category ‘accessibility’ and “fit’
(Campbell, 1958; Brown, 1995) are all instances of socio-cogmitive research on
categonzation processes. For example, for the latter, ‘accessibility’ and ‘fit” research, the
adoption of a particular categorization in a given situation depends upon the ease of its
cogmtive accessibility to the person concerned and the degree of fit between that category
system and the actual differences and simuilarities between people in that situation (cf.
Brown, 1995). Some have claimed that categorical differences are less important basis for

prejudice than perceived differences 1n beliefs,
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It was hoped that complete explanations of prejudice would come from a more
encompassing perspective on prejudice and group life. There was enough evidence and
good reasons for supposing that social categonization and 1ts outcomes, differentiation and
stereotyping underlie much prejudiced thinking and judgement There was also an

awareness of the limitations of such an approach. As Brown notes,

theoretical models based solely on the cogmtive activity of the person can
explain why groups are perceived as more different from each other that they
really are and why they may be seen 1n crude and over-simplified terms. But
they cannot so easily account for why those perceptions have a consistently
positive flavour when they refer to the ingroup and a negative, or at least, a
less positive hue when they focus on the outgroup.

(1995, p. 170).

That 1s why the concept of social identity was needed This was defined as ‘those aspects
of an individual’s self tmage that denve from the soctal categories to which he perceives
himself as belonging’ (Tajfel and Turner, 1986, p 16). The theory also stated that ‘the
achievement or maintenance of a satisfactory identity requires that group members will
search out various forms of positive distinctiveness for their ingroup’ (Brown, 1995, p.
170). Turner et al. (1987), drawing on the work of Rosch (1978) claim that the basic level

of categonzing people 1s that of the social group

A number of explanations were offered along the way for the dynamuc of social identities
within mter-group contexts. For example, 1t was experimentally demonstrated that threats
to people’s social identities are responded with attempts to differentiate the ingroup
positively from outgroups (e g. Bourhis and Giles, 1977, Breakwell, 1978) It may happen
nevertheless that similarity (whether of status or attitudes) seems to promote attraction
between groups (Brown and Abrams, 1986, Brewer and Campbell, 1976) Sometimes,
outgroups which are seen as somewhat simular to the ingroup are treated more favourably

than those which are perceived to be quite different (cf. Brown, 1995)

Issues related to the dynammcs of the social identity of inferior groups, groups of
subordinate status were also approached experimentally. For example, Tajfel and Turner
(1986) suggest that a possible response 1n cases of low self-esteem of subordinate group
belonging is to abandon the current social identity or to find and promote different

dimensions of comparison (see Lemaine, 1966 for an example). Research has also
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documented that prejudice towards an outgroup can be caused by a sense of relative
deprivation, the perception that one own group 1s not doing so well as one believes 1t

should be doing (Brown, 1995, p. 203-204)

Recent developments in self-categonzation theory have put forward new ways of thinking
about stereotyping and prejudice and understanding the 1ssue of intergroup phenomena
and the 1ssue of social antagomsm that preoccupied social psychologist since the
poneering work of Shenf. For example, Reynolds and Tumer (2001) state that the
“progress 1n understanding ‘prejudice’ requires recognition that 1t 1s a group process that
originates in the psychology of the group, intergroup relations, and the reality of human

social conflict” (p 178). For the two authors, prejudice 1s not

an outcome of urationality, deficiency, and pathology, i can be understood as
a psychological rational and valid product of the way members of certain
groups percerve the social structure of intergroup relations

(2001, p. 178, italics in onginal)

Reynolds and Turner (2001; see also Turner, 1999b) appear to dismiss prejudice and

stereotyping as fundamental problems. As the two authors suggest,

rather than bemg a product of asocial attitudes and actions, intergroup
phenomena can be understood as an outcome of normal and adaptive cognrtive
processes that enable self-categortzation of oneself and others in group-based
terms ... 1t can be viewed as a product of collective psychology and the
realities of intergroup relations

(2001, p. 173).

In this new view, stereotypes are not to be seen as inaccurate, or invalid for that matter,
but as the outcome of the ‘rational selectivaity of perception’ (Turner, 1999b, p. 26).
According to this view, stereotyping does not ‘impovernish, but ennches social perception’
(Turner, 1999b, p. 27). For Reynolds and Turmer (2001), social antagomism, as a
psychologically rational and valid® product of the way members of certain groups perceive

the social structure of intergroup relations ‘arises from and reflects their subjectively-

® As Billig (2002a) suggests, part of self-categonzation research 1s devoted to exploring the extent to which
stereotyping mught be ‘veridical’ It 1s worth noting that Billig places this kind of work as being antithetical
to the work of Henr1 Tajfel (see Stangor, 1995, Augoustinos and Walker, 1998 for a criique of research that
attempts to conceptualise stereotypes as accurate or vendical)

34




apprehended understanding of the relationships between groups in society’ (p. 160, 1talics
m ongmal, see also Turner and Reynolds, in press; Turner, 1999a, b) Reynolds and
Turner (2001) propose an alternative analysis of prejudice. The contention 1s that both
prejudiced and unprejudiced groups are engaged ‘in the same psychology’ (p. 173,
emphasis 1n onginal) Their perspective stems ‘from the same categorization process 1in
interaction with intergroup relations and social structural factors’ (1bid., p 173, 1talics n

oniginal; see also Oakes and Haslam, 2001)

Other recent cognitive approaches to social categonzation, stereotyping and prejudice tend
to introduce ‘emotional variables’ that would 1n a way complement the cognitive analysis
of prejudices. For example, insofar hatred and violence against out-groups 1s concerned,
Leyens et al. (2000) have provided sustained evidence that there 1s a tendency for 1n-group
members to attnbute more prototypically ‘human’ emotional attnbutes to their fellow
group members than they do to out-group members. The implication of this research, 1s
that, “such beliefs ultimately could legitimise the ‘inhuman’ treatment of certain out-
groups” (Brown, 2002, p. 197, see also Billig’s cntique of these approaches in the same

1ssue of the British Journal of Social Psychology)

As Brown notes, one of the most serious problems with social 1dentity theory and part of
1ts exegests 1s that the main focus has usually been on measuring in-group bias, whether in

evaluative judgements or reward allocations, But the question 1s, do

these commonly used measures of in-group bias really represent prejudice as
the holding of derogatory attitudes or beliefs ... or the display of hostile and

discriminatory behaviour towards members of a group
(1995, p 188).

As Bilhg argues,

social identity theory is not a theory of prejudice ... It 1s, at root, a theory of

group freedom. It tells of the way that oppressed groups can find ways to

challenge groups that have the power to ascribe 1dentities and stereotypes.
(2002a,p 179)

The main assumption and conclusion of social-cognitive approaches to group identity and

group processes 1s that, 1n a way, prejudice 1s inevitable and thinking about social groups
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mnvolves stereotyping and categorization 1n one way or another. But, even if one were to
concede that prejudice 1s inevitable and that thmking about socral groups involves
functional processes of soctal categonzation and stereotyping, it does not mean that all

prejudices (and stereotyping) are equivalent As Billig (2002) put 1t,

the term ‘prejudice’ may be too anodyne to cover all forms of intergroup
stereotyping Stereotypes, even 1if they are broadly ‘negative’, can be
distinguished 1n terms of their intensity and rdeological importance

(p 177).

Following on this 1dea, Billig (2002a) talks about a gap in social identity theory, which
deals on one hand with how this social cognitive approach failed to directly address
extreme bigotry On the other hand, there 1s a further absence. The absence of a distinction
between prejudice and bigotry which 1s “paralleling the cognitive approach’s failure to

distinguish between prejudice and bigotry’ (p. 180).

Another element that social identity theory continues to hold in common with social
cognmition research ‘1s a tendency to universalise the conditions for racism and a lingering
perceptualism’ (Wetherell and Potter, 1992, p. 47). The process of categonization and the
cognittve consequences of group membership are seen as unmiversal and inevitable
processes For example, the minimal group paradigm and research that has originated from
this argue that the possibility of in-group bias rests on the possibility of group
categorization The notion of ‘meta-contrast ratio’ 1s used to explam this (only 1n Turner’s
version of self-categorization theory) and further the idea that all psychological processes
involved in intergroup contexts are triggered by the recogmition of this fact. As a
consequence, racism is broadly seen as a problem of ethnocentrism, racist discourse is
‘discourse which favours ingroups and demigrates outgroups; 1t is discourse which
categonzes, evaluates, ranks and differentiates between groups’ (Wetherell and Potter,
1992, p. 43).

There are also some ambiguities insofar the representation of social categories 1s
concerned. One of the problems 1s that the ‘existence of social categories and groups,
along with individuals, 1s ... taken for granted’ (Wetherell and Potter, 1992, p. 46) and
social processes are believed to be mediated by psychologically rational and valid

products of subjectively grounded perception of the social structure of inter-group
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relations. The traditional, but also the new theoretical and empincal position of social
wentity and self-categorization theory 1s an ‘uneasy mix of acknowledging the socially
constructed nature of categories and groups and emphasizing the foundational basis of
individual perception’ (ibid., p. 47). As 1t will be argued in chapter three, this theoretical
‘compromise’ denives from a failure and lack of concern with putting together a theory of
language, which would consider categorization as a discursive practice (Edwards, 1991;

Wetherell and Potter, 1992, Widdicombe and Wooffitt, 1995).

In a very recent critique of soctal identity theory, Billig (20023, b)'° criticizes Tajfel
(1969) and by extension the social identity theory exegesis for attempting to offer a
‘universalist’ explanation of prejudice. For him, this leads to two very important
consequences nsofar the study of prejudice (and extreme prejudice) 1s concerned. First,
the madequacy of explaining the cultural, historical and 1ideological specificities of
prejudice. Second, 1t leads directly to the implication that prejudice 1s the outcome of
natural cognitive processes and thus inevitable. Other cniticism of social 1dentity and self-
categonization theory comes from the failure to satisfactonily distingmish between
prejudice and bigotry and elaborate on the possible continuum between depersonalization
and dehumanisation®!. These are vital shortcomings of the social identity approach, as ‘for
any social psychological theory of social conflict, let alone a theory of genocide, such a
continuum would be vital 1t would demarcate the ‘ordinary’ from the ‘abnormal’, or the

muld from the strong’ (Billig, 2002a, p. 181)."

Going back to the main argument of this section, what 1s important to note 1n relation to
SIT 1s that in all its versions 1t stresses the importance of categorization for processes
related to sterecotyping and prejudice What 1t does not take nevertheless into account 1s the

idea that categorization is essentially something discursive. As discursive psychologists

' See also the responses to his article by Rupert Brown (2002) and Stephen Frosh (2002) 1n the same 1ssue
of the British Journa! of Social Psychology

" In lus entique of social :dentity and self-categorization theory Michael Billig pomnts to the 1ssue of extreme
prejudice and extreme prejudiced talk for which soctal identity theory cannot offer a sausfactory account As
he argues, 1 order ‘to understand the nature of bigotry, one needs to pay close attention to what bigots say
and, 1n particular, to the 1deology of bigotry” (Billig, 2002b, p 202)

2 In hes response to Brown and Frosh, Billig (2002b) re-emphasizes the gaps n Tajfel’s and his followers’
theorizing The main point to which Billig wants to draw the attention 1s that ‘there can be no psychology of
bigotry, 1f social psychology 1s confined to identifying universal processes 1n specific contexts’, there cannot
be a psychology of bigotry 1f ‘the specific psychological features of bigotry will then be reduced to
contextual 1ssues, lying outside the general psychology of prejudice” (p 200)
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have stressed, categorization is not simply a cogmtive process, but a ‘discursive action’,
which 15 ‘actively constructed in discourse for rhetoncal ends’ (Wetherell and Potter,
1992, p. 77). Potter and Wetherell (1987) see categorization as a ‘complex and subtle
soctal accomphishment’. Their question is how ‘categories are flexibly articulated mn the
course of certain sorts of talk and writing to accomplish particular goals, such as blamings
or Justifications’ (p 116). In the same vemn, Edwards (1991) describes categorization as
‘something we do, 1 talk, in order to accomplish social actions (persuasion, blamings,

denials, refutattons, accusations, etc)’ (p S517).

The changing nature of racism

Another attempt to move away from the conceptualisation of prejudice as an individual
phenomenon was the attempt to differentiate, to distingmish between ‘prejudice’ and
‘racism’. For example, Jones (1972) has been mfluential in making the case that racism
should not be equated with prejudice. In his view and others, racism 1s thought to be a
broader construct that links individual beliefs and practices to wider soctal and
institutional norms and practices. One of the central assumptions 1n defimng racism was
the belief in a racial hierarchy between groups. It was argued nevertheless that this
defimtion of racism based on the belief in essential differences and biological
superionity/inferionty (Miles, 1989) which leads to the categorization of people into
groups based on essential features (Rothbart and Taylor, 1992; Yzerbyt et al., 1997) 1s
quite restrictive. As a number of researchers have demonstrated, the jusuficatory and
legitimatory basis of contemporary racism s based and constructed upon behefs 1n a
cultural rather than essentialist and biological herarchy (cf Essed, 1991). Another
contemporary variant of racism, known as ‘new racism’ (Barker, 1981) attempts to go
beyond the idea of cultural hierarchy emphasising the need for separate cultural and social

development of soc:al groups

With the defeat of fascism and the collapse of legal segregation in the United States,
outward racism became unacceptable. As a consequence, new ways of expressing racism
were apparently found Racism has been documented and conceptualised under different
and diverse ‘names’ A plethora of terms were comned to capture the diversity of ‘racisms’
that were considered to form the basis of different expressions of prejudice. It was mainly

American researchers that started to investigate the particulanties of ‘racism’ and the
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guises 1n which 1t can be found and researched 1n society For example, McConahay and
Hough (1976), McConahay (1981, 1982), Kinder and Sears (1981) looking at people that
volce anti-black sentiments were proposing a distinction between ‘new racism’ (which
includes people who typically deny their own prejudices) and ‘old-fashioned red-necked
racism’ (which includes people who unambiguously use and declare their adhesion to
racial values). Gunnar Myrdal (1944) s The American Dilemma 1s another example of the
way 1n which people defending discrimination chose their words with great care when

talking about blacks.

If 1n the previous approaches to the study of stercotyping and prejudice there was a
concern with the individualized, but also group-based cognitive correlates of stereotyping,
prejudice and racism, the approaches that come under the heading of ‘modern racism’
have been mainly concerned to document and measure the changing manifestations of
racism Their work was based on an historical'® assumption and observation that prejudice
1s declining and that racial values and ways of talking that could be defended without
embarrassment a hundred years ago were no longer socially acceptable. This observation
was not taken to mean that ‘some unpleasant dilemmas of common-sense have been
cleared up, as the racial store of common-places has been declared locked until further
notice’ (Ballig, 1996, p. 247), but that ‘detached from their old value, some racist images,
beliefs, and even feelings may now travel under the protection of acceptable, and formerly

contrary, values’ (1bid , p. 247).

As various researchers working within this framework have shown, ‘modern racism’ 1s
expressed 1 covert ways, which avoid a direct appeal to racial values. As Billig (1996)
suggests, ‘acts of discrimination and voicing of prejudice will be justified 1n terms of any
value but a racial one’ (p 248). This has also raised the 1ssue of how ractsm may be
combined with ‘liberal’ principles and how the discursive thesaurus of democracy with
notions such as nights, equality or freedom can become applied to oppose particular
attempts to compensate ethnic minonities and affirmative action programmes. Insofar the
explanations for this kind of ‘new racism’ are concerned this approach can be placed

within the strand of the cultural theonies of prejudice. The backdrop of cultural theories of

1 Dovidio and Fazio (1992) have compiled historical evidence for a more postuve trend 1n changes i white
Amertcan ethnic stereotypes Their conclusion was these changes were present only in relative terms and
only 1n relation to some groups
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prejudice is viewing ‘the internalisation of group norms and values and conformity to
such norms . . as fundamental 1n the widespread adoption of prejudiced valves within
society’ (Augoustinos and Reynolds, 2001b, p. 9; see also Ashmore and DelBoca, 1981).
The acceptance of such norms 1s said to reinforce particular cultural formations and help
reproducing unequal relations of power and relations of dominance For example, the
notion of ‘symbolic racism’ (Sears, 1988, Sears and Kinder, 1971) 1s based on the
commen assumption that values, standards and group norms that are widely shared within
a community (or group) can shape prejudice and the way 1t 1s expressed. Prejudice is

conceptualised as a social or cultural norm (cf. Augoustinos and Reynolds, 2001b)

Nevertheless, as Wetherell and Potter (1992, see also Dovidio and Gaertner, 1986) have
argued, the modern racism approach is not confined to a socio-cultural explanation of
racial prejudice, as 1t 1$ said to be a mixture of old themes 1n the social psychology of
racial prejudice by taking up ‘the motivational and psychopathological strand evident 1n
studies of the authontarian personality and also the socialization and social learning
themes n the socio-cultural strand of explanation’ (p 196). Conflicts were seen as
acquired from one's culture, through the process of socializatron and subsequently they

become built into the character structure of the individual

The direction of the analytic discoveries was from documenting an old fashioned, red-
necked racism to what was later called ‘new’ or ‘modern racism’ (for reviews see Brown,
1995; Duckitt, 1992; Walker, 2001) ‘Symbolic racism’ (Sears and Kinder, 1971),
‘modern racism’ (McConahay, 1982), ‘ambivalent racism’ (Katz and Hass, 1988; Katz et
al, 1986) were all notions ready to capture the particularities of a changing ‘racism’ The
American notion of ‘modern racism’ was applied in other intergroup contexts, such as race
relations in South Africa (Duckitt, 1991), the UK (Brown, 1995) and Australia (Pedersen
and Walker, 1997). In the UK, Reeves (1983), in his thorough analysis of British racial
discourse observes a ‘sanitization’ of the discourse of legitimation, similar to the one
identified by other researchers 1n other countries (cf Essed, 1991) Other researchers, such
Gaertner and Dovidio (1977, 1986) distinguish between ‘aversive’ and ‘domunative’
racism Bwmlding on Allport, Pettigrew and Meertens (1995) and Pettigrew et al. (1998)
distinguish between ‘blatant’ and ‘subtle’ prejudice, which are seen not as separate, but

inter-related constructs
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Wetherell and Potter argue (1992) that a distinction between types of people 1s common to
all the perspectives grouped under the label of ‘new’ or ‘modem racism’ This view is also
supported by Brown (1995) who argues that what all these approaches have 1n common 1s
‘an individual differences perspective 1n the sense that the research goal has been to find
reliable ways of distingmishing people who score high or low on some psychometric scale,
and then to examine correlates of that distinction” (p 217) McConahay (1986),
for example, 1dentifies three groups there are the ‘tolerant’ who are said to experience
low negative affect’ towards blacks and hold strong values of equality and consequently
have positive anti-racist reactions, there are those who fall into the ambivalent class, who
expenence conflict because they have moderately negative feelings towards blacks
but also value equality, finally, one can find those whose strong negative feelings towards
the blacks 'overpower their values' and as a consequence experience no conflict (cf.
Wetherell and Potter, 1992). The main contention was that 1t 1s the ambivalent class who is
covered by the label ‘modern racism’ and that this ambivalent class has become the norm
in American society. The conflict that gives rise to ‘modern racism’ 1s one between anti-

black sentiments and hiberal values

This has lead to a distinction put between ‘modern’ racists and ‘old fashioned’ racists.
Modem racists share some negative feeling (although not all theories concentrate on
‘feeling’) towards Blacks, but they do not endorse the traditional negative stereotypes and
nor do they agree with segregationist views. The modern racist outlook 1s basically a form
of resistance to change in the status quo, which is based on feelings of blacks violating
deeply held traditional American values (cf. Kinder and Sears, 1981; see also Brown,
1995). The more recent distinction between ‘subtle’ and ‘blatant’ prejudice (Pettigrew and
Meertens, 1995) marrors the traditional one between ‘modern’ and ‘old-fashioned’
prejudice. As the authors argue, subtle racism includes an exaggeration of cultural
differences between the majority in-group and the minorty out-group and a demal of any
positive emotional response towards outgroup members. In contrast to blatant racists,
subtle racists do not express overtly negative feelings towards muinority groups, they

merely withhold any positive feelings (cf. also Brown, 1995)

Gaertner and Dovidio (1977, 1986)’s analyses, which distinguish between ‘aversive’ and
‘domunative’ racism, place more emphasis on situational factors and prejudice 1s seen as

an ‘aversive’ response It 1s worth noting that, despite the different labelling, the ‘aversive
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racism’ that Gaertner and Dowvidio (1986) talk about 1s not very different from the
above-mentioned ‘ambivalent racism’, whilst the notion of ‘dominative racism’ 1s a
version of the traditional, blunt racism. Aversive prejudice 1s thought to stem from
mtergroup anxiety'* rather than hostility (cf. Brown, 1995) and reveals 1tself
unconsciously and only in situations with no normative structure (Gaertner and Dovidio,
1986; see also Brown, 1993, p. 227-228). It has been suggested that 1t 15 possible that these
different forms of prejudice are related 1n a hrerarchy of increasing severnty (see also

Kleinpenning and Hagendoom, 1993)

There has been a range of criticisms levelled at the approaches that claim the existence of
‘new’ forms of racism (see Brown, 1995, Smiderman and Tetlock, 1986; Walker, 2001;
Wetherell and Potter, 1992). One of the most common cnticism refers to the problem of
how distinct are the ‘new’ forms from their ‘old-fashioned’ counterparts. The 1ssue here 1s
not so much to establish the exact distinction between these ‘new’ forms and their old-
fashioned counterparts, but rather to ask what making this distinction imples for prejudice
itself. If one takes a look at the discourse of the so-called ‘old racism’ one can 1dentify
many of the qualified ‘reasonable’ statements that are said to characterise new racism So
in order to look at the particularities of distinct or not-so-distinct forms of racism one has
to look at discourse, at the flexible uses of justifications, criticisms and other rhetorical
resources, As Bilhg (1991) argues, “the distinction between ‘old-fashioned’ and ‘modern
racism’ may not always be a distinction 1n kind, but may reflect an ability to provide
justifications, often post hoc, for views and positions” (p. 134) Another important 1ssue
raised by the critics of the ‘modern’ racism approach was built around the idea of how
subtle are the techmques used to measure modern prejudice. As social 1dentity (see Brown,
1995) and discourse researchers have argued (see Wetherell and Potter, 1992) there are
inherent difficulties in measuring ‘modern’ racism with reactive instruments hke
questionnaires and scales tainted with social desirability, In their defence, modem
prejudice theorists suggest that the ‘new’ forms of prejudice are part of a consciously

worked out ideology, which can be measured with conventional attitude scales.

The analysis of ‘modern’ racism and the discourse analytic approach to racism are both

concerned with the changing discourse of racism and manifestations of racism and share

" For the role of anxiety 1n 1ntergroup relations, see Stephan and Stephan, 1985, Islam and Hewstone, 1993
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the same attempt to understand how racism might combine with Tiberal' principles of

democracy and equality of nghts and diverse political commonplaces

In the *new’ racism approach, it 1s assumed that psycholog:cal factors are overwhelmingly
the pnimary, nearest cause For example, 1n the case of ‘aversive racism’ negative affect 1s
said to be characterized as fear, discomfort or unease; 1n the case of ‘symbolic racism’ and
‘modern racism’ the underlying negative affect 1s hostility or disike Negative affect itself
1s said to reside within the psychological make-up of the individual, There 1s also an
awareness of the importance of soctal factors, cultural norms, processes of socralization.

As Wetherell and Potter cogently observe,

modern racism theorists do note that social factors are medrated through
psychological factors, they point to the process of socialization, for instance,
but the thrust of their argument concerns the potent mux of conflicting values
and feelings supposedly found within modern individuals.

(1992, p 197).

Conflict and ambivalence along with the dilemmas that characterize ‘new’ racism are

placed within the ‘emotional and cognifive apparatus of the individual® (1bid , P 197),

In contrast to this, the discourse analysis of racism locates the conflicts and dilemmas
within the argumentative and rhetorical resources available mn 'hiberal’, ‘democratic’ and

‘egalitarian’ societies. As Wetherell and Potter have put 1t,

the conflict 1s not between a feeling and a value, between psychological drives
and socially acceptable expressions or between emotions and politics, but
between competing frameworks for articulating social, political and ethical
questions

(1992, p 197).

The psychological, but also the public, the social realization of these conflicts and
dilemmas comes into being n social interaction when members of society begin to
discuss, explain and justify controversial issues or the common-places of everyday

‘political’ Iife.

One of the questions that discourse researchers analysing the discourse of racism have

asked was whether one 1s dealing with ambivalent individuals or ambivalent discourse
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(see Wetherell and Potter, 1992). As previously noted, the tendency within the ‘modern’
racism approach 1s to understand ambivalence as a conflict between anti-muinority
sentiments and traditional, entrenched societal values, As a consequence, racism becomes
conceptualised narrowly as ‘negative feelings and cogmitions ... which mingle in the final
attitudinal expresston with more general political values and their associated feelings and
cogmtions’ (p. 198) The answer put forward by discourse researchers points to the
pervasiveness and the endemic character of ambivalence, inconsistency and contradiction
in discourse (Potter and Wetherell, 1987) These features do not seem to be associated
with one group of individuals (or type of person). The appeals to conflicing principles,
practical considerations or commonplaces of politics are to be seen as useful rhetorical

ploys, which can be used by anyone in different contexts (cf. Wetherell and Potter, 1992).

A final difficulty, related to the first pointed out criticism, 18 constituted by the idea that
within the modern racism type of approach, 1t 1s claimed that the conflictual expression of
racism 1s ‘new’ and this is the feature that actually distinguishes present racism from the
past expressions As a contrasting and alternative hypothesis, discourse researchers
have suggested that ‘the interpretative resources used to argue for racism may have always
been varied and contradictory, and mobilized 1n a flexible and dilemmatic manner, as suits
the character of natural discourse, and the ideological demands of the moment” (Wetherell
and Potter, 1992, p. 199).

Discourse researchers place the conflictual expression of racism not within a ‘new’ genre
of discourse, but within the flexible and dilemmatic mobilization of discourse for different
interactional and ideological purposes, 1n the service of ‘power’. This brings the 1ssue of
‘power’ to the fore and 1ts role 1n inter-group relations. The main idea behind the concept
of ‘power’ in intergroup relations 1s constituted by the exercise of this ‘power’ over the
out-group (Reicher, 2001). According to this view, racism needs to be defined with
necessary reference to the dynamucs of power differentials between groups. The 1ssue of
power is theoretically used to Ik the study of individual prejudice with broader social
practices (Jones, 1998) As Augoustinos and Reynolds (2001b, p 4) argue, ‘racism,
praciced at a structural and cultural level, maintains and reproduces the power
differentials between groups in the social system’. A rewnterpretation of the notion of
‘power’ and 1ts role for group relations will be attempted in the next chapter that

introduces a discursive approach to the study of prejudice.
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As Walker (2001) has pointed out, ‘modern’ racism, but also old-fashioned racism have
been usually theonzed as an individual phenomenon, a charactenstic that pertamns to
individuals (whatever nationality or ethnic allegiance they mught have). This raises the
issue of the unaccounted for role played by institutions and cultures in reproducing
unequal relations of power and prejudiced social relations There have been attempts at
distingmshing between different types of racism (e g. Jones, 1997) such as individual,
institutional and cultural, but the prevalent framework and way of doing research has been
one that focuses exclusively on individual prejudice which help reproducing the location
of prejudice within the individual and ignores the historical, 1deological, structural and
cultural forces that influence the enactment and legitimation of racism (Hopkins et al.,
1997).

Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed the major traditional approaches to stereotypes and
stereotyping Limutations and shortcomings of these approaches were identified, mainly
those related to the analysis of stereotyping, prejudice and racism based on the importance
of language, discursive practices and ideological representations, What is important to
note at this point is that, 1n reworking and altering the classical approach to stereotypes
and stereotypes, the main modern approaches to prejudice reviewed here have at the same
time virtually lost from sight the tension of the epistemological dilemma of the ‘political’
and ‘psychological’ sense of stereotypes. Instead, the psychology of stereotypes and
stereotyping was used to justify the politics of stereotypes. The problems raised by these
soctal psychological approaches to stereotyping ‘stem from the splitting apart of the two
opposed dimensions 1n the stereotype concept, so that the psychological process of
stereotyping becomes conceived as decontaminated from the politics of stereotypical

representation’ (Pickenng, 2001, p. 37)

As some authors have noted, there is the need to develop forms of analysis that could
‘overcome the 1deological separation of the politics and psychology of the stereotyping
process 1tself” (Pickering, 2001, p. 35, see also Reicher, 2001) Traditional (conventional)
approaches to prejudice are ahistorical in their approaches and implications, neglecting the

specificities of representing cultural identities, and assumuing umiversal psychological
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similarities in group identification As this chapter has hopefully shown, most of the
traditional and mainstream work 1n social psychology has neglected the ‘social dilemma of
stereotyping’ (Pickering, 2001; see also the work of Michael Billig) by having recourse to
the dual strategy of ‘pathologizing’ and ‘naturalising’ stereotyping. At the same time, this
was achieved through a strategy of de-politicisation of stereotyping, that 1s divorcing 1t, on
one hand, from the 1ssue of the influence of politics and political 1ssues for public
discourse and on the other hand, from the implications of the language of stereotyping for
politics and political issues. Stereotypes, stereotypical forms of talk do not operate 1n a
vacuum, but are to be found in the social and public domain. Stereotypes have an
historical basis and their use can have important (and sometimes dangerous) political and

ideological effects

One way to dealing with the social dilemma of stereotyping and going beyond 1t 1s by
documenting the social and discursive links between stereotyping and Othering. The
problems that the study of stereotypes has encountered are very similar to the problems
pertaining to the concept of ‘Otherness’. It 1s ‘Othering’ (rather than ‘Otherness’), that 1s
making someone ‘Other’, investing someone with the epitome of otherness which is at

stake when one talks about stereotyping, ideological representation and extreme prejudice

As the chapter dedicated to the discursive approaches to the study of stereotyping,
prejudice and racism (and also the analytical chapters) will show, the ‘Othering’ process
operates 1n relation to the available cultural and discursive resources of society, in relation
to the ambivalence and flexibility of ‘located’ repertoires and common-places of prejudice
and tolerance based on common-sense rhetorical and discurstve strategies of legitimating
common-place nationalism and extreme prejudice. No theoretical and empinical discussion
of ‘representing the other’ can be based on considening the ‘Other’ as a “totalizable
intelligtble object” that “simply ‘exists’ out there, waiting to be represented” (Wilkinson
and Kitzinger, 1996, p. 15). As the same authors point out, ‘Others are constructed — by
those who do the Othering, by those who reflect upon that Othering, and by the Others’

own representations of themselves’ (p 15, italics in original).
As a consequence, one needs to actively engage with the process of ‘Othering’ as topic,

one needs to pay attention to the ideological constructive processes of making someone

‘Other’, ivesting 1t with the epitome of ‘Otherness’ and the 1deological and social effects
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of these constructions. In Wilkinson and Kitzinger's words, ‘only by making Othering
(rather than Otherness) the focus of our attention, and by exploring the ways in which 1t 1s
done and undone, reinforced and undermined, can we open the possibility, finally, of

interrupting 1ts oppressive discourse’ (1996, p. 27-28, italics 1n original).
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Chapter three

Discursive approaches to the study of stereotyping, prejudice

and racism

Introduction

This chapter 15 concerned with presenting a review of the main theoretical tenets and
approaches drawn upon in this thesis. At the same time, 1t 1s aimed to provide a contextual
background for the analytical chapters. Through this chapter I want to raise, among others,
two specific theoretical 1ssues around the discursive analysis of stereotyping, prejudice
and racism On one hand, this chapter will emphasise the importance of studying discourse
and proposes that an analysis of prejudice and extreme prejudice be done through the
study of discourse (of prejudice and extreme prejudice). On the other hand, this chapter
will place a special emphasis on the ideological dimension of discourse and the
importance of studying 1deology 1n text and talk. A discussion of ideology (1deologies) as
discursively accomplished, the functioning and processes of 1deology and the effects of
drawing upon 1deological representations of social issues and social actors will constitute a

central concern of this chapter.

These 1ssues are central to the ways in which data on controversial, political issues can be
analysed and provide a detailed account on the analytical choices made in this thesis. It 1s
believed that the issues raised here have sigmificant implications for the study of
stereotyping, prejudice and racism In a nutshell, they demonstrate the centrality of
discourse and ideology to our interpretation and understanding of prejudice and extreme

prejudice as something that people do in talk with diverse 1deological effects.

Discourse analysis

As Potter (1997) notes, 1n order to answer the question ‘what 1s discourse analysis?’ one
has to look to 1ts developments within different disciplines, such as linguistics, cognitive

psychology, socio-lingwistics and post-structuralism. For example, 1n linguistics, the label
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‘discourse analysis’ was apphed to the study of the ways 1n which sentences give nse to a
coherent discourse (Brown and Yule, 1983) Other discourse analytic research within
lingustics has locked at pedagogical interactions in order to discover and document
certain interactional patterns in the learning process (Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975). The
intention was to set up a model that could explain discursive structures in different
contexts (Coulthard and Montgomery, 1981). In cognitive psychology, the attention was
focused on the ways 1in which mental scripts and schemas are used to offer narrative
understanding (van Dyjk and Kintsch, 1983).

In post-structuralism and literary theory another tradition of discourse analysis was
developed This perspective is associated with the name of Michel Foucault (e g. 1971),
and the focus 18 less on discourse as specific interaction, but on showing how certain
diverse cultural entities get constituted discursively (this also includes the ‘history” of this
constructive process) and how certain types of discourse give birth to ‘subjects’ and
‘objects’. Sometimes, the label ‘discourse analysis’ 1s used more inclusively for all the
above mentioned perspectives in combination with perspectives such as speech act theory,
pragmatics or conversation analysis (for more examples see Stubbs, 1983; van Dijk,
1985).

Discourse analysis has been influenced by philosophical and sociological traditions, which
have been concerned with participants’ everyday language practices. Its direct theoretical
and analytic ‘roots’ can be found 1n developments 1n sociology of scientific knowledge
(Gilbert and Mulkay, 1984, Potter and Mulkay, 1985) and its development 1n social
psychology (Potter, 1984, 1987, 1988a, b, Potter and Wetherell, 1987, 1988). Speech acts
theory (Grice, 1975; Searle, 1969) and ethnomethodology (Garfinkel, 1967, Hertage,
1984) were also developing functional perspectives on language and on the practices of
everyday life Language was considered a (social) practice that constitutes and 1s
constitutive of ‘reality” A major part of this focus on the details of language and social hife
can also be found 1n conversation analysis (Atkinson and Heritage, 1984, Levinson, 1983;
Sacks et al, 1974; Sacks, 1995; Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998) where the meticulous
analysis of the details of interaction through the use of conversational transcripts has
demonstrated the extremely orgamized nature of discourse as sequential social action
(Edwards and Potter, 1992a). This strand of research aims at understanding the way talk

forms a central part of social interaction in both everyday and mnstitutional settings (e g
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Atkinson and Heritage, 1984; Drew and Hentage, 1992) Conversation analysts see talk,
and especially, mundane, unconstrained talk, as the foundation of social hife and social
structure. Discourse analysis also benefited from a rhetorical perspective on language use
(Billig, 1987a) which emphasizes the way claims tend to be embedded in arguments and
argumentative posiions, and has also been influenced by a range of notions from post-

structuralism (particularly the work of Foucault and Barthes).

The development of a discursive social psychology was facilitated by the intellectual
climate created by the works of Gergen (1973), Harré and Secord (1972) and Shotter
(1977). All these orientations have their roots 1n the philosophy of language within which
the problems related to knowledge were reformulated as problems related to language,

more precisely, 1in terms of the use of language (Austin, 1962; Wittgenstein, 1953).

Discursive psychology

For the purposes of this thesis, I am going to focus my attention on a variant of discourse
analysts developed, first 1n sociology, and then 1n social psychology (see inter alia Billig,
1992; Edwards and Potter, 1992a; Gilbert and Mulkay, 1984, Potter and Wetherell, 1987)
The first article of what 1s known now under the name of ‘discursive psychology’ was
Litton and Potter (1985), but the moment that marked the steady development of the
discursive perspective in social psychology was the publishing, in 1987, of the well-
known Discourse and Social Psychology by Jonathan Potter and Margaret Wetherell
(1987) In the same year, Michael Billig publishes Argung and Thinking and a new
perspective (rhetorical psychology) was entering social psychology.

There are a plethora of books and articles that present the general characteristics of
discursive psychology (for example, Antaki, 1994; Bullig, 1991; Edwards and Potter,
1992a, 1993; Parker, 1992; Harré and Gillett, 1994, Potter and Wetherell, 1994; and more
recently, Billig, 1997b, Potter, 1996b, 1997; Potter and Edwards, 2001; Edwards and
Potter, 2001, 1n press). I am not gomng to discuss 1n too much detail the general
charactenistics of discursive psychology, but what I want to stress 1s the tdea that the
psychologists who are part of this discursive strand share a common 1nterest which refers
to the importance of language as a topic of inquiry 1n 1ts own night It 1s claimed that most

of the psychological phenomena which psychologists have traditionally considered as
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‘internal states’ are in fact constituted and are part of social activities, through the
mtermedhary of discourse. Studying the way people talk and use language 1n interaction
constrtutes a new way of approaching psychological issues and processes which were said
to reside ‘in the head’ of individuals. Discourse is analysed 1n 1ts own nght and 1s not seen
as a pathway to something that hes behind talk. Discursive psychologists suggests that
what social psychologists are studying are phenomena constituted through social

interactron, and especially through the intermediary of discurstve interaction.

There 1s also an 1mportant body of work on the different methodological and analytical
aspects of discursive psychology (Edwards and Potter, 1992a, Gill, 1996; Potter, 1998b;
Potter and Wetherell, 1994, 1995; Wetherell and Potter, 1992, Wooffitt, 1993;
Widdicombe and Wooffitt, 1995; more recently Wetherell et al , 2001a, b) Again, without
going too much into detail let me note that discursive psychology does not use a ‘method’
in the traditional sense of the term As Billig (1997a) observes, discursive analysis ‘is
more than following procedures for collecting and categonising discursive data; it involves
a theoretical way of understanding the nature of discourse and the nature of psychologrcal
phenomena’ (p. 43) Discursive analysis 1s more than a method, in the traditional sense,
which can be applied 1n every instance, but constitutes an epistemological turn. The
analysis of discourse and rhetonic involves a critical and thoughtful ‘reading’ of ‘texts’,
rigorous scholarship rather than following of formal procedures (Billig, 1988d). As Billig
puts it, ‘discourse analysis, as used in social psychology, 18 much more than a
methodology . . 1t 1s a2 wider, theoretical approach towards psychology’ (Billig, 19974, p.
39).

Discurstve social psychology 1s a broadly constructiomst approach associated with a
relativist meta-theory rather than a positivist one who still dominates experimental social
psychology (Edwards, Ashmore and Potter, 1995; Gergen, 1994). Discursive social
psychology 1s constructionist in two ways. On one hand, it starts from the assumption that
individuals construct their own reality through the intermediary of the descriptions they
use. ‘Reality’ is part of our practices through the categortes and descriptions, which are
part of these practices. As Jonathan Potter (1998b, p. 235) argues, reality 1s not pre-
ordered, pre-categorized in a way to make it being passively accepted, but 1t 1s ‘constituted
in one way or another as people talk it, write 1t, argue 1t and undermune 1t’. On the other

hand, these very descriptions and accounts that people use in various situations ‘are
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themselves constructed; that 1s fabricated in occasions of talk, or in specific texts, from

words, metaphors and a range of discursive resources’ (1ibid , p 235, emphasis tn original).

As previously noted, discursive soctal psychology has its ongins 1n applying ideas from
discourse analysis to some of the aspects of social psychology (Antaki, 1994; Billig,
1997a, 1999a; Edwards and Potter, 2001, in press; Potter, 1996a, 1998; Potter and
Edwards, 2001) Discursive psychology treats talk and texts as social practices and, as
Derek Edwards (2003, p. 1) suggests, studies the ‘relationships between mind and world,
as psychology generally does, but as a discourse topic—as a participant’s concern, a
matter of talk’s business, talk’s categories, talk’s rhetonc, talk’s current interactional

concerns’.

Discursive psychologists have focused their study on the subtle, complex, context-
sensiive nature of talk and 1ts orientation to ongoing actions and issues of identity
(Edwards and Potter, 1992a, 1993) People do things with their talk, they make
accusations, justify their actions, ask questions, excuse, persuade etc. People use language
to do things, to construct verstons of the world (Potter and Wetherell, 1987) depending
upon the function of their talk. Talk or text becomes a ‘topic 1n its own night” (Potter and
Wetherell, 1987, p 35).

Discursive psychologists have offered a range of critical reinterpretations of some of the
basic psychological notions such as, attitudes (Billig, 1987a, 1988b, 1989; Burningham,
1995; Potter 1996¢, 1998b; Potter and Wetherell, 1988; Wetherell and Potter, 1992),
memory (Billig, 1990a, b, Bogen and Lynch, 1989; Drew, 1989; Edwards and Middleton,
1988, Middleton and Edwards, 1990; Edwards, Middleton and Potter, 1992; Edwards and
Potter, 1992a, b, 1993) or the gender problematic (Billig et al, 1988; Hollway, 1989,
Marshall and Wetherell, 1989; Potter et al., 1984; Wetherell, 1986, Wetherell et al., 1987,
Edley and Wetherell, 1995, 1997, 1999).

They have also provided cnitical insights 1nto the psycho-sociological study of notions
such as categontes (Billig, 1985, 1987a; Condor, 1988; Potter and Wetherell, 1987;
Widdicombe and Wooffitt, 1995, Edwards, 1991, 1997, 1998), the attribution process
(Potter and Edwards, 1990; Edwards and Potter, 1992a, 1993; Edwards, 1997), social
representations (Billig, 1988c, 1993a; Litton and Potter, 1985, Potter and Litton, 1985,
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Potter and Wetherell, 1987, Potter, 1996¢c; McKinlay et al , 1993; Ibanez, 1994; Potter and
Edwards, 1999) or racism (Billig, 1988a; Condor, 1988, Van Dyk, 1984, 1987; Essed,
1988, Reeves, 1983, Sykes, 1985, Wetherell and Potter, 1986, 1992; Edwards, 2003).

Some discursive psychologists, like Rom Harré believe that ‘all psychological processes
are essentially discursive’ (1998, p. 136) Harré sees conversation as the leading model for
discursive psychology He holds the belief that “what we are studying when we are ‘doing
psychology’ are discursive practices of vanous kinds, some of which could exist only in
actual or potential interpersonal interactions” (1bid., p. 137) The same argument can be
made in relation to the study of prejudice What one 1s studying when one 1s approaching
1ssues such as stereotyping, prejudice and racism are discursive practices of various Kinds
and of various content, ways of talking that reproduce dominance and unequal relations of
power. These can only exist 1n social interaction, as people are constructing and describing
those designed as ‘others’. The discursive turn 1n social psychology (see Harré, 2001 for a
recent account) with its attention to discourse has been accomplished through a shaft from
the imnner world of mental states and cognitive abstractions to the outer world of outward
processes of language (1n) use. This shift has wider implications for the analysis of
prejudice and racism and for the 1ssue of what stereotyping, prejudice and racism s An
analysis of prejudice and racism from a discursive perspective should follow the same
movement, from the study of the inner realm of the cogmtions and emotions of the
(prejudiced) 1individual towards the study of the outward expression of prejudice, of the
public and accountable ways 1n which inter-ethnic and national realities are constructed
when we talk about ‘others’ (and about ourselves), towards the study of social and
discursive practices that constitute, enact and reproduce prejudice and racism This shuft
should be accompanied not only by the awareness of the importance of discourse for the
study of prejudice and racism, but also of the awareness of the social, political

consequences of talking about others in different ways with different ideological effects.

Discourse studies and prejudice

At the beginning, as van Dyk et al. (1997) notes, ‘within discourse analysis, as well as
within the study of racism 1n the social sciences, the relations between discourse and
racism have recetved relatively little attention’ (p. 166). Most of the earlier studies were

based on quantitative (content analytical) accounts of the portrayal of minorities n
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textbooks and mass-media The conclusion of most of these studies was that mmnonties
tend to be portrayed 1n highly stereotypical roles and in terms of problems (cf van Dk et
al,, 1997, see also Hartmann and Husband, 1974; Wilson and Gutiérrez, 1985).

One of the first discourse analytic attempts to study and ‘map’ prejudiced discourse was
that of Uta Quasthoff (1978, 1989) Quasthoff distinguishes between ‘attitudes’,
‘convictions’ and ‘prejudices’ and sees ‘stereotypes’ as a typical element of common
knowledge and the verbal expression of a certain conviction directed towards a social
group or individual belonging to that social group Quasthoff explains the function of
social prejudice through invoking, on one hand, the mnner psychic functions of stereotypes,
and on the other hand, the social functions of stereotypes The outward expression of
prejudices 1n the form of stereotypes functions socially as a means of phatic communion
and also as a way of simplifying communication with the in-group and delineating the out-
group (Quasthoff, 1989, see also Reisigl and Wodak, 2001) Nevertheless, her discussion
of the social functions of prejudices and stereotypes does not very often surpass the
linguistic honnzon. Most of her analyses of social prejudiced do not transcend the sentence

level.

A few detailed discourse analytic studies of the properties and organization of text and talk
about ethnic relations were being carried out in a broader strand of research known as
cntical linguistics and critical discourse analysis (Kress and Hodge, 1979; Fowler et al.,
1979). For example, Fowler et al. (1979)’s seminal work on the role of power and control
mn language also included an analysis of a press coverage of an ‘ethnic’ event (the
disturbances at the Notting Hill festival in London). Among other things, Fowler et al ’s
findings related to how the syntactic structure of the sentences reflected the ‘white’
dominant perspective of the journalists and to how active and passive agency and
responstbility was managed through the use of passive forms and emphasized

syntactically.

The study of Sykes (1985) about discnmination 1n discourse comes to stmilar conclusions
involving the role of grammatical form 1n the textual presentation of ‘us’ and ‘them’. In
his work, Teun van Dyk took the observation of the importance of grammatical and
syntactic features in the textual presentation of ‘us’ and ‘them’ further, but placed it this

time at the level of discourse and turn 1t 1nto a functional strategy As he argues,
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. at all levels of discourse, this overall principle will remain the same, namely
a strategy that combines positive-self presentation with negative other-
presentation  Obviously, 1t 1s this strategy that plays a primary role in the
sociocognitive function of discourse about others, namely the formation of
negative cognitions (specific mental models of concrete events, as well as
more general group prejudices and 1deologies) about outgroups.
(Van Dyk et al,, 1997, p 166)
In a series of studies, Teun van Dijk, the advocate of a socio-cogmitive discourse-analytic
approach to the discourse of prejudice and racism, examuned the ways majority group
members 1n the Netherlands and the USA talk about minorities and ethnic relations in
everyday conversations, the press and parliament and elite discourse (van Dyk, 1984,
1987, 1991, 1993a). In van Dyjk’s early work, the construction of difference 1s done by the
speakers along the lines of positive self-presentation — negative other presentation together
with the categories used to rationalize prejudice against minority groups. He refers to these
categories as ‘the 7 D’s of discnimination”: dominance, differentiation, distance, diffusion,
diversion, depersonalisation and daily discrimination (¢f. Van Dk, 1984). As he suggests,

these strategies serve in various ways to legitimise and enact distinctions from those

designated as ‘the other’.

This kind of discourse analytic study focused pnimarily in documenting the local
argumentative and semantic moves, as well as some of the stylhistic and rhetorical
properttes of text and talk about out-groups. Van Dyk has tnied to link the expression of
prejudice to the flexible and active use of discursive units larger than the sentence. It also
dealt with the preferred types of topics mvolved in describing ‘others’ (such as deviance,
difference and threat), storytelling and narrative organization. The detailed analysis of
prejudiced stories has provided for a description and understanding of the functioning of a
series of rhetoncal devices such as apparent denials, apparent admissions, contrast
structures, transfer or apparent concessions (van Dk, 1987, 1992). In addition to this, van
Dyk turned his attention to the long-term memory processes relevant to the production and
retention of ethnic prejudices. According to him, semantic memory (which for him was the
same as soctal memory), episodic memory and the control system are all functionally

relevant to the retention and reproduction of prejudices. He also talks about situational and
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contextual models and group schemata in order to explain the socio-cognitive dynamic of

ethnic prejudice’ As van Dijk et al, putit,

this work was not intended as another ‘application’ of discourse analysis, but
as a multidisciplinary approach to the study of the reproduction of racism 1n
society, involving the complex relations between discourse structures,
cognitive representations and societal structures

(1997, p 167).

Elsewhere, Jager and colleagues {(Duisburg, Germany) examined m detail the ways 1n
which Germans spoke and wrote about minorities and refugees 1n the 1990’s and arrived
al essentially simular conclusions The Duisburg researchers have used a mixture of
Foucault’s theory of power and discourse with elements of Van Dyk’s socio-cogmitive
model as their theoretical basis. According to therr approach, the problem of racism 1s
intimately hinked to power and hegemony. The dominant group 1s considered to be
employing collective symbols to marginalize and exclude minonity groups. The man
focus of many of the Duisburg studies 1s discourse semantics, especially the uncovenng of
‘collective symbols’ (designated as cultural stereotypes in metaphorical and synecdochic
forms) tied together i ‘discourse strands’ (interrelated sequences of ‘discourse

fragments’) (cf. Reisigl and Wodak, 2001, Wodak and Reisigl, 1999).

Part of a extended and laborious program of critical discourse studies, Ruth Wodak and
her associates from the University of Vienna have engaged 1n a series of inquiries into the
soctal, pohtical and historical dimensions of anti-Semutic discourse m Austria (Wodak,
1990, 1991; Wodak and Matouschek, 1993; see also Famrclough and Wodak, 1997).
Wodak and colleagues are the proponents of a discourse-historical approach of the rhetoric
of racism and anti-semitism. As Wodak and Reisigl (1999) argue, the discourse-historical
approach should be seen as an extension of Van Dijk’s socio-cognitive model (see also
Mitten and Wodak, 1993). This discourse analytical approach to the study of prejudice and
racism 1s based on a more context sensitive approach, including, among other dimensions
of context, the broader socio-political and historical context, but also the history of the

discursive practices that reproduce dominance.

! van Dijk has also analyzed the language of racism tn the press (van Dyk, 1991), the discourses of the
elites and racism (van Dyk, 1993a) and integrated the concept of ‘1declogy’ into his socio-cognitive model
(van Dyk, 1998)
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The discourse-historical analytic approach applied in a series of studies (de Cillia et al.,
1999; Wodak, 1996, 1997a, b; Wodak et al., 1999) focused on the specific contents or
topics of a specific discourse with racist, nationalist or anti-Semtic underpinnings, the
discursive and argumentation strategies actively used, the linguistic means and specific
Iingwstic realisations (cf Resigl and Wodak, 2001). The discourse-historical method has
not only confirmed the complexity of prejudiced discursive patterns, but has as well
suggested that the prejudicial content which expressions of prejudice transmut 1s largely
determined by the historical and hinguistic contexts of their emergence (cf Mitten and

Wodak, 1993, Wodak and Matouschek, 1993)

At this point, 1t 1s also worth mentioning the work of Blommaert and Verschueren (1992,
1998), who within a framework of a research program on the pragmatics of nationalist

discourse examined how white people in Belgium talk about minorities and immigrants

The work undertaken 1n Britain by Michael Billig and others (Billig, 1985; Billig et al.,
1988, Cochrane and Billig, 1984; Condor, 1988; Potter and Wetherell, 1987) was also a
firm step to establish discourse analysis as a useful tool 1n the analysis of prejudice and
racism. The work of Margaret Wetherell and Jonathan Potter on the language of racism n
New Zealand has also been of central importance in investing discourse analysis with the
power to question unequal relations of power and document the reproduction of
domnance through talk. ’Discursive psychology’ constituted an analytic trend that
attempted to go beyond the semantic, pragmatic, grammatical and propositional levels of
analysis advocated by the previously mentioned approaches to the analysis of prejudices
and racism. It also constituted an attempt to go beyond the socio-cognitive assumptions
contamned in much of the work on prejudice and racism and beyond a simple interpretation

of complex discursive strategies.

For example, as Van Dijk put 1t (1987), ‘talk about ethnic groups involves complex
strategies and moves aiming at positive self-presentation within the overall of negative
other-description’ (p. 22). When delicate topics are under discussion, and when social
norms are rather strict, face saving 1s essential As Van Dijk concludes, ‘the expression of
even the most racist opinions tends to be embedded 1n moves that are intended to prevent
the inference that the speaker 1s a racist’ (p 22) In discussing Van Dyk, Billig (1988a)

argued that the assumption of a contradiction between racist attitudes and interactional

57




strategies should be seen as a contradiction within the different 1deological themes people
draw on Billig et al (1988) suggests that common sense 1s dilemmatic and people possess
contrary themes as part of their commonsensical stock of knowledge. The argumentative
nature of attitudes 1s stressed, as attitudes represent positrons 1n a matter of controversy
(Billig, 1987a). The rhetorical context of attitudes 1mplies that people will justify their

stance and criticize competing views As he argues,

beyond the 1ssue of self-presentation there 1s an argumentative or rhetorical
dimension. If views are to be presented as being rational and unprejudiced, then
they must be seen to be justified, or at least to be justifiable.

(Billig et al., 1988, p. 113)

The statements that follow the ‘but’ must appear as arguments, for which reasons are

expected to be given

Since the pioneering work of van Dyk (1984, 1987) and Michael Billig (1985) on the links
between prejudice and language (discourse and racism), discourse has come to be seen as
a ‘promunent way in which ethnic prejudices and racism are reproduced in society’ (van
Dyk et al, 1997, p. 144). Discourse research on ethnic relations has demonstrated the
social-action level of attitudes. Racist attitudes are seen as interpretative effects of
descriptions and explanations (Van Dijk, 1984, 1987; Potter and Wetherell, 1988,
Wetherell and Potter, 1992). People’s talk 1s not ‘just’ talk, but rather talk as social action.
People use language to do things, to construct versions of the world (Potter and Wetherell,
1987) depending upon the function of their talk. Talk or text becomes a topic 1n its own

right, a site for the examination of the workings of 1deology.

As many other, more recent nvestigations, have shown, constructions of tolerance and
denials of feelings of prejudice are part of the common identity work of contemporary
racist discourse (LeCouteur, 2001; LeCouteur and Augoustinos, 2001; Blommaert and
Verschueren, 1993, 1998; Rapley, 1998, 2001). Some researchers have 1dentified different
modes of expressing prejudices and stereotypes, which have been labelled (Wodak, 2002)
‘discourses of silence’ or ‘discourses of allusions’. In this kind of discourses, prejudicial
contents can only be inferred to by listeners/viewers/readers who know the background

and also the genesis of such allusions/insinuations or presuppositions
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Discursive psychology and prejudice

Discursive psychology has developed and provided a crnitique of the traditional
conceptualisations of attitudes. It was argued for a re-specification of attitudes in terms of
‘evaluative practices’ (Myers, 1998, Potter, 1998b) Discursive psychology views
opimions, behiefs and attitudes (‘prejudiced’ or otherwise) not as a prior1 phenomena which
need explanation, but rather as resources which members can draw upon 1n talk, 1n order
to achieve contextual relevant rhetorical and social action The discursive psychological
move 1S from considering underlying, stable, cognitively represented attitudes, to
evaluative practices that are flexibly produced for particular occasions (Potter, 1998b;
Speer and Potter, 2000). In the study of prejudice and racism, discursive psychologists
have moved beyond the experimental, cognitive approaches or highly standardized survey
research using attitude scales From a discursive perspective, it 1s argued that traditional
ways of conceptualising prejudice and racism by the use of attitude scales tend to reify the
object they attempt to measure, ‘by presenting its contours as relatively self-evident and
objectively measurable prior to — and not as a result of — an analysis of actual nstances’

(cf . Speer and Potter, 2000, p 545)

In traditional analyses of prejudice, social psychologists have been reluctant to deal with
actual conversational interactron, preferring to approach it via experiment, scales or
questionnaires. As Jonathan Potter argues, ‘part of the reason for this has been the
prevalent cognitive assumptions which have directed the research focus away from
interaction and on to generative mechanisms within the person’ (1998b, p 239). In what
discursive social psychologists are concerned, it has to be said that they have emphasized
the primacy of practices themselves and, as a consequence, have focused on
conversational 1nteraction 1n interviews or natural settings, or documents of vanous kinds

(Potter, 1998b).

Take for example the use of interviews m discourse research. Interviews are used for
identifying and exploring participants interpretative practices rather than an instrument for
accessing a set of attitndes and beliefs (Gilbert and Mulkay, 1984; Potter and Mulkay,
1985). It is questionable to treat interview questions and answers as passive filters towards

some truth about people’s identities and attitudes (Holstein and Gubrium, 1995;
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Silverman, 2001). Instead, interviewer and interviewee are to be seen as actively
constructing some version of the world appropnate to what the parties involved take to be
self-evident and the context of the question (Burgess, 1984; Wetherell and Potter, 1992)
Interviewees’ subjectivity 1s seen as locally produced sequentially i and through talk
(Baker, 1997; Rapley, 2001)

Wetherell and Potter (1992), Widdicombe and Wooffitt (1995), both extended discourse-
based studies, which work principally with interview matenal, illustrate some of the
analytic possibilities they provide Edwards (2003), referring to the use of interviews 1n
analysing racial 1ssues, suggests that interviews on controversial topics such as prejudice,
discrimination, ethnic categonzation or stereotyping are not easy to interpret. These kinds

of interviews often entail contradictory, ambiguous and ambivalent statements

Discursive psychologists have looked at how evaluations of prejudice are produced n
interaction. This line of work shows the way evaluations are produced to perform actions
(Potter, 1998b) It also shows that evaluations are typically produced in the context of at
least potential argument (Billig, 1991) and providing an evaluation for something 1s, often,
implicitly providing an evaluation against something else (Billig, 1988¢) As discursive
psychologists have argued, 1t 1s better to treat evaluative talk in terms of its role in
mteraction rather than trying to charactenize it using notions such as attitudes and opinions
(e.g, Potter and Wetherell, 1987, 1988; Puchta and Potter, 1999, 2002; Verkuyten,
1998b).

With the increasing importance of discourse studies into the landscape of social
psychology, it has become probably commonplace to affirm that ‘it 1s not fully adequate to
analyze stereotyping, prejudice and racism as more or less inevitable consequences of
faulty generalizations or biased judgments’ (Verkuyten et al , 1995, p. 252) as the majority

of the cognitive social psychological exegesis of Allport (1954) seems to suggest

Discursive psychologists have opposed socio-cognitive approaches that priontise the
cognitive dimension 1n the analysis of racism and tend to universalise the conditions for
racism (e g. Potter and Wetherell, 1987, Wetherell and Potter, 1992). From a
constructionist pomnt of view, they argue that attitudes and stereotypes are not simply

mediated via cognition, but that discourse 15 constitutive of both social and psychological

60




processes. As a consequence, discourse is also actively constitutive of racist prejudices
Wetherell and Potter (1992) argue that racism 1s organized through discursive patterns of
signification and representatton thus making discourse analysis a valuable instrument for

the investigation of the mynad of 1deological effects with flexible and varying contents.

As Billig (1985) suggests,

1t would seem to be more profitable to relate prejudice to language, for the
possession of linguistic skills 1s a necessary condition for the possession of
prejudiced beliefs . the expression of prejudiced attitudes is not some sort of
epiphenomenon, but constitutes a central component of prejudice

(p- 85).

Even 1f since then the vocabulary has changed, the main 1dea is the same. Here 1s,
expressed by the same author in a 2002 cntical paper on Henri Tajfel’s classic ‘Cognitive
aspects of prejudice’, when pointing to the discursive basis of wdeology ‘Ideologies are
above all discursive, instantiated within discursive actions ... Thus, the categones of
ideology, together with shared stereotyping and commonplace social explanations, are

framed 1n language’ (2002a, p 184).

Reading the previous comments, one could get the impression that racism 1s a sumple
matter of inguistic practice. As Wetherell and Potter (1992) emphasized, 1t should be kept
in mund that ractsm 1s not just a matter of discursive practice and that ‘investigations of
racism must also focus on wnstitutional practices, on discriminatory actions and on social
structures and social divisions” (p. 3). The study of all these things 1s intertwined with the

study of discourse seen as action constituting reality

Negotiation and 1dentity construction around the topic of prejudice has been documented
through many studies (Bilhig, 1985, 1988a; Billig et al , 1988; Cochrane and Billig, 1984;
Gill, 1991, 1993; Potter and Wetherell, 1987; Van Dk, 1984, 1987, 1992; Wetherell and
Potter, 1992, more recently, Edwards, 2003; Speer and Potter, 2000; Verkuyten et al,
1994a, b, 1995). Billig (1988a) has shown that prejudice has come to be defined in terms
of 1rrationality, irrational feelings or attitudes. Prejudice and racism are seen as opinions

that are lacking rational judgment and that are unsupported by reality. Following Bullig
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(1985, 1991) 1t 1s argued that prejudiced ideas can only be understood 1n their
argumentative context As Billig et al. (1988) suggested,

1t 1s not difficult to view prejudice 1n a comparatively undilemmatic way,
which assumes that the unprejudiced are hiberal, healthy and egahtarian,
whereas the prejudiced are the repositories of the very opposite values
prejudice 1s not undldemmatically straightforward; there is a dialectic of
prejudice

(p- 100)

Moreover, 1t is easy to assume that prejudice 1s just a matter of words, such as the verbal
expression of commonplace stereotypes, while discrimination involves behaviour (the

putting of the prejudiced words into practice) But as Billig argues,

in our language-saturated society, actions snch as racial and sexual
discrimnation do not exist apart from utterances. They are performed through
complex sequences of utterances, including, typically, utterances which deny
that discrimnation and prejudice 1s taking place

(19974, p. 46)

The discourse of ‘difference’

Numerous Western research projects on the discourse of racism have shown that denials of
prejudice constitute a pervasive feature and presence n the discourse of those who want to
argue against ethnic munorties interests or against non-white mmmigration As noted in
chapter two, American researchers (e.g. McConahay and Hough, 1976; McConahay, 1981,
1982; Kinder and Sears, 1981) looking at people that voice anti-black sentiments have
proposed a distinction between ‘new racism’ (which includes people who typically deny
their own prejudices) and ‘old-fashioned red-necked racism’ (which includes people who

unambiguously use and declare their adhesion to racial values).

Van Dijk’s (1984, 1987, 1993a) studies of discourse of Dutch white working-class share a
similar pattern to that of the ‘modern racism’ American studies. What makes them similar
1s the finding that racist sentiments are simultancously expressed and denied Similarly,
Billig (1988a, 1991), Billig et al. (1988) and Cochrane and Billig (1984) analyze
occurrences of demials of prejudice as a preface to complaining about blacks and ethnic

minorities and find the same expression and simultaneous demal of prejudice. In the
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context of New Zealand, the same pattern was found in the discourse of white, middle-
class New Zealanders talking of Maons (McFadyen and Wetherell, 1986, Potter and
Wetherell, 1988; Wetherell and Potter, 1986, 1992)

What all these studies have demonstrated 1s that conflicts and dilemmas come into being
when people begin to debate, explain, justify and develop accounts 1n the course of social

interaction As Wetherell and Potter have argued,

the social psychologist and the lay person become like two sides of the same
comn. The social psychologist accuses and the lay person defends, but both
draw on the same resources to mount their arguments. The forms of both
accusation and defence are structured by the tensions within the prejudice
problematic.

(1992, p. 214)

An attempt was made to understand the ideology of modern racism This tdeology 1s not
straightforward, for 1t 1s an 1deology that includes the word ‘prejudice’ and the associated
value attached to the word (Billig, 1988a). As Billig suggested, “any analysis of modern
racism should not be focused entirely upon majonty groups’ 1mages and stereotypes of
munority groups It should also include an analysis of what modern people understand by

1%

the very concept of ‘prejudice’ (1988a, p. 94). The concept of ‘prejudice’ 1s not only used
by social psychologists and social scientists, but is also a sigmficant part of ordinary
discourse The usage of the concept indicates ambivalence. On the one hand, accepting the
moral evaluation attached to the notion of prejudice: 1t 1s wrong to be prejudiced, and on
the other hand, expressing (and realizing that expressing) views that might be considered

prejudiced.

Discursive psychologists have examined the discursive processes through which ethnic
minorities are represented and made real in actual talk (Verkuyten, 1998a, 2001;
Verkuyten et al., 1994a, 1995, Wetherell and Potter, 1992) Most studies to date have used
pre-defined groups, without investigating their socially negotiated construction. In
contrast, discursive psychology 1s interested in ‘how categories become constructed in
different social contexts and how the method of construction creates a subjectivity for
oneself and for those defined as Other’ (Wetherell and Potter, 1992, p. 74) As stressed in
the previous chapter, categonization 1s not simply a cognitive process, but a discursive

action actively constructed in discourse for rhetornical and interactional ends
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Categorization 1s seen as a subtle, yet complex social accomplishment, something we do in
talk 1n order to accomplish certain goals and social actions, such as persuading, excusing,

jJustifying or blaming (Edwards, 1991).

The kinds of categones people use to communicate about the social world reflect
underlying ideological assumptions, Categories are very important mn this study because
they communicate something of the taken-for-granted, shared meanings that people have
of the world Categories are powerful mn themselves because they are able to define and
control conceptions of reality, The label one uses to describe individuals and groups has
sometimes clear polittcal and evaluative connotations (Augoustinos and Walker, 1998)
When one looks at argumentative patterns 1n this kind of discourse 1t does not correspond
to the neat patterns that might be expected from individuals working from consistent
beliefs or attitudes, nor to the organization that would follow from sets of underlying
representations shared across social groups. What is strniking 1s the complex and
fragmented organization of common-sense, what Billig (1992) calls the ‘kaleidoscope of
common-sense’: a swirling pattern where premuses and inferences regularly change places,
where shifts are fluidly made between arguments form principle and practice, and where
liberal, humanistic and egalitarian values are drawn on for potentially racist effect or to
justify and legitimate inequality (cf. Potter and Wetherell, 1998). People’s descriptions are
inconsistent, amhvalent and context-dependent Discourse analysts try to make sense of
these inconsistencies by focusing on what people are trying to do and what effects they are
trying to produce with therr talk. As Wetherell and Potter (1992) suggested, categorization
works to ‘catch’ realrty 1n discourse: ‘the discursive act creates groups, interests, emotions,
similarities and differences, a social landscape, an anthropology, a psychology of 1dentity

and even a geography’ (p. 146).

Extensive research conducted on the language of prejudice 1n different countries suggests
that the language of contemporary racism 1s flexible, ambivalent and contradictory. As
discursive psychologists argue, vanability 1s a way into examuming what talk does
rhetonically, sequentially and 1n context Speakers can articulate both prejudiced and
tolerant themes when discussing about ‘other’ people (Billig et al., 1988; Wetherell and
Potter, 1988, 1992; Van Dk, 1984,1987). It can be said that in order not to appear
prejudiced, speakers will need to vary their ‘repertoires of interpretation’ (Potter and

Wetherell, 1987) and switch between different ‘registers of voice’ (Bakhtin, 1981)
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A number of discursive psychological studies of racism have highlighted the way 1n which
concerns about being heard as speaking from a prejudiced position are managed by
constructing evaluations as mere factual descriptions, unmotivated by an inner psychology
of ethnic or racial hatred (Edwards, 2003, LeCouteur and Augoustinos, 2001; LeCouteur
et al, 2001). For example, as Edwards (2003) shows, partictpants may 1noculate
themselves against the potential of their remarks being interpreted as prejudicial or biased,
by constructing their views as rationally arnved at Discursive psychologists have shown
that 1n ‘racist’ talk, demals of prejudice often appear together with ‘practical’, ‘factual’
reasons which constrains the speaker’s espoused deswe for egalitanianism, but which
ultimately justify, the status-quo (Billig, 1991; Edwards, 2003; Wetherell and Potter,
1992). Speakers can be seen as orienting to a dual concern: to both express a (prejudiced)

view and also to manage 1t 1n a way that portrays the speaker as caring and egalitanian,

Discursive psychologists do not try to see if the speaker 1s ‘really’ prejudiced, whether
openly or behind the camouflage of his talk. Prejudice is approached analytically as
something that may be attended to n various ways, in talk itself (Speer and Potter, 2000).
The aim 1s to avoid conclusions such as that the speaker is basically prejudiced, but
camouflaging 1t 1n the way they talk and that analysis can reveal their true beliefs and
attitudes (cf Edwards, 2003). This move should not be seen as an avoidance of dealing
with actual prejudice, rather 1t becomes a re-definition of what prejudice is. In the analyses
that discursive psychologists offer, no formal definitions of ‘prejudice’ or ‘discrimination’
is given; instead the defimtions and reactions from the speakers are used as the main
ground for determining meamng. This 1s not to say that the analysis mvolves no
mterpretation, because the analysis 1s being informed by the available cultural repertotres

shared by the members of specific societies

As chapter two has shown, the majority of traditional studies of prejudice have treated
members’ talk as a resource rather than a topic of inquiry 1n its own right. These kinds of
abstractions do not throw light on how the participants 1n different social settings describe
prejudice and social relations for each other. Psychologists’ and sociologists’ classificatory
schemes, abstracted from the members’ descriptive practices, entail a neglect of the
phenomenon of prejudice as 1t is known, understood and talked about by members
themselves It was Garfinkel (1967) who emphasized analysts’ preference for generahized

descriptions entailed a neglect of the specifics of activities and settings. In terms of his
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conception, members’ categorizations of ‘prejudice’ require mmvestigation as a topic 1n
their own nght. The aim is not to theorize ‘prejudice’, but to describe and analyze what
prejudice 1s for the members of society One of the aims of discursive psychologists 1s to
examine the ways in which concerns with ‘prejudice’ inform members’ locally ordered
practical action and reasoning. The interest 1s on describing the mundane practices 1n and
through which persons are onented to issues of what ‘being prejudiced’ means and engage
1n 1ts analys:s in the course of activities such as describing, interpreting and explaining.
The aim 18 to draw attention to the various situated ways 1n which prejudice 1s 1dentafied,
described, explained, and made sense of. People engaged in conversation with others
construct and negotiate meanings and the ‘reality’ that they are talking about. The main
focus of a different range of discourse studies 1s prejudice as a problematic, prejudice as a

to-be-accounted-for phenomenon,

The study of participants’ talk opens the opportunity for the detailed inspection of the way
the mind-world relationship, the nature of the social actors and their positions involved
within 1t, issues of prejudice and discmmunation are constructed and contested in actual
social practices (Edwards, 2003). The discursive approach has helped the process of
mapping the production of ‘prejudice’ as an everyday phenomenon as 1t 1s produced by
members 1n talk-in-interaction. As Rapley (2001) suggests, ‘to say that the deployment
of .discursive devices 1n talk 1s what ‘modern racism’ is ... 15 to miss the point of the
discursive critique. there 1s no such ‘thing’ as modern, post-modern (or even antique)
racism per se’ (p. 241, emphasis in onginal). What counts as ‘racism’ is inextricably,

locally produced, as such, in talk.

Racism 1s treated as something other than linked with the psychological internal workings
of some individuals, and by extension, not others Discursive psychology ornents to the
construction of psychological and social “facts’ (such as racism) via the mundane, situated
nteraction of participants. As Edwards and Potter (2001) argue, ‘people construct versions
of the world that attend to their factual status, to the psychology of participants in reported
events, and to the current interaction in which versions are offered’ (p. 16). The analysis of
discourse-mn-action looks at the local codes of argument and practices of rhetonical
orgamzation of selected interactions For example, some ways of talking may counter the
possibility, which may be at stake mn interaction, ‘that you believe what 1t suits you to

believe, or what you believed before you looked, that your beliefs are a function of mental

66




predisposition rather than external reality — that 1s they attend rhetorically to a possible

dismissal as pre-judgement, or prejudice’ (p. 16).

The locatedness of stereotyping, prejudice and racism

I have closed the chapter on the traditional approaches to stereotyping, prejudice and
racism by trying to establish a link between the study of stereotypes and the ‘Othering’
process. In reviewing the general discourse studies approach to stereotyping, prejudice and
racism and the more specific, social psychological discursive psychology take on the

issue, some ways of going beyond the social dilemma of stereotyping were 1dentified

What seems to be missing though from some discursive psychological research within a
discursive paradigm to the study of prejudice and racism 1s an emphasis on the 1deological
dimension of discourse and the located nature of stereotyping, prejudice and racism. I will
leave the problem of the ideological dimension of discourse for later, let me focus now on
the locatedness of the process of stereotyping and ‘Othering’ process. If ‘Othering’ needs
to be studied within a framework that includes a historical, a discursive/cultural
perspective and also a political one, 1t also needs to be studied as located. This 18 seen as
yet another way in which one can go beyond the ‘social dilemma’ of stereotyping and

prejudice.

As chapter two has demonstrated, an immense body of research has been concentrated on
issues revolving around how in-groups use stereotypes to construct an 1mage of the out-
groups. Work 1n the social 1dentity theory tradition, self-categorization theory or social
cognition have not conceptualised place as part of their analyses of stereotyping, prejudice
and discnmnation. As Dixon (2001) has emphasized, ‘existing research on intergroup
processes 1s somehow aspatial’ (p. 589) This should not come as a surprise 1f one ponders
a httle about what was the place where stereotypes were to be found With their
predominantly cognitive orientation, the majonty of these approaches have conceptualised
categories, representations, and thus stereotypes within the heads of their participants To
continue with a spatial metaphor, stereotypes were confined under the skull, ‘inside’ the
mnds of people. The discursive approach relocates stereotyping by removing 1t from

‘inside’ the head of participants and placing 1t into the flux of conversation and
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argumentation (Billig, 1996; Danziger, 1997), but does not place too much emphasis on

the locatedness of the stereotyping and Othering process.

Many of the social psychological categories investigated by social psychologists such as
‘community’ or ‘nation’ are inextricably bound to notions of place (Dixon et al, 1994;
Dixon, 2001, Dixon and Durrheim, 2000, 2003). As Dixon and Durrheim suggest,
‘questions of “who we are’ are often intimately related to questions of “where we are™
(2000, p. 27). The notion of ‘place-identity” has been proposed (Dixon and Durrheim,
2000) to account for the located nature of subjectivity, thus challenging the disembodied
and abstract notions of 1dentity from different social psychological approaches. Drawing
on recent developments 1n discursive psychology, Dixon and Durrheim (2000) argue that
research, mainly m the realm of environmental psychology, but also inside social
psychology (including discursive psychology) ‘has largely 1gnored the rhetorical traditions
through which places, and the 1dentities they embody and circumscnibe are imbued with
meaning’ (p. 28). Moreover, 1t has disregarded how ‘place-identity constructions as
deployed within everyday discourse, are used to accomplish discursive actions, including
the justification of certain kinds of person-in-place relations’ (1bid., p. 28). But most
importantly, 1t has marginalized not only the political dimension of one’s representations
of place, but also the political and 1declogical dimension of one’s representations of those
designed as ‘others’ and the correlate 1ssue of how one locates oneself and others. As the
subsequent analytic chapters will show, constructions of place-identity (in the case of
Hungarians) and constructions of people as out-of-place (in the case of Romanies) act as
symbolic resources for reproducing dominance and moral exclusion’. As Dixon (2001)

argues,

it 1s perhaps not mncidental that the conceptual language of the common
identity model has strongly spatial connotations, for the process of common
identification may often entail the development of a more inclusive sense of
where we are (and who belongs there with us).

(p 598-599, italics 1n original)

Cur constructions of ‘Others’ are intimately Iinked to our constructions of places (Said

1979; see also Durrheim and Dixon, 2001). The place that 1s referred here is not just any

2 Pixon and Durrheim (2000, p 33) talk about grounds of identity 1n a double sense first, as a sense of
belonging to places , and second as a rhetorical warrant through which particular social practices and
relations are legitimated
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place, but 1t 1s the national place (space). The importance of the national space 1n our
constructions of ‘others’ has as backdrop geography and a geographical imagination, an
imagination of places and identities, of places constrammed by identities and identiies

constrained by space As Dixon has noted,

the history of collective relations 1n many societies is, at least in part, a
history of struggles over geography: struggles for ownership and control of
land; struggles for incluston within spaces of exclusion; struggles to purify or
reclasm spaces that have been occupied by others; and struggles to create
spaces of solidanty and exchange.
(2001, p 600-601)
An historical imagtnation is also necessary 1if one 1s to understand the ways 1n which
1deologies of common-place nationalism or moral exclusion acquire the status of common-
sense. As Durrtheim and Dixon (2001) have argued, ‘a historical imagination 1s necessary
if we are to understand how 1deologies are constantly adapting, colonizing new discourses

and languages of legitimation’ (p. 435).

Discursive studies define racism as a series of 1deological effects sustained by flexible,
localized and ambivalent styles of argumg and thinking (Wetherell and Potter, 1992;
Durrheim, 1997). The ‘social construction of the foreign® (Dixon, Foster and Reicher,
1997; Dixon and Reicher, 1997) 1s accomplished not only through certain ways of talking
about ‘others’, but also through invoking notions of place-appropriate conduct.
‘Foreignness’, as Durrheim and Dixon have argued, ‘is produced through a dual discursive
process which involves 1) the construction of a normative place classification; and 2) the
exposure of an action, event or human presence that transgresses this system of
classification’ (2001, p. 448). Most of the discursive studies of ractsm have not paid much
attention to the localized, located nature of stereotyping and prejudice The analysis of
stereotypical and stereotypical thinking, of those ways of talking that reproduce
domunance and place ‘others’ beyond our moral order must be complemented by an

analysis of their ‘spatial’ and localized grounding.

An historical and geographical imagination is seen as complementing an awareness to the
ideological dimension of talk Notwithstanding some notable exceptions (Bilhig, 1991,
Wetherell and Potter, 1992; Gill, 1991, 1993, Wetherell, 1998), work on discursive

psychology has not paid too much attention to the ideological dimension of discourse and
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the diverse 1deological effects of using some organizations rather than others. Ideology

was treated as secondary or was considered as totally irrelevant to the analysis at hand.

The cnitical work undertaken within discursive psychology and the concerns with 1deology
were nfluenced by 1deas developed within critical discourse studies In this category of
critical discourse studies I want to include the kind of work that 1s commonly known
under the name of Cntical Discourse Analysis and the work of critical discursive
psychologists, such as Michael Billig and Margaret Wetherell. Put simply, the main 1dea
behind this body of work is that when one studies discourse one studies ideology and
ideological meanings When one 1s studying the discourse of stereotyping, prejudice and

racism one 1s studying processes of 1deology and ideology 1n action.

Critical Discourse Analysis and ideology

Before touching on the issue of 1deology let me offer a bnief general account of Critical
Discourse Analysis (henceforth CDA)® As van Dijk (2001) argues,

Cntical discourse analysis (CDA) 1s a type of discourse analytic research that
primanly studies the way social power abuse, dominance and inequality are
enacted, reproduced, and resisted by text and talk in the social and political
context.

(p 352)

CDA sces discourse as a form of social practice The role of discourse in the
(re)production and challenge of dominance (van Dijk, 1993b) 1s placed at the very core of
CDA.

Discourse 1s constitutive of and constituted by social and political ‘realities’ (Wetherell
and Potter, 1992, Fairclough and Wodak, 1997; van Leeuwen and Wodak, 1999, Barker
and Galasinski, 2001). As Fairclough and Wodak (1997) argue, ‘discourse 1s socially

constitutive as well as socially shaped: 1t constitutes situations, objects of knowledge, and

3 ltis important to note that the label ‘critical discourse analysis’ 15 used 1n two different ways 1t 1s used
both to descnibe the approach pioneered by Norman Fairclough (19953, 1995b) and as the label for a broader
movement within discourse analysis of which several approaches, including Fairclough’s, are part (see
Fairclough and Wodak, 1997 for a round-up)
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the social 1dentities of and relationships between people and groups of people’ (p 258,

italics tn ongnal)®.

Fairclough and Wodak (1997) summarize the main tenets of CDA as follows:

1. CDA addresses social problems

2. Power relations are discursive

3. Discourse constitutes society and culture

4. Discourse does 1declogical work

5. Discourse 1s historical

6. The link between text and society 1s mediated

7. Discourse analysis 1s 1nterpretative and explanatory

8 Discourse 1s a form of social action”

All these ideas and others can be found 1n a vast body of research programmes, inside, but
also outside the mainstream CDA work. For example, research on media discourse
(Fowler et al , 1979; Fowler, 1991, Fairclough, 1995b, van Dyk, 1988; 1989, 1991) and
political discourse (Wilson, 1990, 2001; Chilton and Ilyin, 1993; Chilton and Schaffer,
1997; Wodak, 1989, 2002) has been a constant preoccupatton of CDA researchers. The
study of ethnocentrism, anti-semitism, nationahsm and racism was also a central concern
for cntical discourse analysts (using a diverse range of material such as conversations,
mterviews, parliamentary debates, news reports, scholarly text and talk, images) (see inter
alia, Reisigl and Wodak, 2000, van Leeuwen, 2000; van Dijk, 1997; Wodak, 1996, 1997a,
b, 2000; Wodak et al., 1999, Wodak and Van Dijk, 2000)

Most kinds of CDA, will ask questions about the ways m which specific discourse
structures are deployed m the reproduction of social dominance. The typical vocabulary of
CDA researchers includes notions such as ‘power’, ‘ideology’, ‘social structure’,

‘dominance’, ‘reproduction’ etc (Van Dyk, 2001)

* As Barker and Galasmski (2001) have argued, ‘discursive acts are socially constitutive 1n a number of
ways they play a decisive role in the genesis and construction of social conditions, they can restore, justify
and perpetuate the social status quo, they may be instrumental mn the transformation of the status quo’ (p
65)

> For details about these and other more or less general principles of CDA see Choularaki and Fairclough,
1999, Fairclough, 1992, 1995a, van Dijk, 1993b, 2001, Wodak and Meyer, 2002)
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Let me now turn to the problem of 1declogy and exemphfy the concerns of CDA with
1ssues around 1deology by offering a brief account of three different kinds of CDA, that of
Teun van Dyjk, Norman Fairclough and Ruth Wodak and colleagues

Van Dyk (19954, b, 1998) sees discourse analysis as the analysis of 1deology. According
to him, 1deologies are reproduced in discourse, through text and talk and non-verbal
semiotic medmms of communication (van Dyk, 1995¢). Van Dyk’s approach for
analysing 1deologies 1s composed of three parts: social analysis, cogmitive analysis and
discourse analysis. Van Dijk has devised a theoretical framework for the study of ideology
and discourse that critically relates discourse, cogmition and society (van Dyk, 1998). In a
nutshell, van Dijk sees 1deologies as mental systems that organize soctally shared
attitudes. He has also argued that a simple and straightforward distinction between
distorted discourse and truly descriptive discourse or ‘true’ and ‘false’ ideology has
become increasingly untenable (van Dijk, 1995a). Even emancipatory, liberal arguments
can be used 1n a discnminatory way. Therefore, it 1s the discriminatory effect that must be
regarded as the main cnterion making discourses discernible as prejudiced or racist
(Wetherell and Potter, 1992; Reisigl and Wodak, 2001; Gotsbachner, 2001) For van Dijk,
analysing and making explicit the ideological dichotomy between ‘us’ and ‘them’ requires
examimng the histonical, social and political context; analysing the power relations and
conflicts between groups; 1dentifying negative and positive cognitions about out-group
members; making explicit the presupposed and the implicit; examuning discourse
structures and rhetorical mechanisms used to reproduce dommance and reproduce the
status-quo. In van Dyk’s opimon, the importance of studymg ideology (or ideologies)
arises from the belief that ideologies constitute the basis of the social (cultural)
representations shared by members of a group. As part of a socially shared belief system

1deologies are both cognitive and soctal and they fulfill social and cognitive functions.

Norman Fairclough does not see ideclogies in the same way as Van Dyk does. His
approach to tssues of ideology centres around notions such as language and power (e.g,
Fairclough, 1989), the Gramscian notion of ‘hegemony’ (Choularaki and Fairclough,
1999) and notions such as ‘structures’ and ‘events’ of discourse (Fairclough, 1995a) His

conception includes the 1dea that 1deologies are connected with social practices: they are
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part of social practices and ‘discourses’®, and at the same time, they help reproduce the
very practices and ‘discourses’ they are part of. For Fairclough, 1deologies are ‘tied to
action’ and therefore need to be ‘judged 1n terms of their social effects rather than their
truth values’ (1995a, p. 76). The concept of ‘hegemony’ emphasizes the importance of
ideology in achieving and maintaining unequal relations of power and domunation As
Chouliaraki and Fairclough have argued, ‘hegemony 1s relations of domination based upon
consent rather than coercion, involving the naturalization of practices and their social
relations as well as relations between practices, as matters of common sense’ (1999, p.
24). Insofar the location of 1deology is concerned, Fairclough places 1deology ‘in both
structures (discourse conventions) and events’ (1995a, p 25). The conventions drawn
upon in actual discursive events “structured together within ‘orders of discourse’
associated with nstitutions, are 1deologically mvested 1n particular ways” (ibid., p. 25).
At the same tume, ‘1deologies are generated and transformed 1n actual discursive events’
(1ibid., p. 25). Discursive practices are not ideological in themselves, but they are
‘1deologically invested 1n so far as they mcorporate significations which contribute to
sustaining or restructuring power relattons’ (1992, p 91). Fairclough understands

1declogies

to be significations/constructions of reality (the physical world, social
relations, social identities), which are built into vanous dimensions of the
forms/meanmings of discursive practices, and which contnibute to the
production, reproduction or transformation of relations of dominance.

(1992, p. 87)

Fairclough’s position 1s stmilar to the position of Thompson (1984, 1990) that certarn uses
of language and other ‘symbolic forms’ are 1deological, namely those which serve to
establish or sustain relations of domunance As Thompson emphasises, ‘to study tdeology
1s to study the ways in which meanming serves to sustain relations of domination’ (1987, p.
519, 1italics mn ongmal) According to Fairclough (1992), the ideologies embedded in
discursive practices are most effective when they become naturalized, and achieve the

status of ‘common sense’.

S As Fawrclough argues, a ‘discourse’ 1s a way of signmifying a particular domain of social practice from a
particular perspective
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Fairclough also believes that the 1deological loading of particular ways of usmg language
and the relations of power which underlie them are often unclear to people (cf. Fairclough
and Wodak, 1997, p. 258). At the same time, subjects are 1deologically posttioned or
‘interpellated’, to use the Althusserian notion, but they are also capable of acting
creatively and resist different 1deological positionings, by making different connections
‘between the diverse practices and 1deologies to which they are exposed and to restructure

positioning practices and structures’ (1992, p. 91).

The position that Ruth Wodak and colleagues take, within what 1s called the discourse-
historical approach to the analysis of anti-semitism and racism, 1s one that favours a
context sensitive approach to rdeclogy Among other dimensions of context, the context

that Wodak and colleagues refer to is the

broader sociopolitical and historical context which the discursive practices are
embedded 1n and related to; that 1s to say, the fields of action and the history
of the discursive event as well as the history to which the discourse topics are
related.

(Reisigl and Wodak, 2001, p. 41)

Within the discourse-historical method (as 1n Fairclough’s CDA approach), 1t is behieved
that language mamfests itself 1n social processes and interactions and constitutes those
processes as well (Reisigl and Wodak, 2001). This echoes Thompson’s view on the

location and operation of ideology 1n and through language:

Once we recogmze that ideology operates through language and that
language 1s a medium of social action, we must also acknowledge that
1deology 1s partially constitutive of what, 1n our societies, ‘1s real’. Ideology
is not a pale image of the social world but is part of that world, a creative and
constitutive element of our social life

{Thompson, 1987, p. 523; see also Thompson, 1990)

According to this view, language always involves power and ideologies. The articulation

of ideologies n discourse 1s done through the enactment of different discursive practices

7 According to this 1dea, one of the aims of CDA 1s to make more visible these opaque aspects of discourse
As Fairclough argued 1n his book, Discourse and Social Change, ‘it should not be assumed that people are
aware of the 1deological dimensions of their own practice Ideologies built 1nto conventions may be more or
less naturalized and automatized, and people may find 1t difficult to comprehend that their normal practices
could have specific 1deological investments’ (1992, p 90)
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with different 1deological effects Racist or anti-Semutic beliefs and ideologies are
expressed and used for different aims These have historical traditions and multiple roots.
It 1s believed that through discourse analysis one 1s able ‘to make explicit the whole range
of lingmstic devices used to code such beliefs and ideologies as well as the related
practices’ (Reisigl and Wedak, 2001, p. 266). Both Fairclough and Wodak sustain the
idea that

discursive practices may have major 1deological effects that 1s they can help
produce and reproduce unequal power relations between (for mstance) social
classes, women and men, and ethnic/cultural majorities and minorities through
the ways 1n which they represent things and position people.

(Fairclough and Wodak, 1997, p 258)

Critical discursive social psychology

In social psychology, with the development and renewed importance of discursive
psychology, discourse and 1deology have also become prominent concerns. In discursive
psychology, ideology 1s conceptualised as a property of discourse in the social and
political context The work of Michael Bilhg and Margaret Wetherell has been of central
importance 1n discursive social psychology for promotmg a view of ideology as

discurstvely constituted and for setting the grounds for a ‘cntical’ discursive social

psychology.

In Michael Billig’s view, our thinking 15 rhetorical, argumentative and dilemmatic. For
him, studying thinking and the holding of opintons 1n 1ts wider social context ponts to the
1dea that “processes of everyday thinking can be processes of ‘ideology’™ (Billig, 1991, p.

1). He also agrees with 1dea that

to study 1deology is, 1n some part and 1n some way, to study language 1n the
soctal world. It 1s to study the ways 1n which the multifarious uses of language
intersect with power, nourishing it, sustaining it, enacting it. It is to study the
ways 1n which certain relations of power are maintained and reproduced by the
endless array of expressions which mobilize meaning in the social world.
(Thompson, 1987, p. 517)

Billig has highlighted the contrary nature of 1deological themes, pointing to the ways in

which people apply these 1n different contexts Inconsistencies and contradictions point to
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the nherent dilemmatic quality of 1deological thinking As Wetherell and Potter (1992}
have argued, ‘the contradictory nature of ideological discourse permits considerable
rhetorical flexibility and argumentative power’ (p 177). As Condor (1990) points out
people may not simply endorse or reject dominant views, but rather develop complex
configurations of thought in which some dominant 1deological elements find expression 1n
conjunction with individual and group-based understandings (cf. also Augoustinos, 1998)
As Bilhig (1991) suggested, ‘the common sense of a community 15 said to maintain the
social relations of power’ (p 7). As Thompson (1987) argues, 1deology operates through
the mobilization of discourse. Thus, ‘the processes of 1declogy, as means of mobilizing

meaning are also means of mobilizing consciousness’ (Billig, 1991, p 14).

In order to further develop the argument outlined above, let me point to the distinction
introduced by Billig et al. (1988) between two meanings of 1deology. the ‘lived 1deology’
and the ‘intellectual ideology’. The ‘hived ideology’ refers to ‘1declogy as a society’s way
of hife’ (p. 27) including what passes for common sense within a society. ‘Intellectual
ideology’ 1s a ‘system of political, religious or philosophical thinking and ... 1s very much
the product of intellectuals and professional thinkers’ (p. 27) As Billig argues, the
distinction between ‘lived’ and “intellectual’ ideologies 1s ‘the difference between a
formalized and a non-formahzed consciousness’ (Billig et al., 1988, p. 28). The
dilemmatic approach does not start with the assumption that there is an inner coherence to
ideologies (Bilhg, 1991, 1992). Ideologies are fragmentary, they contain contrary themes.
They may produce conformity and unthinking obedience, but they also can provide the
elements of dilemmatic thinking both between and within lived and intellectual 1deology
(Billig et al., 1988). The ordinary person 1s not a blind dupe, whose mind is being filled by
outside forces and who reacts unthinkingly. The ‘subject’ of 1deology 1s a rhetorical being
who thinks and argues with ideology (Billig, 1991). As Serge Moscovici has also wntten,
‘social and intellectual activity is, after all, a rehearsal or recital, yet most socio-

psychologists mistakenly treat it as if 1t were amnesic’ (1984, p 10).

One of the questions that ongmated from this distinction, was why not study the non-

formal, dilemmatic, contradictory aspects of ideology. In the words of Margaret Wetherell,

why not focus, that 1s, more thoroughly on ideology with a small ‘1’ (the
mosaic of contradictory commonplaces and 1nterpretative repertoires which
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orgamuze everyday sense-making) rather than ideology with a capital ‘I’
{coherent and global political systems of thought)?
(Wetherell, 1999, p. 403)
There 1s also a concern with locatedness and specificity of 1deological processes The
‘Ideology’ (with majuscule) might be unaversal, but 1deology (or rather, 1deologies) with

3

the small ‘1> are local, embedded and reflect very much of the social, political and
ideoclogical chmate of specific societies Looking at fragmentary, dilemmatic, local
1ideologies one can get a sense of the (social) representational processes involved 1n the
production of ideological representations of social life and of the actors participating 1n 1t.
As Martha Augoustinos (1998) noticed, some social representations, which are
consensual, widespread and prescriptive, may contribute to the social cohesion of a
soctety These are not automatically ideological representations, but they can be

considered rdeological 1n nature 1f they ‘contribute to the support and maintenance of the

existing institutional arrangements, power and social relations within a society’ (p. 157)

For discursive psychologists that take a critical stance to the analysis of the discourse of
racism, 1deology is located 1n argument, 1n the process of argumentation, 1n the intricacies
of discourse about social issues such as prejudice (or what 1t means to be prejudiced),
discrimination or nequality. But discourse 1s not inherently ideological, ‘it becomes
1deological in argument, debate and application’ (Wetherell and Potter, 1992, p 139) In

the same way,

no argument 1s 1nherently ideological by virtue of the characteristics of 1ts
speakers, their interests or thewr perceptions and expenences. Rather, an
argument becomes 1deological (inked to oppressive forms of power) through
Its use, construction and mobilization
(Wetherell and Potter, 1992, p 171)
Moreover, ‘the inconsistencies, contradictions, gaps 1n knowledge, what 1s said as opposed
to what 1s never mentioned, are aspects of argumentation which reflect the parameters

within which ideology operates’ (Augoustinos, 1998, p. 168).

There 15 another important distinction to be made, between a narrower conception of
ideology (based upon evaluative aspects and a fact/value distinction) and a broader one
(encompassing the social constructions of facts). A narrow view of ideology defines
concepts such as opinion, attitude and ideology in terms of clusters of evaluations. Thus,

1deologies function to control the overall coherence of evaluative complexes (see van Dk,
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1995a, 1998) A broader view of ideology considers the processes of ideology to be at
work in the social construction of ‘facts’ themselves (Billig, 1995b, p. 164) It 1s for this
very reason that the word “1deology’ is used “to describe those practices of thought, action
and discourse by which the socially constructed, contingent world becomes experienced as
‘natural’, ‘mnevitable’ or ‘factual’” (p. 165, see also Eagleton, 1991, McLellan, 1995)
Most cnitical discursive social psychologists have opted for a broader conception of
ideology, which includes a wider cnitical stance that goes beyond the analysis of attitudinal
complexes and expression of opinions and attitudes by charting the ideological nature and
functions of attitudinal talk itself. The separatton of fact and evaluation, and the location
of ideology within the domain of evaluation, encourages a restricted view of ‘ideology’

(Bilhg, 1995b).

This broader conception of ideclogy can be found, for example, 1n a series of crntical
discourse analytic studies of racism (for excellent examples see Augoustinos et al., 1999;
Aungoustinos et al , 2002; Rapley, 2001; Wetherell and Potter, 1992) which have tnied to
map the themes and theories speakers use to structure and formulate a worldview when
accounting for prejudice and discrnimination, 1n terms of a set of shared resources available
to them® and in terms of the ideological effects of using some organizations of discourse

rather than others.

In the section on discursive psychology and prejudice, it was argued that some of the
discursive analyses of prejudice take as their main analytical principle the way in which
participants manage or handle common sense concerns with prejudice. As noted, prejudice
1s approached analytically as something that may be attended to in vanous ways, in talk
itself. Speakers’ orientations, definitions, reactions are used as the mam ground for
determining meaning These studies treat members’ talk as a topic of inquiry mn 1ts own
nght and their aim 1s not to theonze ‘prejudice’ per se, but to describe and analyze what
prejudice 1s for the members of society. In this kind of discursive analyses (having a
pronounced conversational analytic character), there 15 no concern for a broader societal

context and there 1s a neglect of the wider social and 1deological consequences of language

¥ As Wetherell et al (1987) put 1t, “these themes or theories have obvious affimues with Moscovicr’s
concept of ‘social representations’, 1nt that they can be seen as interpretative systems which may be used for
formulating and understanding the nature of the phenomena™ (p 61) Selections are made from the available
themes to best st the function to which the discourse 1s put (Litton and Potter, 1985, Potter and Litton,
1985)
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use (Wetherell, 1998). Context is treated both as the project and product of the
participants’ own actions and therefore as locally produced and transformed at any
moment (Schegloff, 1999a). At the opposite pole (inside ‘critical discourse analysis’) there
are discursive analyses whose contention is that context both produces and i1s produced by
the participants’ actions (for a fine discussion of the treatment of context in conversation

analysis and cntical discourse analysis see Blommaert, 2001).

There 1s a sigmficant and interesting ongomg debate’ (for further details, see Billig,
1999b, ¢, Schegloff, 1997, 1998, 1999a, b, Wetherell, 1998) between advocates of cnitical
discourse analysis and advocates of conversation analysis. In what follows, I will not do
justice to the variety of approaches as well as to the acute differences of nuance and
analytical sophistication within both scheools, but I will focus instead on a crtical
discursive approach that tries to reconcile conversation analysis and critical discourse
analysis and offer a thorough understanding of the nature and functioning of 1deology as a

discursive phenomenon.

A number of discursive psychologists have favoured an analytic approach based on two
levels of analysis, which enable the identification of the action-orientated nature of
accounts and the social practices empowered or challenged by the forms of understanding
developed by participants (Wetherell, 1998; Edley and Wetherell, 1997). The first level
draws heavily from conversation analysis to 1dentify the working of talk and the
interactional practices assembled to warrant particular versions being produced. The
second level relates to the identification of ‘interpretative repertoiwres’ (Potter and
Wetherell, 1987), patterns of sense-making that produce the internal coherence of an
account For example, Edley and Wetherell’s (1997) form of critical discourse analysis
focuses on delimuting the interplay between interpretative repertoires, 1deological
dilemmas, and subject posttions in order to look at the fragmentary and contradictory

nature of our shared cultural conceptions of masculinity and gender relations.

Drawing on Wetherell (1998), some authors have argued that a ‘synthetic analysis’ (cf.
also Ruiley, 2002) presents analytical advantages. First, ‘it enables an emphasis on the

highly occasioned and situated nature of meaning-making, while relating these locally

® For more details and nteresting reviews of the CA-CDA controversy see Korobov (2001) and Mey (2001)
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managed positions to the background normative conceptions that organize such accounts’
(Riley, 2002, p 447). Second, the discursive practices 1dentified can then be positioned
within a ‘genealogical’ context As Wetherell argues, ‘the genealogical approach ...
suggests that 1n analyzing our always partial piece of the argumentative texture we look
also to the broader forms of intelligibility running through the texture more generally’
(1998, p 403). Using the notion of ‘social fabric’, Wetherell (1998, p. 405) has argued
‘that analysis works by carving out a piece of the argumentative social fabric for closer
examination’. But analysts should not stop to the detailed examination of the
‘argumentative threads’ which mmn through the ‘warp’ and ‘woof’, but should connect
these threads with the ‘broader cloth’ using the notions of positioning, interpretative
repertoires, 1deological dilemmas and so on (cf. Wetherell, 1998, p 403). Participants’ talk
should be understood and analyzed as embodying certain interpretative repertoires and as
the attempt to manage the dilemmatic nature of conflicting lived 1deologies (Edley and
Wetherell, 1997, 1999, Edley, 2001)

This 1s what Margaret Wetherell calls ‘critical'® discursive social psychology’, a

discipline which focuses on the situated flow of discourse, which looks at the
formation and negotiation of psychological states, 1dentities and interactional
and intersubjective events It 1s concerned with members’ methods and the
logic of accountability while describing also the collective and social
patterning of background normative conceptions (thewr forms of articulation
and the social and psychological consequences).

(Wetherell, 1998, p. 405)

As Wetherell continues, in this kind of analyses analysts should include an ‘investigation

of the social and political consequences of discursive patterning” (1998, p 405)

A cntical discursive psychological approach to racism involves the two levels previously
mvoked The first level 1s based on conversation analysis enabling the 1dentification the

action-onientated nature of justifying claims together with a detailed look at the

1 Cntical discursive social psychology 1s ‘cniical’ mn the sense that 1t aims to pinpomt to the role of
discursive practices 1n the maintenance of 1deological meanings that shape social relations and contnbute to
the creatton and reproduction of unequal power relations between social groups {(for example, between
ethnic minornties and the majority) It 1s seen as a means of cnticising the present social order It does not
claim to be critical because of methodological differences from other approaches to the study of language It
claims to be critical (like criical discourse analysis, critical psychology or cnitical social policy) because 1t 1s
rooted 1n a radical critrque of social relations (Billag, 2002c¢)
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accountable conversational practices that warrant the particular version bemng produced.
The second level focuses on the ideological patterns of sense-making and their specific
functions such as rationahizing, legittmating, naturalizing prejudice. This second level of
analysis rests overwhelmingly on the assumption that 1deologies are above all discursive,

instantiated n discursive actions (Billig, 1991, 2002a).

As cntical discourse analysts suggest 1t 1s through discourse that ideologies are
formulated, reproduced and reinforced. In this framework, the term ‘1deology’ has to be
understood as the social representations shared by the members of a group and used by
them to accomplish a series of social practices (Billig et al., 1988; Augoustinos, 1998, Van
Dyk, 1998). The focus 1s more on the ‘lived ideology’ (Billig et al., 1988), as a complex,
contradictory and constitutive part of the ‘account-able’ (Garfinkel, 1967) practices of
everyday Iife. The discourses that critical discursive psychologists analyse do not present
participants’ *intellectual rdeclogies’, as coherent and formal systems of beliefs about the
matters discussed, but rather their ‘lived ideologies’ In this sense, discourse can be seen to

accomplish and linked with 1deologies (Billig et al., 1988, Billig, 19904, b, 1995b, 2002a).

Examining the functions of i1deological and rhetorical available resources has analytical
consequences It 1s argued that while an analysis of the details of interaction and taking
account of participants’ orientations is essential, 1t is equally tmportant to consider talk as
a culturally (cf. Abell and Stokoe, 1999, 2001) and ideologically (cf. Billig, 1991; 2002a;
Fairclough, 1992, 1995a; Reisigl and Wodak, 2001; Wodak and Reisigl, 1999) situated
practice. One could argue that it 1s not enough to say that the discursive positions,
identities, categones that are constructed in situ by the speakers can simply ‘speak for
themselves’ (Abell and Stokoe, 2001; Wetherell, 1998) as conversation analysts would
propose Common-sense knowledge with different ideological meanings or a cultural and
political perspective on society and its actors is displayed when speakers problematize
some aspect of the interaction and when they gloss over issues introduced by the
interviewer. Thus, to understand the rhetorical and ideological thrust of participants’
arguments and the complexities of their posittoning (and that of their own group), and also
the positioning of ‘others’ (whomever they mught be, immugrants, ethnic minonties etc.),
the analyst (as well as the reader) must engage 1n a wider understanding of the cultural and

deological interpretative framework within which all this becomes relevant. As Verkuyten
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(2001, p. 275) cogently put 1t, ‘[the] wider 1deological context 15 both inside and outside
the talk’.

Understanding how specific representations of prejudice against different groups and the
1ssues of accountability linked to 1t are constructed and sustained, can provide clues for
trying to ‘reconstruct’ the existing ideological representations pertaining to prejudice,
discrimination and related issues, and pomnt to the social, political and 1deological
consequences of this kind of discursive patterning, such as maintenance of the status-quo,
the reproduction, naturalization and legitimation of dominance. As a number of critical
discursive psychologists have argued, group descriptions are usually developed as part of
stories and accounts that are ideological 1n nature (cf. van Dnk, 1987; Wetherell and
Potter, 1992) As Wetherell (1996) notes, “the term ‘ideological’ suggests that this
discursive work needs to be understood 1n terms of the patterning of social relations,
power and inequalities within a society” (p. 221) Ideology 1s understood as a practice and
the interest of critical discursive psychologists 1s to unvell the ideological effects of
people’s accounts. The i1deological content or import of a discourse is ‘measured’ by 1ts
effects. Discourses that categorize the world in ways that legiimate, maintain and
perpetuate social inequality patterns and unequal relations of power are said to function
ideologically. The focus 1s on both the discursive practices that construct representations
of the world, social actors and social relations and the role that these discursive practices

play 1n protecting and reproducing the interests of particular social groups.

The workings of ideology

For the remainder of this chapter, I want to offer a brief account of some of the processes
of 1deology 1nvolved 1n the production and reproduction of prejudiced discourse, which
will provide an explanatory background for the analytical chapters. Traditionally, 1deology
has been considered a socio-cognitive construct, which permeates human consciousness.
According to this, ideology can be found 1n the values, beliefs, opinions and attitudes of
individuals (Augoustinos, 1998) As it was argued across this chapter, the recent study of
1deology has come to the concluston that discourse 1s the ‘mode of 1ts existence and a
medium of 1ts operation’ (Shi-xu, 1994, p. 648). As Thompson (1984, p 2) has put 1t,

‘...1deas circulate in the social world as utterances, as expressions, as words which are
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spoken, or inscribed Hence to study 1deology 1s, 1n some part and 1n some way, to study

language 1n the social world’

In order to account for the functioning of 1deology, some authors have proposed 1n their
analyses of 1deology the notion of ‘dominant ideology’ (Abercrombre, Hill and Turner,
1980, 1990) As Billig (1991) notes, the ‘dominant 1deology’ thesis fails to acknowledge
the constructionist and reflexive capacities of people An argument was mounted against
(see Billig, 1991, Bilhg et al. 1988) thus version of 1deological domination, which treats
people as passive pawns, duped by an array of ideological institutions and individuals
which serve the interests of the dominant classes Even Moscovic: (1988) has referred to
hegemonic representations, but he rejects the view that everyone 1s always under the sway
of a dominant 1deology. The individual 1s not a blind marionette in the hands of external
forces conforming and reacting without deliberation. As alluded to before, the subject of

‘ideology’ 1s a rhetorical being who thinks and opposes 1deology (Billig, 1991)

Another very common way of understanding the functioning of ideology 1s thinking about
it 1n terms of ‘false consciousness’. The problem here 1s not that people are seeing the
world wrongly (for example, making thinking errors and being cogmtively biased), 1t 1s
rather that their way of seeing is (mis)guided by ideologies which reasonably mystify
‘reality’. Augoustinos (1999) has developed a persuasive and impressive critique of
conceptions of false consciousness in social psychology. Augoustinos does not aim at
abandoning the notion of false consciousness, but rather aims at a reworking of the notion.

In a commentary of Augoustinos’s article, Margaret Wetherell points out that

false consciousness, 1n her view, does not mean 1llusory perception or mistaken
information processing but refers instead to a collective and discursive (rather
than individual and cognitive) response to the real mystifications and distortions
found 1n late-caprtalist societies.

(1999, p 403)

There has been a move is from a theory of ideology tradiionally concerned with
conscrousness (false consciousness) and processes of mystification of reality to a theory of
ideology 1n terms of discursive performance, 1n terms of social interaction. This came to
the front with an awareness of the idea that ‘1deology ... concerns the actual uses of

language between particular human subjects for the production of specific effects’
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(Eagleton, 1991, p. 9) Ideology 1s a discursive or semuotic phenomenon, 1s
‘“’performative’ rather than ‘constative’ language: it belongs to the class of speech acts

which get something done” (Eagleton, 1991, p. 19)

One could argue that 1t 1s not by chance that 1deologies can be found at the level of
discourse Discourse 1s the location where (social) representations, interpretative
repertoires and resources are brought together in order to build a ‘world view’ of social
antagomsm and unequal distribution of power. In other words, discourse 1s the site for the
enactment of power, for reproducing dominance and inequality. As Paul Ricoeur cogently

emphasised,

ideology 1s not the distortion of communication, but the rhetoric of basic
communication. There is a rhetornic of human communication because we
cannot exclude rhetorical devices from language; they are an intrinsic part of
ordinary language. In 1ts function as integration, ideology 1s stmilarly basic and

neluctable,
(1986, p. 259)

As a consequence, it is more helpful to view ideology ‘less as a particular ser of
discourses, than as a particular set of effects within discourses’ (Eagleton, 1991, p. 194,
italics 1n onginal). Ideological power, as John B. Thompson suggests, is not just a matter

of meaning, but ‘to make meaning stick’ (1984, p. 132).

As noted earler, the term ‘1deology’ (‘1deological’) is often used to describe practices by
which the contingent, the socially constructed gets reified as ‘natural’ or ‘factual’ (Billig,
1982; McLellan, 1995) As Eagleton argues, “successful ideologies are often thought to
render their beliefs natural and self-evident — to 1dentify them with the ‘common sense’ of
a society so that nobody could 1magine how they might ever be different” (1991, p. 58)'%.
The analytic and theoretical interest regarding ‘naturalization’ processes has tried to go
beyond other approaches to ideology such as ‘ideology as ntegration or identity’
(Ricoeur, 1986, p. 254) or Geertz’s (1975) ‘ideology as a cultural system’. The new

dimension that was introduced was that of ‘1deology as legitimation’.

"' As Norman Fairclough (1989) argues, *when 1deoclogy becomes common-sense, 1t apparently ceases to be
ideology, this 1s 1 1tself an 1deological effect, for 1deology 1s truly effective only when 1t 1s disgmsed’ (p
107)
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As Eagleton (1991) argues, the process of legitimation seems to involve different
strategies A dominant power may legitimate itself by ‘promoting’ behefs, values and
meanings congenial to 1ts structure and social arrangements; ‘Naturalizing’, universalising
such belhefs to render them self-evident, immutable and inevitable; ‘demigrating’ 1deas
which might challenge 1t and ‘excluding’ oppostng forms of thought; ‘obscuring’ social

reality in ways convenient to itself

As the analytical chapters will show, this ‘normalizing’, ‘naturalizing’ process does not
work in the same way as the one described by Eagleton (1991) or Chouliaraki and
Fairclough (1999). As these authors (and others) have argued, ideology can ‘naturalize’
forms of social life, Here 1s a quote from Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999) that refers
exactly to this aspect: “Ideologies are constructions of practices from particular
perspectives (and in this sense ‘one-sided’) which ‘rron out’ the contradictions, dilemmas
and antagonisms of practices . ” (p. 26). What I am arguing for 1s that the rendenng of
1deological beliefs natural or self-evident 1s a process which does not necessarily has to be
‘one-sided’, ‘rroning out’ the contradictions or dilemmas which are part of common sense
and 1deological practices. As Bilhig et al. (1988) have argued, common sense contains

contrary 1deological values constituting ‘1deological dilemmas’.
ary g g

Conclusion

This chapter has been concerned with offering a theoretical round up of the main
theoretical tenets and approaches drawn upon in the thesis. Two interrelated theoretical
1ssues around the discursive analysis of stereotyping, prejudice and racism were raised, On
one hand, this chapter has emphasised the importance of studying prejudice and extreme
prejudice through the study of discourse (of prejudice and extreme prejudice). On the
other hand, this chapter has placed a special emphasis on the ideological dimension of
discourse and the importance of studying the workings of 1deology m text and talk A
discussion of ideologies as discourse bound and discursively accomplished together with

the functioning and processes of 1deology has also constituted a concern of this chapter.
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Chapter four

Historical and political context: a reading

General overview

Romanta 1s an ethmcally homogenous country with a population of almost twenty-two
mullion people. Ethnic minorities have always represented a significant part of the
Romanian population According to the last census (2002), ethnic minorities represent
about 12 % out of the total population The most important ethnic mnorities are the
Hunganans, the Romanies, the Germans, Ukraimans, Jews, Turks, Tatars, Serbs, Slovaks
etc. In present day Romama there are erghteen officially recognized ethnic minonties,
which are all (with the exception of the Hunganan minority) antomatically represented 1n
the Romanian parliament The 2002 census has established that 89,5 % of the population
1s represented by the Romanans (19,409,400), followed by the Hungarians (1,434,377)
which represent 6,6 % of the population (7,1 % 1n the 1992 census) and the Romanies
(535,250) representing 2,5 % (1,8 % in 1992) Insofar as the Romanies are concerned the
unofficial number (NGO estimates) is said to be between 1,800,000 — 2,500,000 people
(cf Liegeois and Gheorghe, 1995).

Over history, Romanmia’s experiment with democracy was a tortuous one. After 1878, year
in which the complete independence of Romama was granted and recognized by the
European powers, nationalism became the primary state policy and attempts were made to
Romanize minorities (see Gallagher, 1995, 1998 for more details). During the entire span
of the constitutional monarchy (1881-1938), ‘the nation was the underlying theme of
political life and every government styled itself as the national movement pursuing the
historic mission of the Romanian nation’ (Gallagher, 1995, p. 17) It was a period of
unfulfilled promises and hopes, which, historically, can explain why the actual democracy
in Romama 1s predominantly marked by nationalist values. The adoption of Romanian
nationality was considered a sine qua non criterion for exercising full citizenship. Those
who claimed that their nationality was not Romanian (for example, the Hungarians or the
Jews), even when performing their duties as citizens and being loyal to the Romanian state

were considered as outsiders or mtruders (cf. Gallagher, 1995, p 23)
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Democratic 1deals came under serious threat in the 1930s, when a radical fascist right-
wing movement, such as the Iron Guard, was able to acquire extensive mass support
(Toamd, 1990). For Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, the ‘visionary’ leader of the Iron Guard,
Western political forms were seen as corrupting the Romanian creative destiny and
democracy, destroying the umty of the Romaman natron (Gallagher, 1995; Volovici,
1991). Extremism and political violence directed towards those who held liberal,
democratic views became common currency The anti-minonty and anti-foreign feelings
reached unprecedented levels. The most notable stance was the fundamental ‘Jewish
threat’ upon the Romaman nation which had a tremendous impact on Romaman
nattonalist thinking and cultural ife The 1930s represented the climax of fascist ideology
i Romania (Ioamd, 1990, Volovicy, 1991)

The period between 1938 and 1947, which culminated with the inexorable imposition of
communist rule has witnessed a senes of tragic events that shaped the future (and the
possibility of a democratic Romania) The hostility between the Hungarian minonty and
the rest of the population reached 1ts peak, but by far the most important and tragic events
were the organized pogroms against the Jews and the Gypsies 1n the 40s under Marshall

Ion Antonescu’s pro-Naz1 government (Ioanid, 2000)"2.

The post-nationalism era imposed by the Soviet Union (the new communist order) did not
mean that ethnic minorities in Romania would enjoy a full recognmtion of their ethnic and
cultural identity. This new communist order was based on politics based on an unalterable
Romanian ethnic identity, coupled with a tradition of dominance of the collective nghts
over the individual ones and of the state over society (civil society). The 1dea of a
ethnically homogeneous Romanian society was introduced which coupled with the newly
established Romanian socialist work ethic had as target the gradual elimination of national
differences. Are worth mentioning, among others, the Romanization policies directed
towards the Hunganian minority and the destroying of the specificity of the Roma culture
and way of living through methodical delegitimisation and forced termtorial
systematisation. As some authors have pointed out, this was actually a program designed

to ehminate altogether ethnic munonties (see Pons, 1999),

' In the 1990s, Ion Antonescu had its lot of admirers among Romamans (not only politicians, mainly right-
wing, but also ordinary people, who were not necessanly members of fringe groups) They all felt that
Romamna’s post-commumnist reconstruction should be achieved along the histoncal, nationalist lines of which
Antonescu was an ‘illustrious’ example
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The Romaman revolutton of 1989 has been a turning point in Romanian history and
politics. It was, unfortunately, an ‘unfinished revolution’ (Roper, 2000), part and parcel of
a change process at a political and economuical level, but also 1n as far as different ways of
negotiating difference and otherness with the internal ‘others’ was concerned The exodus
of a very important number of Germans and Jews under Ceausescu’s communist regime
meant that after the Romanian revolution mn 1989, a ‘free’ Romamia would have to deal

with two main ethnic mmonties the Hunganan minority and the Romany minonty.

In 1995, 1n a book about the Romaman ‘mentality’ after 1989, Alina Mung-Pippidi, a
well-known Romanian sociologist, wrote that ‘present day Romama 1s a formal
democracy rather than an authoritanian system’ (p. 320-321) After the revolution and long
after that, Romama was indeed a formal democracy, but one 1n which echoes of
Ceausescu’s nationalist communism and reverberattons of ‘30s fascist nght-wing 1deology
(Volovicy, 1991} could still be heard and seen alongside pro-Europeanist, democratic and
liberal rhetoric (Gallagher, 1995)

Romanian and Hungarian nationalism

With the regime change 1n 1990, nationalist rhetoric has increasingly saturated Romania’s
pohtical field (Gallagher, 1998, Mungiu-Pippidi, 1999; Tismineanu 1998). Political
appeals and counter-appeals of Romanian and Hungarian nationalism have since become
commonplace 1n contemporary Romaman politics. Much of this nationalistic debate has
been centred on competing social, pelitical and economical claims in relation to
Transylvanita (region sitnated in the north-western part of Romama) As the region
changed hands three times in the past century, Romanian and Hunganan elites
concentrated their political and propagandistic efforts on legitimating their respective
historical, cultural, and political claims (Boia, 2001; Mitu, 2000, Mungru-Pippidi, 1999)

Over the centuries, Hungarians and Romanians have nurtured mutually antagonistic
collective 1dentities in Transylvama Nevertheless, Transylvania has survived as an ethnic
mix of Romanians, Hunganans, Szekelys, Germans and various religious communities
(Roman and Greek Catholic, Protestant, Chnistian Ortodox) (¢f. Mungiu-Pippidi, 1999).
The Gypsies were also part of the ethme mux of Transylvania, but they had the lowest
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rank, the lowest status among the other groups, which made them to be, 1n the eyes of their
Transylvanan ‘others’, the most unnoticed and ummportant of the ethnic mnonties. The
Jews used to be very much part of Transylvama’s ethnic mux, but they were either
decimated during the Holocaust under Antonescu and Horthy’s regimes, or they left under
Commumst rule (Mungiu-Pippidi, 1999). During communist times, the Germans were
either deported or voluntanly left the country. Both Romamans and Magyars have tasted
alternatively from the bitter cup of the condition of subordinated minority: the Magyars
under the Habsburg Monarchy (from 1699 to 1867), the Romanians under Magyar rule
(from 1867 to 1918), and then the Magyars under Romanian rule (1918 to present).

The mutual stereotyprcal portraits of the Romanians and Hunganans from Transylvania
are ones that mix posittve and negative traits on both sides (Mungiu-Pippidi, 1999).
Results of a fairly recent survey shows that Romanian Hungarians have a distinct national
identity (Hunganan), but acknowledge their contract as Romanian citizens 1n a large
majonty and consider Romania as their country. Nevertheless, practically no Hungarians

define themselves as Romanian (Mungiu-Pippid:, 1999)

The Romanian-Hunganan nationahist tug-of-war has been constructed historically around
two main elements: the territorrtal disputes that involved the possession and ruling of

Transylvania and, intimately related to ths, the conflicting historical mythologies.

Even today, one can hear two very different versions of Transylvama’s history, a
Romanian and a Hungarian one that still present fundamental different points of view over
the matter For example, Romaman historiography claims that Hungarians arnving in the
eleventh century as a mugratory people defeated the local tmbal chiefs, who were
Romanians, and became for almost nine hundred years the ruling class. During Middle
Ages this social and ethnic element continued to be combined. At the end of the First
World War, Transylvama was occupied by Romaman troops”®. The Tnianon Treaty of
1920 reunited Transylvania with Romania, then the Axis Powers granted Northern
Transylvania agam to Hungary 1n 1940™ (the Vienna Diktat), to return again to Romania

at the end of the war. One the other hand, the Hunganan historiography tells a different

3 By that tme Romamians made of Transylvama's inhabitants more than all the other ethmc groups taken
together (2 830 040 of 5 263 602, 53, 8 % 1n 1910 — source Livezeanu, 1995)

4 Romanian historians also claim the take over of Northern Transylvama created the oppertunity of
massacres of Romanians 1n several villages
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story. According to the majority of Hunganan historians, Hunganans, at their arrival in the
11th Century found a Transylvama that was mostly uninhabited except by small groups of
Slavs. They started to colomze 1t, and together with the later coming Germans and
Szekelys have created the Transylvaman civilization. Romantans have only arnved i

large numbers 1n Transylvania in the 13" century crossing the Carpathians

The Amertcan anthropologist Katherine Verdery cogently remarks how difficult it 1s to
investigate the ‘reality’ of Transylvama since most topics touch the explosive Romanmian-

Hungarian dispute, As she puts it:

Transylvama’s history 1s one of the most politically explosive topics 1n any
conversation with Romanians and Magyars (Hungarians) because both
countries claim or have claimed rights of sovereignty over the region. The
more I have read on Transylvanian history, the more convinced I have become
that an objective rendering of this history is almost impossible

(1983,p 19)

Part of the problem and source of ethnic conflict in Romanmia (primarily in Transylvania)
has been the Romanian ethno-national argument that ‘we [the Romaman ethnic group]
have been here all along!” This ethno-nationalist claim was seen by some political
analysts as being a feature of the Romanian ‘main tenant mentality’ (Cornea, 1995a, b)
which has played a very sigmficant role in the crystalhization of a chauvinistic and
xenophobic nationalist discourse. Both groups used history as a rhetorical and political
resource 1n order to build nationalist arguments. Appealing to historical resentments to
blame difficulties of the transition was a constant policy of the Romanian post-communist
governments (Gallagher, 1995; Mungiu-Pippidi, 1995, 1999).

Since 1990 there has been a disturbing nise 1n anti-Hungarian (and a more general anti-
munority) feeling among the Romanian majonty population The Hungarian munority had
orgamsed 1tself politically shortly after the days of the revolution (25 December 1989).
The newly formed Hunganan Democratic Forum 1 Romania (HDFR) later known as the
Democratic Alliance of the Hungarians 1n Romania soon started to show that they were
able to speak on behalf of a large section of the Hunganan population and become a
specific threat in the eyes of the Romaman nationalists The reaction to the early
Hunganan political organisation came through the setting up of the extreme nationalism of

Vatra Romdneascd (The Romanian Cradle), an extremist organisation formed in Targu
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Mures min early 1990. Starting with ‘Vatra Roméneascad’, gomng through its political
adjunct, the ‘Party of Romantan National Unity’, to the more influential and more
marnstream nationalist extremusm of ‘Greater Romania Party’ a discourse of division and
incitement to hatred towards the Hunganans constituted the main political and electoral
agenda. From the outset, both political groupings employed the historical argument that
‘Romanians were first in Transylvama’ and therefore the Hungarians have no right to be
there and claim an autonomous peolitical and cultural 1dentity. They considered that the
will of the Romanians should always have prevalence over the one of the minonty, since
Romanians are the majority. They have also held the opinion that no ethnic minonty group
should receive special privileges and that the Romanians should actually have more nghts

than other ethnic groups

The ethmic nationalism of ‘Vatra Romaneascad’ and the continuous, but rapid deterioration
in relations between the Romanian majority and the Hungarian minonty since 1989 led to
violent interethnic conflict 1n Tirgu Mures (an overwhelmingly Hunganan city in
Transilvama) m March 1990"° Semes of wviolences erupted in Tg Mures as a
demonstration of the ‘Vatra Roméneascd’ was turned into a siege of the Democratic
Alliance of the Hunganians in Romania’s offices. Even today, one realises that it 1s almost
impossible to known for sure what happened tn Tg. Mures What is known though 1s that
this mterethnic conflict certainly put the ethnic 1ssue at the forefront of the political arena
and the 1ssue of ethmcity was shrewdly used by JTon Ihescu and the Natironal Salvation
Front'® to gather electoral support and win the elections two months later (Gallagher,
1995).

This ethnic clash seemed mmor compared to other Balkan contemporary violent disputes,
but nevertheless was notable insofar as the political constellation of the new Romaman
democracy and the treatment of ethmic munorities was concerned. It was also notable
beyond the Transylvanian context, as the first inter-ethnic violent conflict after the year of

the ‘revolution’, 1989,

Since 1996, the Hunganan Alliance (DAHR), an ethnic party, has become a member of

the government coalition and enjoyed seats in the Romaman government. It was hoped

'3 For a full account of the 1990 inter-ethnic violence 1n Transylvama see chapter 3 in Gallagher (1995)
1 The first Romanian poliical organisation to be formed after the 1989 revolution
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that relations would significantly improve for the better, yet internal fighting has plagued
the ruling coalition established at that time. The political program of the DAHR was
orgamized around a series of claims relating to enhancing the autonomy and the
development of a separate Hunganan cultural identity Their claims (which were not
recerved and later, in part, resolved without controversy) referred to separate higher
educatron in Hunganan (the 1ssue of an Hunganan university in Cluj-Napoca was brought
to the front), local public autonomy, the use of the Hunganan language n public
admunistration and courts, the use of bilingual signs, support for the Hungarian cultural
organisations, and promulgation of a law on minonties (see also the data provided by

Ethnobarometer, 2000 and Metro Media Transilvama, 2001)

As noted previously, Transylvama 1s the field for ethnic competition between Romanians
and Hungarians The shanng of this physical space between the two groups has a symbolic
significance, as Transylvania 1s the 'cradle’ of both groups (cf. Mungiwu-Pippidi, 1999).
Transylvania 1s at the heart of political and nationalistic debate, a place for national and
identity constructions of the two groups. The national theme, the ‘national’ problem
dominated the Romanian political debate since 1990 to our days, and is responsible for
shaping a whole range of domestic policies (some of them with little connection to the

‘national’ theme).

It 1s often not very clear what is meant by this ‘national’ problem. In her book,
Transilvania subiectivd [Subjective Transylvama], Alina Mungiu-Pippidi (1999) tnes to
make a differentiation between different meanings attributed to this ‘national’ problem

theme. As she suggests,

to the Romaman nationalist parties, mostly post-communist parties, but partly also
anti-Communst, the national problem means the lack of loyalty towards the
Romanan state and from here the danger of territorial separatism of the Hungarian
minornty

(p 13)

In the case of the Romaman intellectuals the national problem seems to take the form of a
quest towards regaining of some meaning of the Romaman 1dentity ‘in a world 1n a world
so different from the one before the 2nd World War, the last moment said, -although little

evidence supports this- to have presented such a clear identity’ (1999, p. 13).
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For the Hunganan intellectuals and political elite from Transylvania the national issue 1s
Iinked with ‘creating a legal framework in order to guarantee the preservation and
development of a distinct and very accentuated national identity’ (1999, p. 13) For the
international community, the ‘national problem’ in Romania ‘s an attempt to limit a
possible ethnic conflict between Romanians and Hungarians and to maintain 1t as a form
of confrontation strictly within a Romanian, but also European, legal and adminsstrative

framework’ (ibid , p 13).

In Mungiu-Pippidr’s view the Romanian debate around the Hunganans 1s centered on two
basic 1deas, one excluding the other From the perspective of Romanian nationalistic and
chauvimistic parties and joumals the ‘problem’ is that Hunganans from Romama want
Transylvama to return to Hungary From the perspective of Romaman and Hunganan
intellectual journals the debate revolves around the Hunganans’ striving to acquire

'normal, ordinary, human rights’.

In her analysis of the Romanian political class, Alina Mungiu-Pippidi (1999) distinguishes
between different trends or types of ‘nationalists’. The first category that she identifies 1s
that of the ‘assimilationists’ and ‘chauvimsts’, the representatives of the ideology
advocated by Corneliu Vadim Tudor, Gheorghe Funar and others. According to them,
Hunganans are in fact Romanians, because ‘we are all Romanians’. As Mungiu-Pippidi
comments on this 1ssue: ‘the Hungarian munonty, organized and self-aware of her
difference 1s thus a perpetual cause of instability, congenitally disloyal towards the
Romanian state, which shouldn’t be permitted to organize itself not to threaten the
Romaman state’ (1999, p. 187). For example, ‘chauvinists’ consider ethnic parties should
not be allowed to exist and cultural difference should be reduced as not to have any

political implications.

The second category of nationalists that Mung-Pippidi 1dentifies 1s the ‘statist
nationalists’, which 1n her view 1s represented by the majonty of the political class. As
Mungw-Pippidi points out, ‘statist nationalists do not necessarnly identify the state with
the dominant nation, but their political conception 1s that of total subordination of regions
to the center, the center being usually the expression of the dominant culture’ (1999, p.

189). From this perspective any region or minority, which tries to emancipate 1tself, is a
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threat to the state: ‘[The state] treats the individuals based directly on citizenship and not

through the means of their ethmc identification” (1bhid., p 189)

The third category that she identfies 1s that of the conservative nationalists or
autochthonists In this category you can find the intellectuals, the Greek-Catholics and
some of the old members of the historical parties. The conservative nationalists can be at

times tolerant towards the Hungarians,

if only Hunganans don’t seem to be placed on the line of the Hungarian classic

nationalism of under-evaluation of Romanian culture ... they call themselves

‘patriots’ and they think of themselves as representatives of civic nationalism.
(1999, p. 190)

One of the most dangerous types of nationalists that had an instrumental role in
reproducing discrimination, dominance and inequality 1n as far as Hunganans, Romanies
and other ethnic groups were concerned 1s the above mentioned category of the
‘chauvinists’, the representatives of the ideology advocated by Cormeliu Vadim Tudor,
Gheorghe Funar and others Comneliu Vadim Tudor is the president of the ‘Partidul
Roméma Mare’ [Greater Romania Party] and 1s one of the most important representatives
of the extreme right-wing 1deology in Romama Together with Gheorghe Funar (the mayor
of Cluj-Napoca, the unofficial capital of Transylvama, former leader of its own
nationalistic party ‘Vatra Roméneascd’ [The Romaman Cradle] they form an extreme
nationalist tandem whose extreme prejudiced discourse touches invarnably on 1ssues
related to the three traditional ‘scapegoats’ of the Romanian psyche, the traditional

‘sensitive files’ (Bota, 2001) the Gypsies, the Hungarians and the Jews.

During the 1990s, and even after that, Cornelin Vadim Tudor and Gheorghe Funar were
the fiercest advocates of a ‘politics of intolerance’ (Gallagher, 1995) through the
mtermediary of a nationalistic, racist and xenophobic discourse in relation to the two main

ethnic minorities living in Romama: the Hungarians and the Romanies.

As Gallagher notes,

the most authentic heirs of the national communist era are the ultra-nationalist
parties which allege numerous conspiracies against the country and which 1nsist
that multiple threats to Romania’s national integrity can only be repulsed by
suspending normal political rules and forming a united front behind individuals
and social forces with a proven record of standing up for national values.
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(1995, p. 223)

For the nationalist extrermists, civic nationalism, promoting values based on citizenship
regardless of the ethnic background was considered mauthentic. For them, ethnic ongin
should be the most important factor 1n deciding what one ought to do as a citizen and the
majonty population should be the one to dictate the identity and the values of the state
(Gallagher, 1998)

The Romanies in Eastern Europe

The end of communism 1n Central and Eastern Europe has brought with itself a nse of
ethnically based discrimination and exclusion of ethnic minonties. Romames deserve a
spectal mention m this context, as they were probably the most affected by the
discnminatory and exclusionary repercussion of post-totalitanan freedom (Hockenos,

1993; see also ERRC, 2001b). As MacLaughlin (1998b) argues,

the resurgence of ‘blood and so1l” nationalism, together with the reconstruction
of commumties as ‘kith and kin’ entities, has ., fostered a Manichean view of
the nation as a place inhabited by friendly and ‘safe’ natives and hostile and

dangerous ‘foreigners’.
(p. 1019)

In several Central and Eastern European countries (but not only there — see MacLaughlin,
1998a, 1999a, b and Sibley, 1995 for examples of the Western world), the Romanies
constituted the epitome of foreignness The Romames (or the Gypsies) were the
unmeltable ethnmic miontties (MacLaughlin, 1998b), the inner enemy (Sigona, 2003), the
alien next door (Bauman, 1990) they were a ‘problem’ that needed a *solution’. As Sigona

argues,

the otherness of the Gypsy thus can be configured as 1n the middle between the
enemy and the stranger, as defined by Bauman. The Gypsy is an enemy, but
living within the dominant society. He 1s the one that assumes, despite his
proximuty, various shapes according to the political expediency of the majonty.
(2003, p. 71)

For centunes, the Romanies were the victims of a special kind of racism, one “which

juxtaposes nationalism and colomalism in such a way as to draw clear distinctions (and
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boundaries) between the ‘civihized native’ and the *barbaric other’” (MacLaughlin, 1998b,
p. 1023} The cultural and political identity of the Romany people in most Eastern
European countries (and elsewhere) was, for most of its part, constructed within a setting
pertaining to a geography of closure and politics of exclusion (MacLaughlin, 1998a) It
was constructed within a political and social climate that produced (and reproduced)
attitudes and practices, which, 1n turn, reproduced the pariah status of the Romanies. These
practices constitute deeply entrenched anti-Roma feehings, (or anti-Gypsism as some
authors prefer to call it —see Petrova, 2003 for an example) which have lead to systematic
abuse of Romany human nghts, persecution, racial and ethnic discrimination.
Discrimination, exclusion and marginalization of the Romanies have taken place at the
same time with the opposite forces of advancing Roma nights, constructing and

consohdating a Romany ethnic identity (Petrova, 2003)

In many countries Romanies are not recognmzed as a minority at all. As Petrova argues,

some states explicitly recognmze the Roma as a national or ethmic minority
(Hungary, Macedonia, Romania) or as a culturally autonomous nation (Russ1a),
but there is no successful model of either autonomous self-government or equal
participation in matnstream nstitutions

(2003, p 143)
If one looks at the situation of Romanies in the world today, one can note the ubiquitous
nature of anti-Romany bias. As some authors have argued, one of the essential elements of
anti-Gypsy sentiments that Western and Eastern European public opimions have 1n
common is the perception of the Roma’s parasitic existence and, hence, the deep-seated

attitude that the Gypsies are subhuman (Petrova, 2003, Sibley, 1992, 1995).

The pervasive anti-Gypsism can also be interpreted as a set of misconceptions and myths
(Petrova, 2003) One of the most widespread misconceptions 1s the one related to the
nomadism of the Romanies It has become commonplace to affirm that Gypsies are
quintessentially nomad people, but what 1s forgotten 1s that the people that are subject to
unfair treatment and discrimination in Eastern European countries are not necessarily
nomad, but are mainly people who have lived there for many generations and which
should be enutled to the same treatment as the ‘natives’. Another widespread
misconception is that of Romany cnme which has a very harmful impact on the social

representation of Romanies 1n post-commumst societies. A very strong and nfluential
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misconception 1s related to Roma’s so-called unwillingness to integrate In most countries
with relatively big Roma populations this 1s one of the most common argument used to
Justify policies of exclusion, discrimination and separation Another argument used for the
same purpose, 1s the misconception of the Romany attitude to education which, as the
other musconceptions, has a negative impact on the overall public representation of the
Romanies, but also insofar as pohicies of development, providing of resources (financial
and social support) 1s concerned. One should not forget that the Roma in Central and
Eastern Europe have overwhelmingly occupied the lowest strata of the working classes
with the lowest levels of education and income. They were mainly employed (when
employed) as unskilled workers and 1n unattractive occupations such as garbage collectors

(this 1s nevertheless not applicable to all of them)

There was always a sort of ambivalence nsofar the representation of Romanies was
concerned. In the majonty of Eastern Euzropean states, the Roma have been described as
one of the most threatened ethnic minonty groups (Erjavec, 2001). At the same time, they
were also described (not necessanly by the same people) as the most threatening of ethnic
minonities. As Erjavec (2001) notes, from a political, social and legal perspective, many
similanties 1n the treatment of the Roma throughout the region are noticeable. The Roma
are generally margmalized 1n Eastern European society and, 1n most of the cases, have no
legal protection. Even 1f some progress has been made 1n an attempt to integration, their
access to education 1s still hmited and undertaken 1n separate educational institutions, they
are subject to overt and covert discriminatory discourse tn the public and media discourse

and are the target of extreme violence and hate crimes (Erjavec, 2001).

The example of the media coverage of Roma 1n Eastern Europe 1s one of the most cogent
when 1t comes to reproducing racist and discriminatory language, reinforcing stereotypes
of the Roma and promoting a discourse of hate and moral exclusion (see Erjavec, 2001
and Leudar and Nekvapil, 2000 for examples). For example, 1n Romania, discriminatory
language and a stereotypical, negative image are overwhelmingly present when the Roma

are mentioned (Media 1n Romama, 1998).
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The Romanies in Romania

As noted in the previous section, the end of communism 1n Central and Eastern Europe
has brought with 1tself a nise of ethnically based discrimination and exclusion of ethnic
muinorities. Romania, the country with the largest Roma population in Eastern Europe, has
not constituted an exception from this pattern (CEDIME-SE, 2001) The widespread
Eastern European anti-Gypsy sentiment has manifested itself in Romama too having a
very strong discrimunatory and exclusionary character and accompanted by outburst of
extreme violence agamnst the Romanies (see ERRC, 1996 and 2001a) As Hockenos
argues, Romania’s Roma ‘had to pay for post-totalitarian freedom as no other people 1n
Romania’ (1993, p. 201).

One could argue that in Romania, as in the rest of Central and Eastern Europe the
traditional myth of the Gypsy, expressive of a feeling of superionty towards a very
different, primitive and marginal other, but also a certain romantic-humanitarian sympathy
and a civilizing mtention has been giving the way to a mixture of fear and hostility (Boia,
2001). The creation and reproduction of discriminatory and exclusionary social and
discursive practices mnsofar the Romanies i1 Romania were concerned was determined,
among other factors, by the increasing political power of the nght-wing nationalist parties
and their representatives which promoted an ideology of hatred with elimnationist
connotations One of the most dangerous types of nationalists that had an instrumental role
i reproducing discrimunation, dominance and inequality 1in as far as Romanies were
concerned 1s the category of the ‘chauvinists’, the representatives of the ideology
advocated by Cornelin Vadim Tudor, Gheorghe Funar and others What is to note tough 1s
that ‘although the ultra-right has led the charge against those they deem their genetic
inferiors, hatred and wrath against the Roma comes from all segments of society and from

across the political spectrum’ (Hockenos, 1993, p. 201).
Historical and political context
At the time of the arrival of the first Romanies, Balkan (and Romanian) society was

technologically backward and mainly agncultural (Hancock, 2002). As the economical

order began to change, the skills that the Romanies have brought with them become
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important. From the first attestations of the Romanies in Romania they were held as serfs,
and were ‘owned’ by landlords, being included ‘in parcels of property given as gifts or as
payment by one owner to another’ (Hancock, 2002, p. 17-18) Most were kept (or given
away) because of their specific professions. Slavery emerged out of the strict measures
taken by the landowners, monasteries and the aristocracy to prevent the Romany labour
force from leaving the Romanian principalities (Hancock, 2002). As a consequence, by the
1500s, the word ‘figan’ (gypsy) came to be synonymous with ‘slave’ (Romany slave).
There were different kinds of slaves depending on their vartous occupations, depending on
where they used to work (1ndoors or outdoors) and for whom (the type of owner). Until the
abolition of slavery in the nineteenth century new groups of slaves have been brought with
the Ottoman Empire. Achim (1999) gives an overview of all the kinds of serfs that existed,
depending on the type of owner, profession, and kind of tribute the Romanies had to pay

to therr owners, or whether they were sedentary or wandering around the country.

Complete legal freedom came in 1864, when Romanies where reinstated as free people on
the estates where they had previously worked. As Hancock argues, ‘following their
Iiberation nothing was done to educate and reorient the freed slaves and bring them into
society’ (2002, p. 26). Once slavery had been abolished many Roma left Romania for
Western Europe or North America. For the majority of those who stayed, abolition meant
an aggravation of their exploitation, the maintenance of their condition of poverty and
discrimination. They were set free, but they were not given any land Large numbers
moved to the margins of the cities and villages, and as a result 1n every village some
metalworkers and other craftsmen settled themselves, where the agricultural population
needed their skills They also started to be involved 1n activities with a low economucal
potential such as procuring and selling empty bottles or metal or margmal exploitation of
the public (divination, begging) (cf. Zamfir and Zamfir, 1993; see also CEDIME-SE,
2001).

The period between the two World Wars was characterised on the one hand by a further
assimlation of the Roma population and on the other hand by the manifestation of their
own emancipatton movement. Nevertheless, the authonties were holding the belief that, as
Roma did not possess a culture or a history that was defined in written terms, they were
therefore not entitled to the same nghts as the Romanians and the other minorities in
Romania (CEDIME-SE, 2001) Between 1934 and 1939 the General Union of Roma 1n
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Romania worked to promote equal rights for the Romanian Roma, but the growth of
fascism and the inevitable outbreak of the Second World War saw Roma organisations
being dissolved and the process of emancipation coming to a halt'’, The Roma Holocaust,
the Naz1 attempt to eradicate, exterminate the European Romany population was met by
full support 1n Romania The pro-Nazi government of Marshal Antonescu, fervently anti-
munorty, and principally anti-Roma has been 1nstrumental 1n putting together a policy of
Roma deportation and extermination. In 1942 some 25,000 Romanies were deported to
Transmstna (land captured from the Soviet Union) without sufficient means of subsistence
and without places to work. Approximately 19,000 Romanies died there. In total, a
number of 36,000 Roma died during the war, the highest number from any other European
country (cf. Helsinki Watch, 1991, see also CEDIME-SE, 2001)

During the Communist regime, especially in the 60’s and from there on, nationalism and a
politics of assimilation became the foundational ideological tools used to deny the Roma
process of emancipation, but also that of preservation of their culture and identity.
According to the state ideology, Roma were considered to be foreign elements that had to
become Romanian, that had to learn the Romanian ‘ways’. Their culture was being

considered as one of poverty and underdevelopment (Pons, 1999, p 29)

One of the ways in which the communist Romanian government set out to deal with this
problem of assimilation was through destroying the specificity of the Roma culture and
way of living. The spectficity of the Roma community was thus demied and disappeared
altogether from the official documents of the Romanian legislators. According to the
principles of the communist regime ‘private’ occupations, like those of the Romanies, had
to disappear. All privately owned factories or small businesses were confiscated by the
state The state also confiscated the tools and the matenals used for the traditronal
occupations of the Roma (metalworking, carpentry, jewelry making), especially the gold
used by the Roma for jewelry (CEDIME-SE, 2001). The Roma were forcibly integrated 1n
agricultural activities by the agriculture production cooperatives. Until the collapse of the
communist regime, 48-50 per cent of Roma workers worked 1n agriculture, Trade, small
business enterpnises were prohibited activities for them. Moreover, the law proscnibed

them, considering them to be ‘social parasites’ (cf Pons, 1999, p 34, CEDIME-SE, 2001).

7 In this same period, industrial progress made a number of theirr manufactured goods obsolete and non-
competitive Roma craftsmanship was on the decline, some trades even disappeared completely
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Programmatic state policies have destroyed the ethnic 1dentity of the Romanies. Many of
the traditional occupations and tradittonal elements of the Roma life style were being
denied and replaced with a collectivist, socialist work and life ethic. Against their will, the
Roma had started to get integrated into an imposed life style. Thus was happening, as the
Romanian communist regime continued to deny the Romamies the status of ethnic
minority. As a consequence no education was given i their mother tongue and no account
was taken of their specific culture. The Roma population had the lowest rate of educated
people They were not present in the high schools and especially 1n the universities Many
Romanies worked as unskilled labourers in big factonies or on the co-operative or state

farms.

Towards the end of the 1970s, beginning of the 1980s the Roma people came under the
influence of a orgamized politics of systematization of the territory by force. Districts
where they lived were destroyed, and they had to move into new buildings that were not
necessarily better but in which Roma needed more time to get used living 1n different
conditions from their way of life (cf. Pons, 1999; Zamfir and Zamfir, 1993). The different
groups of Roma have adapted themselves in different ways to the new situation Some
have struck luck, while others were the victims of poverty and discrimination and had no

means of survival.

Whereas the Hungarians have enjoyed for a long time the status (and sometimes the
benefits) of being classed as a national minonty, for the Romanies, 1t was only shortly
after the overthrow the communist regime that the Romanies were recognized as a national
munonty. Even 1f this recognition has entaled a gain of political and civil nghts, the
deterioration of the social and economical status of the Romanies has continued.
Discriminatory legislation, coupled with people’s ingrained prejudices on the streets and
in the workplace has led to a situation 1n which the social and economical uplifting of
Romanies was almost impossible. The intervention of state institutions in the process of
building of a Romany political and social movement has meant enforced control from the
state and a slow rhythm of organizing the social and political identity of the Romanies.
Nowadays, there a plethora of Romany civic and political orgamizations dealing with
different 1ssues with which the Romanies are faced in the Romaman society and, since the
year 2000, the improvement of the Romany social and economucal status is part of a

national strategy of the Romanian government.
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Since the Romanian revolution 1n 1989, the Romanies (and their behaviour) became one
of the preferred topics 1n the Romanian press (especially, but not exclustvely 1n the night-
wing press — ‘Romimia Mare’ [Greater Romama), the leading newspaper of Vadim
Tudor’s ultra-nationalist party 1s one of the most fierce examples of programmatic
defamation, derogation of the Romanies and incitement to hatred) Even Romania’s
independent and liberal press has unscrupulously written against the Romanies,
editonials or articles that nval the ‘Romidma Mare’ Iitanies gomng from ‘threves’,
‘criminals’ or ‘beggars’ to more extreme racist appellatives such as ‘brown” or ‘crows’ (cf.

Hockenos, 1993; see also Media Monitoring Agency, 2000 and 2003a).

Even if the state recognizes the Roma as a national or ethnic minority, their position in
soclety is very much determined by the way Romanies are represented by different people
and constructed 1n discourses of ‘difference’ (Crowe, 1999, Pons, 1995, 1999). For
example, as Mungu-Pippidi (1999) argues in her excellent study on Transylvania, the
presence of Gypsies does not somehow matter for Romanians and Hunganans, who are
often united 1n their resentment and contempt for them Both Romanians and Hunganans
share the same basic opmmion (the same basic negative stereotypes) about the Roma

population dirty, thieves, and lazy (Ethnobarometer, 2000, see also Culic et al., 2000).
Violence against the Roma

The overthrowmng of Ceausescu’s communist government in 1989 brought new hope for
Romania’s citizens. Nonetheless, after the revolution, the Roma discovered that their
situation did not improve very much or at all and, in many cases, became markedly worse
(CEDIME-SE, 2001). The newly acquired freedom has fuelled not tolerance, but instead
widespread discrimination against Romany individuals and groups. This has lead to biased
treatment 1n the media, demal of access to public establishments and services,
discrimination 1n the workplace, schools and health programs. The Romanies soon became
the scapegoats for some of the political and economical misfortunes of Romamna, as the
country struggled with the transition to a market economy. Violence against Roma, which
had not necessarily been a feature of communist Romania, became more widespread and

even tolerated

As argued before, the creation and reproduction of discriminatory and exclusionary social

and discursive practices insofar the Romanies are concerned was determined, among other
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factors, by the increasing political power of the right-wing nationalist parties and their
representatives which promoted an extreme prejudiced discourse based on an wdeology of
hatred with eliminationist connotations'®. Nevertheless, the hatred and wrath agaimnst the
Roma has come from all the segments of the Romaman society and from across the
polrtical spectrum (Hockenos, 1993). It was not only the ‘power’ of the political extremists
that lead to the instantiation of an extreme prejudiced discourse and the reproduction of
discriminatory and exclusionary practices, but also the ‘power’ of the common-sense,
common-place extreme 1deology of ‘difference’ held by people who were not ‘political’
extremusts or members of fringe groups. The case of the violence against the Roma in
Romama 1s a very suggestive example of the enactment of a kind of violent 1deology of
social exclusion'” comung from people who were not ‘political’ extremists, but
nevertheless were the main actors in particularly prejudicial episodes of extreme violence

against the Romanies.

Since 1990 there have been over thurty conflicts in Romania in which Roma have been
either 1njured, sometimes fatally, or dniven from their homes. (ERRC, 1996 and 2001a;
Helsinki Watch, 1994; Amnesty International, 1995; CEDIME-SE, 2001) Such incidents
typically begin as an argument between one or several Roma and one or several non-Roma
and often escalate to the point where whole communities are involved. Romaman
authorities have consistently denied the mter-ethnic nature of such incidents and tended to
underplay their frequently racist character. Moreover, no one has been sertously punished
for commtting a crime agamnst a Roma. This kind of action (or should I say, non-action)
from the part of the state has reinforced the belief that violence against the Roma is not a
crime (Amnesty International, 1995, CEDIME-SE, 2001)

According to a report issued by the Project on Ethnic Relations (1992), since the
beginning of 1990, in vartous regions of Eastern Europe, Roma have suffered more than

forty-five attacks, resulting 1n the deaths of twenty Roma and the destruction of over four

18 Bor example, in 1998, Corneliu Vadim Tudor, leader of the ultra-nattonalist Greater Romania Party 1ssued
a statement outlimng the program to be carried out if hus party was to be victorious 1 the elections of the
year 2000 Part of the program proposed the 1solatton of *‘Roma criminals 1n special colomes’ mn order to
‘stop Romania being transformed mto a Gypsy camp’

'® Thus 1s an important element that seems to delrmutate the violence aganst the Roma in Romama from the
violence against the Roma 1n other Eastern European countries In Roman:a, 1t was the common people, the
local inhabitants, the neighbours who attacked and burned down the houses of the Roma, not necessarily
members of fringe groups, whereas 1 other eastern European countries, 1t was mainly skinheads, members
of various neo-nazi groups Also, in Romama, violence against the Roma was predomunantly a rural
phenomenon, mstead of an urban phenomenon n other Eastern European countries
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hundred Romany dwellings Violent attacks on the Roma have been carmed out by
community vigilante groups, by skinheads and other extremist groups, and 1n some cases
by police and other law-enforcement officers (Project on Ethnic Relations, 1997). The
violence has been especially well documented 1n the former Czech and Slovak lands and
in Romania and Hungary, but 1t has also taken place in Poland, Bulgana, and former
Yugoslavia (Project on Ethmc Relations, 1992 and 1997; ERRC, 2001b). In most Eastern
European countries, the violence against the Roma was mainly an urban phenomenon. In
Romania, however, as Nicolae Gheorghe (Project on Ethme Relations, 1997) pointed out,
violence against the Roma was generally a rural phenomenon, usually consisting of
assaults on local Roma mmhabitants after some real or imagimed precipitating event®’. For
example, 1n Bolintin, at the beginning of April 1991, after a Rom allegedly raped a village
woman, the villagers drove one hundred and thirty-seven Roma famulies from their homes
(allegedly, the entire Roma population of the village) and burned the homes of twenty-six
Roma to the ground. In the same year, 1n Bolintin Deal, a twenty-three-year-old music
student was murdered and, as retaliation, eighteen houses were burned to the ground in a
single might (see Isabela Fonseca, 1995 for a narration of this extremely violent episode)
Neither the police nor any other agency took action. Apart from the murderer, a Roma,

none of the assailants was brought before justice (Helsinki Watch, 1994)

Other 1nstances of mob violence (Huedin and Mihail Kogélniceanu 1n 1990, Ogrezeni,
1991) can be added to a long list of non-prosecuted cases of extreme violence aganst the
Roma. In 1993, at Hadareni, Mureg County, three Roma are killed by a mob of Romanians
and Hungarians. Justice is slow and even today the case 1s not closed and someone held
responsible for violent behaviour against the Roma (for a longer list and particulars of

these violent events see Helsink1 Watch, 1994).

The intervention of Roma organisations (especially Romam CRISS?) (and also the
pressure coming from the imnternational commumty) in localities where interethnic
conflicts occurred, like the Mihail Kogélniceanu commune (Constanta County) or the

Valenu Lapusulu village (Maramures County) (events which took place between 1990

* For a full account of violence against the Roma 1n Romania see ERRC country report, 1996
2! Romant CRISS (Roma Center for Social Intervention and Studies) 1s an non-governmental organtzation
that monitors cases of human rights violations
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and 1994) has influenced n some ways the attitude and response of the governmental

authorities to simlar situations.

Durtng 1995 and 1996 (and 1n some occasions even later), past abuses which have
remained unsanctioned and the pogroms have been replaced with police raids without
apparent justification An official institution, the police, was a threat to the Romanies.
Police raids on Roma settlements have occurred with disturbing frequency. In most of the
cases no explanation was given and the police was unable to produce warrants, but people
were violently removed from their homes, being detained or relocated until further notice.
There are several reports of severe injuries or even death as a result of these raids (see
ERRC, 1996 and Helsinki Watch, 1994). According to the Human Rights Watch reports
for 1998 and 1999, Roma continued to be the victims of police violence during that year,
Both the European Roma Rights Center and the Romaman Helsinki Commuttee urged
mvestigation mto such cases and the prosecution of those suspected of having commutted
crimes on racial grounds. The government has tended to respond to such requests slowly
and with naccurate information, or sometimes not at all (Human Rights Watch, 1999;
CEDIME-SE, 2001).

Mob violence against the Roma muinonty and police violence has nevertheless decreased
considerably dunng the last years (since 2000), but no one should forget or underplay the
series of violent attacks, which repeatedly targeted entire Romany communities There are
st1ll many things to be done in order to secure legal protection for Roma individuals and

communities and bring to justice those who committed violent acts against the Romantes.

Social psychological research on the Roma
Western Europe and other Eastern and Central European countries

Research on the Roma has been a continuous preoccupation of diverse researchers from all
over the world coming from different disciphines 1n the social sciences. Work has ranged
from various general hstorical accounts on ongins, migration and European persecution
(see nter alia, Crowe, 1995; Fraser, 1995; Kennick and Puxon, 1972, Yoors, 1967) to
more specific, monographic and sociologically oniented analyses (Fonseca, 1995;
Hancock, 1987; 2002; Liegeois, 1994; Liegeois and Gheorghe, 1995; Okely, 1983;
Stewart, 1997).
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Other kind of research on the Roma coming from the realm of human geography has dealt
with 1ssues related to social exclusion (Sibley, 1992, 1995, 1998), the political geography
of racism, the politics of exclusion and geographies of closure (McLaughlin, 1998a, b;
1999a, b), Romany migrations (Klimova and Pickup, 2000, 2003) and its pariah status
(Mack, 2003)

In the Eastern European countries the hterature on the Roma has also flounshed, mamly
after the overthrowing of the communist regimes. Apart from the usual books and
monographs on the history of Gypsies 1n Eastern Europe (Crowe, 1995), there has been an
impressive wealth of research (including work in discursive studies) A distinction can be
made between studies of (or rather ‘on’) the Roma and studies of representation and
majority views about the Roma. In the first category one can include, among others, the
work by Petrova (1997, 2003) and also vanous research carned out intensively at the
European Roma Rights Centre in Budapest by a group of international researchers has
provided insightful matenal into the difficult post-1989 realities of the existence of the
Romanies 1n Eastern Europe such as discnimination and prejudice, violence agamnst the
Roma and different 1ssues related to the economic and social status of the Romanies 1n
contemporary Eastern European societies In the second category, one can include, for
example, the work of Drigulescu et al. (1996) in Romama, of Erjavec in Slovenia
(Enjavec, 2001; Erjavec et al., 2000), of Leudar and Nekvapil in the Czech Republic
(Leudar and Nekvapil, 2000, Nekvapil and Leudar, 2002; see also Fawn, 2001 on the
Czech attitudes towards the Roma), of Petrova in Bulgana (Petrova, 2000), of Koulish 1n
Hungary (Koulish, 2003) or Sigona’s work on the Kosovo Roma and labelling policies
(Sigona, 2003) These are only a series of examples from the abundant literature on

Romany 1ssues from different perspectives and approaches.

Some more ambitious research projects have tried to put together the data obtained from
both Western and Eastern Europe insofar Romanies were concerned. A wide ranging
project funded by the Maison des Sciences de I"'Homme and the European Laboratory of
Social Psychology and coordinated by professor Juan Antomio Perez from the Unmiversity
of Valencia has aimed to study, from a trans-national perspective, the social
representations of Romanies in Western and Eastern Europe. The first phase of this project
(1994-2003) included researchers from Slovakia, Hungary, Bulgana, Czech republic and

Romania. The main results of this trans-national research were presented in 1995 at an
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international colloquium on the social representations of the Gypsies organised 1n
Romania by the University of Tas1 (see Neculau and Ferreol, 1996 for an account) The
second phase of the project includes research undertaken i1n seven Western countries
having as outcome a publication project to be undertaken in 2004-2005 - some results
have been already been published by Moscovici and Perez (1997, 2004) and by Perez et al.
(2001)

Romarnian research

According to a relatively recent report offering a multidimensional analysis of the body of
research on the Romantes in Romama (Méirginean et al , 2001), the :dentity approach and
the socio-economical perspective were to be found as part of the majornity of the studies on
the Roma. In terms of content, the studies on the Romanies can be divided into four main
categories: cultural/ethnic 1dentity, majonity-minonty relations, the quality of life and the
1ssue of social integration The majority of the studies were conducted after 1990, when
the Romany 1ssues and difficulties were being recogmzed. The data collection techniques
were very drverse ranging from observation, questionnaires, and content analysis to the
use of individual and group interviews, the analysis of official documents, case studies (cf.
Mirginean et al., 2001)

To thts, one has to add research conducted by the Media Monitoring Agency on the
diverse ways of representing and stereotyping the Romanies in the Romaman mass-media.
The concluston of the 2000 Media Monitoring Agency report states that Romanian mass-
media is in general tendentious in regard to the Roma ethnic group The majonty of the
newspaper articles included in the analysis were in their majonty presenting conflictual
events and situations, where the nature of the conflict was either criminal or economic.
The types of actions i which the Romanies are involved are predominantly of a negative
nature. The words through which the Romanies are identified bring to the forefront a
domunant trait, which 1s their aggressiveness (cf. Media Momtoring Agency, 2000) In a
2003 report about Roma images in the Romaman press issued by the same Media
Monitoring Agency, the authors reach pretty much similar conclusions. A negative and
conflictual stereotypical representation 1s still present together with a very similar
denigratory discourse, which reinforces, reproduces a very negative image of the

Romanies (cf. Media Monitoring Agency, 2003a). The image of the Romanies 1n the news
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bulletins of the main Romanian TV stations was also a concern for analytical research.
The latest report of the Media Monitoring Agency shows that there 1s a predomnance of
presenting conflictual events and situations, 1n which, in eighty percent of the cases, the
main actors are the Romanies, on one hand, and the Romaman or foreign authorities (such
as the Police for example) on the other. As 1n the case of the written press, stereotypical
language and derogatory descriptions of Romanies were also present in most of the news

bulletins (for more details see Media Monzitortng Agency, 2003b).

Insofar as the majority-mnority relationship studies on the Roma are concerned there have
been a senes of studies conducted under different theoretical and empinical headings such
as social representations, social distance, stereotypes, attitude and survey research (Table 1

exemplifies the proportion of this kind of studies)

Table 1 Percentage of majonity-minority relationship studies by type
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w
o
= -~
3 60% 48 4%
= b w
o 50% 422% 422% 39 8% 385%
g 3 40% 292%
=35 3%
£ 8
s Yo
“
5 00,0l L) T L} L T 1
o 2 38 o L] G L0 a w o W
5 2 g a 22 2252 £B25
=5 Sxao 3 o o 255528 S:£%55&
=t S w = @ B Ey B0 w3 =
53 =9 @ T = E = 5 b= g..-E§
@8 s = & z Bga 255 S 2o
@ = @ N < o 9 TR — Y =4 ZE %
5 3z g3 d=g5  EEEg
@ b 2 8% ey g

Indicators of majorty-minority relationships

Source Mirginean et al , 2001

These kind of studies, as those vestigating the 1mage of the Roma population 1n the
mass-media, show that in Romania the perception of the majority population towards the
Roma 1s rather negative. For example, measuring the ‘social distance’ towards the Roma
showed that the Roma are one of the most rejected groups (Chelcea, 1994a; Zamfir and
Zamfir, 1993). According to the authors, the Romanies are predomunantly judged

negatively, but without nevertheless the prevalence of a marked xenophobic attitude.
Conventional attitude and survey research have constituted the predominant means

through which researchers have chosen to document the different kinds of attitudes that

Romanians have in as far as the Romanies are concerned. It 15 worth mentioning the
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sociological research conducted as part of large scale Ethnic Relations Barometers
(Ethnobarometer, 2000; IMAS, 1996; Metro Media Transilvania, 2001), but also smaller
scale projects on Romamans’ attitudes towards the Romanies (Abraham et al., 1995;
Chelcea, 1994a, b; Ciobanu-Bacanu et al., 1995; Neculau, 1996; Popescu, 1999; Turliuc,
1999; Zamfir and Zamfir, 1993). For example, research conducted by Abraham et al.
(1995) found that forty percent of the non-Roma population had ‘very unfavourable’
feelings towards the Romanies and a further thirty-four percent had ‘unfavourable’
feelings As the authors suggest, 1n all the regions of the country feelings regarding Roma
inchined towards ‘unfavourable’ although some groups, such as the Hungarians, were
weakly posttive 1n therr attitudes (Abraham et al, 1995) One of the suggestions of the
authors 1s that these feelings of ‘dishike’ are not inspired by the fact that these people are
the exponents of a Roma ‘ethnicity,” but rather by the ‘way of life’ of the Romanies and
the manner 1n which they assert themselves 1n society and in their relations with others
(Abraham et al , 1995). In 1997, a similar poll has found simular results, with sixty-seven
percent of those questioned or interviewed declaring an unfavorable attitude towards the

Romanes (Rostag, 1998).

In the year 2000, the Research Institute for Quality of Life analysed the research and the
surveys done from 1993 to 1999, The research was aiming to see if there was any evidence
that the level of prejudice against the Romanies had changed. The conclusion of this
research was that there is considerably less prejudice than there used to be and that levels
of tolerance have increased considerably since 1993. Nevertheless, there has been research
contradicting the 1dea that there 1s considerably less prejudice. According to the
Ethnobarometer (2000), the rejection degree of the Romanies still registers a high level.
For example, there 1s still a significant percent (38.8) of Romanians who would not allow
Roma population to Iive 1n Romania or to enter the country. This results coupled with the
persistence of negative stereotypical traits attributed to the Romanies such as dirty, thieves
and lazy (see Metro Media Transilvana, 2001) tell us something about the still persistent

prejudiced attitude of the Romamans towards the Romanues.

Alongside classic attitude and survey research, studies drawing on the theory of ‘social
representations’ have come to represent one of the most common and widespread analytic
and empincal way of charting the ‘reality’ of the Romanies’ image in the Romanian

society Research conducted at the University of Iasi on the social representations of the
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Romamies has been at the forefront of imposing this socio-psychological trend for the
study of majonty-minority relations and representations (with a special concern for the
soctal representations of Romanies) in Romania (Drigulescu et al., 1996; Ferreol, 1996,
Neculau, 1996).
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Chapter five

Methodological considerations

Introduction

In the previous chapter I have presented an overview of the historical, social and pohitical
Romanian situation 1n as far as the interethnic relations with the two main ethnmc minority
groups (the Hunganans and the Romanies) are concerned The case of the Romanies
constituted a special focus An historical overview of the Romany situation was offered
together with a short review of relevant research literature on the Romanies from Western
and Eastern Europe (with a special concern for Romanian socio-psychological literature

on the subject).

Taking on the comments from the previous chapter, let me note that this thesis tries to fill
a gap n the Romaman socio-psychological literature on prejudice and discrimination,
majonty-minority relations (with a special focus on the Romanies) which was mainly
conducted within the framework of a socio-cognitive approach Discursive analyses of
prejudice have been very rare and attempts to map the language of prejudice have almost
invanably been placed within the framework of attitude research and that of social
representattons theory, coupled with an attempt at quantification and statistical modelling.
Romaman research on ethmc prejudice (see mter alia Abraham et al, 1995; Chelcea,
1994b; Neculau and Ferreol, 1996) has not shown a concern with discourse as a topic 1n its
own night, but rather considers it as a means to getting to the underlying attitudes
expressed by participants when filling in questionnares or responding to interview
questions. The majonty of studies of prejudice treat members’ talk as a resource rather
than a topic of inquiry 1n 1ts own right. This kind of abstraction does not throw light on
how the participants in different social settings describe, explain and justify prejudice for
each other. Psychologists’, social psychologists’ and soctologists’ tendency to use
classificatory schemes and explanatory frameworks, abstracted from members’ descriptive
practices, has entailed a neglect of the phenomenon of prejudice as it 1s known, understood

and talked about by members themselves
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In the vast majority of Romanian research on prejudice, opinton, beliefs and attitudes were
seen as a prionn phenomena n need of explanation and not as resources that participants
actively and flexibly draw upon 1n their talk to construct ‘realittes’ of inter-ethnic
cohabitation (Chelcea, 1994a, b; Culic et al., 2000; Turlue, 1999; Mungiu-Pippidi, 1995,
1999) The premuse for this kind of work is that attitudes, beliefs constitute something
somehow stable, underlying cognitive entiies, which, with the help of proper,
standardized means of measuring can be brought to the front in order to offer socio-
psychological explanations for social phenomena such as nationalism, social exclusion,
prejudice and discnimination. Romanian research on prejudice undertaken within the
attitude research framework (including research based on Moscovici’s theory of ‘social
representations’ — SRT henceforth) have tended to reify the object of their study, by
presenting 1ts contours as non-controverstal, as self-evident and objectively measurable.
For example, the main outcome of research looking at the social representations of
Romanies in the Romanian society was to provide and account for a set of traits, a set of
stereotypes used by the participants to describe the Romanies (by choosing from a list of
attributes and ranking them in terms of their importance; answering questionnaire 1tems or

terview questions) (see Dragulescu et al., 1996; Neculau, 1996).

The charting of the ‘social representation’ of the Romanies in Romanian society (and also
elsewhere) has been made through the use of a range of different methods such as surveys,
interviews, experiments or ethnography’, One of the problems that social representations
theory poses 1s not related to 1ts choice of a particular method, but its falure to
conceptualize the activities that are being done, and onented to, when participants develop
representations 1n talk and texts in any of these methods (cf. Potter and Edwards, 1999).
As the same authors argue, ‘the action orientation of accounts, descriptions and versions 1s
systematically overlooked 1n the attempt to use social science methods to reach
hypothetical underlying, yet shared, cognitive representations’ (Potter and Edwards, 1999,
p. 450).

What social representations and attitude researchers do not take into account 1s the way
descriptions, accounts and explanations of and using ‘prejudice’, describing people and
justifying people’s descripttons, mught figure in their participants’ everyday discursive

practices. The use of quantitative methods whose aim 1s to establish the central tendency

! The same applies to the ‘social representatton’ of the Hungarian mimornity
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and the use of broad categories to code qualitative data sweeps aside the varniability of
people’s ‘attitudinal’ expression By domg that one has a very simplhified image of
people’s attitudes and representations, which tells us very little about the ambivalent and
context dependent nature of opmions’. When using mterviews, for instance, SRT
researchers do not constder the way producing descriptions of people and events is related
to particular activities Instead the participants are treated in the traditional manner as
disinterested people dotng their best to answer questions The interviewer’s question does
not get the same analytic attention as the body of the answer, segments of talk being

offered and analysed 1solated from what might have occasioned them.

Even 1if the importance of language in the reproduction of meaning and the social
construction of reality has been recognized by one of the most important approaches used
to chart the representation of Romames and of other ethnic mnority groups in the
Romaman society (the social representations approach), social psychologists and
sociologists have been rather reluctant to deal with conversational interaction The main
focus was 1nstead placed on the representational and cognitive mechanisms within the
heads of individuals which were made to stand as explanatory principles of social
behavior SRT on issues related to prejudice and racism, group relations and
representations of people 1s overwhelmingly cognitive m 1ts theonzing, while 1ts analytic

matertals are overwhelmingly discursive.?

In order to go beyond mere stereotyping and conventional attitudinal research n the study
of social, interethmc relations and prejudice, an approach is needed which would pay
increased attention to describing the mundane and localized practices of constructing the
reality of the ‘other’ within different discourses of difference. The analysis of such
practices would be performed 1n the course of activities such as descnibing, interpreting
and explaining 1n actual conversational interaction. The aim 18 to draw attention to the
various situated ways in which the 1ssue of prejudice 1s made sense of, explamed or

justified 1n order to construct an image of the ‘other’. The mamn focus would be on

% As the studies of Billig (1982) and Billig et al (1988) (and subsequent work within discursive psychology)
have shown, the majority of social psychological theories have started with the mamn assumption of a human
propensity for cognitive equilibrium and consistency This mught be one of the reasons for why there has
been an extremely reduced interest in the dilemmatic and ambivalent nature of people’s opinions and
attitudes

3 For more details and an extensive criique of the general SRT approach see Potter and Edwards, 1999,
2001, see also Flick, 1998, especially the contributions by Potter and Wetherell (1998} and Harré (1998)
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prejudice as a problematic (prejudice as a to-be-accounted-for phenomenon) and on the
diverse ways in which difference (and extreme difference) 1s constructed m majority

members’ discourse,

At the same time, this thesis aims to be a contribution to Western discursive approaches to
the language of prejudice. The question that I am asking 1s 1s talk about Romanies more
extreme than talk about the Hungartan minonty and other minonties, and by consequence
more extreme than the anti-alien, anti-immigrant talk researched 1in the West? In trying to
answer this question (or at least trying to qualify a possible answer to such a question),
this thesis atms to be a short incursion into the ntricacies and complexity of a type of
discourse employing a style, which, at the same time, denies, but also protects (extreme)
prejudice Let me note, at this point, that I do not necessanly start from the assumption
that participants’ talk about the Romanies 1s intrinsically ‘extreme’. ‘Extremity’ (as
‘moderation’ or ‘ambivalence’ for that matter) is something that has to be judged in the
interplay of discourses and judged not as somethmg inherent to discourse, but as the effect

of using specific discursive and rhetorical devices 1n order to achieve specific purposes.

In order to achieve the aforementioned goals one needs to take a closer look at the ‘views’
that participants express, at their opinions, but not those comng from opmion scales or
questionnaires 1ems, but those comung from the intricacies of interview talk
conceptualized as social 1nteraction, from the active negotiation of meaning in discursive
interaction. Following Billig (1989), the term ‘view’ 1s used in a non-technical sense,
denoting the object or topic of enquiry rather than a theoretical tool for studying that topic.
As ordinary people claim to hold views (or for that matter, attitudes), so one should study
‘what 1s going on when such claims are made 1n ordinary life’ (1989, p 204), how
versions of opimions are formulated, how they are orgamized rhetorically and used to
accomplish different things The focus 1s on ‘lived ideology’ (Billig et al., 1988), as a
complex, contradictory and constitutive part of the publicly available practices of
everyday life. In this sense, discourse can be seen to accomplish 1deologies (Billig, 1990a,
b) and thus ‘opinrons’ are seen to be intimately linked with ideologies (Billig, 1995b)
Studying thinking and the holding of opinions 1n 1ts wider social context points to the 1dea

that “processes of everyday thinking can be processes of ‘tdeology’” (Billig, 1991, p. 1).
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In both the case of the Hungaran, but mostly 1n the case of the Romany minority, 1t
becomes necessary to look at ‘ordmnary’, ‘lived’, ‘dilemmatic’ 1deologies of constructing
difference coming from ‘ordinary’ people, majonty group members. In order to
understand the various 1deological dynamics of constructing ‘otherness’, one has to focus
on the ‘ordinary’ (as opposed to the ‘extraordinary’ ones — those historically sedimented in
the ‘mntellectual 1deology’ of the Romanian far-right) forms of the language of prejudice
(which 15 sometimes extreme 1n 1ts enactment and ideological effects). It 1s not to the
extreme bigot, the ‘professional’ demgrator that one has to look at, but to the ordinary,
run-of-the-mill type of person. The language of prejudice 1s embedded m enumerable
discursive practices, 1s part and parcel of a ‘lived 1deology’ of making sense of social
relations, politics and social life, constructing difference and extreme difference within a
set of shared historical and discursive resources used by participants each time they talk

about controversial 1ssue surrounding ethnic minonties in the Romanian context.

Notions such as ‘moral community’, °‘moral order’, ‘moral boundaries’, ‘social
inclusion/exclusion’ come to the fore when one attempts to study prejudice and the social
construction of difference within reference to the ‘lived ideology’, lived discursive
practices of everyday life It 1s important not to oversee the fact that when one is talking

about ‘others’ one is expressing moral meanings. For example, one should not forget that

it is the society’s appreciatron or disdain of an mdividual’s (norm-
conforming or norm-breaking) behaviour that may change this individual’s
moral standing. This means, 1in a generalized mode, that whenever respect
and approval (or disrespect and approval) for an individual are
communicated, a moral discourse takes place (regardless of the feelings and
thoughts of the participants.

(Bergmann, 1998, p 286)

The 1ssue of the ‘hived morality of everyday life’ (Bergmann, 1998) and the 1ssue of
‘moral discourse’ as used and constructed in and through social interaction become
relevant here (Bergmann, 1992, 1998; Drew, 1998, Linell and Rommetveit, 1998; Jayyusi,
1991). The analysis of the underpinmngs of moral discourse has to focus on the intricacies
of (everyday) discourse. The analysis of the 1deologies of nationalism and moral exclusion

and their social and political effects has to be placed at the level of discourse.
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The research interview

The vast majonty of studies use interviews in order to elicit respondents’ perception,
respondents’ views on different matters. The traditional and orthodox view on 1nterviews
and interview data requires that ‘it produces clear and consistent responses that can allow
the researcher to make inferences about underlying beliefs or previous actions’ (Wetherell
and Potter, 1992, p. 99). In some situations researchers want to get access to what Holstein
and Gubnum (1997) have called ‘the subject beyond the respondent’, perspective 1n
which the participants are conceived as ‘passive vessels of answers for experimental
questions who, under 1deal conditions, serve up authentic reports’ (pp 116-117). For
traditional approaches to the interview and interview data the concept of validity 1s a very
important one. Their concept of validity 1s concerned with bias, establishing trust and

therefore the truthfulness of their data (Rapley, 2001)%,

There is an important methodological 1ssue attached to this, about whether interview
responses are to be treated as giving direct access to ‘experience’ or as actively
constructed ‘narratives’ involving activities which themselves require analysis (Holstein
and Gubriuvm, 1995; Silverman, 2001) Silverman (1993) has warned us agamst the
various dilemmas that researchers have to face (and ultimately resolve) concerning what to
make of their interview data. Different positions have offered different ways of solving
dilemmas of interview research As Miller and Glassner (1997) argue, “positivists have as
a goal the creation of the ‘pure’ interview — enacted 1n a stentlized context, in such a way
that 1t comes as close as possible to providing a ‘mirror reflection’ of the reality that exists

1n the social world” (p. 99). On the other hand,

radical social constructionists suggest that no knowledge about a reality ‘out
there’ 1n the social world can be obtained from the interview, because the
mterview 1s obviously and exclusively an interaction between the interviewer
and nterview subject in which both participants create and construct narrative
versions of the social world

(ibid., p. 99)

For researchers working withmn the interactionist tradition, participants in interviews are

constructing not just narratives, but social worlds (Silverman, 1985, 1993; Miller and

4 This 1s what Silverman (1993) describes as ‘interview-as-techmque’
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Glassner, 1997). Interactiomst research will not be able ‘to provide the mirror reflection of
the social world, but 1t may provide access to the meanings people attribute to themr
expertences and social worlds’ (Miller and Glassner, 1997, p 100). Nevertheless, even
having a strong relativist penchant, interactionism tends to retain an orientation to simular
threats to validity that worry positivists (¢cf Fielding and Thomas, 2001) In a nutshell, one
1s talking about ‘a kind of positivism-plus, where the plus 1s a full attention to the context

of the interview as a form of nteraction’ (Fielding and Thomas, 2001, p 142).

Other analytic stances towards interview data denve from a perspective on social order
preoccupied with the mundane production of orderly and meamngful interaction (Sacks,
1995). For ethnomethodologists and conversation analysts, for example, ‘interview data do
not report on an external reality displayed 1n respondents’ utterances but on the internal
realtty constructed as both parties contrive to produce the appearance of a recogmsable
mterview’ (Fielding and Thomas, 2001, p 142) Drawing on previous work on the
‘theory’ of interviews and interview data, Rapley (2001) has put forward the distinction
between a) mterview-data-as-resource: the interview data collected are seen as (more or
less) reflecting the interviewees’ reality outside the mterview and b) interview-data-as-
topic' the interview data collected are seen as (more or less) reflecting a reality jointly
constructed by the interviewee and interviewer. In ethnometodologically inspired research,
interview data 1s treated as a topic, not as a resource (for examples see inter alia Baker,
1997; Hester and Housley, 2002). The problem of ‘facts’, the problem of the truthfulness
of participants’ accounts and that of the ‘reality’ beyond the interview is resolved because
everyday knowledge, the publicly available societal and discursive resources are not
1dentified with truth The 1ssue of truth ‘does not arise, except tn so far as a community

version of reality 1s assumed’ (Fielding and Thomas, 2001, p. 143).

Both interactionists and ethnomethodologists have emphasised the interview as being a
form of social interactton, a site reflecting (1n different ways and degrees for each of both
approaches) a reality jointly constructed by the interviewee and interviewer., Whereas for
posttivists, the ‘status of the interview as a piece of social interaction should be minimal’
(Wetherell and Potter, 1992, p. 99), m the case of wnteractionists and ethnomethodologists,
mterviews are seen ‘as social events’ (Frelding and Thomas, 2001, p 142), orderly pieces
of social interaction. Whereas for the positivists, ‘having asked their clear and

unambiguous questions 1n the correct manner the mterviewer’s part should be of no further
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interest 1n the research’ (Wetherell and Potter, 1992, p 99), 1ts role becomes pivotal within
the latter approaches (especially within ethnomethodology and conversation analysis)
Without taking into account the role of the interviewer, analysis of interviews ‘can become
an analysis of some decontextualized-features-of-talk’ (Rapley, 2001, p 304, emphasis in
ongmal) In this way, “the local context of the talk— that these ‘features’ were produced in

negotiation with an interviewer — becomes silenced” (1bid , p. 304).

Favouring open-ended or semi-structured nterviews’ to the more orthodox prescheduled
standardised interviews and assigning a more active role to the interviewer, both
interviewer and interviewee are seen as cooperatively engaged in producing the
‘interview’ In general, constructionist approaches 1n psychology and the social sciences
have seriously undermned not only the stances that assign a passive role to the
interviewer’, but also the similar stances on the role of the interviewees’ subjectivity. As

Silverman suggests,

according to constructionism, interviewers and interviewees are always
actively engaged m constructing meaning. Rather than treat this as standing 1n
the way of accurate depictions of ‘facts” or ‘experiences’, how meaning 18
mutually constructed becomes the researcher’s topic.

(2001, p 87, emphasis 1n original).

For example, Carolyn Baker (1984, 1997) has focused on how interviewers’ questions,
how the categories they implicitly invoke 1n their questions were central to producing
interviewees’ talk (that 1s, the categories they invoke and identities they speak from).
Watson and Weinberg (1982) have shown how interviewees and interviewers actively
collaborate 1 the interactional construction of accounts of homosexual identity
Widdicombe and Wooffitt (1995)’s study of the talk of ‘youth subcultures’ is a another
good example of how identities are bemg constructed (assigned and also resisted) 1n talk
and being displayed on a turn-by-turn basis through the collaborative work of both

interviewer and interviewee. Hester and Francis (1994) have offered an insight into the

5 Semu-structured interviews can be seen as mummuzing the extent to which the participants have to express
themselves using the terms put forward by the interviewer At the same time, they can be seen as
encouraging the participants to raise 1ssues that they themselves consider important This type of interviews
become very useful when one wants to discover participants’ interpretative repertoires (Potter and Wetherell,
1987, Potter and Mulkay, 1985) or repertoires of narratives that participants use in producing accounis
{Gilbert and Mulkay, 1984)

S Both when the mterview 1s conducted (when asking questions, when challenging the participans, when
bemng neutral, but also 1n as far the analysis of interviewer’s accounts, which should be a constituve part of
analysis per se
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mundane work of one sociological interview, the local management and the interactional
accomplishment. Mazeland and ten Have (1996; see also Antaki and Rapley, 1996,
Houtkoop-Steenstra and Antaki, 1997; Suchman and Jordan, 1990; Rapley, 2001) have
shown how an interview 1s a negotiation between the extra-local research agenda and the

local interaction, pointing to what they call ‘the essential tension’ 1n 1nterviews.

In all these studies (and others), it was highlighted that the interviewee (together with the
interviewer) 1s active in the process of constructing meaning (Gilbert and Mulkay, 1984;
Holstetn and Gubrium, 1997, Potter and Mulkay, 1985) This critique was based on the
assumption that the interview 1s a kind of ‘conversation’, with two contributors, each
equally important (Burgess, 1984, Mishler, 1986; Wetherell and Potter, 1992;
Widdicombe and Wooffitt, 1995).

As a consequence, nterviewees’ talk should never be seen as a mere reflection of life
outstde the interview (Miller and Glassner, 1997), a ‘reality report’ (Holstein and
Gubrium, 1995, 1997), but rather as a product of a specific interactron and ‘spaces of
interaction’ 1n their own right (Rapley, 2001)7 One should also not forget that, “whatever
we do with “interview talk’, whether we analyse it through a ‘realist’ or ‘constructionist’
perspective, we must be aware of how the talk 1s locally produced by both the interviewee

and interviewer” (Rapley, 2001, p 309, emphasis 1n original).

Interviews and discursive psychology

As poimnted out previously, discursive psychology tends to focus 1its attention mainly
towards the fine-grained study of tape-recorded natural interactions or different types of
texts: newspaper articles, therapy sessions, police nterviews, and transcriptions of
everyday conversations. When discursive researchers use interviews, the difference
between these and ‘natural’ interactions is not as big as 1t would seem®. This 1s because
mterviews are not considered neutral devices through which one gains direct access to the
answers of the participants, but are seen as “arenas’ of interaction 1n their own right, within

which both the contributions of the interviewer and interviewee are considered as equally

7 The nterplay of identities, saving face, justifying accounts etc become of central importance as ‘at certain
moments 1n that mteraction speakers may be concerned to produce themselves as a certain type-of-person’
(Rapley, 2001, p 308)

¥ For the debate on ‘natural’ and ‘contrived’ data see the comments from Speer, 2002a, b
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important (Potter and Mulkay, 1985; Widdicombe and Wooffitt, 1995) As Silverman
(2001) argues, ‘particular focus 1s on how nterviews construct narratives of events and

people and the turn-by-turn construction of meaning’ (p 87)

For discursive psychologists, the interview 1s ‘a species of interaction within the social
world and not outside 1’ (Avery and Antak:, 1997, p. 5) That 1s, the topics about which
the participants are to talk about are ones publicly available and designed to be tellable and
justuifiable within this kmd of specific conversational interaction and organization.
Moreover, and probably more importantly, the research interview 1s ‘a discursive act ...
jointly produced by the participants, and the interviewer is as involved 1n the production as

the interviewees’ (van den Berg et al., 2003, p 3)’

As previously pointed out, 1n most social science research, the ‘logic” of the interviewing
process seems to hold a promuse for a direct access to the ‘real’, ‘unaltered’ expenences,
opimons and attitudes of the interviewee Researchers working in ethnomethodology,
conversation analysis and discursive psychology have countered this trend and
demonstrated the constructed nature of interviews (see inter alia Houtkoop-Steenstra,

2000; Baker, 1997; van den Berg et al , 2003)

For discursive psychologists with a ‘critical’ penchant, the use of interviews i the
research of stringent social 1ssues such as mnequality and prejudice, discimination and
racism, reproduction of dominance becomes extremely relevant. Its use becomes relevant
if one considers these sorts of interviews as ‘based on the conversations of daily hfe’
(Kvale, 1996, p. 5), on society’s conversations about social matters, about the very matters
and 1ssues that the researcher attempts to unveil. It 1s at the same time, 1n itself, a
‘professional conversation’ (Kvale, 1996), one that plays upon different degrees and levels

of involvement, neutrality, facilitation from both the interviewee, but also the interviewer.

Treating 1t as ‘active’ (and allowing 1t to be ‘active’) (see Holstein and Gubrium (1997)’s
idea of ‘the active interview’), the researcher comes to see the participant (the ‘subject
behind the respondent’ as Holstein and Gubritm would say) as ‘not only holding facts and

details of experience, but, in the very process of offerning them up for response,

® As a consequence, ‘it 1s highly appropriate  that the methods and theores of discourse analysis are
applied to this practice’ (van den Berg et al , 2003, p 3}
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constructively adds to, takes away from, and transforms the facts and details’ (Holstemn
and Gubrnium, 1997, p. 117)10. As Silverman notes, ‘we need not hear interview responses
as simply true or false reports on reality. Instead, we can treat such responses as displays

of perspectives and moral forms” (2001, p. 112, emphasis 1n onginal)

Treating the interview as a ‘social encounter 1n which knowledge 1s constructed” (Holstein
and Gubrium, 1997, p. 114), suggests that the interview does not constitute a neutral and
biased prone source of information, but instead a ‘site of, and occasion for, producing
reportable knowledge 1tself” (1bid., p 114). A neat way of understanding and treating the
mterview (and interview data) differently comes from research on the use of *‘membership
categonization devices’. For example, refermng to the way i which ‘membership
categonzation devices’ are actively used and played upon 1n 1terviews, Baker (1997)
suggests that ‘interviewing 1s understood as an interactional event in which members draw
on their cultural knowledge, including their knowledge about how members of categories
routinely speak’ (p. 131). The issue of how one should treat the questions, the invitations
to talk are clarified by Carolyn Baker As she rightly notes, ‘questions are a central part of
the data and cannot be viewed as neutral invitations to speak — rather they shape how and
as a member of which categories the respondents should speak’ (p. 131) As a
consequence, 1nterview responses are to be treated as accounts more than reports, that 1s,
they have to be understood as the work of accounting by a member of a category for the
incumbent activities attached to that particular category, but also others. Interviews
constitute a specific social context within which answers are locally and collaboratively
constructed. When interviews get transcribed using the conversation analytic principles
‘you begin to see them as spaces of finely co-ordnated interactional work in which the
talk of both speakers is central to producing the mterview’ (Rapley, 2001, p. 306,

emphasis 1n onginal}.

Since the pioneering work of Margaret Wetherell and Jonathan Potter concerning race talk
i New Zealand (Wetherell and Potter, 1992), one could argue that analyzing racism and

prejudice in talk (through the use of mterviews, but also through other methods of

% As Holstein and Gubrium conclude, “respondents® answers and comments are not viewed as reality
reports delivered from a fixed repository Instead, they are considered for the ways that they construct
aspects of reality 1n collaboration with the mterviewer The focus 1s as much on the assembly process as on
what 15 assembled” (1997, p 127)
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analysis) has become a subject of research mn its own nght Different researchers have
reported a number of different new empirical findings on the rhetorical orgamzation of
discourse on race and race related 1ssues (and more generally on ‘controversial 1ssues’) in
interviews (see for example the very recent collection of texts on analyzing race talk - van

den Berg et al , 2003)

While many studies treat ‘soctety’ or ‘prejudice’ sumply as an external social fact,
discursive work have shown how both imnterviewer and interviewee rely upon their
conversational skills and common-sense knowledge of social structure n order to produce
locally ‘adequate’ utterances (Baker, 1982, 1984; Silverman, 2001} ‘Society’, majority or
munority ‘culture’, ‘prejudice’, ‘discrimination’ are (seen as) constructed from within,
from within a set of discourses with different ideological effects. From the point of view
of interview-as-local-accomplishment (cf Stlverman, 2001), interview data are not just
‘one part of the story’, to be contrasted and balanced with what respondents actually do.
Instead. ‘such data show how participants sensitively reproduce and rearticulate 1dentities

within the interview’ (Silverman, 2001, p. 104).

As Holstein and Gubrium have argued, ‘interview participants are practitioners of
everyday Ihfe, constantly working to discern and communicate the recognizable and
orderly features of experience’ (1997, p. 121). In the course of conversational 1nteraction
the interviewee and the interviewer display a range of interpretive practices and at the
same time articulate ongomng interpretive structures, resources and orientattons to
‘practical reasoning’ (Garfinkel, 1967) As Wetherell and Potter suggested, interviewing
can be seen as a way of developing a ‘participants’ comprehension’ of a culture (see also
Collins, 1983) The interviews not only allow the analyst to record a different range of
accounts (drawing on a variety of interpretative repertoires), ‘but they also provide[d] an
arena for reflexively considering the nature of local ethnographic knowledge, for they

involve the researcher being a participant all over again’ (1992, p. 104).

As Edwards (2003, p. 32) suggests, interviews on controversial topics such as prejudice,
discrimination, ethnic categorization or stereotyping are not easy to wnterpret. These kinds
of interviews often entail contradictory, ambiguous and ambivalent statements. Meaning
(and the construction of meanming) depends on the interview as an interaction. The

suggestion is to ‘locate the analysis in the details of the transcripts ... and in the
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participants’ own interactional orientations’ (1bid., p. 46) One thing that a non-cntical
discursive analysis of such interviews would specifically not (want to) offer 1s an historical
or cultural (and :deological, for that matter) analysis ‘of where ... participants’ resources
(devices, categories, positionings, rhetorical moves etc.) might come from’ (p 46). Any
investigation of cultural and 1deological resources in talk should be ‘grounded in

examining what those resources are, 1n terms of how they are used’ (p. 46).

More critically minded researchers understand interviews as discursive units that can tell
us ‘crucial things about a segment of society’s conversations with itself, about the ways in
which the world 1s typically legittmated, organized, and justified’ (Wetherell, 2003, p. 13).
Moreover, ‘interviews tell us about the cultural resources people have available for telling
therr patch of the world’ (1bid, p. 13). The most important pomnt made by ‘critical’
researchers was that related to the interview being a ‘highly specific social production’,
but which also ‘draws on routine and highly consensual (cultural/normative) resources that
carry beyond the immediate local context, connecting local talk with discursive history’
(p. 13) One should also keep 1n mind that the speakers, the participants are not inventing
the resources each time they talk. As Wetherell (2003) argues, ‘the argumentative fabric of
society 15 continually shaping and transforming, but for recogmzable periods it is the same

kind of cloth’ (p. 13)

The coding process and content analysis

As discursive psychologists have argued, in discourse rescarch the principal task of coding
1s to make the task of analysis more straightforward by sorting through relevant matenals
from large bodies of transcripts (Potter, 1998a). Coding, as a cyclical process, usually
involves sifting through the materials for instances of a phenomenon of interest and
arranging them into separate folders (archives) for later analysis. It 1s suggested, that at
this stage, the selection should be inclusive, that is, including material that can turn out to
be irrelevant at a later stage rather than exclude 1t for 1ll-formulated reasons early on (cf

Potter, 1998a).

One of the ways m which one can accomplish the task of coding 1s to use content analysis.
At 1ts most basic, content analysis was identified as being a research techmque ‘for the
objective, systematic and quantitative description of the manifest content of

communication’ (Berelson, 1952, p. 18) an for ‘systematically and objectively identifying
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specified charactenstics of messages” (Holsti, 1968, p. 601). For ‘classical’ content
analysis, as Berelson (1952) suggests, cniteria of objectivity, systematicity and
quantification are appropnate. Krippendorff (1980) provides one of the first summaries of
the ‘methods’ of content analysis, in which his discussion of the quality criteria of content

analysis 1s of parttcular importance.

Traditionally, the goals and methods of content analysts have been developed and
concentrated on assessment on the basis of frequency analysis (Berelson, 1952),
Nevertheless, *“’patterns’ or ‘wholes’ in texts could be demonstrated, not by counting and
measuring therr manifest contents, but by showing the different possibilities of
mterpretation of ‘multiple connotations’ (Titscher et al., 2000, p. 62; see also Kracauer,
1952)

The content analysis of qualitative research data

As Mostyn (1985) pomnted out, “content analysis 1s the ‘diagnostic tool’ of qualitative
researchers which they use when faced with a mass of open-ended matenal to make sense
of” (p. 117). The 1nterest is not with what is going on in the head of the respondents, but
rather with what the respondents tell us, thetr words, their discursive world. One needs to
find meaning within the multitude of questions and answers that the participants are
offering Moreover, ‘the overall purpose of the content analysis approach 1s to identify
specific characteristics of commumcations systematically and objectively 1n order to

convert raw maternal into scientific data’ (Mostyn, 1985, p 117)

The main 1dea of such a procedure of analysis is thereby, to preserve the advantages of
quantitative content analysis as developed within communication science and to transfer
and further develop them to qualitative-interpretative steps of analysis (Mayring, 2000,
paragraph 2). Basic content analysis and qualitative content analysis can be combined with

other qualitative procedures (Mayring, 2000; Mostyn, 1985)

Content analysis combines what are usually thought to be antithetical modes of analysis
(Weber, 1990). It involves 1n the first place a qualitative judgment followed by a
quantitative expression. As Berelson (1971, quoted in Mostyn, 1985, p. 115) says, ‘content
analysis does not differ from close reading plus judgement ...". When the material to be

summarized, orgamized and, 1n last instance, analyzed, is the result of a qualitative
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research 1nvestigation — 1n the form of questions and answers as part of semi-structured
mterviews, the content analysis requires not only the function of inference, but also that of

nterpretation, gtving meaning to content {Mostyn, 1985)

Simple counting techniques can offer a means to survey the whole corpus of data.
Analysts are thus able to gain a sense of the flavour of the data as a whole and test, revise
analytic insights. This 1s a good way to removing doubts about the accuracy of their
impression of the data and finding new relationships within the data (Silverman, 1993) As
Mostyn cogently argues, ‘the purpose of content analysis of open-ended matenal is to
understand the meaning of the commumcation; that is, .. meaning within the context of

the respondent’s own frame of reference’ (1985, p. 118, emphasis 1n oniginal).

As some researchers have noted, ‘quantification can neatly tie 1n with the logic of
qualitative research’ (Silverman, 2001, p. 36). In as far as interviews are concerned, the
15sue of quantification can be a valid and relevant one. For example, instead of conducting
standardized surveys or opmion polls (or expertments), the analyst starts counting
participants’ own categortes as used 1n 1nterview-talk. Data acquires more meaning and
more usefulness when 1t 1s subjected to bioth quantitative and qualitative content analyses
(Bryman, 1988; Bryman and Burgess, 1994). To think that only by applying statistical
techmques or quantitative procedures to social science data one ensures ngour and
guarantees objectivity is misleadmg (cf Mostyn, 1985). By the same token, it is similarly
musleading to believe that only by using qualitative procedures one ensures a different
kind of ‘objectivity’ and ‘vahdity’, which has nothing to do with using numbers. In both
cases the argument 1s fallacious, because, 1n content analysis, quantitative and qualitative
‘procedures’ go together ‘since the determination of all categonies mnvolve qualitative
judgments 1n the first instance’ (Mostyn, 1985, p 121). In most cases, content analysis
‘bridges statistical formalism and the qualitative analysis of the materals. In the
quantity/quality divide 1n social research content analysis 1s a hybnid technique ..” (Baver,
2000,p 132)

In the last instance, 1n as far as qualitative research is concerned, the ultimate reliability
test of a good content analysis relates more to whether the data obtained through the
intermediary of this method provides a trustworthy basis not only for drawing inferences

and supporting hypotheses, but mainly for the interpretation and detailed analysis of the
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material. As a consequence, ‘qualitative data must be interpreted, and not just reported’
(Mostyn, 1985, p 131, emphasts 1n original). As Bauer has put it, the validity of a content
analysis “must be judged not against a ‘true reading’ of the text'', but n terms of its
grounding 1n the materials and 1ts congruence with the theory of the researcher, and 1n the

light of his or her research purpose” (2000, p. 133)

There 1s a dilemma between reliability and validity in content analysis of qualitative
material where one has ‘a trade-off between the two’ (Bauer, 2000, p. 145). For content
analysis of qualitative matenal the coding itself 1s the value: “content analysts cannot
assume a ‘true value’ of the text that 1s confused by coding error” (ibud, p. 145).
Reliability 1ndicates an objectified interpretation, but not necessarily the condition of a
valid interpretation: ‘Inter-objectivity defends the researcher against the allegation of
arbitranness ... however, unlike 1n psychometrics, low reliability does not invalidate an
interpretation .. the ambiguities of the matenal are part of the analysis’ (1bid., p 145-
146}

Limitations of content analysis in qualitative research

I want to close this chapter by pomnting to some of the difficulties and shortcomings of
using a content analysis 1n qualitative research (and especially 1n as far as interview-talk is
concerned) Let me start by saying that, 1t seems unlikely that complicated patterns of
social practices could be easily approached through identifying particular sorts of
responses to questions, and then coding and counting them. Such a traditional and basic
content analysis would not reveal the interpretative work done by the various discursive
and rhetorical resources that participants draw upon (Wetherell and Potter, 1992). What 1s
needed instead is an approach that touches upon the uses of repertoires 1n context, paying
particular attention to specific (1deological) constructions and their rhetorical organization.
Patterns of vanation and consistency (which are not very obvious when one 1s doing
content analysis) in a range of accounts would help mapping the patterns of cultural and
interpretative repertowres that the participants are drawing on. As Mostyn (1985) has
argued ‘it 1s not enough to merely take in words before drawing inferences ... to gamn any

real msights into the meaning we must analyse the communication presented to us’ (p.

" According to Bauer (2000, p 136), there are two kinds of texts texts that are made in the process of
research, such as interview transcripts or observation protocols, and texts that have already been produced
for some other purpose, such as newspapers or memos
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116) One needs to take into account the patterns of argument and justification of which

these different types of answers were part

Silverman (2001) suggests that different attempts to quantification have a limrted value
Providing the frequency of a certain kind of talk (1n our case, the just:fications), obscures
the contingent nature of the interaction, and ignores the functions of language. Atkinson
(1992, p, 459) (quoted 1n Silverman, 2001, p. 123) points out, one disadvantage of the
coding schemes used 1n content analysis 18 that, because they are based on a given set of
categories, they furmish ‘a powerful conceptual grid’. As Silverman (2001) continues,
“while this ‘grid’ 1s very helpful in organizing the data analysis, 1t also deflects attention

away from uncategorized activities” (p. 123).

In as far as interview-talk 1s concerned, content analysis disaggregates the text into a series
of fragments. What one cannot get i content analysis 1s a study of social mnteraction that
considers the way that particular mental objects (such as opinions and attitudes) are
mvoked and produced by both the interviewer and interviewee (Potter, 2003, Puchta and
Potter, 2002). A broader and in-depth discursive analysis would aim to look not only at

what therr interactional role might be, but also at their social and 1deological role

One should not forget that interview 1nteraction (as social interaction 1n general) gets 1ts
sense from 1ts sequential context. This has cnitical implications for approaches such as
content analysis, which involves making categonzations, and considering relations
between them. Such categonzations tend to cut across precisely the sequential relations
that are important for the sense of the turn of talk (Potter, 1998a) As Bauer (2000) has
argued, ‘the relationship between segmented text units coded 1nto a frequency distribution
and the original text is lost . categorization loses the sequentiality of Janguage and text’
(p. 148) The nature and complexity of justifications is also lost when coded 1n terms of
frequency. Rather, justifications and flexible argumentation need to be understood 1n terms

of their positioning in argumentative discourse (Antaki, 1990; Antaki and Leudar, 1992)

Nevertheless, quantification 1s perfectly appropriate 1n a range of situations, dependent on
appropnate analytic and theoretical judgements (Potter, 1998a). The content analysis of a
corpus of materials can, in most of the cases, take the researcher back to the ornginal

transcripts and recordings, as a better and thorough understanding of the phenomenon
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under discussion requires more examples and a more detailled discursive analysis
Concerns, which itially might seem disparate and unrelated can merge together 1n the
course of analysis while topics which might seem related 1n a first instance can be

separated 1n the course of analysis (cf. Potter, 1998a).

Numbers are integral to qualitative research as they are used to establish the significance
of a research project, to document what 1s known about a problem, and to describe a
sample (Sandelowski, 2001). They are also useful for showcasing the labour and
complexity of qualitative work and to generate meaning from qualitative data; to
document and test the mit1al assumptions or nterpretations of the analyst (Sandelowsk,
2001). There are, nonetheless, a lot of arguments for being cautious about quantification
when studying discursive and interactional matenal (Potter, 1998a, see also Schegloff,
1993 and the papers in Wieder, 1993). Some of the grounds for cautton come from a
range of qualitative studies of quantification in various settings (see inter alia, Ashmore,
Mulkay & Pinch, 1989, Potter, Wetherell & Chitty, 1991). Some other grounds for caution
come from the observation that content analysis, by focusing on frequencies and the
explicit dimensions of talk, tends to neglect the unspoken, the implicit and 1deological
dimension of talk One could argue that, by using content analysis one constructs
paradigms of potential meaning rather than actual meaning (Bauer, 2000) The ‘actual’
meaning is to be found in the ‘actual’ imterview interaction, with both imterviewer and
mterviewee constructing meaning and actively making use of rhetorical and cultural

resources as the mteraction progresses
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Chapter six

The content analysis of qualitative data

Introduction

In the previous chapter, I have offered a general account of some methodological
considerations related to the research interview (and 1ts uses 1n discursive psychology), the

coding process and the use of content analysis (and 1ts lirmtations) 1n qualitative research.

In this chapter, I will be offering an account of the actual content analysis of the
qualitative data obtained through the use of semu-structured interviews. But before getting
to that, let me first outline the objectives of the research and the specific matenals and

analytic procedures involved 1n this study.

As argued 1n the first pages of this thesis, this study aims at comparing and contrasting the
way Romanians talk about the Hungarian minonty with the way they talk about the
Romanies One of the aims of thus research is to see whether participants expressing
support for the nght-wing policies of Vadim Tudor and Gheorghe Funar differed 1n their
(prejudiced and extreme prejudiced) views about the ethmc munorties (Hungarians and
Romanies) from those not expressing support for the nght-wing policies This thesis does
not start with the assumption that all prejudiced talk 1s the same. It can be seen as an
attempt to understand the discursive dynamics of different ways of talking about different
ethnic munority groups and their social and 1deological effects. The analytic discussion
ranges from investigating the links between nationalism and prejudice 1n the case of the
Hungarian minority to the investigation of a shift to discourses of ‘nature’ and ‘moral

exclusion’ 1n as far as the Romanies are concerned,

Materials, data source and participants

The data that forms the basis of this study was collected through recorded semi-structured

discussion/interviews with middle-class Romanian professionals, both male and female,
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selected to cover a variety of socral backgrounds in the region of Transylvama (north-
western part of Romama) This multi-ethnic region 1s at the heart of the political and
public debate regarding prejudice and discrimination against the mam ethnic minorities

(the Hungarians and the Romanies) in Romania

Thirty-eight recorded sermi-structured discussion/interviews were conducted by the author
between February 2001 and October 2001 The first senies of interviews (the first ten)
constituted a pilot phase 1n which decision were taken nsofar the interview schedule was
concerned. Taking account of the wealth of recorded data and the importance of the
information provided, these interviews were included alongside the others in the process

of analyss.

The participants in the interviews were all majonty group members (ethnically
Romanian) No member of ethnic minonties was interviewed as part of the project. Taking
part 1n the interviews was made on a voluntary basis and the recruitment was based on a
‘snowball’ sampling techmque The initial selection of participants was made nside a
school establishment On most occasions, interviews with one person led to suggestions
for other people to be interviewed Interviews were usually conducted 1n people’s homes
(mainly 1n the evening) at a time agreed 1n advance with the interviewer. Some interviews
however were conducted 1n the person’s workplace duning the day The mterviewer
introduced himself as a research student interested in the participants’ opinions The
interviews were introduced as being short and rather general discussions about ‘social
1issues’. The participants were warned that the discussion will be taped and that the data
will be treated strictly confidential. They were offered the opportunity to sign and agree to
an informed consent form before the mterview started. All of them agreed to go on with
the interview and consented to the data being used only for research purposes. Each
individual interview lasted between one hour and one hour and a half. The table below

details the participants’ (pseudonymized) names, their sex, age and their profession

(occupation).

Table 1 Name, sex, age and occupation of participants
Name Sex Age Occupation
1 Ana F 49 Logopedics
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2 Carla F 34 Accountant

3 Mana F 27 Literary critic

4 Andre: M 54 Financial inspector
5 Mircea M 32 Bank reviser

6 Sabina F 33 Accountant

7 Radu M 52 Historian

8 Nicu M 24 Teacher

9 Sanda F 22 Teacher

10 Jon M 39 Engineer

11 Florn M 47 Manager

12 Corina F 27 Lawyer

13 1naudible M 31 Veterinary doctor
14 George M 33 Veterinary doctor
15 Emihia F 31 Admunistrator

16 Marta F 43 Accountant

17 Alina F 35 Accountant

18 Marcu M 40 Engineer

19 Gheorghe M 25 Teacher

20 Iula F 45 Teacher

21 Mihai M 30 Factory worker
22 Valena F 25 Teacher

23 Lucian M 49 Museum curator
24 Adina F 31 Kindergarten ich
25 Madalina F 43 Teacher

26 Marc M 51 Teacher

27 Victoria F 27 Teacher

28 Suzana F 43 Teacher

29 Razvan M 28 IT specialist

30 Gabnel M 49 Retired

31 Jacob M 33 Shop manager
32 Alexandru M 55 Priest

33 Adnan M 50 School manager
34 Neli+Nelu F+M (couple) 47 Dentist

35 Cristina F 49 Teacher

36 Carmen F 71 Retired

37 Ramona F 48 Teacher

38 Sandra F 51 Speech therapist

As 1t is known, by now a common-place, 1n discursive work ‘the success of a study 1s not
in the least dependent on sample size’ (Potter and Wetherell, 1987, p. 161), italics 1n
oniginal). While the specific focus of this research was not to sample a large sector of the
majority group Romanian population, my data corpus includes participants of different
ages and different professional backgrounds. The participants are describable as muddle-
class, ordmnary, majority group members. These were not bigots, ‘professional’ denigrators

(as some of their more higher status fellow countrymen), but the ordinary, run-of-the-mull
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type of person. Nevertheless, the point of the apalytic focus was not the human
participants per se but their use of language Generalization 1s, therefore, not from a
sample of people to a population but from a sample of talk to existing or new theories,
constructions or understandings of racism and prejudice in Romania, what 1t 1s, how 1t

‘works’ and so on.

The interviews discussed generally ‘controversial’ 1ssues regarding prejudice and
prejudice related 1ssues in Romaman society such as the avowed support for the policies of
the representatives of the Romanian right-wing, the (contested) existence of prejudice and
discrimination against the Hunganans, and respectively the Romanies, the 1ssue of
interethme conflict, the 1ssue of minority rights and other general issues related to politics,
prejudice and culture. Each interview, whale ‘conversational' in nature (Wetherell & Potter,
1992), was structured around a pre-designed and piloted schedule of questions and
comments, albeit often ntroduced 1n different ways and sometimes 1n a different order,
which allowed the exploration of a relatively standard range of topics with each
participant Box 1 below offers some sample questions of the interview schedule (for the

complete interview schedule — see Appendix C)

Not all the questions were raised with each participant. The standard order of questioming
mcluded a short introductory section when the person was asked to describe herself in
terms of age and occupation, which was then followed by questions from the schedule
itself. The main questions (and answers) that I have focused on were those related to the
issue of the attitudes that Romamians have towards the two aforementioned groups, the
1ssue of prejudice and discrimination, the 1ssue of minonty rights, the 1ssue of inter-ethnic
conflict, the 1ssue of bilingual signs, and last, but not least, the 1ssue of nationalism - there
was a tendency to start with the questions referning to the Hunganan minonty and then
continue with those referring to the Romany minority). I have also tnied to make sure that
at some pomt in the interview the question relating to the avowed support for the
representatives of the Romanian nght-wing was asked I have tried, as much as possible,
to keep the order of the questioming the same for each participant, but because of the

conversational and rather informal nature of the discussion this was not always possible.
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Box 1

Interview schedule: Sample Questions

- Do you think that there 1s a conflict between Romanians and Hungarians? Or between
Romanians and Romanies? Do you think that there 1s a case there or not really?

- After the Revolution, the inter-ethnic conflicts of March 1990 in Tg Mures, and the
most recent ones, between Romanians and Romanies from Hadareni (Mures county) or
Mihail Kogalniceanu (Constanta county) raised contradictory comments... Who do you
think 1 responsible for what happened? How do you explain what happened?

- What do you think most Romanians® attitudes are to Hungarians (Romanues....)?
Positive or negative?

- Do you think that Romamans (or people) are prejudiced against Hungarians
(Romanies)... or not really?

- Do you think there is (much) discnimination against Hungarians (Romanies) ,.?

- Do you think that the rights of (ethmc and national minonties) should be extended?
- Do you think that ethnic minorities enjoy the same rights as the majority?

- Do you think that the nationalist policies of Vadim Tudor towards Hunganans and
other ethnic groups are the fairest ones? (1n some variant of the question the name of
Gheorghe Funar was mentioned alongside that of Vadim Tudor)

The mnterview schedule was not intended to be a ngid gmde in order to collect ‘standard’

answers, but rather as a general prompting device, which in most of the cases was departed

from These ‘departures’ were very often accompamed by my own (unprepared)

comments or invitations for clanfication.

Each interviewee was given a pseudonym, which will be used throughout the thesis to

protect the anonymity of those who volunteered. In one case the tape was inaudible and

the interview with that person was not included min the analysis. In one occasion the

husband of one of my interviewee present at the time of the interviewee expressed an

mterest 1n being jointly interviewed with the person mmtially contacted. There was only

one joint interview 1n the corpus of data (interview 34)

Interviews were used for identifying and exploring participants interpretative practices

rather than an strument for accessing a set of attitudes and beliefs The aim of the
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interviews was to facilitate and bring forward some of the most ordinary ways of
expression, the ordinary common sense of the particrpants What I tried to do though was
to challenge the participants on some the issue that 1 have considered relevant
Challenging the partictpants from time to time felt appropriate for the task at hand, given
that my aim was not to develop a cntique of them as people, but to develop a critique
through the analysis of the discursive resources that the Romanian language and culture

offered them

Procedures

Transcription and translation

Each individual interview was tape recorded and later transcribed. The tapes of the
individual interviews were all transcribed to first pass (words only), then smaller or larger
parts to be included 1n the thesis were fully transcnbed. A cut-down version of the well-
known set of conventions developed by Gail Jefferson was adopted in order to transcribe
the recorded matenal (see Appendix A for transcription conventions; see also Hutchby and
Wooffitt, 1998) In order to facilitate the coding process, notes were taken during the
transcription process together with repeated (re)readings of the transcripts and (re)listening

to the tapes.

The whole corpus of transcribed recorded material was not translated in its entirety. Only
the parts used for analysis were translated In translating the matenal an effort was made
to keep the translation as close as possible to the original Romanian material (text) The
excerpts presented were translated from the original Romaman into English by the author
of this thesis. An attempt was made to keep the translation as accurate as posstble in order
not to distort meaning Some issues relating to translation were highlighted using
footnotes. The same transcription notations were used for both the Romamian onginal and
the English counterpart The analysis was conducted on the onginal, but the references 1n
the text are made mainly to the English translation The extracts chosen for analysis were
selected for their ability to illustrate and develop the main analytical topics. It should be
stressed that the translation was mainly for purposes of communicating to English
speaking readers ~ not for the purposes of analysis, which was undertaken on the oniginal

Romanian.
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The mtial coding stage and selecting instances

Using the transcribed matenal, the initial coding stage involved repeated readings of the
transcnibed data, looking for patterns and themes, but also for varnations and deviant (or
extreme) cases (cf Wetherell and Potter, 1992). To facilitate this T have started working
from the most important questions that I have asked and compiling the answers to these 1n
two different groups (questions and answers referring to the Hungarian minority, on one
hand; questions and answers referring to the Romanzes, on the other hand). My first
concern was 10 class these answers to the different questions. In order to do that a basic
content analysis was performed One of the main questions that guided the analysis
process was the one related to the avowed support for the representatives of the Romanian
nght-wing, Comelin Vadim Tudor and Gheorghe Funar in the case of which three
ideological (subject) positions were 1dentified: speakers supporting, those ambivalent and
those opposing Vadim Tudor and Gheorghe Funar. The main 1dea behind this was to see
whether participants expressing support for the nght-wing policies of Vadim Tudor and
Gheorghe Funar differed 1n their prejudiced and extreme prejudiced views about the ethnic
munonties (Hungarians and Romanies) from those not expressing support for the nght-

wing policies.

Interpretation and analysis

Extracts from the transcribed tapes were analyzed using ‘critical’ discursive psychological
and conversation analysis techniques (Edwards and Potter, 1n press; Potter and Edwards,
2001; Wetherell, 1998, 2003) The analysis involved repeated careful readings and, in a
way, entailed the development of a specific ‘analytic mentality’ (Hutchby and Wooffitt,
1998; Wetherell, 1998)

The development of this analytic mentality was helped by the theoretical and
methodological 1nsights coming from cntical discursive psychological analyses of talk
(and prejudiced talk in particular), which constituted a continuous source of inspiration,
but also of confrontation and critique Following a more critical discursive stance the
analysis has aimed to proceed through two related movements. As Wetherell (2003)
argues, ‘one 1s the identification and analysis of pattern (cultural resources), while the

other 1s theorizing and explamming this pattern’ (p. 13-14). As noted previously (see chapter
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three), a ‘cntical’ discursive social psychological approach to the language of prejudice,
discrimination and racism nvolves two levels of analysss'. The first level is based on
conversation analysis enabling the identification the action-orientated nature of justifying
claims together with a detailed look at the accountable conversational practices that
warrant the particular version being produced The second level focuses on the ideological
patterns of sense-making and therr specific functions such as rationalizing, legitimating,
naturalizing prejudice. The analysis (and subsequent nterpretation) is based on a view of
ideology as ‘practical discursive action linked to power’ (Wetherell, 2003, p. 14) The
main nterest 1s on how ‘the effect of truth is created in discourse and how certain
discursive mobilizations become powerful — so powerful that they are the orthodoxy,

almost entirely persuasive’ (1ibid., p 14), beyond which participants can barely think.

Ethics and confidentiality

This project complies with the Romanian Psychological Society’s code of conduct (which
1s a hybrid between the Amencan Psychological Association code of conduct and the
Bnitish Psychological Society’s code of conduct). In order to comply with the British
Psychological Society’s rules the Brtish Psychological Society’s ‘Code of Conduct,
Ethical Pnnciples and Guidelines’ (1998) was consulted and ultimately used All
participants were informed of the purposes of the research and possible uses and were
guaranteed confidentiality and anonynuty. All participants completed consent forms and
specified their level of consent (the translation of the original Romanian consent form can
be seen 1n Box 2 - the onginal Romanian consent form can be found in Appendix B). All
participants were given the opportumity to withdraw or to stop at any point in the
interview, but nobody chose to do so They were also given the opportunity to withdraw

all or part of their tape-recorded conversation. Again, nobody chose to do so.

! For similar mutt-level discursive analyses see Riley (2002), Willott and Griffin (1997)
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Box 2 Informed consent form
Thank you for taking part in this research

My name 15 Cristian Thleaga and I am a psychology student at the University of Iasi My research
focuses on people’s opimons on different social 1ssues 1n Romanian society

Before we begin I would like to make you aware of the fact that
- your participation 1s entirely voluntary
- youare free to refuse to answer any question
- you are free to withdraw at any time

Let me also pormnt that 1t 1s your opinions that [ am interested in There are no right or
wrong answers Please feel free to bring up any 1ssues that you might find relevant to our discussion

The 1nterview will be taped and the data will be treated strictly confidential It will only be used for
research purposes and will only be avaitable to people mvolved n this particular research Excerpts
from the mterviews may be made part of the final research report, but under no circumstances will
your real name be disclosed or included in the report

Please sign this form to show that I have read the contents to you

Signed

Date

I can be contacted at the address XXXXXX or by email XXXXXX if you have any queries about
the research itself or your participation 1n 1t

The content analysis

In order to help the 1nitial coding process a content analysis of the answers to some of the
specific questrons asked was undertaken. There were two concerns that guided the process
of content analysis. First, I have started from the assumption that in a study such as this
one, looking at people’s views on controversial ethnic and social 1ssues, 1t seemed
reasonable to expect that a range of opinions and justifications would be expressed and a
different range of answers would be offered. One might get people agreeing, disagreeing
(implicitly or explicitly), but also being ambivalent or not having an opinion (or at least

declaning so) with the vanious 1ssues raised by the interviewer
Second, one of the other, very important assumptions of this study was directly linked to

one of the questions that figured 1n the interview schedule, the one related to the avowed

support for the representatives of the Romanan night-wing. The main 1dea behind this was
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to see whether participants expressing support for the nght-wing policies of Vadim Tudor
and Gheorghe Funar differed 1n therr views about the ethnic minonties (Hungarians and

Romanies) from those not expressing support for the right-wing policies.

In the case of this study, the interview-talk corpus constitutes the forms of expression of a
community [Romanian] that argues and debates on controversial social and political 1ssues
relating to 1ts main ethnmec minorities, the Hunganans and the Romanies. The corpus of talk
subjected to content analysis contains references to values and norms, debate and
argument, Within this framework, content analysis ‘allows us to construct indicators of
worldviews, values, attitudes, opinions, prejudices and stereotypes’ (Bauer, 2000, p 134)

and then compare these across the 1deological spectrum.

Coding categories

A content analysis was conducted on the responses to the main questions that the
mterviewer raised A count was made looking at the responses, which included explicit
agreement (when the respondent said ‘yes’ followed by a ‘spontaneous’ justification
(quahfication) of his position — of the type ‘yes + explanatory connective + justification’
{(for example, ‘Yes, there 1s [conflict] .. because of their behaviour’ as an answer to a
question on the (possible) existence of a conflict between Romanians and Romanies). The
‘yes, but + justification (competing version)’ types of answers were nevertheless classed
as ambivalent (for example, ‘yes, there 1s prejudice at the politics level, but not in general’
as an answer to a question about the existence of prejudice aganst the Hunganan

minority)

Instances of implicit agreement were also considered, when the respondents aligned their
answer with the position expressed in the question without the use of an exphcit ‘yes’ (for
example, ‘There is discrimination, I don’t believe that he would be accepted for a job so
easily’ as an answer to a question about the existence of discrimination against Romanies).

These types of (explicit and implicit) answers will be referred to as ‘agree’ answers
The same procedure was used to include answers 1n the ‘disagree’ category. A count was

made of the answers that showed explicit disagreement (when the respondent said ‘no’

followed by a ‘spontaneous’ justification (qualification) of his position — of the type ‘no +
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explanatory connective + justification’ (for example, ‘No, no, no, because that’s the
construction of the Romanian character ...” as an answer to a question on the (possible)
existence of prejudice against the Hungartan minonty). As 1t was the case with the ‘agree’
type of answers, implicit disagreement (when the respondent didn’t aligned their response
with the position expressed 1n the questron) was also considered (for example, ‘well,
between Romamians and Hungarians one cannot necessarily talk about a conflict, rather a
certain difference of attitude’ as an answer to a question about the (possible) existence of a

conflict between Romanians and Hunganans).

Answers that included both statements of agreement and disagreement (explicitly, but also
implicitly) were also counted. These types of answers will be referred to as ‘ambivalent’
answers. Here are couple of examples of explicit ambivalence a) ‘There is discrimimation
when getting a job, but there is no discrimnation 1f he 1s prepared’ as an answer to a
question regarding the existence the discrimination against the Romanies. b) “There 1s no
discrimination 1n general, but there are cases and cases...maybe locally’ as an answer to a

question regarding the existence of discrimination against the Hungarians

A couple of examples of implicit ambivalence a) There are prejudices, but mostly from
people who don’t have contact with them’ as an answer to a question regarding the
existence of prejudice against the Hunganan minority. b) ‘In general there 1s no conflict,
but n particular 1t is possible to find people upset with their behaviour’ as an answer to a

question regarding the existence of a conflict between Romanians and Hungarians.

The responses were also coded 1n terms of whether participants avoided the question If
the question was answered by an explicit "I don't know" and were not followed by a

Justification, these instances were classed as ‘non-answers’,

Another level of coding was undertaken, and responses were coded 1n terms of whether
the respondents offered spontaneous justifications for their agreements or disagreements,
without prompting from the interviewer. We counted as a justification any reason or
explanation for the position taken, be 1t in the form of a causal interpretation (for example,
‘because they have their own schools...they are allowed to participate 1n the society at all
levels’ on an instance of disagreement to a question about the (possible) existence of

discrimination against the Romanies) or argumentative claim-backing (for example,
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‘because there 15 the prejudice that they are lazy and they steal” on an instance of
agreement to a question about the (possible) existence of discrimuination against the
Romantes)® troduced by different explanatory or causal connectives (mainly through the
use of ‘because’). This was based on the assumption that participants are skilled
conversationalists “who are perpetually alive to the ‘running index’ of the talk 1n which
they are participating, and whose utterances have to be supported, justified and argued for”
(Antaki and Leudar, 1992, p. 182) The emphasis was placed in demonstrating the

immediacy of justifications being a recurrent feature of our participants’ talk
The questions and the responses

The questions that were 1ncluded 1n this content analysis concerned the 1ssues of

- conflict [‘Do you think that there 1s a conflict between Romamans and Hunganans’
(Romanians and Romanies)?]’

- prejudice [‘Do you think that Romanians are prejudiced against Hungarians (
Romanies) ... or not really?]

- discrimination [‘Do you think that there 1s discnmmation against Hunganans
{Romantes) ?}
The content analysis for these questions was based on thirty-one interviews from a total of

thirty-eight carried out with muddle-class professionals in a Romanian socio-cultural
context. Because of the conversational nature of the imterviews, not all the questions were
raised with each participant and so each questton was asked only for a number of

partictpants cut the thirty-one

The question related to the avowed support for the representatives of the Romanian nght-
wing was also 1ncluded 1n the content analysis (Do you think that the nationalist policies
of Vadim Tudor towards Hunganans and other ethnic groups are the fairest ones? (1n some

variant of the question the name of Gheorghe Funar was mentioned alongside that of

2 Nevertheless, some of the cases were far from falling neatly nto these two types of jusufications As
Antaka (1990) suggests, one way to deal with ‘grey areas’, one good guide to choosing between causal
interpretation and claim-backing justificatory accounts 1s to use the device of a ‘gradient of confidence’ As
he argues, ‘the gradient of confidence on which a statement mught move 1s one that has to be anchored at
each end by categones that are, ulumately, the researcher’s invention and, equally, the criteria that one
chooses to use to make statements migrate closer to one category or another are a matter of nterpretative
choce’ (Antaki, 1990, p 282)
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Vadim Tudor). The content analysts for this question was based on thurty-three interviews

out of thirty-eight.

Responses on questions on issues related to the Hungarian minority

Conflict

One of the question that was asked was ‘Do you think there is a conflict between
Romanians and Hungarians?’. This question was not raised with all participants, from 31

interviews 1n 17 of them, comments on this 1ssue were found.

Table 1: Frequency of answers and number of respondents who offered spontaneous
justifications on the 1ssue of conflict between Romanians and Hunganans

N=17 ‘Agree’ ‘Disagree’ ‘Ambivalence’ ‘Non-answer’

Frequency of 4 3 10 0
answers

Number of 3 3 9 0
respondents
offering
spontaneous
Justtfications

Three participants out of seventeen (that 1s 17,6%) disagreed with the 1dea of a conflict
between Romanians and Hunganans and all three gave spontanecus justifications in
support of their position. The 1ssue of ‘conflict’ was re-categonzed as something else, ‘a
difference of attitude’ (1), ‘just some people on the extremes’ (1) or simply, ‘only

problems’ (1)

As can be seen from Table 1, the majonty of the answers to this question were not so
straightforward Ten of our seventeen answers were included into the ‘ambivalent
answers’ category Nine of them gave spontaneous justifications. In two instances out of
these mne the emphasis was that ‘there is a conflict, but 1t is artificially created’,
manufactured by interested parties (both Romaman and Hunganan), and mainly political
ones, in order to preserve political advantages by triggering separation between the two

groups
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In five instances out of nine, our participants argued that we should make a differentiation
between different levels 1n society. At the higher, ‘macro’ level (the national and political
one) there 1s conflict, but at a lower, ‘micro’ level, ‘there are no problems’ and people go

along very well,

In another two instances out of nine participants in the ambivalent category, were making
distinctions between a ‘general’ and a ‘local’ level, between general stances and
particulars At a general level (“in general’) there 1s no conflict, but ‘perhaps’ there are
conflicts at a more local level ‘We have Hunganans friends, we have Hungarian

neighbours’, that’s why there 1s no general conflict.

Looking again at the Table 1, four of our seventeen participants agreed with the 1dea that
there 15 a conflict between Romamans and Hungarians and three of them gave spontaneous
justifications; 1t 1s because our history’ (1), ‘because conflicts always exist’ (1), ‘because

of the rules imposed by the majonity’ (1)
Prejudice

In 15 interviews out of 31, the following question was asked: ‘Do you think that

Romamans (people} are prejudiced agamst Hungarians or not really?’

Table 2: Frequency of answers and number of respondents who offered spontaneous
justifications on the 1ssue of prejudice against Hungarians

N=15 ‘Agree’ ‘Disagree’ ‘Ambivalence’ | ‘Non-answer’

Frequency of 3 4 8 0
answers

Number of 0 3 6 0
justifications
spontaneously

offered

Four out of fifteen (that is 26,6%) agree that there are no prejudices against the
Hunganans. Three of them gave spontaneous justifications without prompting from the
interviewer and one response was a simple disagreement not followed by any justification.
There are no prejudices against Hungarians because ‘the average Romanian has nothing

against them” (1) and because ‘that’s the construction of the Romanian character...” (1).
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Another justification that backs up the ‘non prejudice’ of the Romanians draws on the
compartson between Hungarians and Gypsies: ‘Hunganans are normal in comparison to

Gypstes. ’ (1)

Secondly, there are those who fall 1n the ‘ambivalent answers’ category, 53,3% (8 out of
15) responses that included both statements of agreement and disagreement with the 1dea
of prejudice against Hunganans. Out of eight respondents six gave spontaneous

Justifications.

In one 1nstance out of eight, respondents draw a distinction between a ‘general’ and a
‘local’ level where there 15 prejudice ‘at the politics level, but not 1n general’ (1). In
another 1nstance implicit ambivalence was found: *There are prejudices, but mostly from
people who don’t have contact with them’ (1).
Other arguments that our respondents offered could be summarised as follows
‘Where the population 1s mixed they don’t have prejudices, but where they are 1n the
majority there are prejudices’ (1)
- ‘There 1s prejudice, but not that much than from the part of Hungarians’ (1)
- ‘The older population 1s prejudiced, but not the younger populatton’ (1)
- ‘Some of Romamans, but not all of them’ (1)
Finally, three participants out of fifteen agreed with the idea that there are prejudices
against Hunganans The three respondents did not offered spontaneous justifications, but
they offered justifications in response to the prompting of the interviewer These

justifications related to ‘history” (3}, as the cause for prejudices.
Discrimination

19 participants out of 31 were asked the question: ‘Do you think that there 1s

discnmination against Hunganans or not really?’

Table 3: Frequency of answers and number of respondents who offered spontaneous
justifications on the 1ssue of the existence of discritmination against Hungarians

N=19 ‘Agree’ ‘Disagree’ ‘Ambivalence’ | ‘Non-answer’
Frequency of 2 10 7 0
answers
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Number of 1 5 5 0
respondents
offering
spontaneous
justifications

Ten participants out of nineteen (that 1s 52,6%) disagreed with the idea that Hunganans
are discnminated against Only five of them offered spontaneous justifications, the rest of

the answers were disagreements, not followed by any justification.

The justifications spontaneously offered could be summarized as follows

- ‘because there are mixed marriages, we work together’ (1)

- ‘because the relations between us are peaceful” (1)

- ‘because they have been accepted everywhere’ (1)

- ‘becaunse they enjoy the same rights as we do’ (1)

- ‘maybe another way of looking at things, but not discriminatton’ (1)

Seven participants out of nineteen (36,8%) gave explicit and implicit ambivalent answers,

that 1s, answers, which included both statements of agreement and disagreement Two
answers were not followed by any justification. The rest of five participants offered

spontaneous justifications.

In two instances out of five there was a distinction between the ‘general’ and the
‘particular’”: ‘There 1s no discrimnation 1n general, but there are cases and cases.. maybe

locally’. Other justifications spontaneously offered could be summarized as follows*

- ‘Alot of talk about discrimination, but concrete cases I don’t know’ (1)
- ‘There 1s ciscrimination, but not a legal one’ (1)
- ‘Some people discriminate against Hungarians, some others not’ (1)

Two participants agreed with the 1dea that there is discnmination against Hungarians Just
one of them offered a spontaneous justification. He proposed the following argument: 1f
there is prejudice, there is also discnmination. Prejudice leads automatically to

discrimination: ‘what’s discrimination, if not prejudice’.
Responses on questions on issues related to the Romanies

Conflict
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12 of our 31 participants were asked ‘Do you think that there is a conflict between
Romantans and Romanies?’ Just a small minonty of them, 12% (2 out of 12) disagreed
with the 1dea that there is no conflict between Romanians and Romanies. Only one of the
respondents gave a spontaneous justification.’ 1t is about poverty’, the other answer being

a simple ‘no’, not followed by any justification.

Table 4: Frequency of answers and number of respondents who offered spontaneous
Justifications on the 1ssue of conflict between Romanians and Romanies

N=12 ‘Agree’ ‘Drsagree’ ‘Ambivalence’” | ‘Non-answer’

Frequency of 6 2 4 0
answers

Number of 6 1 3 0
respondents
offering
spontaneous
Justifications

In six instances out of twelve (that 1s 50%), respondents agreed that there 1s a conflict
between Romamans and Romanies and this happens because of the behaviour of the
Romanies: ‘they are involved in crime’ (2), ‘they generate conflict’ (1) and ‘they don’t
mix with the majority population’ (1) Furthermore, this happens because ‘they are not

wanted’ (1), and because ‘of the rules imposed by the majornity that they don’t follow” (1)

In four instances out of twelve, an ambivalent pattern was found, very much similar to the
one discovered in the case of Hunganans. Three respondents offered spontaneous
justifications drawmng a distinction between the ‘general’ and the ‘particular’, local level:
‘In general there 1s no conflict, but 1n particular 1t 1s possible to find people upset with
their behaviour’ (2) and ‘there 15 a conflict, but 1t depends on what people think™ (1). The
answer that was not followed by a justification reads as follows: ‘there 1s a conflict

between the law and the Romanies, but not between Romanians and Romanies’.

Prejudice

With 15 participants out of 31, the same question was asked 1n relation to the Romanies:’

‘Do you think that Romanians are prejudiced against Romanies or not really?’

Table 5: Frequency of answers and number of justifications spontaneously offered on the
1ssue of prejudice against Romanies
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N=15 ‘Agree’ ‘Disagree’ ‘Ambivalence’ | ‘Non-answer’

Frequency of 11 0 4 0
answers

Number of 7 0 3 0
Justifications

spontaneously
offered

73,3% (that 1s, 11 out of 15) of the participants agreed that there was prejudice agamnst
Romanies and seven of them gave spontaneous justifications. They also agreed that at

some point, prejudice 1s justifiable

- ‘because of therr behaviour’ (3)
- ‘because they are involved 1n crime’ (2)
- ‘because they don’t work’ (1)

A more even-handed perspective 1s presented 1n other spontaneous argument invoked by

our partrcipants: ‘because of them, but also because of us’ (1).

Four participants out of fifteen (26,6%) were ambivalent 1n their responses and three out
of four gave spontaneous justifications. They have drawn a distinction between a ‘local’

level, where there is prejudice, and a ‘general’ level where there 1s not prejudice:

- ‘in some situations they rmght have prejudices, but not 1n general’ (1)
- ‘on the street, but not at a state level’ (1)
- ‘there are people that are less educated that have prejudices, but not in general’ (1)

The response that offered no spontaneous justification referred to the idea that there are

‘those who have prejudices, but also those who are not prejudiced’

Qut of fifteen participants who answered this question, no one unambiguously disagreed

with the 1dea that there is prejudice against Romanies
Discrimination

20 participants out of 31 answered the question: ‘Do you think that there 1s discimnation

against Romanies?’
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Table 6: Frequency of answers and number of respondents who offered spontaneous
justificatrons on the 1ssue of the existence of discrimination against Romanies

N=20 ‘Agree’ ‘Disagree’ ‘Ambivalence’ | ‘Non-answer’

Frequency of 6 4 10 0
answers

Number of 5 2 9 0
respondents
offering
spontaneous
justifications

30% (6 out of 20) of the speakers agreed with the idea of the existence of discrimination
against Romanies. Five out of six participants offered spontaneous justifications. In one
instance out of five our respondents agreed that there is discrimination and this happens
‘in every domain of the society because people see him as a gypsy’. Furthermore, there 1s

discrimination when people ‘see that they are gypsies’ (2).

Other justifications spontaneously offered read as follow

‘because there 1s the prejudice that they are lazy and they steal” (1)
- ‘because they are not serious and don’t work’ (1)

It can be noted that the last justification listed refers directly to the charactenstics of
Romanies, whereas the rest of the justifications listed refer to the way Romanies are ‘seen’

by the Romanians.

Four participants out of twenty (that is 20%) disagreed with the 1dea that there 1s
discrimination against Romanies Two responses were simple disagreements, without any
justification Just two out of four respondents gave spontaneous justifications Here is the

kind of justifications that were found. There 18 no discriminatton because:
- ‘I'see them, I travel with them ..I see them everywhere’ (1)

- ‘They have their own schools...they are allowed to participate in the society at all
levels’ (1)
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Ten participants out of twenty (that is 50%) gave ambivalent answers and nine of them
gave spontaneous Justifications One answer was ambivalent, but was not followed by a
justification: *broadly speaking there is no discrimination, but with some exceptions’. The

other mine respondents offered spontaneous justifications

In two instances out of nine, respondents agree with the idea that there 15 no
discrimination, but 1t is something else:’ 1t 1s a reaction’ (1); ‘it 15 a revulsion’ (1). In
another 2 1nstances denial of personal discrrmination was found ‘I could trust them, but
there 1s discrimmnation’ (1) and ‘some people don’t stand them, but I wouldn’t have any
reluctance’ (1). In other two instances, we have found reference to the idea that
discrimination happens because of them: “There 1s discrimination, but I think 1t 15 because

of them’ (1) and ‘There 1s no discrimunation, but 1if there 1s, they have created 1it’ (1).

Other justifications spontaneously offered could be summarnzed as follows:

- ‘Culturally and educationally they are not discriminated against, but economcally they
do 1t to themselves’ (1)

- ‘There 1s discrimination when getting a job, but there 1s no discnmination if he 1s
prepared’ (1)

- ‘There 1s discrimation, but 1t 1s not the solution, because we ought to offer them a
chance’ (1)

Before continuing, let me just note the interesting slight difference between responses to

the questions regarding prejudice, on one hand, and discrimination, on the other hand,

against Romanies. One can note that when accounting for prejudice against the Romanies

no one unambiguously disagreed on the existence of prejudice against the Romanies, but

in the vast majority of cases the blame for the existence of prejudice was placed on the

Romanies. In as far as the discrimination against Romanies was concerned the positions

tend to be more ambivalent, with the participants trying to take different cultural and

social dimensions into account when explaining discimination against the Romanies. But

one needs a more detailed discursive analysis 1n order to draw any kind of conclusions

from this kind of pattern.

Nationalist policies (avowed support for the representatives of the Romanian right-
wing)
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In the vast majonity of cases the 1ssue of nationalistic policies was prompted through direct
questions that raised the 1ssue of the fairness of Vadim Tudor and Gheorge Funar’s
nationalist policies in Romamia. The question: ‘Do you feel that the (nationalist) policies
of Vadim Tudor (and Gheorghe Funar) towards Hungarians and other ethnic groups are

the fairest ones?” was addressed in 33 out of 38 interviews

Table 7: Frequency of answers and number of respondents who offered spontanecous
justifications on the 1ssue of the fairness of Vadim Tudor (and Gheorghe Funar)’'s
nationalist policies in Romama

N=33 ‘Agree’ ‘Disagree’ ‘Ambiv’ ‘Non-answer’

Frequency of 2 16 15 0
answers

Number of 2 13 12 0
respondents
offering
spontaneous
justifications

Sixteen respondents out of thirty-three (that 1s 48,4%) of our respondents disagreed with
the idea of nationalist policy being an fair policy. Thirteen of sixteen offered spontaneous
justifications and explanations without prompting from the mnterviewer, even though the
question seemed to ask for a simple yes/no answer. Three answers were explicit

disagreements, and the justifications were given after the prompting of the interviewer.

Looking at those respondents that gave spontaneous justifications, when referning to the
appropriateness of the nationalist policy of Tudor and his party, the main justifications our
respondents used were: ‘they are extremists’ (4), ‘chauvimsts’ (1), ‘they are mad’ (1) and

‘dangerous fanatics’ (1).

Others emphasized the 1dea that ‘they are not important, they are not taken into account’

(2). Other justifications spontaneously offered could be summarized as follows:

- ‘because they are trying to be what they are not’(1)
- ‘because of personal complexes’(1)

- ‘because they don’t realize what a nation 1s’(1)

- ‘because what they do 1s not useful to us’(1)
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In fifteen cases out of thirty-three, that 1s 45,4 %, ambivalent answers were found. Twelve
out of fifteen participants offered spontaneous justifications. Three respondents did not
offer spontaneous justifications: ‘It 1s not appropriate, but 1t 1s an answer to what
Hungarians do’ (2) and ‘I find positive features, but I am not agreeing with everything

they say’ (1) Justifications were given 1n response to prompting from the interviewer.

Respondents who offered spontaneous justifications think that on one hand 1t is not good
to have such policies, but there are also good things about 1t. The most frequent move was
the use of contrasting pair, the comparison with the ‘other side’, the Hunganans and therr
nationalism. The emphasis was placed on the idea that they exaggerate, but so do
Hungarians and on the fact that they are nationalists, extremists, but only to respond to the
Hungarian nationalistic policy The stress was that the natronalist politics of Tudor 1s an

answer to what Hunganans do:

‘It 1s not appropriate, but 1t 1s also good, because of the policy of the Hungarians’ (2)

- ‘I find 1t exaggerated, but there are also chauvinists on the other side’ (1)

- ‘It 1s not a solution, but as we have our people on the extreme, so they have them too’
(1)

- ‘Tam not supporting them, but they came as a response to what Hungarians do’ (1)

- ‘Maybe they have something against Hungarians, but 1n the end, I think that they
defend the mterest of the country’ (1)

- ‘They are natronalists, but they just try to compare the situation Romanians have 1n
Hungary’ (1)

- ‘It 1s not fair to a greater extent, but they are against the separation tendencies of the

Hungarians’ (1)

The other ambivalent responses that triggered spontaneous justifications were not related

to the ‘other side’ (1.e. the Hungarians), but were general comments:

- ‘They exaggerate sometimes, but they say good things too” (1)

- ‘They don’t have a policy, they have just reactions’ (1)

- ‘If there 1s an attempt to undermune the state this kind of policy 18 good, otherwise no’
(1)

- ‘They are extremists, but not 1n regard to all the nationalities’ (1)

Two participants out of thirty-three (6%) agreed that the policy of Tudor 1s appropnate

and gave spontancous justifications. The policy of Tudor is appropriate because ‘1t is a

necessary evil’ and ‘every country has this kind of nationalist, extremist elements’.

Conclusion
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A rather basic content analysis was used 1n order to devise a simple and strarghtforward
way to categonze the answers to the different questions asked and to orient to the two
aforementioned analytic assumptions. As Bauer has argued, ‘the theory and the problem —
which embody the prejudices of the researcher — will nform the selection and
categorization of the text materals, either implicitly or explicitly’ (2000, p 136). The
rather crude thematic analysis and the results yielded by the content analysis for several of
the most 1important questions (1including the one referring to avowed support for nght-wing
policies) constitute the starting point for more detailed analyses which can be found m the
analytic chapters. One could argue that the initial codmg process (together with the
content analysis) was performed as much for ‘pragmatic’ reasons (organizing the data,
getting a sense of the broad patterns etc.), as 1t was for explicitly ‘analytic’ purposes
(Potter and Wetherell, 1987, p. 167).

Through systematic classification and simple counting techniques, 1t was hoped to reduce
the complexity of the collection of interview-talk transcripts and to get a sense of the
attitudinal and justificatory patterns that participants might use n arguing for or agamst
controversial 1ssues 1n Romanian society. This way of orgamizing and getting a glimpse
into the data can be a very effective way to suggest future analytical paths to follow The
content analysis has offered a measure of the types of answers that participants have
offered to the specific questions chosen for analysis. One has a measure of agreement,
disagreement or ambivalence to the specific 1ssues raised in the questions, but one cannot
tell much, at this point, how agreement, disagreement and especially ambivalence were
accomplished interactionally and the broader arguments and justificatory patterns they
were part of. One has also got a measure of the pervasiveness of the immediacy of
Justifications in participants’ talk, but again, one cannot tell much about how these
justifications were put together, constructed in order to back up, substantiate diverse

arguments with different interactional, but also social and 1deological effects

At the same time, and more 1mportantly from the central analytic point of view of this
thesis, content analysis has offered a rather simple way of categonzing the participants on
the basis of their answers to a particular question, the one related to the avowed support
for the representatives of the Romanian right-wing. As previously emphasised, the main
analytic 1dea behind this was to see whether participants expressing support for the nght-

wing policies of Vadim Tudor and Gheorghe Funar differed in their (prejudiced and
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extreme prejudiced) views about the ethnic minorities (Hunganans and Romanies) from

those not expressing support for the right-wing policies.

On the basis of their answers to the ‘avowed support for the nationalist policies’ question
one can wdentify three 1deologrcal (subject) positions. One can divide the participants into
three categories (groups) that are going to be used from now on as the background for
analysis: The first group 1s represented by the ‘support Tudor and Funar’ category, the
second 1s represented by the ‘ambivalent towards Tudor and Funar’ and the final category,
‘oppose Tudor and Funar’®. As the content analysis has shown, 6 % of those to whom the
question was asked fall in the first category, 45,4 % fall in the second category and 48,4 %
fall in the latter category. One can see that the majority of them are ‘opposing’ the nght-
wimg policies of Vadim Tudor and Gheorghe Funar, followed by those who are
‘ambivalent’ towards the same policies and finishing with a minonity of those ‘supporting’

these kinds of policies

I shall be treating these categones as discrete categornes, but my mam interest is to look at
the detailed conversational dynamuc and flexible use by participants 1 each category of
cultural and interpretative resources available in the Romamian society, in order to argue
about controversial 1ssues in contemporary Romanian society related to the Hungartan and
Romany ethnic minonties. The main assumption 1s that one will find a very similar
expression of prejudiced and extreme prejudiced discourse across the three 1deological
subject positions, a smmlar use of various discursive and rhetoncal strategies to
problematise the Hunganan political project, to construct stereotypical ideological
representations of the Hunganans or to talk of Romanies in extreme ways and placing
them beyond difference, beyond companison At the same time, subsequent analysis will
try to tease out some of the ideological workings of which different descriptions of the

fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies accomplish.

3 Although the question referrng to Vadim Tudor and Gheorghe Funar did not directly asked about
participants’ support for Tudor or Funar and their policics, 1t was nevertheless considered that an explicit or
implicit agreement wath the 1ssue of the fairness of their policies would be indicative of an implicit ‘support’
attitude towards the representatives of the Romaman nght-wing and these particular policies The same
reasomng was applied for the ‘ambivalent’ and ‘opposing’ attitudinal positions towards right-wing
extrermism
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Chapter seven

Pride and prejudice: The dynamics of ‘pragmatic’ prejudice

Introduction

As emphasised 1n chapter three, Western research on anti-immuigrant, anti-alien discourses
has widely documented the discursive processes through which prejudiced talk and
‘difference” is constructed in talk about ethnic minorities (e.g. Blommaert and
Verschueren, 1998; Van Dyk, 1984, 1987, 1993a; Verkuyten et al. 1995; Wodak and
Reisigl, 1999, 2001) The conclusion that can be drawn from most of the discourse studies
1s that the defimtion of ‘difference’ 13 a complex accomplishment dependent on a range of
constructive discursive processes and based on a series of discursive moves and rhetorical
techniques used 1n the interactional management of prejudiced talk. The most pervasive
aspects of this ‘reasonable’ prejudiced discourse are the demals of prejudice and
discrimination, positive self-presentation — negative other presentation, blaming the victim
together with explicit or mmplicit displays of reasonableness or discounting in-group
responsibility In this chapter, it will be suggested that the discourse about Hungarians
presents the same features as the well-researched Western anti-immigrant, anti-alien

discourses of ‘difference’.

For example, one of the simple, analytical ways to think about the participants s as
individuals caught 1n an 1deological dilemma (Billig et al., 1988). On one hand, they do
not want to be heard as prejudiced. On the other hand, they generally do not want to
support anything that involves abandoning privileges or transfer of power, or threatening
social change. In this chapter, I will try to view prejudice towards Hungarians as ‘not
undilemmatically straightforward’ (Billig et. al., 1988, p 100). I will try to show that tatk
about Hunganans 1s a very good example of how distinctions between social science
explanatory categonies such as the ‘authontanan’ and the ‘democrat’ become blurred
leaving space for a totalising expression of common-place nationalism and a constant

reproduction of an axiomatic division between ‘us’ and ‘them’.
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I follow Michael Billig et al. (1988)’s concern that 1t 1s relatively easy to view prejudice in
an undilemmatic way, which assumes that the unprejudiced are Iiberal and egalstarian,
whereas the prejudiced are the repositories of the very opposite values. As 1t will be
demonstrated 1n this chapter, ‘there 1s a dialectic of prejudice’ (p. 100}, a dialectic that
does not preclude the construction of simuilar 1deological representations of social
formations and social relations across the seemingly different ideological subject positions

taken up by the participants on different topics and 1ssues raised during the interviews.

As previously noted, one of the questions 1n my nterviews dealt with issues revolving
around political nationalism, and mainly the ‘asstrmilationist’ type, that of Cornehu Vadim
Tudor and Gheorghe Funar As the content analysis has shown, answers to this question
were divided in three categories The first group 1s represented by the ‘support Tudor and
Funar’ category, the second is represented by the ‘ambivalent towards Tudor and Funar’
and the final category, ‘oppose Tudor and Funar’. These are the categones that are going

to be used 1n this chapter.

As T hope to have made 1t clear 1in the content analysis chapter, I will start treating these
categones as discrete categories, but my mamn imterest 1s to look at the detailed
conversational dynamic and flexible use by participants 1n each category of cultural and
interpretative resources available in the Romanian society, the 1deological expression of
common-place nationalism, 1n order to argue about controversial 1ssues 1n contemporary
Romaman society related to the Hunganan ethnic minority. The main assumption 1s that
one will find a very stmilar expression of common-place nationalism across positions, a
similar use of various discursive and rhetorical strategies to problematize the Hunganan
political project and to construct stereotypical ideological representations of the
Hungarians, The analysis will also try to tease out some of the ideological workings of

which different descriptions of the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies accomplish

As previously emphasised, stereotypes are shared, cultural descriptions of social groups.
As Billig (1995a) suggests, “stercotypes are often means of distinguishing ‘them’ from
‘us’, thereby contributing to ‘our’ claims of a unique 1dentity” (p. 81). It 1s not my interest
to offer further evidence to the idea that, for example, typically, people ascribe more
stereotypical traits to out-groups than to in-groups I am interested in how a specific

‘social representation’ (Moscovici, 1984) of the Hunganan minority as a whole 1s put
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together in order to achieve different 1deological effects. It 1s not the invoked stereotyprcal
traits per se which are important, but the 1deological effects of using stereotypical labels 1n
terms of positioning the members of the Hungarian minority 1n a social and political fixed,
immutable subordinate position and presenting thetr political project as unreasonable. As
Augoustinos and Walker (1998) argue, stereotypes are not only 1deologically functional,

but they are also ideological representations

One should not forget though that ‘we’ do not merely stereotype ‘others’ and also
‘ourselves’. “Our’ national 1dentity, but also ‘theirs’ 1s constructed against an identification
with a specific place As I was arguing m the case of stereotypes as discursive and
1declogical representations, it 1s not the invoked stereotypical traits per se which are
important, but the locatedness of the process of stereotyping, the located nature of
stereotyping. As previously emphasised (see chapter three), this works to challenge the
abstract, aspatial, disembodied notion of stereotyping favoured by some social
psychologists. This takes us beyond the 1ssue of mere stereotyping and places stereotyping

within an ideology of place

This chapter will try to reveal some of the subtleties and dynamics of the relation between
stereotyping, nation and place I will start from the premise that nationalist ideology
mmplies a notion of place, which 1s the backdrop against which nationalist rhetoric is
manufactured. The ideology of stereotyping is located within a specific geographical
context. As will be shown, geography underpins the stereotypical, antagonistical

descriptions that the speakers have to offer If nationhood 1s located, so 1s stereotyping.

Following Wetherell and Potter (1992), I would add a further premuse. I take 1t that
‘culture’ and ‘nation’ are not naturally phenomena, but constructed categores that are
flexibly drawn 1n talk for different ends Having this as a starting point, [ would argue that
the speakers’ images of Hungarians represent discursive and ideological constructions
which work 1n justifying and legitimising existing social and power relations within the
Romanian society (Augoustinos and Walker, 1998). As Wetherell and Potter suggest,
‘modern accounts of groups are closely related to current social arrangements and must
build on past discursive achievements’ (1992, p. 118). The 1dea to bear in mind 1s that
descriptions of groups are not only directly related to current social arrangements, but at

the same time these accounts also work ideologically by reproducing current social
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arrangements, thus maintaining and legitmising the status-quo. These accounts build on
past discursive achievements in order to construct new discursive regimes that reproduce
and legiimise dominance As Dixon and Durrheim have pointed out, ‘the rhetorical
traditions through which people locate thewr selves and others are also ideclogical

traditions that sustain relations of domiation’ (2000, p. 33, 1talics 1n original).

Having these two premuses as the backdrop of the analys:s, the question will be, can the
the same common-place nationalist rhetoric, the same strict, axiomatic division between
‘us’ and ‘them’ within an 1deoclogy of the national place informing the different
‘1deological (subject) positions’ (Edley, 2001; Wetherell, 1998) be found across positions
or regardless of the ‘political’ stance of the participants towards the right-wing extremism

of Tudor and Funar?

‘Supporting’ Tudor and Funar

In this section, the analysis will focus on the way the participants from the ‘supporting
Tudor and Funar’ category talk about Hunganans when accounting for a range of
controversal 1ssues. But before doing that, let me take a look at some of the ways 1n which
participants 1n the same category discussed the issue of the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s
policies One of the pervasive discursive moves adopted by participants 1n this category
when accounting for the faimess of Tudor and Funar’s policies was an attempt to
legitimate, ‘normalize’, ‘naturalize’ this kind of policies by flexibly invoking a set of
resources and justifications Tudor and Funar’s extremism was not constructed as out-of-
the-normal way, aligned with dogmatism or lack of tolerance, but on the contrary, the
emphasis was on reasonableness and their policies were portrayed as aligned with a more
‘mainstream’ (and also general, one could say, universal) political trend, part of a

‘democratic’ project, as echoing values of patnotism and an 1deology of togethemness.

What 15 to note though 1s that this ‘normalizing’ process in which the participants are
immersed 15 not a simple one The participants can be seen as making an attempt to
naturalize the dilemmas of common-sense, the contradictions that accompany and define
nationalist policies. What the participants are trying to do 1s to naturalize the controversial
and problematic nature of Tudor and Funar’s policies. This 1s done not by directly
suppressing important and controversial aspects of Tudor and Funar’s actions, but rather

trying to accommodate controversial elements, such as the nationalism/extremism of the
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two protagonists Nevertheless, even 1f Tudor and Funar are 1dentified as extremusts, the
account for the fairness of their policies 1s still one from within nationalist ideology and in

the service of 1deology.

This process of legitimating and ‘naturalizing” Tudor and Funar’s policies 1s to be found 1n
the next examples, which deal with the particulanties and the locatedness of this
‘naturalizing” move. Excerpt 1, taken from mnterview 26, sees Marc, an almost-retired, 51
year old high-school teacher accounting for the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies. In
excerpt 2 from interview 38, one can see Sandra, a fifty-one year old speech therapist
offering an answer to the same question of the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies (of

which some lines were omitted}

Extract 1, interview 26

266 Chrais Do you think that the policies of Gheorghe Funar and Cornelau Vadim
267 Tudor towards the Hungarians and the cother ethnic groups are the
268 fairest ones®
269 Marc Hhh (2)Now { } Well (6 5) They must be everywhere, 1in every country
270 such personalities who should (2) who should make complete thas
271 political (2} pro- scene { ) In every country there are {1 8) this
272 kind of elements {2 2)
273 Chris So, until a point, they are normal ( ) phencmena® They are (0 7)
274 Marc Yes, they can be found everywhere ( )} everywhere ( )} every country
275 (1 2) has perscnalaties of thas kind {1 8) and this 1s the way they
276 manifest themgelves ( ) and a specific segment of the population
277 (1 2) »>thinks the same way< ( } 1t 1s true that this segment 1is
278 quite small, but (1 2} this 1s the plura- plurality of scurces of
279 thinking (0 8) which exist ain every country ( ) one must also ()
280 have (C 5) groups like these ( ) naticnaligt ( ) extremist (1 2) of
281 all sorts { } more moderate too, more temperate too

(-}
266 Chris Considerati c& politica lui Gheorghe Funar 351 a lui Corneliu Vadim
267 Tudor fati de maghiari 351 celelalte grupuri etnice este cea ma:l
268 justi®
269 Marc Hhh (2) Acuma ( ) pa&i (6 5} Trebuie si fie oriunde, in orice tard
270 ( Jastfel de personalititi care sd (2) sd& completeze pro- peisajul
271 Zsta (2} politaic { ) In fiecare tard sunt {1 8) elemente de acest
272 fel (2 2)
273 Chrais Deci la o adicl, sunt aparatii ( ) normale® ( } sunt (¢ 7}
274 Marc Da, peste tot sunt ( } peste tot { ) In orice tara
275 (1 2) sunt personalititi de acest fel (1 8)care asa se
276 manifestd ele { )$1 un anumit segment din pepulatie
277 {1 2) »gindeste la fel<{ ) E adevirat ci, acest segment este
278 destul de mic, dar (1 2} asta Iii plura-pluralitatea surselor de
279 gindire (0 B)care existd in orice tari ( } trebuie s3 fie { )
280 $1 (0 5) grupuri din acestea ( ) naticnalaste, extremiste (1 2) de
281 tocate felurile ( } 51 mai moderati, $1 mal temperatl

[.]
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Extract 2, interview 38

456
457
458
459
460
461
4632
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478

456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478

In extract 1, Marc can be clearly seen as avoiding the potentially morally 1mp11cat1v¢1
activity of volunteering a direct agreement with Tudor, Funar and their policies and the

1dea that they are farrer” than any other possible policies. The question of the interviewer

Sandra

Chris
Sandra
Chras

Sandra

Sandra

Chras
Sandra
Chris

Sandra

[Discussing the fairness of Tudor and Funar'’s policies]
]
These two men ( ) who have an extraordinary knowledge, a vast
knowledge, who are( )finally this year, thear{ )merits ( ) are being
recognised ( ) even 1f the pop-{ )people from Romania class them,
even their fellow countrymen, class them(0 4)as extremists( }I could
tell you a lot of things on this but{ )I ab([stain myself

[Is their politics|=

[yes

= the fairest one( ) towards the Hungarians, [towards the other
minorities?

fyes ()} yes () they
lead a fair politics ( } why every nation :s able to ( ) sing the
national anthem with the hand near the heart ( )why their ( )} flag
() s hoisted ( ) with tears in the eyes () mm () why (L 5) I
repeat myself ( ) haistory comes first and foremost { ) They, »>this
18 what they wanted< ( ) Quite the contrary, because they also have
a lot of Hungarians { } friends they go aleng with , with whom { )
mm () they help each other precisely for the well-being and
prosperity of our nation, of which these ethnic groups are part
( } I think that they are leading a fair politics and through thear
politics [ ) nevertheless, the Hungarians should know their place in
the Romanian nataon ( )} they have it ( )therr position as that of
brothers of ours ( } but loyal brothers { ) because otherwise this
will not end up well {(mm) { )

[discussing the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies]
[.]
Acestl doi ocameni ( ) care sunt de o culturd exceptionald, o culturd

vastd, care sunt ( ) In sfirsit In anul acesta, li se recunosc
{ Jmeritele ( } desi, pop- ( ) cer din Romadnia iIi, chiar
conationalii lor, I1 (0 4} fac extremistai( ) aici as putea foarte

mult sd-t1 spun dar { ) mi rel[zum
[Este pelitica lor[=
[Da
=cea mai justd { ) fati de maghiari, fatd [de celelalte
minoritifa?

[Da () da ()} duc o
politicd justd ( ) de ce fiecare neam poate si { } Isi cinte imaul
cu mina pe inimd { ) de ce poate si-si arboreze ( ) drapelul { ) cu
ochii plini de lacrimi ( > mm ( ) de ce (1 5) md repet (.)
i1storia este pusid pe primul plan ( } Ei, »asta
au vrut<c { ) Din contrd, <& s1 ei1 au foarte mult{lr prietenr ()
maghiarli, cu care se Inteleg,
cu care { ) mm { }se ajutd tocmai pentru binele 51
prosperitatea poporuluil nostru, din care fac parte 351 aceste etnii
() BEu zic ¢d duc o politicd jJustd g1 ( ) prain politica lor, totusi,
unguril 3 stie locul pe care il au in
natiunea romand ( ) il au { ) locul lor este ( )de
frati ai nostri ( )dar de ( )frati loiali ( )cd altfel
nu va aduce bine { )

! Following Silverman (1997), 1t will be not assumed that discussing matters of politics (of nationalistic
Topics of talk are never delicate or sensitive per se (Baruch, 1981,
Rapley, 2001) The delicacy and the difficulties of approaching the topic are criented to by Marc when

politics} 1s 1ntrinsically ‘delicate’

answering the question

2 Note the use of the superlative (ines 267-268) ‘cea mat justd’ (the farest ones) which draws attention to an
tmplicit companson with other forms of political policies By using the extreme phrasing ‘farrest’, the
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sets up a ‘moral stance’ and 1nvites a ‘moral’ positioning from the part of the respondent.
After the long initial hesitations, he manages to introduce the rather straightforward
statement 1n lines 269-271. ‘They must be everywhere, 1n every country such personalities
who should (2) who should make complete this political (2) pro- scene ()’ In lines 271-
272 his first statement 1s reiterated ‘In ewvery country there are (1 8) this kind of elements
(22). One could argue that this is a ‘comparison’ move used as a strategy of legitimation
(Rojo and Van Dyjk, 1997, see also Wetherell and Potter, 1989) It involves ‘the claim that
(legrtimate) others have engaged 1n simuilar actions’ (p. 537) One can see how a universal
‘imagined commumnity’ of nation-states 1s the backdrop against which Tudor and Funar’s
localized and spectfic practices are being justified Marc can be seen as placing Tudor and
Funar’s politics (extremism) within the universalities of an imagined national time and
space Positioning Tudor and Funar at a (general) umversal level works to justify and

normalize the local and moral implications of their politics.

The description that Marc offers seems to be doing ‘moral work’™ (Drew, 1998) and
touches upon the accountability of the nationalist policies of Tudor and Funar, without
directly mentroning or commenting on the fairness of their policies and also on whether
these policies are fairer than the policies of others. This could be seen as a strategy of
avoidance of accounting for Tudor and Funar on moral (ethical) grounds. Thus, Tudor and

Funar’s policies are not discussed on ethical grounds, but on pragmatic grounds..3

‘Everywhere’ and ‘in every country’ are very interesting and rhetoncally powerful
formulations. Through their use, Tudor and Funar’s identity 1s made safe and
unproblematic 1nside a secure social space, the space of the ‘international world of
nations’ (Billig, 1995a). The presumed ‘normality’ of Tudor and Funar’s extremism and
1ts justification 1s based on a ‘banal’ contemporary 1deological common sense of a ‘world
of nations’ that supports and helps legitimating a not so ‘banal’ 1deology of extremism As
Bauman has suggested, ‘spacing and 1dentity-production are two facets of the same social

process’ (1995, p 186) The ‘otherness’ of extremism and social space support each other.

mterviewer 1s signalling that this 1s a matter of controversy, that there 1s an argument about whether Tudor
and Funar’s policies are thought to be fair or not

? The ‘pragmatic grounds’ 1n his argument are presented as 1f one 1s being required to act without morals
This cannot be stated directly though

15%




References to other spaces (other countries) confer the power to justify and ‘disconnect’

Tudor and Funar’s extremism from 1its localized particularities®

Turning now to excerpt 2 from interview 38, 1t can be easily seen how Sandra’s
orientation to the fact that Tudor and Funar are classed as ‘extremusts’ by their fellow
countrymen (lines 458-459) nicely opens an argument about what 1s the label that should
be applied to Tudor and Funar. Even 1if Sandra makes reference to Tudor and Funar as
extremists, 1t 1s rather something just ‘mentioned’, as opposed to an explanation ‘used’ by
her 1n the argument (cf. Potter and Litton, 1985)5 Yet again, Tudor and Funar’s policies
are not discussed on ethical grounds, but on pragmatic grounds. As the analysis will show,
the 1ssue of fairness 1s backgrounded and Tudor and Funar’s actions are interpreted n

terms of patnotic alleglanceG.

Sandra can be seen as strongly agreeing with the 1dea that nationalist policies towards the
Hunganans and other minonty groups are fair ones (lines 465-466). In lines 466-469,

Sandra’s three-part l1st formatted rhetorical questions: ‘why every nation 1s able to () sing

the national anthem with the hand near the heart (.) why their (.) flag (.) 1s hosted (.) with
tears 1n the eyes (.) mm (.) why (1.5) I repeat myself (,) history comes first and foremost
{ )’ contain references to the symbols of a nation. We have ‘the national anthem’ sang with
the hand near the heart, we have ‘the flag’ hoisted with tears 1n the eyes and we have
‘history’ which should come first and foremost. Like 1n the case of Marc, the ‘enhabited’
character of nationalism, the imagimned ‘world of nation-states’ with their patriotic
demands (Billig, 1995a) allows for the justification and normalization of Tudor and
Funar’s policies. Using the international language of nationhood and patriotic allegiance,
which appears non-controversial to the point of banality, Sandra manages to present Tudor

and Funar’s nationalism as ‘banal’ and to support a specific representation of Tudor and

* Even 1f one can see an attempt to ‘umiversalize’ Tudor and Funar’s extremism, this does not necessanly has
to be seen as a move away from its ‘locatedeness’ The fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies are justified
for what they are 1n a particular social and national space

3 Following Potter and Litton {(1985) a distinction can be made between ‘representations” which are actually
‘used’ and those that are only ‘mentioned’ As Potter and Litton put 1t, ‘a representation which 1s used 15 one
drawn npon 1n an explanation of events  In contrast, a representation which 1s mentioned 1s not used to
explamn events but merely to refer to an evailable explanatnon  * (1985, p 85, emphasis 1n onginal)
Making a reference to Tudor and Funar bemng seen as extremusts, Sandra presents the 1ssue of extremism as a
potential, available explananon of how Tudor and Funar may be seen It 1s a category that she ‘mentions’ 1n
order to, subsequently, undermine and argue against 1t

® One could argue that Sandra’s Justificatory account of Tudor and Funar’s actions as bearing on patriotic
allegrance includes an implicit dimension of ‘fairness’ If 1t 1s only ‘fair’ and ‘reasonable’ to defend your
own country’s interests, then the actions 1n the name of this are to be seen as only ‘fair’ and reasonable’
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Funar, one which justifies and reproduces a particular set of policies and social

arrangements7.

If 1deology can be thought of ‘as a process which articulates together particular
representations of reality, and particular constructions of identity . .” (Farrclough and
Wodak, 1997, p 276), then Marc and Sandra’s account of the fairness Tudor and Funar’s
polictes could be seen as an ‘ideological representation’ serving tdeological functions, that
18, ‘normalizing’, ‘naturalizing’ - and at the same time, ‘de-moralizing’ (cf. Linell and
Rommetveit, 1998) Tudor and Funar’s policies - reinforcing and reproducing existing

social arrangements.

This ‘naturalization’, ‘normalization’ is not only about naturalizing the dilemmas of
common sense and tolerating ambigmties and controversies, but 1t 1s also very much
located. Its locatedness is of major importance, because, as I hope to have shown, 1t 18
through the invocation of the ‘enhabited’, ‘banal’ assumptions of nationalism, the taken-
for-granted-ness of the existence of a ‘world of nations’ that Tudor and Funar’s policies

are justified.

Stereotyping the Hungarians

One can see how 1n extract 2, the justification and normalization of Tudor and Funar’s
policies 1s done through an invocation of the Hungarans, This 1s done, on one hand,
through the invocation of the category ‘Hunganan friends’ (line 471) and on the other
hand, when invoking the notion of ‘brotherhood” (lines 476-477) In both instances, even
if at first sight one might get a sense of ‘social insideness’ (Rowles, 1983) being
constructed, Hungarians are nevertheless seen as being one of ‘them’ in ‘our’ space At
this point, an important observation 1s in order. The Hunganans (or Magyars, in some
vaniants) to which the speaker (and the interviewer) are referring are the Hungarians 1n

Romania (the Hungaran munority in Romania). Sandra’s (and other participants’

7 Sandra’s argument works as an ‘ideological rationahization’ (Billig, 1991) From a rhetorical perspective
one might say that Tudor and Funar’s nationahistic policies are not defended 1n terms of their own common-
places, but 1n terms of other common-places, They need to be justified by more basic and universally
accepted values With the only caveat that Tudor and Funar themselves also use these umversal common-
places to justify their policies In this sense, Sandra’s talk 1s very close to the official, ‘intellectual’ 1deology
of the Romanian far-nght
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arguments) are very much located and this locatedness allows them to be so rhetorically

and discursively powerful 1n enacting dominance and reproductng the status quo

In hines 474-476, a spatialized politics of 1dentity (Keith and Pile, 1993) is tnvoked. This 1s
bound to a particular notion of the national space and national identification Insofar as the
Hungarians are concerned, 1t 1s about ‘knowing your place’ (Keith, 1991) as part of an

imagined geography of ethnic and national subordination.

In Iines 476-478, the positioning of the Hunganans changes again: ‘they have 1t () their

position 1s that of brothers of ours () but loyal brothers ( ) because otherwise this will not

end up well (mm) (.)’. By using a kinship metaphor: the nation as a family, we can see
how themes of nationalism are strongly established i Sandra’s discourse. As Wetherell
and Potter suggested, “the discourse of nation  articulates the sense of a ‘we’ travelling
together through time, acting collectively 1n our own space with a common fate” (1992, p.
141) A local sense of place, like the family, is taken to constitute a ‘collective’ identity
that should include everyone. But there 1s more to this. In Sandra’s view, 1n order to be
‘included’ in the Romanian nation they ‘have to be ‘loyal brothers’, otherwise things will
not end up well between ‘us’ and ‘themn’. With ‘loyal brothers’ the emphasis 1s moved
from the idea of brotherhood to the 1dea of loyalty and the implicit 1dea 1s that Hunganans
are not loyal. Attachment and loyalty is needed 1n order to be considered part of the
nation. Note that she does not say ‘we have to be loyal brothers’, but rather ‘they have to
be loyal brothers’. One could argue that there is an inequality of rhetoric that places more
responsibility on ‘their’” shoulders rather than ‘ours’ The rhetoric of brotherhood 1s cashed

out 1n a rhetoric of inequality.

Emphasizing patriotic allegiances opens the ways for branding ‘disloyal’ those whose
sense of community 1s not tied to an attachment to ‘our’ country. The ideology of
patriotism, together with an 1deology of the national space disavows forms of community
Inclusion or exclusion nto the national ‘we’ 1s definitely being decided not by a lack of
patriotism, but by the 1deology of patriotism 1itself (Billig, 1993b). A ‘Romaman’ identity
1s made normative, unproblematic inside the secure social space of the imagined
community of the nation ‘The otherness of the Other’, in this case the Hunganans, ‘and
the security of the social space ... are intimately related and support each other’ (Bauman,
1995, p 189).
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Other examples of constructing a stereotypical ‘otherness’ of the Hungarians within a
rhetoric of the national place, specific representations with their specific 1deological

consequences are to be seen 1n the analysis that follows

For the sake of space and clanty, I will exemplify the above by looking at how Sandra
continues to talk about the Hunganans when accounting for a range of controversial 1ssues
in Romanan society, such as bilingualism and 1ts influence on the relations between the
Romanians and the Hunganans, the issue of inter-ethnic conflict and cohabitation or when

directly asked to describe the Hungarans.

An example 1s the next excerpt when one can see Sandra offering several stereotypical
attributes of the Hunganans to a question that specifically asks for a description of the

Hunganans

Extract 3, interview 38

[how would you describe the Hungarians]

(-]

358 Sandra They are very sophisticatred and({ }treacherous{ } I don‘t{ )I don't
359 trust them( )I go along from a domestaic point of view( ) culturally
3160 { ) I like their culture, they at a lesser degree® ()
361 They ( } In their conception, we are the peasants and they are the
362 townsmen (1) No { } I don't trust them ( ) I go along well with
363 them, until proven ctherwise { )

[1
358 Sandra Sunt foarte rafinati g1 { ) perfizr ( ) N-am ( ) n-am Incredere, m&
359 inteleg dain punct de vedere casnic ( ) cultural
360 { } imi place cultura lecr ( } ler mai pufin ( )
36l e1, in concepfla lor, nci suntem opincaril 51 er sunt
362 cizmarii (1) Nu, n-am Incredere in ei ( ) M3 inteleg bine,
363 pénd la proba contrarie { }

As one can see 1 lines 358-359, the Hunganans are described as being ‘very
sophisticated’” and ‘treacherous’. Note that Sandra does not use ‘but’ to separate the two
attributes, but uses ‘and’ instead, which leads to believe that the two stercotypical
attnibutes are to be read in conjunction. Thus, one could argue that ‘very sophisticated’ has
a negative connotatton rather than a positive one (with an implied meaning very close to
‘cleverly deceitful’). This 1s followed by Sandra’s avowal of not trusting ‘them’. The
important point 1s not necessarily to draw out the negativity of Sandra’s description, but to

see what it accomplishes 1n this particular context One can get a sense of what the two

8 They hke ‘ours’ less
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stereotypical traits together with the avowal of distrust are doing They act together as
constructing a sense of a ‘warning’ based on an assumption of mustrust As Jayyus: (1984)
has pointed out, the use of different categorizations 1s not only descriptive of people, but it
is ‘through and through an ascriptive matter’ (p. 26, emphasis 1n onginal). One can see
where this assembled opening ‘ascription’ leads if one follows how Sandra continues her

argument.

Sandra’s statement from the first two lines 1s followed by an important caveat. She alludes
to a distinctton between a private (domestic) realm at which level she goes along with
‘them’ and a (public) realm of ‘culture’. Sandra avows liking their culture, but ‘they like
‘ours’ less This 1s continued with a reference to what ‘they’ think about ‘us’ (how they
consider ‘us’): ‘we’ are the peasants, they are the townsmen (hnes 361-362). One of the
imphications of this 1s that the Hunganans look down on us, they consider ‘us’ of a lower
status and not of equal worth and moreower, they think that they can decerve us. This 1s

not said directly, but through the use of an 1diomatic expression.

Note that Sandra 1s at pains with emphasizing her own (and also Romamans’ in general)
understanding and good will. She goes along well from a domestic point of view and she
hikes their culture. Her standpoint of reasonableness 1s constructed through a contrast with
the Hunganan side. Her descnptions are biased, are embedded in this contrast that points to
an unbalanced relationship between the two groups. The implication of this contrast is that
1t constructs a negative image of the Hunganans* They do not like our culture (as ‘I’ —‘we’

like theirs) and they consider ‘us’ not of equal worth.

In hines 362, after a short pause, comes the conclusion. An emphasized ‘No’ 1s followed
by ‘I don’t trust them’. With ‘I go along well with them, until proven otherwise’ (lines
362-363), there 1s a claim of tolerance and understanding from the part of the speaker As
van Dyk’s analyses of prejudiced discourse have shown, passages like these that seem to
express only reasonable arguments are actually ‘the tip of an iceberg of underlying,

concealed i1deological and political presup positions’ (van Dijk, 1993a, p.78).

What has followed the introductory description, 15 a good example of a kind of indirect
derogation which includes a balance between positive and negative comments, but which

1s not, at this point, resolved. There is a sense of some kind of onentation to egalitarian
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norms and some sort of sensibility regarding overt manifestations of ethnic bias. A
standpoint of rationality and tolerance 1s the yardstick against which the comments against
the Hunganans are mounted Nevertheless, this 1s a kind of ‘wishful magnanimuty that

borders on condescension’ (Hennques, 1984, p. 63).

Let me follow Sandra’s arguments to see how this balance resolves 1itself First, I want to
look at another extract, which sees Sandra taking up the same standpoint of tolerance and
reasonableness and in which Sandra 1s explicitly locating her practical i1declogy of
nationalism The extract that I am gorng to analyse 1s part of a discussion around the 1ssue

of assuring a chmate of understanding among cohabiting nationalities.

Extract 4, interview 38

[discussing the issue of assunng a climate of understanding among cohabiting
nationalities])

[]

422 Sandra If I want to live well i1n my country, and I want { ) to live like
423 brothers (.} we want to live like brothers, then everyone shculd do
424 something for this good understanding ( ) Through tolerance { )} mm
425 ( ) through sincerity ( ) through mutual help{ ) I don’t thank that
426 Romanians ¢an be accused { } of lack of tolerance, but { ) ‘“you
427 can't take 1t forever® ( ) >you cannot take 1t forever<( )
[..}

422 Sandra Dacd vreau sa trdiesc bine In tara mea, $1 vreau [ ) s& triim ca
423 fratiz ( } vrem s3 trdim ca fratii, atunci fiecare sd facid

424 ceva pentru aceasta bund Iintelegere ( ) Prain tolerantd { ) mm ()
425 prin sinceritate ( ) prin ajutor ( } eu nu cred ca

426 romanii pot si fie acuzati de ( ) lipsid de tolerantd, dar ( ) °nu se
427 poate la infinat® () »nu se poate la infanmite ()

Sandra mntroduces her comments in lines 422-425 with the use of an ‘“if-then’ structure
(Edwards, 1995, 1997): ‘If I want to live well 1in my country, and I want (.) to live like
brothers (.) we want to live like brothers, then everyone should do something for this good
understanding () through tolerance (.) mm (.) through sincenty () through mutual help
(.)’. This is used as a discursive resource for telling an ideologically laden story of
nationalism and togetherness. As ‘useful general scripting devices’ (Edwards, 1997, p
288) Sandra exploits this “if-then’ structure to tell us what to do if ‘we’ want to live hke

‘brothers’
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The reproduction of dominance is mediated by our understanding and representation of
space (Keith, 1991) It 1s not any kind of place, it the national place, it is the ‘country’,
‘our country’, Sandra’s ‘my country’ 1s a perfect example of how one locates oneself and
others mside the particular space of the nation. Strangely enough, ‘we want to live like
brothers’, but 1t is ‘my country’ [as ethmcally Romanian] that she 1s talking about
Through the use of such formulation Sandra enacts and reproduces dominance. At the
same time, 1t 1s a warrant of authonty and power, authonty and power through which
difference and belongingness 1s manipulated 1n the production and reproduction of ethnic

subordination (Keith, 1991).

The metaphor of the ‘famuly’ supplies the underpinnings of the construction of the national
community I would argue that this so called famuly, ‘brotherhood’ 1s a ‘brotherhood’
based on an assumption of difference, one that places ‘us’ within ‘our’ homeland. As
previously argued, this conception of brotherhood places obligations on ‘them’, not on
‘us’. It excludes cohabiting nationalities (including the Hunganans) from membership in
the national category ‘Romanian’. The imagmed space of the nation 1s placed n a
signifying, semiotic chain that generates meaning and creates a specific national :dentity
and ‘representation’ of belonging. This generates a determinate meaning (natural and
inevitable) insofar as this particular ‘Romanian’ national identity 1s concerned. The 1conic
power of the national place ties together a moment of arbitrary (sdentity) closure (Keith,
1991; see also Eagleton, 1991) and secures ‘us’ in our homeland (and in ‘our’ national

identity).

Sandra can be seen as making an attempt at legitimating a collective representation of the
nation that includes ‘everyone’. Doing that, she is not only legitimising the national entity
mn 1tself, but also the ‘banal” nationalist principle that comes with 1t: ‘any nation-as-people
should have their nation-as-state’ (Billig, 19935a, p. 24) which allows the construction of a
sense of national identity ‘for those who are said to inhabit ... their own nations-state’
(bid, p 24). ‘My’ (and by extension ‘our’) national 1dentity as ethnically Romanian 1s
taken for granted, 1t 1s not problematic. What is made problematic, even if not explicitly, is
the ‘other’ who is summoned to earn his entitlement to claim such an 1dentity. One can see
how power relations are tied to the most mundane of performances. Systems of unequal
power relations are produced and reproduced in the unthinking moments of the ‘narration’

of the nation (Bhabha, 1990) and the unnoticed details of talk.
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The essentialist image of the nation (anchored 1n a specific place and belonging to specific
people) 1s 1n atself neither good nor bad, beneficial or dangerous. It becomes so, when 1t is
mobilized for different ideological purposes, mainly 1n the service of naturalizing and
legitimating discourses One should not forget that conceptions of space can become
overtly political and the conceptual, 1magined dimensions of the national space can be as
important as 1ts physical manifestations {cf. Penrose and Jackson, 1993; see also Dixon
and Durrherm, 2000, 2003). As Bauman has cogently proposed, ‘1deologees that currently
accompany the strategy of communal 1dentity-building and the associated policies of
exclusion deploy the kind of language that was traditionally appropnated by inclusivist

cultural discourse’ (1995, p 188, italics 1n ortginal)

But let me now return to look at the means proposed by Sandra to achieve ‘good
understanding’ (line 424): ‘Through tolerance () mm () through sincenty () through
mutual help(.)’ one can achieve this goal These invoked humanistic principles are also
very much located. These are linked with a disclaimer, which 1s used as a preface for a
complaint: ‘I don’t think that Romanians can be accused (.) of lack of tolerance, but ()
°you can’t take 1t forever® (.) >you cannot take it forever<(.)’. The same principle of

tolerance previously used 1s invoked 1n this disclaimer.

As van Dyk argues, ‘such disclaimers are often a clear symptom of underlying prejudices
or antagonistic attitudes, if not a sure sign of subtle or not so subtle racism’ (1993a, p. 77).
I will not follow van Dijk in assumung that this kind of statements are often a clear
symptom of underlying prejudices, but I would argue instead for a focus on what people
are doing when they are using such formulations. I would argue that they constitute

rhetorical and discursive resources used to accomplish 1deological effects.

One can see how the balance between positive and negative stereotyping that one has seen
in the previously analysed extracts 1s tumned by Sandra (at the end of extract 4) into a
complaint and imphcit blaming stance The ‘“°you can’t take it for ever® () >you cannot
take 1t for ever<( )’ 1s paradigmatic in this sense. It 1s a kind of ultimate conclusion (note
the use of extreme case formulations twice) that works to imply that one has gone beyond

threshold of tolerance At the same time, 1t implicitly justifies a discriminatory stance.
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From tolerance to intolerance

One can see how notions such as sincenty, mutual help, reasonableness and tolerance
build up and are put to work 1 order to justify intolerance The same seems to be
happening 1n the next extract where Sandra 1s discussing the influence of bilingualism on
the relations between Romamans and Hunganans. This sequence comes five minutes into
the interview, well before the previously analysed questton pertarning to the fairness of
Tudor and Funar’s pohcies. The question refers to whether bilingualtsm could lead to

conflicts or tense relations between Romantans and Hunganans.

Extract 5, interview 38

[Discussing the influence of bilingualism on the relations between Romamans and
Hunganans]

34 Chris Do you think that at a certain point{ ) this could lead even to
35 conflicts { ) or tense the relations between Romanians and
36 Hungarians®

37 Sandra Of course () of course () If they { ) work on the sense of Leing
38 Romanian, eventually yes { ) I don't trust them, I don’'t

39 trust the Hungarians, because they are entirely phoney ( } until
40 proven otherwise ( ) they are sophist:icated (.) they are

a1 well-intentioned { ) but we as Romanians we have to be watchful

42 { ) always { ) watchful ( } We are tolerant, but watchful { }

34 Chris Credet: c¢& la up moment dat ( ) acest lucru ar putea isca chiar si1
35 conflicte sau ( )} tensiona relatiile dintre romani si

36 maghiari?

37 Sandra Bineinteles{ )bineinfeles ( ) Dacd se ( ) lucreazi la sensibilitatea
38 romdneascd, pdnd la urmd da ( } Eu nu am incredere in e1 { ) eu nu
39 am Incredere in unguri, pentru ci sunt numai de fatadid ( )} pdni la
40 procba contrarie { ) sunt { } rafinati ( } sunt

41 binevoitori{ )dar no1 ca romdni trebumie s& fim wvigilenta
42 ( )totdeauna { ) Vigilenti ( }Suntem toleranti, dar vigilenti { )

As one can see 1n lines 37-38, there is no doubt for Sandra that bilingualism could lead to
conflicts or tense the relations between Romanians and Hunganans. The repeated ‘of
course’ (bineinteles) invokes what any reasonable person might be expected to think about
the nocent influence of bilingualism on the relationship between Romamans and

Hungarians.

Her answer 1s not complete at this point. She continues by offering a justification for her
previous remark’ ‘If they (.) work on the sense of being Romanian, eventually yes’. Note
the phrase ‘the sense of bemng Romanian® (sensitulitatea roméineascd) One could argue

that 1t refers to a ‘form of life’, both a metaphoric and metonymic allusion to a special
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form of sensibility, an invocation of a Romanian way of seeing the world and social
relations, and therr place in this world It speaks of something, which 1s exclusively
Romaman, presented as an essence of character and feeling (language 1s also part of this
Romanian sensibility). The force of this expression comes from its unspecified
particularities (or rather a generality without particularities) that allows for implicitly

encompassing an overarching Romaman national identity’.

In the lines that follow, Sandra switches from a general account of the matter under
discussion to a personal one: ‘I don’t trust them, I don’t trust the Hunganans, because they
are entirely phoney (.) untl proven otherwise (.)’. She claims not trusting the Hunganans
because they are ‘entirely phoney () until proven otherwise’. Hunganans do not get the

benefit of the doubt They are ‘gulty’ of being ‘entirely phoney’ until proven otherwise.

The image of the Hunganans is completed with the addition of two seemingly positive
attributes ‘they are sophusticated (.) they are well-intentioned ( )’ which index Sandra as a
reasonable person Note how expressions such as ‘entirely phoney’, ‘sophusticated’, ‘well-
intentioned’ occur within the trajectory of a discourse that tries to provide a normative
account of intergroup relations together with justifying and legitimating a specific
representation of the Hungarians. Again, there seems to be a contradiction between the
ascribed charactenstics to the Hungarians. How can one be ‘entirely phoney’ and ‘well-
mtentioned’ at the same time? This 1s a contradiction that does not seem to be resolved by
Sandra. But by looking at 1t more closely, this contradiction dissolves. As previously
noted, the only contradiction there 1s, is that between the literal and intended meaning,

between what 1s said and what 1s implied.

The answer comes from acknowledging (as it 1s the case) that Sandra provides an 1ronic
commentary 1n order to present and build a representation of the Hungarians. Ironic
descriptions differ from factual claims, which are reified as solid and Itteral (cf. Potter,
1996a). She adds an ironic inflection when she talks about the Hungarians being
‘sophisticated’ and ‘well-intentioned’. As Kotthoff (2003) has argued, irony can express

negative evaluations by stating them positively. For the opposition potential of irony,

® This phrase might not be common 1n English (1m English nationalist discourse), but it 1s very much part of
the panoply of Romaman nationalistic discourse It 1s a nationahst concept par excellence
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Sandra relies not only on the interviewer’s assumptions about the Hungarians, but also

alludes to taken-for-granted group knowledge.

Her evaluations are not to be taken ‘literally’, but a pragmatic meaning 1s conveyed which
1s based on an mterplay between appearance and reality, The story and the representation
that Sandra sets up 1s one, which nvolves an ironic contrast Since the subject of the
discusston with the interviewer is contentious, 1rony plays a role here within the staging of
the controversy (cf. Kotthoff, 2003). The other role of irony here 1s to ‘problematize’ what
the speaker is purportedly descnbing (cf. Speer, 1999) Through the use of irony she
problematizes the ‘literal” meaning of these alleged positive characteristics ascribed to the

Hunganans,

Sandra continues her argument by reacting to the implicatum (Kotthoff, 2003) of her
previous remarks about the Hungarans. Note the ‘but’ in line 41, which mntroduces a
different tone and thrust to her account: ‘we as Romanians we have to be watchful (.)
always () watchful (.) We are tolerant, but watchful (). One can see how Sandra
switches to the use of the national ‘we’. In line 41, the natronal ‘we” is not used without a
qualification. ‘We’ as Romamans, ‘we’ have to be watchful ... the ‘we’ is marked (the
Romanian ‘nor’ which n some constructions does not necessarily need to be present), its
presence standing for an emphasized Romaman national identity and an explicit contrast
with ‘them’ (the Hunganans). Sandra directly points to who is entitled to c¢laim
membership 1n the national category ‘Romamian’. Taking account of the context, this

collective ‘we’ specifically excludes the Hunganans from national deixis.

Now one can get a feeling of what Sandra (really) meant when uttening her previous
seemingly positive descriptions of Hunganans. Sandra pursues the rhetorical aim of
constructing and warranting a negative representation of the Hungarians by using irony
and thus ‘producing a distinction between superficial appearance and an underlying reality

which represents the true situation or a preferred version’ (Edwards, 1997, p 248)

The ‘preferred version’ (1mplicit though) is one that alludes to a potential ‘danger’ coming
from the Hunganans. The term ‘watchful’ brings to the fore some interesting implications
One could ask, why ‘we as Romanians’ have to be ‘watchful’, ‘always watchful’, for what

purposes? It is not directly said why ‘we’ have to be watchful, but the implication 1s that
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there is a danger coming from the Hunganan stde As Sandra tries to imply, ‘we’ owe 1t to
ourselves to be ‘watchful, always watchful’, Note the extreme case formulation who adds
to the importance of the matter and works to present the practice of ‘being watchful” as
part of a regular, recurrent pattern. ‘We’ have to be watchful not being because of ‘our’

character, but because of ‘theirs’,

There 1s an addition to what Sandra has previously sard. “We’ are not just watchful, ‘we
are tolerant, but watchful’ (line 42). By acknowledging tolerance, respect and
humanitarian values regarding the Hungarians are implicitly alluded to'°. One can see how
the workings of the ‘Hungarian mind’ become visible when set against a constructed and
made factual backdrop of reality Descriptions of mental states and dispostitions are played
out against considerations of the external world and at the same time, ‘oriented to
considerations of what the aundience might otherwise believe or think” (Edwards, 1997, p
73) These considerations are cashed out if one looks at how Sandra finishes her account*
‘tolerant, but watchful’. They are ‘well-intentioned’ and ‘sophisticated’ because 1t is tn
their intention to deceive That 1s why, ‘we as Romanians’ have to be watchful. Sandra
seems to be responding and expressing the requirements of patriotism, ‘denunciation of
lukewarmness as treachery and demand for vigilance against turncoats’ (Bauman, 1995, p.
186). ‘Tolerant, but watchful’ has the resonance of a (poltical) slogan (Ilie, 1998; Xing
Lu, 1999). It works rhetoncally and ideologically as a nationalist slogan which

nevertheless includes an appeal to tolerance.

This neat phrase 1$ very close to what McGee (1980) has termed ‘ideographs’. Ideographs
are defined as ordinary terms infused with moral and political value and used (mainly in
political discourse) to call for collective commutment to a normative goal (¢f Xing Lu,
1999, p. 490). If one sees ‘slogans’ such as this one as ‘ideographs’ (Xing Lu, 1999, p.
492}, one can see how they can be used, rhetonically and politically, for different purposes,
such as justifying actton, social relations and a shared symbol for participation 1 a
rhetorical and political culture (Condit and Lucaites, 1993, McGee, 1980) This example
of common-place nationalism draws on a basic 1deological value, that of ‘tolerance’.

‘Tolerance’ 1s the normative lens through which one needs to see the dynamics of

10 Nevertheless, there seems to be a contradiction, because ‘watchful’ mught be seen to conflict with being
‘tolerant’
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intergroup relations between Romanmians and the Hunganan minority. The additton of
‘tolerant’ 1s a signal that 1deological discourse contains contrary common-places which are
also valued and alludes to a preferred version of an ideological practice The message
seems to be: “We’ are not (or should be) just ‘watchful’, ‘we’ are not just responding to
the requirements of patriotism, but ‘we’ are also, at the same time, ‘tolerant’ As such, one
could argue that Sandra finds herself 1n an ‘ideological dilemma’ (Billig et al., 1988)

which she has to resolve

Sandra 1s at pains to paymg Dip service to the idea of togetherness and tolerance.
‘Reasonable’ prejudice must uphold the values of tolerance and good understanding, even
when expressing unequal views The successful negative stereotyprcal portrayal of the
Hunganans depends very much on the appearance of reasonableness. As I hope to have
shown 1n the analysis of the previous extract, the interplay between appearance and reality,
between what ts said and what is implied was the comerstone of Sandra’s argument. All
this works 1deologically to justify the ‘reasonable’ blaming of the Hungarnans, to locate
the nature of social relations within a particular ‘tmagined community” and argue against a

specific social and political practice, that of bilingualism

Yet, for all the sincerity and openness of some of Sandra’s declarations, the stereotyptcal
generalizations of reasonable prejudice are still present and made. A stnct division
between ‘us’[Romanians] and ‘them’[Hungarians] is accepted as axtomatic and there 1s a
subtle shift from ainng tolerant views to building arguments (and reaching conclusions)

actually based on intolerance

‘Ambivalence’ towards Tudor and Funar

In the previous section I have looked at how speakers from the ‘supporting Tudor and
Funar category’, accounted for the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies and at the ways
they talked about the Hunganans. I want to continue this chapter by offering a short
account of how speakers in, what I have termed, the ‘ambivalent towards Tudor and
Funar® category account for the fairness of their policies and then going on to show how
they stereotypically describe the Hunganans when accounting for a range of controversial

1ssues and what are the social and 1deological effects of these descriptions.
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Let me start by saying that [ am going to focus specifically on a couple of examples which
are, 1n my opinion, paradigmatic for the way in which speakers in the ‘ambivalent towards
Tudor and Funar’ category accounted for the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies. As [
have shown in the previous section, the speakers were embarked on an attempt to
legiimate, ‘naturalize’, ‘normalize’ and at the same ‘de-moralhize’ Tudor and Funar’s
policies. As analysis has shown, Tudor and Funar’s extremism was not constructed as out-
of-the-normal way, aligned with dogmatism, dogmatism or lack of tolerance, but on the
contrary was seen as, on one hand, aligned with a more general (one could say, universal)
political trend, part of a democratic project, and on the other hand, as echoing values of
patriotism and an 1declogy of togetherness. The ideological effects of these two forms of
accounting work to justify, legiimate and reproduce the nght-wing 1deology of Tudor and
Funar. As I hope to have shown, the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies was not

defended on ethical grounds, but on pragmatic grounds.

The same process of justifying and ‘de-moralizing’ Tudor and Funar’s policies on
pragmatic, rather than on ethical grounds was also identified in the accounts of those who
were ‘ambivalent’ towards Tudor and Funar One of the most frequent moves in justifying
Tudor and Funar’s policies was the invocation of the ‘other’ (Hungarian) stde The stress
was on the 1dea that the nationalistic pohicies of Tudor and Funar are an answer to the
Hunganan position. As the subsequent analysis will show, sometimes this position was
made explicit, sometimes left implicit, but 1n both cases, the effect was that of
downgrading and discountmg the moral implications of Tudor and Funar’s policies and
thus exonerating them from any direct responsibility and involvement in these issues. The
next extract, which sees Marta, a forty-eight year old accountant answering the question

about the fairness of Funar and Tudor’s policies, 1s an example of this move.

Extract 6, interview 16

654 Chns Do you think that the policies of Gheorghe Funar and Cormeliu Vadam
655 Tudor towards the Hungarians and the other ethnic groups are ( ) are
656 the fairest ones®

557 Marta No {.} no (1 4) But, 1t 1s a reverse (1} a reverse to what

658 they do (3) 1t 1s a reverse { )

659 [that’'s the word

660 Chras [You mean & reaction®] ( ) to the Hungarian position

661 Marta [A reaction to the Hungarian position { )

662 this i1s how I see 1t (mm) Not that, as 1f, they wouldn’t,

663 wouldn't accept ( ) because in Cluj for example, as evidence

664 1t 1s the third time that Funar has been elected, and elected by the
6E5 Hungarians, by the Hungarians too {(mm}

666 Chris Nevertheless, he has an, let's say,

667 [extremist position ( ) ultranationalast, 1f you may call it so ()
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668 Marta [He has, yes, but not (1 2) He has a position ( ) but, I think,

€69 his position 1s limited ( ) limited by him practically ( ) he 15 { )
670 he 15 revolted for example, as I see 1t, by what does ()

671 I don’t know ( ) a Hungarian citizen from Cluj who has a position,
672 that 18 what bothers ham { } So, not the Hungarian nation, not { )
673 the Hungarian ethnic group per se

654 Chrnis Considerat:r ¢i politica lui Gheorghe Funar si1 a lui Corneliu Vadim
655 Tudor fatad de maghiari 51 celelalte grupuri etnice este { ) este

656 cea mal justi®

657 Marta Nu ( } nu {1 4} Insi, alci tot un revers e (1} un revers la ceea ce
658 fac e1 (3) E un revers ( )

659 [acesta-1 cuvintul

E60 Chras [Adicd un raspuns®} () la pozitia maghiarad

661 Marta [Un rdspuns la pozitia maghiard ( )

662 eu aga vad {mm) Nu cd, vezi doamne, n-ar,

663 n-ar { } accepta er { ) pentru ¢& In Cluj de exemplu, drept dovadi
664 cd e a treia oard ales Funar{ ) si ales de

665 unguri, $i1 de ungura (mm) {inaudible}

666 Chras Totugi, el are o poziftie sa zicem

667 [extremistd ( } ultra-naticnalisti, dacd o putem numi asa ( )}

668 Marta [Are da, dar { )} nu {1 2) Are el o pozitie ( ) dar, m3d gindesc,
669 pozitia lui e limatatd ( ) limitatid de el practic () pe el

670 il revoltd, asa vad eu, pe el Il revolti de exemplu, ce face ()
671 stiu eu { ) un cetifean maghiar din Cluj care are o pozitle,

672 asta il deranjeazd ( ) Deci nu natiunea maghaiari, nu { )

673 etnia maghiard ca atare

In lines 657, Marta starts answering the question by offering a direct denial of the fact that
Tudor and Funar’s policies might be thought of being fair. One can note that at this point
her answer 1s not complete, there 1s more to come What looks like a disagreement token,
the repeated ‘No’ [meaning ‘No, they are not fair’] implies 1n fact an agreement with the
implication put forward by the question of the interviewer, the 1dea that Tudor and Funar’s
policies are unfair. If one looks at what follows after a short pause and the ‘but’ on the
same line, one can see that Marta simultaneously agrees with the imphication put forward
by the question and at the same time, goes on to offer a justification for Tudor and Funar’s
policies. What she is meaning is: ‘yes, I agree that their policies are unfair, but. .” This
kind of ‘yes, but’ (Billig, 1999a) mitigates strong disagreement and prepares the way for
introducing a justification of Tudor and Funar’s policies. As Billig (1999a, p. 53, 1talics 1n
ongmnal) has suggested, ‘this rhetorical device simultaneously moves the discussion

towards a particular topic, while redirecting the conversation away from another’.

Like in the previously analysed examples of accounting for the faimess of Tudor and
Funar’s policies there 15 a shift from the issue of fairness of their policies to a focus on
what the Hunganans do The speaker is treating the moral and ethical grounds of Tudor
and Funar’s policies as mrrelevant, and a justification 1s offered on pragmatic grounds

Putting forward her preferred interpretation seems not to be a straightforward matter. One
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can note the signs of implicit difficulty'! (the repeated long pauses) that are an indication
that Marta 1s searching for a formulation (label) that would describe what Tudor and Funar

are doing.

Taking on the interviewer’s remark n line 660, Marta acknowledges that Tudor and
Funar’s policies are *a reaction to the Hungartan position’ (line 661) This discursive move
constitutes a very useful and powerful way of justifying Tudor and Funar’s policies. The
supposed ‘problem’ with Tudor and Funar, and the subtext of their active and voluntary
involvement with the Hungarians 1s explained away and downgraded The specific
representation that Marta tries to put forward endows Tudor and Funar with a passive role,
whereas the Hungarians are endowed with an acttve role. There 1s a passivation (cf. van
Leeuwen, 1996) of Tudor and Funar who are represented as a ‘reaction to the Hunganan
position’ The implicit 1dea that Marta tries to put forward is that “pragmatic’ reasons are
at stake and should be taken 1n account when arguing for the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s
policies. The 1ssue of fairness 1s backgrounded and Tudor and Funar’s policies are not

accounted 1n terms of their ‘moral’ grounds.

By pomting that Tudor and Funar are a ‘reaction’ to the Hungarian position has the
consequence of distracting attention from and thereby downgrading the significance of the
issue of the ‘unfairness’ and prejudiced nature of Tudor and Funar’s policies. This kind of
accounting has an excusing and mitigating effect (cf. Wetherell and Potier, 1989). Talking
hike this Marta is thus implicitly rebutting the relevance of the ‘moral implication’ put
forward by the mnterviewer At the same time she 1s rebutting the notion that Tudor and
Funar might be thought of being prejudiced What Marta’s account seems to be doing is,

borrowing a term from Van Dyjk, a ‘redistnbution of responsibihty’.

" In order to facilitate the study of participants” ‘troubled subject position’ and the 1ssue of difficulty, a
distinction can be made between (a) umplicit demonstration of difficulty, by the use of mmphest ‘trouble-
spots’ (Ochs, 1979, Schegloff et al 1977) and (b) explicit, outward claims of difficulty The difference
between the implicit and explictt signs of difficulty lies tn the observation that n the case of the former, the
implicit signs of difficulty, no actual difficulty claim 1s made by the speaker, but the analyst and the other
speaker(s) can infer the difficulty (frequent repetition, false starts and pauses) In the case of the latter,
difficulty 1s stressed by the use of explicit claxms from the speaker that they experience difficulty (this could
also imclude the use of i1gnorance claims) It can be added that imphert and explicit demonstrations of
difficulty do not necesarily appear separate, but they are sometumes intertwined and can be found at the same
trme 1n the same account
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In the lines that follow, Marta trnies 10 manage the inferential visibility of Tudor and
Funar’s moral conduct, handling accountability and agency via descniptive reporting. This
includes a disclaimer ‘Not that, as 1f, they wouldn’t, wouldn’t accept’ followed by a
specific ‘evidence’ that refers to Funar and his successive election as mayor of Cluj. ‘1t 1s
the third time that Funar has been elected, and elected by the Hungarians, by the
Hunganans too’ (lines 663-664) It is clear now that 1t 1s external events that account for
whatever Funar (or Tudor for that matter) mught be doing. The focus ts again on the

Hungarians who are said to have voted for Funar alongside Romanians

There is an acknowledgment that there might be a moral problem with Tudor and Funar’s
policies (this 1s done twice — at the beginning of her answer, lines 657-658, and again
towards the end of the exchange, line 668) but at the same time Tudor and Funar’s
involvement 1s excused by invoking ‘pragmatic’ reasons which involve the Hunganan

s1de.

The same dynamic can be seen at work m the next extract that I want to bring to your
attention. The protagonist 1s Carla, a thirty-four year old accountant trying to account for
the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies. One can note that the question has a rather
different format from the previous one. In lines 341-343, the interviewer 1s specifically
naming the kind of polrtics (natronalist, extremust) that s follow-up question will touch
upon. After that, he introduces the question about the fairness of such policies, very

stmtlar to the one answered by Marta and the other participants

Extract 7, interview 2

341 Chras Ce pirere avetl despre politica nationalistid, extremisti pe care, pe

342 care o practicd anumite partade, anumite persoane, cum ar fi

343 Corneliu Vadim Tudor Este politica lor fatd de maghiari sa

344 celelalte grupuri etnice cea mai justi®

345 Carla Prea putinid peliticd cunosc, nicl nu urmiresc, deloc nu md

348 intereseazd pelitica, deci () ce s3 spun { ) poate cid undeva { ) s1

347 Funar si Vadim s3 zic ( )

348 poate cd totusi au ce au ( } au

349 ceva ¢u maghiarii, deci mai mult decit ar trebur, si zic,

350 dar poate ca padnd la urmd vor si apere doar 1nteresele

351 td8rii () sau nu stiu ce sd zic ( ) nu prea

352 urmdresc ( ) nu prea ( )} peliticd deloc ( )

341 Chrais What do you thaink about the natiocnalist politics, extremist which,

342 which 15 promoted by certain parties, certain persons, such as

343 Corneliu Vadim Tudor Are their policies towards the Hungarians and

344 the other ethnic groups the fairest ones?

345 Carla I know too little politics, I am not even following, I am not

346 interested at all in politics, so { ) what should I say (.) maybe ain
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347 a way () Funar as well as Vadim to say sc { )

348 maybe that nonetheless they have what they have () they have
349 something with the Hungarians, so more than they should, te say so,
350 but maybe that in the end they just want to defend the interests of
351 the country ()} or I «on’t know what to say () I don’'t really
352 follow ( } not really { ) politics never ( }

Carla starts by avowing her disinterest, indifference insofar politics 1s concerned ‘I know
too little politics, I am not even following, I am not interested at all in politics’ (lines 345-
346). She does not seem to have an answer to the question yet, but after ‘what should I
say’ she goes on to offer a gloss on Funar and Tudor’s politics: “maybe in a way (.) Funar
as well as Vadium to say so () maybe that nonetheless they have what they have (.) they
have something with the Hunganans, so more than they should, to say so’

There 15 recogmition that Tudor and Funar ‘au ce au’ (have what they have)'?, ‘they have
something with the Hunganans’ This 1s an indication of the possibility that Carla treats
the 1nterviewer’s question as bearing potential criticism relating to Tudor and Funar’s
policies towards the national and ethnic munonties. The addition of ‘more than they
should’ is a clear recognition that there 1s- a moral problem with the policies of Tudor and
Funar, Doing ‘more than they should’ implies some kind of excess in them approaching
the 1ssues related to the Hungarian munority This 1s relevant here, because 1n the context
of extremist politics (which, let it be said, already includes a notion of excess), the implied

excess 18 to be read as referring to morally accountable actions.

In line 350, the vse of ‘but’ 1s a sign that Carla’s implicit orientation to Tudor and Funar’s
policzes as posing a moral problem is not to be accepted without explanation. Even if at
first sight, one could argue that by saying ‘they have what they have (.} they have
something with the Hunganans, so more than they should’, Carla seems to be onenting to
the idea that there might be something of a ‘problem’ with Tudor and Funar’s policies,
looking at what follows the ‘but’ there is a rather clear indication that the ‘problem’ 1s not
‘really’ a problem: ‘maybe that in the end they just want to defend the interests of the
country or I don’t know what to say’ (lines 350-351). This 1s not presented as a definite

version, but nevertheless one could argue that there 1s a shift from an implied

2 thss 15 a Iiteral translation of “au ce au” which 1s a vanant of ‘au cevacu ' (they have something with
) What this ‘something’ means 1s not clear and 1s left ambiguous
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unreasonableness (they do more than they should) to an impled reasonableness (they just

want to defend the interests of the country)

One can see how an onentation to the possibility of the existence of a ‘moral’ problem
with Tudor and Funar’s policies, an ortentation to the possibility of an explanation of their
policies on ‘ethical’ grounds 1s subsequently turned into an explanation based on
‘pragmatic’ grounds. These ‘pragmatic’ grounds presuppose and at the same hint to the
supreme nationalistic value: defending the interests of the country. In this context, these

pragmatic grounds are very much located- 1t is ‘our’ country that Carla talks about.

Note the use of ‘just’ (doar), which 1n this context of talk has a ‘depreciatory meaning’
(Lee, 1987, p. 378). Carla uses the particle 1n order to minimise the implicit significance of
her previous statements 1n lines 348-349 As previously shown, the association of Tudor
and Funar’s polictes with another set of activities (such as those that anse from the
demands of patriotism) explicitly downplays the particular implication of alternative
descriptions. Carla 1s minimising the seriousness of the label applied to Tudor and Funar
by the interviewer, by asserting that they are maybe just defending the interests of the
country. The actions of Tudor and Funar are to be seen 1n terms of being just this
(defending the interests of the country) and not something else (cf Lee, 1987)

Carla’s argument rests on the implicit assumption that 1t is only natural and reasonable for
someone to defend the interests of his own country. One can see how defending the
interests of the country works very well as a justificatory principle. The implication is that
if they do ‘more than they should’, they are not doing 1t because of some internal

psychology, but because of patriotic allegiance to the interests of the country.

What 1s 1nteresting 1s that Carla displays her disinterestedness ‘precisely at a point where 1t
could be a particular 1ssue” (Potter, 1996a, p. 132) Stake 1s subtly managed through an
account of disinterestedness. She does that twice, at the beginning of her account (lines
345-346) and at the end of her account (lines 351-352) The answer is symmetrical 1n this
sense. Her account can be seen as “a ‘distnterested’ account of interest” (Potter, 1996a, p
132), which works 1n this particular context as a powerful rhetorical device for warranting

her position, but also that of Tudor and Funar.
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Descriptions of the Hungarians

Let me now take a look at some of active uses of stereotypical descriptions of the
Hungartans. The analysis will be guided by the same concerns that charactenised the
previous section, mainly an attempt to show how the ‘internal significant other’
(Triandafyllidou, 1998) is stereotypically constructed through the constant reproduction of
the nation (Bhabha, 1990, Billig, 1995a) within an ideology of (national) place. As
previously argued, stereotyping, natron and place go together and determine each other.
The relation of inter-dependency allows for descriptions of 1n-groups/out-groups to be
bounded with narratives of nationhood and national space in ways that carry implications
for a discursive construction of national i1dentity concerned with whom the national ‘we’

includes or excludes

It 1s important not to forget that we are not just dealing with social representations of
difference, with stereotypical descriptions of out-groups, located discourses of national
1dentity, but also with all these things as an ‘internalized structuring impetus which more
or less strongly influences social practices’ (de Cillia et al., 1999, p. 156). National
‘habitus’ (Bourdieun, 1990) 1s to be seen as a ‘modus operandr’, as a way of perpetuating,

reproducing and justifying a certain status quo together with the national 1dentities related

to it (cf de Cilha et al., 1999; Wodak et al., 1999)

To start with I will take a look at how Marta 1s talking about the Hunganans. The
mteraction is joined at the beginning of the interview and after some general introductory
comments from the interviewer, Marta starts her account by pomnting to a negatrve

characteristic of the Hungarians.

Extract 8, interview 16

Marta I don't have (0 2) I hawe (0 4)I have against them { ) their eternal
manifestation of dissatisfaction ( } That’s what I don’t like about
them (mm} there are among them good pecople and bad people too ()
That’s-{cough, c¢lears throat }Instead I admire them for
being very united ( )

[I am referring to-

Chris [More united than we are®

Marta Much more united {( } I am referring to the Hungarian ethnic minority
() that's what I am referring to (mm) But they alsc have
discontents too (0 8} through their behaviour, through ( ) they are
the type of people who laugh in your face and do something else
behind your back ( ) that’'s for sure {inaudikle} Right (1) and with
this smile on their face »you can always expect something bad from
them<{l 4} something bad {mm} But on the other hand , they are very
clean, civilised though, but this does not mean that we are not
civilised {mm) Raght({ ) and they have those alLrs of
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17 superlority(l 2) {(mm) I don't know 1f someone noticed thas{ )

1 Marta N-am (0 2) Am (0 4) Am impotraiva lor ( )} vesgnica

2 manifestare de nemultumire ( ) asta nu-mi place

3 la e1 {mm) sunt Intre e1 51 oameni buni 51 oameni rii{ ) Asta-i
4 {(cough, clears throat) In schimb am admiratia

5 cd-s foarte unigi{ )

6 [md refer-

7 Chris [Ma1 uniti decit noi?

8 Marta Mult mal unit:r ( } md refer la minoritatea etnicid maghiarid { )

9 la asta mi refer (mm) Inz3 au $1 nemultumiri (0 8)

10 prin comportament, pran { } sunt tipul de ocameni care ( )} itai rid
11 in fatd, te sapi in spate ( ) asta este clar ()

12 {inaudible} Asa { ) s1 (1) cu ( }cu zimbetul &sta pe fatd >s& te
13 astept:r Intotdeauna la ceva r8u de la ei< (1 4) la ceva r3u ({(mm)
14 { }Iins® pe partea cealaltd, sunt foarte curati, sunt civilizatl
15 totusi, dar asta nu inseamni ci noi nu suntem

16 civilizatl {mm) Asa { } $1 au aerele alea

17 de superioritate {1 2} {mm) Nu stiu dacd cineva a remarcat-o { )

This way of accounting 1s very similar to the one that was encountered 1n the ‘supporting
Tudor and Funar’ category when describing the Hunganans. There 1s a clear-cut negative
stereotypical trait that Marta draws on to start her argument. There 1s a mis-start 1n line 1,
‘I don’t have’, but which is corrected and turn 1nto 1ts opposite immediately: ‘I have (0.4) I
have aganst them () their eternal manifestation of dissatisfaction (.) That’s what I don’t

like about them (mm)’.

This 1s a pretty straightforward negative stereotypical view of the Hungarians. The
problem with the Hunganans 1s their ‘eternal manifestatron of dissatisfaction’. What
follows 1s an attempt to balance her negative description. An attempt 1s made with ‘there
are among them good people’ (hne 3) and culminates with ascribing a positive

characternistic ascribed to ‘them’: ‘I admure them for being very umited ()’ (lines 4-5).

Marta acknowledges that the Hungarians are ‘much more umted’ than ‘we’ are and
continues by specifically pointing out that 1t is ‘the Hunganan ethnic minority’ that she
talks about. This 1s a very clear indication that her argument is located and specific. The
implication is that she 1s not referring to the Romanies, or, for that matter, to Hungarians
1n general, but to the Hunganians here. Everything that she says 1s to be taken as applying
1n totality to the Hungarian ethnic minority. This 1s part and parcel of a discourse of fixing,

ascribing and making meaning stick (Thompson, 1984).

There 1s an implicit contrast embedded 1n this formulation It 1s not necessarily a contrast

with the Romanies or the Hunganans 1n general, but a contrast with ‘us’. As it wall be
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seen, this implicit contrast 1s taken up by Marta when she introduces other negative

descriptions of Hungarians.

After the ‘but’ in line 9 she goes to introducing other negative characteristics of the
Hunganans: ‘they also have discontents too (0 8) through their behaviour’ (line 9-10),
‘they are the type of people who laugh 1n your face and do something else behind your
back’ (lines 10-11) and ‘with this smile on their face >you can always expect something
bad from them<(1 4) something bad’ (lines 12-13). This is far from being a flattering
image of the Hungarians and is very simular to the one previous speakers have emphasised
when talking about the Hungarians Wath this description Marta manages to fix these
characteristics into an 1maginary Hungarian ‘character (note ‘they are the type of people’
and the extreme case formulation ‘alwawys’). These characteristics are presented as not
something accidental, but part of a deep-seated pattern of approaching the social relations
between ‘us’[Romamans] and ‘them’[Hunganans]. The locatedness of the stereotypes 1s
(made) obvious and adds to negative connotations of such descriptions. It 1s very clear that
this 1mage of distrust, of treachery and deceitfulness pinned down on the Hunganan
minority 18 one that 1s built in relation to ‘us’. The contrast between ‘us’ and ‘them’ 1s
stretched to the extremes. Following Bhabha (1992), one could argue that the Romanian

and Hunganan 1dentity are constructed as incommensurable identities.

This 1s not presented in any general sense, 1t 1s very much located and so are 1ts
ideological effects. Stereotypical ideological representations are contained and constructed
within the imagined space of the nation which serves as a repository of politically,
rhetorically and 1deologically relevant traditions of national identity These mediate the
interplay between the majority-minonty social arrangements and power relations (Agnew,
1987, 1989; Agnew and Corbndge, 1995, Agnew and Duncan, 1989)

In lines 14-17, there 1s another attempt to describe the Hungarians. Marta starts with ‘But
on the other hand’ in order to signal that this is something that stands 1n contrast with her
previous descniption. What follows 1s an irmage which is a mixture of positive and negative
stereotypes which 1s based on an axiomatic us’ and ‘them’ opposition: ‘they are very
clean, civilised though, but this does not mean that we are not civilised (mm) Right () and
they have those airs of superiority (1.2)°. It 1s said that Hunganans are ‘very clean’,

‘civilized’, but nevertheless they have ‘those airs of superiority’.
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The constructive strategy of identificatron with the ‘we-group’ that Marta adopts after the
intervention of the interviewer, unquestioningly takes for granted the existence of a
homogenous 1magined national community with a shared mentality. The prevailing
implication of ‘we’ remamns the national collective of ‘the Romanians’, which
“simultaneously implies distancing from and marginalization of ‘others™ (de Cillia et al,,

1999, p. 160).

Although the mentality traits attnibuted to the Hungarians include heterogeneous, both
positive and negative stereotypical qualities, the image that the speaker puts forward is a
located homogeneous 1mage of inter-group differentiation. ‘We’ can be clearly 1dentified
as the national ‘we’, pointing to intra-national sameness or stmulanty and differentiation

from others.

The same ‘us’ vs ‘them’ dynamic 1s to be found in the next example on a different
contrasting dimension that of the use of ‘their’ language (to be contrasted with ‘our’
language). This time, the contrast 1s implicit and subtler, but 1t has the same 1deological
effects: the reproduction of status quo, just:fying dominance and problematizing ethnic
minority affirmation. This extract does not contamn straightforward stereotypical
description of Hungarians, but 1t 1s interesting 1n that 1t argues against ethnic minority
rights. Carla 1s trymng to answer a question related to the issue of the existence and

necesstty of bilingual signs.

Extract 9, interview 2

[discussing the 1ssue of the existence and necessity of bilinguals signs]

[]

124 Chris Why do you think that such thing would not be necessary We are
125 talking about a minoraty{ )
126 Carla Yes, but I consider that since you laive in a country, so (.)
127 in my opinicn 1t 1s necessary to Know the language of the country in
128 which you live ( ) so you can also speak another language or ( )
129 but at least the language of the country, the language 1in
130 circulation in that country, in my opimion, they have to know it ( }
131 and then since you know the language of that respective country, so
132 the language that one speaks, yocu don’t need it
133 wraitten { )

{.1]
124 Chris De ce credef1l cd n-ar fi neveie de asa ceva Este totusa
125 o minoritate ( )
126 Carla Da, dar consider cd din moment ce triieste Intr-o tard, deca ()
127 dupd pdrerea mea e necesar s& stii limba t&rii
128 in care traiesti { ) deci pot:r si vorbegti s1 In altd limbd sau { )
129 dar macdr limba t&rii, limba de carculatie care e In tara
130 respectavd, dupd mine, trebulie s-o cuncasci ( )
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131 $1 atunci din moment ce cuncsti limba tari1 respective, deci
132 limba care se vorbeste , nu mai a1 nevoie sid fie
133 sCYls

Some lines were omitted and the interaction 1s joined at the point where the interviewer
questions Carla’s avowal that there 1s no need for bilingual signs *Why do you think that

such thing would not be necessary. We are talking about a minonty (.)

Carla starts her explanation with a ‘yes’ followed by ‘but’. As Marta before her, Carla 1s
mitigating disagreement and prepares the way for introducing a justification of why there
is no need for bilingual signs. She pomts that ‘since you live 1n a country, so () in my
opimon 1t 1s necessary to know the language of the country 1n which you live’ (lines 126-
128).

Carla’s argument is built on a normative view of nation-states and languages (national
languages). What Carla says 1s revealing both for what is exphicitly said and for what 1t left

unsaid (Billig, 1999a). It 1s based on the unquestioned assumptions of nationalism, which

& el

‘creates ‘our’ common-sense unquestioned view that there are, ‘naturally’ and
unproblematically, things called different ‘languages’, which we speak’ (Billig, 19953, p
30). Note that there is no direct reference to the name of the country (Romama) or to ‘this
country’, but at any tine there 1s no confusion about which country and which languages

are at stake n the description (Hunganan and Romanian).

In hines 128-130, Carla concedes that one can speak another language: ‘you can also speak
another language or (.) but at least the language of the country, the language 1n circulation
in that country, in my opimon, they have to know 1t’. Here one can see an explicit

reference to the Hungarian minority. they have to know 1t.

This argument, as the previous one, is built on the assumption that the modern imagining
of nation-states 15 also a world of formally constituted languages, that 1s, national
languages Nations and national languages are part of our common sense. This has
theoretical, but also pohtical and ideological implications. As Billig has suggested,
‘nations may be ‘imagined commumties’, but the pattern of the imagining cannot be

explained in terms of differences in language, for languages themselves have to be
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imagined as distinctive entities’ (1995a, p. 35-36) Note that Carla uses ‘that country’

mstead of ‘this country’, but her argument 1s nevertheless very much located.

There is a doubleness to Carla’s utterances In making claims about ‘countries’ and
‘languages’, she 1s doing more than making just a single claim. A modified version of
Michael Billig’s (1992) notion of ‘double declaiming’ can be very useful as this point n
order to capture the dynamics of Carla’s claims When making claims about other
(unspecified) countries and their languages, she 1s also making implicit claims about our
country and our language. Making general claims about ‘countries’ and ‘languages’, she is
at the same time talking about this country (‘our’ country) where there 1s one language,

which should be spoken by all.

This 1s a move of bninging together a specific geographical and nationalist imagination
(Agnew and Duncan, 1989, Bilhig, 1995a). Sandra uses a rhetoric of the national place to

argue against and problematize the Hungarian claims for speaking their own language.

Her final point 1n lines 131-133 ‘since you know the language of that respective country,
so the language that one speaks, you don’t need it wntten ()’ 1s based on the same
assumptions. It is based on an implied 1dea of one country, one language, the very
foundation of a national language (Billig, 1995a; Blommaert and Verschueren, 1992) If
there 1s only one country (which is ‘our’ country — the country of ethnically Romanians),
there should be only one language spoken (Romanian). Place-identity constructions justify
a certain kind of langnage-in-place relations and a person-n-place political dimension of
locating oneself and others. As Keith (1991) has emphasized, ‘space is no more material

than 1t 1s 1deological’ (p. 182)

Arguments about bilingualism, bilingual signs and the rnights of ethnic minonties to speak
therr own language are not just struggles about language, but importantly, they are
conducted through language (Billig, 1995a). The creation of national and ethnic
hegemony, remforcing the status quo «©f social relations, reproducing dominance at
different levels is also done through creating a ‘hegemony of language’ (Billig, 1995a, p
29).
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‘Opposing’ Tudor and Funar

I have started this chapter on the views about the Hungarians by looking at the ways 1n
which the respondents from the ‘supporting Tudor and Funar’ category discussed the 1ssue
of the farrness of Tudor and Funar’s policies and talked about the Hunganan minonty 1
then went to do the same for the speakers from the ‘ambivalent towards Tudor and Funar’
category. A series of simmlarities can be identified between the two positions taken up by
the participants, both 1n what accounting for the faimess of Tudor and Funar’s policies
was concerned and accounting and bulding a stereotypical representation of the

Hungarians.

For those 1n the ‘supporting Tudor and Funar’ category Tudor and Funar’s extremism was
seen as, on one hand, aligned with a more general (international) pelitical trend, part of a
democratic project, and on the other hand, as echoing values of patriotism and an 1deology
of togetherness. For those ‘ambivalent towards Tudor and Funar’, one of the most frequent
moves 1n accounting for the farrness of Tudor and Funar’s policies was the invocation of
the ‘other’ (Hungarian) side with a stress on the 1dea that the nationalistic policies of

Tudor and Funar are an answer to the Hungarian position

In both 1nstances, the speakers were embarked on an attempt to legitimate, ‘naturalize’
and at the same, to ‘de-moralize’ Tudor and Funar’s policies Tudor and Funar’s policies
were not constructed as out-of-the-normal way, psychologically or politically. Time and
time again, boundaries were drawn between an account on ethical (moral) grounds and

accounts (whtch took precedence) based on pragmatic grounds.

Insofar as the stereotypical representations of Hunganans were concerned, participants
from the first two categories put together a specific 1deological portrayal of the Hungarians
and their political project by invoking a set of positive and negative ‘stereotypes’ within a
stnict, axiomatic division between ‘us’ [Romamians] and ‘them’ [Hunganans). The
locatedness of this axiomatic, antagonistic division was emphasised, which places ‘us’
within ‘our’ national context, and also, more importantly, within ‘our’ homeland. As the
analysis included 1n this section will demonstrate, even if participants from the ‘opposing
Tudor and Funar’ very much differ in the ways they accounts for the fairness of Tudor and

Funar’s policies, their views on the Hungarians and their political project are not very far
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from those expressed by partictpants 1n the ‘support Tudor and Funar’ and ‘ambivalent
towards Tudor and Funar’ categories. It will be suggested that the same dynamics of
common-place nationalistic discourse are to be found when looking at how participants
from the ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ category argue around controversial 1ssues related to

the Hungartan munorty.

Before going on to show the discursive and ideological similanties between the ‘opposing
Tudor and Funar® participants and the participants from the other two categortes, let me
deal first with how the participants from the ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ category

accounted for the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies.

One of the most common patterns of accounting for the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s
policies saw the respondents from the ‘opposing’ Tudor and Funar category constructing
an 1mage of Tudor and Funar (and their policies) out of the use of two interpretative
resources or accounts of nationalistic politics One was related to describing Tudor and
Funar 1n politics terms (touching on the issue of the type of politics they are advocating),
the other aspect being related to constructing an image of Tudor and Funar in terms of

(their) ‘psychology’

The ‘political dimension’

One could make a differentiation between an external, ‘political dimenston’ on one hand,
and an internal, ‘psychological dimension’ on the other hand. These emerged time and
time again where the participants were called upon to offer a judgment on the fairness of
Tudor and Funar’s policies. One example of the ‘political dimension’ of accounting for the
fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies evident in this corpus can be seen in the next

extract

Extract 10, interview 5

a2 Chras What do you think about this nationalist, extremist pelitaics which
a3 { ) through Funar, through Vadim Tudor ( ) Are their policies

84 towards the mincrities the fairest ones®

85 Mircea No { ) s© in general any extremist party constitutes an

86 extremist nationalism, so© it 15 pushed over the normal boundary,
87 50 beyond what’s normal in a modern scciety ( )

[.]
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82 Chris Ce pdrere avet1l despre politica asta nationalistd, extremistad pe

83 care { )} prin Funar, prin Vadaim Tudor ( ) Este politica lor

B4 fatid de minoritdfi cea mai justi®

85 Mircea Nu { ) deeci iIn general este ci orige partid extremist este un
86 nationalism extremist, deci este Impins peste latura normalulua,
87 deci peste cit este normal intr-o sccietate modernd ( )

[}

In nterview 5, one can see Mircea, a thirty-two year old bank supervisor accounting for
the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies As this extract shows, the ‘political dimension’
takes the form of an ‘extremust politics’ repertotre. This was frequently presented 1n a
straightforward way, which portrayed Tudor and Funar’s policies as simply constituting

extrermst politics

The question of the interviewer 1s set as asking for an opinion on the nationalist, extremist
politics that Tudor and Funar advocate. As the subsequent analysis will show, talking
about Tudor and Funar’s policies does not amount to a simple matter of opmion on
nationalistic politics. Asking the question like this the mterviewer 1s signalling that this is
a matter of controversy, that there 1s an argument about whether Tudor and Funar’s
policies are thought to be fair or not. The interviewer sets the 1ssue to be discussed as a
‘moral’ 1ssue. It is not just the use of the superlative that achieves this, but also the
categories used by the mterviewer to phrase 1ts question He directly refers to Tudor and
Funar’s policies as ‘nationalistic’, ‘extrermst’ thus, setting up a ‘moral stance’ and inviting

a ‘moral’ positioning from the part of the respondent.

The answer comes without delay and the speaker is offering a straightforward denial of the
implication put forward by the interviewer that Tudor and Funar’s policies might be
thought of being fair. After a small pause, the ‘No’ m line 85 1s followed by ‘so’ (dec1)
which introduces an explanation of the negation ‘in general any extremust party
constitutes an extremist nationalism’ (lines 85-86). Looking at the way the negation 1s
explamned, one could argue that the moral stance put forward by the question is explicitly

taken up by the speaker.

This ‘nationalist extrerusm’ is subsequently clarified by being something, which is
‘pushed over the normal boundary, so beyond what’s normal 1n a modern society ( )’. This
1s done by bringing forward the notion of ‘boundary’, a ‘normal boundary’. Nationalist

extremist politics 1s portrayed as being ‘pushed over the normal boundary’, ‘beyond
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what’s normal 1n a modern soctety’. In both statements, one can note that what 1s ‘normal’
(‘the normal boundary’ and ‘what’s normal’) 1s not explained, but it 1s used as a reference
to pomnt to the idea that extremism 1s beyond what is considered fair by right-minded

mdividuals

The mmplicit moral dimension embedded in the term ‘extremist nationalism’ 1s made
explicit by offening a defence of the normal As Edley and Wetherell (2001), mn their
analysis of men’s accounts of feminism suggest, the notion of ‘extremism’ stands, within
the context of many Westernised societies, almost as a synonym for unacceptability’>. The
two moral formulations put forward by the interviewee (‘pushed over the normal
boundary’ and ‘beyond what’s normal 1 a modern society’) bring our attention to the
existence of a threshold of normality (and fairness) in relation to which extremusts like
Tudor and Funar have gone away from. In this context, the term ‘normal’ 1s a term of
1deoclogy It 1s not used 1n a neutral way, but its use accomplishes a definite contrast which
places Tudor and Funar’s policies on the other side of the ‘normal’ boundary, thus, casting

them as not ‘normal’, as deviant, as morally accountable.

The speaker’s argument takes the form of a defence of the ‘normal’ way as opposed to a
subverted, ‘abnormal’ way of extremusm. This ‘normal’ boundary 1s also a ‘moral’
boundary. It 1s implied that 1t 1s the boundary of reasonableness One could argue that this
mvocation of a ‘normal’ boundary and of something, which 1s beyond this boundary,
appeals to what Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1971) called the ‘umiversal audience’
Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca suggested that sometimes the act of arguing involves
making an implicit appeal to the ‘universal audience’. This means that speakers assume
that their argument would be ‘considered reasonable in the eyes of a mythical and totally
rational audience’ (Billig, 1991, p. 25). In this case, the argument hints to the 1dea that any

reasonable person would find the ‘normal” normal.

In the previously analysed extract, there 1s a clear sense of a moral condemnation of
extremism, which, at the same time, brings to the fore and emphasizes the virtues and

values of non-extremusm. What Mircea (and other speakers 1n this category) try to achieve,

1 would argue that it has the same negative connotations (unacceptability, unreasonableness) together with
a sometimes overt moral condemnation of extrerrust practices, 1n Eastern European societes, including
Romama Note also that Mircea’s argument on extrermsm 1s at the same time a general one, but also a
particular, locared one It 1s the extrerusm of Tudor and Funar that 1s being explained and condemned
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that 1s, the discreditation of Tudor and Funar (and their policies) 1s accomplished through a
contrast with rationality and moderation. The contrast 1s specifically indicated and a notion
of a transgressed boundary 1s brought to the interviewer’s attention when teasing out the
assumptions behind the use of the term ‘extremusm’ when referring to Tudor and Funar’s
policies. The explicit element of this contrast 1s the invocation of the ‘normal’, ‘the normal
boundary’, which acts like a tool for measuring the ‘abnormality’ of Tudor and Funar’'s
policies. It also places Tudor and Funar’s policies on ‘the other side’ of the moral

boundary beyond the reasonableness and morality of nght-minded citizens.

The ‘psychological dimension’

In the previous section 1t was argued that the speaker constructed thewr opposition to the
1dea of Tudor and Funar’s policies being fair through emphasizing a moral boundary.
Taking the idea of a boundary further, it will be argued that, in the same way as
participants drew attention to the existence of a moral boundary, the participants also
emphasized the existence of a psychological boundary in order to account for the existence
and unfairness of Tudor an Funar’s policies The previous speaker argued that those on the
other side of the ‘normal’ boundary were ‘morally’ and ‘pohtically abnormal’ In a similar
way, it will be argued, those ‘on the (psychological) other side’ are said to be and

constructed as ‘psychologically abnormal’.

Here are some examples of the way the ‘psychological abnormality’ was introduced when
accounting for the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies. In the extracts that follow one
can see Alina, a thirty-five year old accountant and Ion, a thirty-mine year old engineer
accounting for the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s pohicies. In these accounts the political
dimension 1s backgrounded leaving space for constructions of Tudor and Vadim 1n terms

of their “psychology.’

Extract 11, interview 17
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94 Chris Do you think that Tudor and Funar’s policies towards the Hungarians

95 and other ethnic¢ groups are the fairest ones®

96 Alina No { ) not in the least { ) they seem lunatics to me { } and those

97 who follow them { )} They are actually' lunatics, in my opinion { }
[.]

94 Chras Considerati ca polaitica lur Tudor si Funar fatd de maghiari si

95 celelalte grupur:i etnice este cea mal justi?

96 Alina Nu { ) chiar deloc { } m1 se par niste nebuni { } S1 ce1

97 care Ii1 urmeazd ( ) Sunt efectiv nebuni, dupd mine { )

[

Extract 12, interview 10

114 Chris Let’'s talk for a while about the naticnalistic politics, even
11s extremist as 1t 138 so often called { } what do you think of Ghecrghe
116 Funar or Vadim Tuder { ) Are thear policies towards the
117 minorities fair?
118 Ion No, they are not { } They are { } sc prcbably they lead this kind of
119 politics because of, first and foremost, persocnal complexes (mm)
120 So, the exponents of nationalism are first of all people with
121 inner problems {mm) But there are problems, indeed, I‘ve talked bout
122 these problems in general ( } but they don’'t have to be exacerbated
123 () one who 13 concermed with exacerbating these problems, has
124 himself proklems that he tries to hide (mm)

[.]
114 Chras S& ne oprim cateva momente la politica nationalistd, chiar
115 extremistd cum este numitd de cele mai multe ori ( ) ce pdrere avetl
116 despre Gheorghe Funar sau Vadim Tudor ( ) Este polatica lor fati de
117 minoritdta Justi?
118 Ion Nu, nu este () Este { ) Deci probabil ci& ei 131 duc politica asta
119 datoritd, in primul si-n primul rand, uncr complexe personale {(mm)
120 Decl exponentii nationalismului sunt in primul rind nigte oameni cu
121 probleme intericare (mm} Dar sunt probleme, Intr-adevdr, am vorbit
122 despre aceste probleme In general ( ) dar ele nu trebuie exacerbate
123 { } cine se ocupd de exacerbarea problemelocr, are
124 el insugi probleme pe care incearcd s3i le ascundi (mm)

In interviews 17 and 10, one can find a senes of descriptions of Tudor and Funar in terms
of their ‘psychology’. In interview 17 (lines 96-97), after vigorously opposing the 1dea that
Tudor and Funar’s policies might be thought of being fair, Alina introduces her evaluation
of Tudor and Funar: ‘they seem lunatics to me (.) and those who follow them () They are
effectively lunatics, in my opimion (.)’. As she suggests, the label ‘lunatics’ applies not
only to Tudor and Funar, but also to their ‘followers’. The description ‘lunatics’ 1s
upgraded to ‘actually Junatics’, which presents the matter of ‘lunacy’ of Tudor and Funar
as something beyond doubt, even 1if introduced with a personal opinion marker (‘in my

opinion’),

In nterview 10, 1t is argued that Tudor and Funar are leading the politics they lead

‘because of, first and foremost, personal complexes’ (line 119). The identification of

' The Romamian term ‘efectiv’ 1n ‘efectiv nebunt’ was translated using the English ‘actually’ (actually
lunatics) Closest translations are ‘really lunatcs’ or “truly lunatics’
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‘personal complexes’ as a possible cause for the actions of Tudor and Funar 1s portrayed
as not just another cause of having nationalistic, extremist politics, but as the crucial cause.
There may be other causes for the nationalistic policies (the list could continue), but Ion
signals that this 1s one of the main reasons for having politics like this lead by Tudor and
Funar. It is stated that Tudor and Funar are acting the way they do because of unresolved
inner conflicts Freudian-like notions of ‘personal complexes’ and ‘inner problems’ place
the source of behaviour within the psychological make-up of the individual The ‘problem’
with Tudor and Funar is, in these accounts, not based on external causes, but on internal,

psychological ones.

These accounts are not to be seen as being only about 1dentifying the internal causes of
having nationalist/extremist politics. One could argue that the moral implications of
invoking such causes are more important than the causes themselves The use of such
psychological concepts from the register of ‘pathology’ foregrounds a rhetoric of
refutation and criticism. This rhetoric of criticism of Tudor and Funar’s policies relies on
the tmplications of psychological abnormality (‘personal complexes’, ‘inner problems’)
and irrationality (‘lunatics’) that are embedded in the psychological vocabulary used by

the participants.

At the same time, an 1mplicit contrast with the reasonable and psychologically normal 1s
also constructed. Invoking the kind of ‘psychological features’ that are linked to the
extremists, the speakers are building an implicit contrast with the non-extremists. The
seemungly factual statements about Tudor and Funar’s ‘psychology’ carry a moral
mmplication. Both speakers draw upon implicit meamngs attached to terms ke
‘extremust/nationalistic politics’ to portray Tudor and Funar as bemng morally and

psychologically accountable for their policies

In both extracts, the condemnation of Tudor and Funar includes a lay psychological
diagnosis. The prejudiced are described as being ‘lunatics’ (extract 11) and their policies
and actions are seen as triggered by ‘personal complexes’ and ‘inner problems’ (extract
12). Described like this, the imphcation is that they are failling to show the intellect of
rational judgment. One should be wary of treating terms like these as purely descriptive.
The kind of psychologizing serves as a moral condemnation of Tudor and Funar’s political

views. It is implied that these views are not reasonable and someone holding these kinds
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of views 1s not rational (cannot be rational). What 1s very important is the general
psychological and moral diagnostic of Tudor and Funar, the implicit emphasis on
psychological abnormality and wrrationality Condemning Tudor and Funar’s views as

unreasonable, the speaker makes a claim for his own psychological reasonableness

At this point one, can clearly see the main difference between the accounts of the fainess
of Tudor and Funar’s pohcies coming from speakers 1in the ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’
category and the speakers from the other categories. Participants ‘supporting’ and
‘ambivalent’ towards Tudor and Funar drew on arguments based on ‘pragmatic’ grounds
in order to downplay the moral dimension of Tudor and Funar’s policies and thus to
Justify their policies, ‘normalizing’ and ‘naturalizing’ them. There was no exphicrt critique
of the moral status and implications of Tudor and Funar’s policies. Nevertheless, the
values of non-extremism, tolerance, togetherness and mutual understanding were drawn
upon in order to construct a specific representation of Tudor and Funar and their policies.
In contrast with this, partictpants from the ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ category based
their arguments on ethical grounds, rather than pragmatic grounds. The moral
condemnation of Tudor and Funar was at the centre of this form of accounting. As
emphasized, this sometimes explicit (sometimes implicit) moral condemnation of Tudor
and Funar was achieved through placing the two protagonists beyond a ‘normal’
boundary, both political and psychological. Tudor and Funar are portrayed as being

morally, politically and psychologically accountable for their policies.

The shift from tolerance to intolerance and reasonable blaming of Hungarians

The previously quoted respondents made relevant an emphasis on vatues of tolerance,
respect and fairness against a backdrop of a ‘normal’ political and psychological
boundary. Unambiguous denunciations of the extreme nationalistic right-wing represented
by Tudor and Funar are not necessarily followed by simmlarly unambiguous declarations of
tolerance. Placing Tudor and Funar’s policies on ‘the other side’ of the moral boundary
beyond the reasonableness and morality of nght-minded citizens, building a distance
between fair-mindedness, reasonableness on one hand and bigotry, on the other, opens the

way for the expression of common-place nationalism.
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In the following, I will focus at some the ways 1n which the respondents 1n the ‘opposing
Tudor and Funar’ category shift from ainng tolerant views to buitlding arguments actually
based on intolerance. It will be suggested that the criticism of the extreme/nationalist
policies of Tudor and Funar permuts the expression of common-place nationalism. By
bringing to the front the unreasonableness of Tudor and Funar’s nationalism, by contrast,
the speakers’ common-place nationalism appears reasonable As the subsequent analysis
will show, for all the sincerity and straightforwardness of the respondent’s declarations,
and most of all, the construcion and condemnation of Tudor and Funar’s
unreasonableness, the abstractions and generalizations of reasonable prejudice are still
present and made A strict division between ‘us’[Romanians] and ‘them’[Hungarians] 1s
accepted as axtomatic As Verkuyten et al (1994a) have shown, it 1s certainly possible to
have a strong moral view condemning discimination and prejudice, and criticising the
bigots, but at the same time to represent minonty groups negatively when discussing
spectfic 1ssues As Billig et al. (1988) argues, the symbols of racism can be forthnightly

rejected, but not necessanly its assumptions.

I will qualify this shuft from tolerance to 1ntolerance by looking at some of the expressions
of ‘reasonable’ blaming of the Hunganans presented as common-sense. As the analysis
has shown, speakers from both previously analysed categories expressed a kind of
‘reasonable’ prejudice, endorsing the values of tolerance and good understanding, even
when expressing unequal views As previously emphasised, it 1s suggested that the
specific ideologzcal representation of the Hungarans 1s a very simular one, both 1n content
and emphasis, to the one constructed and put forward by participants ‘supporting’ and
being ‘ambivalent’ towards Tudor and Funar The same ‘reasonable’ blaming and pointing
to the unreasonableness of the Hunganan minonty political project encountered in the
previous sections, is also sometimes explicitly, but also implicitly taken up by the
participants that explicitly dissuade Tudor and Funar’s policies. A specific ideological
portrayal of the Hunganans and their political project 1s achieved through invoking a set of
‘stereotypes’ within a strict division between ‘us’ and ‘them’ which 1s constructed and
accepted as axiomatic in order to tell a politically and ideologically laden story. The
argument will be constructed with a concern for the locatedness of this axiomatic,
antagonistic division, which allows for the construction of specific ideological

representations and the expression of common-place nationalism.
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In interview 36 (extract 13), Carmen, a seventy-one year old retired woman was mvited by
the interviewer to offer an account on whether having Hunganan language 1n the local
admunistration 1s a step forward for the Hungarians. In order to construct the image of the
Hungarians and their political project, Carmen makes use of what are classically 1dentified
as cultural stereotypes. She tells a cultural and political story using a set of shared cultural
descriptions of the Hunganans. As argued 1n the introduction of this chapter, 1t 1s not the
stereotypical traits in themselves that are important, but rather what they achieve

rhetorically and 1deologically.

Extract 13, interview 36

[1]

31 Carmen it 1s () 1t 1s something like ( ) hmm ( ) hanging on to something
32 { } this 1s the crude truth (mm) they hang on to scmething { } thear
33 language to be { ) extended in the administration { )
34 Chris Why do you thaink they are ( } they are deing thas?
35 Carmen Cos’ () the Hungarians have therr pride ( ) they are very
36 { ) {(clears threoat) pardom { } they are very proud ( ) they are very
37 proud {mm) and so { )

[.1

[1
31 Carmen E{.) e () un fel de ( ) hwm ( } a tine mortis la ceva ( )
32 dsta-1 crudul adevidr { ) (mm) ei fin mortais la ( }de ceva ( )limba
33 lor s& se () extindd In administratie { )
34 Chrisz Dz ¢e eredeti ¢& fac { ) fac acest lucru®
35 Carmen C4d { } ungurii au mindria lor ( ) sunt foarte
36 { }{clears throat} pardon { } sunt foarte mindri ( } sunt foarte
37 mindri ( } (mm} s1 atunca { }

(-]

In extract 13 one can see Carmen offering a set of stereotypical descriptions of the
Hunganans. After previously stating that having Hungarian 1n the local admimstration
does not constitute a step forward for the Hunganans, Carmen goes on to charactenize the
Hunganan enterprise of having the Hunganan language 1n the admntstration. As she puts
1t, “1t 18 ( ) 1t is something like () hm (.) hanging on to something ( ) this 1s the crude truth
{mm) they hang on to something () their language (.) to be extended 1n the admenistration’

(lines 31-33).

One can see how, from the first lines, the Hunganan political project is made problematic.
The expression ‘hanging on to something’ (line 31) and the direct reference to the
Hungarnans, ‘they hang on to something” (line 32), does some interesting rhetonical work.
The Hunganans thus become accused of having demands from questionable motives. In

this political and argumentative context, perseverance of demands can be interpreted as a
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blameworthy behavioural trait. One could also argue that there 1s an implicit reference to

the unreasonableness of the Hunganan political project.

An explanation 1s later given for the behawviour of the Hunganans. This 1s invoked 1n terms
of a psychological stereotypical trait part of a supposed Hunganan ‘character’. The 1ssue
of Hungarians ‘having their pride’, being ‘very proud’, 1s brought to the fore: ‘Cos’ () the
Hungarians have their pride (.) they are very () pardon (.) they are very proud (.) they are
very proud (mm)’ (lines 35-37) . What Carmen hints at with this explanation is the idea
that the Hunganans request to have language 1n adminmistration does not arise because they
are 1n need to consolidate their cultural and hinguistic autonomy The 1mplication 1s that 1t
is ‘pride’ and not a genuine need for affirming and consolidating their cultural 1dentity 1s

what leads the Hunganans to have this kind of demands.

This reinforces her previous statement about the Hungarians ‘hanging on to something’,
emphasizing once agan that therr demands ongnate from questionable motives.
Discrediting and arguing for the untruthfulness of the Hungarian political project 1s
achieved through the rhetoncal strategy of calling into question the genuineness of the
Hungarian’s motives. Taking account of the rhetorical and argumentative context i which
1s used, one could argue that describing the Hunganans as ‘having their pride’, as being

‘very proud’ (not just proud) has a rather negative connotation.

As was shown for the case of the partictpants ‘supporting’ and being ‘ambivalent’ towards
Tudor and Funar, stereotypical descriptions were constructed and linked with an explicit
invocation of a strict division between ‘us’ and ‘them’, which was accepted as axiomatic.
At instances, the mddle class Romantans from the ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ category
that were interviewed constructed conflictual, ‘us’ vs ‘them’ formulations In the same
way as the participants from the previous two categones, there was a concern for the
locatedness of this axiomatic, antagontstic division, which allows for the expression of
common-place nationalisrn This kind of accounts tended to be framed 1n the context of
the relative position of majonties and minomnties. A similar example of this kind of
conflictual formulations can be found in Margaret Wetherell and Jonathan Potter’s
analysis of the talk of Pakeha New Zeelanders. On this subject they argue that “within the
frame of democratic politics 1t becomes ‘ideologically safe’ to talk of a conflict between a

majority of ‘us’ who are in dispute wiath a minonty of ‘them’. Majorty rule has a
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Justificatory value which places the outcome for majonty-mnority conflict beyond dispute

(1992, p. 161).

This pattern of accounting can be found in the next excerpt taken from the previously
analysed interview 17 and sees Alina arguing about whether there 1s discrimination against
the Hungarians. This excerpt comes several lines before she expresses her views on the

fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies.

Extract 14, interview 17

68 Chrais Do you consider that thexre i1s discrimination against the Hungarians
69 or not really~
70 Alina Ne () I consider that there 1s no discriminatiocn { } of any kind
71 { ) as long as one has mixed marriages, as one has {( ) as long as
72 one works together with them () No (.} I den't think that we are
73 discriminatory against them (mm) In exchange, 1t 1s upsetting the
74 way they () mm () make separatisms ( } They converse among
75 themselves ( } they talk among themselves only in Hungarian ( } even
76 1f they know that around there are Romanians toc { )} It i1s upsetting
77 lake this () 2t 18 () what do I know { )} 1t 1s so frustrating for
78 us { ) To end up i1n a group, and two Hungarians talk Hungarian amecng
79 themselves () so, you den‘t know, are they ¢alling you names,
80 talking about something else () in fact they are harmless ( ) or
a1 they complain {mm}

[1]
68 Chras Consideratl ci existd discraminare fatid de maghiari
69 sau nu prea?
70 Alina Nu {( JEu consider ci nu existd discrimainare { ) de nici un fel ()
71 atita timp cit sunt cisitorii mixte, cit sunt ( } cit se
72 lucreazi impreund cu e1 { ) Nu ( )} Nu cred cd suntem
73 discriminator: fatd de ei (mm) In schimb, e deranjant felul in care
74 exr () mm () fac separazisme ( } Ei1 se intretin intre
75 e1 ( } Ei1 discutid Intre e: numai in ungureste ( ) desa
76 stiu c¢d in jur sunt g1 romdni ( } E deranjant
77 asa { ) e () ce stiu eu () E asa frustrant pentru
78 noir { ) S& ajungi Intr-um colectiv, $1 doi unguri intre ei
79 vorbesc ungureste ( } De<i nu $til, te injura,
80 vorbesc despre altceva { ) de fapt is inofensivi, sau
81 comenteazd {mm)

[..]

The question of the interviewer 1s imviting the respondent to agree or to disagree. Note the
way the question 1s phrased. The interviewer does not stop after ‘do you consider that
there 18 discnmination against the Hungamans’, but adds ‘or not really’. One could argue
that ‘or not really’ does some interesting work here. The interviewer’s use of the word
‘really’ 1n ‘not really’ (line 69) could be seen as onenting to a distinction between what is
apparently the case and what is really the case when talking about Romanians being
discriminatory against the Hungarians. The addition of ‘or not really’ opens up a
disagreement slot for the respondent and seems to nvite justification. The implication

brought forward by ‘not really’ 1s that Romanians might not be discriminatory against the
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Hunganans. As 1t will be seen from her answer, the speaker aligns her response with this

mmplication and tries to offer justificatory reasons for why this 1s the case

In line 70 her answer can be seen coming straightforwardly, without hesitation: *No (.) I
consider that there 1s no discrimination (.) of any kind” ‘There 1s no discrimination’ she
contends After a small pause, she qualifies her previous statement about discnimination:
‘of any kind’ (de mici un fel). This 1s a categorical comment and depends upon having a
well established 1dea about what would count as discrimination. A justification for the 1dea
that there 1s no discrimination, of any kind, 1s offered 1n the lines that follow* ‘As long as
one has mixed marriages, as one has ( ) as long as one works together with them (.) No ()

I don’t think that we are discriminatory against them’ (lines 71-73).

Having ‘mixed marriages’, ‘working together’ with ‘them’ are presented by the speaker as
peremptory reasons for applying a diagnostic of non-discrimunation. The list could have
probably continued, but the speaker introduces a conclusion ‘No (.) I don’t think we are
disciminatory against them’. One can note a slight shift from ‘there is no discrimination’
to ‘I don’t think we are discriminatory against them’. One could argue that the speaker’s
shift to ‘we’ has ideological implications for the speaker’s position on the topic As
Wilson (1990) suggests, people can use pronouns 1n order to develop and indicate their
ideological position on different matters The choice of pronouns can also 1ndicate how
close or distant the speaker 15 to the topic being discussed (Gastil, 1992; Wilson, 1990) As
Gastil argues, ‘speakers can judiciously distnibute pronouns, such as we and they, to
suggest their membership or identification with different groups, such as orgamzations,
ethnic groups or parties’ (1992, p 484). Here, the speaker uses ‘we’ to suggest an
dentification with the Romanian national group (of which herself and also the interviewer
are part) and the clear delineation from ‘them’ (the Hungarians) As in the previously

analysed accounts, the contrast ‘us’ and ‘them’ 1s still pervasive and axiomatic.

After presenting the in-group’s position on the matter of discnmination against
Hunganans as a peremptory conclusion: ‘we are not discriminatory against themn’, the
speaker goes on to offer a version of how, in her opmion, the Hungarians respond to this
posttion. In Iine 73, with ‘In exchange’ the speaker ntroduces the following statements:
‘In exchange, 1t 1s upsetting the way they () mm (.) make separatisms (.) They converse

among themselves (.) they talk among themselves only in Hungarian (.) even 1f they know
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that around there are Romanians too () It 1s upsetting like this () 1t 1s (.) what do I know

() 1t 18 so frustrating for us (.)* (lines 73-78)

The 1mplication that Alina tries to put forward 1s that while ‘we’ are not discriminatory
towards them, what ‘we’ get 1n exchange are ‘separatisms’. What counts as ‘separatism’
for the speaker 1s the fact that they converse, talk among themselves only 1n Hungarian,
even if Romanians are present. This implication is very important because 1t endorses the
moral condemnation of discrimination and places the national self (and implicitly the
individual self) within the moral community. What 1s questioned and emphasized 1s who
gets the fairest treatment. It 15 1mplied that ‘we’, who are not discriminating agamnst
‘them’, get no respect 1n return, fact that 1s ‘upsetting’ and ‘so frustrating for us’. Note the
apparent ignorance claim in Iine 77 (‘what do I know’) nested 1n an account which tries to
explain how ‘we’ feel about this. The display 1s not so much of not knowing something,
but of searching for a formulation that could descnibe how ‘we’ feel about this. The
speaker subtly displays his ‘disinterestedness’ precisely at a point where 1t could a
particular 1ssue (cf. Potter, 1996a). Formulations of 1gnorance can be exploited as a way of
saying that one has not worked up one’s position, as any kind of prepared, prior position

on the matter under discussion (Edwards, 2003).

In this way, one’s own reasonableness and morality are related to the unreasonableness
and moralism of others (¢f Verkuyten, 1998a) The demal of discrimination implies the
recognition of equal treatment The value of equal treatment is endorsed and subsequently
used to describe and account for what the Hungarians are doing *We’ offer them equal

treatment, ‘they’ offer us unequal treatment, trying to make separatisms.

Another example of the ‘us’/’them’ contrast embedded in the classic problem of
nationalism from the ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ category can be seen 1n the next extract
(extract 15). Sanda, a twenty-two year old teacher 1s accounting on majornty-minority
1ssues as part of an answer to a question that relates to the adoption of the Hunganan

language as a second official language

Extract 15, interview 9

[discussing the issue of adopting the Hunganan language as a second official language]

66 Chras According to a lot of Magyars the only sclution would be to adopt
67 Hungarian as a second of ficial language ( ) what do you thaink?
.1
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74 Sanda We should not allow such a thing, because ( ) everycne () 1t

75 diminishes our naticnal identity, 2an the very end ( )
76 50, we are Romanians and we need to assert ourselves in Romanian™ in
77 every corner of the country {mm) and not to permit others to try to
78 overshadow us ( )
66 Chras In viziunea multor maghiari singura rezolvare ar fi adoptarea limbil
67 maghiare ca a doua limbd oficaald ( ) ce p3rere aveta?

[.]
74 Sanda Deci nu ar trebul s3 d3m dreptul la asa ceva, pentru ¢d { } fiecare
75 { } ne stirbeste i1dent:tatea ncastri nationald, la urma urmel { )
76 deci, nol suntem romdni $1 trebule sd ne afirmdm romaneste in
77 orice punct al tarii (mm) $1 s& nu permitem altora si Incerce si ne
78 pund iIn umbri ( )

From the onset, Sanda offers a reason why ‘we’ should not allow having Hunganan
language as a second official language: 1t 1s becanse ‘1t diminishes our national identity, 1n
the very end (.)’. The perspective that Sanda offers is constructed within a discourse of
nationalism ‘it diminishes our national identity’ (74-75) ‘we are Romanians’ (line 76) and
‘we need to assert ourselves in Romanian in every corner of the country (mm) and not to
permit others to try to overshadow us’ (lines 76-78) As Billhig (1995a) has remarked,
‘nationhood ... involves a distinctive imagining of a particular sort of community rooted

1n a particular sort of place’ (p. 74).

Note the phrasing ‘in every corner of the country’ (in orice punct al tiru) in lines 76-77.
In no 1nstance 1s there any ambiguity about which country this is This 15 “evoked as the
national place of ‘us’, conceived as a community” (Billig, 1995a, p. 107) It is a place that
has to be ‘unimaginatively imagined and the assumptions of nationhood accepted’ 1n order
to do 1ts rhetorical business. Through this routine rhetorical business, the nation ‘continues
to be made habitual, to be enhabited’ (ibad., p. 107). I want to suggest that 1t is not only
that through routine phrasing like this the nation 1s enhabited and made habitual, banal, but
that through the same routine phrasing domnation is also enhabited, made habitual,
natural. Thus the ‘banal’ nitual of repreducing the nation can reproduce division and
inequality, rather than an overall sense of communmity Or 1n other words, 1t reproduces
division, domination, intolerance, inequality within an ‘imagined tolerant communty’.

LY

Speakers are reminding themselves and other members of the in-group that *“‘we’ are

‘here’ living at home in ‘our’ precious homeland” (Billig, 1995a, p 126). But at the same

1 The Romaman “si ne afirmam romAneste’ can mean ‘to assert ourselves 1n Romanian’, but can be also
understood as ‘to assert ourselves the Romaman way’ or ‘it a Romanian way’
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time, through the ‘flagging’ of nationhood speakers are constantly reminding themselves

of the presence of ‘others’.

One can see how separation and group distinctiveness 1s predominantly realized in the
rhetoric of ‘us’ and ‘them’. The use of pronouns such as ‘we’ versus ‘them’ have received
substantial attention as a means of articulating in- and out-group differentiation and
negotiating intergroup distance (cf. Bilhig, 1991; Maitland and Wilson, 1987, Muhlhausler
and Harré, 1990; Wilson, 1990). Invoking a Romanian national identity, explicitly (line
75), but also through the repeated use of the national ‘we’ achieves a discursive separation
{one could say, exclusion)'® of the Hungarnans from membership in the national identity

category ‘Romanian’

A normative version of ‘Romanian-ness’ 1s used 1n order to render the Hunganan project
as morally (and potentially politically) problematic and to, mmplicitly, justify its
inappropriateness, thus reproducing, reinforcing the one-sided Romanian perspective. As
previously argued, questions of ‘who we are’ are intimately linked to questions of ‘where
we are’ (Billig, 1995a, Dixon, 2001; Dixon and Durrheim, 2000). The national place and
national 1dentity are brought together in order to argue for the inappropnateness of the
Hunganan initiative. In these kind of accounts, the Hunganans are constructed as an
‘internal significant other’ (cf. Triandafyllidou, 1998)"7, viewed as having claims which go
against a ‘Romanian’ project. One can see how the Romanian national identity gets
constituted by evoking the Hunganans as 1ts ‘constitutive other’ (cf. Chouliaraki, 2000).
This evaluative framework locates the matter in the bed of a totalizing, nationalizing
Romaman culture. ‘Cultural totalization” (Bhabha, 1996) is the backdrop against which

arguments are mounted.

'8 Talking about nauonalism at a general level, Bauman (1992) emphasizes that 1t can be thought as ‘a
specimen of the big family of we-talks, that 15, of discourses 1n which 1denties and counter-identties are
concerved and through which they are sustained’ (p 678, italics 1n original) ‘We-talks’ are ‘set apart by
thewrr exclusnity they tend to promote ego-centred binary divisions, divide the world mto friends and
enemies — sharply separated from each other by mutually exclusive sets of assigned nghts and duties, moral
sigmficance and behavioural principles” (1ibid , p 678, 1talics 1n original)

7 Trrandafyllidou (1998) proposes a distinction between “internal’ and ‘external’ sigmificant others As she
puts 1t, referring to the internal significant other, 1t ,disrupts the cultural and political order of the nation,
and thus challenges 1ts sense of umity and authenticity’ (p 603) Putung the two together, she concludes
“The ‘external significant other’ 1s perceived as threateming to ‘wipe out’ the nation, while the internal
significant other 1s viewed as threatening to ‘contaminate’ 1t” (p 603)
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The specific realm of the nation acts as a symbolic anchor around a particular national
identity, which 1s continuously produced and reproduced, but at the same time refused to
others (Dixon et al., 1997; Taylor and Wetherell, 1995, 1999). Through scemingly ‘banal’
discursive devices a ‘language game’ 1s constructed, a form of hife is perpetuated (Billig,
1995a) which enables ‘extending to some individuals the rights of nationality, denying
those rights to others’ (Dixon et al, 1997, p. 320). Hunganans are not part of this
‘language game’, they are excluded from national derxis'® A ‘constitutive outside’ (Hall,

1996, p. 4) must be summoned 1n order to better police its own boundaries.

What the analysis in this section has demonstrated 1s that even the participants overtly
‘opposing’ Tudor and Funar, 1n a similar way to the participants in the ‘supporting” and
‘ambivalent’ towards Tudor and Funar category are at pains with managing the 1deological
conflict of including/excluding Hunganans by manufacturing an ideological representation
of social relations (majority vs minonty) which makes the social world appear, to those
who occupy 1t natural and unproblematic (Fairclough, 1992, Oktar, 2001; Law,
2001;Yumul and Ozkyrymly, 2000). As Hall (2001) suggested, “’naturalization’ is  a
representational strategy designed to fix ‘difference’, and thus secure it forever” (p. 336,
italics in onginal). It 1s also a strategy that fixes ‘us’ in ‘our’ homeland and secures it

forever.

Conclusion

As I hope to have shown 1n this chapter, insofar as the justifying the fairness of Tudor and
Funar’s policies was concerned, a range of differences between, on one hand, participants
‘supporting’ Tudor and Funar and participants ‘ambivalent’ towards them and, on the
other hand, participants overtly ‘opposing’ Tudor and Funar were documented In what the
ideological representation of majonty/minority relations across positions was concerned
there was an interesting ‘consensus’. A simular 1deological representation of minority-

majonty relations, a very similar expression of common-place nationaltsm within an

'® If one accepts Juha Kristeva's definttion of foreigners, 1t could be said that Hunganans acquire the status
of ‘foreigners’ m the way that they are described by the speaker ‘the foreigner 1s the one who does not
belong to the state 11 which we are, the one who does not have the same nationality” (1991, p 96)
Hunganans are thus turned (are constructed as) into foreigners This 1s not very far from the more extreme
way of expressing the same 1dea when some of the speakers emphasized the i1dea that they should ‘go back
to therr own country’
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axtomatic division between ‘us’ and ‘them’ and a similar use of various discursive and
rhetorical strategies to problematize the Hunganan poliical project and to construct
stereotypical 1deological representations of the Hunganans were 1dentified across the

different 1deological stances taken up by the participants during the interviews.

This chapter has pointed to some of the ways in which participants taking different
ideological positions managed 1n a similar way 1deological conflicts, how they constructed
and justified their position towards the Hungarnans, 1n an attempt to legitimate specific
practices and reproducing the status quo with the range of cultural resources provided by
the Romanian culture The focus was on the discursive and rhetorical moves used by the
participants and the collectively available interpretative resources for making evaluations,
constructing factual versions and performing particular actions, such as discounting n-
group responsibility, denying prejudice and discrimination or displaying reasonableness
At the same time, this chapter has hopefully shown that the discourse about Hungarians
has much 1n common with the particularities and emphasis of the Western anti-immugrant,
anti-alien discourse of ‘difference’. Participants’ avowal of reasonableness together with
an even-handed stereotypical 1mage of the Hunganans works to position them as rational
actors, active part of a political project with ‘national’ connotations. It 18 ‘wanting’
something, which ‘we’ are not willing to give up on, 1t 1s expressing nationalist feelings 1n
the ‘wrong’ place that constitutes the core of the stereotypical image of the Hunganans

across all the different 1deological stances taken up by the participants.

The nationalist tug-of-war between ‘us’ [Romanians] and ‘them’ [Hunganans] to which
the participants have several times made reference 1s the backdrop against which the
Hunganan pohlitical project is made problematic and an 1deological representation of
Hungarians was constructed. The locatedness of this antagonistic division was also
emphasised, one that places ‘us’ within ‘our’ homeland, one that 1s constructed and
Justified in order to create ‘difference’, ethnic and national subordnation, and, ultimately,

the exclusion of the Hunganans from the national ‘we’.

As Michael Billig (1995a) suggested, a comprehensive analysis of the banal reproduction
of nationalism and nation-states demands an awareness of the historical dimension of
ideologies together with emphasizing thewr geographical dimensions As emphasised

throughout this chapter, nationalism 1s never beyond geography (Billig, 1995a; see also
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Agnew, 1989, Agnew & Corbridge, 1995; Jackson & Penrose, 1993, Taylor & Wetherell,
1999). National geography 1s not mere geography, or physical setting, ‘the national place
has to be imagined, just as much as the national community does’ (1995a, p 74)
Stereotyping, nationalism, and prejudice are never beyond geography. The symbolic space
of the nation gives way to the consolidation of 1deologtes 1n everyday life and discourse.
There is a space of 1dentity, which 1s the national space 1n which 1dentities are assumed,

resisted or denied to certain groups.

Difference can play a very important role 1n drawing boundaries between two cohabiting
ethme groups. This 1s analogous to the phenomenon Freud described as the ‘narcissism of
minor differences’ (Freud, 1955). As he argues, ‘it 1s precisely the minor differences 1n
people who are otherwise alike that form the basis of feelings of strangeness and hostility
between them’ (Freud, 1957, p 199) What 1s troubling though about this ‘narcissism of
minor differences’, 1s not the inevitable dialectic of identity/difference that 1s at stake
there, but ‘the atavistic belief that identities can be maintained and secured only by

eliminating difference and otherness’ (Benhatib, 1996, p 3ff)
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Chapter eight

From the discourse of ‘nationalism’ and ‘politics’ to the

discourse of ‘nature’ and ‘moral exclusion’

Introduction

I have closed the previous chapter by pointing to a dialectic 1dentity/difference, which, 1
argue, 1s at the core of constructing ‘difference’ and drawing boundanes between two
cohabiting ethmic groups As previously shown, the posttivity and the pervasiveness of
the Romanian national identity rest upon the negative construction of the ‘other’’, the

Hunganan minority.

In this chapter, the dialectic identity/difference will be taken further At the outset, I have
to say that this chapter will be examining the rhetorical and 1deological shift from a
discourse of ‘nationalism’ and ‘politics’ to a discourse of ‘nature’ and ‘moral
exclusion’® This shift will be documented using talk about Romanies as a case 1n point.
It 1s suggested that talk about Romanies 1s more extreme than the talk about Hungarans
and the anti-immuigrant, anti-alien discourses studied by numerous Western researchers
Talk about Romanies employs a style, which, at the same time, denies, but also protects
extreme prejudice. 1 refer to 1t as ‘extreme’ because one can identify not just the well-
researched particulanties of the discourse of ‘difference’ of the western anti-immigrant,
anti-alien discourses, but also something beyond difference and more worrying (one
could say, dangerous). Romanies are not portrayed as merely ‘different’, but also as

being beyond the moral order, beyond nationahood and comparison.

The aims of this chapter are twofold. On one hand, this chapter will illustrate and discuss
some of the extreme discursive, rhetorical and interpretative resources used to talk about

and legitimate the blaming of Romames and on the other hand, 1t will document the

' A simular example can be found m Chouharaki’s (2000} analysis of the ‘positive constitution’ of the Greek
national 1dentity through the negative construction of the “other”, the Turks

? According to Opotow, ‘moral exclusion occurs when individuals or groups are perceived as outside the
boundary in which moral values, rules and considerations of farness apply’ (1990, p 1, italics m
onginal)
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constructive ideological processes used to position the Romanies as beyond the moral
order, as both ‘outsiders’ in society and space (Creswell, 1996; Sibley, 1992, 1995). It 1s
not the extremity per se of participants’ views that made me choose these particular
extracts (as can be noted participants talk 1n a different way about the Hunganans), but
because of the ways they accounted for the positioning of Romanies ‘beyond difference’

as common-sense without requiring elaborate justification

As was suggested, extreme prejudiced discourse about Romanies 1s both similar and
different to the anti-immugrant, anti-alien Western discourse of ‘difference’. Before
going on to show 1n what sense the discourse about the Romanies 1s more extreme than
the Western anti-immigrant, anti-alien discourses of difference, let me, first of all, point
to some of the features that make 1t sumular to 1t. In the previous chapter, 1t was suggested
that the discourse about the Hungarians presents the same features as the well-researched
Western anti-immugrant, anti-alien discourses of ‘difference’. Discursive moves such as
denials of prejudice and discrimination, positive self-presentation vs negative other
presentation, explicit or implicit displays of reasonableness, blaming the victim or
discounting 1n-group responsibility were all present in the interactional management of

‘reasonable’ prejudiced talk about Hunganans.

It will be suggested that some of the same discursive devices that are characteristic of a
discourse of ‘difference’ are to be found when one looks at how the same participants
that previously talked about the Hunganans, talk about the Romames. In a similar way to
the discourse about the Hunganans and the Western anti-alien discourses, prejudiced
sentiments were simultaneously expressed and denied. I am not going to discuss these
features at length, but instead, I am going to look at what are the features that make talk
about Romanies more extreme than the anti-immigrant, anti-alien Western discourse of

‘difference’.

What I am going to suggest at this stage 1s that the rhetorical and discursive moves are
similar to those used by talking about the Hungarians, but the ideological effects of using
these devices are very different. This 1s where the 1ssue of ‘extremuty’ (extreme

prejudiced discourse) comes into play, not to explain why participants talk the way they
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do about the Romanies, but to help understanding prejudice (bigotry) as the effect of this

kind of discourse?.

The analysis contamned within this chapter will be based on the same three ‘1deological
(subject) positions’ identified 1n the content analysis chapter and used as the backdrop
for analysis in the previous chapter. As I did previously, I will start treating these
categories as discrete categones, but my main interest 1s to look at the detatled, dynamic
and flexible use by participants 1n each category of cultural and interpretative resources
available 1n the Romanian society 1n order to argue about controversial 1ssues related to

the Romany ethnic minority.

The main contention 1s that one will find a very similar expression of moral exclusionary
discourse (Opotow, 1990) across positions, a very sumlar discourse of ‘nature’
embedded 1n the simular use of various discursive and rhetorical strategies to blame the
Romanies and posiion them beyond the moral order. In the previous chapter I have
looked at some of the subtleties and dynamics of the relation between stereotyping,
nation and place In this chapter I will look at the construction of stereotypical
ideological representations of the Romanies with a similar concern for locatedness and
the construction of otherness. I will start from the 1dea that an 1deology of ‘exclusion’
(and bagotry) implies a notion of place, which 1s the yardstick against which ideological
and exclusionary discourse 1s put together and bigotry enacted. Concerns with being
‘in’/‘out of place’ shape the ideological contours of a moral exclusion discourse and
underpin a specific stereotypical descriptions of Romanies which places them beyond the

moral order.

It will be argued that even 1f the positioning of Romanzes 1s very much located 1nto the
Romanian context, the ‘moral order” which it 1s said that they transgress, 1s not just the
Romamian moral order, but an universal ‘moral order’. This 1s an argument that pertams
to the 1dea of what 1s the place of Romanies in contemporary (Romanian) society. The

place of Romanies in (the Romanian) society pretty much depends on the symbolic place

3 Let me note that I do not necessarily start from the assumption that participants’ talk about the Romanies
18 intrnsically ‘extreme’ ‘Extrenuty’ (as ‘moderation” or ‘ambivalence’ for that matter) 1s something that
has to be judged 1n the interplay of discourses and judged not as something inherent to discourse, but as the
effect of using specific discursive and rhetorical devices 1n order to achieve specific purposes, such as
assigning blame and positioming Romanies beyond the moral order (see also Wetherell and Potter, 1992)
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they are assigned when people describe them. The strength of stereotypes 1s contingent
on place As Sibley (1995) has suggested, “a group can be in the ‘wrong’ place if the

stereotype locates 1t elsewhere” (p. 100).

As 1n the case of the Hungarian minonty, the speakers’ representations of Romanies
constitute discursive and 1deological constructions which work 1n justifying and
legiimising existing social and power relations withun the Romanian society. These
accounts also work 1deologically by reproducing current social arrangements, thus
maintaimng and legitimising the status-quo, reproducing and furthering dominance, At
this point, I want to reterate the 1dea that 1t 1s not the invoked stereotypical traits per se
which are 1important, but the 1deological effects of using stereotypical labels 1n term of
positioning the Romanies as ‘outside’ society, as beyond reasonable bounds, in a(n)
(a)socially fixed and immutable position As shown when discussing the talk about
Hungarians, stereotypes are not only ideologically functional, but they are also
ideological representations (Augoustinos and Walker, 1998) Furthermore, 1t is not the
invoked stereotypical traits per se which are important, but the locatedness of the process
of stereotyping, the located nature of stereotyping. The symbolic exclusion of the
Romames from membership in the national category ‘Romarmian’ and their exclusion
from ‘our’ society and from ‘our’ moral order 1s achieved through the intermediary of an

1deology of place, a specific ideology of ‘rootedness’,

The question is then, can the same moral exclusion discourse, the same axiomatic
division between ‘us’ and ‘them’ underpinned by an 1deology of place, be found across
positions or, as previously argued, regardless of the ‘political’ stance of the participants

against the right-wing extremism of Tudor and Funar?

Like many sociological and social psychological work on majority group representations
of inter-group relations, prejudice and stereotyping, this chapter could have easily been
centred and put together around the central themes of the Romamans® stereotype of
Romanes: laziness, distaste for work, criminality, inferior mentality and so on But, as 1t
will be suggested 1n this chapter, all these 1ssues will be instead approached as members’
concerns and stereotyping as ‘members’ situated and reflexive verbal activity’ (Leudar
and Nekvapil, 2000, p. 491) with 1ts specific 1declogical consequences  This is not an

attempt to construct an exhaustive (or fragmentary, for that matter) typology of
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Romanman stereotyping of Romanies, but to go ‘beyond stereotypes’ (Bilhg, 2002a,
Jahoda, 2001; Leudar and Nekvapil, 2000} m order to look at what they achieve
discurstvely, but more importantly politically and 1deologically. As exemplified insofar
as the Hungarians were concerned, this 1s an attempt to go beyond mere ‘attribution’ of
stereotypical traits in the abstract to the management of ascriptions 1n actual interaction
and using everyday language as explanatory resources (Antaki and Leudar, 1990, 1992),

the uses to which descriptions are put and the ideological effects they engender.

The main mterest will be on how specific formulations, descriptions of Romanies are
used to assign blame on the Romanies and, more importantly, exclude ‘them’ as ‘people’
(human beings) and ‘fellow citizens’ (cf. Leudar and Nekvapil, 2000). Following Billig
(2002a), the focus of this chapter will be “on the ways that particular ways of speaking
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might depersonalize the ‘other’” (p.184) through an examunation of the language of
stereotyping as used in conversational interaction. Depersonahization, delegitimization
(Bar-Tal, 1989, 1990) and dehumanisation are reconceptualized 1n discursive terms 1 an

attempt to understand the situated dynamucs of bigotry.

This chapter trnies to offer some 1nsights into the specific style in which the Romanies
were ‘imagined’. As Anderson suggests, communities are to be distinguished ‘by the
style 1n which they are imagined’ (1983, p 16, see also Billig, 1995a) The Romaman
‘imagining’ of ‘themselves’ and ‘others’ 1s an ‘imagining’ from within, of which style
has separatory and exclusionary effects. This ‘imagining’ seeks to exclude the Romames
from membership 1n the national category ‘Romanian’ and, not only 1t excludes them
from national deixis, but casts them beyond the moral order, beyond what 1s reasonable
in contemporary society. The site for this imagining 1s the ideclogical context of
cohabutation and that of the Romanian nation. As Billig has put 1t, ‘... imaginings depend

upon wider ideological beliefs” (1995a, p 68).
‘Supporting’ Tudor and Funar

‘Naturahzing’ the characteristics of the Romanies

In this section, the analysis will focus on the way the participants from the ‘supporting
Tudor and Funar’ category talk about Romanies when accounting for a range of
controversial 1ssues, such as the existence of prejudice and discmmunation or the

responsibility and causes of inter-ethnic conflict. One of the pervasive discursive moves
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adopted by the participants when constructing a ‘social representation’ (Moscovicl,
1984; Moscovict and Markova, 1998) of Romanies was an attempt to ‘naturalize’ the
ascrnibed negative characteristics of Romanies together with positioning them, sometimes
exphcitly, sometimes implicitly, ‘outside’ reasonable bounds This process of
‘naturalizing” the negative charactenistics of Romanies intertwined with a discourse of
blame can be found 1n the next two examples, which see Sandra and Marc (participants
from the ‘supporting” Tudor and Funar category) offering their views on the Romanies
Both Sandra and Marc are answering a question relating to the inter-ethmic conflict
between Romanians and Romanies which specifically brings to the fore a discussion

about the accountability of the two groups.

Extract 1, interview 38

[Discussing the inter-ethnic conflicts between the Romanians and the Romanies]

382 Chrais To what extent do you think Romanies are to blame for these

383 conflicts and viclences”

384 Sandra Cos’ they don’'t ( } cos” they don‘t like to work ( ) they don‘t

385 like to work () They ( } They are not happy with ( )

1386 Chris How would you characteraize them?

387 Sandra Inadaptable ( } these ones are inadaptable (.} they cannot integrate
388 in ()} in fact, even in the other countries { } have their gypsies
389 adapted” ( } No ( ) Only that, 1t 1s the Romanians gypsies that

340 Europe talks about, you have just these ones ( ) 1t 1s only our

EX) 1 gypsies that are the biggest thieves and bandits who strike { )} But
392 Romanians have tried to integrate them, we made them schools ( )
393 they have tv shows 1in the agypsy ( } langquage ( ) I have worked at a
394 gypsy school { ) I use to bring them ( ) I took care of them, every
395 week, on Monday they used to come and after that, they didn't come
396 all week ( } They cannot integrate, they like the life they are

397 living ( }

382 Chris Iin ce misurd sunt vinovati romii pentru aceste

383 conflicte 51 violente®

384 Sandra C& nu () ci nu lucreazd ( ) nu le place sd munceascad ( )} nu le

385 place si munceascd { } Er () Nu le convine (.)

386 Chris Cum 1-at1 caracteriza®

387 Sandra Inadaptabial: ( ) &stia sunt inadaptabili { ) nu se pot integra

388 in { } de fapt, si in celelalte t&ri ( ) tigamii lor

389 s-au adaptat® () Nu ( } Numai c3, tot de tiganii rom3ni se vorbeste
390 in toatd Europa, numai din dstia sunt ( } numa: f{iganii nostra

391 sunt ce:r mai mari hoti, s$1 bandit1r care lovesc ( ) Dar

392 romanili au Iincercat si-1 integreze, le-am ficut si scolil { )

393 au emisiune in limba ( } ftigdneascd {( ) eu am lucrat la o

394 gcoald de tigany ( } 11 aduceam ( ) umblam dupd ei, in fiecare

395 sd&ptZménd, luni veneau s1 dupd ala tcatd siptiamdna

396 nu mai veneau { } Nu se pot integra, le place viata pe care ¢

397 duc ()

Extract 2, interview 26

[Discussing the mterethnic conflict between Romanians and Romanies]
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Who do you thaink, I am asking again, 1s responsible for the inter-
ethnic conflict, I am referring to Romanians and Gypsies? ( )

Between Romanians and Gypsies®?

Yes

In this case, I would blame more the Gypsies ( )} they ( ) carry the
blame ( } when these kind of conflicts arise ( } with them, with the
gypsies { ) always { } I blame them { ) because they have this
provocative attitude ( } at least from what I have read and

seen 1n the mass-media ( } So, through their behavior towards the
local population, they in fact succeed to provoke and invelve them { )
the Romanians { ) against them

And Romanians did nothing but ()

To tell them off* ( } cos’' that was unbearable (mm)

What do you think 1s the cause of this behavior?

Hom (.} Therr behaviour®

Yes

This provocative behaviour?

Their behaviour in general ( )

Their lack of { } civailization ( ) so either way they are a lot behind
the Romanian population in terms of caiwvialization, culture ()

Take & look { )} [1inaudikle] ( } that’s it ()

How would you characterize them 1f you were to draw a
psycho-behavioural portrait of the Romanies, how would you characterize
them or { } of the Romanies? ( }

Less hardworking ( ) less thrifty ( ) they thaink less

for the future (3 5) All this 15 linked with ([ } education { )} =0
there 18 no preoccupation for education { } and for their children ( }
I don't know (.)

Cine credeti, vd Intreb din nou, este responsabil de conflictul inter-
etnic, md refer la romimi si la tigani® ( )

Intre romdni g1 tigani®

Da ()

Alci 1-as5 aguza mal tare pe tigani ( } vina o poartd

() e1 ()} ¢&nd apar astfel de conflacte { ) cu er, c¢u

tiganii ( ) intotdeauna { ) dau vina pe ei1 { ) pentru ci e1 au
atitudinea asta provocatoare ( } cel putin din cite am citit gi am
vazut In mass-media ( ) Deca prin comportamentul lor fatld de
populatia locald, efectiv ajung s&-1 provoace i si-1 implice ( )
pe romdni ( } Impotriva lor ( )

S1 roma@nil n-au fdcut altceva decdt =4 { )

S3-1 pund la punct ( ) c& nu mai puteai suporta (mm)

De unde credeti cd vine comportamentul &Asta?

Hom { } a lor®

Da

Provocator?

Comportamentul lor in general { )

Lipsa lor de (.} civilizatie ( } deci oricum is mult rdmasi in urmi
decdt populatia romdnd praivaitor la civilizatie, culturd { )
Uitd-te ( ) [inaudible] { ) asta-1 { )

Cum :-atl caracteriza, dacd ar £i1 si faceti un portret
psiho-comportamental al romilor, cum 1-atl caracteriza

sau { )} al romilor?( )

Mai putin harnici ( ) mal putin gospodari { ) mai putin se gandesc
pentru ziua de mdine (3 5) Asta tot fine de ( ) educatie { ) dec:i
preocuparea nu exista pentru educatie ()} si1 a copirilor ()

Nu stiu ()

There 1s a lot going on in these two excerpts, bur for the purposes of this chapter let me

focus on the particular 1ssues outhned above At the outset, let me note that the question

to which Sandra has to give an answer 1n extract 1 specifically refers to the Romanies

4 Teach somebody to know his place, to put someone on tus place/good behaviour
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and the extent to which they are to blame for the conflicts and violences. Sandra’s
answer 1n lines 384-385 does not drrectly assigns blame to the Romanies, but works to
assign blame indirectly through invoking a set of negative descriptions of Romanies. It 1s
said that ‘they don’t work (.) they don’t like to work (.) they don’t like to work (.)’. As
Sandra puts 1t, 1t is not just that ‘they don’t work’, but ‘they don’t hike to work’, The
addition of ‘don’t /ike to work” and the repeated formulation make this as not something
accidental, but something, which 1s part of a deep-seated, deep-rooted personal
psychological disposition. As discursive psychologists have suggested, this kind of
‘disposttion talk’ 1s provided as rationally tied to the way the world 1s, which 1s to say,
what Romanies generally do. Following Edwards (1997, 2003) 1t could be argued that
disposition formulations are ways 1n which whatever one 1s saying about the world 1s
fixed 1n that world, and rationally inferred from 1t. It 1s not something that resides in the
speaker’s way of seeing. As Edwards (1997, p. 149) suggests, an important feature of
action descriptions is how they make inferentially available particular dispositional states

of the actors; their moral character or state of mind

Another ascribed characteristic of Romanies presented as a disposition is put forward by
Sandra when asked how would she charactenize the Romanies The straightforward
answer is: ‘Inadaptable ( ) these ones are 1nadaptable () they cannot integrate 1n (.)’ (line
387) Again, the moral character of the Romanies 1s very much at stake, because
‘inadaptable’ 1s an extreme description that implies not just difficulty to fit, but points to
the impossibiliry of fitting. The subsequent description ‘they cannot integrate 1n” explains
what has come before. Saying that ‘they cannot integrate’ Sandra makes sure that her
first description, ‘inadaptable’ 1s understood 1n terms of impossibility, not just difficulty
of fitung, What 1s to note 1s that the moral character of Romanies 1s at the same time part

of this description, but also, more importantly, the outcome of this kind of descniption.

One could argue that 1t 1s implied that the causes of this impossibility to fit, to integrate
are not external to Romanies, but are very much part of their character. This implication
15 clanfied in lines 388-389, where Sandra brings forward the 1dea that the inadaptation
of gypsies 1s a general phenomenon, not just one that can be observed when talking
about ‘our’ gypsies: ‘in fact, even 1n the other countries (.) have their gypsies adapted?
(.) No (.y. In order to explain and justify the inadaptability of Gypsies, Sandra draws on

the rhetorical resource of an universal ‘imagined community’ of nation-states which is
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the backdrop against which the inadaptability of gypsies 1s being justified and presented
as something ‘natural’, something intrinsic to their character One can see how the
‘naturalization’ of Romanies’ adaptability, which 1s part and parcel of the discourse of
‘nature’, 1s very much located. Its locatedness 1s of major importance, because, as I hope
to have shown, 1t 1s through the invocation of the ‘banal’ assumptions of nationalism, the
taken-for-granted-ness of the existence of a ‘world of nations’ that inadaptability, the
impossibility of integration are presented as ‘natural’ and immutable. Moreover,
positioning the 1ssue of inadaptabulity at a (general) universal level works to justify and
‘naturalize’ the local and moral 1mplications of constructing an 1deological
representation of Romantes The moral implication 1s that 1t 1s not because of ‘us’ that
Romanies cannot adapt (the same 1nadaptability can be seen 1n other countries), but 1t 1s

peculiar to ‘them’

As when accounting for the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s pohcies, Sandra uses
comparison as a strategy of legitimation and justification What 1s justified 1s a certan
stereotypical label ascribed to the Romanies, which is made to stand and reflect the
character of the Romanies The ideological use of these descniptions 1s to present
something as though there was never and could never be, any alternative It 1s presenting
the Romanies and their situation as something that just is Inadaptability is thus, not just

something peculiar to ‘them’, but (a) characteristic (of) for ‘them’.

The conclusion 1n lines 396-397 does not come as a surprise, ‘they cannot integrate, they
like the Iife they are living’. This comes after Sandra’s avowal of the effort that ‘we’ and
‘T’ made to integrate them (lines 391-396). Pointing to the effort made to integrate them,
emphasising the invitation to ‘assimilate’ can be seen as a sign of tolerance.
Nevertheless, adaptation and integration stand as absolute conditions, which Romanies
have to fulfil in order to nightfully enjoy the benefits of the Romanian society. As
Blommaert and Verschueren (1998) argue, this kind of termmnology ‘may imply an
accusation, it evaluates cultural similanties and differences, and 1t always points at a

condition for acceptance’ (p 111).

The implicit message of the last lines, ‘they cannot integrate, they like the hife they are
living’ 1s that ultimately, integration means adopting ‘our’ way of lhife. ‘Our’ way of life

1s not 1n need for justification, for 1t 1s the source of legitimation The invitation to
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integrate (to be assimilated) derives its sense and 1deological importance from the
(unstated) inflexibility of imposed norms of behaviour. One could note that 1n order to be
successful, ideologies of exclusion need not make explicit claims to ‘nature’. Sometimes,
the ‘most powerful expectations remain unnoticed and assumed’ (Creswell, 1996, p
159).

If in Sandra’s account the implications are left implicit and assumed, in Marc’s account
on the same issues they are made explicit. In extract 2, Marc starts m line 232-233 with a
slightly qualified blame of the Romantes: ‘I would blame more the Gypsies () they (.)
carry the blame (.) when these kind of conflicts arise (.)” which 1s then upgraded and
transformed 1nto a clear-cut blaming of the Romanies insofar as the inter-ethnic conflict
18 concerned. In lines 234-235, the blame 1s placed entirely on the Romanies: ‘always (.)
I blame them () because they have this provocative attitude (.)’ and this is presented as
being the outcome of “‘at least from what I have read and seen 1n the mass-media ()’
(lines 235-236).

After a series of exchanges relating to the behaviour of Romanies, the interviewer probes
further about the causes of their behaviour ‘in general’ (ine 245). In lines 246-247, the
answer is clear: ‘Their lack of () civilization () so etther way they are a lot behind the
Romanian population 1n terms of civilization, culture ()’. What accounts for the
behaviour of Romanies 1s their ‘lack of civilization’, their backwardness in terms of

civihzation and culture 1n comparison with the Romanian population.

This explanation 1s framed and 1s part and parcel of a ‘culture’ discourse. Inside this
discourse of ‘culture’, Romanies are presented as lacking something, which 1s very
important 1n the eyes of the dominant group. They are presented as ‘lacking civilization’,
needing to catch up with civilization (‘our’ civilization) If one would want to go further,
one could argue that ‘they’ are said to be lacking something, which for ‘us’ 1s simple
common-sense, taken-for-granted 1n contemporary society. In the context of majority
group moral prescription founded on the nature of things, as Wetherell and Potter
suggest, ‘culture discourse . becomes a naturally occurming difference, a simple fact of

life, and a self-sufficient form of explanatton’ (1992, p. 137).
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After another intervention of the interviewer asking for a characterization of Romanies,
in lines 252-255, this 1s followed by a more detailed description of the Romanies: ‘Less
hardworking (.) less thrfty () they think less for the future (3 5) All this 1s linked with (.)
education () so there 15 no preoccupation for education (.} and for their children (.) I
don’t know (.)’. One can see how Romanies are pathologized by making reference to
their cultural tendencres (less hardworking, less thnfty, they think less for the future,
there 1s no preoccupation for education). What some discourse researchers have called
‘culture as mentality’ (Verkuyten, 1997) or ‘culture as lifestyle’ (Augoustinos, Tuffin
and Rapley, 1999) 1s used to explain ‘deviant’ behaviour and set up a contrast between
Romany backwardness and ‘our’ civilized way of being. At the same time, this discourse
of ‘culture’ is employed to implicitly question the feasibility of integration (Dixon and
Reicher, 1997). This 1s part of a discursive ‘lay ontology’ (Durrheim and Dixon, 2000)
working to fix and naturalize the nature of Romames and the stereotypical predicates

attached to the category ‘Romany’.

In both extracts, there 15 a sense of Romanies being presented as ‘beyond’ moral order
and ‘outside’ society. Their ‘inadaptability’, impossibility of integrating (extract 1), their
backwardness, ‘lack of civilization’ and culture (extract 2) are invoked 1n order to put
together a verbal portrait of Romany character and ‘mentality’. Both Sandra and Marc
constructed an 1mage of Romanies through a sometime implicit, sometimes explicit
reference to a normative moral order, which generates its inadaptable, uncivilized,
beyond the moral order antithesis. The normative ‘moral order’ used as a backdrop for
justifying and ‘essentializing’ Romany stereotypical traits 1s not just the Romanian
‘moral order’, but an universal one, which as Sandra has argued, goes beyond the
boundartes of one specific country (‘cur’ country). Specific charactenstics of the
Romany moral character are not necessanly located 1n ‘our’ space, but are part of a

general pattern across contemporary society.

Seemingly ambivalent ‘moral discourse’

As the subsequent analysis will show, by the compelling ‘logic’ of participants’ rhetonic
Romanies are 1n a way predestined to remain ‘outsiders’ stmply because they will always
remain different along one parameter or another. As previously shown, emphasising the

effort made by ‘us’ and the speaker himself to integrate ‘them’ can be seen as a sign of
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tolerance, understanding and reasonableness. Displays of reasonableness are not
necessarily absent from accounts about Romames, but they are usually followed by
negative comments as part of a rhetorical and discursive move of ‘blaming the victim’. A
very good example of how displays of reasonableness are used by participants 1n the
‘supporting Tudor and Funar’ category 1s to look at them embedded in different
concesston moves. What van Dijk has termed ‘apparent concessions’ are a major form of
disclaimer and at the same time they allow the possibility of blaming (van Dyk, 1992)
An example of this kind of move 1s the next extract taken from interview 38, which sees
Sandra continumng her descriptions of the Romanies. This excerpt is the continuation of

extract 1 with some lines omutted.

Extract 3, interview 38

(-}

403 Sandra Pot sd fie, cum spun, Imbricat:r: decent { } sunt curati, de ti-e
404 ma1 mare dragul { ) Is1 dau copiii la scoald () (mm)
405 manincd In mod caivilaizat, in sensul cid ( )} apreciazi
406 piata { } se duc s1 Igi cumpdrd din pratd, nu
407 furd () pe ¢ind, o altd parte de figani, c& s1 acolo
408 sunt fel g1 fel de triburi { } nu le place si munceascid, nhu
409 se spald ( ) umbli In zdrente

[.]

[]
403 Sandra They can be, as I say, dressed decently ( )} they are clean, as you
404 cannot praise them encugh ( ) they send their kids to school (mm)
405 they eat 1n a cavilized way, in the sense that ( ) they appreciate
406 the market ( ) they go and buy for themselves from the market, they
407 don‘t steal ( ) meanwhile, another part of gypsies, cos' even there,
408 there are different tribes ( } they don't like to work, they don’'t
409 wash themselves ( ) they walk in rags

[}

In extract 3, Sandra tries to build a contrast between different categories of gypsies,
contrast which 1s embedded in a concession move In lines 403-407, she concedes that
Romanies can be, ‘dressed decently’, ‘they are clean, as you cannot praise them enough’,
‘they send their kids to school’, ‘they eat in a civilized way ... they go and buy for
themselves from the market, they don’t steal” Taking also into account what Sandra has
previously said about the Romanies (extract 1) one could argue that what the concession
does in this particular context 1s to fend off accusations of unreasonableness and 1s
available 1n order to prevent negative mferences about the speaker “by accomplishing the
semantic act of meaning ‘Even when I say something negative, this does not mean that I
am prejudiced’ (van Dijk, 1987, p 94).
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Sandra’s praising comments are to be seen as an overt manifestation of reasonableness.
The only problem with this display of reasonableness and praise 15 that 1t emphasises as
positive dimensions on which Romames are usually rated negatively. This has the
contrary effect, of reproducing and remforcing those very negative characteristics. As
Stuart Hall (2001) suggested, ‘people who are 1n any way significantly different from the
majonty ... seem to be represented through sharply opposed, polanzed, bmary extremes’
(p. 326). The same seems to be case for the Romanies, which are ‘trapped’ inside this
ideological double-binding. This ‘binary’ form of representation (Hall, 2001) 1s made

explicit 1n the lines that follow Sandra’s opening ‘praising’ descriptions.

In hines 407-409, she talks about ‘another part of the gypsies’ which are described as
being exactly the contrary of the previously mentioned ones ‘they don’t like to work,
they don’t wash themselves (.) they walk in rags’ This stark contrast 1s constructed
through a move of ‘symbolic inversion’ (Jahoda, 2001; Rosaldo, 1978; see also Hodge
and Kress, 1988), not between Romamans and Romanies, but within Romanies
themselves. Nevertheless, this move of ‘symbolic inversion’ 1s based on the same
impled normality and normativity thesis of a Romamian moral order The implicit
backdrop of these positive and negative descriptions of Romanies 1s a normative, moral
1deal, which endows Romanes with the opposite. In this way, the psychological distance
between the Romamans and the Romanies is maximized, as 1s the distance between
Romanies and this normative moral order As previously demonstrated, the normativity
of the moral order 1s the backdrop against which the descriptions are put together and

which generates its inadaptable, uncivilized, beyond the moral order antithesis.

Sandra’s interplay of positive and negative comments could be seen as an instance of
‘dilemmatic’ thinking (Billig, 1996) which draws, and at the same time points to the
‘dilemmatic qualities of contemporary common-sense’ (ibid., p 243). Sandra seems to
be equipped and drawing on two sets of different vocabularies (Edelman, 1977; see also
McFadyen and Gray, 1995). There 1s a conjunction of sympathy and blame, which

allows for making Romanies accountable for their situation® By putting forward a
g yp g

* Murray Edelman’s (1977) example of the discourse of poverty 1s very close to the mmplications of
Sandra’s praising comments As Edelman has shown, poverty 1s most of the times blamed wpon the
personal characteristics of the poor Oscillating between the common-places of justice and mercy allows
for malang the poor accountable for their situation Success stones of people who have surpassed their
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narrative of ‘civilized’ gypsies, Sandra implicitly display reasonableness and at the same
time emphasises the 1dea that what she has descnbed 1s something that ‘they’ all could

do and 1t 1s up to them to surpass their ‘uncivilized” condition.

This normative ascription embedded in a seemingly ‘ambivalent’ ‘moral discourse’
(Bergmann, 1998) 1s a means of expressing ‘difference’, but its effects stretch *beyond
difference’ 1n prescribing an ideological position for Romanies and construct a specific
1deological representation which aims to place them beyond the bounds of society and

which justifies, produces and reproduces a hegemonic and oppressive moral order.

Beyond the moral order and dehumanisation

What at prima facie looked as balanced, reasonable discourse was turned into its
opposite. Cniticizing and denigrating the Romanies, presenting them as beyond the moral
order 1s done through invoking the positive ‘special case’, but only in order to build a
contrast with an implicit negative ‘majority’ of them. The same strategy of placing
Romanies beyond the moral order 1s used by Sandra later in her interview when she

offers an apocryphal story of transgression and misconduct.

Extract 4, interview 38

(-]

427 Sandra They have received accommodation in a block of flats { ) well, after
428 they received 1t ( ) they had the block brand new ( ) at { ) after a
429 maxamum of two months, the block was looking as 1f it had been
430 bombed ( ) without windows, without docrs {mm) dirty on the stairs
431 () I have {( ) T have no words {( ) and then {( ) after a while the
432 mass-media was saying that they don’t have accommodation ( ) okay,
433 they don’'t have { ) they couldn’t give to all of them ( ) but what
434 was given, 1t wasn’'t kept in good condition { ) and then,
435 1t 15 always the Romanian who 1s to blame { ) not ( } him
436 { ) the gypsy?® ()

[.]
427 Sandra Au primit leocuinte In blec ( ) pai, dupd ce
428 le-a dat { ) le-a dat blocul la cheie () la { ) Dupi
429 maxim doud luni, blocul arita ca dupid
430 bombardament { ) fird geamuri, fard usi (mm) cu mizerie pe sciri
431 () N-am { } n-am ce sd spun ( ) $1 atunca { )} dupd catva tamp
432 mass-media a umplut-o cd n-au locuante ()} pd1
433 n-au { ) n-au putut sa dea la toti ( } dar s1
434 ce g-a dat , nu s-a pastrat ( ) $1 atuneci,

condition support these notions and work to reinforce the idea that there are things, which the poor
themselves can do 1n order to improve therr situation
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435 tot romdnul este de vin3i { } nu { ) el
436 { } tiganul® { }

In lines 427-430 1t 1s said that: ‘they have recerved accommodation 1n a block of flats (.)
well, after they recerved 1t () they had the block brand new () at () after a maximum of
two months, the block was looking as if 1t had been bombed (.) without windows,
without doors (mm) dirty on the stairs (.)’. The description that Sandra gives 1s a very
interesting one and can be understood as doing ‘moral work’ (Drew, 1998). As
discursive psychologists have shown, our descriptions are accountable phenomena
through which we recognizably display an action’s (im)propriety, (un)suitability or
(in)appropriateness and they provide ‘a basis for evaluating the ‘nightness’ or

‘wrongness’ of whatever 15 being reported” (Drew, 1998, p. 295).

Sometimes, the ‘moral work’ that speakers may manage through describing the conduct
of others 1s deeply rmplicit or embedded 1n thewr descriptions The moral evaluative
‘point” of an account may not come to be explicitly addressed by the participants (Drew,
1998). In Sandra’s case, her moral evaluative position 1s not quite explicit:” I have () I
have no words (.)’ (line 431). It seems that Sandra does not have (or find) the words to
express what she has previously described. There 1s a sense of moral indignation 1n this
formulation and this implicitly points to the gravity of the matter under discussion Even
if 1t 15 not overtly or explicitly condemnatory, it 1s nevertheless associated with a
complaint about the behaviour of Romanies and thus can be read as having an implhicit

condemnatory dimension®.

The story, on the other hand, is an explicit formulation of transgression. Sandra tells us
that ‘they have received’ accommodation in a block of flats, that ‘they had the block
brand new’ and that 1n a short amount a time, ¢ a maximum of two months’ the block
‘was looking as 1f 1t had been bombed (.) without windows, without doors (mm) dirty on
the stairs (.)’. It is not said what exactly was done 1n order to obtain such a result, but the

description of the state of the block does not need any explanation. There 1s an implicit

® As Drew (1998) suggests, ‘accounts produced 1n the context of talk in which morat work 1s quite overt
and explicit appear to be generally condemnatory, that 1s they are associated with complaints about the
behaviours of others (in ‘reconstructed’ versions of their behaviour)’ (p 296)

7 Note the formulation ‘they have recerved accommodation . * (from ‘us’) which impheitly points to ‘our’
magnamimiaty It 1s through a contrast between ‘best mtentions’ of ‘offering’ Romames a place to stay and
the resulting outcome of their behaviour that the latter 1s portrayed as being offensive and reprehensible
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orientation to the issue of mtentional and deliberate conduct in order to make mantfest
the transgression by the Romanies of normative standards of conduct and hence to
warrant her final sense of moral indignation. The outcome of the behaviour of Romanies
1s described (the block of flats looking as “if 1t had been bombed () without windows,
without doors (mm} dirty on the stairs ( )’) 1n such a way that ‘the fault 1s not to be
regarded as accidental, inadvertent, or otherwise innocent’ (Drew, 1998, p. 316) By
describing the negative and extreme outcomes of the behaviour of Romanies, Sandra has
not only exhibited ‘their’ conduct as being reprehensible (Drew, 1998), but also

‘themselves’ as being reprehensible.

Sandra’s seemngly rhetoncal question 1n lines 434-436: ‘and then, it 15 always the
Romanian who 1s to blame () not () him (.) the gypsy? (.)’ can be seen doing simular
things. Note the very interesting ‘collective singular’ the ‘Romantan’ (roménul) and ‘mm
(.) the gypsy’ (el (.) tiganul) which works to introduce an ‘imaginary referent’ (de Cilha
et al, 1999, p. 162) insofar as the two groups are concerned This imaginary referent 1s
not to be taken literally as being ‘the Romaman’ or ‘the Gypsy’, but being ‘us’ and

‘them’.

Moreover, 1t 18 not just the contrast ‘us’ and ‘them’ that 1s hinted at by Sandra but there 15
more to 1it. This 1s the voice of the ‘dispossessed’ (Billig, 1978, p. 296; see also Bell,
1962), an anguished and rather angered voice that points to the fact that the moral order
has been turned upside down and as a consequence ‘we’ are the ones that get the blame.
The use of ‘always’ points to the unreasonableness of this blaming of ‘us’ and at the
same time, 1n the light of the evidence that she has put forward, the reasonableness of

blaming the Romanies for their own predicament.

One could argue that what Sandra puts forward 1s a kind of protoconspiratorial
explanation, adopting a protoconspiratorial explanatory style within a rhetoric associated
with the conspiracy tradition (Byford, 2002) This 1s a good example of absorbing the
consprracy mythology of the official extreme right-wing ideology (Billhig, 1978; Byford
and Billig, 2001; Voicu, 2000)

By the 1nverted logic of protoconspirational beliefs, the Romamans are the victims of an

overall blame (see also Billig, 1987b). This kind of 1deology clamms that its viewpoint is
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deliberately ignored and that the ‘real’ facts, the proof 1s not taken into account This 1s
exactly what Sandra 1s doing. In the light of the ultimate evidence that she has previously
given, Sandra, adopting the interrogative mode 1s implicitly asking herself how come this
is being 1gnored Sandra’s comment underpins the idea that nothing more should be
added to judging and understanding of the social and ethnic reality of the Romanies. It 1s
something obvious, previously explained and revealed The implicit message 1s: 1t is
because of theirr ‘moral character’ and not because of ‘us’ that everything happens and
thus blame 1s justified. Blame is not only justified, but at the same time, generalized and
essentialized. This act of representation implies a synecdochic relationship (Burke, 1969)

because 1s held to be representattve for blaming all of them.

In her previous intervention, Sandra has not only exhibited the conduct of Romanies as
being reprehensible, but also, through the intermediary of her descriptions, Romanies
were constructed as being reprehensible. The behaviour of Romanies was problematized
by pointing to an ‘extreme’ case (cf. Verkuyten, 2001). At the same time, Romanies get
‘morally constituted’ (Jayyusi, 1993) as being ‘out of place’. The reference to ‘dirt’
associated with the behaviour of Romanies enforces this idea Drawing on Douglas’s
(1966) anthropology of ‘symbolic polluticn’, Sibley (1994, 1995) claims that people who
transgress moral (and spatial)® boundaries are typically classified as ‘matter out of place’.
Examples such as this one, of behaviour (or ouicomes of behaviour) that it is seen as
violating social and moral conventions, dehumanises the Romames and places them

beyond what 1s acceptable.

This move of delegiimization and its ideological consequences can also be seen m the
next example (extract 5). This 13 a fragment that comes before the previously analysed
one, but even 1f does not follow sequentially from the previous, it 1s very important 1n 1ts
ideologcal (morally and politically) significance, insofar as 1t constitutes an instance of a
dehumanising, eliminatiomst discourse within an 1deology of exclusion. This 1s part of a
shift from a rather ‘reasonable’ (but not even-handed) discourse of ‘culture’ and

‘mentality’ to an exclusionary ‘racial discourse’ of ‘nature’

% Spatial boundaries are moral boundaries (Sibley, 1995)

220




The excerpt starts with Sandra displaying reasonableness by offering a story of helping
Romanies which on one hand emphasises her willingness to help ‘them’ and on the other

hand, their reluctance (or one should say, refusal) to accept this kind of help.

Extract 5, interview 38

[1]

411 Sandra I have brought them a sack of nmice ( ) clothes { } they were
412 walking in rags ( ) {(right}) I have given them nice clothes, I have
413 brought them a bag of food, cos’ they were eating from the garbage
414 { ) Just to see the next say ( } the nice clothes that I‘ve given to
415 them to wear, to get changed ( } 1f I stayed with them they’ve
418 changed clcthes ( ) 1f mot ( ) they've thrown them into the garbage
417 container { )} well, I don’t really know® ( ) why do they behave like
418 this® It means that they like living in dirt (mm} in
419 dirt, through { } theft { } and someone to help them'® ( )
420 Chris Where from do you think that this { ) originates®
421 Sandra I think that 1t 15 somethaing { ) which comes from {( ) from ( ) the
422 ancestral ( } I don't know ( } from { } from their origin ( }
423 Chras From their nature?
424 Sandra From their nature {( ) there 1s ( } there 1s something ( ) they don't
425 like ( ) that’s why 1t 1s said that the gypsies are ‘koszos’
[1]
[-1
411 Sandra Le-am dus un sac cu haine ( ) frumoase ( ) erau
412 zdrentdrosi { )} {da) le-am dat haine frumoase, le-am
413 dus o plasd cu miancare, ci mincau din gunoaxe ( )
414 ca a doua zi, hainele frumoase pe care eu le-am dat
415 s34 se imbrace, s3d se schaimbe { ) daca am stat lingi exr s-au
416 schimbat, dacid nu {.} le-au aruncat la centainer
417 { ) Par, nicr eu nu mai stiu { ) De ce se comportd
418 aga® () inseamnd ci le place si tr¥iascd In murdirie’’ (mm) in
419 murddrie, prin { } furt () $1 si-1 ajute cineva ( )
420 Chris De unde credet1i ¢4 vine ( ) treaba asta®
421 Sandra Eu c¢red ci este ceva ( } care vine din { } din ()}
422 ancestral ( ) nu stiu, din ( )} din originea lor ( )
423 Chris Din natura lor?
424 Sandra Din matura lor () au { ) au ceva () nu
425 le place ( } de ai1a zica ca taganii is ‘koszos''? ()

(1

Sandra’s story (lines 411-416) does not have a straightforward conclusion, but finishes
with Sandra’s puzzlement on the issue. ‘Well, I don’t really know (.)" which is followed,

after a small pause, by a question ‘why do they behave like this?’ (lines 417-418).

Sandra volunteers to offer an explanation of their behaviour without the intervention of
the interviewer. She 1s the one that asks the question. “Why do they behave like this?’
and she 1s the one that offers the answer: ‘It means that ‘they Iike living 1n dirt (mm) 1n

dirt, through () theft () and someone to help them’ (lines 418-419) What this question

* That 1s, ‘I don't really know what to think about this’, ‘what to say about this’

1 With the sense that they expect someone to help them

' Durt, filth

12 Sandra uses an Hunganan word which translates into ‘dirty’, ‘begrimed’, “scruffy’
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does, 1s to objectify, to make factual the subsequent explanation, presenting 1t as
independent of her motives or desires, as a neutral and objective comment Like 1n her
previous account, Sandra explains the behaviour of Romanies using a rather extreme
description ‘they like living in dirt” which 1s followed by another reference to Romanies
as living ‘through theft’. Her account closes on a tone of implicit indignation, which

takes 1ts force from the implicit expectancy of Romanies of being helped.

The reference to the Romames liking to live in ‘dirt’ 1s a rhetontcally powerful
formulation that makes this ascribed feature of Romany behaviour as part of a deep-
secated personal psychological disposition. As previously emphasised, this kind of
‘disposition talk’ provides for what Romanies generally do. The addition of ‘like” makes
1t a feature of ‘therr’ own inner psychology and presents 1t as part of the moral character
of the Romanies. Disposition formulations are ways i which whatever one is saying
about the world 1s fixed in that world, and rationally inferred from 1t (Edwards, 2003).
One could go further and say that disposition formulations are also ways in which
whatever one is saying about the characteristics of a specific group of people (in our
case, the Romanies) is something fixed and intrinsic to those people and not something
that resides 1n the speaker’s way of seceing The ascriptions of inner personal dispositions
are powerful tools in the work of ‘essentializing’ the attnbuted sterecotypical traits of

Romanies.

The reference to ‘living m dirt’ 1s an explicit sign of a moral discourse that implcitly
draws attention to a transgression of a moral boundary. There 1s no need for explaining
what this moral boundary 1s and what are the mmplications of transgressing it, but
alluding to implicit moral values attached to 1t 1s enough This register of dirtiness,
uncleanness 1s all the more insidious, as 1t 1s the backdrop of different ideological
representations of the Romanies. The ascription of an inner personal disposition linked
with the idea of ‘living 1n dirt’ essentializes this attributed stereotypical trait and makes
1s part of the Romany way of being. An implictt moral boundary 1s drawn between ‘us’
and ‘them’. The significance of drawing moral boundaries 1s related to the positioning of

Romanies beyond reasonable bounds, beyond civilized and ‘clean’ moral order.

After the intervention of the interviewer in line 420 asking what would explain what she

has just said, Sandra comes forward with a tentative explanation: ‘I think that 1t 1s
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something (.) which comes from (.) from (.) the ancestral (.) I don’t know () from ()
from therr ongin ()°. Note the implicit signs of difficulty (the repeated small pauses)
and the display of tentativeness and uncertainty by using ‘I think’, "1t 1s something’, ‘I
don’t know’. One could argue that Sandra 1s displaying a shght reluctance and
tentativeness 1n talking in essentialist terms, displaying reasonableness and orienting to

the extremuty of her claims, but nevertheless conveying them

Sandra can be seen accounting for what makes ‘them’ to behave like they do by
appealing to an 1mphcit historical perspective on the ‘nature’ of the Gyps:es. It 1s not just
contemporary Gypsies that she talks about, but Gypsies i general. It 1s their ancestry,
their origin as a type, as a species, as a race. It 1s not just the characteristics of Romanies
that are essentialized, but also their ontological ‘being in the world’. They are reduced to

the essence of their essence.

This 1s an extreme comment, which can be seen as an essentialist ‘theoretical
rattonalization’ (Leeuwen and Wodak, 1999). The focus 1s on the Romanies themselves,
rather on the activities they are involved . Romanies do the things they do because that
is the way they are As the analysis of this extract has shown, this leads to a number of
inferences regarding on one hand, the way the Romanies are and on the other hand, what
Romanies do. These two dimensions are not separate, one 1s invoking the other Any
other explanation for their behaviour is put aside for example, they steal because they
are Romanies and they are Romanies, therefore they steal, they are lazy etc. On one
hand, the category ‘Romany’ or ‘Gypsy’ 1s used 1n order to argue for the way Romanies
are, and on the other hand, 1s used in order to argue for what they do This is an
ideological double binding, from which Romanies cannot escape and which will be

explored further 1n this chapter.

In line 420 the interviewer seems to be asking for a clanfication: ‘From their nature?
and proposes a different label to summarise what Sandra has just said This new
‘formulation’ is immediately taken up by Sandra who continues from where the

nterviewer has left: ‘From their nature!® (.) there 1s () there 1s something () they don’t

B This “from their nature’ together with ‘there 15 something’ and the uncompleted ‘they don’t like’ places
Sandra within the realm of ‘essenualist’ talk (Fuss, 1989, Verkuyten, 2003) The reference to their ‘nature’
places the Romames outside what 1s commonly known as ‘culture’” Most frequently, ‘nature’ 1s thought as
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Iike (.) that’s why 1t 1s said that the gypsies are ‘koszos’’ (lines 421-422). The word that
Sandra uses to describe the gypsies 1s not a Romanian word, but an Hungarian word It 1s
a rather general practice 1n Transylvanma to use sometimes Hunganan words to convey
some meanings that a seermmngly equivalent Romanian word does not convey. The same
happens here where Sandra uses the more extreme term ‘koszos’ to express and ascribe a
moral quality of the Romanies instead of the milder Romaman equivalent ‘murdar’

literally translatable into ‘dirty’

As when giving her first explanation, there 1s again a sense of slight reluctance and slight
ambiguity 1n talking 1n essentialist terms that accompames her comment ‘there 1s
something (.) they don’t like ()’ This 1s nevertheless turned mto a more direct

expression and characterisation of Romanies 1n terms of an essential moral quality.

Note the shift from talking about ‘living in dirt’ to the more extreme way of ascribing an
essenttal moral quality to the Romanies through the use of ‘koszos’. What cannot (or
should not be) stated 1n Romaman 1s stated 1n Hunganan. There 1s a shift and upgrade
from an 1nner personal disposition linked with a ‘way of life’ (‘living 1n dirt’) to a more
extreme ascription of an intrinsic moral quality of Romanies. The imphcation of this
upgrading 1s that ‘dirt’, ‘filth’ 1s not only something that Romanies like living 1n, it 1s
something that 1s essentially part of their being, 1t 1s what they are. The upgrade 1n 1tseif
does not account for the extremuty of these comments, but what accounts for 1t 1s rather
the implicit symbolic assumptions linked behind a term such as ‘dirt’ or ‘filth’ As
Krnisteva has argued, ‘filth 1s not a quality 1n itself, but it appltes only to what relates to a
boundary and, more particularly, represents the object jettisoned out of that boundary, its
other side, a margin’ (1982, p. 69).

This 1s a fierce example of dehumanmization, an extreme form of depersonalization, as
Romanies are portrayed as ‘somehow less than human’ (Billig, 2002a, p. 185), as abject,
as horrible by the standards of ‘civilized” society (note also the presentation of this as
knowledge-in-common, as something of a common-place). This way of depicting the

Romanies reinforces a view of Romanies as residual, as discardable, as something that

being the opposite of ‘culture’ One refers to ‘nature’ when one wants to convey the idea that the
characteristics of humans are to be thought of as instinctual, wrepressible, unchangeable, immutable As
Creswell (19296) suggested, ‘nature also means the essence of something’ (p 158) and, 1n this context, 1s a
powerful rhetorical means to cast Romanies beyond the moral order
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needs ‘cleaning’. ‘Pollution’ 1s to be seen as a type of danger. There 1s an implicit
allusion to the 1dea that they are a ‘threat’ to order, to cleanliness. But 1t 1s not just lack
of cleanliness that causes abjection, but ‘what disturbs identity, system, order ... does not

respect borders, positions, rules’ (Knsteva, 1982, p. 4).

Romanies are thus ‘matter out of place’, beyond the boundaries of the acceptable. As
Mary Douglas (1966; see also Sibley, 1992) suggests, dirt 1s matter ‘out of place’ As
Sibley (1995, see also Kristeva, 1982), has pomnted out, ‘the hovering presence of the

abject grves 1ts significance in defining relationships to others’ (p. 8).

Thus, 1t defines and justifies exclusion by defining Romanies as ‘residual’, beyond what
18 acceptable. The implicit message 1s that such carners of danger are to be cast away
{(and outside from) where orderly Iife 1s conducted and outside society’s bounds One
could argue that this way of talking 1s part of a specifically eliminatiomst belief system
(see Goldhagen, 1998; Billig, 2002a). One could argue that the delegitmizing and
dehumanizig prermises' for an ‘elimmationist’ conclusion are m place. ‘Eliminationist’
concerns are something that cannot be aired directly, but are nevertheless implicitly
contained 1 the premises. Following Billig (1999a), one could arguc that a process of
‘social repression’ of immorality that 1s always present on the edge of over-imposing
morahity 1s at stake here. There 1s an 1deological struggle and moral tension between the
requirements of a rational discourse of ‘cultural’ differences and an 1urattonal
elimnationist ‘discourse’, which ultimately places them beyond moral order and
excludes them from ‘civilized’ society At the same time, this 1deological tension also
points to whatever 1s socially forbidden and must not be uttered, but instead needs to be

repressed.

One can get a sense of how the previously analysed ‘rhetorical power of essentialism as
an expression of disapprobation and disparagement’ (Fuss, 1989, p. x1) together with the
power to represent the Romanies as abject, as residual, as a threat to order, less than
human and transgressing reasonable bounds are used by Sandra in order to build an
ideological representations of Romanies rooted 1n an ‘essentialist’ and ‘eliminationist’

constellation of views As I hope to have shown, this 1s a very suggestive example of

" It should not be forgotten that to dehumanize and delegitirmze the Romanies means also to legiimate
their persecution
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how loathing and bigotry are not be seen as restricted to the dynamics of the self or to
some kind of underlying cognitive factors, but as bemng discursive through and through.
As Billig suggests, ‘to understand the nature of bigotry, one needs to pay close attention
to what bigots say and 1n particular, to the ideology of bigotry’ (2002b, p. 202). The
particular extreme descriptions that Sandra uses are ideological insofar as they are not
only part of an argument about contemporary society, but also ‘evoke discursive history’

(Wetherell, 2001, p. 389), current, but also past social relations'’.

‘Ambivalence’ towards Tudor and Funar

In the previous section, I have looked at some of the ways in which speakers from the
‘supporting Tudor and Funar’ category talked about the Romanies when discussing a
range of controversial 1ssues. As the previous analysis has shown, the participants’
‘imagining’ of Romanies has extreme exclusionary and blaming effects. This
‘imagiming’ excludes the Romanies from membership in the category ‘civilized’ and
casts them beyond what 1s ‘reasonable’ 1n contemporary society together with blaming
‘them’ for the way things stand. When looking at how participants from the ‘supporting
Tudor and Funar’ category talked about Romanies one has a mixture of ‘culture
discourse” and a ‘racial discourse’ which rest on the foundation of an ‘eliminationist’
belief system A discourse of ‘culture’ as mentality, as a way of being n the world 1s
mtertwined with an ‘essennalist” discourse and a discourse with  ‘elimnatiomst’
connotations. One could place the interplay between ‘cultural’ discourses and
‘essentialist’ discourses on one hand, and the nterplay between ‘essentialist” discourses
and ones with ‘eliminationist’ connotations on the other hand'®, within the ideological
tensions of displaying reasonableness and at the same time expressing extreme

prejudiced views.

1> One can thus understand how processes such as social exclusion are part and parcel of the 1deological
‘gractlcal or material efficacy of discourse’ (Wetherell, 2001, p 391)

%1 do not necessarily see these types of discourses as separate, discrete entities As the analysis has
shown, the discourse of ‘culture’ 1s very much based on ‘essentialist’ assumptions, as the discourse of
‘nature’, the discourse of ‘essence’ has as its backdrop 1n assumpuons of ‘culture’ The discourse based on
an ‘eliminationist’ behef system rests on both types of assumptions, both ‘culture’ and ‘essence’ are
mvolved 1n these discursive constructions, plus an array of symbolic assumptions {for example the
reference 10 Romames being ‘dirt’) If the essenualist ‘defimtions’ of Romanies are all ‘relattonal and
based on constructed cultural differences” (Sampson, 1993, p 87, my emphasis) under the control of the
dominant group, the elununationist ascriptions constitute a dental of the existence of Romanies as a ‘moral
object and a moral subject’” (Bauman, 1950, p 25)
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I would argue that one could have expected such extreme talk about Romanies from
participants that overtly ‘support’ night-wing extremists such as Tudor and Funar. But
what about those participants who were classed as ‘ambivalent’ towards Tudor and
Funar? What are the ways 1n which they describe the Romanies when accounting for a
range of controversial 1ssues and what are the social and 1deological effects of therr

descriptions?

The same processes of excluding Romanies from ‘civilized’ society grounded on a
discourse of ‘culture’ as mentality intertwined with an ‘essentialist” and ‘eliminationist’
discourse was also identified 1n the accounts of those who were ‘ambivalent’ towards
Tudor and Funar and whose talk about the Hungarians was previously analysed. As in
the case of the participants supporting Tudor and Funar, through the enhabited character
of exclusionary language, participants in the ‘ambivalent’ towards Tudor and Funar
category, a ‘language game’ was constructed, a form of life was perpetuated which
deprives the Romanies of any genuine moral standing in the world. This ‘language
game’ of exclusion and closure, of denying coevalness (Fabian, 1983; see also Sampson,

1993) 1s part and parcel of a *habitus’ of dominance and bigotry

I will continue by looking at how all the above concerns can be encountered when
participants in the ‘ambivalent’ towards Tudor and Funar category talk about the
Romanies making flexible and active use of stereotypical descriptions of Romames The
discursive process of ‘naturalizing’ the negative characteristics of Romanies, assigning
blame and ultimately, placing Romanies as abject, as a threat to order, beyond reasonable
‘bounds’ will be exemphfied with an analysis of excerpts from the same speakers whose
talk about the fairness of Tudor and Funar’s policies and talk about Hunganans was

analysed 1n the previous chapter

Constructing ‘foreignness’

In the next excerpt one can see Carla accounting for different controversial 1ssues around
Romany 1ssues. In extract 6, Carla can be seen as discussing the 1ssue of integration of
Romanies 1nto the Romanian society. The 1dea of ‘them’ being not only ‘different’, but
‘apart’ from ‘us’, outside society 1s touched upon by Carla Romanies are constructed as

‘foreign’, as endowed with the attributes of ‘foreignness’ (Knsteva, 1991)

227




Extract 6, interview 2

[Discussing the 1ssue of the integration of Romanies 1nto society]

65 Chras Mm { } what should be done, y'know, to solve this problem ( )

66 of integration { } of { ) y¥'know®

67 Carla Hhh ( ) I don’t know { ) diffacult hhh () I don’t know () so, it
68 would be difficult ( ) difficult to get them {0 4) very difficult
69 () so () always, so they've lived () separately from the rest { )
70 I mean, in colomies { ) and { ) °I don't know® ( ) very difficult
71 () I don't know 1£ { ) hehh ( } »they will be ever ( } integrated«
72 (0 2) (smiley wvoice)

73 Chris uh huh

74 Carla into society

75 ()

65 Chras Mm { } Ce ar trebui ficut, stiu eu, pentru a rezclva aceastd

66 prceblemd ( ) a integrarii ( } a {( ) stiu eu>

67 Carla Hhh { } Nu stiu { ) greu hhh () Nu stiu () deci, ar

68 f1 greu { } greu sd-1 poti (0 4) foarte greu

59 {) decy () totdeauna, deci e1 au trait ( } separat de restul { )
70 decy, In colonia { ) 51 () °nu staiu® { )} foarte greu

71 { ) nu stiu dacd { ) hehh () >vrecdatd ( ) ar putea fi1i integratic
72 {0 2) {(smiley voaice)

73 Chrig uh huh

74 Carla in societate

75 ()

In extract 6, Carla is trying to offer an image of the Romanies based on a repertoire of
culture as ‘way of living’. Carla has difficulties 1in providing a clear answer on the 1ssue
of what should be done to solve the integration of Romanies. Her answer 1s accompanied
both by implicit, but also explicit signs of difficulty in lines 67-68: “.Hh (.) I don’t know
(.) difficult hhh () I don’t know (.) so, 1t would be difficult (.) difficult to get them (0 4)
very difficult (.)’. By looking at Carla’s response 1t can be said that this is not an easy

answer.

In lines 69-70 Carla provides an example of lack of integration m the form of a narrative:
‘so (.) always, so they’ve lived () separately from the rest (.) I mean, 1n colomes (.)
According to Buttny, ‘narratives function as an account by verbally reconstructing a
temporal sequence of particular events and the actor’s part in them so as to justify
actions’ (1993, p. 18) As Mandelbaum (1993) notes, events themselves do not lay

blame Rather, Carla constructs events as negafive 1n order to accomplish blaming'”

7 Paying attention at the fact that Carla uses an extreme case formulatton (efways) when uttering her
statement, leads to the 1dea that Carla 1s not merely reporting a (possible) cause of the difficulty of
mtegration, but she 15 instead giving some sort of evidence to defend and justify the 1dea that the matter of
mtegration 1s a difficult one And the kind of evidence that Carla gives 1s not any evidence, but seems like
the ultimate evidence that resolving integration 1s a ‘difficult’, indeed a ‘very difficult’ matter to resolve
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The term ‘always’ (totdeauna) gives to the behaviour of Romanies the character of a
regular, routine reactron, rather like a ‘bad habit’'®. As Pomerantz (1986, p 228) points
out, ‘proportional measures reporting the frequency or prevalence or practices are used to
propose and substantiate the rightness and wrongness of those practices’ In Carla’s case,
this serves to portray the ‘maximum’ character of the state of affairs to which she is
refernng and also to propose behaviors as acceptable and right or unacceptable and
wrong (Pomerantz, 1986). ‘They’ve always hived separately’ marks the 1dea of ‘living
separately’ as a recurrent and consistent feature of the Romanies, as a deep-rooted
commitment to this particular pracncew. As Sacks has pomted out, “if ... you get a
statement ... ‘they always do things like that’, what’s involved ... 1s not simply that one
is proposing to have categonzed it as the actions of such people, but to have explained 1t

as well” (1995, p. 577, emphasis 1n original)

A rather stmilar process of attributing ‘foreignness’ to Romanies can be seen 1n the next
extract where Marta talks about the 1ssue of work. As the subsequent analysis will show,
endowing Romanies with the attrtbutes of ‘foreignness’ 1s accomplished in a rather
different way than 1n the previous extract Marta presents the Romanies as people with a
different ‘culture’ and lifestyle upon which ‘we’ must impose our will, which are said to
be lacking essential features of ‘civilized’ behaviour. This 1s not presented as a deep-
rooted commitment to a practice as in the case of Carla, but rather coming from a
position of a sort of ‘responsibility’ of intervening (very similar to the one encountered
within colonialist discourses) in order to change ‘their’ aloof behaviour. The interaction
15 Joined at the pomt of an exchange about ‘their” wealth and ‘palaces’. The interviewer’s
contention 1s that there are some other gypsies that are poor, as there are some who work

to earn their iving The interaction is joined when the issue of work 1s introduced

Extract 8, interview 16

'8 Using a scnipted formulation, Carla provides a normative and disposiuonal frame for understanding the
behaviour of Romanies (Edwards, 1997) Scnpt formulations are presented as 1f based on lots on instances,
and lots of people’s repeated expeniences Being a regular pattern (or presented as being a regular one), it
1s indicative of dispositional tendencies (Edwards, 2003) that can be attributed to the actors Like in the
previously analysed examples, Carla formulates what Romames do by virtue of their category
membership, locatng the blame on the side of Romames, but at the same time, constructing ‘them’ as
‘different’, as ‘outside’ society, spatially, as well as morally

12 Carla displays reluctance 1 agreeing with the 1dea of Romanies being integrated At the same time, by
using this kind of formulation she attends to the 1dea that 1t 1s dufficult to resolve the matter of integration
because of their behaviour The ‘real” problem seems to be getting ‘them’ to live with ‘us’
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[]

532 Chras As there are some of them who work ()

533 Marta Who work, yes, but there are very few of them who work ( } wmm
534 Chr:is () wvery few () and ( ) >»this 18 a matter of culturee< and () we
535 Marta are talking about nomad people, which 1s () diffaicult { Jdifficult
536 Chras () difficult to { ) but here the state 1s partly to blame, it
537 Marta should have somehow compelled them to get educated (mm) I‘m thinking
538 () slightly compelled ( } So { ) you necessarily (0.8) must do
539 such and such (mm} { ) wou necessarily must wash yourself,
540 you necessarily must clean after you, they necessarily must go
541 to school, you must learn a trade, even 1f not high-school (
542 or college, because { ) even between them there are some that have
543 { } have graduated from college ( } high-school { ) they are people
544 who are (0 4)
545 Chris Educated { )
546 Marta Yes ( } educated {mhm} ( } {(mhm}

[1]
532 Chraig =asa cum sunt unii care lucreazid ( )
533 Marta Care lucreazd da, dar foarte pufini sunt cei care lucreazd {( ) mm
534 Chras () foarte putini ( ) s1 ( } »aici e chestie de culturd< si ()
535 Marta e un popor nomad, care { ) greu { ) greu { )
536 Chras greu Il ( ) Ins3d aici are $1 statul partea lui de vini,
537 Marta trebuia cumva putin fortat sd-i educe {mm} Zic eu
538 () Putain fortat ( ) Deca () cbligatoraiu (0 8) trebuie s3 faci
539 aia (mm} obligatcriu trebuie si te spela,
540 obligatoriu trebuie 58 lagi curat dupd tine, obligatoriu trebuie si
541 facid gecoala ( } trebuie s3 faci o meserie, mdcar daca nu liceu { )
542 sau facultate ( ) pentru c& s1 Intre e1 sunt care au
543 () au terminat facultatea ( ) liceu ( ) sunt cameni
544 (0 4)
545 Chris Scolatr ()
546 Marta Da, scolita (mhm) ( ) (mhm)

There 1s a lot going on n this extract, but I want to focus especially on how Marta
presents the Romanies as not ‘us’, as “foreign’ to a ‘civilized’ way of being This
construction was achieved by using criteria such as ‘culture’ (line 534): “>this 1s a matter
of culture<’ and the reference to their ongin and way of bemng n the world, ‘we are
talking about nomad people’ in lines 534-535. The emphasis on ‘difference’ continues

further mto the account where one can find reference to normative deviance.

The 1ssue of normative deviance 1s introduced by 1nvoking the role that the state should
have played 1n overcoming this unspecified ‘difficulty’ with the Romanes. It 1s argued
that the state should have ‘shightly compelled’ them to get educated. The use of the
repeated ‘shightly’ 1n ’slightly compelled’ 1n relation to the state 1s an indication of the
implicit recognition of the fact that compelling someone might not be the proper thing to
do, but at the same time, given the circumstances this should have been something

‘necessary’”.

# Even 1f Marta uses the past tense 1n talking about compelling Romanzes, the imphcation of this can be
seen as applying also to the present state of affairs she ponders about
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In Iines 538-542, Marta makes reference to (general} values and norms of behaviour:’
you necessanly (0.8) must do such and such (mm) (.) you necessarily must wash
yourself, you necessarily must clean after you, they necessarily must go to school, you
must learn a trade, even 1f not lugh-school (.) or college’ If one stays with her previous
vocation of the state, then these formulations can be read as coming from an 1magining
of the state doing the normative prescription, and not necessarily from herself. At the
same time, this kind of ‘reported speech’ embedded in a lingwstic practice of
1mpersonalization works to avoid attributtons that the formulations are interested ones.
What can be seen 1s agency being divested from this version’s constructor (cf
Augoustinos et al., 2002). The modal verb ‘trebuie’ (‘must’) 1s used 1n conjunction with
‘obligatorin’ (‘necessarily’) to suggest, on an imperative note, obligation and thus to
convey a directive speech act which may be used to enact power and reproduce
dominance (Van Dyjk, 1993b) The use of normative statements can be seen as a move of
delegitimization of the Romanies, presenting them as violators of pivotal social norms

(Bar-Tal, 1989)

These kind of normative features are presented as the kind of (universal) routine features
that one should generally obeyZ'. Appeals to norms and values are an extremely powerful
rhetoncal device to construct abnormality and otherness, a sense of ‘foreignness’ and
mcongruity with a contemporary moral order Marta’s argument 1s not just about a
Romaman normative moral order, but implies an universal normative moral order of
any society, part of a prescription of what is normal and what should be counted (and
also who should be counted) as ‘normal’. As can be seen from Marta’s description, the
evaluation of ‘abnormality’ can be presented as reasonable and accurate by constructing
descriptions as factual. These descriptions make the interpretation independent from the
speaker and present abnormality as a fact, unrelated to the concerns of the observer
(Smuth, 1978; Potter, 1996a; Verkuyten, 2001)

' Norms and understandings are presented as simple common sense They are equated implicitly with
normality and as such beyond the need of discussion and definttion They are also universal norms,
something with which any reasonable person would agree This particular defimtion of ‘normality” in
terms of universal norms that are beyond breach, forms a standard for behaviour, or a point of contrast,
opens the way for justifying the discrnmmatory treatment that Romanies get and remnforcing power
relations. As Wetherell and Potter (1992, p 84) suggested, “power develops through ‘normalisation’,
through defining what 1s usual and habitual and to be expected, as opposed to the deviant and exceptional”
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Thus, every social act or behaviour that does not respond to these normative claims 1s
easily classed as ‘deviant’, ‘abnormal” without the fear of being accused of prejudice or
Judgmentalism. The 1ssue of what 1s normal, normative and routine 1s a fundamental one
m human affairs This matter 1s bound up with which actions should be treated as
accountable and which not (Potter, 1996a) I would add that this kind of descriptions
constitute a normative 1ssue not just msofar as actions are to be treated as accountable or
not, but more tmportantly as to who 1s to be held accountable for doing those actions (in
our case, Romanies are made accountable for not displaying normative behaviour. It 1s
implied that Romany behaviour does not reflect the norms and values of ‘civilized’

behav1our)22.

In lines 542-543, Marta breaks up the category Romany and 1s careful to particularize,
avoiding the impression of sweeping generalization: ‘there are some that have () have
graduated from college (.) high-school ()* What Marta does is very similar with what
van Dijk calls “apparent admissions’ (Van Dyk, 1991, p. 188), where the speaker will
mutigate a prejudiced statement about a group by conceding that 1t does not apply to all
1ts members In making claims about ‘them’ and ‘us’, about what 1s normative and what
1s not, Marta not only uses ‘theories’ of ethnicity and culture, but 1s also making claims
about herself, attempting to display discursively her own claim for ‘reasonableness’
(Billig, 1991, Van Dijk, 1992; Wetherell and Potter, 1992).

Transgression and constructing the ‘abject’

This move of ‘abnormalization’ of Romanies, of constructing the Romanies as endowed
with the attributes of ‘foreignness’ 1s taken further by Carla when answering a question
about the possible causes of discrimnation. Carla has previously discussed the 1ssue of
the existence of discrimination. Now she 1s invited to think about the possible causes of
discrimination. As demonstrated when analysing the accounts of participants ‘supporting
Tudor and Funar’, 1t 1s not just that Romanies are portrayed as ‘totally apart’, endowed
with the attributes of foreignness and cultural oddness, but they are also presented as

‘foreign’ to a ‘civilized’ way of being. In the next extract one can see Carla doing exactly

? The kind of discourse that Marta uses 1mplies a view of the world based on normative dichotormes
(normal/abnormal, good/bad) Using this kind of accounting the contrast ‘we-they’ 1s emphasized (Wodak
and Matouschek, 1993)
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that, through, on one hand placing the blame entirely on the Romanises for the existence
of discnmination, and on the other hand, through emphasising misconduct, transgressive
behaviour by the Romames which does ‘moral work’ 1n positioning Romanies as out-of-
the-normal way, to account for the abnormality of their behaviour and their incongruity

with a normative moral (and spatial) order

Extract 9, interview 2

[Discussing the causes of discrimination against discrimination]

{1

80 Chrais what do you think the causes of such dascrimination that, that you
Bl talked about are® ( )} I don't know, for example, a Romany can be
82 easily refused a job (1 2)
83 Carla °Because to me®- () s>what can I say< () »what are the causes®< (0 2)
84 raght?® I think that everythina happens because of them ( } so because
85 even they don’t want { ) so they don't have the desire (0 4} I don't
86 think that they are accepting ( } so, they would like to (0 4) to ()
87 so, »they don’t really like to work< { ) so, as far as I know,
88 >they don‘t own land to cultaivate, to farm< and when they were offered
89 a place to stay or something ( ) I saw i1t on televilsion( }
90 Chras [uh huh
91 Carla that they've put their horses in () so ()} seven 1f there were flats<
92 { ) where they managed to or (0 4) So (0 4) even them, what they
93 receive, they ruin ( } so, they don't (0 8)°they don’'t respect, that's
94 the thing* ()
95 Chris Hmm
98 {1 2)

[.]
a0 Chras Care credet}l cd sunt cauzele acestei discrimindri de, de care
g1 aminteat: ? ( } Stiu eu, de exemplu unui rom :r se poate
a2 refuza fecarte usor un loc de muncd {1 2)
a3 Carla °Pentru cd mi°- { } »ce sd zice { ) »care sunt cauzele®< (0 2}
84 nu?{ ) eu zic cid totul pornesc de la e1 ( ) deci pentru ci
85 nici ei1 nu vor({.} deci nu isi doresc (0 4) nu
86 cred cid acceptd () deci ar vrea sa (0 4) sa {(.)
a7 deci, =»loxr nu prea le place s3 munceascd< ( ) deci din céte stiu eu,
88 >n-au nicl pamantur: si cultive, si lucreze<, s1 cénd li s-au oferit
89 locuinte sau ceva ( ) am vizut la tele[vizor ( }
90 Chrais [uh huh
91 Carla ¢d s1-au bigat cair { } deca { } schiar dacid au fost apartamentec
32 {( } unde au reugit sau (0 4) deca {0 4) s1 e1 ce
93 praimesc, distrug ( )} dec:, nu (0 8)°c3d nu respectd,
94 asta e® ( }
95 Chras Hrmm
986 (1 2)

Carla’s answer does not come easily. Note the imphceit and explicit signs of difficulty in
line 83. Her answer is slightly delayed (note the ! 2 seconds pause), just at the beginning
there 1s a mus-start followed by a small pause, then a mark of explicit difficulty (‘what
can [ say’). After another small pause there 1s a contracted reformulation of the question

(‘what are the causes?’) followed by a 0 2 pause.

Then, 1n line 84, without any sign of difficulty, Carla brings forward an explanation: ‘I

think that everyting happens because of them’. Carla’s explanation of the causes of

233




discrimination 1s built around an extreme case formulatton and makes a direct reference
to 'them' (Romanies). Romanians are not present 1n her explanation and by the use of
‘everything’ Carla accomplishes a clear blaming of the Romanies® and agam, implicatly,
suggests the 1dea that discnmuination is not ‘really’ discrimination if caused by the

Romanies

What follows this, are a series of disposition formulations used to explain the categorical
statement that she has just presented. In lines 85-87, the Romanies are the grammatically

active agents (cf. Fowler, 1991; Hodge and Kress, 1993). ‘they don’t want (.) so they

don’t have the desire (0.4) I don’t think that they are accepting (.} so, they would like to
(0.4) to (.) so, >they don’t really like to work< (.)’ The Romanies are presented
exclusively as members of the ethnic group and not as individuals. As Erjavec (2001)
suggested, ‘if they are denied individual 1mages, they are also denied the opportunity to
escape the habitual portrayal of the ethnic group resting on prejudices and stereotypes’
(p 714-715). As emphasised earher 1n this chapter, using psychological dispositions
allows for providing an explanation of Romany behaviour as something rationally tied to
the way the world 1s, which 15 to say, what Romanies generally do. Denying that
discrimination ‘really’ exists is done dispositionally, as due to emblematic Romany
characteristics, presented as recogmzably essential charactenstics of the category

‘Romany’.

Starting 1n line 88 Carla goes on to talk about the issue of offering Romames ‘a place to
stay or something like that’. Notice the knowledge claim that comes just after Carla’s
statement (‘I saw 1t on television’). By using ‘I saw 1t on television’ Carla can be seen as
orienting to a distinction between who 1s at the ongin of the particular report (television)
and who is simply relaying 1t (herself). What follows 1s a very simular episode of
transgression and misconduct encountered when analysing the talk of parttcipants from

the ‘supporting Tudor and Funar’ category (see Sandra). The topic 1s the same, and as

3 1 would argue that 1t 1s not just a simple process of blamung that 1t 1s involved 1n this kind of accounts

As Pomerantz (1986) suggested, the use of this kind of extreme case formulation works to propose that “a
phenomenon 1s “1n the object’ or objective rather than a product of the interaction or the circumstances” {p

220) As Edwards (2000) has pointed out, extreme case formulations can be used for justifying factual
claams As Smuth’s (1978) semuinal work has demonstrated, they can be lhinked to ‘vanous ways of
normalizing and pathologizing people’s actions and character’ {Edwards, 2000, p 348) (see also Edwards,
1994, 1995)
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will be shown, the moral evaluative position 1s again the same, one that casts Romanies
beyond a normative moral and spatial order. The description that Carla gives 1n lines 91-
94 1s a very nteresting one ‘They’ve put their horses 1n (.) so (.) even if there were flats
(.) where they managed to or (0 4) So (0.4) even them, what they receive, they nun () so,
they don’t (0 8) °they don’t respect, that’s the thing® ()’

The first line of Carla’s story 1s an explicit formulation of transgression: ‘They’ve put
their horses 1n ()’. In what follows, the character of the impropriety 1s quite overtly
formulated: ‘so (.) even if there were flats (.) where they managed to or (0 4)" It can be
seen that by attracting attention to the idea that there were flats involved, and not any
kind of residence (and defimtely not a place to put your horses 1n), a normative standard
of behaviour 1s invoked as the basis for complaining about the behaviour of Romames.
Like Sandra did before her, Carla can be seen as orienting to the 1ssue of 1ntentional and
deliberate conduct in order to make manifest the transgression by the Romanies of
normative standards of conduct and hence to warrant her final sense of moral

indignation.

Carla does not report her emotional response, her sense of gnevance, by using a first
person assessment, but rather uses a generalized assessment ‘°they don’t respect, that’s
the thing®® Nevertheless, this kind of generalized statement (as opposed to a more
personal one) serves well as an overt mamifestation of Carla’s condemnation of

Romanies’ conduct®*.

The upshot of this kind of extreme descniptions of Romany behaviour 1s a moral
normative one that takes the 1ssue of accountability out from the realm of stake or motive
(ke 1t was the case when talking about the Hungarians) and placing it into an
‘essentialist’ and ‘delegitimizing’ realm of implicit and explicit arguments about ‘what’

and ‘how’ you are.

* Following Edwards (1997, p 98), one could argue that the kind of descriptions or narratives that both
Sandra and Carla have used are ‘actions’ precisely ‘in that they construct one sense of events rather than
another, and ‘provide for’ upshots, conclusions and so on’ I would argue that 1t 15 not just that these of
transgression narratives provide for constructing one sense of events or another, but that they also provide
for constructing the actors 1nvolved as a certain npe of people In this case, Romames are portrayed as
transgressive, as not obeying to mmmimal rules of conduct, lacking respect for property and for ‘our’ (and a
general) spatial and moral order
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A further example of this delegitimization upshot of extreme descriptions of Romantes,
of theirr exclusionary and elimnatiomist 1deological effects is to be found in the next
extract. What this next extract has in common with the previous extracts from this
section 1s a specific way of constructing an mmage of the Romantes based on a
combination of discourses of ‘culture’ and discourses of ‘nature’, portraying Romanies
as beyond the moral order. It 1s different from the previous ones (but simuilar to a specific
way of accounting encountered when looking at participants from the ‘supporting’ Tudor
and Funar category) 1n presenting the Romantes as alien to the moral order of society, as

abject, as a threat to society’s order.

Extract 10, interview 16

491 Chras Credet1 <3 ( ) fatd de romi existd multid discriminare®

492 Marta Nu existd ¢ discriminare fatd de romi, dar e

493 o repulsie (0 4} (mm) (0 4} e ¢ repulsie (mm} si1 airci ()

494 pornind (0 4) tot statul e de vind (0 8) Pentru ci

495 la romi, statul a dat importantd, sau prioritate altor

496 etnii, $1 pe dstia 1-a ldsat { } Cu toate ¢ci () siL e:

497 erau obligatl s meargd la scoald 1 { } pand in mm 1989

498 (mm) (0 8) 11 lipsa de educatie si1 probabil ci 1 s1 (1)}

499 structura lor de asa naturi ( ) ca popoer (0 8) ca popor { )}

500 Insi nu inteleg de ce Uniunea Europeand nu-1 accepti

501 agsa cum sunt{ ) Dec: de c<e 11 acceptd numai

502 romdnii® {mm) {0 4) [°Asta nu inteleg®

s02 Chris [Credet1 c& ceilalti vor si scape de e1?

504 Marta Da, baneinteles {mhmm}

491 Chras Do you think that ( ) there is much discrimination against Romanies®
492 Marta There 1s no discrimination against Romanies, but there 1is

493 a revulsicn (0 4) {mm) {0 4) 1t 1s a revulsion (hmm) and starting

494 from this (0 4) 1t 18 the state who 13 to blame (0 8) because for
495 the Romanies, the state gave importance, or priority to cther ethnic
496 groups, and these [Romanies] were left { ) even though ( } even they
197 were also obligated to go to school and ( ) until ( } mm ( ) 1989
498 {mm)}) {0 8) 1t 18 a lack of education and probably i1t 1s (1)

499 their character of such nature { ) as a people (0 8} as a people { )
500 but I don‘t understand why doesn’t the European Union accept them
501 the way they are { } So, why 1s 1t only the Remanians that accept
502 them? {(mm) {0 4) [°This I don’'t understand®

503 Chras [Do you think that others want to get rad of them®
504 Marta Yes, of course (mhmm)

In extract 10, lines 492-493, Marta starts her account with a straightforward demal of
discnnmation* “There is no discimination against Romanies, but there 1s a revulsion
(0.4) (mm) (0.4) it 1s a revulsion (hmm)’. Marta denies that there might be discrimination
agamst the Romanies, but she introduces another dimension on which the relationship
between ‘us’ and ‘them’ can be understood. The repeated use of the extreme term
‘revulsion’ can be seen as a move towards establishing the out-there-ness of disgust and

to place 1t 1n the ‘object’. Disgust 1s depersonalised, 1t is presented as something that
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‘they’ awaken Marta’s argument seems to be addressed to an ‘umiversal audience’
(Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1971) to which the idea that the behaviour of Romanies
18 disgusting 1s non-controversial. It 1s a claim for reasonableness based on the implicit
1dea that everyone would feel the same (that 1s, disgusted) about the Romanies and their

behaviour.

In this sense, Marta’s comment can be seen as a further elaboration of the insidious
elmunationist register of impurty, pollution used by participants in the ‘supporting’
Tudor and Funar category and a direct reference to Romanies’ impact on aesthetic and
moral grounds. Again, one goes back to a sense of Romamies as the ‘abject’ (Kristeva,
1982), ‘out of place’, residual matter. The emotronal correlate of the abject, of the
hormble 1s ‘disgust, an emotion that invites contempt, rejection and a withdrawal from
contact’ (Dixon, 2001, p. 597). The sense of the abject is described in visceral terms
(‘revulsion’), Nevertheless, according to Marta’s psycho-logic, revulsion has to be seen
not as something coming from an 1nner personal, psychological disposition of loathing
or abhorrence, but rather as being the effect of something that essentially resides within

Romames.”

Marta does not claim to be personally revolted by the Romanies, but talks about this
‘revulsion’ m general terms. It 1s presented as a factual comment, something independent
of the wishes and motives of the speaker Distanced or not, the ideological effect of this
comment is nonetheless that of denying ‘moral legitimacy’ to Romanies placing them 1n
the realm of the aloof, detestable ‘horror’ (Jahoda, 1999) The only possible result of this

1deological positioning 1s moral and social exclusion.

In what follows her ‘revulsion’ comment, 1n lines 493-497, Marta can be seen as
inveking the state as being to blame for leaving Romanies behind. Then, in line 498,

after a small pause, she offers a different kind of explanation: ‘it 1s a lack of education

» This 15 not necessarily to be classed as ‘hate speech’ It nevertheless hunts to mmpheit loathing,
abhorrence of the Romanies One should probably make a differentiation between expressions of ‘disgust’
and expressions of ‘hatred” Nevertheless, separate or not, disgust and hatred are constituted 1n and through
discourse As Billig (2002a, see also Billig, 2001) has argued insofar ‘hate’ 1s concerned, ‘to hate 1s not
merely, or principally, to feel something at a bodity or visceral level — but to believe and to utter particular
sorts of things about others’ (p 179)
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and probably 1t 1s (1) their character of such nature (.) as a people (0 8) as a people .
One can note that accounting is done with reference to a ‘lay sociological explanation’
{Potter and Wetherell, 1988) The lay sociological theory behind this kind of accounting
(‘lack of education’) provides a mitigation by offering reasons or causes for Romany
fallure and status, which make 1t, in a way, understandable and thus less potentially
blameworthy (Potter and Wetherell, 1988; Gill, 1993)27. To talk of ‘culture’, and not of
‘nature’ 1s to be heard as displaying sensitivity and tolerance, showing respect for
difference and appreciating others (Potter and Wetherell, 1998, Wetherell and Potter,
1992)%,

But, as demonstrated when looking at participants from the ‘supporting Tudor and
Funar’ category displays of reasonableness can be easily turned into arguments that
blame Romanies for their predicament. With some signs of difficulty, Marta manages to
continue her explanation. From ‘lacking education’ (like ‘lacking civilization’ 1n extract
2) there 15 a shift to talking about their ‘character of such nature (.) as a people (0 8) as a
people (.)’. Again, there 1s a shift from a ‘culture’ discourse to a discourse of ‘nature’
The possible existence of discrimination 1s explained through reference to the ‘moral
character’ of the Romanies ‘as people’. In a similar fashion with Sandra’s previous
characterization of Romanies (when using an explanation in terms of ‘their ancestry’,
‘their ongin’), talking about their ‘character of such nature as a people’ essentializes
therr ontological ‘being 1n the world’ (of peoples, races, nations). Again, they are

reduced to the essence of their essence 1n order to explain their behaviour.

Marta continues her comment by invoking two seemungly rhetonical questions regarding

the Romanies: ‘why doesn’t the European Union accept them the way they are (.) so,

%8 Note the uncertamnty move ‘probably’ and the implicit signs of difficulty {the scattered pauses) which
point to this being a sensitive matter, for which Marta has difficulty 1n offering an explanation It could
also be read as an orientation to the potential of her statement as being heard as extreme

7 The implicit 1dea 1s that the difference lies 1 a different process of enculturation and educational
practice This 15 very similar to the previously analyzed ‘culture’ rcpertowre In this case, thus ‘culture’
repertoire 1n the guise of ascribed ‘lack of education’ 1s used as a resource for iterpreting the behaviour
of Romames as something both psychological and sociological, something that could be possibly
considered as inherent to them, but also something determined by external factors (note Marta’s comment
on the influence of the state) As a consequence, 1t 15 not the existence of discnmination that accounts for
the behaviour, but other psychological and sociological factors (cf Potier and Wetherell, 1998)

™ As numerous discourse studies on the discourse of racism have shown, repertowres of culture have
something of the status of a socially accepted cliché They act as commonplaces (Billig, 1991), sets of
taken-for —granted and commonly used value terms
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why 1s 1t only the Romamans that accept them? (mm) (0 4)’. One can find echoes of the
same protoconspirattonal mentality 1dentified when analysing the talk of participants 1n
the ‘supporting” Tudor and Funar category (especially Sandra). As several authors have
argued (see nter alia Billig, 1987b, Byford, 2002), the regulanty of the passive and the
asking of rhetorical questions inviting protoconspirational answers, should be seen as a
strategy within the overall management of reasonableness which takes place n
protoconspiratorial discourse. But to explain what Marta 1s doing in terms of
‘protoconspirational mentality’ would be surely to miss the point and downplay the
seriousness of her argument I would argue that Marta uses the European Union as a
warrant, justification for her further condemnation of Romanies. She 1s not necessarily
making an argument about the European Umion and ‘us’ [Romanians] insofar as the
treatment of Romanies 1s concerned Her account does not hint at an 1ssue of personal
opinton or criticism levelled at the European Union and 1s not necessarily related to
assigning a nonrespectable opinion (or position) to the EU, and by contrast, a respectable
(reasonable) position which characterize ‘uvs’, but she 1s making an 1deological and

political argument that relates to the intrinsic negative quality of the Romanzes.

Marta has put forward all the premises of her argument, but she 1s stopping short of the
conclusion. One of the most important premises 1s that the (universal) moral order,
epitomized by the EU wants to ‘get nd of them’. The implicit problem seems to be then,
‘why should we be different than others?’ n our treatment of Romanies. There 1s
something that nevertheless cannot be stated, the 1dea that ‘we should get rid of them
too’ This conclusion might be unacceptable, but according to Marta’s psycho- and
protoconspirational logic 1t 1s reasonable All her argument is designed 1n such a way to
1t being drverted from the dangerous moral implication of harbouring socially forbidden

desires.

The full imphcation of Marta’s statements can be grasped if one looks at how the
interviewer understands these two questions. The intervention of interviewer 1s* ‘Do you
think that others want to get nd of them?’. Marta’s answer is a straightforward ‘yes’
followed by an emphasised ‘of course’. Offering such an answer, Marta implicitly agrees

with the interviewer’s formulation ‘get rid of them’. This 1s a rather extreme way of
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talking which has ‘elimmnatiomst’ connotations, but 1t 1s said that 1t 1s ‘others’ that want

to ‘get nd of’ the Romanies, not ‘us’?,

Following Michael Billig, I would argue that 1n order to analyse ideologies of exclusion,
one should not merely look for the themes which are presented as ‘common sense’, but
also for what 1s commonsensically left unsaid and what 1s assumed to be beyond
controversy (Billig, 1997a). In this case, what seems to be beyond controversy, what 1s
assumed 1s that Romanies are so bad that no one wants them (not even ‘us’ who claim to
be ‘reasonable’). What 1s left unsaid, what cannot be uttered 1s ‘our’ desire to ‘get rid of
themn’. It is not only that this kind of accounting affords a reading 1n terms of what 1s left
unsaid, beyond controversy, but why this 1s so. Following this line of thought, then, one
can link the implications of Marta’s accounting to an orientation to a climate of opinion
‘about the boundanes between acceptable and non-acceptable opinion’ (Billig, 1987b, p.
133).

The collaborative claim about ‘others’ wanting to ‘get nd of them’ is 1n fact a double-
claim (Bilhg, 1992), for ‘we’ {[Romanians] are also implicitly hinted at. The Romanians’
socially forbidden desires have been dropped out of the conversation Romantans are not
seeking to get nd of Romanies: 1t is the others that, beyond doubt, harbour this kind of
immoral thoughts. The ingredients of repression’ are present. One can see how the two
participants in this interview interaction on the issue of Romanies are not only
repreducing and alluding to moral and societal norms, but are also reproducing immoral
temptations which are routinely resisted and repressed. Repression itself need not be
understood 1n biological terms, ‘if one assumes that socially inappropriate responses or
thoughts, rather than biological urges, constitute the objects of repression’ (Billig, 19992,

p. 254) It is the process of ‘social repression’ (Billig, 1999a) that becomes the focus of

2 As when accounting for nationalism insofar as the Hungarians were concerned, nationalism was seen as
a charactenstic of ‘theirs’, not ‘ours’, mn a simular fashion the exclusion of Romanies s seen as something
that ‘others’ want to do, not ‘ns’

% As Billig (1997¢) suggests, it 15 not very often that you see discursive psychologists using
psychoanalytic concepts. Only occasionally, the ‘repressed repression can be detected lurking on the edges
of analysis’ (p 143) For example, Billig (1992, p 106-108) analysing at how English farmlies talk about
the Royal famuily, using the nouon of ‘projection’ to explain how speakers disclaim their own racism and
denying that the Royal Famuly (in not allowing their heir to the throne to marry a non-white) 1s racist
Billig’s analysis suggests that ‘racism’ 1s projected onto others As he argues, ‘there 1s a projection within a
projection’ (p 108) Therr own desire 1s dented and ‘projected on to the Queen, and then 1t 1s projected
back onto the public’ (1bid, p 108) For another example of how psychoanalytic concepts are used by
discursive psychologists see Wetherell and Potter (1992, p 54)
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attention, process that gets constrtuted through routine discursive interaction, within the

shared discursive ideological practices of avoidances and absences.

There 1s an 1deological struggle and moral tension between the requirements of a rational
discourse of ‘cultural” differences and an irrational eltminationist ‘discourse’ Here, as 1n
the other analysed cases, there 15 a strong sense that there is something that cannot be
drrectly stated Following Billig (1999a), one could argue that there is a ‘repressed’,
unstated reference to ‘us’ harbouring socally forbidden desires insofar Romanies are
concerned These desires which must be repressed ‘will reflect whatever 1s socially

forbidden and whatever might not be uttered’ (1bid , p. 254)31

As shown when analysing participants from the ‘supporting” Tudor and Funar category,
‘eliminationist’ concerns are something that cannot be stated directly. Discourse with
‘eliminationist’ connotations directed towards the Romanies 1s, 1n most cases, the
outcome of 1deological descriptions of Romanies. As Kristeva (1982) argues, what (and
who) 1s defined) as abject 1s to be ‘radically excluded’, but it 1s nevertheless always a
presence. It can never be completely removed This leads the way to the enactment of a
sort of ‘uncanny strangeness’ (Kristeva, 1991, p 182; see also Freud, 1953)32, a sort of

hypochondnac anxiety and uneasiness 1n relation to a ‘foreign body’.

‘Opposing’ Tudor and Funar

In the previous sections I have looked at some of the ways in which speakers from the
‘supporting Tudor and Funar’ category and the ‘ambivalent towards Tudor and Funar’
category talked about the Romanies when discussing a range of social issues. As the
previous analysis has hopefully shown, there were no striking differences between the
way those who straightforwardly supported Tudor and Funar and those who were

ambivalent towards their policies talked about the Romames. The topic of their talk

3 Moreover, as Billig (2002a) observes, ‘what 1s socially forbidden can become an object of desire and
pleasure If there are taboos on the expression of bigotry 1n contemporary society, outward prejudice may
take the form of a forbidden pleasure Bigotry, then, becomes a temptatuon’ (p 185)

2 As Kristeva notes, ‘delicately, analytically, Freud does not speak of foreigners he teaches us how to
detect foreignness in ourselves’ (1991, p 191) It 1s not only that Freud has taught us how to detect
foreignness 1n ourselves, but also, and probably more importantly, he has taught us to look at foreignness
m others, how to construct the ‘others’ as perpetual recipients of foreignness and how to ‘repress’ socially
forbidden thoughts related to ‘removing’ foreignness and the ‘foreign body’ from the boundares of our
self (group) and our space
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might have been different, but not the overall emphasis on placing Romanies beyond
reasonable bounds, beyond the moral order. As I hope to have shown, one can 1dentify a
muxture of ‘culture discourse’ and a ‘racial discourse’ which rest on the foundation of an
‘eliminatiomst’ belief system 1 would argue that 1n both cases, there was an 1deological
struggle between the requirements of a rational, moral discourse of ‘cultural’ differences

and an irrational eliminatiomst ‘discourse’

The question now 1s what one can find when one looks at how participants from the
‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ category talk about the Romanies? Theoretically, one would
expect to find a different discourse when looking at the opponents at extremist ideology
and 1ts representatives. Nevertheles, as shown when analysing their discourse about the
Hungarians, tolerance is easily turned into intolerance As argued in chapter seven,
placing Tudor and Funar’s policies on ‘the other side’ of the moral boundary beyond the
reasonableness and moralty of fair-minded people, opens the way for the expression of
common-place nationalism and ‘reasonable’ blaming of Hungarians. The same placing
of Tudor and Funar ‘beyond reasonableness’ allows the expression of something more
extreme and at the same time, more dangerous when it comes to talk about the
Romanies. Whilst 1n the case of the Hunganans the blaming was ‘reasonable’, when 1t
comes to talking about and describing the Romanies one can see the enactment of a very

different story, one with different political, 1deological contours and effects

As 1n the case of the participants ‘supporting Tudor and Funar’ and those ‘ambivalent
towards Tudor and Funar’, a very similar expression of moral exclusionary discourse
(Opotow, 1990) is to be found when analysmg the discourse of those ‘opposing Tudor
and Funar, embedded in the similar use of various discursive and rhetorical strategies
designed and used not only to blame the Romanies, but also to position them beyond the
moral order, to cast them beyond reasonable bounds by presenting them as ‘beyond
difference’, as abject, as ‘less than human’. A discourse of dehumamzation and
delegitimization 1s again at play, one that portrays the Romanies as a ‘threat’, as matter

out of place, ‘polluting’ our moral and physical space.

This section will be dedicated to explonng some of the above 1deological constructive

processes. I will focus my attention on offering a critical analysis of the active use of
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stereotypical descriptions encountered when listening to the participants 1n the ‘opposing

Tudor and Funar’ category talk about the Romanies and Romany related 1ssues

Dilemmas of reasonableness and prejudice

My first example 1s an excerpt from a previously used interview (interview 5) in which
one can sec Mircea, a thirty-two year old bank supervisor (whose views on the fairness
of Tudor and Funar’s policies were previously analysed) accounting for the existence of
Romanian prejudices against the Romames. This 1s very mice example of how, as
demonstrated 1n the two previous cases, concerns with ‘reasonableness’ are not absent
from the discourse of those ‘opposmng Tudor and Funar’. In a simular fashion to the
previously analysed discourses, there 1s a sense of an 1deological tension of displaying

reasonableness and at the same time expressing (extreme) prejudiced views

Extract 11, interview 5

241 Chris Credeti c& roménii au prejudecdti fatd de romi sau
242 nu prea®
243 Mircea Au {.)} deci romdnii au prejudecafi fatd de romi ( ) Deci
244 e1r considerd, 11 considerd ca ( )} Deci ei sunt
245 hot1i, sunt deca ( ) si asta tot datoritl, s: a noastri, in mare
246 mdsurd cd le-am fixat o etichetare de asta de mult timp, dar 31
247 datoritd lor c& nu, nu incearcd si ei { }
248 mar ales au tot felul de organizatii { ) sunt
249 reprezentat: g1 In Parlament si ( } si la nivel lecal au
250 tot felul de organizatii, de intrajutorare, de ( } s1 nu incearci si
251 se salte, deci nu { ) deci nu vor si-s1 depdseascd propria lor
252 condatie {( ) Deci ei zice, domnule, noi suntem ( ) sdraci, suntem
253 aga cum suntem, avem copill mulfi, nu ne spdlam cd sdpunul fi
254 scump, nu facem aia cd asta { ) atunci si1 trezesc
255 asa ( ) un fel de repulsie de moment (mm) s1 cind Il vezi
256 ¢d-1 tigan, treci pe partea cealaltid (mm) desi poate
257 i1 un om necijit, cum sunt s1 rom3ni care sunt nespilati, sunt
258 s1 maghtari care-s nespilati {(mm) Dar la ei, la ei
259 este prima { ) datoritd si portulu:r lor, care atrage
260 atentia, nu poti si nu observi o tigancd, s1i a
261 limbajulur lor (mm} Deci in general au un limbaj, vorbesc foarte
262 tare () ca =8 fie vizut:r cd sunt acolo, ca si ()
263 automat, s3 trezeascid repulsie s1 s3 pleci (mm) Deci { }
264 s1 er ( } s1 nol trebule sd-1 ajutidm si1 el trebule
265 sd se ajute (mm)
[.]
241 Chrzs Do you think that Romanians are prejudiced against the Romanies or
242 not really?
243 Mircea They are ( ) So, Roman:ans are prejudiced against Rocmanies ( } So
244 they think that {( ) they thaink that they are ( } So, they are
245 thieves, they are so ( ) And this happens also because of us, to a
246 large extent, cos’ we faxed them a label for a long taime, but also
247 because of them, because they don‘t ( ) they also don't try ()
248 especially because they have all sorts of organizations ( } they are
249 represented i1n the Parliament and ( ) and at a local level they have
250 all sorts of organizations, support groups ( ) and they don’'t try to
251 raise themselves, so no { ) So, they don’'t want to surpass their own
252 condition ( } S0 they say, listen, we are ( ) poor, we are
253 as we are, we have many kids, we don’‘t use scap because it'‘s
254 expensive, we don‘t do that because of this { )} then they determine,
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right () a seort of momentary revulsicn {(mm} and when you see

that he zs a gypsy you cross to the other side (mm) even 1f maybe
he's a poor man, as there are Romanians whe are unwashed, there are
also Hungarians who are unwashed (mm) But with them, with them

1s the first ( ) also because of their clothes, which attracts the
attention, you cannot help noticing a gypsy woman, and their way of
speaking (mm) So in general they have a way of speaking, they speak
very loud ( } so they can get ncticed as being there, in crder to

{ ) automatically, to awaken revulsion so you would leave {(mm) So

{ ) them too ( ) we also have to help them and they have to help
themselves (mm)

L]

There is a lot going on this extract, but what I am after here is to offer some insights into
the ideological tension between displaying reasonableness, and at the same time,

expressing prejudiced views based on an ‘essentialist’ cultural discourse.

Mircea starts by recogmzing that Romanians are prejudiced against the Romanies
followed by a distanced account of why that 1s the case. After pomting out that
Romamans think that the Romanies are ‘thieves’, 1n lines 245-247 an overall diagnostic
of the situation 1s offered in guise of conclusion: ‘and this happens also because of us, to
a large extent, cos’ we fixed them a label for a long time, but also because of them,
because they don’t (.) they also don’t try (.)’. Mircea’s explanation of Romaman
prejudices 1s presented as an even-handed, balanced statement that tries to take into
account the realities and responsibilities of both groups in order to account for the
existence of prejudices It 1s not the Romanians, but ‘us’, ‘we’ who have ‘fixed them a
label for a long time’, but 1t is also because of ‘them’. One can see how an axiomatic
distinction between ‘us’ and ‘them’ comes together with this display of reasonableness.
As Billig (1995a) has pointed out, ‘a sense of communal identity ... 1s a prerequisite for

morality and for reason’ (p. 162).

Mircea’s even-handedness opens nevertheless the way for expressing criticism: ‘they
don’t also try’ (line 247), ‘they don’t try to raise themselves’ (lines 250-251) or ‘they
don’t want to surpass their own condition’ (lines 251-252). Note the shift from an
account 1n terms of ‘not trying’ to raise themselves to an account in terms of ‘not
wanting’ to surpass their condition. In a sequence where the Romanies are the
grammatically active agents (Hodge and Kress, 1993), a senies of disposition
formulations are used to explain the existence of Romanian prejudices against ‘them’.
Romany ‘character’ and behaviour 1s invoked 1n order to make a case not only for what

Romanies do, but also for what Romanies are.
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This 1s made clear by Mircea 1n the lines that follow. There 1s an oblique reference to
dirtiness (‘we don’t use soap because it’s expensive’) (lines 253-254) together with
direct references to the emotional and physical effect of their presence and way of being
engenders ‘a sort of momentary revulsion’ (line 255), ‘to awaken revulsion’ (line 263)
One can note that even for participants in the ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ category, the
use of the extreme term ‘revulsion’ has to be seen not as something coming from an
mner psychological disposition of loathing, but rather as being the effect of intrinsic
Romany charactenstics (their way of being (see lines 252-255), their appearance (‘their
clothes’) — Iine 260 and *way of speaking’- line 261). This 1s not an avowal of being
personally revolted by the Romanies, but rather an account that warrants the

reasonableness of being revolted.

As previously noted, this ‘revulsion’, visceral expression of the detestable, of the aloof,
of the horrible comes together with the references to the dangerous register of impurity,
uncleanness and pollution. We are back with a sense of Romanies as the ‘abject’
(Kristeva, 1982). One can find the same emotional correlate of the abject, which 1s

disgust, rejection and condescension.

This extreme way of talking 1s nevertheless accompanied by different qualifications that
are part and parcel of a display of reasonableness As previously shown, sympathy and
blame are intermingled to build a seemingly even-handed and reasonable picture of the
Romames. Oscillating between the common-places of sympathy and blame allows for
making the Romanies nevertheless accountable for their sitvation. The use of extreme
terms such as ‘revulsion’ embedded in a seemingly ‘ambivalent’ discourse 1s a means of
gomng ‘beyond difference’ 1n prescribing an ideological position for Romanies, one

which places them beyond the ‘reasonable’ bounds of society.

What at first sight is a balanced, reasonable discourse can be easily turned into 1ts
opposite. Criticizing and demgrating the Romanies, presenting them as beyond the moral
order 1s done through the intermediary of extreme descriptions The 1ssue of inter-ethnic
conflict 1s the subject of my next example. Sanda, a twenty-two year old teacher (whose
talk about the Hungartans was previously analysed) 1s the speaker and the interviewer

presses on the 1ssue of ‘responsibility’ msofar as the inter-ethmc conflict 1s concerned.

245




Extract 12, interview 9

[Discussing the interethnic conflict between Romanians and Romantes]

[.]

66 Chris Cine credefl ci este responsabll de acele conflicte { )7
67 Sanda Bine acuma [ ) referitor la tehnica fapuluil ispisitor [ )
[3:) bineinteles ci nu putem s3 aruncdm vina toatd pe ei, desi oarecum
6% poate ca am fi indreptatiti ca si () sd facem lucrul asta ()
70 de ce® pentru ci, in general, prin gradul mare de inalfabetism
71 al tiganmilor { ) al romilor { ) sunt o populatie care
72 actioneaza aga, din instinct { )} deci, mai ales din punctul de
73 vedere al viaclentei, sunt nigte oameni foarte violenti ( ) foarte
74 { ) impulsavi, foarte (.) deci acticneazi, 1ar atunci In
75 circumstantele respectiwve, cred ci vina ( ) acuma nu sunt
76 corectd, pentru cd ceea ce am zis mai inainte despre ( ) despre
77 maghiari, unde fiecare i1s1 are vina lui, acuma si arunc
78 vina numai pe taigani ( )} pe romi ( ) dar cred
79 c¥, intr-adevidr, lor li se poate atribui cea mai mare vinid ( )
(.l
(1
66 Chris Who do you thank 1s respensible for those conflicts { )?
67 Sanda Okay ( } about the scapegoat technique ( )
68 of course we cannot assign all the blame on their side, even though
69 in a way we would be entitled to { ) to do this { }
70 why® ( } because in general, through the big degree of i1lliteracy
71 among the Gypsies ( } the Romanies { ) they are a population who
72 act this way, instinctually ( ) sc, especially insofar
73 vioclence 18 concerned, they are very violent people { ) very
74 { ) 1mpulsive, very ( ) so, they act, and then, in
75 those circumstances, I think that the blame ( ) now I am not
76 playing fair, because what I previcusly said about( ) about
77 the Hungarians, where everyone has his share <f blame, now to assign
78 the blame only on the Gypsies (mm) on the Romanies ( ) but I think
79 that, indeed, 1t 13 them who should be assigned the most blame ( }

[-]

In the first lines of her answer one can discern a clear onentation to the moral
implications put forward by the question of the interviewer. There 1s an onentation from
Sanda that the question of the interviewer contains implicit criticism and also issues
linked with the accountability of the two groups insofar as the interethnic conflict 1s
concerned. This could be seen as a move of prolepsis (Billig, 1996), forestalling possible

objections before they are made clear.

Sanda’s move can be seen as a ‘brief exordium to a critical attack’ (Billig, 1996, p. 269):
‘Okay (.} about the scapegoat technique (.) of course we cannot assign all the blame on
their side, even though in a way we would be entitled to () to do this ()’. Usually
disclatmers are seen as interactional moves of displaying reasonableness and fending off
potential criticism. But, as Billig (1996) contends, there 15 a further rhetorical dimension
to the disclaimer that implies a ‘commutment to future oratory” (p. 269) In a way, the
disclaimer assures the audience, that ‘the present remarks ... are not the only ones to be

found within the speaker’s latitude of acceptance’ (p. 270). Expressions of moderation
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and extremism are not necessanly the outcome of the ‘elastic stretching of an attitudinal
latitude to encompass moderate expressions, or to a contraction which excludes the
moderate views’ (p. 270), but the outcome of changes 1n the argumentative direction of
the attitudinal expression. The shift from tolerance to prejudice, from moderation to

extremism 18 done discursively and 1s not something that can be decided beforehand

In lines 71-74, Sanda offers a series of stereotypical descriptions of Romanies n order to
explain the assigning of blame on the Romany side- ‘they are a population who act this
way, mstinctually (.) so, especially msofar violence 1s concerned, they are very violent
people (.) very (.) impulsive’ The Romanians are absent from this explanation and the
Romanies are being placed 1n an active posttion (van Leeuwen, 1996), which, as Sanda
goes on to demonstrate, has direct implications related to their ‘responsibility’ in the
conflict. This extreme way of talking based on an essentialist discourse of nature

legiimates the process of assigning the entire blame onto the Romames.

There 15 nevertheless a recognition that this 1s an unfair position msofar as a comparison
with her previous account on the Hunganans 1s concerned: ‘now I am not playing fair,
because what I previously said about (.) about the Hungarians, where everyone has his
share of blame, now to assign the blame only on the Gypsies (mm}) on the Romanies (.)
but I think that, indeed, 1t 1s them who should be assigned the most blame ()’ (lines 75-
79). Note that she does not claim that ‘they’ are a problem (or the problem, for that
matter), but her display of reasonableness and tolerance nevertheless constructs
Romanies as problematic and ‘essentially’ blameworthy One can see how displays of

reasonableness, tolerance are followed by a conclusion actually based on intolerance.

The speaker’s profession of tolerance can be easily turned into an expression of
ethnocentnism and prejudice One can see how prejudice 1s aclueved from a position of
tolerance. Commenting on Michael Billig’s use of the notion of tolerance, Karen
Henwood argues that ‘the problem with this notion of tolerance is that it ymplicitly
assumes that there 1s, indeed, something about minonity groups which is to be tolerated’
(1994, p 45) Elsewhere, Henwood and Phoenix (1996) (see also Husband, 1986)
conclude that ‘the concept of tolerance has 1ts own limitattons, since 1t presupposes a
hierarchy rather than an equality of difference’ (p 852) As Sanda, and other participants

before her, have argued for, is the 1dea that what 1s to be tolerated is ‘their’ alien, aloof
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way of lhife, ‘their’ behaviour and ‘their’ being in the world which does not ‘match’

‘ours’.

As a number of academic studies have shown, people tend to present themselves as
overwhelmmngly 1n favour of equal nights, tolerance and fair treatment (see inter alia,
Cochrane and Buillig, 1984; van Dijk, 1984, 1987, Wetherell and Potter, 1992). Equality
and tolerance have become common-places (Billig, 1987a), arguments of principle that
are beyond questioning Nevertheless, one could argue that there is an ideological
dilemma between displaying tolerance and at the same time expressing prejudiced views,
which needs to be resolved As the previously analysed extracts from the participants 1n
the ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ category have shown, there 1s a sense of an orientation
to egalitarian norms, presenting yourself (or the in-group for that matter) as tolerant
through displaying reasonableness and some sort of sensibility regarding overt
mamifestations of ethnic bias Like 1n the previously analysed talk about Hungarians, a
standpoint of reasonableness and shared stereotyping 1s the yardstick against which the

comments against the Romanies are mounted.

As I hope to have shown with the examples that I have provided, this avowal of
reasonableness and tolerance coming from the participants 1n the ‘opposing Tudor and
Funar’ category has as 1ts backdrop an essentialist discourse of ‘nature’ and ‘culture’
Disposition-talk and the discourse of ‘nature’ work together to essentialize, to abstract
the stereotypical charactenistics attributed to the Romanies. They are being assigned
different qualities and these qualities are then used to denote them (van Leeuwen,
1996)>*. The ways in which categories and predicates are associated are participants’
resources for building divisions between ‘us’ and ‘them’. At the same ttme, 1t constructs
a contrast between ‘our’ way of being and ‘their’ way of being, to ultimately decide into
which category ‘Romanies’ do nghtfully belong What I am after here, 1s not necessarily

describing and making an inventory of these qualities (1n their vast majority) negative,

# Participants establish a ‘tie” between membership 1n the category ‘Romany/or Gypsy™ and the qualities
attributed to 1t Inside this documented naturalizing, essentializing discourse of ‘nature’, category-predicate
‘ties’ that could be treated as occasioned, contingent and defeasible are presented and made by the
participants to stand as immutable, as (their) nature, as once for all ascriptions This way of describing the
Romanies and warranting descriptions 1s part and parcel of a situated (1declogical) activity of fixating
meaning
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assocrated with the category ‘Romany’, but looking at their specific pohtical and

1deological effects

Being in/out of place

Even for the participants 1n the ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ category the answer to the
previously raised concern seems to be clear: ‘they’ [Romanies] are not like ‘us’
[Romamans] and ‘they’ don’t belong with ‘us’. As emphasised in the short introduction
to this chapter, the place of Romanies 1n (Romanian) society depends on the symbolic
place they are assigned when participants describe them. As the next extract will try to
show, concerns with being 1n/out of place constitute an important rdeological concern in
casting the Romanies beyond the moral order Thus, one ought to consider the
stereotypical ideological representations of the Romanies within a broader concern for

the locatedness of this ‘Othering’ process.

Extract 13, interview 9

(1]

162 Chris Care credetl cd sunt cauzele discrimindrii remilor { ) 1atd, Uniunea
163 Eurcpeand c¢onsiderd ¢& In Romdnia romit sunt discriminati pe
164 gcard largd, care ar fi cauzele®
165 Sanda fn primul rand datoritd faptului, si nu ultim ci el erau o
166 populatie migratocare, deci eir nu igsi gisesc locul nicliera
167 { ) indaferent in ce tarid a lumii vom merge cred c¢i vom gisi tigani,
168 el sunt genul de cameni care se Impristie, care sunt asa ca ©
169 caracatitd care Incearcid sd-si extindid ( ) s3-31 extindid ( }
170 Chris Tentaculele®
171 Sanda Da, tentaculele ( ) dar nau ( ) nu au un sediu al lor, un pamant al
172 lor ca s& fie stabil:i, tocmai datoritd faptului ca
173 erau aga migratori $i1 ( } iIn permanentd sunt foarte mulfai
174 imigranta tigani ( ) dsta ar fi unul dintre aspecte (mm) pentru care
178 1-ar putea pravi asa { ) 51 dincolo de toate acestea si nu uitdm
176 cd, privind inapci in inchisori, in penitenciare, el sunt
177 ce1l mai1 ( ) populatia dominantd acolo { ) 51 atunci, n-ar mar fi
178 catalogatl ( ) dacid acolo sunt atadtia, normal ei sunt
179 celr care ( )} e1 sunt cile negre ale societitii { ) e motivul pentru
180 care 11 discraimindm (mm) ( )

[..]
162 Chras wWhat do you think are the causes of discrimination against Romanies
163 { ) The European Union c¢onsiders that in Romania the Romanies are
164 widely discriminated, what would be the causes®
165 Sanda First of all because of the fact, let’s not forget that they were a
166 migratory population, so they are not finding their place anywhere
167 { } 1n any country you would go I think that you would find gypsies,
168 they are the type of people who are spreading {( } who are like an
169 octopus who tries to spread ( ) to spread ( )
170 Chris Its tentacles®
171 Sanda Yes, tentacles ( } but they don’t { } they don’t have a resadence, a
172 land of theirs in order to be stable, just because of the fact that
173 they were so migratory and ( } permanently there are a lot of
174 gypsies immigrants { )} this would be one of the aspects (mm) because
175 they are seen like this ( } and beyond all this, let’s not forget
176 that, looking back at the prisons, in penitentiaries they are the
177 most ( ) the dominant population there ( } And then, they wouldn't
178 be labelled (.) but 1f there, there so many ( } normally they are
179 those who ( ) they are the black sheep of society ( ) this 1s the
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180 reason why we discriminate them (mm) { )

The question of the interviewer touches on another controversial 1ssue, that of the causes
of discmmunation agamnst the Romanies. Before giving up the floor to Sanda the
interviewer offers the example of the European Union who thinks that the Romanies are

being widely discnminated 1n Romania

Sanda does not seem to offer a straightforward yes or no answer, nor to comment on the
mtervention regarding the discnmination of Romames 1in Romama from the vantage
peint of the European Union. It looks Iike Sanda 1s offering an imphcit agreement with
the idea that Romanies are being discriminated against and what she starts doing 1n line
165 is to offer justifications for her position. Note that, as 1n some of the other cases
where discrimination was discussed, it is not the moral implication of the existence of
discimination (1nsofar as the Romanians are concerned), which 1s touched upon when
explaining 1ts causes, but instead 1t 1s pointed to Romanies being the cause of such

discrimination.

One can see how an universal ‘1magined community’ of nation-states embedded withmn
an historical account of ‘migratory’ practice is the backdrop against which the out of
place-ness and the non-belonging of Romanies are being justfied: ‘they were a
mugratory population, so they are not finding their place anywhere () 1n any country you
would go I think that you would find gypsies’ (lines 165-167). Sanda 1s placing the
Romany ‘way of being’ within the umversalities of an ‘imagined’ national space and
within the ‘history’ of ‘their’ specific ‘nomadic’ practice. The use of ‘anywhere’, ‘in any
country’ together with the formulation ‘they are not finding their place”™ are rhetoncally
powerful formulations that work to position the Romanies at the same time, as not
having a place (a country) of therr own, but also as being ‘out of place’, having
difficulties settling down. The Romany 1dentity is thus invested with a ‘mythological’
meaning and made problematic inside the ‘secure’ social space of the ‘international
world of nations’ (Billig, 1995a). The mmplied ‘abnormality’ of Romanies and 1ts

justification 1s based on a ‘banal’ contemporary ideological common sense of a ‘settled’,

* This can be understood as both meaming, they have difficulty 1n fitting, but also as not having their own
place to settle
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established, fixed and unchangeable moral order of ‘nations’ that helps denigrating an

opposed 1deology of migration and ‘nomadism’

Even if they are recogmzed as a population, a nation, as people, they are seen as not
having a (national) place of their own: ‘they don’t () they don’t have a residence, a land
of therrs in order to be stable™, Just because of the fact that they were so migratory and
(.) permanently there are a lot of gypsies immugrants (.)’ (line 171-174) The Romanies
are again endowed with mmplicit mythical characteristics associated with an 1deology of
‘nomadism’, which play an important part in the representation of Romanies as
deviant and not belonging to 'society’. The previous sense of ‘therr’ implied non-
conformity, ‘reactivity’ and ‘violent reaction’ 1s magmfied by an implied threat of a
nomadic lifestyle, notwithstanding the fact that many Romanies are sedentary A
normative ‘spatial ethnc’ is used to legislate against the ‘spatial ethic’ held by the
Romames themselves. At the same time, pointing to the ‘location’ (or should I say, to the
lack of location) of Romanies places them on the ‘uncivilized’ margins, on the

boundaries of ‘our’ spattal and moral world.

As Sibley has suggested, ‘in order to establish the threateming nature of the
outsider group, it is necessary to attribute to 1t mythical charactenstics which
dehumanise and legitimate exclusion or expulsion’ (1992, p. 120) This is what Sanda
seems to be doing 1n what could be seen as the gist of her previous negative descriptions:
‘they are the black sheep37 of society (.) this 1s the reason why we discriminate them
(mm)( )’ (lines 179-180) Even 1f at first sight, one could argue that this argument refers
specifically to the Romamian society, one could offer another reading that extends it at a
more general, umversal level. Both the locatedness and the generality of her argument
are of major importance It 1s hike implying that they are the ‘black sheep’ not only here,
but they are the ‘black sheep’ everywhere Their ubiquity, their ommnipresence 1s

emphasized, together with the ubiquity of their negative characteristics.

**A nice example 1s Barnes, Auburn, & Lea (1998) Using interviews with the police as textual data, the
authors have analyzed representations of travelling people in the south of England, revealing how
constructions of travellers as ‘transients’ were used to jusufy practices of surveillance, control and
exclusion

%8 In the sense of settling down

%7 The expression ‘black sheep’ 15 a literal translation and has the same meaning, connotation 1n both
Romaman and Enghsh language
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One can see how place-1dentity becomes a resource for naturalizing the characternistics of
Romanies and at the same time, a resource for exclusionary action. One could also argue
that 1t works to justify and normalize the moral implications of the ‘local’ discriminatory
policies directed towards the Romanies. In order to fully understand what 1s going on,
one should look at the ideological position from which this account 1s spoken, the
position from which the presence of Romanies 1s considered (cf. Dixon and Durrheim,
2000). This voice 1s the voice of an ‘insider’, someone who speaks, not necessarily from
within ‘his’ [Romaman] community, but from within the universal commumty of the
‘civilized’, the ‘settled’, the ‘normal’ and the ‘reasonable’. ‘Humanity’ is not denied to
the Romanies, but they are invested with the wrong sort of humamty As Rorty has
cogently put 1t, “the force of ‘us’ 1s, typically, contrastive 1n the sense that 1t contrasts
with a ‘they’ which 1s also made up of human beings - the wrong sort of human
beings” (1989, p 190).

The symbolic place that 1t 1s assigned to the Romanies, the symbolic physical and moral
boundarnes, which 1t 1s said and shown that they transgress,”® has important implications
for the process of ‘Othering’. As noted 1n the introduction to this chapter, a group can be
it the ‘wrong’ place if the stereotype locates 1t elsewhere (Sibley, 1995). Insofar as the
Romanies are concerned the stereotype does not match the symbolic (and physical) place
1n which Romanies are located. The stereotype locates them on the margins, as nomads,
as perpetual ‘strangers’. As the Jews before them (until the nineteenth century at least),

the Romanies are the eternal strangers 1n anybody’s land

There seems to be a problem with the designation of a proper place for the Romanies.
The ‘banal’ language evocative of fear, disgust, withdrawal from contact engenders a
fixed, stereotypical, immutable 1deological representations of Romanies with extreme
political and social consequences. The implication of this difficulty with designating a
place for the Romames together with the reference to an unchangeable stereotypical
essence 1s that they are not just in the ‘wrong place’, but actually that there 1s no place

for them!

* David Sibley (1992, 1995) whose work has helped to clarify the sigmificance of boundanes for group
processes talks about what he terms the ‘sin’ of boundary transgression
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This way of accounting sets (or should I say, is) the stage for expressing ideas with
‘ehmuinationist’ connotations, the evocation of an ‘alien’ defined as inhuman and
‘uncanny’ The next extracts are a clear exemplification of this It 1s Alina’s views on the
1ssue of mtegration of Romanies that are going to constitute the focus of the following
pages Alina, a thirty-five year old accountant, 1s one of the speakers whose talk about

Tudor and Funar and about the Hungarians was previously analysed.

Extract 14, interview 17

[1

413 Alina Nu-1 vid pe tigani integréndu-se Intre noi, nu le
414 place stilul civilizat ( } de altfel, nu vor sid meargd la
415 scoald, nu vor s3 evolueze deloc ( } Nu pot sS4 am o
416 parere despre e1 { ) ha ha ( ) decdt proasta
417 Chras A cul credet1l cid este vaina®
418 Alina A lor, in pramul r8nd, pentru cd nu cred ( ) efectiv, au
419 fost dugi cu forta la seoald { ) au fost ()} li s-a cerut si se
420 integreze 51 nu pot ( ) Existd In capitul Oradiea, In nu stau ce
421 cartier, bloc construit expres pentru ei si ( } $1 l-au
422 mdncat din temelii precum gobeclanii () nu?

[w]

[-]
413 Alina I don‘t see the gypsies integrating themselves among us, they don’t
414 like the cavilized style® ( ) by the way, they don’t want to go to
41s school, they don‘t want at all to progress ( ) I ¢annot have an
416 opinion about them { ) ha ha { ) but a bad one { )
417 Chrais Whose blame 1t i1s, do you think?
418 Alina Thears, first of all, because I don't think ( ) effectively, they
419 were dragged to school ( ) they've been { ) they’ve been asked to
420 integrate and they cannot { ) There is at the end of Oradea, I don't
421 know where, a block especially built for them and { ) they have
422 eaten 1t from the ground like rats ( ) isn’t that sec®

[..]

Almna starts by admtting that she does not see ‘the gypsies integrating themselves among
us’ (line 413) and what follows are justifications to support this idea: ‘they don’t like the
crvihized style’, ‘they don’t want to go to school’, ‘they don’t want at all to progress’
(lines 413-415). This 1s a very sumlar way of accounting with the previously
documented essentialist disposition-talk discourse of ‘nature’. It works to position
Romanies as beyond ‘civilization’, beyond our moral order. As Dixon et al. (1997)
pomted out, “the category ‘civilized’ relies on that which is banished beyond its
threshold” (p 342). When one describes the space of the marginal and the uncivilized,
one 1s confirmung and reproducing through contrast, the space of the central and the
civilized. Bauman’s (1995) comments on how ‘we’ —the ‘normal’, ‘civilized’ people-

deal with the ‘danger-carrying strangers’ (p. 179) acquire political significance and are of

¥ Civilized Iife style
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parttcular interest As he argues, ‘we throw the carniers of danger up and away from

where the orderly life 1s conducted; we keep them out of society’s bounds’ (p. 180)

The essence of these 1deological stereotypical descriptions 1s made relevant several lines
later. The story that Alina offers in lines 420-422 brings this 1ssue to the forefront:
‘There 1s at the end of Oradea, I don’t know where, a block especially built for them and
(.) they have eaten 1t from the ground like rats (.) 1sn’t that so?’. This 1s not to be seen as
a simple story of transgression, but its implications stretch beyond ‘rational’ thought,
mnto the realm of the irrational, the repressed, the unsaid. Note the reference to ‘rats’,
which dehumamzes Romanies and places them 1nto the natural, presents them as vermin
This representation of ‘people’, ‘human beings’ as animals, ‘as particular species which
are assoclated with residues or the borders of human existence’ (Sibley, 1995, p. 27)
achieves a relegation of Romanies to the status of the abject and demes their *human’
qualities. Through this specific representation, one can see that Romanies are again being
associated with ‘dirt” and the register of impurity and cleanliness 1s brought to the front.
Rats are filthy amimals, which need to be eliminated for cleanhness and purity. As dirt
has to be removed from ‘our’ houses, Iikewise, people categonzed as ‘dirt’ are to be
removed from ‘civilized’ society. This extreme description have clear eliminationist
connotations. As rats are carniers of ternble diseases, i the same ways Romanies are

carriers of an ultimate threat, which must be elimmnated®,

This is taken further by Alina when talking on the same subject several lines later.

Extract 15, interview 17

[.]

428 Alina Ce poate si facd societatea cu ei1? () si le faci o baie comunald,
429 ti-o distruge ( } le face un kloc () Il distruge ( )
430 nu , nu se poate cu e1, & ceva de () de ()
431 pleava { ) pleava societdfii, cum sid zic {(mm)

[
428 Alina What can society do for them® ( )} To make them a communal bath,
429 they destroy i1t ( } it builds them a block { } 1t 1s destroyed ( )
430 Mo, you cannot take it with them, 1t 1s somethaing lake ( } like { )
431 the scum ( ) the scum of society, how should I put it {mm)

0 In therr analysis of anti-semutism, Adorno et al (1950} make reference to the power and 1deological
consequences of eliminatromst imagery For example, there 1s mention of “the metaphor of the rotten apple
1n the barrel comjures up the imagery of ‘evil germs’ which 1s associated with appalling regularity with the
dream of an effective germicide” (p 653)
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The opening rhetorical questions set the Romany ‘problem’ as an 1ssue without a
‘solution’. It 1s implied that there 1s nothing that the (our) society can do for them ‘To
make them a communal bath, they destroy 1t (.) 1t builds them a block () 1t 15 destroyed
() (lines 428-429).

Note the objectivity and factuality of her descniptions. The implication is that the
Romanies are the ‘problem’, a problem, that 1s, to the rest of society. One can see how
thin 1s the line from this position to the implicit notion that this problem has to be dealt
with according to 1ts own special requirements that pertains to the problematic nature of
the Romanies leading naturally to a ‘solution’ outside the bounds of democratic and
moral procedure. Bemng cast as the ‘problem’ that calls for a solutton, the Romanies are
not regarded anymore as moral subjects®', In Ies 430-431, Alina 1s 1n a search of a
formulation that could capture the previous (and the general feeling about Romanies),

formulations, which eventually comes 1n line 431: ‘the scum of society’.

This is not presented as a peremptory description, but 1t 1s ‘intended’ to capture the
essence of what Romantes are. Like 1n her previous intervention, one can see how the
use of a metaphor of residue stands as a metaphor for residual people. To categorize
them as residual, as abject par excellence is again to 1gnore therr visible human qualities
and to allude to a conclusion with eliminationist connotations. All the premuses are there,
are explicit, but not the conclusion. The conclusion 1s something that cannot be directly
stated. Whilst the consequences of Romany behaviour and way of being are (made)
problematic, the consequences of this problematic ‘eliminationist’ categorization are not.
Loyalty to the mm-group, to society, to civilization comes to be considered the highest
form of morality Thus members of the civilized, fair-minded, tolerant society are not
inclined to raise ethical issues that imply that ‘this fine group of ours, with its
humanitariamism and 1ts high-minded principles might be capable of adopting a course of

action that 1s inhumane and immoral’ (Edelman, 1977, p. 94)

' Romanies are being demied the status of moral objects and subjects, the power of ‘moral command’
(Bauman, 1990), an autonomous moral standing in ‘our’ (this ‘our’ does not necessarnly refers to the
Romamans) world, the Romanes are not individual human beings anymore
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There 15 a call for an implicit solution Evidence was also presented that rational

solutions to the ‘problem’ have not worked. There is no rational solution to deal with
‘them’. In such circumstances of delegiimizing and dehumanizing talk, 1mmoral and
soctal forbidden desires lurk under the surface of this 1deology of ‘moral exclusion’ The
immoral, elrminationist conclusion 1s implicitly contained 1n the prermises. Going on the
steps of Freud, Billig cogently argues that ‘immorality always lurks on the edge of
overdemanding morality’ (1997c, p. 148) What 1s not said, what 1s absent from the
interaction cannot be nevertheless absent from the analysis, The repression of

immorality, what 1s not said (but could easily have been) becomes of central importance

Conclusion

This chapter has examined the rhetorical and ideological shift from a discourse of
‘nationalism’ and ‘politics’ to a discourse of ‘nature’ and ‘moral exclusion’. Romanman
talk about the Romanies was used to exemplify this shift and to make an attempt at
demonstrating that talk about the Romanies 1s more extreme than talk about the

Hungarnans.

The main thesis of this chapter was that one will find a very simlar expression of moral
exclusionary discourse across seemingly different ideological positions, a very similar
discourse of ‘nature’ embedded 1n the similar use of various discursive and rhetorical
strategies to blame the Romanies, position them beyond the moral order. Like 1n the case
of talk about Hungarians from the previous chapter, an axiomatic division between ‘us’
and ‘them’ was the backdrop against which a specific stereotypical ideological
representation of the Romanies was constructed. A style which, at the same time, denies,
but also protects extreme prejudice, was 1dentified across the different ideological
stances taken up by the participants during the interviews which used simlar discursive
and rhetorical strategies to problematize the character and the behaviour of Romames

and justify their exclusion.
As T hope to have shown, the same processes of excluding Romanies from ‘civilized’

soclet rounded on a discourse of ‘culture’ as mentality intertwined with an
Yy 8 y

‘essentralist’ and a discourse with eliminationist connotations were 1dentified not only in
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the case of the participants ‘supporting’ right-wing politics and 1its representatives

(Vadim Tudor and Gheorghe Funar), but also mn the accounts of those who were
‘ambivalent’ towards Tudor and Funar and those ‘opposing’ Tudor and Funar. Geing
across these different ideological positions, this chapter has illustrated and discussed
some of the extreme rhetorical and interpretative resources used to talk about and
legitimate the blaming of Romanies It has also documented the constructive 1deologrcal
processes used to posiion the Romanies as beyond the moral order, as both ‘outsiders’

1n society and space.

The analysis of the ideological representations of the Romanies was conducted with a
concern for the locatedness of this ‘Othering’ process. The main assumption that guirded
the analysis was the 1dea that an ideology of ‘exclusion’ (and bigotry) implies a notton of
place, which is the yardstick against which 1deological and exclusionary discourse 1s put
together and bigotry enacted As shown, concerns with the symbolic place assigned to
Romanies and concerns with being ‘in’/‘out of place’ underpin an 1deologrcal
representation of Romanies which places them beyond the moral order and opens the

ways for expressing views with eliminationist connotations.

Across all three ideological subject positions, a discourse of delegitimization and
dehumanization 1s used to portray the Romanies as matter ‘out of place’, as ‘polluting’
our moral and physical space, as an ultimate ‘threat’ for which a solution 1s called for.
Socially forbidden desires lurk under the surface of reasonableness and morality. The
location of the 1deological (and moral) tension between the requirements of a reasonable,
moral discourse of ‘cultural’ differences and an 1rrational eliminationist ‘discourse’ 1 to
be ‘found’ in the ‘unsaid’ (Bilhg, 1999a). The dialogue between the interviewer and the
interviewee creates 1t own unsaid matters “if conscious thought is shaped by rhetortc,
then so might the dynamics of dialogue provide the resources for repression’ (Bullig,
1998, p. 206). ‘Eliminatiomst’ concerns are something that cannot be stated, cannot be
aired directly. Extreme prejudiced discourse about Romanies 1s the outcome of an
1declogical double bind On one hand, discourses with ‘eliminationist’ connotations are,
in most cases, the outcome of 1deological descriptions of Romanies. On the other hand,
these very ideological descriptions are based and constructed on ‘eliminationist’
assumptions, which open the way for the ‘social repression’ (Billig, 1999a) of socially

forbidden thoughts.
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Social repression*? becomes relevant 1f one is re-placing issues such as racism and
bigotry, social exclusion and politics of 1dentity from wrthin the psychological build-up
of the individual, tnto the dilemmatic and unfinished business of social life, within the
workings of discourse with ‘exclusionary’ and ‘eliminationist’ 1deological and political
effects. Social repression has not to be seen as an overarching universal process, but as a
localized process. I am not just referring here to a specific geographical and 1deological
location (Eastern European post-communist Romania), but to the 1dea that this process of
social repression 1s enacted n relation to a specific category of people, that ‘we’ (not
necessarlly Romanians), the settled, the civilized etc. categonize as being matter ‘out the
place’, as abject, as deplorable, try to place beyond the bounds of reasonable behaviour
and ‘way of being’ 1n the world Social repression (not necessarily as an automatic
process) comes wnto place when ‘solutions’ to this ‘problem’ are implicitly felt to fall

outside the bounds of democratic and moral procedure

If this is the case, then, ‘specific forms of repression will -not only- be routinely enacted
as the 1deological formations of particular times and places’ (Billig, 1999d, p. 325), but
also routinely enacted as (or, 1n relation to) the ideclogical representations of a certain
category of people whose objective and subjective moral existence in the world 1s
dented. As Billhg has claimed, ‘social repression’ is something, which is ‘part of
ideological and socio-historical currents’ (1997c, p. 152; see also Frosh, 1989).
Understanding the dynamics of social repression might help understanding what nught
be repressed in the Romaman contemporary cultural climate, but also in relation to
whom. In doing so, it will not only shed light on the ‘prejudiced’ thinking in
contemporary society, but 1t will also point to an 1deological and historical tradition of
persecution of the Romanies. The shared repressed patterns are part and parcel of an

ideology of exclusion.

In the next chapter I will be 1dentifying and commenting upon some of the differences
between talk about Hunganans and talk about Romanies which were only hinted at in
this chapter. 1 will be also documenting some other discursive and rhetoncal ways

through, which Romanies are constructed as beyond the moral order and exclusionary

2 A discourse analysis of racism which uses psychoanalytic termunology alerts the readers that the
‘possibility of racist motives, unacknowledged by the holder of the motives, 1s left open’ (Billig, 1997¢, p
144) Thus, discursive psychology that has an overt critical, political stance might benefit from the use of
psychoanalytic concepts (see also Parker, 1992)
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discourse 1s put together. I will be arguing that comparing Romanies with other ethnic
minornties on different social dimenstons achieves the rhetorical, but also political and
ideological effect of presenting Romanies as ‘beyond difference’, beyond the moral

order.
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Chapter nine

‘Comparison’ and ‘differentiation’: rhetorical manoeuvres in
the management of moral boundaries and moral exclusion

discourse

Introduction

In the previous two analytic chapters, the discussion has ranged from investigating the
dynamic links of between nationalism, politics and prejudice within a various set of
discourses and discursive resources of ‘difference’ 1n the case of the Hunganan mmnonty
to the investigation of a shift from discourses of nationalism and politics to discourses of
nature and moral exclusion insofar as the Romanies were concerned. The latter ‘beyond
difference’ kind of prejudice was explored with an aim of documenting the 1deological
effects of using particular rhetorical and discursive moves which place Romames beyond
the moral order. Note that the main assumption behind the previous analyses was not that
talk about Romanies was 1ntrinsically ‘extreme’, but that ‘extremty’ (as moderation or
ambivalence, for that matter) was something to be cashed out 1n the interplay of discourse,
within the argumentative threads of different rhetorical and cultural resources that afford
and achieve different 1deological effects As the analysis from the previous chapter has
demonstrated, the ideological descriptions of Romanies are based and constructed on
‘eliminationist’ assumptions, which open the way for the ‘social repression’ of socially

forbidden thoughts.

In chapter seven and eight different ways of talking about ethnic munorities were
identified. It was argued that talk about Hunganans was infused with a (local) political
dimension and agenda while retaining many of the well-researched features of the Western
anti-alien, anti-immugrant discourses of ‘difference’. The all-pervasive features of ‘banal
nationalism’ were 1dentified mn the varrous ideological descriptions of the Hungarian
munonty and theirr political project A very different kind of prejudiced talk was

encountered when looking at how participants talked about the Romanies. The participants
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speaking from different 1deological subject positions further exploited the dialectic
identity/difference  This was done by retaiming some of the features identified when
looking at talk about Hunganans (and Western anti-alien talk), but adding a further
dimension This new dimension was ‘moral exclusion’, based on a discourse of
delegitimization and dehumamsation, which portrays the Romanies as matter ‘out of
place’, as an ultimate threat for which a solution 1s called for. Excluding Romanies from
‘civilized’ society was grounded on a discourse of ‘culture’ as mentality intertwined with
an ‘essentialist’ and a discourse with eliminationist connotations. The general conclusion
that can be drawn from these brief observations (and from the two previous chapters as a
whole) 1s that Romanians talk differently about different ethnic minonty groups It 1s not
only the talk per se that 1t 1s different, but also more importantly, the 1deological and social

effects of this talk,

Taking on the analytic “discovenes’ from the previous chapters, the present chapter will be
dedicated to how participants speaking from different ideological positions, position
themselves and others achieving different 1deological effects. This chapter wall
complement the analysis from the previous two chapters, by documenting some other
discursive and rhetorical ways through which Romanies are constructed as beyond the
moral order and exclusionary discourse 1s put together. Previously touched upon 1ssues,
like comparisons and contrasts will be taken further, with a concern for how Romanians,
Hungarians and Romanies (and other minonty groups) are placed 1n relation to each other
through the meamings which specific discourses and cultural resources make available
(Hollway, 1984; see also Langenhove and Harré, 1994) Among other things, mn this
chapter, 1t will be argued that comparing Romanies with other ethnic munonties on
different social dimensions achieves the rhetorical, but also political and 1deological effect

of presenting Romanies as ‘beyond difference’, beyond the moral order.

The analysis from the preceding chapters has prefigured some of the ways one might go
about analysing the details of prejudiced talk, and extreme prejudiced talk in particular.
This chapter will try to add to that by focusing on what the use of distinctions between
different ethnic groups (including ‘us’) achieves rhetorically and 1deologically as part of a
process of signifying Romanies as culturally and essentially ‘other’. As the subsequent
analysis will show, operating distinctions, setting up contrasts or emphasising similarities,

ideologically positioning vanous groups, talking about prejudice or other people’s
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attitudes, subtly crniticizing the in-group, involves the enactment, the reproduction of
relations of power between specific groups and orientation to relations of moral standing

n the world.

In Iine with the previous analytic chapters, the main contention is that one will find a very
similar expression of moral exclusionary discourse across the ideological spectrum, across
the different 1deological subject positions taken up by the participants This contention 1s
grounded not only on the assumptron that participants talk differently about different
ethnic munority groups, but that they specifically talk differently about different ethnic
groups, across the ideological spectrum The participants themselves orient to and operate
distinctions and differentiations when they talk about the Hunganans, the Romanies, ‘us’

or any other ethnic groups

The examples that are going to be presented 1n this chapter contain ‘comparisons’ made by
the participants between different ethnic groups. There 1s nothing out of the ordinary in
noting that participants make ‘comparisons’, but what 1s worth paying attention to are the

uses to which these ‘comparisons’ are put and the 1deological effects which they engender.

In this chapter 1t will be suggested that what can be seen n the following extracts 1s a
complex process, which rests on two sets of shared, underlying assumptions. It will be
suggested that the (overall) process under scrutiny 1s composed out of two inter-related
rhetorical and 1deological moves. On one hand, one can identify a move of ‘comparison’
(for judgments of similanty) which rests on an implicit shared assumption of simlarity
between the terms of the ‘companson’ and on the other hand, a move of ‘differentiation’
(for judgments of dissimilanty) which rests on an implicit underlying assumption of
{complete) difference between the counter-posed terms These discursive moves are not
seen as acting independently, but rather they are to be seen as inter-connected, concurnng

to achieve the same ideological effects, of casting the Romanies beyond the moral order.

Note also that this should not be taken as necessarily being the analyst’s assumptions
about the way things work, but it is also a pervasive concern which the participants
manage, make salient and orient to 1n their talk. What this chapter arms to look at 1s how
participants incorporate these two kind of assumptions 1n their talk, how these

assumptions become constitutive of ‘what’ and ‘how’ they talk about the Romanies and
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others, how these implied assumptions are brought to the fore as part of an 1deological

boundary-drawing process with social and moral exclusionary effects.

It 15 not only that these two shared assumptions of similarity, on one hand, and (complete)
difference on the other, are the backdrop against which the arguments of the participants
are mounted, but that these shared assumptions are to be found across the entire
1deological spectrum, across the different rdeological subject positions taken up by the
participants This chapter will try to demonstrate that participants taking different
positions manage 1n very similar ways these shared assumptions of similanty and
(complete) difference when it comes to make a point about the Romanies and thus
achieving very similar ideological effects. In the course of this chapter 1t will be suggested
that there 1s an mequality of rhetoric that gives more moral ‘credit’ and status to ‘us’ and
the other ethnic groups and denies moral legitimacy and status to the Romanies. The
rhetoric of ‘companison’ and ‘differentiation’ is cashed out n a rhetoric of extreme
inequality. In this chapter, 1t will be also argued that using the move of ‘comparison’ 1n
conjunction with a ‘differentiation’ move constitutes a powerful rhetorical and 1deological
tool to validate ideological representations 1n relation to a specific group of people, the
Romanies. The 1ssue of ‘moral discnimination’ (Graumann, 1998) becomes relevant here
The judgments of difference and sumilarity insofar different ethnic groups are concerned
are not accidental, they are not made based on fortuitous critena, but they are made on
moral grounds The comparnison/differentiation move 1n which the Romanes are involved
together with other ethnic minority groups are moral evaluations, moral judgements (Bar-
Tal, 1989, 1990; see also Graumann, 1998, 1995). By means of differentiation and
extreme negative depiction, delegitimization (and sometimes dehumanisation) 18 achieved
as Romanies are placed ‘outside the boundaries of the commonly accepted groups’ (Bar-
Tal, 1989, p. 171)

As the analysis from this chapter will try to show, Romanies are seen to be sharing the
same physical space, but not the same symbolic space of identity. From a ‘problem’ in
terms of incompatibilities of nationalism, politics (insofar the Hungarians were concerned)
and of ‘culture’ and ‘nature’ (insofar the Romanies were concerned) identified in the
previous two chapters, 1t now becomes a ‘problem’ of ‘incommensurable 1dentities’
(Bhabha, 1992), between ‘us’, the ‘civilized’, the ‘normal’ (Romanians, Hungarians,

Germans etc ) and ‘them’ (the Romanies), the ‘uncivihized’, the ‘abnormal’, the ‘deviant’.
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The social actors are the same, with the only difference that this time they are not
considered and judged individually, but played out against each other in order to give birth
to different ‘moral universes’ As the subsequent examples will try to show, 1t is not only
that Romanies are part of a different ‘moral unmiverse’, but they are this different unmverse'.
The issue of the (1deological) position which 1s being assigned to the Romanies, the 1ssue
of the ‘locatedness’ of identities 1n this process of ‘Othening’, touched upon 1n the
previous chapters 1s of particular concern for this chapter too. The backdrop of the location
of the Romany identity 1s represented by the symbolic space of nationhood and the nation-
state, This does not mean that ‘nationality’ 1s a dimension used to stress differences
between ethnic groups hiving within the same physical space of the (Romantan) nation, but
1t does mean that the backdrop of this dynamic rhetonc of companson and differentiation
1s the symbolic space of nationhood As nationhood becomes the paramount basis of group
self-constitution, Romanies are being classed beyond nationhood. As the Jews before
them, to use Hannah Arendt’s words, they are seen and considered ‘a non-national
element’, they are, at best, a ‘non-national nation’ (Bauman, 1989, p. 52). Here 1t 1s
expressed 1n the words of Bauman when referring to the Jews:’ The world tightly packed
with nations and nation-states abhorred the non-national void Jews were in such voud:

they were such a void’ (1bid , 1989, p 53, 1talics 1n onginal).

Implicit and exphicit concerns with the ‘place’ that Romames have (or should have) not
only 1n Romaman soctety, but also 1n this world, shape the 1deological contours of a moral
exclusionary discourse, underpin a specific ideological representation of Romanies which
places them beyond the ‘moral order’ This 1s the moral order of (established) nation-
states, entrenched order, which abhors the non-national, non-rootedness and homelessness.
I will turn agamn to Bauman (1989) and paraphrase one of his comments regarding the
Jews He argues that ‘the Jews were not just unlike any other nation; they were also unlike
any other foreigners’ (p. 52, emphasis in original). The same argument can be applied to
the Romanies and this chapter will be an exemplification of this: the Romanies are not just

unltke any other nation; they are also unlike any other foreigners.

' They epitomuze difference, they are, par excellence, the second term 1n these unequal comparisons
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‘Supporting’ Tudor and Funar

In this section, the analysis will focus on the way the participants from the ‘supporting
Tudor and Funar’ category assign different ideological positions to Romanies when
accounting for a range of controverstal 1ssues, such as the political and economucal status
of ethnic minorities or the responsibility and causes of inter-ethmec confhict. T will start
documenting the rhetorical details of a specific ‘Othering’ process prefigured in the

previous chapter by looking at the following stretch of talk.

Extract 1, interview 26

282 Chris What 1s your image about the position, the social and economic

283 status of national and ethni¢ minorities in the past and nowadays?
284 { ) The social, economic positicn ( } I am referring mostly to the
285 Hungarians, the Romanies ( ) the Germans, they are less numbered now
286 ()

287 Marc Their situaticn ( } talking about the main minorities, so the

288 Hungarians { ) there i1s no difference, Hungarians, Germans, Serbs
289 { ) 1n comparison with the Romanians { ) they are similar ( } they
290 can fulfal themselves and can accomplish a social position ( )

291 anycne of them ( )} the gypsies { ) however, 1in comparison to how
292 they were () years ago, they also risen on the social scale

293 { )} some of them at a material level { )} but culturally, there 1s
294 st1ll something missaing { )

282 Chras Ce imagine avetl fata de pozitia, statutul social si econcmic al
283 mrnoritdtilor nationale s: etnice in trecut $1 acum?

284 { } Pozitia, sociald, economici ( ) mi& refer mai mult la

285 maghiari, la romi ( ) germani, acum sunt mai putini

286 ()

287 Marc Situatia ler ( ) la minorititile princapale, deci la

288 maghiari ( } nu existd nici o deosebire, maghiari, germani, s&rba
28% { ) fatd de romdni ( ) tot aga sunt ( ) pot

290 sd se realizeze 51 si-si facd o pozitie socialid (.)

291 oricare ( ) tiganiia ( } totusi, fatd de cum au fost iIn

292 urmd cu ( ) cu mai mulf{i an:, $1 e1 au mai crescut pe scara socirall
293 { ) material unii dintre ei1 { ) dar cultural, mai

294 lipseste Incd ceva ()

In extract 1, one can see Marc whose talk about the Romanies was previously analysed.
He is answering a question relating to the economic and social position of national and
cthnic munonties from an historical perspective One could argue that the question 1s a
rather complex one and, theoretically, not amenable to a simple answer. In lines 284-285,
the interviewer offers a list of specific ethnic minorities to be talked about This can be
seen as an indirect invitation to comparing these particular groups on the dimension

introduced by the interviewer Note also that by putting forward a list of different ethnic
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groups the interviewer 1s 1n a way 1mplying that there might be some differences between

the named groups and Marc takes that up in his answer

In hus opening statement 1n line 287 he 1s refernng to the ‘main minonties’ in which
category, in a first mstance, he places the Hunganans, Insofar the position of the
Hunganans 1s concerned, 1t 1s said that there 1s no difference between them and the
Germans, the Serbs. A further element for comparison 1s introduced 1n line 289 the
Romanians. But even with the Romanians 1t 1s said that ‘they are simular () they can fulfil

themselves and can accomplish a social positton ( )} anyone of them ( )” (lines 289-291).

What follows 1n line 291 15 a comment about the ‘Gypsies’. Note the subtle use of the term
‘gypsies’ instead of taking on the interviewer’s ‘Romanies’ One can see the use of the
term ‘Gypsies’ as part of a move of cniticism and presents Marc as a cntic rather than a
sympathiser The comparison is not yet made with ‘us’ or other ethnic groups, but it is a
comparison that involves the present and the past and pointing to change that has occurred
n time. Marc talks about the progress that some of them have made on the social scale:
‘they also msen on the social scale (.) some of them at a matenal level (.)’. What 1s
interesting to note 1s that the dimension on which the comparison between past and present
18 made 15 the ‘matenal’ one. After the ‘but’ 1n hine 293, a different dimenston pertaining
to the same comparson 1s invoked: ‘culturally, there 15 still something missing (.)’. There
seems to be a clear distinction between a ‘material’ dimension on which the Romanies are
said to be implicitly comparable to ‘us’ and other ethnic groups and a ‘cultural’ dimension,
dimension on which the ‘differentiation” of Romanies 1s achieved and made salient. This
18 not a random comment, but 1ts 1deological, contextual force and importance 15 to be
understood if one goes back to Marc’s other comments on the Romanies. This account 1s
very similar to Marc’s previous comments analysed 1n chapter eight about Romanies

lacking and backwardness 1n terms of ‘civilization’ and ‘culture’

His statement, ‘Culturally, there 1s still something mussing’ 1s uttered as a statement of
1mpartial descnptlonz, based on the assumption that ‘culture’ 1s something that the other
ethme groups (Hunganans, Germans, Serbs) and last, but not least, the Romamans, who

represent the other term of the comparison, own and take for granted Notwithstanding the

? Thus 15 presented as an objective, uncontroversial fact and 1t 1 distanced from the self (note that he talks
about the ‘Romanians’ rather than using ‘us’)
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discrete ‘cultural differences’ between the ethnic groups that are being compared, all these
groups (including the Romanians) are said to possess ‘culture’ understood in an universal

sense. They are seen as cultured, civilized.

If 1n the case of the Hunganans, similanties are emphasised and there 1s no mention of
cultural differences, in the case of Romanies, ‘difference’ 1s emphasised and not on any
dimension Romanies are not said to be poor, to be lacking social skills, to be poorly
integrated or whatever, this 15 somethmg that the speaker would be willing to concede.
What Marc 1s not willing to concede relates to a dimension of comparison, which 1s an
essenttal one, not peripheral It 1s ‘culture’ that distingmishes ‘us’ (and this ‘us’ includes
this ttme the Hunganans and the other ethnic groups) from ‘them’. By making relevant
‘cultural’ differences, Romanies are relegated to a single, ‘special’ category to be
differentiated from a ‘composite’ category, which inciudes ‘us’ and the other ethnic

groups

It 15 nevertheless true that Marc concedes that ‘we’ are until a point part of the same story,
point beyond which ‘we’ differ ‘essentially’. The distinction between the ‘material’ and
the ‘cultural’ to which he 1s orienting seems to be very important. If the ‘matenal’ is
something that can be acquired, ‘culture’ 1s something intrinsic to the person and to the
group to which the person belongs As previously emphasised when analysing Marc’s
comments on the Romanies, to talk of ‘culture’, and not of ‘nature’ 1s to be heard as
displaying sensitivity and tolerance, showing respect for difference and appreciating
others. The emphasis of ’culture’ as something that 1s missing places Marc’s argument
within a discourse of culture with essentialist contours, very similar to the one that he has

previously used

The main assumption that constitutes the backdrop against which Marc’s present argument
is constructed, 1s not only that cultural differences are to be seen as essential differences,
but something that stretches beyond this. Marc’s use of the term ‘culture’ (culturally) 15
slipping between the two meanings of ‘culture’, the particular one (of cultural differences),
but also the universal one (of culture as civilization). The second (umversal) meaning 1§
the one that permits the implicit invocation of an objective, natural framing of inter-group
relations and moral standing 1n the world.  As previously argued, the ethnic groups from

which the Romanies are differentiated are said to possess (and own) “culture’ understood
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1n an universal sense, Romanies lack something, which 1s very important 1n ‘our’ [not just
Romanian] eyes, something that 1t is shared, at a general level, by all the ‘others’. What
accounts for the ‘status’ of the Romanies 1s their backwardness in terms of ‘culture’ (1n an
universal sense) n comparnison with the ‘others’ The implieit (cultured, civilized,
enlightened) standard of the ‘others’ is accorded privileged standing 1n the comparison (cf.
Sampson, 1993) One of the effects of such construction of the Romanies is to rob them
of ‘any genuine standing 1n the world, thereby permutting the dominant groups to operate
more freely to achieve validation for themselves and ensure the maintenance of their

prnivilege’ (Sampson, 1993, p. 4).

‘Comparison” and ‘differentiation’ are not to be seen as neutral processes, they are not
reflections of the reality, nor a straightforward reflection of specific group’s
characteristics, but they are ideological and used ‘locally’ to achieve ominous and
tendentious 1deological effects Through ‘comparison’ and ‘differentiation’, Romanies are
thus made to stand out. And moreover, they are made to stand out on their own. The
implication of this way of accounting 1s that the Romanies are not comparable to any other
group; there 1s no one that can be said to be ‘culturally’ (essentially) comparable to the

Romanies

A similar example of the interplay between ‘comparison’ and ‘differentiation’ 1n
constructing an 1deological representation of Romanies 1s to be seen in the next extract. In
extract 2, one can see Sandra, the fifty—one years old speech therapist, which has
expressed overt support for the right-wing politics of Tudor and Funar and whose talk

about Romanies was previously analysed.

Extract 2, interview 38

362 Chris After the Revolution, the interethnic conflicts in March 1990 from

363 Tg Mures, the most recent between the Romanians and the Gypsies

364 from Hadareni, or from Mihail Kogalniceanu, Constanta

365 county, have arisen contradictory comments { } Whe

366 do you think i1s responsible for the inter-ethnic conflict?

367 Sandra Right { )

368 Chras I am thinking about Romanians and Hungarians, but more about

369 Romanians and Gypsies ( ) let’s talk now about the conflict between

370 the Romanians and the Romanies { ) right ()

371 Sandra Of the two ethnic groups, the Hungarian ethnic group have integrated

372 themselves, we could say that they have integrated themselves on all

373 counts { ) more or less ( ) into the social, economicg,

374 cultural life of Romania { ) The others, the Gypsies, no { ) I don't

375 have anything against them, I was tellang you ( ) I () I can‘t say

376 that I hate an ethnic group, but these ones ( )} from thear ranks,

377 very, very few have integrated themselves in { } in all the domains
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378 of Romanian life { ) they ( } but you cannot agree ( ) you, as

379 Romanian {mm} ( )} with ( } with theft ( ) with the antisccial acts
380 cf the gypsies ()

362 Chras Dupd revclutie, conflictele inter-etnice din Martie 1990 de la
363 Tg Mures, cele mai recente dintre romdni si faiganii

364 din Hddareni, sau din comuna M:ihail Kogdlniceanu , judetul

365 Constanta, au dat nastere la comentarii contradictorii [ ) Cine
366 credetr cid este responsabil de conflictul inter-etnic?

387 Sandra Da ( }

368 Chris Atdt romani-maghiari, cdt mai

369 mult romdni-figan: ( ) acum sd ne oprim ( }

370 romdni-romi { } da { }

371 Sandra Dintre cele doud etnil, etnia maghiari s-a

372 integrat, putem spune { )Jcd s-a 1ntegrat din toate punctele de
373 vedere ( ) mai mult sau mai putain ( ) in vaiata socirald, economici,
374 culturald a Romdniea ( ) Cealalti, tiganii, nu [ } N-am namic

375 impotriva lor, fi-am spus ( ) Nu ( )} nu pot s& spun

376 ca urdsc o etnre, dar acestia ( ) din acestia,

377 foarte, foarte pufini s-au :ntegrat in ( } iIn toate domeniile

378 vietii romlnesti () ex1 { ) dar nu poti s3 fi1 de acord () tu, ca
379 romé&n (mm) { } cu { ) cu furturi { ) cu actele antisociale ale
380 tiganilor ( )

Like 1n Marc’s case, the interviewer starts by asking a general question related, this time,
to the mter-ethnic conflict from March 1990 Then, after a short acknowledgment token
introduced by Sandra 1n line 367, he goes on to point to specifics in an attempt to channel
the discussion. The interviewer’s comments 1n lines 368-370 that refer to the inter-ethnic
conflicts between the Romamans and Hunganans on one hand, and Romanians and
Romanies, on the other, do not necessarily seem to invite making distinctions between
Hunganans and Romanies, but Sandra 1s nevertheless keen to distinguish between the two

groups.

In lines 371-374 she introduces a clear contrast She starts by pointing to the context of the
distinctions that she 1s about to make. By saying ‘of the two ethmc groups’ (line 371)
Sandra can be seen as circumscribing her comments which are to be read as being made
with reference to the Hunganans and the Romanies. It 1s said that 1t 1s the Hunganans,
which, out of the two ethnic groups, ‘have integrated themselves, we could say that they
have integrated themselves on all counts (.) more or less () into the social, economuc,
cultural Iife of Romania ()’ (ltnes 371-374). This 1s a move of particularization
(concretisation — van Leecuwen, 1995, 1996) that sets up a contrast (differentiates) between
the Hunganans and the Romanies on the particular dimension of ‘integration’. This move
also leaves open a rhetorical slot for introducing comments about the other group in

question, that 1s the Romames.
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In line 374, Sandra mtroduces her comments about the Romanies with what can be
regarded as a concluston nsofar the issue of ntegration 1s concerned: ‘The others, the
Gypsies, no (.)’. This 1s immediately followed by a qualification 1n lines 374-378 ‘I don’t
have anything against them, I was telling you (.) I (.) I can’t say that I hate an ethnic
group, but these ones (.) from their ranks, very, very few have integrated themselves in ()
in all the domains of Romaman life ()’. One could argue that Sandra is orienting to the
fact that what she 1s saying might be taken as prejudiced, and by using a disclaimer she

can be seen displaying reasonableness and fending off potential criticism,

Sandra’s display of reasonableness and tolerance nevertheless opens the way for criticism,
for constructing and presenting Romanies as problematic and blameworthy: ‘very, very
few have integrated themselves in all the domains of Romanian hife” The comparison with
the Hunganans makes the Romanies distinctive and more negative. This 1s not only due to

the present contrast, but also to previous negative descriptions.

Sandra takes the criticism further 1n lines 378-380: ‘but you cannot agree (.) you, as
Romanian (mm) (.) with (.) with theft () with the antisocial acts of the gypsies (.)’ Note
the shift from the previous personal disclaimer and personal vantage point to a more
general, in-group referent: ‘you®, as Romaman’. One could argue that this comment 1s
stronger in its moral implications than the previous one referring to the issue of
integration. If in the case of the 1ssue of ‘integration’, there was an explicit companson
with the Hunganans, 1n the case of emphasising the ‘theft’, the ‘antisocial acts’ of the
Romanies, there 1s an implicit contrast with the national super-ordinate category
‘Romanian’. It 13 morally, as well as ideologically, more persuasive to show indignation
from the height of the position which 1s granted to someone (Sandra included) by virtue of

membership in the national category ‘Romanian’

One could argue that in both cases, the central frame of Sandra’s argument 1s opposition or
more precisely, dichotomy. The symmetry of the contrast pair conceals the asymmetry of
power that caused 1t in the first place. The very existence of the dichotomy testifies to the

presence of a ‘differentiating power’, to use Bauman’s apt term. In the case of Romanies,

? The Romanian ‘tu’ 1s conventionally used to address (or to point) to a person different from the current
speaker In this sense 1t 1s exclusive But the same ‘tu’ (which 1s the case here) can be used to point to a
general ‘we’, 1n which case 1t 1s used mclusively ‘You, as Romaman’ can be read as including m the
category ‘Romanian’ the speaker, the interviewer, but potentially anybody else too

270




1t 1s the power-laden differentration that makes the difference and invests the
differentiation process with ideological meaning The meaningfulness of what the
participants are saying 1s nested in the (discursive and rhetorical) practices (of power)
capable of making ‘difference’, that 1s, by separating and keeping apart. The
‘differentiating power’ ‘hides as a rule behind one of the members of the opposition’
(Bauman, 1991, p 14). The Romanies are but the other of the Hunganans, they are but the

other of what (and who) 1s to be cast under membership 1n the category ‘Romaman’,

As Bauman has cogently noted, ‘dichotomy 1s an exercise 1n power and at the same time
its disguise. Though no dichotomy would hold without the power to set apart and cast
aside, it creates an illusion of symmetry’ (Bauman, 1991, p. 14). The Hunganans are
mvolved 1n symmetrical relationships, whilst the Romanies are involved 1in asymmetrical
relationships of power. The power and the 1declogical significance of these relationships
does not come from a straightforward illustration of how things stand, but from a process

of fixating and making meaning through representational distillation and abstraction.

As the previous analysis has shown, the rhetoric of ‘comparison’ and ‘differenttation’ 1s to
be cashed out in two different, opposite acts: inclusion and exclusion Processes of
‘companson’, on one hand, and ‘differentiation’, on the other, split the moral order into
two. On one side, entities (groups) that are linked to the same underlying principle of
‘civilization’, ‘advancement’, ‘order’, ‘organization’ and on the other side, the Romanies,
linked to the opposite principle of ‘lack of civilization’, ‘backwardness’, ‘disorder’,
‘chaos’. In a nutshell, this 1s a process of classification Through an 1deological process of
‘companson’ and ‘differentiation’, certain entities (groups) are included into a class,
‘made a class — only 1n as far as other entities are excluded, left outside’ (Bauman, 1991,

p. 2, emphasis 1n onginal).

As I hope to have shown, ‘comparisons’ and ‘differentiation’ are not to be seen as
restricted to the dynamics of ‘reality’ and group characteristics, but rather as involving the
enactment and reproduction of asymmetrical relations of power between the Romames and
the ‘others’ (‘us’ and the other ethnic groups) Both processes are discursive through and
through, they are ‘local’ and contextual and they have as backdrop orientations to relations

of moral standing 1n the world
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‘Ambivalence’ towards Tudor and Funar

In the previous section, I have looked at some of the ways in which speakers from the
‘supporting Tudor and Funar’ category have managed 1ssues of ‘difference’ by using the
rhetorical and discursive moves of ‘companison’ and ‘differentiation’®, Taking this
perspective (and probably overstating the case), one could argue that there 1s no loophole,
as 1t were, 1n the process of fixing representational, 1deological meaning insofar Romanies
are concerned There 1s no escape from the representation that 1t 18 being imposed on them,
there 1s no escape from the power to define the ideological boundanes of the
representation of Romanies. The constructed dichotomy between the Romanies and
‘others’, which 1s the outcome of processes of ‘comparnison’ and ‘differentiation’, 1s
spurious because 1t 15 highly stereotyped itself and based on ideological and moral

exclusionary premuses.

A very simular dichotomy based on the rhetorical and 1deological moves of ‘companson’
and ‘differentiation’ was also identified in the accounts of those who were ‘ambivalent’
towards Tudor and Funar As 1n the case of the participants ‘supporting Tudor and Funar’,
a ‘language game’ was constructed by participants in the ‘ambivalent towards Tudor and
Funar® category, which has the 1deological effect of robbing the Romanies of a genuine
moral standing in the world and delegitimzing them as an ethmic group. This 15 a
‘language game’ of exclusion, classification and closure, of denying coevalness (Fabian,
1983), part and parcel of a ‘habitus’ of dominance and bigotry The rhetoric of
‘companson’ and ‘differentiation’ 1s an essential part of the same ‘moral exclusion’
discourse analysed 1n the previous chapter, but this time, this moral exclusionary discourse

is realized, accomplished, enacted with different rhetornical and ideological means.

I will continue this chapter by looking at how all the above-mentioned concerns can be
encountered when participants 1n the ‘ambivalent’ towards Tudor and Funar category
make flexible and active use of the moves of ‘compartson’ and differentiation’ 1n order to

build a specific 1deological representation of Romanies as the outcome of making

*1 do not necessanly see these discursive and rhetorical moves as separate, discrete entiies As the analysis
from the previous section has shown, 1t 1s the move of ‘comparison’ that allows the move of ‘differentiation’
to be brought 1n, whilst the move of ‘differentiation’ 1s the outcome of a rhetonic of ‘companson’
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-

(operating) distinctions between the Romames,

us’, the Hunganans and other ethnic

groups.

Bearing this in mund, I will proceed with my next examples collected from the
‘ambivalence towards Tudor and Funar’ category The next extract sees Valena, a twenty-
five year old teacher having to answer a question that deals with the problem of extending

the nghts, the privileges of the ethnic and national minorities

Extract 3, interview 22

360 Chras Credet1 c& drepturile { ) pravilegille minoritifilor nationale si1
261 etnice ar trebui extinse? ( )
362 Valeraa Drepturile lor? {.) dacd ar ma1 trebui si fie extinse?® {1 &) n u
363 cred
364 Chris °Gandit1-v3 $1 la maghiari, si la germani, si la tigani® { )} si pe
365 e1 ()}
366 Valerza P41, tocmal asta este () ¢& (1) dacd ( ) s1 din punctul lor de
367 vedere se observd o { ) o dorintid de a ameliora situafla, atunca
368 da ()} har { ) s3 le extindem, n-are nimeni problemi,
369 atita vreme cit asta nu duce la () conflicte, de exemplu, cum a
370 fost atunca () Deci {.} m& refer de exemplu acuma la figani,
371 md gindesc ci e1 practic nu au atdtea drepturi cite au ( )
372 cdte au germania, ¢&te au maghiarii (0 7) Dar ( )} nefiind nica
373 civilizati, e1 nu gtiu s34 ( } sd aibi pretentia (si profite
374 de asta} da’', nu stiu nici si profite
375 () pentru ci ex se complac in situatia respectivd {( ) fiind asa cum
376 sunt { }

{.]
381 Valeria S1 dac¥® le oferi un loc de muncd, vine cdt vine, dupi aia nu
382 mai vine, preferd si stea pe stradi si si cerseasci
383 $1 s& acuze, ci uite el asa e pentru c¢i n-are de lucru ( )
384 decdt sd tragd putin si1 si ajungid pani la urmd totusi undeva ( )
385 Sunt foarte mult:i rom&ni cirora le merge poate mair riu decit
386 tiganilor, dar n-au ce si faci, asta e situatia ()
387 mai trag asa c¢um pot ( ) s1 asta este ( ) Dar { ) nu ( } nu au
388 { ) felul lor de a £1 (mm}
360 Chris Do you think that the rights () the privileges of national and
361 ethnic minorities should be extended? ( )
362 Valeria Their rights® ()} If they should be extended more® (1 8) I do nt
363 think so
364 Chris Think o©of the Hungarians, the Germans and the Gypsies ( } they are
365 too { }
366 Valeria wWell, this is the point { ) that (1) 1f ( )} even from their point of
367 view ¢ne can notice a {( ) a desire to ameliorate the situation, then
368 ves () okay () let’s extend them ( ) ncbody has a problem with i1t,
369 as long as this doesn‘t lead to ( } conflicts, for example, as there
370 were then { ) So () I am talking for example now about the Gypsies,
371 I am thainking that they practically do not have as many raghts as
372 {} as the Germans, as the Hungarians (0 7} But ( ) not being
373 caivilized, they don’'t know how to { ) to have pretences (to take
374 advantage of this) yes, they don’t even know how to take advantage
375 { ) because they are complacert 1in that situation ( ) being the way
376 they are [ }

[
381 Valeraia And 1f you offer them a job, he comes for a while, after that he
382 does not come anymore, he prefers to stay on the street and to beg
382 and to accuse { ) that he i1s like that because he doesn‘t have a job
384 { ) instead to try a little and to get eventually somewhere ( )
385 There are a lot of Romanians who are less well off than the
386 Gypsies, but there 1s nothing they can do, thas is the situation { )
387 they try as they can ( } and that’s 1t () But { ) no ( ) they don’'t
388 { ) have their way of being {(mm)
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In line 362-363, after echoing the interviewer’s question and marking a 1.8 pause, Valeria
offers a rather straightforward answer: ‘I do nt think so® In line 364, the interviewer takes
the matter further and offers further orientation to the matter under discussion This can be
seen as a sign that the interviewer treats Valena’s answer as unsatisfactory. He wmnvites
Valena to think not just in general terms, but also in specific terms related to specific
ethnic groups: the Hunganans, the Germans and the Gypsies Let me note that, Iike in my
previous analysed example, the List that the interviewer offers seems to nvite a
comparnison and also to imply that there might some kind of differences between the listed

groups 1nsofar the 1ssue brought up 1n the question 1s concerned.

Mentioning the Gypsies as the third element of the list seems to trigger an immediate
reaction After a short preface (lines 366-370), which seces Valeria talking about extending
the rights of the gypsies with the provision that them too show ‘a desire to ameliorate the
situation’ (line 367), Valeria concedes that ‘practically’ Gypsies ‘do not have as much
rights as () as the Germans, as the Hunganans (0.7)" (ines 371-372). At this point, one
could say that by comparing the rights of the Gypsies with the nights of some other ethnic
groups (the Germans, the Hungarians) Valeria could be seen as displaying reasonableness
and understanding insofar the Romanies are concerned But, as the subsequent analysis
will show, the ‘problem’ for Valeria 1s not to support the idea that Gypsies have fewer
rights than the other ethnic minorities, but to demonstrate, 1in a rhetorical and discursive

move of ‘blaming the vicum’, why they have fewer nghts.

One can see that Valena’s remarks 1n lines 366-370 are nevertheless being qualified and
this 1s part and parcel of a display of reasonableness. There is an oscillation between
sympathy and blame, which 1s not used to build a seemingly even-handed and reasonable
picture of the Romanies, but to allow for making the Romanies nevertheless accountable
for their situation. An 1mphcit ‘differentiation’ from the other mentioned ethnic groups is
the backdrop against which conclusions are drawn 1nsofar Romanies are concerned The
1issue of nghts for the Gypsies is being reframed as something that pertains to their
‘culture’ and their ‘way of being’: ‘But (.) not being civilized, they don’t know how to ()

to have pretences (to take advantage of this) yes, they don’t even know how to take
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advantage (.) because they are complacent 1n that situation (.) being the way they are (.)’
(lines 372-376)

Their imphied backwardness, which comes as a consequence of ‘not being cirvilized’, 1s
invoked 1n order to put together a verbal portrait of Romany character and ‘mentality’.
This matches the portrayal of Romanies as ‘foreign’ to a ‘civilized’ way of being from the
previous chapter Valeria 1s constructing an image of Romanes through a sometimes
implicit, sometimes explicit ‘differentiation’ from other ethnic minonty groups. The
backdrop of this ‘differentiation’ 1s the implicit reference to a normative moral order,
which generates 1ts inadaptable, uncivilized, beyond the moral order antithesis In doing
so, the psychological (and social) distance between the Romanies and other ethnic groups
1s maximized, as 1s the distance between Romanies and the normative moral order
represented by those groups. It 1s a process of drawing moral boundaries that rests on the
assumptions of an ‘essentialist’ discourse: ‘they don’t even know how to take advantage

( ) because they are complacent 1n that situation (.) being the way they are (.)’ (lines 374-
376)

The formulation: ‘being the way they are’ 1s of importance here. One can read this as a
rather extreme comment, which can be seen as an essentialist ‘theoretical rationalization’
(van Leeuwen and Wodak, 1999). As was the case with the previously encountered
rationalizations, the focus 1s on the Romames themselves, rather on the activities they are
involved 1n, Romanies do the things they do (in this case, they are not doing the things that
they are supposed to do) because that’s the way they are. This leads to a number of
inferences regarding on one hand, the way the Romanies are and on the other hand, what
Romanies do. It 1s not just the charactenistics of Romanies that are essentialized, but also
their ontological ‘being 1n the world’. They are reduced to the esserce of their essence
Taking also imto account the previous accounts from the different speakers in the
‘ambivalence towards Tudor and Funar’ category, this can be seen an argument about
what this Romany ‘essence’ permuts. The implicit (general) conclusion 1s that 1t does not
afford for ‘civilization’, 1t does not afford for ‘fitting’, 1t 1s a backward ‘essence’. This 1s a
very important element of the ideological representation of Romamies as 1t 1s part of an
imagining that excludes the Romames from membership in the category ‘civilized’ and
casts them beyond what 1s ‘reasonable’ in contemporary society together with blaming

‘them’ for the way things stand.
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There is another instance of this ‘essentializing’ process embedded in the rhetorical use of
a ‘companson’ and ‘differentiation’ strategy, further down 1n the interview. This time
there 18 an explicit contrast between the Romanians and the Gypsies on a social and
implicit economical dimension. Agan, a discourse of ‘culture’ as a way of being m the
world 1s mtertwined with an ‘essentialist’ discourse 1s used to make the case for inter-
group differences and cast the Romanies beyond the moral order. Valena concedes that 1t
mught be that there are some similanties between Romanians and Gypsies insofar the
economic status 1s concerned. She even argues that ‘there are a lot of Romamans who are
less well off than the Gypsies’ (lines 385-386). But there 1s also a very important
difference to which she wants to draw attention. the idea that these Romanians might be
poor (or very poor), very much like the gypsies are, but ‘they don’t (.) have theirr way of
bemng (mm)’ (lines 387-388). As the previously analysed ‘essentializing’ description, 1t
does not appear alone and 1t 1s the more nsidious and demigratory as 1t 1s part (and the

outcome) of a companson/differentiation par.

The two kinds of ‘essentialist’ conclusions of Valena’s arguments that she has put forward
(hnes 375-376 and respectively, lines 387-388) not only work to justify and normalize the
moral implications of the ‘local’ discriminatory policies directed towards the Romanies,
but could also be read as being located within a broader moral space with general
ideological consequences. As previously argued, in order to understand the full
implications of this kind of accounts, one ought to look at the ideological position from
which these accounts are spoken, the position from which the presence of Romanies 1s
considered {cf. Dixon and Durrheim, 2000). One would notice that the voice 1s that of an
‘insider’, someone who speaks, not necessarly from within ‘her’ [Romanian} community,
but from within the universal community of the ‘civilized’, the ‘settled’, the ‘normal’ and
the ‘reasonable’. In this particular extract, this 1s done through explicitly enlisting other

ethnic groups (and ‘us’) in order to make a pomt regarding to what Romanies are and do

Doing this, Valena has constructed and put forward a perspective which is not only
‘local’, but which 1s that of the ‘universally’ civilized, adapted. The message that can be
drawn from here is rather clear: 1t 1s not only that Romanies are unlike ‘us’, but they are
also unlike any other ‘foreigners’ (they are also unlike any other nation). The modus

existendr of Romanies is the antithesis of a posstble modus coexistendi. All this works to
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prescribing an 1deological position for Romanies, one that places them beyond the

‘reasonable’ bounds of socicty.

As my first three examples, and the subsequent ones will show, the process of
*differenttation” of which Romanies are made part 18 not established on the premses of
equal footing. The Romantes are the marked members 1n this process, the ‘they’ to be set
apart from the reasonable and civilized ‘we’. ‘Abnormality’, deviation, non-conformism 1s
attnibuted to the ‘other’ as an essential property (cf Blommaert and Verschueren, 1998,
Verkuyten, 2001} The social relations and social formations of which the Romanies (with
their ntrinsic characteristics) are said to be part of are very far from being relatrons
between ‘terntorially’ grounded groups, with which confrontation and counter-position 1s
made on an equal footing. These are relations of power and the ‘differentiating power’ that
drives this process gives way to ‘extreme inequality’, which 1s brought to the fore by the
participants’ use of this rhetoric of ‘comparison’ and ‘differentiation’. The relations
between the Romanies and the ‘others’ (a category that includes ‘us’ alongside other
minority groups) are relations based on a Manichean logic. They are the essential polar
pairs of ‘us’ vs ‘them, ‘civilized’ vs. ‘uncivilized’ etc., which give nise to the enactment of

extreme prejudiced discourse. The next extract 1s a very good example of this.

In extract 4 one can see Andrei, a fifty-four year old financial inspector, offering an
answer to a question about the existence of prejudices against the Hungarians. I want to
focus here on Andrer’s use of this rhetonic of ‘companison’ and ‘differentiation’ and 1its

rhetonical and 1deological effects in the form of extreme prejudiced discourse

Extract 4, interview 4

313 Chras Do you think that Romanians are prejudiced against the Hungarians or

3 This differentiation process 1s simular to the ‘social differentiation’ that Henrt Tajfel was talking about It 15
part and parcel of the same dynamic process, which, as Tajfel was arguing, ‘can only be understood against
the background of relanions between social groups and the social comparisons they make m the context of
these relations’ (1981b, p 157, talics 1n oniginal) ‘Differentiation’ is not to be seen as a cogmtive process,
but as a discursive process As discursive psychologists have shown, social categorization 1s something that
1t 1s achieved discursively and has different 1declogical effects Nevertheless, there 1s an important difference
from the socio-cogmtive studies (including Tajfel’s) isofar this rhetoric of ‘differentiation’ 1s concerned
The pattern here 15 not one of ‘shifting the onus’, of defamation of other groups 1n order to put one's own
social status 1n a better light, but rather a pattern that goes beyond ‘differentiation’ itself It 1s not about
downgrading, downplaying the Romany ‘status’ It 15 about refusing them a place and being 1n the world
Some of the tenets of group differentiation and social comparison theory may apply here, but to follow that
route that would mean to over-simplify the matter What the participants are hinting at (and myself, in
analysing their talk) s that this phenomenon 1s something that goes beyond mere ‘comparison’ and
‘differentiation’ and 1ts effects are dangerous, as their are 1deological
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314 not really?

315 Andrei No, no (0 4) I don’'t know (1) The simple Romanian, he has nothing
316 against the Hungarian, with the gypsy (0 2} With the gypsies i1s more
317 { ) Towards gypsies they have prejudices, because I told you,

318 these ones don‘t work {( ) The Hungarians have no problems, they are
319 integrated in the society (.) and where they work, 1t 13 obvaous ( )
320 Hungarians are a hard workaing people (uhm} As I went through the
321 district, I took a lock at Valea lui Mihai, at Sacuieni, the land
322 was laboured ( ) Salard, so i1t was a work done with love, wath { )
323 So, the Hungarians must be appreciated from th:s point of view

324 (yeah} they are a hard working people { ) While gypsies, for the
325 gypsies there 1s a complete revulsion (mhm) {0 4) for the gypsies
326 (0 2)

313 Chras Credet1l cd romdnii au prejudec3ti fatd de maghiar:

114 sau nu prea®

315 Andrea Nu, nu {0 4) Nu stiu (1) Romdnul simplu, nu are el

316 cu ungurul nimic, cu tiganul (0 2) Cu tiganmii ii mai

317 { } fatd de tigani au prejudeciti, pentru cd v-am spus,

318 dstia nu lucreazd { } ungurii n-au probleme, sunt

319 integrati In societate ( ) ¢1 unde lucreaz#, se cuncagte ( )

329 unguril sunt un popor harnic (uhm) acuma plimbindu-md prin tot

321 Judetful, m-am uwitat In Valea lui Mihai, In Sdcuieni, pEmént

322 lucrat ( } Sdlard, deci muncd ficutd cu dragoste, cu { }

323 deci ungurii din punctul &sta de vedere trebuie apreciati

324 {da) sunt un popor harnic ( )} Pe cind tiganii, pentru

328 figani {1 o repulsie totalid {(mhm) (0 4) pentru figani

326 {0 2)

I want to start by noting that the question of the interviewer 1s phrased in specific group
terms and ask specifically about the possibility of Romanians having prejudices agaimnst
the Hunganans The first part of the question seems to vite a criticism of the
‘Romamans’, but with ‘or not really’ another candidate 1s given By its ‘openness’ to
different versions the question presents the i1ssue of Romanians’ prejudices towards the
Hunganans as something to argue about and something with no definite answer. In lines
315-316 the main implicit assumption of the question 1s denied and n order to argue
against the possible existence of (general) prejudices against the Hunganans, Andre
proposes a distinction between the Hunganans and the Romanies insofar prejudice 1s
concerned Note that, 1n compartson to the other question-formats analysed 1n this chapter,
this is a very specific question on a very specific 1ssue. The interviewer does not elaborate
further than ‘or not really’ insofar the 1ssue of prejudices towards the Hungarians is
concerned. The question does not nvite a comparison as the previous ones did and does
specifically talks about the Romanies, which makes Andre1’s invocation of the ‘Gypsies’

as part of a contrastive pair very interesting.
In Iine 315, Andrei avows that the ‘simple Romanian, he has nothing against the

Hunganan’. But Andrei does not stop here. There seems to be a ‘problem’ with the

‘simple Romanian’(s), because as Andrei 1s telling us, ‘towards gypsies, they have
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prejudices’ (line 316). Even 1f the question did not mentioned at all the Gypsies, they are
nevertheless talked about. Note that, at this point, Andrei acts merely as the ammator of
the utterance, leaving open the footing roles of author and principal (cf Ensink, 2003) He
nevertheless switches footing when he talks about the cause of these prejudices: ‘because 1
told you, these ones don’t work (.)’. This 15 followed 1n lines 318-324 by a detailed
description of the status of the Hungarians who are said not to have problems (line 318),
‘they are integrated in society’ (lines 318-319) Moreover, they are ‘a hard-working
people’ (Iine 320 and again line 324) and they ‘must be appreciated from this point of
view’ (line 323) These descriptions of the Hungarians are presented as part of an imphied

‘comparison’ with ‘us’ and at the same time, a ‘differentiation’ from the Romantes

In hines 323-326, the counter-position of the Hungarians and the Gypsies 1s made clear
The particle “so’ 1n Iine 323 introduces a conclusion about the Hungarians in the form of a
praising comment. What is interesting is that this conclusion does not stand on 1ts own, but
it is followed by an explicit contrast with the Romames. The praising of one group 1s
turned 1nto a cnticism and denigration of another. But if one looks carefully, the group that
Andres talks about, the Romanies are not just ‘another’ group to be chosen from the pool
of groups that are to be compared based on possible shared assumption of similanty.
Andrei can be seen as attempting to define the nature of Gypsy 1dentity (and at the same
tine to justify, to warrant Romanian prejudices against them) through the use of an
‘unequal’ comparison with the Hungarians As other studies have shown, comparisons
between ethnic minonty groups can be used 1n order to construct a specific and distinctive
negative ethme identity (Verkuyten et al,, 1995) In this case, the positive and praising
presentation and descriptions of Hungarians places the Romanies at the exactly opposite

(negative} end

The ‘opposition’ 1s not made relevant from an 1deological position situated within the
discourse of ‘differences’ as one mught have expected, but within the framework of a
‘moral exclustonary’ discourse. The stereotypical descriptions (simular to the ones used at
the beginning of his answer) are spared, but what is offered 1s an overarching, conclusive,
peremptory description, something that tells the whole story about the Gypsies. ‘“While
gypsies, for the gypsies there 1s a complete revulsion (mhm) (0.4) for the gypsies (0 2)’

(lines 324-326). If his former praising comments about the Hungarians had as backdrop a
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shared assumption of sitmilanty, his latter and peremptory statement about the Romanies 1s

based on a (shared) assumption of complete difference

From Andrer’s comments one could infer that the Gypsies are everything that the
Hungarians are not, that they are the complete opposite. I want to argue that the
implication of this kind of ‘differentiation’ coupled with the use of the extreme term
‘revulsion’ reaches beyond the 1ssue of ‘complete difference’. The implication of this kind
of comments stretch to a realm of ‘beyond difference’, a realm of incompatibility and
incommensurability of identities The Hungarians (and for that matter, ‘us’) and the
Romanies are not the two sides of the same comn, they are not at opposite ends of a
‘difference’ continuum, but they are made and said not to share symbohic, moral space of
identity. ‘Revulsion’ 1s the operative word, a key-term, umbrella term for everything that
1s negative about the Romanies and need not be stated. Note that, in opposition to the
previous uses of this kind of extreme description, 1n this extract, this description does not
appear alone and 1t 1s the more insidious as 1t appear alongside positive descriptions of the

Hungartans and 1t 1s upgraded by the use of the word ‘complete’ (‘complete revulsion’).

The issue of ‘complete revulsion” insofar the Romanies are concerned leads us back to a
sense of Romanies as the ‘abject” (Knsteva, 1982), as matter ‘out of place’ encountered 1n
the examples analyzed in the previous chapter Nevertheless, according to the mtrinsic
logic and the implicit and explicit assumptions brought forward by the contrast put
forward by Andrei, ‘revulsion’ has to be seen not as something coming from an inner
(personal)} psychological disposition of loathing or abhorrence, but rather as being the
effect of something that essentially resides within Romanies. Andrer does not claim to be
personally revolted by the Romanies, but talks about this ‘ complete revulston’ 1n general
terms. There 1s a shift of footing from the personal involvement insofar the story related to
the Hungarians was concerned to a more impersonal way of talking about ‘revulsion’
insofar the Romanies are concerned. One can see this as a way for Andrei to concede that
these phenomena exist somewhere, without nevertheless conceding a personal relation to
them (cf. Ensink, 2003). This also works to present this phenomenon as being pervasive
and general and not just something that could be attached (related) to the feelings, wishes

and motives of a particular person.
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This 1s 2 move of establishing the out-there-ness of disgust and to place it in the ‘object’. It
1s something to which ‘we’ (and note that here, this putative ‘we’ includes the Hunganans)
react against. Andrer’s argument can also be seen as being addressed to an ‘universat
audience’ to which the ‘fact’ that Romany ‘behaviour’ 1s disgusting 1s non-controversial,
As demonstrated, this 1s not an avowal of being personally revolted by the Romanzes, but
rather an account that warrants the reasonableness of being revolted. It 1s claim for
reasonableness based on the implicit 1dea that everyone would feel the same (that 1s,

disgusted) about the Romanies and ther behaviour

The 1deological effect of this final extreme comment 1s that of denying ‘moral legitimacy’
to Romanies, denying them the status of ‘moral’ subjects and objects, placing them 1n the
realm of the aloof, detestable ‘horror’ (Jahoda, 1999). The denigratory and exclusionary
effect of this statement comes not only from 1ts in-built extremity and negativity, but also
from the use of a specific contrast and the correlated power to define the terms of this
contrast The speaker legislates (as society does) who 1s to be seen and placed on the
‘civilized’ side, who 1s to be seen as a success on the motivational schemes of (Romanian)
society and commumity and who, by contrast, 1s to be cast outside reasonable bounds, as

outsider in society, as abject.

One can see how the pair ‘companson’/differentiation’ can prove to be an extremely
powerful tool to avow (in the case of Hunganans), but at the same time to disavow forms
of commumty (in the case of the Romanies). One could go further and say that the
‘companson’/differentiation’ pair constitutes a powerful rhetoncal resource used not
necessarily to accomplish a social diagnostic insofar Romanies are concerned, but rather to
pass a moral verdict (cf. McCarthy and Rapley, 2001) Thus, the only possible result of

this 1deological positioning is moral and social exclusion.

‘Opposing’ Tudor and Funar

In the previous sections, I have looked at some of the ways i which speakers from the
‘supporting Tudor and Funar’ category and the ‘ambivalent towards Tudor and Funar’
category used the rhetoric of ‘companson’ and differentiation’ to make ideological

distinctions between different ethmec munonty groups. As the previous analysis has
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hopefully shown, there were no striking differences between the way those who
strarghtforwardly supported Tudor and Funar and those who were ‘ambivalent’ towards
their policies positioned the Romanies outside reasonable bounds The different topics of
therr talk mught have been different, but not the overall emphasis on placing Romanies
beyond the moral order by using and emphasising processes of ‘companson’ and
‘differentiation’. As I hope to have shown, one can 1dentify an interplay of ‘companson’
and ‘differentiation’ processes embedded 1n different sorts of ideological discourses
(‘culture discourse’, ‘essentialtst discourse’ and traces of an ‘eliminationist’ belief system)
that build a ‘social representation’ of Romanies which places them 1n the only available

social and political position to them: that of subordination and oppression.

The question now 1s. can one find pretty much the same features when one looks at the
participants from the ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ category? Can one find the same
interplay of ‘comparison’ and ‘differentiation’ used to achieve different ideological
effects, but mainly that of positioning the Romanies outside ‘our’ moral order? These

questions and others will hopefully be answered at the end of this section

Take for example, extract 5, where Corina, a twenty-seven year old lawyer, 1s offering an
answer on the Romamans’ attitudes towards the Hungarians. The interviewer is trying
implicitly to frame the 1ssue of the attitudes towards the Hunganans as matter of public
debate and remain as neutral as possible A normative stance of the publicly available
views 18 implicated in the incorporation of possible positions offered for confirmation or
disconfirmation (positive or negative attitudes). As Pomerantz and Zemel have recently
argued, ‘an interviewer’s framing the 1ssue as a matter of public debate may be an attempt
to be even-handed with respect to the various positions within the debate’ (2003, p. 225).
Note also that the question does not ask about Corina’s personal attitude towards the

Hunganans, but it is phrased in a general way.

Extract 5, interview 12

425 Chris What do you think the most attitudes towards the Hungarians are”

426 Positive or negative?

427 Corina The majority are positave ( ) So 1t 1s obvious that ( } Insofar they

428 are concerned, nobedy I think that { )

429 Chris Do you thank that there are no prejudices against the Hungarians?

430 Corina No ( } so the Hungarians are regarded ags normal people,

431 regular people ( ) =0 in a way like the Romanians, as opposed to the

432 Romanies ( ) so, this 1s how I see 1t ( ) the Romanies have their
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433 problem ( ) The Hungarians don‘t ( )} at least in my opinion { }

434 I think they are () the same () how should I say () on a daily

435 basis { ) I don’'t think that Romanians are in any way different { )
[]

425 Chras Cum credeti cd sunt majoritatea atitudinilor fatd de maghiari®

426 Pozitive sau negative?

427 Corina Majoritatea sunt pozitive ( ) Deci e clar cd nu { } Despre e1,

428 nimeni nu cred ci { }

429 Chris Credetl cd nu existd prejudecdti fatd de maghiari®

430 Corina Nu { ) deci maghiarii sunt pravitl ca S1 oameni normali,

431 chisnuiti { ) deci cam ca romanii, spre deosebire de

432 romi { ) deci eu asa vad ( ) rcomil au

433 problema lor ( ) Maghiarii nu ( ) cel putin in ochii me1i ( )

434 eu cred ci sunt ( ) la fel { ) cum s& zic { ) in viata

435 cotidianid ( ) Nu cred c3 rominii ar fi mai diferity ()

[1

In lines 427-428, Cornna offers a straightforward answer. ‘The majority are positive (.) So
it is obvious that (.) Insofar they are concerned, nobody I think that (.)’. In answenng,
Corina takes up the footing of the question and there 1s no sign of explicit personal
commutment to the ideas that she expresses Corina acts as the mere ammator, leaving the
roles of author and principal open (cf. Ensink, 2003). According to Corina, the majority of
the attitudes towards the Hunganans are positive, but the matter 1s not taken further. Her
account finishes with a qualification that strengthens the implication of her opening
statement The explicit reference to ‘them’ and the use of the extreme case formulation
‘nobody’ make the case for a complete absence of negative attitudes towards the
Hungarians, but can also be seen as a subtle indication of an implicit “differentiation’

move,

In line 429, the interviewer comes in after Corina’s moment of silence This can be seen as
a move of confirmation msofar the gist of her previous comments is concerned There is a
subtle move from talking about negative attitudes towards the Hunganans to tatking about
prejudices. This can be seen as an indication that the interviewer has understood Corina’s
previous comments as a demial of prejudices against the Hunganans and there 1s a sense
that a justification 1s required for that particular kind of opinion. The onginal question of
the interviewer, as well as his second intervention, are not to be seen as looking only for a
position, but also for the basis of holding the position. In order to answer the query, Corina
has to operate adjustments (see Pomerantz and Zemel, 2003) to respond to the
mmplications of the interviewer’s intervention and to counter the bases of possible

attributions of prejudice Corina counters the assumed basis for her position by exphicitly
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offering a basis for 1t The explicit basis of her posilon rests on a

comparison/differentiation move.

The confirmation comes quickly in line 430: ‘No’, meamng, there are no prejudices
against the Hungarians In lines 430-432, the opening ‘no’ 1s being explamned: ‘so the
Hunganans are regarded as normal people, regular people () so in a way hke the
Romamans, as opposed to the Romanies (.)’, thus bringing out the implication of her
comment 1n lines 427-428 As can be seen from the previously quoted stretch of talk,
Corina introduces a double move of ‘comparison’ and ‘differentiation’ 1n order to account
for the absence of prejudices against Hunganans, Note that the question that precedes this
comment did not invite making distinctions, but Corna uses this
comparison/differentiatton move spontaneous. Note also that Cornmna’s footing 1n
answering this question 1s not different from the footing she has used in answering the
(first) onginal question. Again, she acts as a mere animator, ‘Hunganans are regarded as
...”, accounting 1n a distanced and general way about the way Hungarians are seen as
opposed to the Romanies. She does not talk about ‘us’, but she talks about the

‘Romanians’.

Corna is offering an account, on Romamans’ views on the Hunganans, which can be seen
as a report on prejudice (or rather the absence of prejudice mn as far as the Hungarians are
concerned). The Hungarnans are said to be ‘regarded as normal people, regular people’, ‘in
a way like the Romamians’. The dimension chosen for comparison is that of ‘normality’
and ‘ordinaniness’ The comparison move between the Hungarians and the Romamans 1s
immedrately followed by a differentiation move, which places the Romames at the other

end of the continuum of normality and ordinanness®.

In lines 432-435, the move of comparison/differentiation 1s taken further ‘so, this 1s how I
see 1t () the Romanies have their problem (.) The Hungarians don’t {.) at least in my
opinion (.) I think they are (.) the same (.) how should I say (.) on a daily basis () I don’t
think that Romamans are 1n any way different (.)’. At this point, one can see Corna

shifting footing by taking responsibility for her previous statements, but also for the ones

® One could argue that these are not randomly chosen dimensions of comparison and differentiation, because
through differentiation 1t ts implied that these are features lacking when 1t comes to consider the Romanies
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that follow her avowal of personal belief There 1s a switch from talking about the attitudes
of Romanians towards the Hungarians (lines 430-431) to expressing her own view on the
matter (which 1s an essentialist view, or rather a view on the similantres of Hunganan and

Romanian essences) (lines 433-435})

She introduces, 1n the form of a conclusion, the 1dea that ‘the Romames have their
problem’. This 15 to be seen as a continuation of the previous comparison/differentiation
move and marks yet another shift, a shift from reasonably talking about prejudice and
about people’s views on the Hungarians (lines 430-431) to focusing on the object (target)
of prejudice when 1t comes to mentioning the Romanies (lines 432-433). Note also the
contrast with the Hungarians: ‘the Hunganans don’t’ (have the same problem) which
again present the ‘problem’ of the Romanies as something that 1t 1s only peculiar to them
There is an implicit display of tolerance (note that she does not say that Romanies are the
problem, but that they have ‘their problem’). It 1s not a general, peremptory, prejudiced
statement, but 1t nevertheless incorporates assumptions of blameworthiness and
accountability insofar the Romanies are concerned One could argue that in setting up the
comparison/differentiation pair, Corina 1s drawing upon the common-place of the meaning
of prejudice The implication of the comparison/differentiation pair that Corina uses 1s
imbued with powerful assumptions relating not to the activities attaching to the category

‘unprejudiced’ or ‘prejudiced’, but to the nature of the object, target of prejudice.

In line 433, Corina 1s pointing that the comment to follow pertains to her ‘opinion’ (at
least 1n my opinion). With ‘I think’ she introduces again a comparison between the
Hungarians and Romamans, re-emphasising the resemblance between the two groups: ‘I
think they are (.) the same (.) how should I say (.) on a daily basis () I don’t think that
Romamans are i any way different ()’ (lines 434-435) Again she does not use ‘we’
when mentiomng the Romanians, even with a more personal approach to the matter
aiming to keep the ‘comparison’ as ‘objective’ as possible. The conclusion that Corina
puts forward 1s a very important one for the Romanies, even 1f, there 1s no explicit
differentiation from them in this sequence. This conclusion that emphasises the ‘extreme’
resemblance between ‘us’ and ‘them’ has important ideological implications insofar the
Romanies are concerned and conveys a sort of subjective contrast ratio 1n positioning
people The implicit 1dea is that the closer ‘we’ are to the Hunganans, the further ‘we’ are

from the Romanies. The closer ‘we’ (Romanmians, Hungarians etc) are to normality,
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regularity and civilisation the further the Romanies are from all these issues. Positioning
and describing the ‘normal’, as opposed to focusing directly on the ‘abnormal’ 1s an
effective rhetoncal ploy to build a contrast and position Romanies beyond the moral order

without directly commutting to airing extreme descriptions of them.

As prefigured 1n the introduction to this chapter and as the previous example has shown,
the rhetorical interplay of ‘companison’ and ‘differentiation’” works to constitute different
‘moral universes’. For the remainder of this chapter, I want to complement the 1ssue of the
(rdeological) position, which 1s being assigned to the Romanies, by bringing to the front
the issue of the ‘locatedness’ of 1dentities 1n this process of ‘differentiation’ The questions
to ask are What 1s the backdrop of the location of Romany identity? What 1s the
ideological framework inside which the rhetoric of ‘companison’ and ‘differentiation’ are

foundational elements?

The contention 1s that the 1deological ‘frame’ that allows for constructing ‘difference’ 1s
the symbolic space of nationhood and the nation-state. As nationhood has become the
paramount basis of group self-constitution, Romanies are being classed beyond
nationhood. As the Jews before them, Romanies are seen and considered ‘a non-national

element’, they are, at best, a ‘non-national nation’ (Bauman, 1989, p 52)

It 1s these impheit and explicit concerns with the ‘place’ that Romanies have (or should
have) not only in Romanian society, but also n this world, that shape the i1deological
contours of a specific representation of Romanies. Thus 1s the basic ideological assumption
that allows the Romantes to be presented and considered as not just unhke any other
nation, but also unlike any other foreigners. An example follows, in which Nicu, a twenty-

four year old teacher, makes this assumption relevant in mteraction

Extract 6, interview 8

507 Chras Do you think that there are prejudices towards the Hungarians or

508 not really®

509 Nicu Very () very { ) very little { ) very little ( ) cos’ again,

510 in the case of the Hungarians there 1s a state’ ( ) who could back
511 them up and (mm) Always { ) 1f a Romany craes,

512 ‘discrimination’, not too many people care, but 1f a Hungarian cries
513 ,discrimination’, already the local community that intervenes, who
514 will ask for the help ( ) of a bigger region maybe, who will ask

515 the help of the Hungarian country, who[ ( )

7 State understood as nation, a nation-state

286




516 Chras [goes to the EU?

517 Nicu Yes, exactly {( } so, here there 1s an issue like this { )

507 Chras Considerati ¢4 existd prejudecdfil fatd de maghiar: sau

508 nu prea®

509 Nicu Focarte { ) foarte { ) foarte putin { ) Foarte putin ( } C3 1ardsi,
510 in cazul maghiarilor este un stat ( ) care ar putea sta

511 in spatele lor sa1 () (mm) Totdeauna { ) daci strigi un rom,

512 fdigcriminare’, prea putini se uitd, dar dacd strigd un maghiar
513 ‘discriminare’, deja intervine comunitatea din locul respectiv, care
514 va sclicita ajutorul ( ) uneil regiuni poate mai mari, ¢are va

515 solicita ajutorul tAriix maghiare, care[ { )

516 Chris [merge pani la EU?

517 Nicu Da, exact ( ) deci, aicea e o chestiune dan asta ( }

The question that Nicu has to answer 1s one that specifically asks about the possibility of
the existence of prejudices towards the Hunganans By adding ‘or not really’ the
interviewer can be as orienting not only to the existence of different versions and opinions
regarding the subject of prejudices towards the Hunganans, but also 1s showing that he 1s
open to the possibility that the interviewee may reject the imphcit perspective mmplied by

the first part of his question.

Nicu takes up the implication brought up by the latter part of the question, emphasising the
rdea that there are * Very (.) very (.) very lhittle () very little’ prejudices towards the
Hunganans. What follows his avowal 1s a justification of why that 1s the case. In lines
510-511, Nicu pomts to what he considers as a possible explanation: ‘cos’ again, 1n the

case of the Hunganans there is a state ( ) who could back them up’.

The matter 1s taken further in lines 511-515, when the explanation that Nicu offers 1s
embedded 1n a ‘differentiation” move which involves the Hungarians, on one side, and the
Romanies, on the other. The distinction between the two groups 1s not made, like 1n the
previous accounts that were analysed, based on the counter-position of the intrinsic
charactenistics of each group, but 1t 1s based on the nature of their belonging and 1ts
relation to matters of discnmnation: ‘Always () if a Romany cries, ‘discrimination’, not
too many people care, but if a Hunganan cries ‘discnmunation’, already the local
community that intervenes, who will ask for the help () of a bigger region maybe, who

will ask the help of the Hungarian country’

By prefacing his comments with ‘always’, Nicu presents the phenomenon as not as a one-

off case, but rather as something scripted, something general and pervasive By using the
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‘collective singular’ (cf. de Cillia et al , 1999) to refer to both groups, Nicu 1s making the
case for different responses to ‘cries’® of discrimination. If in the case of ‘a Romany’
crying discrimination ‘not to many people care’, in the case of an Hunganan crymng
discrimnation there 1s a chain reaction 1n response to that: 1t ts the local community that
intervenes, then 1t will a bigger region, and then 1t 1s the ‘Hungaran country’. The
mterviewer understands and continues the chain by invoking the European Union 1n line
516 Then, without delay, in line 517, Nicu agrees completely with the interviewer’s

continuation and presents the situation as being of such nature.

Even 1f the speaker does not make the meaning of his ‘differentiation’ explicit, one could
st1ll discern 1ts 1deologtcal imphications. The analysis of these implications will be guided
by the same concerns with the locatedness of identities that characterised the previous
chapters The 1ssue of ‘significance’ 1s a very important on¢ In a world populated by
nation-states the moral significance of a group 1s a very important element. The cntenon
on which this significance 18 judged is the potential identificatron with a national group.
The issue of a group being the ‘internal significant other’ (see Triandafyllidou, 1998) is
not just theoretically important, but 1t 1s also ideologically and socially important because
its implications stretch beyond mere significance and otherness. The ‘internal significant
other’ (as chapter seven on talk about Hunganans has shown) was stereotypically
constructed through the constant reproduction of the nation (Billig, 1995a). What I would
call the “internal insignificant® other’ is constructed through the same reproduction of the
nation. The ‘insignificance’ of the Romanies comes not from their relative ummportance,

but it 1s the outcome of a rhetoric of nationhood and an 1deology of a national place

The extract analysed 1s not just a gloss on the nature of prejudice, 1t 1s not just a neutral
comment of how things stand, but 1t 1s also an indication of the 1declogical tension that
participants have to manage when talking (directly or indirectly, explicitly or aimplicitly)
about the controversial 1ssue of prejudices against the Romanses. Even 1f much greater
care is taken not to enact deictic antagonism and to put forward a representation
constructed on the basis of this antagonism, a representation that places the Romanies

beyond nationhood and beyond difference 15 still maintained and reproduced by the use of

8 Note the term ‘cries’ 1n ‘cries discrimuination’ whose use onients to the 1dea that both the claims of the
Romanies and the Hungarians of being discriminated are not justified
? In the sense of no consequence, not necessanly ummportant per se
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the rhetoric of ‘comparison’ and ‘differentiation” The antagomsm between ‘us’ and
‘them’ 1s not explicitly enacted, but 1t is nevertheless implicitly conveyed through the
reproductton of relations of power between specific groups and orientation to relations of

moral standing 1n the world.

The potential for criticism

I want to close this chapter by trying to pick up and discuss some of the implications of
previous analysis from this chapter (but also from previous ones). The previous two
chapters have documented the dynamics of different kinds of prejudice with a particular
emphasis on the analysis of extreme prejudrced talk against the Romanies. As the analysis
has shown, when one tackles the 1ssue of common-place prejudiced discourses, one gets
the 1mpression that these are so pervasive, so entrenched in common sense that one cannot
escape them and 1s prone to reproduce them 1n a way or another This raises the important
question of the mevitabtlity of prejudice entrenched 1n hegemonic or dominant discourses,
1in an ‘habitus’ (Bourdieu, 1990) of dominance within a dominant 1deology (Abercrombie
et al, 1980, 1990) of nationalism and extreme prejudice Is there a way out, 1s there

potential for criticism, for reflexive inward looking?

My analysis of prejudice in contemporary Romanian society has been an attempt to map
the commonly shared repertoires of prejudice that allow the enactment of prejudiced talk
against the Hungarians, on one hand, and the Romanies, on the other The backdrop of this
analysis was the assumption of the existence of a dominant code, of dominant rhetorical
and discursive resources and interpretative repertowres pertaining to the expression of
common-place nationalism and extreme prejudice What I want to argue is, that even if
there are a set of dominant discourses, dominant ways of talking about prejudice and the
objects of prejudice that work to reproduce and legiimate prejudice, this does not mean
that prejudice is an inevitable process and one cannot challenge it. It is not only the
inevitability of prejudice per se which is at stake, but also the inevitability of instantiating

and reproducing prejudice 1 a newly democratic state such as Romania.,

The ideologies that I have talked about in the course of this thesis are fragmentary, they

are ‘lived ideologies’, to use Billig’s phrase, and they allow for the enactment of different
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kinds of prejudiced discourse towards different ethnic groups based on a variety of
rhetorical and cultural resources. The reproduction of discourses, the putting together of
diverse resources should not be seen as an automatic process m which the participants are
sucked and trapped 1nto, but rather a dynamic process which allows for critictsm (of the
in-group) and for inward (cnitical) look upon oneself and fellow countrymen. It also allows
for going beyond mere 1instantiation and reproduction of ideological representations of

ethnic groups

The next extracts, taken from the ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ category are very good
example of what I mean. The first one is an example of orientations to issues related to
‘prejudice’ and ‘nation-states’, whilst the second 1s an example of orientations to exphicit
cnticasm of the in-group Even if they are differently organized and elaborated, they are
both glosses on prejudice {on the nature of prejudice), a sort of reflexive comments or
observations, trying to unveil the hidden, unspoken assumptions behind the issue of the

existence of prejudices.

In extract 7, one can see Mana, a twenty-seven year old literary critic answering a
question about whether Romanians are prejudiced towards the Hungartans. The question
to which Mana has to answer is very similar to the one Nicu had to answer, with the
difference that this time, the interviewer does not talk in general terms, but specifically
asks whether she thinks that Romamans have prejudices towards the Hungarans or not

really.

Extract 7, interview 3

433 Chris Do you think that Romanians are prejudiced towards the Hungarians or
434 net really?
435 Maria They have ( )} they have a lot of prejudices towards the Hungarians,
436 as they have a lot of prejudices towards the Romanies { ) just that
437 with the Romanies one can settle 1t easily ()} they don't ( ) mm { )
438 they cannot ( ) they cannot jeopardise cur state security,
439 because they don’t have regional autonomy claims, and there
440 wouldn’t be any claims to have ( ) but with
441 the Hungarian side, things are different (mm) there are a lot of
442 prejudices and the prejudices have persisted for many years and it
443 1s very difficult to change them ( ) now { } in two, three years { )
444 (mm} 1n order to be received into NATO { ) to be received into EU,
445 to fulfil all sorts of conditions { } right®
433 Chras Considerati ci roménii au prejudeciti fatid de maghiari sau
434 nu prea®
435 Maria Au ( } Au o grimadi de prejudecati fatid de maghiari,
436 aga cum au o grimadd de prejudecita fatd de romi ( } numai ci,
437 cu romii sSe rezolvi mai usor, e1 nu { ) mm ( )}
438 mi pot {( ) nu pot si ne pericliteze noud siguranta statulua,
439 pentru c3d n-au pretentii de autonomie regionald, S1 nica
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449 n-ar avea ce pretentii de autonomie regicnalid si aibd () dar cu

441 partea maghiarad, lucrurile nu stau asa {(mm} existd foarte multe
442 prejudecdti g1 prejudecidfile persistd de foarte mulfi ani, s1 e
443 foarte greu 83 le schaimbi ( ) acuma { ) in deoi, trei ana ({ )

444 {mm) ca sd fi1 primit iIn NATO, ca =4 fii primit In EU,

445 ca si indeplinesti tot felul de econdifii { } nu?

As with the previous question, by adding ‘or not really’ the interviewer can be as onenting
not only to the existence of different versions and opinions regarding the subject of
Romamans’ prejudices towards the Hunganans, but is also showing that he 1s open to the
possibility that the interviewee may reject the implicit perspective implied by the first part

of his question

Mana starts by acknowledging from the beginning (lines 435-436) that ‘They have (.) they
have a lot of prejudices towards the Hungartans, as they have a lot of prejudices towards
the Romanies ()’ Note that she uses the distanced ‘they have’ when talking about

Romanians’ prejudices towards the Hunganans and the Romanies

At the beginning the Hunganans and the Romanies are not commented upon differently. It
1s said that ‘they’ (the Romanians) have ‘a lot of prejudices’ towards the two groups. What
follows 1n line 436 is a qualhification that deals with the ‘significance’ and difference
between the two groups and prejudices towards them. It 1s said that in as far as the
Romanies are concerned, ‘one can settle 1t easily (.) they don’t (.} mm (.) they cannot (.)
they cannot jeopardise our state security, because they don’t have regional autonomy
claims, and there wouldn’t be any claims to have (.)’. There 1s an implicit comparison with
the Hungarians, which are not named at this point, but which can be recognized as being
hinted at by Mana’s reference to the ‘regional autonomy claims’. Note how Marna
switches from a more mmpersonal and distanced way when talking about prejudices
towards the two groups, to a more involved way of explaining the ‘differences’ between
the two groups when talking about ‘our state security’. Mana 1s thus downgrading the
political significance of Romanies by implicitly contending that Romanies do not

constitute a threat to ‘our’ state,

In lines 441-445, Maria makes explicit and emphasises the contrast with the Hunganans-
‘but with the Hungarian side, things are different (mm) there are a lot of prejudices and the
prejudices have persisted for many years and 1t 1s very difficult to change them (.) now (.)

1n two, three years (.) (mm) 1n order to be received 1into NATO () to be received into EU,
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to fulfil all sorts of conditions (.) nght?’. Whereas the tmplication of the existence of
prejudices towards the Romanies 1s not spelled out, the implication of prejudices towards
the Hunganans 1s made clearer The implicit distinctron that Mana seems to be making 1s
between prejudices bound to nationhood and the nation-state and other kind of prejudices
The implication of her account 1s that prejudices against the Romanies are of a different
nature, these prejudices are not bound to nationhood, are not bound to extraneous,
constraining factors like 1n the case of Hunganans In this account of reasonableness and
slight 1n-group criticism, the Romantes are not portrayed as the ‘inner enemy’ (see Sigona,

2003). The Romanies are positioned within the natron,

In order to answer a question about the prejudices towards the Hungarians, Mara uses a
‘companson’ move with the Romanies to explain the prejudices towards the Hungarians.

In companson with the other speakers that have used the move of ‘companison’, Maria
does not use the comparison to make a point about the Romanies and offer glosses on the
Romanies as object of prejudice. The comparison 1s ‘favourable’ to the Romanies and is
not accompanied, like some of the previous ones, by explicit or implicit stereotyped or
essentialist thinking. This 1s the more interesting, as it is spontaneous, In a simular fashion,
in the next extract, the speaker uses a comparison move, with the difference that this time

the focus 1s on the Romanies and prejudiced thinking against them

In interview 14 (extract 8), George, a thirty-three year old veterinary doctor, accounts for
the exastence of discrimination against ethnic munority groups The interviewer makes
direct reference to the minonties that his question refers to, mainly the Hungarians and the
Romanies, qualifying thus what he means by ‘ethnic minority groups’. As in previous
mstances where the interviewer has specified what he wants the interviewee to focus on,
there is a sense that an invitation for a comparisen 1s set forward based on the implication
there might be some differences between the two groups. The question of the interviewer

can be seen as asking not only for a position, but also for a basis for holding the position.

Extract &, interview 14

445 Chras Do you think that there i1s discrimination against ethnic minority
446 groups, I am referring to the Hungarians as well as to the Romanies
447 George Yes {( } ain this case, ainsofar Romanies are concerned probably that
448 {.) certainly there 1s ( ) there is no way for us to say that there
449 isn't () if for the Hungarians one can say that there isn‘t or
450 that maybe there i1s not really, there still might be situations in
451 which, I don't know ( } Here, as I was telling, it i1s from case to
452 case () from persen to person ( } sc 1t 18 an attitude that rests
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453 on (1} everybody’s attitude { ) But insofar the Romanies are

454 concerned there 1s () When one sees that he 1s a gypsy or that he
465 1s dark-skinned, immediately he 1s seen as a thief, or that he 1is
456 not an honest person {mm}

445 Chris Consideratl c¢& existd discriminare fatd dJde grupurile etnice
446 minoritare, md refer s1 la maghiari si la roma?

447 George Da { ) aici, la roma probabil ci

448 { ) cu sigurantd existd { } nu avem si spunem ci

449 nu existd ( } Dacd putem spune c& la maghiari nu existi sau

450 poate nu prea existd, mal sunt s1 situatii in care,

451 stiu eu ( } Aici cum am spus, de la caz la caz ()

452 de la perscand la perscand ( ) deci aici e o atitudine care riméne
453 la (1) atitudinea fiecdruia ( ) Dar la romi

454 existd ( ) Ca&nd il vede c& e figan, sau ci e

455 mai1 brunet, deja il vede ci e hot, sau c& nu e

456 un om corect (mm) ( }

His answer 1n line 447 1s a straightforward ‘yes’, but which is subsequently qualified by
itroducing a companson between the Romamies and the Hungarnans in as far as
discrimination 1s concerned Although displaying tentativeness, his comment on the
Romanies ends up by being defimtive: ‘insofar Romanies are concerned probably that (.)
certainly there is () there 1s no way for us to say that there 1sn’t (.)’. There 1s an upgrade
from ‘probably’ to ‘certainly’, followed by a peremptory statement ‘there 1s no way for us
to say that there 1sn’t’ (that 1s, discrimination). This 1s presented as a fact, as something on
which one cannot go wrong. Note the explicit reference to ‘vs’, which includes George
and potentially everybody else too. His statement opens the possibility of blaming the 1n-
group George 1s not protecting the in-group from blame. It 1s a recognition of the ‘reality’
of discnmination against the Romanies and the very ‘use’ of the term ‘discrimination’ can

be considered as a moral evaluation of the accountability of the in-group.

From line 449 to line 456, George 1s furthenng the 1ssue of discrimination against the
Hunganans and the Romanies, trymng to offer a series of explanations for the way things
stand. Even though the interviewer did not explicitly asked for an explanation, George
finds that it 1s relevant to provide 1t The offering of explanations 1s embedded 1n a contrast
pair, which opposes the comments about the Hungarians with those about the Romanies.
The contrast pair not only opposes comments about the two groups, but, at the same time,
it also positions them differently. In that sense, there is an important distinction that
George 1s making. As he argues, 1n the case of the Hunganans, 1ssues of discrimination

and prejudice rest on individual attitude and judgment ‘it is from case to case {.) from
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person to person (.) so 1t 1s an attitude that rests on (1) everybody’s attitude (.)’. On the

other hand, when 1t comes to consider the Romanies, 1t 15 not only individual judgement
that 1t 15 involved, but (biased) judgement based on the label ‘gypsy’ and the attributes
attached to it ‘When one sees that he 1s a gypsy or that he 1s dark-skinned, immediately he
1s seen as a thief, or that he is not an honest person (mm)’. Note that in talking about
prejudice, as opposed to Corina, George does not switch from accounting for prejudice to
point to the target of prejudice, but when 1nvoking the Romantes he 1s sull talking about
people’s views and prejudice insofar as Romanies are concerned. What he 1s describing 1n
lines 454-456 15 the prejudiced attitude towards the Romantes to which he hinted 1n lines
447-449 when talking about discrimination against the Romanies 1n order to put forward

an explicit critical stance

George is bemng asked about positions that are based on particular beliefs and attitudes
(this 1s a question about prejudice which implicitly contains assumptions about the
common-place meaning of prejudice). In answenng the question, he has to position
himself 1n relation to these particular behefs and attitudes relating to the meaning of
prejudice. George 1s able to manage his own position as mvolved 1n the account and
presenting himself as a critical commentator. His last phrase on the Romanies can be seen
as an explicit criticism of the 1n-group. He 1s not ‘doing being unprejudiced’, but rather he
1s positioning himself as a cntic that sees himself as belonging to the group that he
criticizes Drawing on the common place of the meaning of prejudice, he is positioning
himself as a ‘cnitic’ of the in-group, a critic of the ‘prejudiced attitude’, which places more

emphasis on the nature and intrinsic characteristics of the object of prejudice

He also presents the mechanism behind the enactment of prejudice as being pervasive and
general and not just something that could be attached (related) to the feelings, wishes and
motives of a particular person. In order to achieve this, George 1s drawing on essentialist
thinking when commenting on the 1ssue of prejudices against the Romanies. Whereas, the
previously documented essentialist way of talking was directed (was related) to the object
of prejudice (looking for ‘essences’ i Romanies), George’s essentiahist way of talking 1s
used 1 relation to prejudiced thinking (looking for ‘essences’ m the ‘mund’ of the
prejudiced), is used in order to mount a critique of the prejudiced attitude. In doing so, he
1s not distancing himself from the in-group 1n order to cast himself as ‘unprejudiced’, but

rather the critique 1s made from within and applies to all those concerned including
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himself. George’s ‘warranting voice’ (Gergen, 1989) 1s one that speaks from withun the
(Romanian) cormnmunity and thereby, explicitly claims, not only certain knowledge

entitlements (Potter, 1996a), but also certain criticism entitlements.

Far from being merely a ‘report’ about prejudice, George’s account displays a version of
the ‘practical reasoning’ that members could use to describe the matter of prejudice. The
social phenomenon of prejudice being talked here 1s assembled as a set of contrasting
categortes, which work to produce a moral order. Working through the activities
associated with the ‘prejudiced’ one can work out the attributions that are made 1n relation
to the ‘unprejudiced’. As Baker suggests, ‘the attributions that are hinted at are as

mmportant as any stated n so many words’ (1997, p 142).

Conclusion

In this chapter it was suggested and analytically demonstrated that constructing the
‘otherness’ of Romantes 1s based on a process, which rests on two sets of shared,
underlying assumptions and composed of two inter-related rhetorical and ideological
moves. On one hand, a move of ‘companison’ was 1dentified, which rested on an implicit
shared assumption of stmilanty between the terms of the ‘companson’. On the other hand,
there was a move of ‘differentiation’, whach rested on an implicit underlying assumption
of (complete) difference between the counter-posed terms As the previous analysis has
shown, these discursive moves are to be seen as inter-connected, concurning to achieve the
same 1deological effect, of casting the Romanies beyond ‘difference’ and comparison,

beyond nationhood and as a consequence, beyond the moral order.

In as far as the ideological representation of Romanies as the outcome of a rhetoric of
‘comparison’ and ‘differentiation’ was concerned, a range of differences between, on one
hand, participants ‘supporting’ Tudor and Funar and participants ‘ambivalent’ towards
them and, on the other hand, participants ‘opposing’ Tudor and Funar were documented.
What this chapter has aimed to do 1s to look at how participants across the 1deological
spectrum ncorporate assumptions of ‘simalanty’ and ‘(complete) difference’ in their talk,
how these assumptions become constitutive of the content and rhetorical means of

expression in their talk
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If 1n the case of the participants from the ‘supporting Tudor and Funar’ and ‘ambivalent
towards Tudor and Funar’ categories, these implied assumptions (together with their
associated rhetorical moves) were brought to the fore and enacted as part of an ideological
boundary-drawing process with social and moral exclusionary effects, 1n the case of the

participants ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’ there was a shight difference.

Within the opposing Tudor and Funar category one could make a differentiation between
participants 1n the case of which the antagonism between ‘us’ and the ‘Romantes’ 15 not
explicitly stated, but 1t is nevertheless implicitly conveyed through the reproduction of
relations of power between specific groups and ortentation to relations of moral standing
in the world (extracts 5 and 6) and participants mvolved n an effort to cniticize and
undermune the ‘natural’ attitude of prejudice, the ‘doxa’ of common place discourse of

nationalism and prejudice (extracts 7 and 8).

In the former category of ‘opposing Tudor and Funar’, one can find participants that do
not directly aired prejudiced views, but the positioning of Romanzes 1s achieved through
the ‘differentiating power’ of the companson/differentiation move. The implicit 1dea 1s
that the Romanies are not just unlike any other nation, but they are also unlike any other
foreigners. If one wanted to take the matter further, one could argue that the Romames are
implicitly presented as ‘neighbours outside moral reach’, as the ‘mhabitants of the
ethically neutral, no man’s land of moral indifference’ (Bauman, 1990, p. 25)!°. What 15
important to note 1s that, as tn the case of Bauman, it 1s not through a process of ‘effacing
the face’, through rendering the Romanies ‘faceless’ that they are abolished as ‘the source
and the natural object of responsibility’ (1990, p. 30) and the self 1s freed from moral
responsibility for the Other, but through the subtle reproduction of nationhood and
national space which gives more moral credit and status to those seen as ‘playing the same
game’. The force of the general (but also particular) national imperative ‘conform or be
damned’ comes not only from the extreme descniptions of the Romanies, but also from the
‘differentiating power’ of nationhood and national place, the ‘differentiating power” of a

rhetoric of absence of a national space

!0 This moral indifference that Bauman talks about constitutes the ‘realm of moral void, mhospitable to
sympathy or hostility’ (p 25) I would argue that for the Romanes 1t 1s not quite a ‘moral void’, but it 1s
something more precise with circumsceribes a sentiment of hostility
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In the latter category, one can find participants involved in an effort to challenge
prejudice. As emphasised throughout this thesis, the 1ssue of analysing common-places,
cultural, social and political assumptions and resources brings to the fore the 1ssue of them
being so entrenched, so pervasive, so much part of cultural and political common sense
that one cannot run away from them and is bound to reproduce them n a way or another
Bearing this 1n mind, the question of the inevitability of prejudice becomes relevant. What
also becomes relevant 1s the 1dea that prejudice and its instantiation 1s not inevitable

because 1t can be challenged.

As the analysis of the last extracts from this chapter has shown, the reproduction of the
common-sense assumptions surrounding the matter of prejudice and discrimination
against ethnic minorities should not be seen as an automatic process in which the
participants are sucked and trapped into, but rather a dynamic process which allows for not
offening rhetorical protection to the in-group 1n as far blame 1s concerned, coupled with
mplicit criticism (of the mn-group). A reflexive, inward (cntical) look upon oneself and
fellow countrymen, allows for going beyond mere instantiation and reproduction of
ideological representations of ethnic groups. It also allows going beyond mere cntique. A
reflexive way of talking about prejudice can be a very powerful means of commenting,
criticizing and potentially changing the power relations involved in authortative,

dorunant assumptions and discourses (of prejudice, mequality and injustice)'’.

This entically informed analysis has embraced the notion that social actors 1n (Romanian)
soclety are always on some side or other, that their views span across the ideclogical
spectrum. Their ideological choices should not nevertheless be seen as automatically,
unconsciously reproducing the ruling political and cultural chimate (Wetherell, 2001)
insofar ethnic minonties are concerned Even if in minonty, there 1s a continuous attempt
to escape the 1declogical ‘argumentative texture’ of those ways of talking that allow for
discursive and social exclusion. There is a continuous struggle not to create accepted
truths and dominant discourses, essentialist ways of understanding the sort of people ‘we’

are dealing with, how things work, what are the possible solutions, how things should be

1 The present research has tried to do exactly the same In a nutshell, 1t has tried to be an example of how, ‘a
reflexive exploration can be a means of commenting upon the power relations 1nvolved 1n authontative
texts’ (Wetherell, 2001, p 396)
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in the future, but to undermine the general truth, to stand in opposition to 1t, to propose

alternative, subversive ways of talking differently about ‘difference’.

A cntical view constitutes a powerful means to talk differently about ‘difference’, to
subvert the (discursive and cultural) authority, of those ‘prejudiced” ways of talking, to
combat ‘successful ideologies’ which ‘render their beliefs natural and self-evident’,
identifying them “with the ‘common sense’ of a society so that nobody could 1magine how
they might ever be different” (Eagleton, 1991, p. 58) As Bullig (1985) has argued,
prejudice 1s rhetorical and ‘a rhetorical approach permits the distinction between prejudice
and tolerance on the basis of content, rather than form, and thereby avoids assumung the
mevitability of prejudice’ (p. 79). Prejudiced talk contains not only the dominant
repertores and 1deological assumptions that circulate 1n society, but also the seeds for a
challenge, a critique of prejudice. Accounts of prejudice not only contain the logoi of
prejudice, but also the anti-logoi of cniticism, tolerance and solidanty. The same
discourses that enable some speakers to air prejudiced thoughts, enable some others to
express resistance and build a challenge against these prejudiced ways of thinking

Language can express differences of opimions, but 1t can also express different ideologies.

In the struggle for change and 1n the attempt to build persuasive arguments for social
critique, in the attempt to seek a way out of the ‘depressing dilemma’ (Billig, 1985, p. 82)
that assumes the inevitability of prejudice, one should not discard the (genuine) discourse
of tolerance One should not naturalize the discourse of prejudice, as one should not
naturalize 1deology (or 1deologies) 1tself. Considenng ideologies as ‘always naturalizing
and umversalizing naturalizes and universalises the concept of 1deology’ (Eagleton, 1991,
p 61). Considering prejudice as being instantiated, reproduced and legitimised in an
automatic or unconscious fashion naturalizes not only prejudice per se, but 1ts formation,
reproduction and legitimation. It universalises prejudice and 1ts reproduction,

disconnecting it from its particulars, and it invests 1t with more force.
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Chapter ten

Conclusions

Introduction

This thesis has tried to make a contribution to the analysis of prejudiced discourse aganst
ethnic minorities and its implications for the study of prejudice, nationalism and national

1identity, and 1deologies of moral exclusion.

Two different types of discourses of prejudice were identified. In the case of the
Hungarian mmnonty, a ‘pragmatic’ prejudiced discourse was found, one that onigmates at
the intersection and inter-relation of stereotyping, nation and place. This is a type of
prejudiced discourse whose power comes from 1ts anchorage within the symbolic space of
the nation which gives way to the consolidation of the 1deologies of nationalism, politics
and prejudice within a various set of discourses and discursive resources of ‘difference’.
As argued before, this kind of discourse 1s part and parcel of a (symbolic) space of
identity, which is the national space 1n which 1dentities are assumed, resisted or denied to
certain groups. As chapter seven has shown, this kind of prejudiced discourse presents

many of the features of the anti-alten, anti-immugrant Western discourses of ‘difference’.

Chapter seven has also demonstrated the relation between national pride and prejudice
within dilemmas of reasonableness and tolerance The ‘uses’ of a Romanian national
identity as a discursive and rhetoncal resource to talk about ‘us’ and ‘others’ 1s an example
of people’s attempt to balance prejudice denials, claims of reasonableness and tolerance
with a display of an explicit national footing (‘us’ vs. ‘them’) and an all-encompassing,
overarching Romanian-ness. One could note the differences between this kind of national
accounting and evocations of national pride and the evocations of national pride and
national accounting 1n countries like England, for example (see Condor, 2000, 2001)
where ‘evocations of national pnide are currently regarded with ambivalence, 1f not
suspicion’ (Condor, 2001, p. 179-180). For the English respondents 1n Condor’s study,

talk about their country was “often treated as a delicate topic, functionally equivalent to,
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and subject to the same opprobrium as, talk about ‘race’” (Condor, 2000, p. 175). The
Romanan way of accounting about ‘us’ (and ‘others’} 1s probably closer to data where
participants are attempting to balance prejudice denials with overtly nationalistic
assertions (see for example Bozatzis, 1999 for the Greek context or Reicher and Hopkins,

2001 for the Scottish context)

This thesis has shown a special concern for the case of the Romanies and the analysis of
1deologies of moral exclusion In the case of the Romanies an ‘extreme’ prejudiced
discourse was 1dentified when looking at how people taking up different ideological
subject positions talked about them As chapter eight (and nine) have hopefully shown,
discourse against the Romanies 1s more extreme than talk about the Hungarian minority,
and by consequence, more extreme than the anti-alien, anti-immigrant discourse of

‘difference’ of the Western world.

The contrast between extreme prejudiced discourse against the Romames as opposed to
the well-researched anti-alien, anti-immigrant of the Western world becomes relevant if
one 15 placing and grounds 1ssues such as bigotry, soctal exclusion and politics of extreme
difference within the workings of discourse with ‘exclusionary’ and ‘eliminationist’
ideological and political effects. The dynamics and intricacies of extreme prejudiced
discourse (and 1ts effects) constitute a localized process I am not just referring here to a
specific geographical and ideological location (Eastern European post-communist
Romania), but to the idea that this extreme prejudiced discourse 1s enacted 1n relation to a
specific category of people, that ‘we’ (not necessanly Romanians), the settled, the
civilized etc categorize as being matter ‘out the place’, as abject, try to place beyond the

bounds of reasonable behaviour and ‘way of being’ in the world

Another dimenston that 1s relevant here is the so often neglected 1ssue of the locatedness
and place-boundedness of the ‘Othening’ process within discursive studies of prejudiced
talk. An 1deology of ‘exclusion’ (and bigotry) implies a notion of place, which 1s the
yardstick against which exclusionary, prejudiced discourse 15 put together. In the case of
Romanzes 1t 1s rather the absence of a (national) place that shapes the 1declogical contours
of a moral exclusionary, extreme prejudiced discourse (Opotow, 1990), and underpins
specific extreme ‘essentialist’ descriptions of Romanies, which places them beyond

difference and beyond the moral order. One of the implications of this extreme
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‘essentialist’ discourse was that, 1t 1s thewr unchangeable ntrinsic ‘nature’ to be so
displaced and ‘out of place’. When faced with prejudice, discrimunation and violence
nobody can defend them They have no (national) place, no one wants them and they have
no place to go. As the Jews before them (until the nineteenth century at least), the

Romanies are the eternal strangers in anybody’s land.

Extreme prejudiced discourse 1s a type of discourse, which, among others, disavows forms
of community. As chapter nine has shown, by comparing and contrasting the Romanies
on different social dimensions with other ethmic groups the participants achieve the
rhetorical, but also political and ideological effect of presenting Romanies as ‘beyond
difference’, beyond the moral order They are not seen as being part of the same (moral)
‘community’. The ‘community’ of the Romanies has no moral and social ‘equality’ with
other ‘communities’. By virtue of the social categories and the 1deological representation
to which they belong, the Romanies cannot acquire the same social and moral footing as
the other social categones, and particularly not the one of the dominant categones (cf
Lemke, 1995, p. 149)

Implications for the discursive study of prejudice

I want to start by arguing that 1t 1s not sufficient for prejudice and racism to be just part of
a descniptive project, namely that of 1dentifying and descnibing how members of a given
society make sense of prejudice as part of their social practices. It also needs to be
something closer to 1ssues of ideology This 15 not to say that analysts should dispense
with prejudice being a resource for the local accomplhishment of members’ talk and action,
but they should also be aware, and point to the local accomplishment and reproduction of
ideologies of prejudice As argued in chapter three, 1f one takes seriously Michael Billig
(2002a)’s recent observation that 1deologtes are above all discursive, instantiated within
discursive actions, one could go further and say that while an analysis of the details of
interaction and taking account of participants’ orientations 1s essential, 1t 1s equally
important to consider talk as a culturally and ideologically situated practice (Wetherell,
1998)

One can note within ethnometodologically and conversation analytic insprred discursive

studies of prejudice (most notably Edwards, 2003), an increasing neglect of the ways 1n

301




which 1dentities around prejudice and prejudice related 1ssues are constructed, negotiated
and made relevant 1n talk as members’ concerns together with a concern for their political
significance and effect This does not necessarily mean that researchers should promote
their own political agendas as an pre-established analytic frame. One has to take into
account the idea that doing this may actually undermune the political and practical utility
of the analyses undertaken. This does not mean that discourse analysis can only be
pohitical analysis 1nsofar as 1t goes beyond the discourse that it analyses Far from being an
obstacle to understanding the political sigmficance of 1dentities a detailed analysis of talk
shows the place where 1ssues of power, 1deology and inequality are intertwined and played
out, 1n order to go further and offer an account on the possible social and political
consequences of discursive patterning. Both discursive analysis which totally overlooks
the political and 1deological dimension of talk and discourse analysis that does not link 1t
with a close analysis of the minutiae of interaction are 1n danger of missing significant
features of social life (the former musses on the ideological, the latter misses on the
mundane and everyday). By not attending, on one hand, to the ways in which 1deological
and political concerns permeate participants’ talk and on the other hand, to the ways that
partictpants construct, handle or manage 1dentities at the most basic level of interaction,
researchers do injustice to the social and i1deological context of talk and also, probably

more importantly, to the people who they claim are the objects of their concern.

As some (cnitical) discursive psychologists have pointed out, these two dimensions, the
ideological (or the social) and the mundane (the everyday) are to be conceptuahised and
analysed together. Their forms of articulation and organization should be constitutive part
of a critical project. Critical, 1n the sense that it aims to pinpoint to the role of discursive
practices 1n the maintenance of ideological meanings that shape social relations. The
present endeavour 1s not meant to be cntical in order to further erect disciplinary
boundanes (or to enforce those already 1n place). It 1s critical because 1t 1s rooted 1n a

radical critique of social relations (Billig, 2002c).

A cntical (1deological) approach to the langnage of prejudice, or, for that matter, any form
of ‘critical’ discursive analysis ‘puts discourse in a broader context’ and ‘involves an
evaluation of discourse’ (Wetherell, 2003, p 23, italics in onginal) If one takes this into
account, it means that ‘to descnbe a piece of discourse as ideological .. 1s an

1mnterpretative act; 1t is a claim about the power of talk and its effects” (ibid., p 14).
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A crtical and 1deological approach sees constructive, productive and justificatory
discursive processes as extending beyond the bounds of the activities nvolved in

interview-talk (Wetherell, 1998, 2003). Ttus 15 based on the assumption that

the constructive process emerges historically Past and current collective
negotiations orgamze the spaces (physical, institutional and symbolic) in which
conversations take place . as well as the ways 1n which people and events can
be represented within them.

(Wetherell, 2003, p. 24)

In order to sustain and justify this idea one needs a broader defimition of discourse, one
that defines ‘all social practices as comprnsing a vast, interlinked, argumentative cloth’
(Wetherell, 2003, p. 24, see also Laclau and Mouffe, 1987’)1 Hence, present instances of
talk can be linked to a continuous and historical process that has involved (tragic)
historical events (the Roma Holocaust, the massive deportations to Transnistria, the post-
communist outbursts of extreme violence — in the case of the Romanes, the history of
nationalist thinking and the controversial, but shared history of Transylvania — in the case
of the Hunganans), radical changes to people and landscapes (the Communist

collectivisation and the aggressive policy of land systematisation)

The particular words that are uttered, the here-and-now of the mterview situation or
conversation ‘evoke discursive history and current social relations’ (Wetherell, 2001, p
389). At the same time, they also invoke past social relations imbued ideologically:
‘Utterances are threads 1n this respect: they connect with other utterances and other
conversations, texts and documents. What things mean and what identities, versions and

narratives signify depends on the broader discursive context’ (1bid., p. 389)

The broader discursive context, discursive history, representations of past and present
social relations are all ingredients of a particular mode of sigmifying social practices
Together, they concur to ‘create accepted truths and ways of understanding who people
are, what things are, how they work and how they should be’ (Wetherell, 2001, p 389),

they reinforce the common-sense of a society. At the same time, they can also provide the

! Laclau (1993) affirms that society can be seen as a vast ‘argumentative texture’ through which individuals
construct their reality The notion of ‘argumentative cloth’, ‘argumentative texture’ collapses any distinction
between the discursive and the extra-discursive, talk and things external to talk As Wetherell (1999, p 401)
suggests, one should ‘see practical and matenal activities as discursive through and through’
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means for cntique, for argmng against and resisting common-sense In as far as an
analysis of the language of prejudice and racism is concerned this 1dea has important
implications It warns against analyzing the discourse of prejudice without hinting, or
taking account of the opposite discourse of tolerance, which 1s also part of discursive

history, past and current social relations.

Such a (non-binary) approach for the study of prejudice and racism (cf. Wetherell, 1999)
places 1ts focus ‘on the unceasing human activity of making meanings (the honzon of
discourse) from which social agents and objects, social mstitutions and social structures
emerge configured 1n ever-changing patterns of relations’ (p 401). Ideological cnitique,
which lies at its core, 1s not intended to be ‘ad hominen’. Rather, as Wetherell suggests, ‘1t
1s directed at the broader political climate, the organization of soctety, and the discursive
resources available to 1ts members, not at the individual speaker. It is a political rather than

a psychological cntique’ (2003, p. 23)

If one takes on board this broader perspective one can see how interview talk ‘1s in no
sense self-contained’ (Wetherell, 2003, p.25) and can be generalized beyond its immediate
conversational activity. The interview, as a highly specific discursive genre, ‘rehearses
routine, repetitive, and lghly consensual (cultural/normative) resources that carry beyond

the immediate local context, connecting talk with discursive history’ (p. 25).

Questions for future research

One of the important implications of this study 1s related to the different conceptualisation
of stereotypes which challenges the abstract, aspatial, disembodied notion of stereotyping
favoured by some soctal psychologists and theonsts The theoretical and empincal
approach of this study has placed and considered stereotypes, as discursive and 1deoclogical
representations, within an ideology of place and considers them as part and parcel of
different discourses with different 1deological effects. For example, in the case of the
Hunganan mnority 1t was suggested that descriptions of in-groups/out-groups are
bounded with narratives of nationhood and national space 1 ways that carry implications
for a discursive construction of national identity concerned with whom the national ‘we’

includes or excludes. In the case of the Romanies, the issue of stereotyping 1s hnked with
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putting together a stereotypical 1deological representatton which places them beyond

nationhood, difference and comparison.

This thesis has documented the existence and provided a cntical nvestigation of a
dialectic of prejudice achieved from a position of tolerance and reasonableness which,
nevertheless, does not preclude the construction of sirmilar 1deological representations of
social relations across different ideologrcal positions This raises important implications
not only for the study of discourses of prejudice or nationalism, but also for the study of
political 1deologies and correlate notrons such as ‘authontariamism’, ‘ambivalence’ or
‘liberalism’. A clear-cut delineation between prejudice and tolerance cannot be sustained
and distinctions between psychological explanatory categonies such as ‘authontanian’ and
‘democrat’ become blurred leaving space for a totahising expression of common-place
nationalism and moral exclusion, a constant reproduction of an axiomatic division

between ‘us’ and ‘them’.

As argued 1n the three analytic chapters and throughout the thesis, extremism,
ambivalence or moderation, for that matter are accomplished through language, through
the flexible of rhetorical and interpretative resources that specific societies provide. 1
suggest that an extension of this type of research, applied to political science and political
psychological concerns (the study of political 1deologies) may offer an alternative
approach to politically relevant psychological concepts and constitute a productive and

fruitful avenue for future inquiry

This thesis has also (implicitly, but also explicitly) raised the 1ssue of not necessarily why,
but how particular groups of people are made the target of extreme prejudice. As argued in
chapter two, the cognittve approach, the *personality’ approach, as well as social 1dentity
and self-categorization approach (and discursive psychology) have offered a generalized
view on the targets of prejudice There 1s no sense 1n which one group might be described
more negatively (and descriptions leading to different ideological effects) than the other
The indiscnminate use of stereotypes and biased judgment apply to all target-groups,
which are placed on the same footing. The 1ssue of precisely zow some particulars groups
of people become (or are made) the target of prejudice (extreme prejudice) has been
under-explored One can thus ask how negative generalizations made about different

ethnic groups are constituted, fabricated in interaction and how are they hnked with
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different 1deological effects and wider adeological concems? How and to what effect
people make use of diverse cultural and discursive resources when talking about,

comparing, contrasting different ethnic groups?

Last, but not least, it studying the emsemble of practices mvolved 1n constructing
Romanians as tolerant, liberal, reasonable, while at the same time the Romanies were
being placed beyond nattonhood and the moral order, this thesss has documented an
‘extreme’ prejudiced discourse, which rests on notions such as extreme difference and
moral exclusion and is inextnicably linked with 1ssues of a contemporary (society) moral
order, (ab)normality and discursive practices of exclusion. This kind of accounting has

also an important relation to a broader themne, the social exclusion of Romanies

Understanding how specific representations of prejudice against Romanies and the 1ssues
of accountability linked to 1t are constructed and sustarned, can provide a better
understanding of the existing 1deological representations pertaining to prejudice and
discrimination against Romanies and pomt to the social, political and ideological
consequences of extreme discursive patterning At the same time, one also has to point to
the 1declogical imphcations of Romanies being represented as a ‘nation apart’, coming
mnto being inside an ideclogical representation, which places them beyond nationhood,
beyond difference and companson. As this thesis has shown, the ‘banal’ language
evocative of fear, disgust and withdrawal from contact engenders fixed, stereotypical,
immutable ideological representations of Romantes with extreme political and social
consequences. The implication of the difficulty that the participants have with designating
a place for the Romanies together with the reference to an unchangeable stereotypical
essence is that they are not just in the ‘wrong place’, but actually that there is no place for
them! Concerns with the symbolic place assigned to Romanies and concerns with being
‘in’/‘out of place’ underpin an 1deologicai representation of Romanies which places them
beyond the moral order and opens the ways for expressing views with eliminationist
connotations. This kind of discourse of ‘difference’ 1s marked by an absence: Romanies
have no homeland like other nations — this 1s where the extrermsm 1s implicit and
potentially dangerous. Extreme discourses of difference contain or imply the

‘differentiating power’- to use Bauman’s apt term - of the absence of a national space.
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Notwithstanding the analytical and theoretical insights that this thesis has tried to bring to
the study of ‘extreme’ prejudice, I firmly believe that more research 1s needed (and in
different contexts) to draw the full implications of ‘extreme’ ways of talking for the study
of discursive construction and representation of ‘difference’ 1n talk about ‘others’. I want
to stress that the term ‘extreme’ was not being used in a comparative sense (1 €., more
extreme than the norm). Further research should concentrate on 1nvestigating ‘extreme’
beliefs 1n their own right, ‘extreme’ behefs that may be the ‘norm’ 1n certain social and
political contexts Researchers should approach the phenomenon of extreme prejudice
with increased attention to the detail of its interactional accomplishment. They should do
so, not only because extreme prejudice 1s very complex 1n 1tself, but also because 1t is

complex and at the same time, dangerous, 1n 1ts social and 1deological consequences

So, what can be said about nationalism, prejudice and related issues 1n a society such as
Romania from the analysis of interviews with Romaman majority group members? In a
traditional way, one might argue that interviews hke these tell us something about the
entrenched (cognitive) attitudinal patterns of thought and opinion of those people holding
prejudiced attitudes. But obviously, as this thesis has shown, they can do more than that
First, they can offer a glimpse nto the past and current discursive history of cohabitation
with the two main ethnic minorities, the Hungarians and the Romanies Second, they can
offer a view on the social and interactional orgamzation of different ways of talking about
different people with specific 1deological and political effects. Third, they can tell us
something not only about prejudice, but also about tolerance (or at least the possibility of

tolerance), social change and community building.

One should not forget that

what makes a community 18 the interdependence and interaction of ... practices
[social practices], both their functional integration and their systematic
conflict. What makes a community is not homogeneity, but orgamzed
heterogeneity, not the sharing of practices but the systematic articulation of
differences.

(Lemke, 1995, p 151)

Demonstrating how people make sense of prejudice, difference and ‘others’ changes the
sorts of questions that researchers can ask about these 1ssues. It also changes the ways 1n

which one can read accounts, including people’s ordinary conversations or newspaper
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headlines. It 1s a theme that goes beyond prejudice or difference, 1t interrelates with all the
aspects of public Iife. social behaviour, civil society, political life trends, national myths

and national consciousness,
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Appendix A

Transcription notation

Micro-pause

Pause length in seconds

Overlapping speech

Encloses speech that 1s quieter than the surrounding talk
Underhining indicates stress or emphasis 1n the speech
Encloses speeded up talk

Hyphens mark a cut-off word or sound
In-breath/QOut-breath

Immediate latching of successive talk

Comments from the transcriber

Laughter within speech

Colons are used to represent drawn-out speech
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Appendix B

Informed consent form — Romanian original version

Vi mulfumesc pentru participarea dvs la aceasta cercetare

Numele meu este Cristian Tileagd §1 sunt un student in psihologie 1a Universitatea din Iagi Cercetarca
mea se apleacd asupra studiulum opinnlor indivizilor in ce priveste probleme sociale, controversate in
societatea romaneasci

Inainte de a incepe, ag don si v& atrag atentia asupra urmatoarelor lucrun
- participarea dvs e in intregime voluntard
- suntef hiber(a) sd refuzap sa rAspundet la orice Intrebare
- suntef hiber(d) sd vi retraget in orice moment

Permitet1-mi1 si mai precizez faptul ¢ mi intereseazi opinnle dvs Nu existd rispunsun bune sau rele
Suntet liber(3) s aducepr In discuie orice elemente pe care le consideraft relevante

Interviul va fi Inregistrat $1 ceea ce spunet1 va fi tratat strict confidenfial Continutul va fi folosit doar
pentru scopuri de cercetare st va fi pus doar la dispozifia persoanelor implicate in acest protect
Extrase din interviun vor putea fi utilizate in raportul final de cercetare, dar sub nic1 un pretext
idenutatea dvs nu va fi facutl publici sau inclusa In raport

Vi rog si semmat acest formular pentru a demonstra ca v-a fost citit confinutul

Semnatura

Data

Pot fi contactat la adresa XXXXXX sav prin email XXXXXX in caz ci veli avea vreo nedumerire
legatdl de cercetarea in sine sau de participarea dvs
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Appendix C

Interview schedule
What do you think about bilingual and trilingual (street) signs 1n the areas where national
munorties live (Mostly Hunganans and Germans....)?
Do you think that this practice and bilingualism in general, should be encouraged?
Do you think that bilingualism 1s a threat for the regional identity, or at a national level?

How do you think bilingualism might influence the relations between Romanians and
Hungarians 1n Transylvania?

What do you think about the use of the mother tongue (native language) in the local
admumistration, fact mostly invoked by the Hungarian minonty?

Do you feel that using 1t, 1t would be a menace to the identity of some areas in which
Romanians are 1n the minority?

What do you feel about adopting Hunganan as a second official language, which
Hungarians consider as the only way out (solution)?

What do you think about introducing Hungarian language as an eliminatory exam in
selecting clerks 1n the city halls (town halls) in areas with mixed population?

Do you think that this 1s a right that was wrongly refused for so long?

What do you think about creating (founding) some universities where the teaching
language is one of the minonties (Hungarran or German)?

Why do you think Hungarians want such a University?
Do you think that they can obtain this kind of cultural autonomy?

Do you consider approprate the study of Romanian History and Geography in Hungarian,
in Hungarian classes?

What do you think about positive discrimination 1n higher education?

What do you think about remstating the Hungarian Autonomous Regton in the Covasna-
Harghita area?
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Do you think 1t would be a threat to the regional 1dentity of Transylvanma, and of Romama
1n general?

Do you feel that this 1s an utopic project or at a certain moment, this could be real again?

Do you think that there 1s a conflict between Romanians and Hungarians? Or between
Romanians and Romames? Do you think that there 1s a case there or....

After the Revolution, the inter-ethnic conflicts of March 1990 1n Tg.Mures, and the most
recent ones, between Romamans and Romanies from Hadaren: (Mures county) or Mihail
Kogalniceanu (Constanta county) raised contradictory comments Who do you think is
responsible for what happened?

How do you explain what happened?

Do you think that the political power at that time can be blamed for what happened?

To what extent can Romanies be blamed for the conflict and violences at that time? To
what extent Romanians can be blamed. .?

Do you think Hungarians are more blameworthy than Romanians for what happened?
Do you think that Romanians’ behaviour was just a response to a provocation?

Why do you think there was so much violence?

What do you think most Romanians’ attitudes are to Hungarians (Romames.. )? Positive
or negative?

Do you think that Romamans (or people) are prejudiced against Hunganans
(Romantes) ...or not really?

Do you think there 1s (much) discnmination against Hunganans (Romanies)...?
What are the caunses of such discrnmination?

If you were to describe the Romanies, how would you depict them?

Do you think that the rnights of (ethnic and national minorities) should be extended?

Do you think that the ones they have restrict the affirmation of their identity?

Do you think that ethnic minorities enjoy the same rights as the majority?
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Do you feel that the (nationalist) policies of Vadim Tudor (and Gheorghe Funar) towards
Hungarians and other ethnic groups are the fairest ones?

How do you see Romanian society without such nationalist movements?

Do you think that most Romanians could be described as nationalists?

What 1s your image about the economic and social position (status) of ethnic minornties?

What do you think about the Hungarians® Status Law? What do you think about the
Hunganans’ ID?

Do you think that it touches upon our national 1dentity?

To what extent and how are you aware of the presence of ethnic minonties n the
economic and social field?

What do you think about learning from the Hungarian culture?.. or from the Romanies
culture?

If Romania were a famuily, what place would every nationality have in it?
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