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Abstract

This study examines the construction of national identity in two speeches, held respectively
by King Abdullah Il of Jordan and King Mohammed VI of Morocco, during the height of the
Arab Spring in 2011. These speeches were a response to public uprisings and contained
numerous reforms, which may have been instrumental for the continued rule of the Jordanian
and Moroccan regimes. Using theories on national identity rooted in linguistics and sociology,
this thesis investigates if and how national identity was emphasised and linguistically
constructed in these two speeches. Given the political situation in the countries and the entire
Middle East at the time, the kings should have been eager to unite their people around a
common goal, an exercise in which a strong national identity might play a crucial part. This
study is of interest due to the numerous similarities these speeches and speechmakers share,
including the countries they rule, the outcome of their speeches and personal similarities
between the kings themselves. Through the analysis of the speeches, it became evident that
both kings emphasised and linguistically constructed a national identity for their respective
countries. However, this was done employing different means and arguably to various extents.

Keywords: National identity, King Abdullah Il, King Mohammed VI, Jordan, Morocco,
political speeches, construction of national identity



Table of Contents

O [ 4o Yo [ ot o Yo HO TSP PP P OO PR PPRTPPPPPRURONt 4
2. Purpose and ReSearch QUESTION .......c.uiecueiiiiieciiee ettt eeteecteeeette e et e eetee e teeeteeesbeeeaeeesabeesbeeennreean 5
I T 1ol 4= o T Yo PSPPI 6
3.1, ADAUIAN TTOF JOFUAN ..ottt 6
3.2. MOhammed VI Of MOFOCCO........cueuiiiiriiriententeteiei ettt st ene b e nes 7
3.3 SUIMIMAIY .. vt eie et estee st e ste s e et e e et e st e e s teeerteeste e te e seesseesseesseeasseasseanseessaesseesseesseeenseentesssessseesneeans 8
L I 1Yo T Y 2 SRRt 8
4.1. Theoretical base: three theories on national identity..........ccccceevveveiiecieneieecece e 8
4.2. TheoretiCal fraMEBWOIK ........cccoiiiriiireree ettt sttt ebe e nes 10
B IMIBENOM ...ttt e st e bt e bt e e abe e s ba e e s abeesbeeebbeesbeeenars 13
Lo Y T 1 1Y 2 LSRR 15
6.1, KNG ADAUITAN 1 ..ottt et s a e s teere e besreenaesbeeanas 15
B.1.1. EXAMPIE L.ttt st ettt bt e st e e b et e e re et e s beeabesteere e beereenaeareenns 15
B.1.2. EXAMPIE 2.ttt st ettt ettt a b e e re et e s beeabesbeera e beereenaenreeaeas 16
B.1.3. EXAMPIE 3.ttt ettt nnen 17
TN R T 4o o] 1= TSRO 18
LT T4 1 T T SR 19
6.2. KiNG MONGMMEA V1 ..ottt sttt sttt e s beebe e besaeensesbeennas 20
B.2.1. EXAMPIE L.ttt ettt et e et et e s te b e b e e ae et e s be et e sbeere e beeteenaenreeanas 20
I o C: 401 o] 1= 3RO 20
LIRS T . 401 o] 1= 0 TSRO 21
I . 401 o] 1= TSRO 21
B.2.5. EXAMPIE 5.ttt ettt et s be e b e s ae et e s be et e beere e beereenaenreeanas 22
B.2.0. SUMIMEBIY ... ettt ettt ettt ettt et e s bt e she e s at e st e e bt e bt e bt e sbeeeaeeeateeabe e bt e saeesutesabeeabeebeennes 23
7. DISCUSSION ettt ettt ettt et e et e e s e e e e s eab et e e s aab e e e e s am b e e e e s am b e e e e s aneneesenenee s e reneeseneneeeanee 24
S 6] ool [V o] o TSP ST PR PRSPPI 25
21 o] Lo = =T o] o1V 2SR 26



1. Introduction

Contrary to what is being debated in some European countries today, the idea of an
autochthonous national identity is not real. Even though there might be an idea of an
“identity” which could be considered as “national”, it is likely to be a construction invented to
Serve a purpose.

Apropos, identity in itself is a fluctuating phenomenon. According to the objectivist
perception of identity, there are objective factors defining one’s identity, such as a common
origin, language, culture, religion, psychology and connections to a certain territory. The
subjectivist perception, on the other hand, tells us that the only thing defining to what
community or group one belongs is one’s sense of belonging to that specific community.
Stuart Hall argued that “the fully unified, completed, secure and coherent identity is a
fantasy.”” Instead, it transforms itself to suit new purposes. The same is true for national
identity, simply because nations do not have natural identities — the identities of nations are
“incessantly negotiated through discourse.” They are taken from history and shaped by
historical events and memories. Hence, they can be remade in history just as easily.’
According to Denys Cuche, national identity has become a state concern, as the modern states
of today are much more rigid in their control of identity than traditional societies were. The
modern nation state engages in mono-identification. This means either only recognising one
cultural identity as the national identity, which according to Cuche is the case of France, or
recognising a certain cultural pluralism while still defining what Cuche calls “reference
identity” as the only true legitimate identity. Cuche states that this is more often the case in
historically more culturally diverse countries, such as the United States.”

Today, the question of national identity is frequently brought up in Europe as extreme right-
wing parties with xenophobic agendas gain support across the continent with nationalist
arguments. Often, the question of what is “Swedish,” “French” or “Hungarian” is at the centre
of the debate, as this “identity” is something that, according to the proponents of these parties,
needs to be protected from the influence of cultures brought in to the countries by immigrants.
At the other side of the spectrum, national identity is sometimes questioned or contested in
newly established states or former colonies (Ukraine and South Sudan being two very recent
examples), as those countries are often made up of various linguistic or ethnic groups that
never sought to create a sovereign state together. Even though Hall states that all modern
nations are “cultural hybrids”,® many of these nations have a history of linguistic and cultural
continuity and were, in some sense, shaped from their own initiative. This is true for most
European nations. It is, as said, not true for many former colonies, as they are in fact nations
invented by other nations. Therefore, some of these countries’ leaders are consciously

! Denys Cuche, La Notion de Culture dans les Sciences Sociales 4™ edition, Paris, La Découverte, 2010, p 100

2 Stuart Hall. “The Question of Cultural Identity”. In Modernity: an Introduction to Modern Societies, edited by Stuart Hall
et al., Malden, Mass., Blackwell Publishers 1996 , p 598

3 Michael Lane Bruner, Strategies of Rementbrance: The Rhetorical Dimensions of National Identity Construction, Columbia S.C.,
University of South Carolina Press, 2002, p 1

4 Bhikhu Paresh, Discourses on National Identity, Political Studies (1994), XLII, p 504. Cf. also Yasir Suleiman, The
Arabic Language and National Identity, Washington D.C., Georgetown University Press, 2003, p 7

> Cuche 2010, p 106-107

¢ Hall 1996, p 617
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working on creating and promoting a certain national identity in order to unify their nations.
This thesis will look at two speeches held by leaders of two Arab countries in a time of
regional political turmoil, and aims to examine whether or not national identity was being
emphasised in those times of crisis. This will be done using theories rooted in linguistics and
sociology that will be applied in the analysis, which hopefully will highlight important aspects
and tools employed in the construction of national identity. If successful, this study will be
able to point out whether or not the two speakers differ in their attempts of creating a national
identity for their respective country.

2. Purpose and Research Question

Building on the above, the purpose of this thesis is to investigate whether or not national
identity is under construction in my selected material.

The material comprises two speeches, one by King Abdullah 11 of Jordan and one by
Mohammed VI of Morocco. The backgrounds of these two speeches are similar, as they were
both given in 2011 at the height of the Arab Spring. Due to these circumstances, both regents
are in their respective speeches introducing reforms in order to meet the challenges of the
future. Apart from circumstantial similarities, the kings and their countries share many
characteristics, the most obvious being that they are both monarchies with pro-Western
foreign policies. Both Abdullah Il and Mohammed VI can also claim descent from the
Prophet Mohammed, lending religious legitimacy to their rule. Furthermore, both Jordan and
Morocco are former colonies with non-homogenous populations, and do not have a history as
independent nation states reaching particularly far back into the past.

Investigating national identity is interesting from both a linguistic and a political perspective.
As for the latter, one could ask many questions such as what importance the topics brought up
in these speeches actually had, and if they helped keeping Abdullah 11 and Mohammed V1 in
power. However, as this is a thesis focusing on the Arabic language, | shall try to investigate
what they said and how they said it. Hence, | will need to ignore the political promises or
reforms made and the effects of these. Hopefully, other studies will be able to answer those
questions.

What | intend to investigate is the following:

Are the kings emphasising and linguistically constructing a national identity for their
respective countries in these speeches?

If yes, are there any differences in how this is being executed?



3. Background

When Mohamed Bouazizi set himself on fire in December 2010 he set an entire region
aflame. Inspired by the Tunisian street vendor, millions of people in the Arab World
displayed their discontent with their regimes, as they demanded human rights, democracy and
in many cases the departure of their despot rulers. In Egypt, Tunisia, Libya and Yemen, they
succeeded. In Syria, the ongoing civil war is a bloody outcome of, among other things,
president Bashar al-Assad clinging on to power after wide public uprisings.

The kings of the Middle East have notwithstanding remained in power. Despite protests in
monarchies such as Jordan, Morocco, Bahrain and Oman, the kings proved to be more
difficult to oust than the presidents.

The kings concerned in this thesis, King Abdullah 11 of Jordan and King Mohammed VI of
Morocco, both decided to meet some of the demands made by the protestors by presenting
new reforms while the Arab Spring was still ongoing, and it is the speeches in which those
reforms were introduced that this thesis will analyse.

3.1. Abdullah 11 of Jordan

Abdullah 1 is the fourth king of Jordan. His great grandfather Abdullah | was instated as king
of the Emirate of Transjordan by the UK, and subsequently became the first king of the
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan upon its creation after independence from the British in 1946.
Abdullah I was born in Mecca, his father was the Sharif of the city and Abdullah I would
himself become deputy for Mecca in the Ottoman legislature. He is considered as one of the
chief architects of the Great Arab Revolt, (which his father proclaimed in 1916) during which
Arab forces revolted against Ottoman power with the aim of creating a pan-Arab state.’

This Great Arab Revolt is important to the Jordanian royal family, since it serves as a source
from which they draw political legitimacy. Abdullah 11 and his father Hussein have both used
this to play the “Arabism card”, which is seen as one of three aspects of what is generally
highlighted in the monarchy’s attempts to shape a Jordanian national identity. The other two
are Jordan’s Bedouin culture and the king’s blood ties to the Prophet.® According to
Christopher Phillips, Abdullah 11 has focused on the monarchy as an institution rather than on
himself in many of his speeches, a clear shift from his father, while at the same time focusing
more on Jordanian nationalism and making religious references.’

Abdullah 11'is generally seen as a liberal ally of the West in an important and shaky region of
the Middle East. In Jordan, he gets legitimacy from the fact that he is a direct descendant of
Prophet Mohammed. Even though he praises Jordan’s Bedouin culture in his attempts to
create national unity and identity, he was quoted in a now infamous interview with the

7 William L Cleveland & Mattin Bunton, .4 Modern History of the Middle East, 4* edition, Bouldet, Colo., Westview
Press 2009, p 157-163

8 Christopher Phillips, Everyday Arab 1dentity: The Daily Reproduction of the Arab World, Abingdon & New York,
Routledge 2013, p 41, 47

° Phillips 2013, p 63, 68-70
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Atlantic calling the Bedouin tribe leaders “old dinosaurs”.'® The fact that his family is not
originally from Jordan is an obvious hurdle for Abdullah in his attempts to create united
support for him. Furthermore, as the Jordanian regime is regarded as weak, there has been a
need to broaden the concept of the Jordanian national identity in order to secure the continued
rule of the regime.™

The speech analysed in this thesis was held by Abdullah 11 on the 12" of June, 2011 in
Amman on the anniversary of the Great Arab Revolt, Army Day and Coronation Day.

3.2. Mohammed VI of Morocco

Mohammed VI’s family is also not originally from the nation he is currently ruling, but the
Alaouite family has been in Morocco since the 13" century, establishing the still ruling
Alaouite dynasty in 1631. The Alaouite family claim descent from the Prophet Mohammed
through the Prophet’s daughter Fatima and her husband Ali, the fourth caliph and the first
Shia imam.*2

Mohammed VI’s grandfather (sultan Mohammed V) carried out the “Revolution of the King
and the People”, at the start of which he and his family were expelled by the French
protectorate regime and sent to Madagascar in 1953. From his exile, he militated for
independence through radio broadcasts. In 1955, the sultan returned to Morocco and
negotiated his way to independence in 1956, transforming the nation into a constitutional
monarchy in 1957.% This event is obviously important to the history of Morocco, and
Mohammed VI mentions it in the speech I shall analyse later in this thesis.

Mohammed VI has since his ascension to the throne to some extent moved away from the
autocratic rule of his father, Hassan 11, and is seen by the West as one of the region’s more
liberal regents. Nonetheless, he has closed newspapers, cracked down on protesters in
Western Sahara and promised reforms along similar lines of those presented in the speech
analysed in this thesis (without fulfilling them) before.'* One outcome of the reforms
presented in the speech concerned in this thesis was free elections, in which the Islamist Party
of Justice and Development (PJD) won. They were subsequently rewarded with their leader
being appointed prime minister." This could be seen as a step towards inclusion as Moroccan
legislation has previously been restrictive on the PJD,'® showing that the king is willing to
adapt to political realities and circumstances.

The speech analysed in this thesis was held by Mohammed V1 on the 9" of March, 2011 in
Rabat in a televised speech to the nation, considered to be a direct response to the protests in

10 http:/ /www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive /2013 /04 /monarch-in-the-middle /309270
11 Phillips 2013, p 48-49

12 Albert Hourani, De arabiska folkens historia, Furulund, Alhambra férlag 1992, pp 68, 192

13 C.R. Pennell, Morocco since 1830: a History, London, Hurst & Co 2000, pp 283-296

4 http://content.time.com/time/world /article /0,8599,2058141,00.html

15 http://www.aljazeera.com/news/africa/2011/11/201111299577214517.html

16 http://content.time.com/time /world /article/0,8599,2058141,00.html
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Morocco at the time.*’

3.3. Summary
Both kings share a number of significant qualities. They can both claim descent from the

Prophet, they are both viewed in positive light by the West and they have both displayed an
understanding of the need to adapt for the better of their kingdoms and for the sake of their
own continued rule, while at the same time showing autocratic tendencies. The countries they
rule are also similar in numerous ways. They are both former colonies, they have
heterogeneous populations and can show a good record of political stability compared to
many of their neighbours.

These are all aspects important to my decision to analyse these two speeches, made at this
particular time, by these particular kings. Taken together, these aspects will (hopefully) make
my survey rewarding and interesting.

4. Theory

4.1. Theoretical base: three theories on national identity

The theories that will work as my theoretical base are the three theories on what constitutes
national culture and national identity, and how this identity is created and upheld, presented
by Stuart Hall, Leszek Kolakowski and Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl & Liebhart. I shall try to
present them briefly in this section.

Stuart Hall was a Jamaican-born British cultural theorist and sociologist. In his article The
Question of Cultural Identity,"® Hall argues that identities are constructed by national cultures
and that the meaning of “the nation”, with which people can identify, is produced by and
contained in stories being told about the nation. These stories connect a nation’s past to its
present.

According to Hall, the narrative of a national culture is constructed by a number of elements.
Among these are the stories, contained in literature and media, which give meaning to
everyday life in a nation. This narrative of shared experiences “lends significance and
importance to our humdrum existence, connecting our everyday lives with a national destiny
that pre-existed us and will outlive us.”*® There is also an emphasis on timelessness and
tradition, and the invention of tradition in the “narration of the nation”, as Hall calls it.
Finally, Hall believes there to be an evocation of an original people around whom the nation
is founded, and foundational myths depicting the (often fictitious) foundation of a nation,
present in the construction of national identity.”

17 http:/ /www.foreionpolicv.com/articles /2012/10/08 /the reform of the kin:
18 Hall 1996, pp 595-634.

19 1bid., p 613.

20 Ibid. pp 613-615.
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Critique has been raised against Hall’s notion of a narratively constructed national identity.
Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl & Liebhart have pointed out that these aspects are almost
inseparable, and could in fact all be subcategories of the first element, the narrative of national
culture.?! I would argue that, although some of the points share many similarities, they are
distinguishable even though that might depend on what material is being analysed. Some of
Hall’s points will be brought up and re-examined later in this chapter.

The second theory is that of Leszek Kolakowski, a Polish philosopher best known for his
analyses on Marxist thought. In Uber kollektive Identitat,?? Kolakowski argues that national
identity is characterised by five elements: it contains the idea of a national spirit (a
Volksgeist), a historical memory (remembering events of a nation’s past in a manner serving a
specific agenda), the way a nation anticipates the future, the idea of a “national body”
(landscapes and physical artefacts) and lastly a nameable beginning to a nation, unspecific but
widely recognized (such as “the founding fathers™).?*

Neither of these two theories is perfect. To some extent they overlap and in other ways they
complement one another.

Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl & Liebhart have presented their own theory on what constitutes the
discourse on national identity, based on the above and their pilot analyses of national identity
construction in Austria.* This theory, or rather “thematic areas”, is later employed in their
investigation on national identity discourse in Austria in The Discursive Construction of
National Identity. What they present is a synthesis of Hall’s and Kolakowski’s works, as they
see neither of these theories as sufficient. They do however believe that they overlap and that
both make some valuable points.?®> Wodak et al. present their own five aspect scheme, their
own adapted version of the theories presented by Hall and Kolakowski and the initial findings
of their study.

The following is what Wodak et al. stipulate as the five major thematic areas of national
identity construction:*®

1) The linguistic construction of the homo nationalis®’

2) The narration and confabulation of a common political past

3) The linguistic construction of a common culture

4) The linguistic construction of a common political present and future
5) The linguistic construction of a “national body”

2l Wodak, De Cillia, Reisigl & Liebhart, The Discursive Construction of National Identity, Edinburgh, Edinburgh University
Press, 1999, p 24

22 Originally presented in in Michalski, Krzysztof (ed.), Identitat imt Wandel: Castelgandolfo-Gespriche 1995. Instutut fiir
die Wissenschaften com Menschen. Stuttgart, pp 47-60. As I have not been able to find this work, I have used the
version of Kolakowski’s theory presented in Wodak, De Cillia, Reisigl & Liebhart, The Discursive Construction of
National 1dentity, Edinburgh, Edinburgh University Press, 1999, pp 25-26 and it is this presentation of his theories 1
will be referring to.

23 Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl & Liebhart 1999, pp 25-26

2 Ibid., p 30

% Ibid. pp 24-26

26 Ibid., p 30

27 Originally presented as “homo Austriacus”, since their study exclusively concerns Austria. As my study concerns two
countries, I shall refer to it as “homo nationalis”.
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As their data concerns Austria and their study differs from mine, | have decided not to simply
use their theory as | find part of it to be irrelevant to my material. Furthermore I believe that,
even though Wodak et al. have created their own theory of what national identity discourse is
comprised of, some of these elements are highly unspecific and difficult to detect. That
specifically concerns the third and the fifth elements on their list. Therefore, | have decided to
return to both Hall and Kolakowski in order to create my own synthesis of the three theories
presented so far, and formulate what, in my opinion, is a more complete theory of what
constitutes national identity construction.

4.2. Theoretical framework

I will base my search for a construction of national identity in these speeches on the following
five instruments.

1) National spirit (Volksgeist) and the construction of a homo nationalis
2) Historical memory

3) Foundational myth

4) Narration and confabulation of a common political past

5) The linguistic construction of a common political present and future

| consider these five to be instruments of a national identity construction. As such, they are all
functioning methods for the construction of national identity and each of them could,
individually, assist in the creation of such an identity. These five instruments are thus not
components of a set universal package invaluable to the construction of national identity,
since there are many ways to create, construct, shape and establish a national identity, as
shown by the theories presented above. Nonetheless, | have chosen to examine these
particular instruments since | believe them to be relevant to my primary material. In the
following passages, | shall try to argue, more specifically, for why | have chosen them and to
present them more exhaustively.

I have kept three of the instruments presented by Wodak et al: homo nationalis (here as a
complement to Kolakowski’s Volksgeist), narration and confabulation of a common political
past and the linguistic construction of a common political present and future. Instead of
Wodak et al. “linguistic construction of a common culture” and “national body”, I shall
examine Kolakowski’s concept of historical memory and Hall’s concept of foundational
myths. This is because | believe that these two instruments are both more easily detected and
more relevant to study. The way Wodak et al. describe the concept of a common culture, it
may contain everything from language and religion to sports and eating habits.?® This may
sound concrete and specific, but these are things that, in my opinion, are cultural phenomena
in a society. They are “facts”, of sorts, in the sense that they exist and people participate in or
perform them every day. The concept of a “national body”, which concerns both landscapes
and physical national artefacts, suffers from the same “problem”, as it concerns physical

2 Thid., p 31
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items.?® Most importantly, | do not expect to find depictions of sports, eating habits and
landscapes in the political speeches | am about to analyse. Wodak et al. have included
interviews with Austrian individuals in their data, and in that context the inclusion of common
culture and “national body” is reasonable, as these are things that many of us might have
mentioned should we have been asked about what is specific for our culture or identity.
However, they are not instruments one can expect to find in a political speech, and that is, as
said, why | have excluded them from my study.

As for the construction of national identity, | believe that it is more relevant to look at what is
actually constructed. Therefore, | have included “historical memory” and “foundational
myth”, as both are examples of construction and require either a doctored version of truth or
an inaccurate description of a certain event. Based on the assumption that identity is a
construct, and from examining the theoretical literature, I consider the five instruments | have
chosen to be the most adequate for my analysis.

The first instrument is, as said, constituted by both Kolakowski’s “Volksgeist” and Wodak et
al. construction of a “homo nationalis”. The Volksgeist (national spirit) is something which
according to Kolakowski expresses itself in certain cultural forms and certain manners of
behaviour of a group of people, especially in times of crisis, which is why | would like to try
it on my selected material. Wodak et al. concept of the construction of homo nationalis
complements this in a rather efficient way. The Volksgeist is a metaphysical entity, present in
the minds of people, whereas homo nationalis is something that is actively constructed.
According to Wodak et al. speechmakers could appeal to emotional attachments to one’s
Vaterland, a national mentality and conjecture certain national behavioural dispositions.*
This first tool, the combination of these two concepts, is thus aiming at evoking a “national
spirit, which is assumed to be present in the minds of a nation’s people as well as at actively
constructing a “national human being”. Hence, a speaker using this tool is attributing
particular characteristics to a people.

Jordan and Morocco are two countries with very heterogeneous populations. About half of
Jordan’s population is Palestinian, and Morocco could be considered an ethnic melting pot.*
Bearing this in mind makes it, in reality, quite hard to describe the typical Jordanian or
Moroccan, which is an added reason why the Volksgeist/homo nationalis instrument is of
interest in this study.

The second instrument is Kolakowski’s concept of “historical memory”, which is the idea of
remembering one or several events in a particular way, thus making it suit a certain agenda. It
may involve excluding facts or placing a disproportionate importance on happenings,
streamlining it in accordance to that agenda or ideology. Kolakowski stated that “some
nationalities which have formed just recently invent an ad hoc artificial relation to the past

29 Thid.
30 Ibid., p 25, pp 30-31
31 http://www.refworld.org/docid /49749¢cfcc.html &

http://global.britannica.com/FEBchecked/topic/392604/Morocco/46574/People
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without the existence of real, verifiable connections”.* This aspect too, is of significant
interest in relation to Jordan and Morocco.

Even though the third instrument, Hall’s concept of “foundational myths”, may share
similarities with the instrument of historical memory | would argue that they differ in certain
ways. This third instrument, a foundational myth, evokes a beginning in a nation’s existence
and does not simply write pseudo-history. A foundational myth locates the origin of a nation,
but it does so in vague terms, referring to this beginning as if it took place in “mythic” times
even when the actual birth of a nation is well-documented and well-known. “[Foundational
myths] provide a narrative in terms of which an alternative history or counter-narrative, which
pre-dates the ruptures of colonization, can be constructed.”® A foundational myth is thus an
event to which someone refers as the beginning of a nation, without this necessarily having to
be a true recitation of history. New nations are often founded on these myths, making this
concept interesting in the cases of Jordan and Morocco.

The fourth instrument, “narration and confabulation of a common political past”, could also
be considered as one and the same as the second (i.e. historical memory), but here too, | argue
that there are some fundamental differences. The main difference is that the construction of a
political past concerns past political successes, defeats and times of prosperity, rather than
simply creating pseudo-history. If historical memory concerns mentioning certain events, the
narration of a common political past tells us the story of how a nation together created those
events. Here, | argue that the importance lies in a nation having shared something, with the
actual happenings being of secondary significance. Wodak et al. gives the example of how
Austrian politicians have emphasised how the Austrians were victims of National Socialism.**
Despite this being an unpleasant memory, it is effective as it paints a picture of a shared
political past. If this notion is present in my material, the kings will try to emphasise shared
past events, regardless of them being positive or negative.

The fifth instrument is called the “linguistic construction of a political present and future.”
Just like the fourth, it is taken from Wodak et al. It concerns citizenship, political
achievements, current problems, dangers and future aspirations. Here, the speaker will attempt
to create a common political present and future using linguistic means. According to the study
carried out by Wodak et al., there are a number of strategies employed in order to create a
national identity. The strategies used to create and establish a certain national identity are
called “Constructive Strategies”, and Wodak et al. present a number of sub-strategies within
this category. | shall try to present them briefly. The “Assimilation, Inclusion & Continuation
Strategy” aims to emphasise intra-national sameness and positive political continuity, and a
speaker performing this strategy will try, among other things, to unite his audience through
the use of “we”, spatial reference and temporal references indicating continuity, such as
“since” or “always”. The “Singularisation Strategy” establishes a nation’s identity by
accentuating its uniqueness, and the “Autonomisation Strategy” focuses its emphasis on the

32 Originally in Kolakowski 1995, p 33. Quote in English taken from Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl & Liebhart 1999, p 25
33 Hall 1996, p 614

3 Wodak et al. 1999, p 31

% Ibid., p 33
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nation’s independence and sovereignty. The “Unification & Cohesivation Strategy”
emphasises shared common features and the will to co-operate and unify, through appeals for
co-operation and “lexemes with semantic components creating unification”.* The
“Dissimilation/Exclusion & Discontinuation Strategy” tries to emphasise inter-national
differences and difference between present and past, by excluding other groups through the
use of “they” and “them”. A “Strategy of Avoidance” aims to suppress/background intra-
national differences and inter-national sameness, and the “Vitalisation Strategy” uses
personifications and anthropomorphisms in order to vitalise features of a nation.*’

Being aware of these strategies will undoubtedly facilitate my search for linguistic
construction of a common political present and future.

| believe that the five instruments presented above constitute a theory of how the creation of
national identity is accomplished that is more relevant to my material than the theories
presented by Hall, Kolakowski and Wodak et al. do separately.

5. Method

After careful analysis of the speeches, | shall present them one at a time in the analysis section
of this thesis. Looking at speeches, there are many things of interest depending on with what
purpose you examine a certain speech. In the presentation of the analysis, | have chosen, as a
principle, not to include the parts of the speeches where actual political promises are made
and reforms are presented. It is reasonable to assume that promises and reforms are made in
every country regardless of the political situation. However, every leader presenting reforms
does not have to emphasise a certain national identity, making what is said outside of the
reforms the crucial part of these speeches, for the particular purposes of this study. The
assumption made above, that the presentation of promises and reforms does not constitute an
arena for the construction of national identity, proved to be correct, with one single exception.
This exception will be mentioned, but, otherwise, the portions of the speeches introducing
reforms will not be treated in my survey.

In the analysis | shall apply the theoretical framework presented, and examine whether or not
the instruments outlined above are being used. Succeeding in this will require a bit of
methodological assistance, i.e. defining what I am looking for in relation to each component
of the theoretical framework.

As for Volksgeist and homo nationalis, | shall look for statements evoking a certain national
mentality or behaviour. This means both examining whether or not the kings appeal to a
certain spirit present in the minds of Jordanians or Moroccans and also an active construction
of a national human being, including “national features”. Kolakowski argued that the
Volksgeist will show itself in moments of crisis, and if the kings perceive the situations which
they have to tackle in these speeches as crises, they might try to appeal to that spirit.

When describing the concept of historical memory, Kolakowski stated that some nationalities

**Ibid., p 38
37 Ibid., pp 37-39
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invent an ad hoc artificial relation to the past without evidence to support it.*® I shall thus
examine whether or not the kings are doctoring or modifying history for national identity
purposes.

Foundational myths locate the origin of a nation, and | shall therefore examine if the kings are
using a certain event as their foundational myth, but also how it is described linguistically as
these myths are often placed in “mythical” times and vaguely described with the aim of
making them seem ancient.

As for the narration and confabulation of a common political past, | shall look for traces of the
speakers mentioning times of unity in defeats and crises. The main focus here is that the
speaker, in order to achieve a narration of a common political past, will have to point out that
the people of a nation have shared political history together, regardless of that history being
positive or negative for the nation as a whole. | expect to detect this by looking at simple
linguistic means, such as the usage of “we” and “together” in relation to a historical event or
period being mentioned.

When examining whether or not a linguistic construction of a common political present and
future is being used, I shall examine whether or not the speakers are using linguistic means in
order to emphasise present or future political unity. Here, the strategies presented under this
category in “Theory” will be of service.

As | discussed while presenting my theoretical framework, national identity construction can
take many shapes. Bearing this in mind, one realises that a speaker may emphasise and/or
linguistically construct a national identity for his country without necessarily using all of the
five instruments outlined in the theoretical framework. Should I find evidence of any of the
instruments being used, | shall argue that the speaker, to some extent, is emphasising and/or
linguistically constructing a national identity. After having analysed the speeches, I will
hopefully be able to see if and how the speakers differ in their approach to the issue of
national identity, and thus be able to answer my second research question.

The paragraphs will be presented in Arabic, followed by my own translation. The translations
will focus on extracting the essence of the paragraphs rather than achieving a literal
translation. If a non-literal, more contextual, translation is used, I shall argue for why | have
chosen that specific translation. The analysis of each speech will be concluded by a summary
of my findings and preliminary conclusions.

After having analysed both speeches, | will compare and discuss the general results of my
analysis.

**Ibid., p 25

14



6. Analysis

6.1. King Abdullah 11

6.1.1. Example 1
(DY) gn Ay sha 8 jae Hlaal aiy canl o T Sa Gl 02 Y1 B oY) e pajalld
Llal Caalds O e a5 #OLY) ) Cige s 288 Ll 5l ol dadie 8 ) sl e S 3
il 5 #Sal) San) dal e il IS Cilae 5 ¢ el

”In Jordan, no one holds monopoly over reforms. We are the champions of a long process of
reform, which has always been at the top of our priorities. Ever since | assumed my powers, |
have called for reform and modernization and worked through all means in order to bring
about reform and change.”

At a first glance these sentences might not look like they evoke nationalist feelings.
Nevertheless, this paragraph is predominantly concerned with the narration and confabulation
of a common political past. Abdullah Il is focusing on a shared past, a past of Jordanians
leading the way to reform.

From this, Abdullah 1l builds a bridge to the present. He does this by constructing a common
political present through the use of what Wodak et al. call the “Assimilation, Inclusion &
Continuation Strategy”*°, which predominantly aims at creating a sense of unity and of
continuation. The new reforms introduced in this speech are not something that the king made
up simply because public pressure forced him to, but is rather a process that both he and his
people have been working on for a long time, as established in his narration of a common
political past.

zhaY) pa A sha 3 s olanal ai (literally: we are the masters/champions of a long
journey with reforms) is a good example of this strategy, indicating that the reforms presented
on this day are merely a continuation. After having mentioned that no one holds monopoly
over reforms (probably referring to himself) right before, he is now employing the 1% person
plural “we” to evoke a sense of inclusion, and then moving forward to emphasise the sense of

unity and continuation. This is succeeded by the following clause: (& &l 3l e IS A
Ly o ol danie (“...that has always been at the top of our priorities”). ¢! s (ad-dawam)

originally means “continuance” or “perpetuity”, but together with the preposition = (‘ala) it
takes the meaning of “at all times” or simply “always”. Abdullah I1 is thus, once again,
emphasising that this is merely a continuation of a job already started.

The use of the 1% person plural, spatial reference, and the emphasis on continuation through
the use of linguistic means such as “always” or “since”, as exemplified in the king’s speech,
are according to Wodak et al. and as presented in “Theory” means employed in the

“Assimilation, Inclusion & Continuation Strategy”.*

% Ibid., pp 37-38
40 Ibid.
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6.1.2. Example 2
(b Al S g abuaill g Adlaa) g A yadl 8 Wil 5 5 e _SI o yall By 55 ) sl aglines L
O553)Y) A LSl 1l o3 Akl gall Tasey Lapea U SE () ay Y Lile 5 3 3all dliall 038

Ll 5A) A daniy aglS 15 Jla s cagil ga ) guunsl 5 (gl (55 e aed sual 5 pgidlia yilu (1

”Today, we draw inspiration from the legacy of the Great Arab Revolt and its mission of
liberty, justice, tolerance and human dignity. This event is dear to us, and it reminds us all of
the principle of citizenship around which we unite, like the Jordanians, irrespective of
backgrounds and origins, who met here on the earth of the motherland and founded their state
and with God’s grace became brothers.”

The instruments that come to mind after reading this paragraph are the concepts of
foundational myths and historical memory. Abdullah Il makes a connection between modern
day Jordan’s citizenship principles and the values that made Jordanians gather on the nation’s
land and found the Jordanian state. This is a highly unspecific description of how Jordan was
founded, and evokes the illusion that Jordan is a country with ancient roots. Abdullah Il is
thus using the foundational myth scheme. Since he is, simultaneously, describing certain
historical events, the king is also evoking the concept of historical memory. According to
Abdullah II’s narrative, Jordan was founded by Jordanians of different origins because they
believed in certain values, and saw the land that is now Jordan as place for those values to
flourish. In reality, the British gave the king’s great grandfather the Transjordanian territories
in return for not attacking the French and the English forces during the Great Arab Revolt.**
Abdullah 11 is thus creating an ad hoc relationship to the past, making this a good example of
the concept of historical memory. Moreover, the above example can also be classified as a
narration and confabulation of a common political past. This as the king evidently points out
the Jordanians’ shared political history by mentioning these events.

Furthermore, the king linguistically constructs a common political present:

a2l o) dilal gall Tanay Lapen U838 () 23 Y Wile 3 3 3ad) 4aliall 528 5 (“This event is
dear to us, and it reminds us all of the principle of citizenship around which we unite”).

Here, Abdullah 11 is connecting the Great Arab Revolt to the principles of citizenship that,
according to him, unite Jordanians even today. By doing this, he is constructing a common
political present. Here, he uses the “Unification & Cohesivation Strategy” presented by
Wodak et al.,** as he emphasises common unifying features of Jordanians. In this example,
those common features are the principles of the Great Arab Revolt. In this sentence, he is
using simple but efficient means of realisation while employing this strategy. For example, he

uses the 1% person plural twice: s U SY (tudhakkirana jami‘an)— “reminds us all,

reminded us all” and 4 s> 8L (naltaqi hawlahu) — “we gather around, we meet about”, here:

“we unite”, as Jordanians have united around those principles. Abdullah Il is emphasising the
stipulated fact that Jordanians have united before, and they are united today in their values,

4 Cleveland & Bunton 2009, p 167
42 Wodak et al. 1999, p 38
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thus establishing that they can unite and come together once more.

Abdullah I1is also, if not as clearly, using the “Assimilation, Inclusion & Continuation
Strategy”, as he indicates that the Jordanian principles of citizenship are simply a continuation
of the principles that the presumed ancient Jordanians united around. According to Wodak et
al., a common linguistic device of this strategy is spatial reference through the usage of
toponyms (place names), often in a rather vague manner.** The following is a good example
of this:

peil 52 | pmand 5 Glasll (5 i e ael gual 5 agiilin ilu (e g stia)¥) ) LS

“Like the Jordanians, irrespective of backgrounds and origins, who met here on the earth of
the motherland and founded their state.”

(b ol (al-watan) has the meaning of mother-/fatherland, thus holding a nationalistic meaning.
In its adjective form ik 5 (watani), it holds a less pretentious meaning of “nation”, or

“national” or “domestic”. Consequently, Abdullah 1l manages to vaguely refer to a
geographic area, where the first Jordanians met, without having to specify the borders of this
area (which are rather arbitrary and in fact non-existing at the time of the original Jordanians’
meeting) while at the same time being absolutely clear about what area he is referring to, as

o sl in this context can only mean one country — Jordan. Simultaneously, he is evoking

nationalistic feelings through the use of (= s, showing how much can be said in only one
word.

6.1.3. Example 3
(D Al gl 4 sl 2any () sa oyda gl 13 olatiWl Aol y el o e B (e 2 Y
Al Clainal) gl oJ a5 Culiall dpa pad o el may deibal g Akl gall (558 23ay
¢san) g5yl 3alall (a )Y oda e Luea ot ol e g dualad) 5 44 Sl Cilga g3l
Ol 13gd o Ly W) AT e asY i W5 ectilial sl 5 (3 siall 3 (5 shasia () il 5

”We can all agree that the feeling and the conviction of belonging to this nation is the
determinant of the national identity, defining our civic rights and duties, regardless of
background, origin, religious conviction or political and ideological orientation. Furthermore,
we are all here on this pure land, one family, citizens and equals in our rights and duties, and
no one is favoured over another except in his dedication to this nation.”

This paragraph is interesting in many ways, but mostly because Abdullah Il actually mentions
“national identity”. To some extent, the king defines what national identity in Jordan is. He is
acceding to a subjectivist interpretation of the concept of identity,** as he is stating that it is
the feeling of belonging to Jordan that is determinant for one’s Jordanian identity. Abdullah 11
also mentions the existence of various ethnic and religious groups in his country, emphasising
that despite all the differences between the people in Jordan they are Jordanian.

Here, Abdullah 11 is constructing a common political present through his use of the
“Unification & Cohesivation Strategy” and the “Assimilation, Inclusion & Continuation

# Ibid., pp 37-38
# Cuche 2010, p 100
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Strategy”. The first one as he is virtually draining his arsenal of linguistic means aimed at
creating unity: the use of the 1% person plural (x> (=38 — fanahnu jami‘an - “we are all”),
highlighting the equality between citizens (Osstuia () sibal 3o — muwatintin mutasawiin -
“equal citizens”) and calling the nation’s people “one family” (33! 5 Byi — ’usra wahida).
The king is also appealing to the sense of commitment in people by stating that “no one is
favoured over another except in his dedication to his country”. It should be noted that
Abdullah 11 throughout the speech mostly uses the 1% person singular, differentiating between
him on the one hand and him and the people on the other. Hence, when he does use the 1%
person plural it is reasonable to assume this is done with the intention of unifying his people.
Abdullah II’s use of this strategy almost intertwines with his use of the “Assimilation,
Inclusion & Continuation Strategy”, with focus being primarily on inclusion. This is also
done through the use of the 1% person plural (most notably with Lxea (a3 = we are all), and
the use of “we are all here on this pure land”. The latter is an example of a “we are all in the
same boat”-argument, which is common within this strategy.

As this paragraph succeeds the one analysed in “Example 2”, where the king focuses heavily
on the past, it is natural that he would want to connect this to present-day Jordan and
emphasise unity within the nation in this paragraph.

6.1.4. Example 4
o)) Leen i 5 elggle elidl 5 5ol oda slie] ) Anainal s Apuband) (5 8 apan el )
Gl A G,V eJattaal) (3, Liys ) Gaiail J g sesall il gl) Jasl) ol 4y 5 58 il ghads
cibaaill dgal sa (A agade s (pia )Y s galay

”’[ call on all political and societal forces to support this initiative, to build on it and to
translate it into immediate steps of a responsible and national effort toward the realisation of
our vision for Jordan’s future - a Jordan that suits the aspirations of Jordanians and their
willpower to face challenges.”

A novelty in this paragraph is that this is the first and only time Abdullah Il touches upon the
idea of a Volksgeist or homo nationalis. He does this when talking about “the aspirations of
Jordanians and their willpower to face challenges”. 2= (“azm), here translated as willpower,
holds an even stronger significance, meaning (among other things) “determination”, “firm
will” or “resolution”. It is the masdar of the verb = (“azama) — meaning “to decide” or “to
resolve” which is used. The king is thus indicating that it is in Jordanian nature to be
determined to face challenges, or to be determined while facing challenges.

Stating that this is a clear example of Volksgeist or homo nationalis would be to stretch the
span of those concepts. Indeed, national behavioural dispositions or a national mentality are
both characteristics of the Volksgeist/homo nationalis component, but in order for it to be a
clear example of the use of this instrument there would need to be further emphasis on what
makes a person typically Jordanian. Here, Abdullah Il is merely stating that Jordanians are
determined when facing challenges and he is not implying that this is specifically Jordanian.
According to Wodak et al. and their concept of homo nationalis, someone’s national mentality
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is often connected to that person’s place of birth. Even though Abdullah Il is indicating that
the Jordanians’ “willpower to face challenges” is ontologically Jordanian, he is not clearly
stating that this quality is particular for his country. On the other hand, one could argue that
the “challenges” Abdullah I is talking about is a crisis during which this determination
present in Jordanian nature manifests itself, but it is, as already indicated, not clear that this is
the case Abdullah Il is making. Therefore, Kolakowski’s concept is not completely applicable
in this sentence. Neither does Abdullah 11 construct a homo nationalis, even though he
approaches the concept by ascribing a certain quality to Jordanians. Despite having stated, in
the previous example, that Jordan is a country of people of different origins who became
Jordanians, the king does not “create” a typical Jordanian person in this paragraph.

As for the remainder of this paragraph, the following is worth further examination.

33kl 024 aldie) ) dpaaisall g dpulpnl) (5 g8l aaen el (I call on all political and societal
forces to support this initiative™)

Here, Abdullah 1l is once again constructing a common political present. The king is
attempting to unify his people, as he is emphasising his desire for different political and
societal forces to come together, to pull together and to co-operate by supporting the king’s
reforms. According to Wodak et al., this is a common linguistic means and a crucial part of
the “Unification and Cohesivation Strategy”.

6.1.5. Summary:

Abdullah 11'is using all of the instruments outlined in the theoretical framework except the
first (Volksgeist and homo nationalis), which he is merely approaching. Of the ones used,
there are evident examples.

In the first example, Abdullah Il is both narrating a common political past and constructing a
common political present. In the second, he is referring to a historical memory, evoking the
imagery of a foundational myth, confabulating a common political past and constructing a
common political present, continuing with the latter in the third example. In the fourth
example, he touches upon the concept of a national human being or a national spirit, but does
not, as stated, quite meet all the criteria. Moreover, he is continuing his construction of a
common political present. The strategies he is using while constructing a common political
present are the “Assimilation, Inclusion & Continuation Strategy” and the “Unification &
Cohesivation Strategy”. What is interesting is that even when creating a common political
present, Abdullah I1 is rooted in history. While using the “Assimilation, Inclusion &
Continuation Strategy”, he is focusing heavily on continuation, which he sets himself up for
through his historical references.

In addition to using most of the instruments outlined in the theoretical framework, Abdullah 11
is using a nationalistic vocabulary in general. In all examples except for example 3, he is
using the word Jordan. In this third example, however, he uses the word (s (al-
watan),”motherland”, twice. The word ”Jordanian” is used in example 2 and 4.

The 1% person plural (both the word “we” itself and the verb conjugation) is employed in all
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examples except the fourth. Abdullah 11 refers to himself as “I”” during the entire speech,
which clearly indicates that his use of “we” is aimed at creating unity and a sense of inclusion.

6.2. King Mohammed VI

6.2.1. Example 1
gl se i el g el 35 68 (5SS daulia 2010 i 20 e 8 aie Llef L Slsdi

”Consistent with what [ announced in my address on 20 August 2010, commemorating the
Revolution of the King and the People, I call on everyone to engage in the continuing
maturity of what has been outlined in the general plan through a national and constructive
wide-ranging debate.”

“The Revolution of the King and the People” is an event in Moroccan history that could be
mentioned as an attempt to create national identity and unity. However, it is the event that led
to the creation of independent Morocco, which disqualifies it from functioning as a
foundational myth. Here, it simply serves the role of a nationalistic name drop, and
Mohammed V1 is not using it as a narrative for the beginning of his nation. Rather, this
paragraph is predominantly concerned with the linguistic construction of a common political
present. The king is employing the “Unification & Cohesivation Strategy”, evident in how he
is “inviting/calling on everyone” (axal) s - nad*a al-jamt®) to follow the plan that has been
outlined for Morocco’s future. Wodak et al. specify the appeals for co-operation as a
characteristic trait of this strategy, since co-operation is crucial for the creation of unity and
solidarity in a nation and gives a sense of the people working together towards a specific aim.

6.2.2. Example 2
¢ B yianll LAY g el yill g duila o) Bas gl 5 ¢ Slall alaill g ¢ ppiagall 3 5la) 5 cdaiaall el
il g (el s Wline IS ¢ 306 381 5l (il Gl g ¢ sl lascall
“The sanctity of our values, which are a point of national consensus — Islam as the state
religion, the guarantee of freedom of worship, the Commandership of the Faithful®, the
monarchial system, national unity and territorial integrity and commitment to democracy —

provides a strong guarantee and a solid foundation for a historical agreement and the shaping
of a new treaty between the throne and the people.”

What is most interesting with this paragraph is that Mohammed V1 defines what the
Moroccan values are, and that they (or rather, their sanctity) will provide a strong base for the
reforms he intends to implement. As he is emphasising unifying common features within

4 Translated from (e ’sell )l (Imarat al-Muwminin). (1’5« is the plural of (%34, meaning “believer”, an active
participle from the root (sl (to have faith in). 3\ is a masdar stemming from the root l, meaning “to command”.
Here, it is translated as “commandership”, but could also mean “emirate” as in “the United Arab Emirate”.
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Moroccan society, he is thus constructing a common political present through the use of
“Unification & Cohesivation Strategy”, even though these unifying factors are handpicked by
the king. It is rather amusing that the king, while he is encouraging the people to unite in
support of him rather than against him, is implying that “national unity” (4 sll 32 sl _ g]-
wahda al-wataniya) is one of the aspects that actually bring national unity to Moroccan
society. 32 ¢l is however a word of several senses, meaning everything from “unity” as in
“national unity” to “integrity” and “unit” as in “military unit”. In this paragraph, it is used as
both “unity” and “integrity”: 4wl il s &k oll 33a dll — al-wahda al-wataniya wa at-turabiya
="national unity and territorial integrity”, with 32> s!) being given two different senses by the

two different adjectives (4 5! — national, and 4x) 3! - territorial) paired with it. The focus
on unifying factors indicates that the king is linguistically constructing a common political
present.

6.2.3. Example 3
lealoa b5 clail s 5 Al o sall A sl gl go2al) qolball 5 sl g SS3D ;9
3 Jlaal) gaend e S iy Y]

*First: a constitutional enshrinement®’ of the varied character of the unified Moroccan
identity, rich in its diversity and variety, with the Amazigh component as a core element
residing within all Moroccans.”

By, to some extent, defining Moroccan identity by ascribing to the Moroccans an element
residing within all of them, Mohammed V1 is approaching the concept of a Volksgeist or a
homo nationalis. This is not a very clear example of either a VVolksgeist or a homo nationalis,
even though the king states that this is an element common to all Moroccans. The king does
not develop this concept further, and the fact that this is actually one of the reforms
announced suggests that this is not part of a construction of a national human being. The
Amazigh (Berber) element is highly present in Moroccan society, as most Moroccans are of
Arab-Berber descent. It could be considered as specifically Moroccan, but it is neither a
national mentality nor a behavioural disposition connected to one’s motherland. Rather, it is a
genetic fact and therefore | argue this is not part of either a Volksgeist or a homo nationalis
construction. Furthermore, the king is mentioning “the unified Moroccan identity”. In doing
S0, he is emphasising a unifying common feature, hence using the “Unification and
Cohesivation Strategy.”

46 Taken from Mohammed VDT’s list of reforms presented in his speech, hence the “first”.

47 This is the translation of the word (=S (at-takris) which is the masdar of the verb (S (karrasa — stemform 1),
which means “to devote” and “to consecrate”, giving o= Sl the meaning of “devotion” or “consecration”. Here, I
have chosen the more contextual translation “enshrinement”. The king wants to protect the “varied character of the
unified Moroccan identity”, so he is devoting a certain part of the constitution to this aim. However, since
“enshrinement” means both “to cherish” (“protect”) and “to enclose as if in a shrine” (in this case, in the
constitution), I consider “enshrinement” to be a more contextually accurate translation in this particular case.
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6.2.4. Example 4

53 5 calaf) 5 A8 Il (o) sl iy sl 138 ~ladY e laadl Lapl) L) s cBlad) 13 g
ki) IS (38 Ol sl Wlal) dladll Jea g ; ol 53
”In this context, | call on everyone to mobilise to ensure the success of this grand

constitutional undertaking with certitude and resolution and with will and commitment, and to
place the nation’s best interests above all other considerations.”

The king wants unanimous support for this reform initiative, and wants everyone to put the
nation’s best interests first in order for this to succeed. He does this by calling for everyone to
mobilise behind his initiative, motivating people to oblige by evoking the nationalist notion of
placing one’s country ahead of one’s personal interests ( JS (358 (o sl Llall CJLA—J\ BEEY
ke ). % As has been mentioned earlier, calling for mobilisation and co-operation is a
characteristic of the “Unification & Cohesivation Strategy” presented by Wodak et al.
Furthermore, Mohammed V1 is setting a common and unifying future goal for his country by
referring to his reform initiative, thus also in this way creating both a common political
present in which Moroccans need to work together and a common political future in which
Moroccans might be able to enjoy the harvest of their support for the king’s reforms.

6.2.5. Example 5

gl s salad) sl 5 4yl al y callen s a8l IS5 oAl Lamid 4 oy La L)) Sl e pmi WS
Ay ol Ll ¢ sall (o gl QRIS iy (f ) (palliia ; ulle by 55 (0 <7 sabal
il sall 5yl sl
“I would like to express my pride of the sincere patriotism shown by my loyal people all
across the country, by political parties and trade unions and the ambitious youth. | hope the

broad national debate will include issues of crucial importance for the nation and the
citizens.”

It is important to note, here, that the king throughout his speech is using the 1* person plural
to refer to himself, which is apparent in this paragraph. When the king says L=, using the
noun <=3 (sha‘ab ="people”) together with U (na = the possessive pronoun for 1st person),
he is not saying “our people”, but “my people”, using the majestic plural.

In this passage, the king paints a picture of Morocco as a country filled with patriotism in
every corner where every fraction of society contributes to the patriotic cause:

daila g 7 5 (e oz salall Al calald) Al 5 40l el g cdllen 5 48 IS ¢ 85l Lund 4y s Ly
4lle- «__ the sincere patriotism shown by my loyal people all across the country, by political

parties and trade unions and the ambitious youth.”
One might wonder how the king defines patriotism, given that the king is announcing his

48 http://global.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/405644 /nationalism
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reform initiative as a response to widespread protests in his country — in itself patriotism of
sorts, but certainly not the kind that pleases the king. Nonetheless, he is creating a scenario in
which the Moroccans are all patriotically fighting for the same cause, thus presenting a
common political present, but without using any of the strategies presented by Wodak et al.

6.2.6. Summary:

Mohammed V1 is, in the examples above, almost exclusively working on the construction of a
common political present. This effort can be found in all examples, and the king is not
focusing on the past at all. He mentions one historical event, the “Revolution of the King and
the People”, but, as previously noted, this is not in order to invent a myth around the creation
of Morocco. The creation of the sovereign state of Morocco was the result of an independence
struggle, and this may be a reason why the king does not find it necessary to mystify the birth
of his nation.

In constructing a common political present, the king is mainly using the “Assimilation,
Inclusion & Continuation Strategy” and the “Unification & Cohesivation Strategy”. Within
these strategies, the king focuses predominantly on co-operation and unity. When Mohammed
V1 uses the 1% person plural it is not a clear inclusion marker since he is constantly referring
to himself in the 1* person plural. When translating these examples, defining whether the king
is talking about himself or a “we” is a matter of contextual interpretation.

Furthermore, the word Morocco is not mentioned in any of the examples presented here, even

though the adjective “Moroccan” is found twice in example 3. The word (s 5! (al-watan),
“motherland” is found both as a noun and in its adjectival form in all examples except the
third.
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7. Discussion

Both kings are, as showed in the examples presented, emphasising and linguistically
constructing a national identity for their respective countries. However, there are
distinguishable differences in how the kings are approaching the concept of national identity
construction. Abdullah 11 is focusing on connecting what he is doing today to a greater cause,
a cause for which Jordan and Jordanians have fought for decades. There is emphasis on
foundational myths and historic events, and tying those to the present and thus evoking a
sense of continuation in the fight for “Jordanian values”. Mohammed VI is exclusively
focusing on the present, trying to include and unify through various linguistic means. The
kings use the same strategies in their construction of a common political present.
Nevertheless, there are differences in their respective emphasis within these. For example,
when Abdullah 11 uses the “Assimilation, Inclusion & Continuation Strategy”, he is focusing
more on continuation than Mohammed V1 is, which is also proven by the fact that Abdullah 11
actually refers to a past from which something can continue. Since Mohammed V1 does not
really refer to the past, there is nothing to build upon as far as continuation strategies are
concerned. As mentioned earlier, Morocco has a clearer common history of fighting for
independence than Jordan, which may be a reason why Mohammed VI does not find it
necessary to mention the past or to confabulate a past suitable for his agenda.

The kings are merely approaching the concept of Volksgeist/homo nationalis, and are not
creating either a “typical Jordanian” or a “typical Moroccan”. Mohammed VI is however
coming closer to a description of reality when approaching this concept, since he is
mentioning the Amazigh element residing within all Moroccans, whereas Abdullah 11
arbitrarily attributes a certain quality to Jordanians. However, the concept of Volksgeist/homo
nationalis is not necessarily entrenched in reality, so the fact that Mohammed VI is speaking
of something which is true does not make his approach to the concept more potent than
Abdullah IT’s.

Both kings are also, to some extent, defining what either the national identity or the national
values of their respective countries are. In that regard there is, however, one crucial
difference. When Mohammed V1 is talking about the national values of Morocco (“a point of
national consensus”), he is vaguely establishing these as objective components of national
identity. Abdullah I1, on the other hand, assumes a far more subjectivistic approach, as the
feeling of belonging to Jordan is what defines the Jordanian national identity.

The kings have different ways of expressing themselves. Abdullah Il is more eager to use the
1% person plural and the name of his country than Mohammed V1 is, and the latter’s frequent
use of the 1% person plural (both in its original sense and of the majestic plural) does not
create as clear of a shift between the “I” and the “we” as Abdullah II does.

Despite their differences, both speakers do emphasise and construct a national identity for
their respective country. One can, however, argue that they do this to various extents.
Abdullah 11 is heavily rooted in the past, and he is succeeding in connecting this past to the
present day and, to a certain degree, also to the future. This shows that Abdullah 11 is
emphasising and constructing national identity to a wider extent than Mohammed V1 is. As
the theoretical literature used in this thesis has showed, connecting what is happening today to
a greater cause is instrumental to the “narrative of the nation”, which according to Hall serves
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the purpose of “connecting our everyday lives with a national destiny that pre-existed us and
»* I argue that Abdullah II’s emphasis on past events and connecting his and
his people’s contemporary efforts to history is a good example of Hall’s concept, and that this
connection proves that Abdullah 11 is emphasising and constructing a national identity for his
country to a larger extent than Mohammed V1 is.

will outlive us.

8. Conclusion

Both kings are emphasising and linguistically constructing a national identity for their
respective countries in their speeches. However, there are several differences in how this is
executed. As shown in this survey, Abdullah Il is emphasising both the past and the present in
his construction of national identity, with the latter being constructed on the base of the
former. He also uses four of the five instruments outlined in the theoretical framework.
Mohammed VI only uses one; he is exclusively accentuating the present and does not present
a past to build the Moroccan identity upon. Briefly, the biggest difference between the two is
that Abdullah 11 places the Jordanian national identity in a larger context than Mohammed VI
does for the Moroccan identity.

One could find many probable answers to why that is, but that is not the purpose of this thesis.
Future studies may help us understand just why these speeches took the shape they took, and
just how instrumental the creation of national identity was to the continuance of both kings’
rule.

4 Hall 1996, p 613
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