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A B S T R A C T

This article contributes to analyses of diversity in the nation through analytical attention to negotiation dy-
namics in young people's exchanges about ‘who’ and ‘what’ the nation is (understood to be) using data from 33
focus groups with 289 upper secondary students in schools across Norway. The negotiation dynamics present in
the discussion are explored in terms of the relative weighting of desired relational outcomes (‘who’ is seen as a
national) versus desired substantive outcomes (‘what’ the nation as imagined community is assumed to be and
look like). The negotiation dynamics are premised on a mutually acknowledged and shared fate – as classmates,
young people, or co-nationals – despite occasional disagreement about the roles of ancestry, race or birthplace
for national belonging. However, there are limits to negotiation dynamics, because the premise a of shared fate is
not easily transposed to society, and certainly not to polarized media debates. Nevertheless, the negotiation
dynamics at play in this study with young people in Norway, merit further exploration in other contexts, and
with other age groups, as a way to research the embodied, plural, everyday nation in the process of coming to
terms (or not) with its diversity.

1. Introduction

The term negotiation is commonly used in research titles about na-
tion and diversity, yet the term is rarely defined nor employed analy-
tically. Rather, negotiation is treated as a metaphor, suggestive of
muddling through or finding a way (inter alia Biswas, 2010; Hamaz &
Vasta, 2009, pp. 1–26; Karner, 2011; Mari and Shvanyukova, 2015;
Nagel & Staeheli, 2008; Tsang, Irving, Alaggia, Chau, & Benjamin,
2003; Tuan and Shiao, 2011; Werner, 2010). For this reason, I argue for
using the term negotiation as more than a metaphor because it enables
closer attention to the dynamics of engaging with diversity within the
nation in the everyday.

My conclusions are based on empirical observations in a study with
young people in Norway, where on-the-ground diversity is a defining
feature of the context wherein everyday (re)production of the nation
happens (Brubaker, 2004; 2009; Erdal & Strømsø, 2018a). In focus
group discussions about diversity and nation with these young people,
the dynamics observed in many cases could be described in terms of
negotiation. At the individual level, one might describe this as navi-
gating. However, I argue that in the context of group discussions, on the
topic of mechanisms of inclusion/exclusion in a collective (i.e., the
nation) such dynamics may be fruitfully, albeit with some limitations,
analyzed as negotiations.

Negotiations are understood to be contingent on several factors:
several participants (or parties) with varying sets of views and experi-
ences; a sense of having shared interests; on having more to win by
negotiating than not; and on some degree of mutual interdependence
(Alfredson & Cungu, 2008; Hammer, 2005; Kelman, 2005). As such, the
(re)production processes of nations, whereby diversity within the na-
tion is managed, and boundaries drawn and redrawn, might be usefully
approached as negotiations, to the extent that there is a common fate in
sharing a national space, in sharing a future, and a degree of mutual
interdependence.

Exploring the dynamics of (re)producing the diverse everyday na-
tion through the lens of negotiations can shed light on motives and
interests, priorities and values. However, there are some caveats.
Negotiation assumes shared interests, yet, in the context of nation and
diversity, it is the very question of whether or not there are shared in-
terests that is central. Focusing on negotiation dynamics then, makes
evident the possibility of negotiation – when shared interests are ac-
knowledged – but also the limits or impossibility of negotiation – when
the idea of having shared interests is refused, denied, or opposed.

The two-fold purpose of this paper is, first, to delve into negotiation
dynamics in bottom-up (re)productions of the everyday nation
(Brubaker, 2009; Strømsø, 2018). And, second, to shed light on a core
question in studying nations: What are the boundaries to and
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mechanisms for becoming a member of the nation? The bottom-up
perspective in this article foregrounds young people. The boundary-
drawing of national membership here centers on the interplay of ‘who’
is seen as a national and ‘what’ the nation as an imagined community is
assumed to be and look like. ‘Who’ is seen as a national is a highly
relational question, whereas ‘what’ the nation is understood – or ima-
gined – to be, is substantive in the sense that it speaks to underlying
ideas about what nations are and what aspirations they represent. These
substantive questions have traditionally been a driving force in na-
tionalism studies, starting from a focus on the origins of nations
(Hutchinson & Smith, 1994).

This article uses data collected from 33 focus groups with a total of
289 students (aged 17–18) across Norway. To understand and analyze
young people's experiences and perceptions of the nation in Norway I
chose a sampling strategy inclusive of all students at selected regular
upper secondary schools. This sampling strategy reflects a view of na-
tions as dynamic and processual, where the people inhabiting the na-
tional space play a constitutive role (Bauböck, 2002). Although this
vision is a contested one (Antonsich, 2016; Antonsich and Matejskova,
2015), it is a vision that continues to acknowledge the school as a key
nation-building site (Mavroudi & Holt, 2015; Osler & Lybaek, 2014).
The chosen research design was a means to enable empirical in-
vestigation of the roles that diversity within the nation plays in everyday
reproductions of the nation, rather than exploring reflections and ex-
periences of people with immigrant backgrounds compared against
those with majority-native backgrounds (Antonsich, 2016; Botterill,
Hopkins, Sanghera, & Arshad, 2016; Skey, 2014).

During focus group discussions in this study, many acknowledged
the reality that young people are not being recognized as Norwegian
because of physical appearance – not being white, more specifically.
Some students, who are white, also discussed their own discomfort with
this acknowledgement as they saw their non-white peers as equally
Norwegian (Erdal & Strømsø, 2018a). Questions of birth place in
Norway were closely associated with ancestry. Importantly, however,
these questions were also themes and sites of negotiation. For there
were changing positions and reflection on boundary-drawing, among
individuals and within the group.

In the focus groups, there was dialogue, and in many cases a sense of
compromise being possible, even if full agreement on every detail might
not be. There were instances of contestation, confrontation and with-
drawal, though the bulk of the data might be interpreted as negotiations
in the sense of openly acknowledged shared interests and mutual in-
terdependence, of having more to lose by not engaging, of desiring a
sense of groupness, even if the labeling of such groupness as a national
imagined community might be disputed. This sense of shared interests
is closely associated with the context of this study – research conducted
with students in the same class at school.

While this article draws on data from Norway, its theoretical re-
levance applies to many diversifying European societies. Questions
about which differences matter within nations are common to societies
where migration-related diversity and political sensitivity over migra-
tion are increasing (Meissner, 2015; Paasi, 2016). Debates over these
questions are largely contested and unresolved, with debate often
centering on fault-lines of race, religion, and ancestry (Antonsich, 2016;
Brubaker, 2009; Fangen, 2007; Vassenden, 2010). Meanwhile, ev-
eryday realities, such as in schools in many parts of Europe, reveal what
can be described as a ‘plural nation’, which arguably merits further
investigation (Antonsich & Matejskova, 2015a). I will suggest that ne-
gotiation as it relates to how a nation engages diversity on the ground
may have relevance for analyses drawing on ‘warm’ and ‘hot’ nation-
alism (Culcasi, 2016; Jones & Merriman, 2009), and for analyses that
focus on embodied and affective nationalism (Faria, 2014; Militz &
Schurr, 2016).

2. Nation, diversity and negotiation

In this section, I draw on theoretical discussions from political
geography, nationalism studies, and diversity studies, noting points
where these fields may benefit from further engagement. I then present
my approach to negotiation, inspired by insights from studies of conflict
resolution and business negotiations, but considered here for applica-
tion to the case of young people engaging with diversity in the nation.

2.1. The plural nation and blatant nationalism

Building on insights from the study of ‘banal nationalism’ (Billig,
1995), where established nations also are engaged in continuous re-
production of the nation, three themes of relevance to the analysis are
discussed. First, the relationship between ‘hot’ and ‘banal’ nationalisms,
where the role of agency emerges (Antonsich, 2016; Culcasi, 2016);
second, the question of ‘who’ the ordinary people of the banal, or ev-
eryday nation are, and thus in which ways processes of reproduction of
the nation may be less unconscious than perhaps assumed (Botterill
et al., 2016); and third, on ‘groupness’ (Brubaker, 2004) imagined
communities (Anderson, 1983) and the nation.

Recent debates in political geography have nuanced a categorical
divide between banal nationalism as common and mindless versus hot
nationalism, as emotional and violent (Culcasi, 2016; Jones &
Merriman, 2009; Paasi, 2016). Instead, scholars suggest that the na-
tionalism of everyday life encompasses both the banal and the con-
tentious. On one hand, the banal includes inconspicuous and un-
conscious dimensions (Fox, 2017) and dimensions that are conspicuous,
even blatant (Benwell, 2014). On the other hand, the contentious ele-
ments (Jones & Merriman, 2009) are what Culcasi (2016) refers to as
‘warm nationalism’. Explorations of the everyday nation need to pay
more attention to the full spectrum from banal to hot nationalism, and
to the interplay of differing iterations (Culcasi, 2016; Jones &
Merriman, 2009).

Through attention to this full spectrum of nationalisms, the agency
of ordinary people comes to the fore in the reproduction of the ev-
eryday nation (Antonsich, 2016). People are agentic in how they ‘make
sense of their social world’ and how they explore questions of the nation
(Antonsich, 2016, p. 33; Fox & Jones, 2013). Such agency has been
discussed in the context of research with young people living in diverse
European societies, such as Italy (Antonsich, 2016) and Scotland
(Botterill et al., 2016). However, focusing too closely on banal na-
tionalism, according to Culcasi (2016) and Skey (2009; 2014), may run
the danger of producing analyses that homogenize the nation. Scholars
instead should ask: ‘Who’ is the nation, and ‘who’ does the nation take
for granted? Clearly, those whose national belonging is or might be
questioned do not take the national for granted, or, at least, not in the
same way as those whose national identity is never doubted (Van
Reekum & van den Berg, 2015).

Questions of natural versus questioned belonging relate directly to
the power to include or exclude: to mechanisms of inclusion or exclu-
sion in the nation. In political geography, as in nationalism studies, the
divide between ‘ethnic’ and ‘civic’ nationalisms has held sway
(Hutchinson & Smith, 1994). Yet, these are not binary nationalisms, nor
are they pre-given. Rather, these nationalisms often perform roles as
inclusive or exclusive mechanisms (Koch, 2016). Meanwhile ‘the deep
ambiguity of the terms “civic” and “ethnic” and in particular the un-
certain place of culture in the civic-ethnic scheme calls into question the
usefulness of the distinction itself’ (Brubaker, 2004, p. 139). When
approaching nations as complex systems (Kaufmann, 2017), where the
territorial dimension (in relation to those inhabiting the national
space), language, and perceptions of the nation matter (Bauböck,
2002), the relevance of the civic-ethnic scheme for understanding or
describing a nation becomes an empirical question.

Pursuing an understanding of nations as complex systems
(Kaufmann, 2017), with inherent and changeable diversity within, the
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question of what drives and maintains a sense of ‘groupness’ becomes
important (Brubaker, 2004). The idea of ‘imagined communities’
(Anderson, 1983), underscores the social construction involved in na-
tional groupness (Jones & Merriman, 2009). Yet, the notion of ‘ima-
gined community’ is pervasive, for it speaks to a dimension of the ‘life-
worlds’ of ordinary people, which are crucial to their experience of the
national (Eriksen, 2001). For, everyday experience of the nation are
shaped by perceptions of the nation: ‘People are a nation if they per-
ceive themselves as such and are prepared to invest energy and make
sacrifices in terms of that perception’ (Kelman, 2005, pp. 336–337). I
therefore subscribe to an approach to the national that involves the
individuals emotional and embodied experiences, but also encounters
and communication which underscore relational and collective di-
mensions of a nation (Antonsich and Matejskova, 2015; Kaufmann,
2017; Militz & Schurr, 2016).

2.2. Diversity, migration-related diversity and the nation

Antonsich and Matejskova, 2015 argue that scholars of nationalism
and scholars of (migration-related) diversity have yet to engage across
disciplinary and conceptual boundaries. While political and scholarly
attention to the implications of immigration for nation-states has been
consistent since the 1990s (Castles, De Haas, & Miller, 2013), I contend
that neither the category of the ‘national’ nor the concept of ‘diversity’
has been sufficiently scrutinized in relation to each other (see Antonsich
and Matejskova, 2015; Kaufmann, 2017). This claim might appear
surprising given the volume of scholarly debate on multiculturalism
and its demise (Bauböck, 2002; Kundnani, 2002; Kymlicka, 2015),
about the integration processes of immigrants (Gökarıksel & Secor,
2015), and indeed the politics of immigration and integration (Paasi,
2016). But, arguably, when turning to a fine-grained analysis, how
European societies deal with contemporary migration-related diversity
within the framework of a nation, understood as dynamic, processual,
plural and complex, remains under-explored and under-theorized.

On the one hand, within diversity studies, an acknowledgment has
emerged of multiple layers of diversity, especially within cities, de-
scribed as ‘superdiversity’ (Meissner & Vertovec, 2015; Vertovec,
2007). Superdiversity research takes as its empirical starting point the
people who live within a given area, typically a neighborhood, and
explores modes of interaction, focusing on, for example, conviviality or
common-place diversity (Wessendorf, 2013). While these studies often
reference the national origins of research participants and research
sites, the scale of analysis is most often the neighborhood or city
(Antonsich 2018a). In effect, the national is often (perhaps un-
consciously) taken for granted as the backdrop of everyday life, where
some structural challenges are highlighted (e.g., discrimination and
racism), but questions of the everyday nation remain largely un-
addressed (Antonsich and Matejskova, 2015).

On the other hand, in the study of nationalism, and the study of
immigration and diverse European societies, the politics of diversity
and the politics of immigration have received growing attention (Paasi,
2016). These contributions focus primarily print media representations
of immigrants (Blinder, 2015; Bloemraad, de Graauw, & Hamlin, 2015),
and the rhetoric of immigration politics (Anderson, 2013; Geddes &
Scholten, 2016). Conversely, the positioning of the immigrant versus
the national is reproduced across empirical contexts and methodolo-
gical approaches. Arguably, this is point at which the study of the dy-
namic, processual, plural and complex everyday nation can make a
contribution to ongoing debates about the nation and its diversity, as
the two necessarily intersect and overlap, in banal and blatant ways.

2.3. Moving ‘negotiation’ beyond metaphor in the study of nation and
diversity

Usually when negotiation is discussed in political geography, the
term is used in relation to peace or political negotiations between

states, or with reference to business affairs. Negotiation is also a term
widely used in discussions about societies characterized by migration-
related diversity; however, in this context, the term is rarely defined or
applied analytically. Negotiation might refer to muddling through,
finding a way, fixing, being able to live with, coping, or balancing. In
political and normative theory, negotiation might refer to compromises
and consensus as solutions to conflicts (Ezzati & Erdal, 2018).

Arguably, there are good reasons to pursue negotiation, beyond its
metaphor, in the context of diversity in the nation. First, the perva-
siveness of the term in existing studies of nations and diversity suggests
potential for both theoretical development and societal relevance.
Second, given the backdrop of the term's ubiquity, and lack of clear
definition or analytical application, contributions to explore its analy-
tical potential (and limitations) are warranted.

The field of negotiation theory is interdisciplinary (law, business,
family mediation, conflict resolution, peace negotiation, cross-cultural
negotiations) (Kelman, 2005). Negotiation as a tool in intercultural
conflict resolution (Hammer, 2005) involves a choice of strategies for
meeting, interacting, and engaging in dialogue with others based on
clear ideas about the long-term and overarching aims of such negotia-
tions, relationally and substantively. The relative weighting of what are
desired relational vs. substantive outcomes is critical to understanding
negotiations (see Fig. 1 below). Applied to the present discussion, de-
sired relational outcomes are about ‘who’ is seen as a national (i.e., a
member of the nation) whereas desired substantive outcomes are about
‘what’ the nation is (i.e., as an imagined community and its defining
features.

Relational outcomes and substantive outcomes, of course, are in-
timately connected (Fig. 1). However, the daily experiences of «co-na-
tionals» and more abstract perceptions of the nation as an imagined
community do not always correspond. In fact, the ‘who’ in national
practice, in everyday life (such as classrooms), and the ‘what’ of ima-
gined communities (e.g., race, religion or ancestry) may actually di-
verge. Listening to young people discuss diversity and the nation in the
classroom reflects this reality. Many young men and women, I found,
employ negotiation dynamics, actively weighing the relational and
substantive outcomes discussed herein.

Substantive and relational outcomes have relative importance
(Fig. 1). For negotiation dynamics, this means viewing the process
through a lens of relative weighting: ‘Who’ is seen as a national versus
‘what’ are the characteristics of the nation as an imagined community.
Depending on how salient the different outcomes are deemed by the
actors engaged in the negotiation, different approaches to engaging in
negotiation may be adopted: contestation, compromise, consensus, ac-
commodation, or variations thereof.

But what is the usefulness of exploring dynamics of exchanges about
nation and diversity in terms of negotiation (Kelman, 1997). To what
extent can young people ‘negotiate’ about diversity within the nation?

Fig. 1. Unpacking negotiation dynamics: Relative weighting of substantive and
relational outcomes (author's figure) [about here].
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There are structural hierarchies and power relations which are uneven,
for instance, in terms of young people's access to formal political
channels of engagement and the mainstream media, or in terms of the
structural disadvantages minorities face. While the classroom provides
an arena of shared fate and some shared interests, it is questionable
whether negotiations over nation and diversity can be transposed from
this specific site to general society, precisely because of structural
hierarchies and uneven power relations. However, even in the class-
room, as part of a dynamic that may be described as negotiation,
statements can reflect, more or less latent dimensions of nationhood,
and thus complicate the notion that interests are necessarily shared.

Having highlighted these limitations, I explore negotiation dy-
namics in classroom settings, noting how young people relate, in im-
plicit and explicit ways, to relational and substantive outcomes con-
cerning the nation. These dynamics might involve compromise,
consensus, accommodation or contestation, whether or not this is
clearly articulated or consciously or not chosen by the young people
themselves.

3. The ‘new Norwegian we’

As elsewhere in Europe, national identity in Norway is increasingly
discussed in response to questions of migration-related diversity in
everyday life, and the politicization of immigration and diversity
(Paasi, 2016). Historically, debates over Norwegian national identity
have been shaped by – but seldom reflect – the country's process to-
wards a Constitution (1814) and independence (1905), and by the
shadow of Norway's brutal assimilationist policies towards the Sami
and Romani. Today, current contestations over national identity reflect
anxieties about immigration and diversity, seen in terms of race, re-
ligion and ancestry, often driven by growing inequalities and a gen-
eralized skepticism towards changes associated with globalization, as
seen across Europe.

In 2006, Jonas Gahr Støre, the Norwegian Minister of Foreign
Affairs, coined the term ‘the new Norwegian we’. Since then, this phrase
has been incorporated in government policy papers, although the ex-
pression was not popular across the political spectrum (Osler & Lybaek,
2014). In using this term, Støre was attempting to articulate a novel
way of speaking about the Norwegian population in which ‘new’ re-
ferenced the (visible) migration-related diversity.

How to describe Norwegians today is an important point of con-
testation and centers on the term ‘ethnic Norwegians’. This term
emerged about forty years ago, initially to describe descendants of
Norwegian emigrants in the United States, and then in relation to
Norway's diversifying population. “Ethnic Norwegian’ is also used col-
loquially in the public sphere to refer to people with Norwegian an-
cestry – most often white people – and without further scrutiny.
Consequently, this term has acquired a tacit association with whiteness.

Because in Norway the largest immigrant groups are European, and
largely white, the term ‘Ethnic Norwegian’ and its association to
whiteness underscores a troubling lack of clarity about the roles of race,
over and beyond the roles of ancestry, in defining Norwegianness.
Questions of ancestry and race, in relation to boundaries of nationhood,
are thus referred to regularly within public debate, with high levels of
contestation and general lack of resolution (Erdal & Strømsø, 2018a;
Erdal & Sagmo, 2017).

4. Methods and data

The article builds on data from the 'Negotiating the nation:
Implications of ethnic and religious diversity for national identity'
project, which included a study in six different schools in Norway, in-
volving 289 students writing essays, and a total of 33 focus groups with
the same students. The schools were both vocational and academic,
located in rural western Norway, northern Norway, and the two largest
cities, Bergen and Oslo. The sample as a whole is gender balanced (150/

139). Students participated by writing an essay on their individual
perceptions and experiences of present-day Norwegianness and through
focus group discussions with their classmates. Background character-
istics were collected systematically.

The focus groups were moderated by a researcher, a teacher, or by
the students themselves, following a structured plan for their facilita-
tion, ensuring consistency, yet allowing for exploration of varying
power-relations between moderator and group. The moderator, I found,
made little difference in terms of the discussion, perhaps due to the
structured format of the role and discussion. Each group started with
this question: If you describe yourself as a national, why? Subsequently,
students discussed the relative importance of 24 possible factors as
criteria for inclusion or exclusion in the nation. Each of these criterium
were then plotted as central, peripheral, or in between, in relation to
their importance, using printed cards which were placed within a circle
made of string on a table (see also Erdal & Strømsø, 2018b). The point
of the discussion was to shed light on how students ‘imagine and im-
plement criteria for inclusion and exclusion in the nation’ (Brubaker,
2004, p. 141). Afterward, the students were asked to discuss con-
troversial statements connected to diversity in the nation e.g. questions
of freedom of expression vs. freedom of religion and belief.

Each focus group was recorded, transcribed, and coded using NVivo
software for qualitative data analysis. Negotiation dynamics were ob-
served whilst conducting focus groups, and were therefore included as a
code, cutting across thematic codes.

The composition of family backgrounds of students reflects the in-
creasing diversity of Norwegian society (Fig. 2). Approximately two-
thirds of students have two parents born in Norway, while nearly a
quarter have two foreign-born parents, and the remainder have one
foreign-born and one Norwegian-born parent. Within the group with
two foreign-born parents, 15% of these families have parents born in
two different countries, neither of which is Norway. Among those fa-
milies with one foreign-born parent and one Norwegian-born parent,
most were mixed couples, that is, one immigrant and one Norwegian-
born. In a small number of cases the Norwegian-born parent was a child
of migrants (i.e., one immigrant, one ‘second generation’). Taking a
well-established migrant group in Norway as an example, those with
Pakistani origin, 5% (15) of the students in this study have two parents
born in Pakistan, whilst 1.5% (4) have one Norwegian-born and one
Pakistani-born parent.

Statistics like these speak to the multiple layers of migration-related
diversity in Norway, among youth especially. In all, 34 countries were
represented in the study population, either for a student or parent born
outside of Norway.1 However, when considering place of birth and ci-
tizenship, it is noteworthy that 90% of students in this study were born
in Norway, while 96% have Norwegian citizenship (6% have dual ci-
tizenship), and only 4% do not hold Norwegian citizenship.

In Norwegian upper secondary schools, 4% of students are
Norwegian-born and have two foreign-born parents, whereas 10% are
immigrants.2 Comparatively, in this study, 15% of students were Nor-
wegian-born and had two foreign-born parents, while another 11% of
students were Norwegian-born and had one foreign-born parent. Per-
haps one reason why this study's sample differs from nationwide sta-
tistics is the fact that four of the six schools were in Bergen and Oslo,
two cities with diversity and immigration levels higher than national
averages.

1 Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Bangladesh, Bosnia, Chile, Congo, Cuba,
Czech rep, Cyprus, Denmark, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Germany, Iran, Iraq, Ivory
Coast, Macedonia, Morrocco, Pakistan, Phillipines, Russia, Saudi Arabia,
Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, Vietnam, UK, USA, Uzebekistan,
(Palestine and Kurdistan).
2 https://www.udir.no/globalassets/upload/statistikk/innvandrere-i-

grunnopplaringen-2014.pdf (last accessed 23 August 2017).
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5. Young people deal with diversity in the nation

Below I present data, analysis and discussion in four sections. The
sections address negotiation dynamics in bottom-up (re)production of
the everyday nation and shed light on the boundaries to, and me-
chanisms for, becoming a member of the nation, as seen from the
perspective of young people in Norway. Fig. 1 (above) serves as an
analytical tool for examining how young people engage with diversity
in the nation, and more specifically for how young people weigh rela-
tional and substantive outcomes associated with diversity and mem-
bership in the nation.

5.1. Feeling like ‘a national’

The excerpt below was taken from the start of a focus group, before
which students were asked to jot down notes regarding their feelings
about Norwegianness.

Moderator: Would you say that you're Norwegian, or not, why?

Andreas: I feel Norwegian, it has got to do with my family, far back
we've lived in Norway. And I go to Norwegian school and
Norwegian is my mother tongue […].

Maria: I feel Norwegian too, and it's because of my parents who live
in Norway, my childhood, so you grow up in Norwegian culture
[…].

Natasha: I feel Norwegian, but that's not because I've got a family
who is Norwegian, I have, I've grown up in a multicultural home,
but I am born and I've grown up in Norway, and that's why I feel that
still I am as Norwegian as all the others, even if I also have another
background too […].

Peter: I feel very Norwegian, both because of the language, I think
that's very important, or I, it's my mother tongue, and my parents
are Norwegian, and my grandparents, and really my whole family,
and I'm born in Norway and grew up here. I have a Norwegian
passport, and not least, I have a feeling that I am Norwegian […].

Anna: I would say that I feel Norwegian, I have Norwegian citi-
zenship, and Norwegian is my mother tongue, and I have Norwegian
parents, and I would say that I value Norwegian, well, ideals, when
it comes to many things […].

Mikkel: I don't feel that Norwegian, maybe because my upbringing
has been dominated by Sami culture and Sami language, so I feel

more Sami, I've realized. If you want to find out whether you're close
to your mother tongue or another language, you can ask yourself
which language you count in. Well, I count in Sami, I hadn't realized
that before, and I'm not quite sure why, but I think it's because of my
upbringing, there wasn't so much Norwegian. But, I feel Norwegian
when I am cross-country skiing, for some reason […].

Three points of note here. One, all six students use the term ‘to feel’
– which echoes the other focus groups and essays (Erdal & Strømsø,
2018a). ‘Own feelings’ was a common reference point. This experience
of embodied nationalism speaks to a current interest in affective na-
tionalism (Faria, 2014; Militz & Schurr, 2016). For the young people in
this focus group, feeling Norwegian was clearly related to their feelings
and emotions, often in embodied and taken-for-granted. The students in
this excerpt point clearly to the role of where you are born, where you
have been brought up, and where you live now.

While some students explain their national feelings through an-
cestry, others do not feel that ancestry outside of Norway is a hindrance
to feeling national. While still others with non-Norwegian ancestry said
that this was incompatible with feeling Norwegian. In other words, in
some cases, feeling national was construed as a zero-sum game: you are
either Norwegian or something else. This was anchored in an under-
standing of the nation as based on ancestry, where race played a major
role, as did ethnicity, whereas culture was less in focus. In other cases, it
was explicit that parental ancestry was not something that defined one's
feeling of being a national; rather, young people's own life-worlds, ex-
periences, and sense of belonging, mattered more. And national iden-
tification to several different nations simultaneously was seen as en-
tirely possible. Here, the understanding of what constitutes a nation,
was more dynamic and processual, apt to changes, such as in the
composition of the nation based on who is born within the national
space, also across former racial and ethnic boundaries of the nation.

Second, later in the discussions, on the topic of inclusion and ex-
clusion in the nation, students argued for their positions – whether birth
in Norway, having parents born in Norway, or grandparents born in
Norway, should be a criterion, and whether a certain criterion should
be absolute or relative. The above excerpt, by contrast, is an example of
‘opening statements’ in the focus groups. In subsequent discussion these
were a starting point for negotiation dynamics to play out. In these later
exchanges, relational outcomes of who was included in or excluded
from the nation often weighed more than substantive outcomes of
‘what’ the nation is supposed to look like in abstract terms.

While issues of culture and citizenship were raised in the focus
groups (Fangen, 2007; Lynnebakke & Fangen, 2011; Vassenden, 2010),

Fig. 2. Background characteristics of students participating in the study [about here].
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students regarded these elements as secondary to their own feelings and
a sense of territorial attachment through birth or lived experience. For
them, national belonging was anchored in a dynamic and processual
understanding of the nation, encompassing change, and allowing for
their everyday experiences as young Norwegians (also when ancestry
and race would formerly, and in the view of some, have suggested they
could not be Norwegian). By contrast, for young people who supported
national membership by ancestry (whether national membership as
Norwegian or otherwise), these questions were approached with an eye
to substantive outcomes: national belonging was a zero-sum game.
Relational outcomes mattered less to these students, or were irrelevant,
whereas substantive outcomes regarding the nation were definitive and
unchangeable, based on ancestry and race.

Students also offered many compelling variations and exceptions
regarding criteria for national inclusion. While criteria for national
inclusion and exclusion sometimes appeared somehow set, exceptions
emerged, especially pertaining to children who were adopted to
Norway as infants or in early childhood and those who were socialized
into the Norwegian education system during childhood and adoles-
cence. Often personal examples of family or friends were drawn on.
These were discussed with a clear sense of the salience of relational
outcomes – vis á vis these individuals (see also below). Pupils who
argued that being born within the national space was an absolute cri-
terion, would tone down this previous argumentation in favour of a
relational outcome that was inclusive. The substantive outcome was
paid generally less attention, though in some cases (as above), clear-cut
and static ideas about ‘what’ the nation is understood to be as an
imagined community could override relational considerations (see also
Erdal & Strømsø, 2018a). Whether negotiation dynamics were char-
acterised more by consensus, compromise, contestation, or accom-
modation, was closely related to view of the nation in substantive terms
– as something static or dynamic. The more static a person's view, the
more confrontation occurred within the group, often also compromise,
but rather not consensus.

Third, language emerges as another key element of national inclu-
sion (see Mikkel's statements in the excerpt). Language is often a taken-
for-granted national backdrop (Fox & Miller-Idriss, 2008), but one of
critical importance for developing relationality through communication
(Brubaker, 2013). When young people in Norway discuss inclusion and
exclusion in the nation, they speak in Norwegian, and this fact often
escapes notice. In Norway the imagined community is both anchored
in, and unified and reproduced through, a shared language. Meanwhile,
the shared language is actually reproduced through dialectal difference,
as well as two official versions of written Norwegian (in addition to
Sami as an official language in Norway), underscoring the diversity
within the national, also in the language itself.

In the excerpt, Mikkel makes clear that feeling Norwegian and Sami
is not a zero-sum game for him. He does not feel that Norwegian, nor
does he feel completely Sami. And he notes this complexity through
language: he counts in Sami. Yet, there are situations where he feels
more Norwegian, such as cross-country skiing. Mikkel's reflection un-
derscores the emotional and individual ways that feeling national is ar-
ticulated in everyday life, and in young people's reflections about di-
versity in the nation.

5.2. Negotiation dynamics and personal experiences of ‘who’ and ‘what’ the
nation is

This next excerpt is from a focus group discussion about the im-
portance of where your parents are born in regard to being (seen as) a
national:

Boy 1: if you have two parents who are born in Norway, then you've
got no choice but to be Norwegian, right?

Girl 1: but if you a have Sami parent and are born in Norway, so are
you Norwegian then? (…)

Boy 3: so, both my parents are Sami, but one of them can only speak
Norwegian [the issue of speaking Sami or not as a criterion for
Saminess has been a big debate in Norway, among Samis], so, then I
have a so-called Norwegian parent

Girl 3: but your whole family, you're all born in Norway, right?

Boy 3: yeah

Girl 3: so, I would see you as Norwegian, even if you're Sami. I
would say that you're definitely Norwegian

Girl 4: but, it is up to the individual … Still, I do think it's very odd if
you have parents who are born in Norway, and no attachment to
another country [utlandet, literally ‘outside country’], that you
shouldn't feel Norwegian. But, of course there are people who don't
feel their identity as Norwegian, at some level or in some way. But to
me, it [family history] it has an impact on whether you're
Norwegian

Girl 2: but I think that, both parents don't need to have been born in
Norway

Several: no, no … (…)

Girl 4: well my dad is American, and when he moved to Norway,
well, now he sees himself as Norwegian, just Norwegian, he isn't
even

Boy 4: my mum sees herself as Danish (…)

Girl 2: I think maybe that everything about the parents doesn't have
to matter so much, it's more about where you grow up, I think that's
really decisive. But if you have Norwegian parents you'll anyway be
brought up being Norwegian, even if it is just one parent, you'll be
affected by their thoughts and way of being, usually, unless you're
rebelling, but even then

Boy 1: but what about those who are Polish or other people who
come here to apply for jobs, and who live here for a long time, hasn't
that become a trend …

Girl 1: that Poles come here to work …

Boy 1: that we get people from other places in the world, so then it
becomes common that people we see as Norwegian, actually don't
have Norwegian parents (…)

Girl 3: I'm born in Germany, but I grew up in Norway, that's how it
is, I'm not, but

Girl 2: because if you've grown up a different place and you are very
fond of that place, and then you come to live in Norway and live
here several years, you might have strong national feelings, that you
belong more to Germany than to Norway, and that you, in a way, are
very proud of not being Norwegian, and you want to distance
yourself from the Norwegian, and rather be a little German, for in-
stance

Girl 1: but if you're born in Norway and grew up in Norway, are you
Norwegian then?

Several: yes

Girl 2: but that's not a criterion for being Norwegian, you can be
Norwegian without

Putting criteria for “being national” aside here, I would like to turn
to the dynamics of this discussion. At the end, Girl 2 affirms that there
are certain criteria the group seems to agree on as more salient (‘you
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can be Norwegian without’). This affirmation, however, should be
viewed as compromise rather than consensus. The students concur with
each other to a degree sufficient to having a sense of shared under-
standing, but there is still room for nuance, exceptions, and disagree-
ment within this understanding.

The excerpt also reveals space for contestation. Girl 4 states that, on
the one hand, being national is about an individual and his or her
feeling, but that, on the other hand, ancestry does matter. Girl 2, by
contrast, rejects exclusionary criteria, stressing how both parents need
not be Norwegian and that not everyone wants to be Norwegian if they
have another national background. Many group discussions revealed
similar dynamics to these, but within an amicable tone, and a sense of a
relatively level playing field within the group, where everyone's voice is
heard.

Analytical attention to negotiation dynamics sheds light on agency,
underscoring how the relative weighting of relational versus sub-
stantive outcomes often reflects students' ideas about what the nation
ought to be, and actively helps to change such perceptions (reference
removed for peer-review). This change occurs as emotional, personal,
and everyday experiences of the nation are brought to bear on more
abstract perceptions of the nation. For instance, more abstract percep-
tions of nation as an imagined community, in ancestral, ethnic or racial
terms, are challenged by the acknowledgment of non-white classmates'
legitimate right to Norwegianness. In this context, the ‘who’ of the
nation changes based on diversity-on-the-ground and perceptions of
‘what’ the nation is in the abstract are challenged.

Analyzing the negotiation dynamics, allows for recognition of
agency and shared interests among young people for whom the re-
lationality of the nation in inclusive terms – at a personal level – is
harder to compromise on, than more abstract perceptions about ‘what’
the nation is. This is because the ‘who’ of the nation is often about
inclusion of peers as co-members of that nation.

5.3. Shared space, shared interests, and limits to negotiation

The final excerpt was drawn from a group toward the end of the
session during which students were summarizing their understanding
and feelings about the discussion. Their contributions show young
people striving for agreement through compromise – acknowledging
differences in personal experience and open to a plural vision of the
national. The students discuss the dynamics of their discussion, as well
as the substance of Norwegianness. These exchanges reveal the shared
space and interests experienced within their group (i.e., youth, class-
mates, co-nationals) and then contrast those experiences with society at
large:

Girl 1: to be Norwegian, what it means, varies from person to
person, how you feel yourself, whether you're Norwegian or not.
We've kind of come to agreement that it is a lot about your own
sense, whether you feel Norwegian or not, but at the same time, it
also has something to do with society too …

Girl 2: yes, that to be Norwegian is so many things, and we have so
many different views, just in this room here, there are so many
values and views, about what we think is right or wrong … But,
somehow, we manage to make it work, we manage to live together
in harmony and in peace, that's what I think

Boy 1: I agree with them …

Boy 2: so they already said what I wanted to say too, so we know
that we have different opinions …

[girls who spoke earlier giggle, boy stops and looks at them]

Girs 1 & 2: ok, promise to not laugh at you [name of boy]

Boy 2: ok, ok, it's fine [smiling at them]

Girl 1: oh, now I feel a bit mean …

Boy 2: no, no I don't have anything more to add. We all have our
opinions and you can say what you want to say, but there should be
a limit to what one says, and also how one speaks to one another
[alluding to above exchange, but also referencing discussion earlier
during the focus group where freedom of expression was raised]

Girl 3: It's up to you whether you feel Norwegian or not, but at the
same time there is a connection with society. So, whether you are
Norwegian enough, then, whether you are seen as Norwegian, right?

Boy 2: there's a lot … but there's a difference between what you
yourself think and what society thinks. Because I think I am
Norwegian, but if I go to Majorstuen [area in central West Oslo],
then I maybe get a lot of nasty looks, that make me feel that I'm
actually not really Norwegian. That can have an enormous impact
on you

Moderator: and do you [plural] experience this?

Several participants: yes

Boy 2: yes, well, when I'm in the city center and stuff, if someone is
going to ask me for directions, a Norwegian, you know, so then he
starts speaking to me in English, so then I say [in Norwegian], yeah,
yeah, it's just over there, and yes, I've had this experience at the
airport too, but that's maybe more usual, since it's an airport [more
discussion on experiences in airports and being non-white followed
later]

Girl 2: I haven't really ever experienced to, well, yes, not quite to be
discriminated, but how should I say this, to be mistaken for not
being Norwegian, if I can express myself like this

As in the first excerpt, individual feelings of being Norwegian (or
not) are stressed, reflecting both the salience of affective and embodied
nationalism, and of the nature of young people – seeking independence,
developing identities, and exploring ways to do so which are not pre-
determined by parents. But there are several important points in this
excerpt that highlight the limits to negotiation, regardless of whatever
agency and good will there might be among class mates.

Towards the end of the excerpt, Boy 2, who is not white, describes
feeling his Norwegianness questioned by strangers who ask him for
directions in a foreign language because he does not ‘look’ national
(Antonsich, 2018b). This story provides one clear example of how real-
life experiences of diversity (who is the nation and what is the nation?)
differ from the negotiation dynamics in the classroom setting.

Girl 2 (also not white) follows this comment from Boy 2 saying she
has not experienced this form of questioning of her belonging to the
nation. This difference raises the issue of gender distinction and stresses
the highly individual experiences of young people – both in terms of
how they interpret these events and how they process them emotion-
ally.

Finally, focus group dynamics, especially with young people who
know each other well, allow for negotiations that are relatively open
and honest. As the excerpt reveals, the students laughed and joked with
each other, and exchanged knowing looks – all of which indicates a
general camaraderie and shared sense of being young Norwegians who
will become tomorrow's adults, regardless of family background.

Yet, this amicability, this sense of shared interests, which permitted
negotiation dynamics characterised by compromise, consensus and
accommodation (and occasional polite contestation) stands in stark
contrast to mediated debates on diversity and immigration. When Boy 2
refers to ‘how one speaks to one another’, he points to the limits to
negotiations in larger society, where young, non-white Norwegians are
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not recognized as such by strangers on the street.

5.4. Negotiation, diversity and weighting the substantive and the relational

The negotiation dynamics in students’ exchanges foreground, on the
one hand, relationality – who the nation is – and, on the other, sub-
stance – what the nation is. Both dimensions connect to experienced
groupness (Brubaker, 2004) and a (national) imagined community
(Anderson, 1983). The interplay of relational and substantive outcomes
in discussions about nation and diversity allows that the same in-
dividual might under different circumstances, and with regard to con-
crete issues, weigh these outcomes differently. As discussed above,
questions of criteria of inclusion/exclusion in the nation center around
ideas of who is (seen as) a legitimate national. Hence, what the nation is
or becomes as an imagined community becomes a reflection of who is
understood to constitute the nation, and whether or not this is judged as
legitimate.

Regarding this interplay of substantive and relational outcomes in
negotiation dynamics, two further points merit attention. First, in the
context of research among youth, the role of affective nationalism
(Faria, 2014; Militz & Schurr, 2016) reveals the embodied dimensions
of ‘a shared sense of national belonging’ (Militz & Schurr, 2016: 56) that
is produced through encounters. These dimensions include what one
may share, enjoy, or dislike about ‘what feels national’ (ibid.: 56).

In the context of present-day Europe, and especially for young
people, embodied nationalism raises questions of race and ethnicity,
and ancestry (Bechhofer & McCrone, 2014; Brubaker, 2010, 2013).
Such questions are at the core of nationalism studies, for they demand a
clear answer as to whether or not an individual may become a national,
and what criteria might apply. Even when nationalisms are publicly
articulated in pluralistic ways, distinctions between those who are un-
doubtedly nationals and those whose national belonging is uncertain
lingers (Van Reekum & van den Berg, 2015; Erdal & Sagmo, 2017). This
dynamic was certainly present in the last excerpt. So, allowing space for
fear and uncertainty (Faria, 2014), as well as joy and a sense of security,
is critical for understanding the broader context of young people's
statements about feeling national.

Second, young people's statements about ‘feeling national’ point to
individuals who are not just stating, but also asserting or even claiming
nationality, articulating a ‘personal nationalism’ (Cohen, 1996). The
role of individuals gives weight to agency in the reproduction of na-
tions. Focusing on individuals brings to the fore the inherent complexity
within nations, what may be referred to as the ‘multivocalism’ of the
nation (Kaufmann, 2017). The complexity within nations means that
members need not agree on where boundaries of ‘groupness’ are located
(Brubaker, 2004), nor on a common set of national myths or memories
(Kaufmann, 2017, p. 13).

Rather, focusing on individuals enables a scrutiny of the imagined
community, revealing the multiscalarity of the nation from below
(Culcasi, 2016; Kaufmann, 2017). The roles and agency of individuals
in the (re)production of the nation result in a ‘crowdsourced nation-
alism’, where the crowd becomes the repository of national identity
(Kaufmann, 2017, pp. 20–21). Meanwhile, the multivocalism of the
nation in terms of how it all comes together later in a shared sense of
national identity remains in need of further scrutiny.

Whether or not students' approach to prioritizing desired sub-
stantive or relational outcomes in a given discussion is consciously
chosen is questionable. Rather, it is plausible that students’ reflections
and experiences, as shared in focus groups, are their own situated re-
presentations of their lived realities. Therefore, individual statements
do not always match with what might seem to be their priorities re-
garding desired substantive and relational outcomes. This is perhaps
clearest when there is a discrepancy between the salience of relational
outcomes, which are envisioned in relation to personal friends and
classmates, as opposed to substantive outcomes at a more abstract level,
which affect what might characterize the imagined community.

6. Conclusion

This article contributes to pushing analyses of diversity in the nation
further by examining negotiation dynamics in young people's ex-
changes about ‘who’ is seen as a national (relationally) and ‘what’ the
nation as imagined community is assumed to be and look like (sub-
stantively). Focusing on diversity within the nation, and agreements
and disagreements in such a context, the complex intertwining of the
‘who’ and ‘what’ of the nation comes to the fore. In this context, a
critical descriptor of the nation is mutuality, where (re)production of
nationalism happens beyond the banal hanging flag (Billig, 1995). (Re)
production of the nation in everyday life may be banal, too, with latent
or silent nationalisms. But these (re)productions are also often con-
scious and active, allowing for the embodied and the emotional, ac-
knowledging agency in co-producing the nation in, for example, as-
sertions of national belonging among those whose belonging continues
to be questioned. And equally, denial of national membership, among
those who uphold clear-cut (ancestral) boundaries, from the inside or
outside.

Analyzing how young people deal with diversity in the nation shows
negotiation dynamics at play, premised on a mutually acknowledged
shared fate in terms of being class mates, young people, and/or co-
nationals. Meanwhile, there are limits to negotiations, as the premise of
mutuality is not easily transposed to society at large, and certainly not
amenable to polarized media debates on nation, diversity, and im-
migration. Within the negotiation dynamics analysed, I find contesta-
tion, as might be expected, but also find dynamics resembling com-
promise, consensus, and accommodation. This finding reflects the
everyday realities which are often less conflict-oriented than current
media debates might suggest.

In terms of the potential for transposing negotiations of diversity in
the nation from the classroom to society at large, one might ask who
relevant actors might be? Academics (through generalization), policy-
makers (by building on classroom examples to inform policy), jour-
nalists (by using examples from classrooms to inform public debates),
or young people themselves (through classroom negotiations which
over time might change the substantive content of the nation, at least
for those individuals themselves involved)? In this article I have limited
my attention to the latter – the young people themselves – but suggest
that there is potential for other actors to engage.

The revealed negotiation dynamics in this study merit further ex-
ploration in other contexts with other age groups. This is a theoretically
promising and empirically relevant avenue for research into the inter-
play of the ‘who’ and the ‘what’ of the nation (Antonsich & Matejskova,
2015a). Methodologically, approaching diversity within the nation,
rather than diversity as an exogenous variable, is critical if nations wish
to avoid reproducing static boundaries. Furthermore, the question of
‘how’ nations are (re)produced, bottom-up, in the everyday, may also
benefit from a focus on the interplay of relational (who) and substantive
(what) dimensions (Kaufmann, 2017).

Returning to the acknowledgment of a plural nation – of diversity-
on-the-ground and the unease with which such diversity fits within the
nation – the balance between banal and blatant nationalism warrants
revisiting (Billig, 1995; Skey, 2009). On this topic, it is helpful to refer
to the notion of warm nationalism (Culcasi, 2016) in the sense of a
nationalism that encompasses both hot and banal nationalism. Warm
nationalism is not warm in the sense of temperature and/or passion
(Kaufmann, 2017), but in the sense of ebbing and flowing, of re-
lationality and change, and of making space for the (national) imagined
community as it emerges from below with all its contentiousness (Jones
& Merriman, 2009).

A warm nationalism of everyday life might ebb and flow between
the banal and the blatant (Benwell, 2014) in the experience of in-
dividuals whose national belonging is not undoubted. It is equally likely
to emerge in the experience of those who are confronted with their own
perceptions of what a national ‘looks like’ – perceptions that might be at
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odds with the nation as it is in practice lived and reproduced in their
everyday lives. Whether banal or blatant, such warm nationalism re-
flects affect – fear and hope, discomfort and assertiveness.

Through attentiveness to negotiation dynamics revealed in young
people's exchanges about diversity in the nation, the roles and relative
weighting of relational and substantive dimensions become clearer (cf.
Fig. 1). Both the ‘who’ and the ‘what’ can either be imagined or ex-
perienced in the everyday. However, the ‘who’ of the nation – re-
lationally – becomes very concrete and experienced through personal
and interpersonal relationships and exchanges. By contrast, the ‘what’
of the nation, often, remains more abstract. Yet, the two are intimately
connected, for ‘who’ is seen as a legitimate member of the nation, and
thus, with whom legitimate shared interests exist within the nation, in
effect produces the boundaries that define the ‘what’ of the nation.

In other words, who ‘we’ are as co-nationals, remains connected to
‘what’ we are as an imagined community. If substantive dimensions are
prioritized, diversity along certain lines may not be acceptable, and
legitimate membership cannot be granted to those who represent such
diversity, racially, for instance. By contrast, if relational dimensions are
prioritized, who we are is diverse by default – reflective of Norwegian
demographics – and hence this is not just who, but also what the nation
(as imagined community) is.

In conclusion, the nationalism of everyday life, as an –ism, if given
space, may arguably provide resistance to what has been termed the
nationalism of ‘new nationalists’. The ‘new nationalists’ nationalism
foregrounds static conceptions of the nation, based on set ‘what’ di-
mensions which presume clear and eternal inclusion and exclusion
criteria. By contrast, a nationalism of everyday life foregrounds the
dynamic and processual ‘who’ dimensions of the nation, which are
malleable, and apt to deal with demographic change over time
(Brubaker, 2004; 2010).
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