Whose Public?

A Critical Discourse Analysis of the Preface to New Labour’s first White Paper on Immigration, Fairer, Faster and Firmer.
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Introduction

In this thesis, Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) (1999, 2003) will be used to analyse an immigration policy text. This text is the Preface to New Labour’s White Paper Fairer, Faster and Firmer from 1998 (Home Office, 1998, see the Appendix). This text has been chosen because it mixes a range of genres with an order of discourse which is related to the timing of the publication and the overall topic of the White Paper. The White Paper was published after New Labour won the election in 1997, and is therefore concerned with the current condition of the system which the Conservatives left. The overall topic of the White Paper is the UK immigration controls, its condition and what needs to be done to make it suitable for the future. The Geneva Convention on Refugees is also mentioned and categorised along with a group things which are perceived as in need of modernisation. The different genres related to the Preface will be discussed in section 3.1-3.2, and how the order of discourse recontextualises events will be analysed in section 3.2-3.3.


Another reason for the choice of text and method is because of a theoretical concern with the development of CDA (Fairclough, 1999, see below). The text is related to a field of discourse which Fairclough himself has not yet touched upon, namely migration control. Whereas other text books have come close to the topic, the analysis has either centred on images of national identity in national literature, educational material and the media (Wodak et al., 1999), or it has been within migration studies where the approach to analysis has not been directly concerned with linguistic CDA (Brubaker, 1992). Therefore, this thesis will combine theories from migration studies with Fairlcough’s linguistic CDA (2003) to analyse a piece of text which is about immigration, the perception of immigration as something which motivates control and the nature of such control from a linguistic standpoint (Fairclough, 2003). The research question is therefore how can immigration control be analysed as facilitated in the text of the Preface when using Fairclough’s CDA.

The thesis will contain a section discussing the strategies for developing CDA that Fairclough has set out (1999, see the subsection below). This will lead to a presentation of a reading of some theoretical perspectives on the public realm, public authority, and governing migration (section 1), which will clarify the critical view on discourse. These theories will first be presented and then be questioned in relation to their inadequacy for doing linguistic CDA. In section 2, these theories will then be related to Fairclough’s analysis of discourse, and in the last section, the Preface will be analysed in relation to these theories (section 3).

Public Policies on Immigration Control as an Agenda for CDA

When using Fairclough’s critical discourse analysis as a method for analysis, the methodical procedure is a “review of critical theories – different narratives of late modernity [and] to read these theoretical texts from a linguistic perspective” (1999:75). The theories which will be reviewed as linguistic theories in this thesis are:

· Rom Harré’s theory of the development of the personal being (section 1.1).

· Hannah Arendts political philosophy of the public realm (section 1.2)

· Rogers Brubaker’s territorial grounding of the public realm within the nation-state and its impact on migration (section 1.3).

The adequacy of Rom Harré’s theory is its use of the English personal pronouns for the analysis of social interaction and personal development within the public sphere (see the illustration in section 1.1). However, the inadequacy of this theory when using it for linguistic CDA is its lack of perspective on how these personal pronouns relate to other elements of the sentence, for example clausal embeddedness, and other aspects of sentence production such as transitivity and cognition. The relevance of Hannah Arendt’s theory is her conceptualisation of language as communication between the public and the private, and of that communication in turn as a presupposition for public recognition and thus a humane treatment (see the illustration in section 1.2). The problem with her theory is the difficulty in relating her concept of the public realm to public processes such as modernisation, changes and obligations. Roger’s Brubaker’s theory of migration as a set of categories developed by the nation-state to exclude or make it difficult for migrants to enter the territory of the state is easily coupled with CDA’s analysis of the textual organisation and relation of social actors to desirable and undesirable phenomena (Fairclough, 2003: 177). Nevertheless, for purposes of doing CDA in relation to migration control, there is a lack of perspective on how public documents issued by the nation-state relate to cognition and authoring, and how different roles related to one or more public author(itie)s behind a text express and can be analysed through personal styles which.

1. Theory

1.1 Rom Harré’s Model of the Public Person

The model Rom Harré (1983) uses as a model for the development of the personal being (see the figure below), will be the basic model which will be used as an overview for the theoretical concepts in this section and the following (section 1.2). Section 1.3 will focus on the process of exclusion this public. 
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The development of the personal being starts within the public-collective quadrant (see above, taken from Harré, 1983: 44-45). The person is born into a public sphere which is collectively based. The development of the person can therefore be charted as a downward diagonal arrow from the public-collective quadrant to the private-individual quadrant (see the arrow in the model above). Harré uses G. H. Mead’s concept of the self to explain personal development (Mead, 1934). To Mead, the self is constituted by the dialectical relationship between the situational “me” and the cognitive “I”. Whereas the “me” is the attitude taken by a person to fit into a relationship with an other, the “I” is the consciousness of being in that role. This social-psychological approach to personal development is a non-critical approach to the public sphere (see section 1.2). The public sphere functions as a community of the self with others, who over time develop into a natural togetherness, a symbiotic belonging, or “we”, which through the person’s development comes to serve as a basis for generalisations and norms about “our” society (Mead, 1934: 154-155). This naturalised belonging together is a communitarian concept of the public sphere as constituted by common values (Taylor, 1994). Such a communitarian view of society has gained influence with the entrance of New Labour onto the political scene (Fairclough, 2001: 37-38). Children are brought up by learning from adults, teachers, books and media, things which are largely publicly available and collectively recognised. Therefore, people who do not belong to the same public as “we do” are seen as in need of development, or education (Parekh, 2000), for example in language and knowledge of the nation (see section 1.3). Therefore, to a critical analysis, the public sphere is something which the analyst has to take a critical standpoint towards. This means to question the assumptions that bind “us” together, and to view the self-reference by the means of “I”, “we” and “us” as a matter of public authority. This can be done by analysing the context within which English personal pronouns are embedded (see section 2.2 and 3.2.1). For example by analysing how personal pronouns play a role in relation to transitivity, aspect and modality, and in relation to semantic classifications of the grammatical constituents such transitivity structure takes which says something about participants and processes in the text (see Table 1). What precisely the natural part in the nature of belonging builds on thus becomes a linguistic, interpretative question (Fairclough, 1989: 21-22). In this view, what binds together a people within a community and what makes that community publicly recognised as something which is belonging “here”, is a matter of a certain ideology conveyed by the use of a particular language (Fairclough, 1989, 2001, 2003). From the point of view of CDA, the entire concept of development is substituted by the concept of hegemony. Development and hegemony is something which is used by the public school system, the public media and the government to promote certain ways of life which are desirable to the public author(itie)s promoting them. For example for the civic society to view themselves as belonging to “one nation” (Fairclough, 2001: 34-35) takes a specific use “we” as including “all of us” so that “we” are co-implicated in belonging to the nation facilitating this system of control. “We” thus have to help make it work which is an ideological mechanism for naturalising the necessity of such system itself. Whether or not it is a benefit or necessity to “all of us” is veiled by the exciting aspects of the necessities for civic participation presented. These publicly represented ways of participation are based on a dichotomy which has public belonging as its foundation. For example the contrast inherent in narrating belonging as “living abroad” versus “travelling abroad”. By narrating “us” as capable of travelling to where “our friends” are living, “we” are narrated by the public authorities publicising the narrative as different from “them” by a certain degree of unconstrained mobility. “We” can travel where “they” live, but “they” in turn will have to come “here” as either “friends or relatives” to visit “us” for a period of time, or else “they” might be one of “those” who have “no right to enter or remain here” (see section 3.2.1). Personal pronouns can thus be used as formalised representations of the good society (Taylor, 1989) which interpelate persons into certain subject positions that fit into society (Althusser, 1971, Hall, 1996). This can be seen by how appeals to “all of us”, who “we” are and how “we” are positioned in relation to “those” who do not belong here is done in a text.

1.2 Hannah Arendt’s Concept of the Public Realm

The short story by Hans Christian Andersen, The Emperor’s New Clothes, could be seen as a story about the public realm: how it sometimes takes someone with a different view on things to question how things are done. Someone who has not yet been indoctrinated by the publicly recognised way of appreciating life. In H. C. Anderson’s short story it was a little child who questioned what the grown ups saw, or did not see. The child’s voice broke the silent contemplation to reality as the others thought it should be. By criticising the costume which was so blindly seen by everyone, what the child questioned was actually the public custom. The audience was “an adult, accustomed to act in accordance with unconsidered social habit”, and the child was seen to “may not have an adequate conceptual system for describing, let alone understanding, the sources of some of the general features of his or her activity [the child’s as well as the emperor’s]” (Harré, 1983: 36-37). In the discourse of New Labour, such an audience has increasingly become a matter of stakeholders “which involve all our people” within a business management discourse (Fairclough, 2001: 90). It is the thinking of the child (or immigrants) on behalf of an unmentioned audience of stakeholders who are implicitly incorporated into a text as “us”, and an immigrant other who are incorporated into the text as “those” who are unable to think or act for themselves, and who therefore are seen to need “all of us” to speak or take care on behalf of them, that makes domination possible. As such, the story tells about the power of hegemony, representation and change by drawing on the subtlety of assumptions carried out through language, display and articulation. Representation, custom and reality is, nevertheless, fabricated to persuade, just like clothes that conceal our bodies and unifies us by our faith in the common reality of proper men to be properly dressed. In Hannah Arendt’s concept of the public/private split, she questions, not only the adult, but public authority in general, and their monopoly on determining what an adequate conceptual system for describing, let alone understanding, is, and the sources which are drawn on in order to categorise the general features of unrecognised persons’ activity.


Much like it has been the process of bringing what has been the voices of those condemned into privacy out in the public, children, as an old Danish proverb goes, should be seen and not heard. If they speak, it would shame the mother, who should have been responsible for that child to behave properly. Similarly, an audience, in this case the stakeholders (Fairclough, 2001: 90) such as the media, have been quick to call into question the activities of the Government in relation to controlling immigration (Geddes, 2003, Favell, 1997). The problem of immigration has been presented as a ‘shame’ to the Government because of its mandate to protect the public, e.g. the domestic labour force (Preface to Home Office, 2002), from racketeers and abusive claimants. A shame, as Hannah Arendt has analysed it, which indicates that “there are things that need to be hidden and others that need to be displayed” (Arendt, 1958: 73). A concealing of reality which is played out in politicians rhetoric (Fairclough, 2001). For example in how public authorities can condemn “those” who do not belong here in a language of national representation due to being publicly elected. The language of public authority is thus the language of public responsibility, a language which increasingly has become the language of international business management (Fairclough, 2001). Since language can be used in this way to represent, language must also have a form which is understandable to “all of us”. This not only goes for the activities represented by a certain linguistic form, but also, perhaps even more so, for the categories of people that these activities are seen and heard to be bound to (Sacks, 1972). Whereas some people like “us” and “our” friends are naturally perceived as a people who ‘rightfully belong here’ and therefore should be able to pass immigration controls without fuss, other people, like “those” who do not belong here, should be removed immediately. This is the very nature of custom, or border control. It is allowing some people to pass while ensuring others do not. This control is based on public instructions carried out in language from public authorities to civil servants and immigration officers who carry out those instructions, or orders. The public realm and the public person is thus a duality of representation which is constituted by a constant struggle between the public who belong and enter and the private who are condemned, silenced and removed. This is a split whose gap is closed by the possibility of communication (see the model below). That is, a text can be either dialogical as an email conversation between the refugee whose claim to asylum has been turned down and the civil servant who painfully conforms to the instructions she has been ordered to carry out, order which do not recognise the claims of the refugee as proper for asylum. Or a text can be monological where the dialogue between voices has been internalised and managed by a public author(ity) (Faiclough, 2003: 46, see section 2.3). In official discourse, for example as it can be found in White Papers and Green Papers (Fairclough, 2001, 2003), the dialogue between voices is therefore presented in the language of representation. Voices are detached from their original bodies and presented as modifications to public deliberations in a way which supports the goals set out by a public author(ity). Presentations of immigrants are formulated to back up a policy on control. As Fairclough has pointed out, referring to a quote from one of Tony Blair’s spin doctors: “The language which politicians use ‘sends messages’ to the public, from which it has been seen to follow that the language has to be tightly monitored to make sure it sends the ‘right’ message” (Fairclough, 2001: 3). A presupposition to the ability to use messages in this way, as Hannah Arendt says, is that the public realm is the realm of the common. Representation builds on commonality, and particularly to the language of New Labour, “one nation”, or “our” nation, has become a hegemonic commonality (Fairclough, 2001). This view of the nation-state as a container of commonality, or a shared community shared by people who belong here, has been particular to British politics for centuries (Favell, 1997). Anyone who would want to enter “our” realm would have to be recognised at “our borders” before that person could enter, unless that person is one of our “friends or relatives”. If the person is not recognised, the person is not desired to be seen nor heard “here”. In this way, the common is also to commune, and to communicate presupposes the ability to commune, or to share certain ways of understanding which is both inclusive and excluding. Representation is always, as mentioned previously, a duality of representation of “us” as opposed to “those”. Communication, therefore, takes shape in recognised forms, for example narratives, personal styles or genres (Fairclough, 2003). Forms which are put language in some way so that they are associable to and communable by “us”
. Since the public realm is also the realm for deliberation and political activity (Habermas, in: Benhabib, 1996), anyone who would not be granted entrance to this realm would also be excluded from participating in society and decisions on their opportunities in life. Public authorities thus use “we”, the representative “I”, “us” and “our” as a public self-reference to propose how a community of belonging is shared amongst us, should be shared amongst us and how it will continue to be shared amongst us. This is represented by “me” saying “so” (since “I” was elected by “you”). Often, “we” gain our shared identity from others who are denied entrance. Characterisations of “those” others often make our values stand out in how they are in some way better as solution in comparison to what they have to offer. “We” thus gain our identity as superordinate in a paradigmatic relation between categories which gain their categorial significance from how they are used in syntagmatic extension to the Englush personal pronouns.


What Hannah Arendt does is that she politicises the link between the private property and ownership, and the public value to be seen and heard. Inserting this into Rom Harré’s model means that the horizontal line between the public and private represents communication, or that something is communicable (see the arrow below).

Public: Form




Communication

Private: Content

Whereas publicity means “being seen and being heard” (Arendt, 1958:71), the public itself is constituted by “the presence of others” (ibid.). Hannah Arendt’s public realm is therefore similar to the one within developmental psychology. She just adds a political dimension. The publicity of the public, that is, to be seen and heard in the presence of others, which would also be to be recognised as a person who belongs “here” and as someone who has something valuable, is the same view of the public as the one where communities foster shared values and the public promotes certain values. For example in New Labour’s points-based system, which will have its first tier implemented this summer (2008), points will be awarded to people outside the EEA based on educational degrees, previous salary and years of employment in the same sector (Home Office, 2006). Thus “our” community is fostered by values such as “we are the best country in the world to be in” (Preface to Home Office, 2002), or “we are a strongly competitive nation” (Fairclough, 2001). But the fostering of these values is also something which is both socially constructed by the internalisation of those values as mediated by the text, and by the representation of those values by the text as real and constitutive of our society. 


The political dimension that Hannah Arendt thus adds is that she theorises development differently. Whereas Rom Harré saw development as a matter of internalisation of values and norms from the external public reality into the consciousness of the Mind, Arendt sees development as a political process of recognition (see the arrow in the model above). Recognition is the possibility of communication, that “you” can be heard and listened to, but also that “you” can be recognised as a person of equal value. This sort of recognition thus presupposes a global form which is protected by global conventions based on basic human rights. The reversed direction of this arrow, that is, one going from the public to the private, would be the public process and activity of unrecognising the other, that is, unrecognising as a verb in its progressive aspect, i.e. a public process carried out through language and communication. For example by ignoring certain voices because they come from persons who are not seen as desirable to our country, “those” who do not benefit the prosperity of the national economy (Prefaces to Home Office, 2002, 2005). Therefore, consciousness to Arendt is a mental prison because consciousness can exist without recognition, that is, without a public appearance. If you do not have a public appearance, for example if you would be deported if you revealed your true identity, you can not share you intimate life, your personal feelings in the presence of others. Thus, if there are no one to share your knowledge, your intimate life, then “the passions of the heart, the thoughts of the mind” do not “exist” as public. To be public, emotions have to be “transformed, deprivatized and deindividualized […] into a shape to fit them for public appearance” (Arendt, 1958:50). For example in the border politics set out by new labour, the public forms available for recognition are those which fit into the perception of the UK as a desirable place to be (Preface to Home Office, 2002). If “you” do not fit into that representation, your thoughts, feelings and experiences (what has been labelled as “content” in the model above) do not exist as public until they are given (by you) an appearance which fit them into society. For example the models available for public appearance in the UK for people from the EEA as outlined in the documentation presenting the points-based system (Home Office, 2005, 2006). Appearance, even though it might be internationally protected by human rights conventions, still presupposes a public form or shape of appearance to fit feelings and emotions into, and that is public in the “one nation” sense of the term (Fairclough, 2001). These forms, since they are public, are determined by others. What is interesting in the quote above is therefore the pronoun “them”. “Them” could both be used to signify the contents of life as properties of the non-existent, “the passions of the heart” and “the thoughts of the mind” (quoted above), which belongs to every person. But it could also be used to refer to those to whom to “fit” those properties is necessary, those to whom the “shape” has to fit for public appearance and recognition. Therefore, in order to gain some value from the contents of life, they would have to have a public form. Although “we” might all have feelings in this life, the feelings which belong to “all of us”, are the feelings which fit into one of our, the Home Office, application forms which you need to fill out if you want to visit this country. This form, because the public realm is inhibited by others rather than the “me”, is needed for recognition. To Hannah Arendt, values, therefore, are not a taken for granted part of community as it is to Rom Harré. Since the “me” is the attitude taken towards the “other” to establish a relation, an attitude which in itself means to take the role of the other as part of myself,  the other and communication between “me” and the “other” is already a given condition and therefore seen as unnecessary when analysing the public. The access to the other is not restricted in the same way as it is seen to be by Hannah Arendt.

1.3 Brubaker’s Territorial Grounding of the Public

One of the categories which are made available for access into the public is citizenship. If an immigrant, or alien, wants to become a citizen, the alien would have to naturalise. That is, the alien would have to undergo standard procedures in order to become a citizen. These procedures normally include language training, education in national history, a minimum amount of years of residency on the soil of the nation, marriage to a citizen, an occupational status or a minimum income (UK Border Agency, 2008). The purpose with this, as Brubaker puts it, is “to externalise the material and ideal costs associated with unruly, unemployed, unfit, unassimilated, or otherwise undesired residents” (Brubaker, 1992: 26). These undesirables could be the immigrants who do not directly benefit the nation through skill supply where there is a skill shortage in the labour market, or indirectly through paying taxes. As part of New Labour’s points-based system, this has been formulated as “our general policy to export our borders” (Home Office, 2006, paragraph 38). Although there are numerous pathways into the public, asylum and refugee remain as the only ones protected by “international obligations”. Therefore public authorities in their reliance on popular opinion and media coverage also have to relate to international conventions. However, the public authorities commitments often lie with the public, the domestic, or internal, rather than the international. White Papers set out strategic considerations about the implementation of legal systems for exclusion and inclusion, and in White Papers it can be seen how the public realm is still partially bound by territory, publicity by national media and to whom this publicity related. The role of the nation-state is, and has historically been, to protect its territory from invasion (Brubaker, 1992). This can be seen as still present in symptoms such as citizenship when it is considered in White Papers. In order for a state to control its territory and its members, it needs to impose legal bonds on its persons in the shape of a citizenship. This comes to expression through passports, birth certificates, national identification systems, residence permits and border controls to keep those out who do not naturally acquire this. As Bauman points out with his concept of the tourist, the thing that distinguishes the citizen and the tourist from the alien and the vagabond, “is their degree of mobility – their freedom to choose where to be” (Bauman, 2000: 86, emphasis in original). This ramifies the public realm and founds the basis for a shared sense of community. This community is fostered through education, conscription, and a nationalised public realm constituted by national news channels, and public service media channels. Through this “imagined community” (Anderson, 1983), “territory and membership are closely related. Indeed, political territory as we know it today – bounded territory to which access is controlled by the state – presupposes membership. It presupposes some way of distinguishing those who have free access to the territory from those who do not” (Brubaker, 1992: 22). “Every modern state identifies a particular set of persons as its citizens and defines all others as noncitizens, as aliens.” (Brubaker, 1992: ix). By controlling access to its territory, the nation-state also delimits and defines its public persons. Because the natural citizen enjoys the range of rights and possibilities instituted by the nation-state, what Parsons has termed the “social component” (Parsons, 1965: 1015), it has become, if not necessary, then a national myth to keep these, as Brubaker puts it, “undesirables” (1992: 26) abate.

1.4 Public Change and Orders of Discourse

The text which will be analysed in the following sections is the Preface to New Labour’s first White Paper on immigration and asylum (Home Office, 1998). As mentioned in the introduction, the reason why this Preface has been chosen is because it deals with change in the order of discourse. This means that a new public author(ity) has come to power that narrate the state of immigration affairs in a new way. Because it is the first White Paper put forth by a new Government, the Preface is as much a summary of the proposals put forth for a new system of arrangements for immigration control, as it is a positioning statement by a new Home Secretary whose political affiliations lies with a new Government. Therefore, there is a change in the order of discourse, which means that the social actors represented by the text are formulated in a new way and as standing in a new relationship to each other. For example change is represented as a challenge, or obstacle, to the future of the UK immigration controls, and modernisation is presented as the solution to these changes. Although change has been analysed by Fairclough as relating to the international community (Fairclough, 2001), change in the Preface is used to represent the changes which the previous Government has done to the immigration system throughout the past 20 years. The international community, i.e. the Geneva Convention on Human Rights, is represented as obligations. An old version of reality (Potter & Wetherell, 1992) is thus reshaped within a new vision, where that old version is represented as ill-considered changes in need of “our” modernisation. 

2. Method and Methodology

The theories which have been reviewed above have been done so for doing CDA of public policies on immigration control. By using Harré’s model for the public origins of the personal being, it is possible to investigate the communitarian notions inherent in a text. By analysing the use of pronouns, such as “I”, “we”, “us” and “those”, it is possible to analyse who is seen as belonging to the public sphere Harré sees as the origin for personal development. From this point of view, by anchoring the analysis of critical discourse in the public sphere as recommended by Fairclough (1999: 35, 64, 86-88), focusing on how the use of personal pronouns is done to build a notion of communal belonging for a people is the focus of analysis. Culture in this regard is what is not wanted as part of the public. In relation to the use of personal pronouns, culture is the extension of “those”, what more is said about “those” which makes them undesirable to “us”. The process of developing and sustaining a public sphere is seen to be done by means of the expulsion of culture (and gender culture) from the public. This has also been mentioned in the previous sections as the problem inherent in any kind of representations, that it is a duality of representation. Representation always represents as well as overshadows. “All of us” can never be represented at once. Someone is always left out. Referring to “all of us” is a rhetorical ploy used by public aouthor(itie)s to win the consent of the audience.


The review of Hannah Arendt’s concept of the public realm also gives way to some methodological considerations when using Fairclough’s CDA as developed in his recent publications (1999, 2003). In particular, Arendt’s public/private split can be used as a theoretical elaboration for the analysis of the text’s orientation to difference and similarity (Fairclough, 2003: 41). This in turn entails other levels of analysis of the same phenomenon of expulsion of culture, or difference, from the public, for example a text’s management of dialogicality, its incorporation of voices, how it autocommunicates with those voices, that is, how it talks on behalf of those voices without the persons those voices represent are asked or involved directly.


This also makes the review of Brubaker’s territorial grounding of the public relevant, particularly with his concept of migration as an antagonism to the nation-state. Brubaker saw the nation-state as a membership organisation which organised and managed the entry of desirables and ensured that undesirables did not enter. This could be used as a basis for Fairclough’s own analysis of a text’s orientation to the desirable and undesirable (Fairclough, 2003: 177, 179-180), but in this case in relation to migration. For example by analysing the nation-state as an “us” or “we” organisation which perform textual orientations towards “those” migrants as undesirables, the previous theoretical discussions give migration as a field of study firm links to CDA as a linguistic analysis. This could be extended by the analysis of migration and the nation-state as antagonist and protagonist (Fairclough, 2003: 53), where the protagonist offers solutions to problems related to the antagonist (ibid.: 91-92) (see Model 1, section 3). This, of course, should also be seen in relation to who is authoring the text, and whether this is the protagonist herself. 


By using these three theoretical reviews as the background for CDA within the field of international migration, and particularly the analysis of public authorities’ formulation of and dealing with immigration into our country, Fairclough’s linguistic CDA of representations of social actors on the macro as well as the micro level of interaction in text will be used to ground the theoretical concepts from Arendt, Brubaker and Harré in the analysis of the text. 

2.1 Method

At the level of operationalisatoin of these theories and the methodological considerations on the links between the theory and elements of the analysis, the method which will combine theory and analysis will be Fairclough’s use of genre analysis. Fairclough distinguishes between three levels of genre analysis: pre-genre narrative, disembedded genres and situated genres (Fairclough, 2003: 68). The pre-genre narrative figures at the level of personal style associated with the author(isation) of the text and the typical textual features related to narratives commonly originating from such author(s). This pre-genre narrative level will be analysed by means of the text’s transitivity structure (Halliday, 2004: 280). If the pre-genre level is the level of narrative related to certain individuals, their public roles and the ideological cognitive processes of text structuration related to those roles, then that would come to expression in how the text’s constituents are organised by means of certain verbal activity. For example how social actors are embedded within intransitive sentences as verbalised objects at the clausal level of constituents can be analysed by looking at a text’s transitivity (see section 3). In this way, social actors do not figure grammatically as subjects and objects of sentences but as semantically nominalised abstract processes embedded within the main constituents of a sentence, for example modifiers such as embedded clauses or prepositional phrases (Halliday, 2004: 291). At the level of pre-genre narrative, Fairclough analyses how these elements are related to the author(s) management of voices. In relation to immigration control, this is relevant because of the stratification of personal pronouns across borders in a way so that public author(itie)s distinguish between those who belong “here” (the location of the author(itie)s) from those who do not. 


This level of pre-genre analysis is related to what Fairclough has termed disembedded genres. These are genre styles which have become available for popular use as part of the development of modernity, for example the mass media, the press and technologies of communication. Because certain genres, for example the news report (Fairclough, 1992: 105), have been used and reused by the media, people recognise this as a genre which combine certain textual features with certain cognitive tasks (Swales, 1996). That is, genres are not only activities organised into chains of events which are textually mediated, but they also require activity (Fairclough, 1999). Genres necessitate action, at the minimal level of the conscious effort of reading, but sometimes also more elaborate activities such as filling out a formula or participating in protest (Fairlcough, 2003: 66-67). In relation to the Preface, at least three different disembedded genres can be seen to overlap with the pre-genre narrative. As will be analysed later, these are all drawing on task-related activities which require the addressees to engage in certain activities. For example the preface as a summary abstracts and summarises the range of proposals for future action put forth throughout the White Paper, and by doing so draws on a certain use of transitivity structure which includes modalised time structures such as the perfect present and future reference (see section 3).


The fact that various disembedded genres are picked up and used as part of a narrative style gives rise to new situated genres. New situated genres constantly arise from mixing previous genres into new styles and activities. This is a process of and for social actors to facilitate themselves within firmly based networks of practice. For example in relation to how institutions seek to promote certain activities and exclude other activities is a practice which for its public appearance will draw on a mix of genres throughout its levels of activities in order to reach its goals. The Preface, in this regard, is a column, or a textual space, within a larger genre, the White Paper, which is situated within a network of practice, or governance. This governance, in turn, is related to political parties inhibiting Government and exercising political rationalities (Rose, 1999). New Governments cause shifts in ideology depending on what political party has won the Government. In this way, when Governments change, ideologies change, and when ideologies change, orders of discourse also change (Fairclough, 1992). These changes in orders of discourse have their roots in political ideologies. Because political ideologies draw on elements of discourses for communicative strategies (Fairclough, 1992: 68-71), ideologies can be seen in how a situated genre deploy a certain rhetorical style, for example draw on a pre-genre narrative along with deploying disembedded genres, in order to realise political goals. In this way, a certain rhetoric tries to establish an order of discourse which seeks to stabilise the Government’s policies by mobilising as part of that rhetoric different representations of “us” and the others. In this rhetoric, elements from previous discourses, belonging to an old order of discourse, i.e. a previous Government, are incorporated into the new order of discourse as a public stakeholder, or a publicity, of the specific text as a situated genre-mix of narratives, discourses, styles and disembedded genres (Fairclough, 2003). 


Another aspect of changes in orders of discourse related to changes of ideologies which come with changes in Government, is the changes along with the changes in Government of stakeholders of the Government’s public texts. In particular, this has come to be of significant importance to New Labour’s style of governance. As Fairclough points out, “with regard to a ‘stakeholder welfare system’, an equivalence is set up between stakeholding and ‘the commitment of the whole population” (Fairclough, 2001: 90). That is, the stakeholders who “we” take into account when creating “our” text, are those who can contribute to our welfare system. This is much in line with the discourse on migration which is presented by David Blunkett in his Preface to the 2002 White Paper on border controls (see section 1.2 and 1.3). These stakeholders thus figure at both the micro level of social activity with the use of the English personal pronouns “we”, “us” and “our”, and at the level of macro social actors were “we” are represented as part of “our” governments political processes such as for example “modernisation”. There is thus a conflation between “we” the people and “we” the politicians who act on behalf of “we” the population. When “we” are both people and Government, “we” are represented by reference to the political processes which come to represent the Government within the order of discourse particular to that Governments rhetorical style. For example this can be seen in how “we”, as people, commit to “our”, as nation, obligations. This is seen as something which the nation does which includes the people, but the nation can also act on beholf of the people, and thereby acting on its own prior to acting as “all of us”. With this use of reference where “we” sometimes include the population and sometimes does not, where “we” as nation are implied as part of the Governments plans for “modernisation”, the text can be seen as incorporating model readers (Eco, in: Olsen & Kelstrup, 1981: 178-198). For example in referring to “all of us”, “we” stratify people into “us” and “those” based on belonging and identity. By referring to “all of us” as part of macro societal processes such as “modernisation”, “we” engage in semantic relations to other historical as well as international macro social actors such as “changes” and “obligations”. In this way, macro social actors are incorporated into the text as model readers, but incorporated in a way so that they fit into our public appearance. That is, incorporation of social actors as model readers includes both protagonists and antagonists to the public realm. It includes both those who belong here (“we”) and those who do not (“those”) as well as those who cause those who do not belong here to enter in such large numbers (“past changes”), and those who would sympathise with such an activity (“international obligations”). Social actors are thus represented once they become incorporated into our text. Because we have stakeholders, some social actors will have to be represented as antagonists, and others as protagonists, because the “us” versus “them” dichotomy starts with the production of the public policy document. This has also been analysed by Bhatia as the communicative goals of the text (Bhatia, 1993). When a situated genre mixes discourses and disembedded genres to realise its political rhetoric, its vision and representation of social actors, it can be seen by how a text uses a certain text type to realise its communicative goals (i.e. to incorporate all of our stakeholder to promote ourselves as considerate and responsible) in relation to an overall political purpose (to promote a certain topic, for example immigration controls, in a way which stems with our stakeholders’ political convictions).  Whereas each paragraph in a text may differ in relation to its communicative goal, the entire text organises its goals in relation to an overall communicative purpose. The link between communicative goal and the receiver of the text is established in a text by the incorporation of the model reader (i.e. “all of us”). The model reader is thus a stakeholder (Fairclough, 2001: 84, 152), whose role (antagonist, protagonist, obstacle, problem or solution, see Fairclough, 2003: 54, 91-92) has been incorporated into the author(itie)s’ cognitive modelling of the text’s paragraphs in relation to its overall public purpose. It is to this public purpose which the ordering of discourse has been shaped, an order which has been made to represent the reality in a certain way to further the concerns under consideration in way so that it will be successful.


White Papers are made for public appearance, to issue public appeals which promote certain activities, just like Arendt analysed the concept of publicity. The Preface within the White Paper is the textual space where the public author(ity) establishes herself, builds up her representation of her personal style, introduces her points and views and summarises her findings and proposals (see section 3). In this, way the Preface is situated within a network of practice related to the public authority’s ideological and political commitments to governance. This network of practice can be analysed by how author(s) draw on and mix genres such as the summary and the introduction to accommodate certain ends. These genres can be seen in how they structure the text and are structured by the text. This structuration of text can be analysed by looking at transitivity, modality, aspect, management of voices and clausal embedding as elements (Fairclough, 1992: 68-71) of a pre-genre narrative. 


Transitivity relates to social actors and reference through ellipsis by using the reduced relative clause or by using the intransitive to refer to objects embedded within complements. By embedding clauses in constituents which have had their subject elided, clauses come to stand as the incorporation of voices without actors. Such voices could then stand as a modification to an object. Voices are represented as modifications rather than stand points taken by real actors. Eliding social actors is reinforced by using intransitives with nominalizations as heads of complements. These heads may be embedded within clauses without subjects or objects. Verbs are transformed into heads of noun phrases embedded within prepositional complements so that social processes come to stand as social actors in circumstantial elements. (See section 3.2.1). 


Aspect relates to narrative and social actors by using reference to the past and bringing that up to the present. If a social actor is said to “have developed”, that social actor is related to a historical past which has had implications for the circumstances related to the time of writing. For example past can be compared to present in order to say something about a future which is asserted to be more secure and benefit “us” in a better way than it has been in the past. Aspect can thus be use to relate a historically outdated social antagonist to a future oriented and modern protagonist. (See section 3.2.2.1-3.2.2.2)


Modality relates to narrative/reference and social actors by modifying the verbal processes between actors. For example if a social actor “will modernise” rather than “should modernise”, that social actor is claiming to do modernisation as an act of will and personal responsibility, as an authority who definitely can do that rather than “should” do that as a moral obligation and burden. By using “will”, a social actor can thus leave out who else this action is on behalf of, the stakeholders, by claiming this is solely on behalf of a well informed person who takes responsibility because of the mandate to do so as a matter of authority. To “will” can thus be both a person’s supreme ability to predict future conditions as well as making it unnecessary for anyone else to say more about the case.


Embeddedness relates to the pre-genre narrative by managing voices, for example the verbal activities outlined in Table 1 below, in relation to different subjects. For example by using an infinitive clause as a post-modification or a complement to a noun head in a direct object, that infinitive clause may function as a voice which stands in relation to the noun head as a comment on the desirability of the objective reality of that noun rather than uttering the real voice of the subject whose body and subject position has been elided. For example in this sentence:

	But
	we
	rightly
	expect
	our
	immigration
	controls

	A:Conj
	S:NP
	A:Disj
	V:VP
	DO:NP

	
	H:Pron
	
	H:Mv
	Det:Pron
	Prem:N
	H:N

	to
	deal
	quickly
	and
	firmly
	with
	those
	who
	have
	no
	right
	to
	enter
	or
	remain
	here.

	OC:Inf-clause

	V:VP>
	A:AdvP
	<V:VP
	DO:NP

	
	
	
	H:Dem
	Pom:Rel-clause

	
	
	
	
	S:NP
	V:VP
	DO:NP

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Det
	H:N
	Pom:Inf-clause


The position of “those who have no right to enter or remain here” as a complement to “our immigration controls” functions as a characterisation of “our immigration control” in such a way that “control” which is the noun head of the object comes to be represented as desirable and necessary to the author(ity) and the people she represents/protects. 


The management of voices (Fairclough, 2003: 42, 46) is a theoretical concept which analyses how “any utterance is a link in a very complexly organised chain of other utterances’ with which it ‘enters into one kind of relation or another” (Bakhtin, in: Faiclough, 2003: 42, my emphasis). It is this entrance of an utterance or statement into a relationship with other utterances or statements which is also organised by author(itie)s which is taken to be the management of voices. For example clausal embedding where the clause is a reduced relative clause which elides the subject and attributes the verbal process which remains to an object as a modifier. In this way, actors are left out and voices become modifications to objects, where these objects are objects pinned down by the author. For example in this sentence: 

	Piecemeal
	and
	ill-considered
	changes
	over
	the
	last
	20
	years
	have
	left

	S:NP
	V:VP

	Prem:Adj
	Conj
	Prem:Adj
	H:N
	Pom:PP
	Aux
	H:Mv

	our
	immigration
	control
	struggling
	to
	meet
	those
	expectations.

	DO:Nom-clause
	A:Inf-clause

	S:NP
	V:VP
	V:VP
	DO:NP

	Det:Pron
	Prem:N
	H:N
	Aux
	Inf
	H:Mv
	Det:Dem
	H:N


Sentence 1, §2, ll. 8-9

“Changes” as the head of a noun phrase is a nominalization which represents a social actor, or a voice, which, because of its nominalised character, is faceless, shapeless and abstract. It is a process as actor which stands in a historical relation to the present due to the perfect aspect used in the sentence by the author(itie)s. The sentence is thus author(is)ed as a sentence which compares the subject “changes” to the present in order to state something about the object, where the object “our immigration control” is a nominal clause containing the present progressive aspect of the main verb. That is, the subject “piecemeal and ill-considered changes” is the past which is compared to the direct object “our immigration control” which is the present condition set in motion as the consequence of the past by the use of the present perfect aspect. The “changes” done in the past has caused “our immigration control” to be in the shape it currently is. “Our immigration control”, in turn, is embedded within the direct object/present condition of what the sentence says something about. As an embedded element (Fairclough, 1992: 68-71), “immigration control” serves as a subject which is in a present and static condition of “struggling” in order to meet certain circumstances (see Table 1 below). These circumstances which the direct object-come-subject is struggling to meet, is “expectations”. The clause is thus a verbal process with a subject used as object in the sentence. The object is in this way managed or organised as a subject-within-object which leaves the object in a constant process without explicit mention of the patient who is affected by this objectified subject, further details about the process it is in or precisely how “expectations” can be struggled to reach. This is the management of voices because, surely, more could be said about these processes which have been carefully managed by means of abstraction and ellipsis of real subjects, that is, persons with bodies and identities. For example, what are the material and personal implications of struggling? What will the consequences be of meeting “expectations”? And what precisely does “changes” represent?


Pre-genre and narrative are seen as the same things. Both are seen to be constituted by what has been termed “transitivity structure” which is the narrative as it is constituted by transitivity and modality, aspect and clausal embedding.

2.2 The Clause as Representation

Once the text as genre has been analysed, the text in its entirety as well as the clauses which have been found to be embedded within the pre-genre narrative can be analysed as how they represent social actors and their activities. Genres entail activities and they therefore also require social actors. Since genres function as gate-keeping instruments which protect the social actors who are the genre’s founders and authors, genres build on textual and rhetorical activities such as an orientation towards difference, and managing voices by distinguishing between the desirable and the undesirable. This can be seen as part of what is being done by using a certain pre-genre narrative style as well as the authorisation and necessity of drawing on a certain mix of genres. How social actors facilitate themselves and exclude others within this network of practice can be seen by analysing the clause as a representation of certain types of activities. 

	Conventional grammatical categories:
	Grammatical subject
	Grammatical object / subject complement
	Main verb
	Adverbial elements

	Fairclough’s semantic distinctions:
	Key participants
	Process type
	Circumstances

	
	Actor
	Affected
	Material
	Time, place, manner, reason

	
	Experienced
	Phenomenon
	Mental
	

	
	Token
	Value
	Relational
	


Table 1: The clause as representation, adapted from Fairclough 2003: 141

In the scheme reproduced above, Fairclough’s semantic classifications of social actors has been slightly adapted to the more grammatical kind of analysis which will be used in the analysis of the Preface. The analysis of the clause as representation will use grammatical analysis and grammatical categorisations of actors and activities as the basis for the semantic classifications of actors and activities as Fairclough use (from Halliday, 2004). The reason why conventional grammatical analysis (Hjulmand & Schwartz, 1998) will be used is because it makes it clear to see how (function) and when (level) clauses are embedded. Is it as a postmodification to a noun phrase head (function) or is it as a prepositional complement in an adverbial phrase (function and level)? Once function and level of clausal embedding has been clarified, the semantic categorisations of participants, circumstances and processes can be used to say something about participants and activities at both main constituent and clausal level as well as the authoritative implications of using a participant as embedded within a certain function. For example by categorising an actor as embedded within a circumstance in a conditional clause, where the actor within this circumstantial constituent is used as an antecedent for the meaning of a demonstrative pronoun serving as the object of the main clause. In this way, grammatical and systemic functional analysis complement each other by interpreting the same linguistic phenomena from two different points of view (see section 3.2.1). The analysis of social actors will be used as an extended analysis of the personal pronouns within the public-collective quadrant of Harré’s model, and the analysis of clausal embeddedness will be used as an extended analysis of communication within Arendt’s modification of Harré’s model. That is, clausal embeddedness is managed both as part of the public author(itie)s’ personal pre-genre narrative style and as a matter of a situated use of genre and discourse mixing. At the pre-genre narrative level, communication according to Arendt (in section 1.2) says something about the ideology which represents the voices by embedding them in a certain way, and at the level of situated genre, this says something about how these voices are distanced from their bodies, how they add to the publicity of the narrative as modifications to narrated subjects and objects rather than as voices which belong to bodies with publicly recognised faces. At the pre-genre narrative level voices are thus related to the promotion of public author(itie)s’ faces, and at the situated level voices are embedded within clauses in a way so that they modify the socially constructed objects and subjects narrated by the public author(itie)s rather than the bodies these voices stem from themselves. Hence, at the situated level, the technical aspect of how voices are organised technically to add up to the publicity of the public representation of them is analysed (see the definition of the terms publicity and public in section 1.2). This is done by analysing transitivity, aspect, modality and clausal embeddedness as part of a pre-genre narrative which is constituted by and constitutive of the genre of the Preface as situated. That is, the situated genre hooks up with, reinforces and is reinforced by the larger ideological pre-genre narrative which it is a part of and a part in. 

2.3 Fairclough’s Perspective on Language

This section on method and methodology and the selection of theoretical reviews has been based on Fairclough’s approach to language as social semiotic:

“Language is seen as a system of signs in which the value of any sign derives from its relation to other signs – its being equivalent to or different from other signs. Value, and ‘meaning’ in one (limited) sense, are not determined from outside the system but from inside the system. In so far as discourse and texts figure here, it is in terms of the significance of the systemic possibilities they include and exclude.” (1999:47)

This means that the system for immigration and asylum in the UK will be perceived as a discourse, that is, “in terms of the significance of the systemic possibilities”, the systemic being the web of signifiers and the possibilities “they”, the significations of persons in the web, “include and exclude” (quoted above). This is a theory of language which has “a tendency to construct the subject as ‘effects’ of structures which leaves no space for agency” (ibid.). This is the consequences of the implementations based on social policy documents. Since the text analysis rests on social policy documents, the implications of those texts’ definitions of reality will have a real, legal consequence on social life if they are implemented. Moreover, since the social policy documents to be considered deal with aspects of the other (Said, 1978), “the claim is that you can not semiotically construct (represent) reality without simultaneously identifying yourself and relating to other people in particular ways” (Fairclough, 1999:50).


Because the focus is on the semiotic aspect of text, text as representing a worldview which is sought to be imposed on society as reality, the definitions of that society, its people (“we”, “our” and “them”), institutions (“obligations”, “changes” and “modernisation”) and strangers (“those”) are of importance. The emphasis is therefore on text as passive, i.e. monological official discourse, and hegemonic. Text is seen as hegemonic and as trying to assimilate the social to its vision of reality. It is the analysis of “the monological official discourse […] which has internalised the power relations between officials and citizens, rulers and ruled, and whose internal features are shaped by these power relations. In a reasonable sense discourse is power in this case” (ibid.: 62). In this way, the text is also active in that it represents reality in a certain way which contributes to the creation of that reality. Analysing such monological official discourse in a text document therefore makes relevant the analysis of its internal definitional structure, and how this internal web of definitions is intended to construct the future for migration. This is the scientific approach to the linguistic analysis of discourse, genre and the clause as representation as social-semiotic aspects of life. Because definitions are real and discourses, genres and representations have real consequences, CDA is a valid approach to social analysis with claims which are grounded in rhetorical reality (Fairclough, 1999). The consequences of policies are real, and CDA of political definitions of processes, actors and circumstances related to the future for migration into the UK are therefore also very real. 

3. Analysis

In the Preface to the 1998 White Paper, a story is established about the new Government, the migrant, the Geneva Convention and the old Government (see Model 1). This is done by a narrative based on reference between sentences in different paragraphs and semantic relations between social actors. The reference is organised by a situated genre (Fairclough, 2003: 68), which is a mix of text-types related to a range of different communicative goals which the author(s) have had to take into account as their stakeholders of the text. These elements can be recognised in how the main verbs in the sentences that constitute the Preface use a certain transitivity structure, aspect and modality as its type of narrative (see Table 3), or pre-genre, in order to treat these stakeholders. Conscious use of a certain transitivity structure is to promote and embed the use of certain social actors, or stakeholders, as either direct objects of different processes (see Table 1), embedded subjects and objects within clauses, or ignored voices in reduced relative clauses. On a more concrete level, this transitivity structure thus deploys the range of different text-types and genres-types (see section 3.1.1), which constitute the text as part of a range of cognitive processes related to certain communicative tasks bound to the goals and purpose with the communication implied by the use of a specific genre (Swales, 1996). This will be analysed in the sections 3.1-3.2.


The reason why different genre-types and text-types are instituted in the text at paragraph level, is because of the presentation of different social actors who are relevant at a situated and a pre-genre narrative level (see section 2). This is because the social actors are related to each other by the use of a transitivity structure. The social actors themselves are established by means of coordinating and subordinating conjunctions, conditional, contrastive and hypothetical sentence relations and semantic relations of synonomy, hyponomy and antonomy within and between paragraphs (see Table 1, Table 2 and the analyses in section 3.2-3.3). A new term will also be used which is that of ‘co-hyponyms’. This means that two terms stand in addition or contrast to each other and at the same time have subordinate levels of signification. The analysis will start out by looking at the pre-genre/narrative framework.

3.1 Pre-Genre Narrative, Genre-Types and Embedded Social Actors

The text is made up by at least three different genre
 expectations. These are genre expectations because the document is issued to be public and to incorporate public concerns (see Model 1). Therefore, the text has to incorporate its others (see section 1.2) into its communication and communicative structuring of each paragraph
. In a strictly formalised genre-structure, such as the promotional brochure, this would be visible at the level of paragraphs, and how these paragraphs are distinguished from each other by means of text type, communicative goal and argumentation (Swales, 1996, Bhatia, 1993, Frandsen et al., 1997). However, in the Preface, the lack of such formal structure reflects its manifold communicative purposes, its mix of different genres which structures its overall communicative purpose in relation to multiple purposes and diverse stakeholders. This in turn gives the organisation of paragraphs in relation to each other ambiguous positions. That is, the positioning of each paragraph seems to be related to the situated genre-mix more than a commitment to a certain formalised genre-scheme. For example it is possible to identify the first paragraph as a tone-setting device where the micro-actors are identified and the problems they encounter are presented. These are presented to set the tone of not only what will be discussed in the following paragraphs but also in what manner. It is, for example, not only the relation of “we” to “those” which will be discussed, but the problems we encounter when we seek to realise our expectations throughout the remaining paragraphs as they introduce new macro social actors such as the previous Government and the Geneva Convention (see Model 1). Similarly the last three paragraphs could be seen as how they constitute a wrap-up but they could also be identified as part of the genre-activity of summarising.


Since the communicative goals and the stakeholders are the public in a global sense, the identity of the addressee could be anyone who could read English. The public is just as transnational as it is national in this case, and stakeholders are just as much a matter of governance is they are about national interest (Rose, 1999). This complicates the process of text production with regard to incorporating the identity of the reader into the organisation of the text and its arguments (see section 2). Therefore, when analysing the Preface in terms of its social actors, the chronology of the text and its organisation of paragraphs is not as revealing as the overall internal organisation of semantic and grammatical relations within and between paragraphs.

3.1.1 Three Different Genre -Types

The first genre-type is ‘the Preface as the Home Secretary’s commentary’. What could distinguish one Preface from another is that the Home Secretary has changed. For example the Home Secretary, and the public face of the Preface in 1998 is Jack Straw. In 2002 this has changed to David Blunkett, and in 2005 to Charles Clarke. In this way, the personal identity and public authority changes from one period of governance to another, and the author(s) of the text need to incorporate different identity elements into the text based on who the Home Secretary is and what public image that person is perceived to have by the media. 


The second genre-type is the Preface as a summary of proposals. The genre of the Preface is much like a summary (Albrecht, 1995), which introduces the theme or the things which are going to be said something about. This can be seen, for example, by how the first sentence introduces the key actors and the material process between them. 

	Immigration
	control
	affects
	all
	of
	us
	in
	one
	way
	or
	another.

	S:NP
	V:VP
	DO:NP
	A:PP


Sentence 1, § 1, l. 1

In this sentence the protagonist is identified. It is the first sentence in the first paragraph, and the subject protagonist is identified in the first constituent of that sentence. The sentence is a simple sentence, consisting of one main clause with a subject and a direct object. The verb is transitive and it is the simple present tense. It is not marked by aspect, mood, modality, voice or tense. The first sentence could, in other words, not be more straight forward and simple to read, and as such, it could be seen as functioning as a bench marking sentence which seeks to brand into the surface of the document who and what this is about. Similarly, the first sentence in the last paragraph wraps up what has been said and thereby picks up on what has been said in the first sentence and repeats that in different terms (see section 3.2.2.2). 

	The
	White
	Paper
	sets
	out
	a
	long-
	term
	strategy.

	S:NP
	V:VP
	DO:NP


Sentence 1, §8, l. 56

This is the principle of end-weight and fronting. By putting the most important social actors first, it is the first thing the reader(s) see, and it will in turn be the first category for the reader(s) to recognise. By putting the same social actors last, the reader will also be ensured to have read that as the last word, and the odds that this is the category the reader remembers are strong. Furthermore, if the argumentative structure between antagonist, protagonist, problem and solution throughout the text is clear, different categories for the protagonist have been used to identify the same social actor, and the reader will not only have a whole range of identificatory categories available to recall the social actor, but these different words for the same actor also mutually reinforce each other as the social actor. In other words, different words at different levels of abstraction for the same social actor establish a conceptual structure (Saeed, 2003: 39) which furnish awareness (Sepstrup, 2002: 82-83). By looking at the first sentence of each new paragraph, the genre of the Preface as summarising different actors and activities can be seen as also drawing on genre elements of the Preface as introduction. That is, rather than sticking to what is said in the first paragraph and relating to that throughout the Preface in a coherent way, new elements are introduced in each paragraph which have not been mentioned in the first paragraph. Except for the sentence in paragraph two and six, each of the first sentences in the remaining paragraphs have as their subject in front position, that is, in an active sentence, the protagonist identified in a simple noun phrase in different terms in each paragraph. 

	This
	White
	Paper
	sets
	out
	a
	comprehensive,
	integrated
	strategy

	S:NP
	V:VP
	DO:NP


Sentence 1, §3, ll. 15-16

	We
	must
	be
	able
	to
	plan
	and
	allocate
	resources
	more
	flexibly

	S:NP
	V:VP
	DO:NP
	A:AdvP


Sentence 1, §4, ll. 23-24

	The
	UK
	was
	one
	of
	the
	first
	countries
	to
	sign
	up
	to
	the
	Geneva
	Conv.

	S:NP
	V:VP
	SC:Nom-clause

	
	
	
	S:NP
	V:VP
	A:PP


Sentence 1, §5, ll. 28-31

	The
	Gov.’s
	approach
	to
	Imm.
	control
	reflects
	our
	wider
	commitm.
	to
	fairness.

	S:NP
	V:VP
	DO:NP


Sentence 1, §7, ll. 49-50
Thus, the Preface as a situated use of different disembedded genre-types such as the summary identifies social actors on different levels of identification with different activities ascribed to each level of identification. There is a specific subordinate description to an abstract superordinate social actor. For example the identification of the different subjects in the examples quoted above could be compiled into a single social actor, which is the S:NP, that is, a subject which is a noun phrase.

	Most abstract/

Generalised abstraction:
	We
	(sentence 1, §4, ll. 23-24)

	
	The UK
	(sentence 1, §5, ll. 28-31)

	
	The Government
	(sentence 1, §7, ll. 49-50

	
	This White Paper
	(sentence 1, §3, ll. 15-16

	Most concrete/

specific event
	Immigration control
	(sentence 1, §1, l. 1)


Table 2: Layering of social actors, adapted from Fairclough, 2003: 138

In this way, there is a summarising/abstracting production of text which at one level summarises and relates social actors into a coherent set of categories denoting that social actor on different levels. This is one type of task-related text-production. As will be analysed later, the more concrete the level of abstraction the more problematic the social actor becomes and the easier it is to contest its activities. For example immigration control is part of wider set of arrangements (§6, ll. 42-47, see also Model 1 below) which make it subject to/in a network of practices that are not only “ours”, the practices we represent and the activities we present as desirable on an abstract level. Immigration control is “ours”, but it is also subject to “obligations” (l. 46), it is embedded within negatively conceived of “changes” (l. 8) which contrast with “modernisation” (l. 17) (see section 3.2.2.1 and 3.2.2.3). In this way, social actors, when they become concrete, are subject to numerous abstract forces such as “changes”, “modernisation” and “arrangements”, which in turn become abstract actors acting upon the concrete level of material reference (see section 3.2-3.3). This layering from concrete to abstract rather than organising into paragraphs, such as it was done with the introduction and the wrap-up, is a feature of the Preface as a situated genre-mix of a summarising and introducing genre-type. At one level the text summarises and relates concrete to abstract, and at another level it introduces and extends on what has been summarised/related. This is another type of task-related text-production. These cognitive styles of the author(s) are related to different sets of public interests and responsibilities where one is to incorporate and include stakeholders as part and parcel of “our” responsibility, and another is not to mention those whose interests we are mainly preoccupied by protecting explicitly by using any names. Although the Convention and the Conservatives figure as macro social actors, it still does not occur whose interests it serves to have a strict border control where only those who “benefit” the country can enter, and that different concrete things which a benefit could be.


The third genre-type is the Preface as a Preface to a specific White Paper. Each Preface is a new Preface, not only in terms of who the Home Secretary is, but also in terms of the objectives, goals and aims that it sets out. Because the public perception of a key problem to be addressed by the Home Office differs from one White Paper to another, the issues which are being considered, the solutions which are being proposed also differ from one Preface to another. That is, whereas the Preface functions as the textual space for the Home Secretary’s identity, a summary of the process leading up to the White Paper, its past and present social actors, protagonists as well as antagonists, it also functions as an introduction to this specific White Paper. This is reflected in the Preface in how what is set out by the White Paper is differently introduced from one Preface to another. For example the main concern of the Preface to the 1998 White Paper is about the economic migrant, a Preface related to David Blunkett in a 2002 White Paper is preoccupied with national identity (Home Office, 2002), and the Preface to a later White Paper related to Jack Straw is about the system itself which can relate and guarantee both of these two previous issues (Home Office, 2006). However, the focus in the analysis below will be on the situated activity of introducing and summarising, and how that as an activity makes use of a transitivity structure which relates social actors to other social actors and activities (Swales, 1996, Fairclough, 2003). 

3.1.2 Pre-Genre Narrative Style

These three genre-types overlap and mix genre-activities into a certain situated genre. This is what creates the unique textual field for the Preface in the White Paper. Although there are at least three different genre-expectations incorporated into the text of the Preface, that is, the summary, the introduction and the Home Secretary’s word, the Preface is also dominated by a pre-genre narrative style related to the role of public authority, and the responsibility of and expectations to the Governement. This can be seen by how transitivity, aspect and modality is managed in the text. 

	Paragraph/

Sentence
	Tense, aspect, modality, voice
	Transitivity and main verb
	Clauses and clause type
	Layers of embeddedness

	
	
	
	
	

	§1
	
	
	
	

	1
	present
	(T) affects
	
	

	2
	present
	(T) expect
	2 (adv, inf)
	

	3
	present
	(T) expect
	3 (adv, nom, inf)
	2 nom > adv

	4
	present
	(T) expect
	3 (inf, rel, inf)
	3 inf > rel > inf

	
	
	
	
	

	§2
	
	
	
	

	1
	present perfect
	(T) have left
	2 (nom, inf)
	

	2
	present perfect + present perfect
	(I) has become + 

(I) have developed
	
	

	3
	present
	(I) is
	2 (rel, adv)
	

	4
	present perfect
	(I) has been
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	§3
	
	
	
	

	1
	present
	(T) sets out
	2 (inf, adv)
	

	2
	present
	(I) is
	2 (inf, inf)
	

	3
	present
	(T) believes
	1 (that)
	

	4
	future, modal
	(I) should be
	1 (red-rel)
	

	5
	future, modal
	(T) must regulate
	2 (red-rel, red-rel)
	

	
	
	
	
	

	§4
	
	
	
	

	1
	future, modal, secondary modal
	(T) must be able to plan and allocate
	1 (inf)
	

	2
	present
	(T) means
	5 (ing, inf, adv, that, rel)
	3 rel + that > adv > inf

	
	
	
	
	

	§5
	
	
	
	

	1
	past
	(I) was
	4 (nom, red-rel, inf, rel)
	4 rel > inf > red-rel > nom

	2
	past
	(T) anticipated
	
	

	3
	present perfect
	(I) has been
	
	

	4
	present perfect
	(I) has increased
	1 (red-rel)
	

	5
	present
	(I) is
	1 (ing)
	

	6
	present
	(I) is
	6 (nom, rel, nom, that, inf)
	4 inf > that > nom > nom, 2 rel > nom 

	7
	present
	(I) is
	1 (that)
	

	8
	future, modal
	(T) will help
	2 (nom, inf)
	

	
	
	
	
	

	§6
	
	
	
	

	1
	present
	(I) are
	
	

	2
	present passive
	(T) are needed
	2 (inf, that)
	

	3
	present passive
	(T) are based on
	3 (ing, rel, nom)
	3 nom > ing > rel

	
	
	
	
	

	§7
	
	
	
	

	1
	present
	(T) reflects
	
	

	2
	present perfect
	(I) have moved
	1 (ing)
	

	3
	future, modal
	(I) will prove
	1 (red-rel)
	

	4
	present
	(I) is
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	§8
	
	
	
	

	1
	present
	(T) sets out
	
	

	2
	present
	(T) tackles
(T) addresses
	1 (rel)
	

	3
	present
	(T) fulfils
	1 (inf)
	

	
	
	
	
	


Table 3: Transitivity scheme

The scheme identifies the main verbs in each sentence of the Preface. As it can be seen, the sentences throughout the text are predominantly made by the simple present tense, some of them marked by the perfect aspect in active sentences. There is a tendency to build up paragraphs by relating the content to a specific movement in time, a time-structure, which builds up an argument starting with the present or past and relates that to the future. For example the fifth paragraph which is constituted by eight sentences, the longest paragraph in the Preface, is constructed by such a time structure. It starts out with two sentences in the past, relates those past conditions to the present by means of two sentences in present perfect aspect, and then says something about the present in the following three sentences. Finally the paragraph ends off with a last sentence marked by a modality verb which predicts something about the future. There is, in other words, a clear argumentative line in the paragraphs, starting off, not only by identifying the subject/protagonist in the first constituent in the first sentence, but also by narrating these social actors within a time-frame relating past to present in order to say something about the future. Although the fifth paragraph has a particularly clear use of time, the remaining paragraphs still relate to time in a similar way. Whereas the first paragraph is exclusively build around present time, the second paragraph is almost solely based on present perfect, and the third paragraph ends off in future by modal verbs denoting certainty. In other words, there is a pre-genre narrative which builds on relating past to present and relating the interpretation based on that comparison to the future in order to predict and ascertain. As it can be seen from this scheme, although there are at least three types of genres, three communicative purposes overlapping and instituting needs to be taken into account when formulating the text and organising it into paragraphs, these three genre-types constrain the pre-genre narrative, which builds on a certain use of tense, aspect and modality. There is a relation between the genres of public authority, introduction, summary on the one hand, and the verbal activities of relating past to present in order to position a stand point and predict or ascertain a specific future condition or outcome of that stand point, on the other. Some of the individual paragraphs particularly shine through with the use of this interrelationship between the three disembedded genres and the pre-genre narrative, as for example the fifth paragraph.


Other elements which are also interesting to see from the scheme is the use of transitivity. Interestingly, the text is solely based on transitive or intransitive clauses. Di-transitives are never used. That is, the recipient or beneficiary related to the indirect object is grammatically unused and recipients/beneficiaries have to be inferred from how they are embedded within clauses in prepositional phrases (Halliday, 2004: 292). For example the sentence ‘we expect a good control system for our relatives’ identifies our relatives as recipients or beneficiaries of the direct object by means of a modification to the object which is a prepositional phrase. The recipient/beneficiary can thus be inferred from the context but not identified grammatically. This question also relates to a third and final interesting element in the scheme: embeddedness. As Fairclough has interpreted embeddedness, it could be seen as the management of voices in text (Fairclough, 2003: 46). Embeddedness as a management of voices has at least two perspectives: the managing of voices and the managed voices themselves. The managing voice is the authorial voice, its use of a certain transitivity structure or text type to narrate the genre of the Preface into a certain pre-genre narrative, a rhetorical style or ideological discourse. The pre-genre narrative reminds a lot of the pre-genre narrative which Fairclough identifies in a Green Paper he analyses (2003). According to Fairclough, the characteristics of the pre-genre narrative of a Green Paper is the hortatory report. It uses “descriptions with a covert prescriptive intent, aimed at getting people to act in certain ways on the basis of representations of what is” (Fairclough, 2003: 96). These features can also be recognised in the Preface to the White Paper by its predominantly informative text type (Albrecht, 1995). It uses simple present to assert a certain epistemic modality (Fairclough, 2003: 167), a condition which is sought to be made real, it uses modalities such as will (denotes a demand and the author’s commitment to an undertaking, ibid.: 168), must (a statement about the author’s commitment to a truth, ibid.: 167) and should (the author’s commitment to an obligation or necessity, ibid.: 168). In this way, objects are sought to be made real. This is reinforced by the mixing of transitive sentences with intransitive sentences where a transitive sentence first asserts an object and then uses it as the subject of the subsequent intransitive sentence which then ascribes complements to it in order to characterise/realise it further (see §2, 3 and 5 in the scheme above, the use of this transitivity mixing will be analysed throughout the sections below). The managed voices are situated within this pre-genre narrative the authorial voice(s) controls (see section 2). These voices are managed by means of embedding, that is, when “one clause functions as an element of another clause” (Fairclough, 2003: 93). Thus, for example, a subject can function as a subject actor or experiencer (see Table 1) embedded within an object along with a mental process, for example when ‘our immigration control struggling’ is used as an object/affected patient of ‘changes’ (see sentence analysis below, see also section 2.1).

	Piecemeal
	and
	ill-considered
	changes
	over
	the
	last
	20
	years
	have
	left

	S:NP
	V:VP

	Prem:Adj
	Conj
	Prem:Adj
	H:N
	Pom:PP
	Aux
	H:Mv

	our
	immigration
	control
	struggling
	to
	meet
	those
	expectations.

	DO:Nom-clause
	A:Inf-clause

	S:NP
	V:VP
	V:VP
	DO:NP

	Det:Pron
	Prem:N
	H:N
	Aux
	Inf
	H:Mv
	Det:Dem
	H:N


Sentence 1, §2, ll. 8-9 

In this way, an affected object in a material process (“our immigration control” as the condition it has been left in by changes) can contain an experiencing subject of a mental process as embedded within that object (“our immigration control” as struggling). This is where the managed and the managing of voices overlap, because what is experienced is left untold and the actual affected object, the phenomenon which is being experienced, is thereby obscured. Who exactly are the people who are struggling and for what? Another example is the use of, and the density
 of, for example, infinitive and reduced relative clauses which are used as elliptical constructions which seek to leave out the subject under consideration in the formulation of a clause and in its particular embedding within a sentence. Nominalisation can also be seen to be a predominant phenomenon by the use of such construction as for example intransitive sentences with infinitive or reduced relative clauses which completely leave out the subjects while still having their voices embedded within the sentences (see section 3.2.2.2 and 3.2.2.3). Identifying social actors thus becomes a semantic/functional exercise (Halliday, 2004) rather than a purely grammatical one, but it becomes identifiable as such by means of grammatical analysis first. Another example of how grammar helps to focus in on semantic problems is when verbs which can both be transitive and intransitive are in a sentence which is syntactically structured as a transitive sentence but semantically bended towards and intransitive sentence in order to make the object an abstract process rather than a concrete entity like a specific social actor. For example by verbalising the object of the sentence below by means of an infinitive clause: ‘to be able to pass quickly through UK immigration control’, which has as its embedded constituent elements a verb phrase ‘to be able to pass’ and an adverbial phrase ‘through UK immigration control’ (see section 3.2). 

	we
	expect
	to
	be
	able
	to
	pass
	quickly
	through
	UK
	immigration
	control.

	S:NP
	V:VP
	DO:Inf-clause

	H:Pron
	H:Mv
	V:VP
	A:Adju
	A:PP


Sentence 2, §1, ll. 1-3
The object is stretched to encompass an entire process and a future state of reference. Once again, the actual object has to be inferred from the clause. The object is a process designed for whoever “we” are, and all of “those” who are not able to be as “we” should not experience the same objective process. Thus, the object does not appear “those”, “the economic immigrants” or the “bogus asylum seekers”, but for “us”, for “all of us” and “our friends and relatives” (see section 3.2.1, see also Table 4). Clausal embedding as part of a transitivity structure is therefore the clever management of voices which figures both at the technical situated level of genre, discourse and text-type mixing at sentence level of analysis as well as the ideological pre-genre narrative level where the linguistic technicalities represent rationalities of governance (Rose, 1999). 

3.1.3 Embedded Social Actors

The social actors in the text have already been partially introduced (see Table 2). However, the way they are build up semantically by means of conjunction and adverbial circumscription is more complex. Each paragraph extends on the previous identification of social actors and relates them to each other, and to new situations and social actors in ways which either put them into a new co-hyponate relationship or that adds to them or their opposites in the extension of their subordinate definitions (see Table 2). Overall, the paragraphs are organised such that the first paragraph identifies the community of publicly belonging people from those who do not (see section 1). These two social actors, “we” who belong and “those” who do not, are distinguished by means of activities (see section 3.2.1). In later paragraphs, these activities are picked up and put in relation to other social actors such as the previous Government and the Geneva Convention. These macro social actors, in turn, structure and restructure the distinctions between ‘us’ and ‘them’ established in the first paragraph (see section 3.2.2). 


On the most abstract level (Fairclough, 2003: 161), the three macro social actors ‘changes’, ‘modernisation’ and ‘obligations’ figure as co-hyponyms with a list of subordinate social identities, each of which are ascribed different activities that in turn structure the abstract social actor in a different relationships to the other social actors. Similarly to how “we” figure at an abstract level of reference to “this White Paper”, “the UK” and “the Government” (see Table 2), “changes” is the abstract actor referring to the concrete previous Government (see Model 1), which at its concrete level stands for a lot of other things than just “changes”. “Changes”, like “we” is thus used to emphasise a metonymic relationship between a part which to the author(s) represent the whole (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980) of what is sought to be said with the use of “changes” as the ‘proper’ representation of things (see section 3.2.2.1). The textual activity done by semantically structuring social actors in relation to other social actors and in relation to similar social actors which could be subsumed under the same heading or a different, could therefore be seen as the activity of managing voices in relation to difference (Fairclough, 2003: 41-42). By structuring the social actors, their activities and how they relate to each other, it is possible to show how the author(s) of the text are also managing the dichotomy between desirable/undesirable (Fairclough, 2003: 177, Brubaker, 1992, see section 1.3 and 3.3, see also Model 1) by means of using certain metonymical representations. For example by following how “we” circumscribe “those” in relation to macro social actors (the Geneva Convention) who also have a stake in how “we” treat “those”. Whereas “we” expect of the system to deal with “those”, the Convention in turn expect of us to commit to certain “obligations”. In regard to those actors and how they are incorporated into the text as model readers, e.g. by “obligations” and “commitments” (see section 3.2-3.3), some actors are foregrounded in relation to certain activities (Genenva Convention –> international obligations –> our commitment to protecting refugees) while other activities are backgrounded (our commitment as a hidden agenda -> we commit ourselves to international obligations but only in so far as it strengthens our internal identification procedures) (see section 3.2.2.2). On an overall level, this management of voices within the text, the semantic orientation to the difference of international obligations and the organisation of the desirable/undesirable in relation to those old fashioned obligations, is reinforced by and reinforces the pre-genre narrative in its purely factual and predictive style (see section 3.2.1). I.e. the perfect aspect allows “us”, the author(itie)s to relate to the Geneva Convention as old fashioned and out of date by narrating it as old and positioned within the past as it builds up to the present. It is not the present relevance of the Convention, but the present irrelevance of the convention because of how it stands in relation to modernisation. Thus, it fails to take global changes into account, such as cheap and fast international travel, changes which “we” in turn do not fail to take into account. Therefore, “we” can claim to be better than the old arrangements the Geneva Convention comes to represent through our circumscription of it as ‘commitments to obligations’. “We” in turn ‘modernise’ those obligations so that it takes international travel into account. In this way technology, surveillance and enforcement as part of modernisation comes to be the present tense and future modality which is the prediction for the future “we” make based on the reflections “we” do by the past/present comparison inherent in the perfect aspect. 


The activity which is conveyed by the text as it is constrained by the different genres of the Preface is complex. Therefore a model has been made to illustrate the interpretation of the text as how the social actors and their activities are set in motion to support the proposals put forth in the Preface (see below). 


New
Old 


Arrangements
Arrangements


PROTAGONIST
OBSTACLE


New Labour/
Convention/



Governance
Obligations





“we”





Modernisation






Solution





 Arrangements








Changes




Problem
“those”







Migration/



Old Government


The Public


OBSTACLE


ANTAGONIST

Current





All of us/


Arrangements




Interests

Model 1: Social actors and activities

The lines in the model signify the relations which have been interpreted to exist between the social actors. Secondly, the boldfaced headings are labels from Fairclough’s analysis of pre-genre narrative (2003: 54, 91-92), the narrative which is held to be prior to the disembedded genres
 (ibid.: 68), a narrative which at an ideological level has motivated the certain mixing of elements to constitute a situated genre-mix. These headings have been used to classify the main social actors in the text. The concept of “arrangements” is used in the last three paragraphs of the text (see Appendix). They are new terms used for the same social actors mentioned in the other paragraphs of the text. This affirms that these last three paragraphs are a wrap-up (Fairclough, 2003: 54) summarising what has been said in the Preface. Except from the first paragraph which outlines the relationship between the personal pronouns “we” and “those” and how they are connected to the macro processes “changes” and “modernisation” through the pronouns’ “expectations”, the paragraphs from the second to the fifth deal with the macro social actors themselves, which are subsumed under Fairclough’s headings in the model above. The first paragraph and the personal pronouns “we” and “those” thus stand in a relationship to the macro social actors through “we’s” expectations which become a macro social actor standing in a contrastive co-hyponate relation to “changes” in the second paragraph. Whereas “expectations” come to represent what is “ours” and how “we” should deal with “those”, “expectations”, in turn, comes to stand as a social actor itself by an abstract noun, a nominalization of “expect”, representing that relationship between “ours” and “those” at an abstract level of activity. This relationship between “we” and “those” thus becomes a macro social actor which is instituted by immigration control as an embedded subject/actor which struggles to meet “our expectations” (see section 2.1 and 3.1.2), i.e. how our expectations to “deal with those” operate in relation to “changes” and “obligations” (see section 3.2-3.3). What “arrangements” stands for is therefore a systems view of “immigration controls”. Arrangements, however, represents the system of immigration control at a more abstract level where the system is not contested by “obligation” and “changes” as it is when the system is mentioned as “immigration controls”. That is, because “arrangements” is an abstract representation which includes changes, obligations and modernisation as a whole set of arrangements operating on the system, the “system” itself is the concrete level of reference at which “immigration controls” becomes subjected to international obligations and the changes which are still (in 1998) causing huge backlogs. Therefore, arrangements can both be new, old and current, where obligations, changes and modernisation are always “ours” or “theirs”, problematic or unproblematic. Arrangements are used as a diplomatic reference at an abstract level which includes “all of us” in a complex historical relationship. However, because the author(s) of the text are in control of the cognitive processing of the pre-genre narrative, “we” are still in control of how arrangements itself is represented, and “we” still rely on publicity in order to sustain our position. A sustenance which relies as much on reifying itself by constructing a certain condition to be true by making subjects and objects and ascribing them with complements, as it relies on building a consensual representation which wins its critical audience without commotion. That is, although “we” are trying to be diplomatic, diplomacy is still a matter of perception, hegemony and most importantly, make believe. “Arrangements” are still represented, and the neutral diplomatic openness of “arrangements” is still a monological official discourse which institutes the previous Government as the current arrangements, the Genenva Convention as the old arrangements and “our” arrangements (or expectations) as the new or future arrangements, those which are tried to be ascertained and predicted by means of perfect aspect comparisons as the basis for future modalities. Thus, when arrangements are modified as new, it is the arrangements which are diplomatically sought to be convinced to be the best “for all of us”, the arrangements which at a concrete level refer to the current Government, New Labour, and its attempts to internalise certain stakeholders into its textual construction of reality. Since the document is a document authored by officials affiliated with the current Government, the new arrangements are also those which relate to the protagonist. This can also be seen as how these arrangements offer modernisation as a solution to the problems left behind by the previous Government. These problems are the current arrangements. Because New Labour only recently won the seat (in 1998), the arrangements for immigration control facilitated by the previous Government were still current. Because an old enemy’s system was still in work, these workings are causing changes which conflict with our modernisation of the same system. The same goes for the old arrangements related to the Geneva Convention on Refugees which goes ‘all the way back’ to 1951. Because it was designed in the aftermath of the last war, it fails to anticipate the changes that “we” now have remembered to take into account when modernising our controls. Whereas the changes associated with the current arrangements are identified as huge backlogs, the changes related to the old arrangements are the changes in the speed, cost and availability of international travel and telecommunications. Thus, changes relate to both old and current arrangements and it stands in an oppositional dialectical relationship to modernisation. Changes is the problem where modernisation is presented as the solution to that problem. The heart of the matter which this dialectic builds upon is thus the various arrangements which overlap and contradict at a concrete level of reference, but are seen to be a matter of the same thing (immigration controls) but just at an abstract level of reference. 


The last social actor identified in the model which has not been explained yet is the antagonist. The reason why this is put as migration slash the public is because it has been proved that the media has historically played a large role in shaping public opinion on integration and migration in the UK (Favell, 1997). Similarly, the media has been recognised as more important than before in relation to politics because publicity has increasingly become important to political parties, particularly to New Labour, along with the promotion of political leaders, for example Tony Blair, when making political stand points public, such as for example modernisation as a position against changes and obligations (Fairclough, 2001). This “all” inclusive public, i.e. the ‘one nation’ (Fairclough, 2001: 34), can be seen in the way immigration is identified by the aurhot(itie)s in the Preface. It is affecting “all of us”, although “those” are distinguished from “us” and “ours” by what “we” come to expect. Despite “those” do not belong “here”, which implies that some of “those” are already “here”, the arrangements still affects “all of us”, including the author(itie)s themselves, the stakeholders incorporated into the text and played with as social actors by the author(itie)s, the media and the public opinion. Therefore it becomes important to see also how the distinction of “those” from “us” potentially backfires. Since “those” are both said to be different from “us” and to be part of “all of us”, “we” both include “all of us” which is also “those” who are “here”, and, more importantly, imaginary constellations of  “those” who are not here but are construed as desiring to come here. That is, “all of us” will be affected by the new arrangements taken towards these non-resident imaginary others, for example by implementing identity cards (Home Office, 2002). “Those” will also be affected by the points-based system (Home Office, 2005, 2006) and “we” expect that this system will only bring the best of “those” to our country, “those” who also have the potential to become “our friends and relatives”, but this system is also part of the arrangements which affects all of us. Thus, arrangements as the heart of the matter is a construct which ascertain (in 1998) that “we” in our measures against “those” will be also be affected by those arrangements (the first tier of the points-based system will be implemented this summer, 2008, see BBC, 2008a). Therefore, immigration as the antagonist is also, paradoxically, involving the public, “all of us”. In this way, although immigrants are “those” undesirables, the process of dealing with them, to set up arrangements that assure that they will not enter, will in turn affect “all of us”, the public. For example identity cards are implemented as a security measure to prevent and control bogus asylum seekers (Home Office, 2002) but in order to implement that security process, national public surveillance and identity cards targets the entire population (identity cards are rumoured to be used by the majority of the British population around 2011, see BBC, 2008b). In this way, “those” indirectly affects “all of us” because “we” take security to encompass the country and its people. It is, in other words, uncertain when “we” contain one of “those”, and the purification of “we” from “those” is so important that “we” have to undergo some of the same arrangements as “those”. 


As the model shows, four social actors have been identified. Although, as mentioned previously, the new Government, the Genenva Convention and the old Government are the key social actors, migration as the key challenge, the social force which necessitates public deliberation in the form of a White Paper. This migration is objectified into being as a social actor/threat both syntactically and semantically (see section 3.2.1, 3.2.2.2 and 3.2.2.3). Migration, therefore, is the problematic motivation or the antagonist. Migration as antagonist is split into two camps by the presence of the two social actors the old Government and the Geneva Convention (see section 3.2.2.1 and 3.2.2.3). Migration is both a force which is a challenge because of old, current and new arrangements (l. 42), and it is a force which deserves our commitment (l. 49) to a modernisation of the current arrangements (ll. 56-57) and to the interests if all our people (ll. 58-59). Each of these social actors are identified in the text as noun phrases which are set in relation to each of the other social actors by means of the argumentative structure discussed in section 3.1.2. This two aspects of text production, the narrative and the social actors, ultimately conjures the story between the four social actors, the forces relating them and the problems and solutions identified by the protagonists as characteristic of the antagonists.

3.2 Analysis of Social Actors
The first paragraph deserves to be considered in its entirety. It is the introductory paragraph and it contains several uses of different personal pronouns to constitute meanings and di-visions between the social actors in the text. The English personal pronouns constitute a micro social environment in the text which will be analysed as the micro social actors and how they are narrated by the author(itie)s to interact. The claims made in the first paragraph are claims which seek to ground the workings of the immigration control which the White Paper is about within the ontological/experiental reality of the people that the Government sees itself as working on behalf of and against. In subsequent paragraphs, mainly in the paragraphs constituting the wrap-up (§6-8), this micro-reality is brought into relation to the macro social actors by reference to how “our” expectations relate to “changes” in the system/arrangements (see Model 1). 

3.2.1 The Micro Social Actors

	1
	present
	(T) affects
	
	

	2
	present
	(T) expect
	2 (adv, inf)
	

	3
	present
	(T) expect
	3 (adv, nom, inf)
	2 nom > adv

	4
	present
	(T) expect
	3 (inf, rel, inf)
	3 inf > rel > inf


Excerpt from Table 3

As it can be seen from the transitivity scheme, the paragraph in its text type is relatively dense in matters of dealing with different voices. Sentences are produced in simple present, a tense which is also sometimes used to refer to the future as well as eternal, factual truths (Hjulmand & Schwartz, 1998: 213). The sentences are also transitive, which means that both subjects and objects are mentioned grammatically. Whereas the main verb in the first sentence is a verb denoting a material process, the remaining sentences express a mental experience (Fairclough, 2003: 141, see Table 1). Furthermore, whereas the first sentence is a simple sentence consisting of one main clause, the remaining sentences are conditional sentences and the last sentence is a subordinate clause without a main clause. 

Immigration control affects all of us in one way or another. When we travel abroad on holiday or business, we expect to be able to pass quickly through UK immigration control. Similarly, when our relatives or friends living abroad visit this country we expect them to be able to do so with a minimum of fuss. But we rightly expect our immigration controls to deal quickly and firmly with those who have no right to enter or remain here.

Excerpt from the Appendix

Since this is an ungrammatical construction, the last sentence (ll. 4-6) can be read either as a subordinate clause in a cleft-sentence (Collins & Hollo, 2000: 142) which has been detached from its main clause (l. 1) due to the elaboration inserted as two conditional sentences (ll. 1-4). Another way of reading the sentence could be by semanticalising the subordinator ‘but’ to mean ‘however’. This would change the status of the conjunct to that of a disjunct, which would say something about the entire sentence within the paragraph rather than just indicating a subordinate relation. By reading ‘but’ as ‘however’, the last sentence would be introduced by a disjunct emphasising contrast to what has gone before it (Swan, 1995: 152, §159.3). In this way, the last sentence becomes grammatically correct in relating the sentence to the paragraph rather than relating the following clause as subordinate to zero. The paragraph is thereby structured into a coherent argumentative structure where “but” functions as contrastive reference at sentence level, and the argumentative structure is looking like this:

ACTOR: [Immigration control] MATERIAL: [affects] AFFECTED: [all of us] CIRCUMSTANCE (Time/Place): [in one way or another]. 

HYPOTAXIS/ELABORATION: [CIRCUMSTANCE (Time/Place): [When we travel abroad on holiday or business,] EXPERIENCER: [we] MENTAL: [expect] PHENOMENON: [to be able to pass quickly through UK immigration control.]] 

PARATAXIS/ADDITION: [Similarly, CIRCUMSTANCE (Time/Place): [when our relatives or friends living abroad visit this country] EXPERIENCER: [we] MENTAL: [expect] PHENOMENON: [them to be able to do so with a minimum of fuss.]] 

HYPOTAXIS/CONTRAST: [But EXPERIENCER: [we] CIRCUMSTANCE (Manner): [rightly] MENTAL: [expect] PHENOMENON: [our immigration controls to deal quickly and firmly with those who have no right to enter or remain here.]]

Interpretation of § 1, ll. 1-6 at sentence level, using Fairclough’s semantic classifications (2003: 93-98, 139-143)
Following this analysis which uses Fairclough’s semantic classifications (see Table 1) to categorise subjects, processes and objects, the subject of the first sentence is an actor whose presence has a material impact on “us” as the affected people (l. 1). “We” (l. 1, 2, 3, 4), in turn, experience a range of phenomena due to the presence of this actor. These experiences are split into desirable experiences elaborated on by the second and third sentences (ll. 1-3 and 3-4), and undesirable experiences contrastively elaborated on by the last sentence (ll. 4-6). By using these semantic classifications, the management of voices, i.e. how experiencing subjects are embedded within material processes, can be clarified (see extended interpretation below). The application of semantic categories to constituent parts and embedded clauses will be more clear if conventional grammatical categories (Hjulmand & Schwartz, 1998) are used to analyse with first. Otherwise the clauses level of embdeddedness will be difficult to identify in level and function (see section 2.2). Particularly to the first paragraph this is relevant because of the relatively dense packing of clauses within sentences (see Table 3). Whereas other paragraphs, for example §7 and 8 contain close to no clauses, the first paragraph contains no less than 8 clauses. Since §7 and 8 constitute the part of the Preface which function as a wrap-up, this could explain why the construction of subjects, objects and processes within subjects, objects and circumstances of those paragraphs are not as complex as in the first paragraphs where the social actors are first to be presented. It is in the first paragraph where the antagonist and protagonist are introduced and since they have to be construed as coherent social actors for diplomatic as well as public reasons of appearance (i.e. a politician can not appear as incoherent), a broad range of voices are managed. Although Fairclough does not himself take use of extensive grammatical analysis to identify embeddedness as occurring at the clausal level, once those clauses have been identified, Fairclough’s analysis of the management of voices by means of semantic classification (see Table 1) can easily be applied at the clausal level of embeddedness within sentences (see extended interpretation using Fairclough’s semantic classifications below). The sentences that need to be elaborated on are sentence 2, 3 and 4. These sentences each contain two or more clauses. Whereas sentence 3 contains three clauses with one clause occurring within another clause (double clausal embedding), sentence 4 also contains 3 clauses but this time they are all embedded in extension to each other (triple clausal embedding) (see Table 3). Sentence two (below) contains two clauses. 
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Sentence 2, §1, ll. 1-3
As mentioned, in the sentence above, which is the second sentence in the first paragraph, there are two clauses embedded within the sentence. The sentence is made up by four constituents: an adverbial, a subject, a verb and a direct object. The adverbial and the direct object are both realised by means of clauses. The adverbial clause explicitly contains its subject but there is no object. The verb “travel” is used intransitively and the object destination is realised by a prepositional phrase which says something about place (abroad), manner (business) and time (holiday). Similarly, the object does not contain an object but is realised as object by means of a verb phrase, and adverbial phrase and a prepositional phrase. It is a verbalisation of the object. The clause is an infinitive clause which does not contain a subject neither. The object is thus constituted by a material verbal process “to be able to pass” and a circumstantial element denoting a directional movement “through”. In this analysis, it is therefore possible to see that the CIRCUMSTANCE element in sentence 2 is actually an adverbial clause containing an actor, a material process and a more specific delimitation of the circumstance element itself. The circumstance is conditionally based on when “we” as actors want to physically travel on holiday or business. When this is the case, “we” as actors are experiencers. The PHENOMENON “we” experience contains a clause which is an infinitive clause. This means that the object is not directly realised by means of a noun phrase. This obscures reference which in this case means that it has become verbalised. The phenomenon is a range of conditions and processes which surround the “UK immigration control” as the final item of reference, embedded within a prepositional phrase which is a circumstantial element before it is a reference item. This means that “control” which is the head of the noun phrase is a phenomenon and a circumstance which we as experiencers experience when it is a circumstantial element “we” need “to pass through”. In other words, control is the object in the final instance, but before it is the object, it is a circumstantial element “we” pass “through”. It is an object which ascribes the phenomenon of passing through a naturalised status which is unquestionably there and desirable to us and our relatives (see below). It is within the phenomenon as “we” experience it that “control” obtains a natural circumstantial position modifying a material process of bodies “passing” through. 


In the next sentence, the constituents are again realised through complex constituent parts, and using conventional grammatical categories shows an interesting move in the next sentence.
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Sentence 3, §1, ll. 3-4
This sentence is introduced by a disjunction indicating a relation of similarity between this sentence and the previous one. The two sentences are also quite similar in their syntactical composition, and the semantic relations established between them are more significant in terms of similarity and difference if the syntactical structure of components is used as a basis for comparison of the semantic components. Both sentences are conditional clauses introduced by the adjunct when. Therefore the CIRCUMSTANCE element in both sentences is an adverbial clause with a subject, a verb and a circumstance or a direct object. Whereas the conditional clause in the previous sentence was realised by a subject, a verb and a circumstance element, the conditional clause in this sentence is realised by a subject, a verb and a direct object. What has changed from sentence 2 to sentence 3 is that “we” as the actors who travel have been extended by the possessive pronoun “our”. “Our” activities are in other words also encompassing and encompassed by what “we” can and should be able to do. The two pronouns as denoting category-bound activities (Sacks, 1972) thus map onto each other. In sentence 2, the subject embedded within the circumstance was the subjective case of the first person plural pronoun, and in the third sentence this has been substituted by the same pronoun in the genitive case. In addition, the direction of movement by the subject is reversed. Whereas “we” were the actors in the second sentence, and “travel abroad” (l. 1) was the process of movement, “our relatives or friends living abroad” (l. 3) are the actors of the third sentence, and “this country” is the target of destination (l. 3) which they “visit” (l. 3). A simple representation of this dual process of reversal of movement and at the same time the incorporation of the absent others from the target of destination of the previous sentence into the next one as the subjects and actors of a process of movement the opposite way, could be shown as such:
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Sentence 3 undergoes a syntactical change which in turn changes the representation of social actors, their circumstantial description and their activity. The syntactical change lies in incorporating “this country” as an object embedded within the conditional clause of sentence 3, and, secondly, in taking the process of movement from the previous sentence, sentence 2, and reversing it by using a verb denoting a state rather than a movement. The verb is nominalised by using the –ing participle to derive the verb into a stative verb (Hjulmand & Schwartx, 1998: 178-179, 225-226). Although the infinitive is also used to refer to eternal states, the verb used in sentence 2 is a verb of movement, where the verb in sentence 3 is a verb of existence. The adverb “abroad” which is used in both sentences thus becomes an adverb of location which reinforces two different processes in the two sentences. Whereas in sentence 2 it localises the target of destination of where we go as abroad, in sentence 3 it similarly localises the origin of where our relatives or friends they live and keep living. This condition as living abroad is embedded within a nominal clause where “our relatives or friends” become social actors on a clausal level constrained within a circumstance related to when they visit similarly to when we travel. That is, whereas the fixity of the state of “we’s” activity as mobile and as travelling, this activity of travelling is a fixed state of living to “our” relatives and friends. They are bound to their location and only mobile under the circumstances of visiting. The process and movement they are bound to is visiting in contrast to, for example, entering illegally or travelling on holiday. 


Because visiting is a friendly and familiar activity, this is something “we” acknowledge and cherish. This is where the second half of sentence 3 becomes interesting. The main clauses in the two sentences, sentence 2 and 3, are almost identical. 
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Once again they differ in syntactical composition in that the main clause of sentence 3 has a direct object which is a simple noun phrase consisting of a head which is the objective case “them” of the third person plural pronoun ‘they’. This, of course, establishes text-internal reference, where the pronoun functions as an anaphor referring back to the subjects embedded within the conditional clause. “Our friends and relatives” become antecedent subjects to the anaphor “them”, and our friends and relatives are now addressed as the objects and targets of “we’s”
 expectations. They are the phenomenon we are the experiencers of, and we want them to experience our immigration control similarly to how we experience it, which means “to be able to pass quickly through” (sentence 2, l. 2). They are, in other words, managed as material processes embedded within our experiental framework, a point which can be established by using Fairclough’s semantic classifications to include analysis at the clausal level (see below). They as “them” to “we’s” expectations, because ‘they’ exist within “we’s” experiental framework, are ascribed a characteristic complement to their status as objects to “we”. That is, the main clause in sentence 3, because sentence 3 has “we’s” expectations to themselves from sentence 2 as the object complement to “them” in sentence 3, “we’s” expectations as they were objectified into a verbalised clause as object to “we” in sentence 2, are transferred to sentence 3 as something which “we” in turn “expect” to identify “them” by – as well. That is, “we’s” ability to pass quickly through the UK immigration control.


So, to return to Fairclough’s semantic classifications used to interpret the first paragraph above, including the clausal level for analysis emphasises how actors and activities are embedded within sentences, facing constraints imposed by the constituents they are a part of as circumstances for other social actors. 

HYPOTAXIS/ELABORATION: 

[CIRCUMSTANCE (Time/Place): [When ACTOR: [we] MATERIAL [travel abroad] CIRCUMSTANCE: [on holiday or business],] 

EXPERIENCER: [we] MENTAL: [expect] 

PHENOMENON: [MATERIAL: [to be able to pass] CIRCUMSTANCE: [quickly] CIRCUMSTANCE: [through UK immigration control].]] 

PARATAXIS/ADDITION: 

[Similarly, CIRCUMSTANCE (Time/Place): [when ACTOR: [our relatives or friends living abroad] MATERIAL: [visit] AFFECTED: [this country]] 

EXPERIENCER: [we] MENTAL: [expect] 

PHENOMENON: [ACTOR: [them] MATERIAL: [to be able to do so] CIRCUMSTANCE: [with a minimum of fuss].]] 

HYPOTAXIS/CONTRAST: 

[But EXPERIENCER: [we] CIRCUMSTANCE (Manner): [rightly] MENTAL: [expect] PHENOMENON: [ACTOR/AFFECTED: [our immigration controls] MATERIAL: [to deal– CIRCUMSTANCE: [quickly and firmly] –with] ACTOR/AFFECTED: [those who have no right to enter or remain here].]]

Interpretation of § 1, ll. 1-6 at clause level, using Fairclough’s semantic classifications (2003: 93-98, 139-143)
With this level of detail in the analysis, the last sentence in the first paragraph also displays some notable contrasts in its embedding of actors within phenomena as mental representations to experiencers who are different actors than the ones embedded, experienced and represented as phenomena. I.e. “We” as EXPERIENCER expect the PHENOMENON. “We” are thus those whose MENTAL process the PHENOMENON is processed by (that is, our representation of the state of affairs). Within the PHENOMENON, there are two social actors: “our immigration controls”, the direct object, and “those who have no right to belong here”, which is another direct object at the clausal level embedded within an object complement, which is a constituent characterising the direct object (see the sentence analysis below). 
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Sentence 4, §1, ll. 4-6

The direct object is ascribed a characteristic or identity by the object complement (Hjulmand & Schwartz, 1998: 15) in the scheme above. Both direct object “our immigration controls” (ll. 4-5) and object complement have been subsumed under the heading of PHENOMENON because the object complement characterises the object and sets it in a mutual ACTOR/AFFECTED dialectical relationship with the embedded social actor “those who have no right to enter or remain here”. Within the PHENOMENON, there is therefore an infinitive clause which is the object complement and “our immigration controls” to which it is a complement. This complement is brought into being by our expectations. That is, our expectations is the key driving force in the construction of the PHENOMENON. The object complement part of the PHENOMENON is realised by a verb phrase “to deal with”, an adverbial phrase “quickly and firmly” and a direct object “those who have no right to enter or remain here”, all of which are subordinate arrangements within our expectations. Therefore, the PHENOMENON, “immigration control” (direct object) “we” (subject) “expect” (main verb) is realised by standing in a dialectical relationship to “those who have no right to enter or remain here”. It is because of “those” that our expectations are relevant. It is “those” as an embedded object who are cleverly managed to never obtain grammatical status as subjects of a clause within the sentence who shape our expectations. The closest “those” get to obtain a voice is when “those” as an object-occupational status projected into being by our expectations are ascribed a relational subject position to our expectations (i.e. as “who”). “Those” obtain a voice by means of a relative clause where “who” as subject within that relative clause substitutes and abstracts from their concrete identity. It is an external categorisation of identity rather than a self-identification (Jenkins, 1994: 199-202) and a categorisation which conveniently says nothing about “those” than the fact that “those who” is an objectified subject position which is available for “those who have no right to enter or remain here” to occupy. 


“We” are also the same experiencers of the phenomenon “we” objectified into being in sentence 2, “we” who complemented that objective reality to “them” in sentence 3, and “we” are also the experiencers of the phenomenon which now objectifies “those” into being. Moreover, “immigration controls” (l. 1) are now cast into objective position, with the possessive pronoun “our” as a determinative of that immigration control (ll. 4-5). In other words, as it was outlined in Table 2, “we” is the social actor at its most abstract level of representation. This “we” encapsulates everything which is “ours” including “friends and relatives” and “immigration controls”. However, because immigration controls is a representation of “we” as a social actor on a concrete level, immigration controls obtains a material status which is too historical to be identified as something purely desirable and belonging to “we” (see section 3.2.2.1, see description of Model 1 in section 3.1.3). Immigration controls both act as a subject on its own in a way which “affects all of us”, where “we” are its affected objects (sentence 1), but “we” also act as subjects who not only experience those immigration controls, but do so in a way which allows “we” to “expect” from it in a way such that “to be able to pass through” and “to deal with” is relative to the nature, origin and direction of those expectations, and the subjects who are to be ‘under’ control, grammatically speaking. “Those”, for example, seems to be a problematic objectified subject position which is a category of people and voices who are, paradoxically, not included in “all of us”. Whereas immigration controls affects all of “us” in a way so that “we” and “ours” can still expect of those controls to work for “us”, “those” are to be “dealt with” by that same immigration control. In other words, immigration controls stratifies human beings into two categories of people who are either “to be dealt with” or “able to pass quickly”. Within these two camps of people, “we” and “ours” obtain co-responsibility for “those”. If you are one of “ours”, then you also belong to “we”, and are in turn expected to be as “us”. Otherwise you could quickly be identified as one of “those” and firmly be removed. All of “us” is, in other words, an everyone where someone is not one of us. This control system and how it controls “us” and “those” could be summarised in terms of how it filters the desirable from the undesirable. 

	Desirable phenomena
	Undesirable phenomena

	For us to be able to pass quickly through UK immigration controls (sentence 2, §1, ll. 1-3)
	

	For them (our friends or relatives) to be able to do so with a minimum of fuss (sentence 3, §1, ll. 3-4)
	

	Our immigration controls to deal quickly and firmly with those who have no right to enter or remain here (sentence 4, §1, ll. 4-6)
	


Table 4: Desirable vs. undesirable, adapted from Fairclough, 2003: 177, 179-180

This stratification into desirable/undesirable is persistent throughout the text and will be picked up and analysed separately in section 3.3.

3.2.2 The Macro Social Actors

In the paragraphs following the introductory one, the text introduces actors that are more concrete than the personal pronouns (see Table 2). These social actors operate on a macro level where they encompass international political positions and processes (see Model 1). Although the personal pronouns can be used more abstractly to refer to multiple things, macro social actors are bigger and more complex entities, but they are referred to concretely (e.g. immigration control, the Government). These concrete references, because they are concrete and material and not avoided by means of abstraction, they condition other abstract references, such as when “we” interact with “those” (i.e. “immigration control” in this case condition how “we” talk about “those”). On a concrete level, the micro social actors are therefore related to the material bases of macro social actors, but on an abstract level, micro social actors might be part of on abstract representation of a macro actors material basis (e.g. “we” are part of “modernisation”, “those” might be protected by “obligations” and “those” enter because of “changes). At an abstract level, the micro social actors thus stand in a relation to the macro actors in a way which displays different political affiliations and allegiances (e.g. “we” are committed to “modernisation” rather than “obligations”). At a concrete material level, the micro social actors (the English personal pronouns) are not dichotomised in the same way as they are on an abstract, ideological level (e.g. on a concrete level “we” are related to “those” by “immigration controls” and “immigration controls” in turn affects “all of us”). Therefore, macro social actors, as we shall see in the following, structure the micro social actors in relation to the task-related text-productions which were identified previously (see section 3.1.1 and 3.1.2). This means that because the two disembedded genres introduction and summary operates on the textual space of the Preface within the White Paper, macro social actors are related to micro social actors in relation to the cognitive textual operations of extension and relation mentioned in section 3.1.1. 


However, these macro social actors are also referred to in an abstract way. When they are, it is by the use of abstract nouns such as changes, arrangements, obligations and modernisation (see Model 1). Because of the text’s mixed use of genre types, these macro social actors and the nouns used to refer to them abstractly, are linked to the personal pronouns introduced in the first paragraph. The Preface as a mix of disembedded genres summarises social actors at different levels of abstraction but also extends them in their relation to each other by means of introducing these incorporated stakeholders to new contexts for the proposals the White Paper sets out. In the remaining paragraphs of the Preface, the author(s) introduce themselves at different levels of abstraction in relation to the three antagonists introduced in Model 1: the previous Government, the Convention and the migrant “those”. In the following three sections, the two obstacles “changes” and “obligations”, and the protagonist “modernisation” herself will be analysed in turn. Changes, mentioned in the Preface in §2 will be analysed in section 3.2.2.1, modernisation mentioned in §3, 4 and 5 will be analysed in section 3.2.2.2, and obligations mentioned in §5, 6, 7 and 8 will be analysed in section 3.2.2.3.  The antagonist “migration” itself will be analysed as the vision which is based on the di-vision (Fairclough, 2003: 130) between the desirable/undesirable (Fairclough, 2003: 177, 179-180) found in each section on the social actors (see Table 4, 6, 7, 8). The last three paragraphs, 6, 7 and 8, wrap-up (Fairclough, 2003: 54) the Preface and summarises what has been said. These last three paragraphs (6-8) will be analysed as part of the sections containing the analysis of the three major social actors below because they refer to the same social actors as mentioned before but on a different level of abstraction (i.e. as different kinds of arrangements, see section 3.1.3). Summarising, as mentioned in section 3.1.1, was the cognitive activity of relating concrete to abstract, and the wrap-up paragraphs, which summarise what has been said, therefore contain abstract reference to the social actors analysed. The most abstract level of reference to all of the social actors is “arrangements” (ll. 42, 43 and 45, see also in Model 1, see section 3.2.3). The levels of abstraction of the three macro social actors introduced in Model 1 and Table 2 are:
	Arrangements

	Obligations
	Changes
	Modernisation

	The Convention (old arrangements)
	The previous Government (current arrangements)
	Our Government  (future arrangements, our commitments to the future)


Table 5: Levels of abstraction used to refer to and relate macro social actors in the Preface

3.2.2.1 ‘Changes’ as an Obstacle
Piecemeal and ill-considered changes over the last 20 years have left our immigration control struggling to meet those expectations. Despite the dedication and professionalism of immigration staff at all levels, the system has become too complex and too slow, and huge backlogs have developed. Perversely, it is often the genuine applicants who have suffered, whilst abusive claimants and racketeers have profited. The cost to the taxpayer has been substantial and is increasing.

Excerpt from Appendix

In the second paragraph the antagonist “changes” is introduced in the first sentence (l. 8). The relevance of the concept in relation to previous concepts is that it cuts across “expectations” (l. 2, 4, see section 3.2.1) in a way so that someone or something “struggle” to meet expectations (l. 9). As with the previous paragraph, this shows to be “our immigration control” which struggles to meet “those” expectations as mentioned in the previous paragraph. 
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Sentence 1, §2, ll. 8-9

“Those” is used in a similar way to “them” in sentence 3, paragraph 1. It is an anaphorical reference to the “expectations” mentioned in the previous paragraph (see section 3.2.1). ‘Our expectations’ to ‘our immigration controls’ therefore serve as antecedent circumstances modifying this sentence. “Those” is an anaphorical reference item that transfers the semantic relations established in the previous paragraph to the second paragraph, and “those” itself functions as a determiner to the noun head of an embedded direct object. Whereas “expect” was used as a main verb to establish relations between experiencers, actors and affected people in the previous paragraph, “expect” is nominalised in this paragraph. The things “we” could “expect” of our immigration controls (see Table 4) have become fixed and captured as inherent within “expectations” as the head of a noun phrase with “those”, the anaphorical referent, as its determiner. What the salient thing is about these expectations, is the new social actor “change” which is introduced and how ‘our expectations’ now get to stand in a new relationship to that social actor. This is also what Fairclough has termed recontextualisation (Fairclough, 2003: 139) which is the ideological workings of a new hegemonic order of discourse re-working a previous representation/order of discourse (see section 1.4).


“Changes” figures as the head of the noun phrase which is the subject of the sentence. It is premodified by two adjectives which denigrate the mental considerations that have found the basis for those changes. “Changes” is also postmodified by a prepositional phrase which relates “changes” to a period of development. “Changes” is in other words a material process brought about by a minded activity which has been “piecemeal” and “ill-considered” and which has been, in its perfect aspect, that is, it is no longer but has developed “over the last 20 years”. Because these changes have been, they have now left “our immigration controls struggling” (ll. 8-9). Immigration control is the grammatical object of “changes”. In terms of Fairclough’s semantic classifications (see Table 1, section 2.2), “have left” is a material process with “piecemeal and ill-considered changes” is actor and “our immigration control” as affected. This is what has left ‘our expectations’ in a state of struggle in order to meet those goals which “we” expect (see section 3.2.1).


Because of these changes, “the system has become too complex and too slow” (ll. 10-11). The system is, it would seem, caught between expectations and changes. Whereas the “expectations” to “our immigration control” has as its goal “to be able to pass quickly” and “with a minimum of fuss” (see section 3.2.1, Appendix, ll. 2-4), the “changes over the last 20 years have left our immigration control struggling to meet those expectations” (ll. 8-9), which has had as its consequence that “huge backlogs have developed” (l. 11). In other words, whereas “expectations” work to make a smooth system, “changes” have worked to make a complex and slow system. The system is basically a different item of reference for the same arrangements as those mentioned later in the Preface (see section 3.1.3). However, whereas “system” is related to immigration control, expectations and changes – arrangements also take “mutual obligations” into account (see section 3.2.2.3 and 3.2.3).


What the introduction of the concept of “system” does is that it positions “changes” in relation to “expectations” as co-hyponyms on an abstract level, where the concept of the system itself stands in a subordinate relation to those co-hyponyms. The “system” itself is an abstract referent to ‘our immigration controls’. On a concrete level, “changes” thus signify a system which is “too slow and too complex”, and “expectations” a system which ascertains that “we” are “able to pass quickly” and “with a minimum of fuss”. Because of the new order of discourse instituted by the change in government, the previous discourse on changes has now become an enemy to the discourse on modernisation (see the next section). Similarly to how Fairclough has analysed “change” within the rhetoric of New Labour, “change” in the Preface is also “something that comes to ‘us’ from the outside, of which ‘we’ are not a part […] ‘We’ and ‘it’ are represented as separate and discrete entities that may come into various types of contact. ‘We’ are confronted with change as effects without agency, rather than being participants in change able to affect its direction” (Fairclough, 2001: 27). In the case of “change” as related to immigration control, “changes” are a historical past (see the sentence analysis above) which has existed for the past 20 years (i.e. from 1977-1997), a period where Britain has been reigned by a Conservative Government led by Margaret Thatcher (1979-1990) and John Major (1990-1997). “Changes” as specifically related to the “system” of “our immigration controls” are therefore more a matter of the changes that past Conservative Governments have implemented to the system rather than changes in the EU pressurising the UK to follow troop (Fairclough, 2001, Favell, 1997). These changes therefore, in the case of immigration control, come from the past rather than the outside. What comes from the outside is more a matter of “obligations” (see section 3.2.2.3) than “change”. However, as Fairclough points out, these “changes” still confront “us” and are separated from “us” in a way so that “we” come to stand in various types of contact or relationship to those “changes”. In relation to immigration controls, these changes have a contact with “us” or impact on “us” which is consequential. The “changes” done in the past, because New Labour was still a new Government at the time of writing the Preface (1998), still had impact on ‘our immigration controls’, and this impact caused ‘our expectations’ to that system of control to struggle. This struggle is a struggle “to eliminate backlogs” (l. 24) which are caused by those changes. Because “we” have still not “modernised” the system, the past changes are still in effect, and this is why “we” experience “huge backlogs” (l. 11). Therefore, the relation between “change” and “us” as Fairclough has pointed out, is a relation which in the case of New Labour’s rhetoric on immigration control has a range of undesirable consequences. “Those” undesirables come as a consequence of “changes”. Because “huge backlogs” have developed, “abusive claimants and racketeers” have profited by being able to enter the country. This is subject, or problem, which modernisation is a strategy to eliminate (see l. 24, see also the illustration in section 3.2.2.2).


The second paragraph thus introduces “changes” as an obstacle to modernisation. This is because of the developments of the immigration system that the old Government had implemented. This explains the transitivity structure of this paragraph which is, with the exception of sentence 3, entirely based on the present perfect aspect. Tense is build up around a history of developments where the current condition of the system is due to the fact that it has been the target of piecemeal and ill-considerate changes. 

	1
	present perfect
	(T) have left
	2 (nom, inf)
	

	2
	present perfect + present perfect
	(I) has become + 

(I) have developed
	
	

	3
	present
	(I) is
	2 (rel, adv)
	

	4
	present perfect
	(I) has been
	
	


Excerpt from Table 3

This adds up to the state of current arrangements where New Labour enters the scene as the protagonist with the solutions to the problems which have developed. The obstacle is thus identified as a problem which is what causes the two social actors to get into conflict. This problem is the “backlogs” (l. 11), and the remedy is “modernisation” (see Model 1, section 3.1.3). 


As mentioned in section 3.2.2, “changes” thus used as an abstract reference to the previous Government in a way to discredit its work. This in turn positions “us” as better suited for the job, which is a clever way to promote ones policies and political party to the public audience/stakeholders. The characterisations of “changes” made in the second paragraph and how they stand in relation to “our” expectations could thus be illustrated as such:



Changes
 > The system <
Expectations





‘Our immigration




controls’



Too complex and
> Huge backlogs <
To be able to pass



too slow

quickly without fuss

The system, as mentioned (section 3.2.2), is an intermediate reference to “our immigration controls” which is less abstract than the reference to the system and immigration controls by “arrangements”. Whereas arrangements are not contested by “changes” and “expectations”, the system is, because it stand in a closer relationship to “immigration controls” as a concrete reference to the material basis of both of the abstract social actors “changes” and “modernisation”. Both are brought into the Preface in order to say something about the system, and both do so in a contrastive organisation where “modernisation” is the hero and “changes” the villain because the author(ity) of the text is party member of New Labour whose policy it is to modernise (Fairclough, 2001, see below). “Changes” and “expectations” are thus contrastively organised around the subject of “immigration control” where “expectations” are “ours” and are related to “modernisation”, which at a concrete level means for “us” to be able to pass “quickly and without fuss” (ll. 2, 4). “Changes”, in turn, are an obstacle to modernisation because it causes the opposite of what “our” goal is with modernisation, namely that the system operates in a way which is “too complex and too slow” (ll. 10-11). The huge backlogs are therefore the key definitional factor which separates “changes” from “expectations”/”modernisation”, because it causes the undesirable. It is because of the changes implemented by the old system that the current arrangements are a shambles (l. 42). It is, in turn, the effect of the system which the old Government is the cause of, that the undesirable takes place. These undesirable consequences of the changes the Conservatives have implemented are spelled out in sentence 3.

	Desirable phenomena
	Undesirable phenomena

	
	When it is the genuine applicants who have suffered (sentence 3, §2, ll. 11-12)

	
	When it is the abusive claimants and racketeers who have profited (sentence 3, §2, l. 12)


Table 6: Desirable vs. undesirable, adapted from Fairclough, 2003: 177, 179-180

This sentence extends on the identity of the undesirables identified in the first paragraph (see Table 4). It does so by distinguishing a new category of immigrant from “those” identified previously “who have no right to enter or remain here” (ll. 5-6). “Those” are not “the genuine applicants” identified in sentence 3, paragraph 2, but “those” are only the “abusive claimants and racketeers” who “have profited” from the backlogs (ll. 8-13). “Changes” as a macro social actor thus extends on the relationship between “immigration control” and “those” in a way which conflicts with “our expectations”.

3.2.2.2 ‘Modernisation’ as the Protagonist

Modernisation is, as Fairclough has pointed out (2001), part of a wider neo-liberal economic discourse which builds on welfare cutbacks, enterprise culture, a centralisation of financial management and a decentralisation of control within other sectors, such as for example can be seen by increased enforcement of removals at the borders (Home Office, 1998). Modernisation as such, offers solutions to problems only partially related to migration, because it is an international economic discourse on welfare reform which has increased centralisation across a comprehensive scope of reform as its agenda. This only touches upon immigration policy indirectly where welfare reform and the costs and effectiveness of migration controls overlap. However, the part of the strategy dealing with an integrated approach also deals with another macro social actor, which is the international human rights environment (see next section). In the Preface to the White Paper, at least three features of modernisation are presented as constituting the ideological narrative of modernisation as it impacts on immigration controls. These are integration, comprehensiveness and a technologisation. Integration is a centralisation of legal decisions and of the management of financial aid to immigrants, the comprehensive scope of integration is a decentralisation enforcement, and technologisation is an increased level of surveillance at the places where power has been decentralisation to.


In the third and fourth paragraph, these three features of modernisation as the solution to the problem are presented. The solution is presented as “to modernise” (l. 17). To modernise is a “strategy” (l. 15, 17, 56), and this strategy is set out by the White Paper (l. 15, 56). Modernisation and strategy could thus be seen as intermediate levels extending on the relationship between “White Paper” and “Immigration control” in Table 2. This strategy is at the heart of modernisation and operates on two levels. It is “comprehensive” and “integrated”, two themes which are picked up continuously throughout the remainder of the White Paper (Home Office, 1998, see below). 

	This
	White
	Paper
	sets
	out
	a
	comprehensive,
	integrated
	strategy

	S:NP
	V:VP
	DO:NP

	Det:Dem
	Prem:Adj
	H:N
	
	
	Det
	Prem:Adj
	Prem:Adj
	H:N


Sentence 1, §3, l. 15

“This White Paper” is the subject actor in a sentence where “a comprehensive, integrated strategy” is the object patient the White Paper operates upon. In terms of Fairclough’s semantic classifications it is a material process between an actor and an affected, where the affected is something yet to be done. It is, as with the first paragraph (see section 3.2.1) a constructed reality where the subject predicts future relations and realises them. This is constituted by a present tense construction of activities, where simple present is used to denote factuality and truth (Hjulmand & Schwartz, 1998: 213). The sentences in the paragraph go from present tense into modal future (see Table 3) denoting obligation and certainty (Hjulmand & Schwartz, 1998: 261). Moreover, “must” is a statement about the author’s commitment to a truth (Fairclough, 2003: 167) and “should” the author’s commitment to an obligation or necessity (ibid.: 168). Both of these modalities are used in relation to the three features of modernisation as mentioned above. Sentence 4 about the centralisation of legal decisions, and sentence 5 about technologisation of control.

	1
	present
	(T) sets out
	2 (inf, adv)
	

	2
	present
	(I) is
	2 (inf, inf)
	

	3
	present
	(T) believes
	1 (that)
	

	4
	future, modal
	(I) should be
	1 (red-rel)
	

	5
	future, modal
	(T) must regulate
	2 (red-rel, red-rel)
	


Excerpt from Table 3, p. 22

This White Paper sets out a comprehensive, integrated strategy to deliver a fairer, faster and firmer approach to immigration controls as we promised in our manifesto. Fundamental to the whole strategy is the need to modernise procedures and deliver faster decisions. The Government believes that there are too many avenues of appeal in the course of a single case. There should be a single appeal right considering the case as a whole including removal arrangements. We must also regulate unscrupulous advisers who exploit the vulnerable and profit from delays.

The paragraph also changes from transitive to intransitive, where, for example, the first sentence “sets out” its object, the “strategy”, and the next sentence ascribes predicates and characteristics to that object as a subject. This sentence thus uses the objected entity “strategy” as a subject within the next sentence where it is characterised and made real by means of complementation and epistemic modality, that is, to state that this is (Fairclough, 2003: 167).

	Fundamental
	to
	the
	whole
	strategy
	is
	the
	need
	to
	modernise
	procedures

	S:NP
	V:VP
	SC:NP

	H:N
	Pom:PP
	
	Det
	H:N
	Pom:Inf-clause

	
	
	
	
	
	V:VP
	DO:NP


Sentence 2, §3, l. 17

Thus, the paragraph builds up a construction of reality where it creates its own objects, ascribes characteristics to those objects in order to make them seem more realistic, and then sets out a commitment to the implementation of those object(ive)s as part of a modal future. Much like Fairclough’s distinction between vision and di-vision (Fairclough, 2003: 130), the textual reality which is to be implemented into social reality, that is, to be made real with implications as a border technology and a checking and appeal procedure, is preconstructed in text. The textual construction presupposes implementation and the text therefore experiments with constructions of the protagonist and her solution as real before they are made real. As Fairclough points out with this distinction between vision and di-vision, “a di-vision [is] a classification which constitutes a vision” (Fairclough, 2003: 138). A vision draws on a certain classification of events in order to project its vision, and such a classification is a di-vision inherent in the vision. This di-vision inherent as the vision within modernisation can be seen in sentence 1, §3 (see sentence analysis above). The vision “strategy” as head of the noun phrase which realises the object in sentence 1, §3, is premodified by the di-vision, the two adjectives “comprehensive” and “integrated”.



Modernisation



A strategy



(eliminates backlogs)



Comprehensive

Integrated


(scope)

(aim)

Whereas integration has something to do with “faster decisions” (l. 18), “too many avenues of appeal” (ll. 18-19), “considering the case as a whole” (ll. 19-20, my emphasis), “a fairer and faster system” (l. 25), “simplifying our procedure” (l. 39), “buttressing the rights of people in relation to public authorities” (ll. 50-51), and the “relationship between individuals and the state in this country” (l. 53, my emphasis, see the next section) – all of which furnishes “our strategy” as a commitment to ‘one nation’ (Fairclough, 2001:34), the comprehensive aspect of the strategy has to do with our “expectations” to the system (l. 9) which involves “immigration staff at all levels” (l. 10) when “investing to eliminate backlogs” (l. 24). That is, modernisation as a comprehensive strategy is also a decentralisation of controls, for example by an “increased effort to enforce immigration controls” (l. 25) which means to empower immigration officers. Enforcement means to “extend the powers of immigration officers to enable more enforcement […]without having to rely on a police presence” (“Summary of Proposals” in Home Office, 1998: 5, seventh paragraph, section on Enforcement, fourth point). Our commitment to a ‘one nation’ policy also involves an increased technologisation, computerisation and survaillance of border control at the borders where this power has been decentralised to. This can be seen as a process of re-centralisation through technologies of surveillance. Modernisation thus stands for both an increased re-centralisation of controls (integration through technology and surveillance), a comprehensive scope of integration where power is decentralised (it involves immigration staff at all levels where control takes place, and there is an increased empowerment of immigration officers at the borders), and, finally, an integration itself, which means to “bring the use of legal aid under tighter control” (“Summary of Proposals” in Home Office, 1998: 3, seventh paragraph, section on Appeals, fourth point). 


The centralisation of legal procedures can be seen by the need to “simplify our procedures”. This is not only because of the “huge backlogs”, the “too many avenues of appeal”, the possibility for “faster decisions”, or “a fairer and faster system”, but because the process of simplification involves “us” to “buttressing the rights of people in relation to public authorities” (ll. 50-51, my emphasis), that is, “the strengthening of civic society” as it exists between “us” (Fairclough, 2001: 39). A claim to asylum is, in other words, a claim to a “relationship between individuals and the state in this country” (l. 53, my emphasis). It is, as it can be seen by citizenship tests and the necessity of knowledge tests as prior to the possibility for naturalisation (see section 1.3), “their” relation to the country as it is reflected by how they live up to “our” criteria for what is a good “friend or relative”, which determines whether they are one of “our friends and relatives” or one of “those”. This is the ideological narrative of modernisation as the protagonist has narrated it. Centralisation is present both in the textual expectations to peoples’ increased commitment to “our” civic society, a necessity which is seen to prove both “our” and “their” national belonging. This necessity to prove national allegiance is also a necessity for “us” to stand out as different from “them”. If national allegiance is what distinguishes “us” from “those”, “we” should commit to “our” community in a way so that “they” can see what it means to be a proper resident. Centralisation can also be seen as the process of integration of decisions about who is a true national. This integration is a process of centralisation which means that legal and economic decisions increasingly end up on the Home Secretary’s desk. The decision about who claim asylum was made by “considering the case as a whole”. The reason why “the key to modernising and streamlining the control is to see the system as a whole”, is because this allows ”us” to “establish a single management structure in the UK” by “bringing most funding for support of asylum seekers into a single budget managed by the Home Office” (“Summary of Proposals” in Home Office, 1998: 1-2, fifth paragraph, my emphasis). This process of centralisation, or integration, is similar to Fairclough’s findings in his analysis of the use of “modernisation” in New Labour’s rhetoric (Fairclough, 2001). As he says, “New Labour’s commitment to ‘one-nation’ politics [are] oriented to building consensus around policies, which are represented in a value-neutral way as ‘modernisation” (Fairclough, 2001: 109-110). This means the New Labour’s modernisation is “oriented to ‘the needs of the whole nation’, and specific measures [are] designed to strengthen the ‘national community’ and its ‘shared values” (ibid.: 34). These specific measures are in relation to immigration controls a strengthening of criteria for immigrants to live up to in order to be allowed to enter, and a strengthening of notions of civic society as a consequence of the self-investigation which is necessary to answer the questions of ‘who we are’ which presuppose the ability to answer the question of ‘who are they to become if they need to be like us’. 


This centralisation can also be seen by how “modernisation” conflicts with “obligations”. Although a Human Rights Bill, what came to be the Human Rights Act (OPSI, 2008), was going through parliament at the time of writing the Preface (1998) (see ll. 51-52), the Human Rights Act of 1999 remains to be seen as a “backdrop” (l. 54) rather than something more instructive. British Nationality Law remains as primary legislation and the Human Rights Act only furnishes a relationship between British Nationality Law and the Human Rights Convention in which the latter serves as an interpretative backdrop for the former in cases where a “humane treatment” (l. 29) might be at an edge (OPSI, 2008a), for example in cases of unlimited detention (BBC, 2004, Counterpunch, 2007). This means that “the rights of people in relation to public authorities” has only suffered minimal change, since although “it is unlawful for a public authority to act in a way which is incompatible with a Convention right”, this still does not apply if “as the result of one or more provisions of primary legislation, the authority could not have acted differently” (OPSI, 2008b). That is, if national legislation opposes the Convention on some points, public authorities can not act differently if national acts require so. As such, the Human Rights Act serves as an interpretative framework to be taken into account prior to Acts of Parliament or in relation to Amendments of Acts. Therefore, the “arrangements” that the New Labour Government seeks to implement as part of its modernisation of immigration policy reflects the Geneva Convention rather than enacts it. As it has been formulated in the White Paper on immigration control following the 1998 White Paper, David Blunkett says:  “that we are out of line with other European nations in the way in which we deal with illegal immigration and asylum seekers […] this mistaken perception may rise in part because of the differences between the UK and the rest of Europe in respect of internal identification procedures” (Preface to Home Office, 2002, my emphasis). That is, as it has be pointed out by Favell (1997), there is an antagonism between the UK and the European Community in which the UK conceives of their domestic arrangements as superior to international arrangements. This is the orientation of “modernisation”, as Fairclough has pointed out, see the quote above, which is ‘oriented to the need of the whole nation’, that is, to “all of us”, rather than international obligations, i.e. human rights conventions. 


Although New Labour admits that the UK has signed the 1951 Geneva Convention, and at face value expresses itself as proud to have signed (l. 28), the international court’s decisions are not as fast as the decision which could be made by the national court. Thus, by mainstreaming the “avenues of appeal in the course of a single case” (ll. 18-19), that is, by claiming national monopoly on the decisions to be made in cases of appeals on the rejection of a claim to asylum, decisions could be made faster if they were to remain national. This would also “bring the use of legal aid under tighter control”, which ultimately would be to the benefit of the taxpayer (“Summary of Proposals” in Home Office, 1998: 3, seventh paragraph, section on Appeals, fourth point). Because immigration has costs “to the tax payer” (l. 13), both indirectly through the costs related to an overburdened bureaucratic control system which is ”too slow and too complex” (see section 3.2.2.1), and directly in the shape of ”those” ”abusive claimants” who are not ”genuine refugees” (see section 3.2.1), therefore it is necessary to “create new support arrangements to […] minimise the incentive to economic migration, remove access to Social Security benefits, minimise cash payments and reduce the burden on local authorities” (“Summary of Proposals” in Home Office, 1998: 3, seventh paragraph, section on Asylum, third point). Thus, because of the threat which has been constructed by the category description of the economic migrant, new arrangements remove access to social security benefits. Arrangements which, since ”we” might contain one of ”those”, could also be arrangements that are implemented in a way which affects ”all of us”. Thus, measurements taken against the abusive claimants, the economic migrants who come here only to claim benefits, could also be seen as a rhetoric which backfires (see section 3.1.3). As such, every time “we” take a new standpoint against “those”, “we” also have to make sure the we do not stand out as hypocrites. If immigrants should not be allowed to claim social benefits, then why should we? In this way the image of the other could be used as a catalyst for winning a broad public consensus on neo-liberal welfare reforms.


Modernisation also stands for an increased technologisation of control which also will “minimise costs overall” (ll. 23-24), and this could be what involves “immigration staff at all levels” (l. 10). For example by reducing staff and by empowering those who remain to have an “increased effort to enforce immigration controls” (l. 25), immigration controls could be both faster, firmer and cheaper. This means to:

· Extend the powers of immigration officers to enable more enforcement operations to be conducted without having to rely on a police presence, and work to make the prosecution process for immigration offences more effective (“Summary of Proposals” in Home Office, 1998: 5, seventh paragraph, section on Enforcement, fourth point). 

By proposing to extend ”the powers of immigration officers to enable more enforcement”, and by seeing this as “work to make the prosecution process for immigration offences more effective” (quoted above), an enforcement of control is proposed to effectively silence, in a corporeal way, the voice of the immigrant. The person who is removed at the borders is done so because she has no legitimate papers, no public form and therefore is denied control over her own body (Arendt, 1958, see section 1.2). The ”too many avenues of appeal” and the process of ”simplifying our procedure” is, when solved by ”modernisation”, also seen as a problem to be solved by increased enforcement.

By increasing enforcement, the process of appeal can also be made more effective, since effective removal would also ’ease the burden’ on system by removing the backlogs so that “we” can pass without a fuss. Easing this burden, on the other hand, is also done by nationalising court decisions on appeals for asylum so that ”we” can decide who and how many enter. This nationalisation of court decisions would also make it easier for the Home Office to obtain knowledge about the number of asylum seekers, their kind and their location so as to regulate their financial aid. Although an enforcement of immigration officers implies a decentralisation of control, the increased technologisation of border controls serves both to re-centralise control through national intelligence as well as a matter of giving more power to less officers. This in turn would make a smoother system with less people in it, which makes the system cheaper, and more effective by giving more power to those who remain in order to make firm decisions. The ‘faster’ and the ‘firmer’ of the 1998 White Paper on the UK immigration controls are, in other words, more important than the ‘fairer’. Indeed, what ‘fair’ comes to stand for is a system which is fair to the tax payer. 


What these three examples show about the protagonist “modernisation” within the field of immigration control, is as Fairclough has pointed out, that “there is a basic contradiction in the way New Labour has gone about modernising government since winning office in 1997. On the one hand, considerations of effectiveness have led to a substantial centralisation of power; on the other hand, the Government has initiated a whole series of major constitutional reforms and changes in government, which appear to constitute a substantial decentralisation of power” (Fairclough, 2001: 119). Whereas the increased enforcement of immigration staff can be seen as such a decentralisation of power, the technologisation of control is re-centralising that control by increased surveilliance and computer controls with centralised databases. Whereas physical power such as enforcement moves away from the governement, intelligence, financial and legal decisions increasingly centralises within the government. Although immigration staff are dedicated and professional (ll. 9-10), they are not seen as the solution to the problem. Rather, modernisation builds on a centralisation of decisions where the efficiency of control is brought about “by introducing new computerised and integrated” technology (“Summary of Proposals” in Home Office, 1998: 2, fifth paragraph). Clearance operations are made “overseas” (ibid.), which is part of ”our” overall strategy ”to export our borders” (Home Office, 2006, paragraph 38, see also section 1.3). 


The strategy for modernisation thus extends on the definition of “those” (see section 3.2.1, Appendix, ll. 4-6). A comprehensive strategy as scope includes “removal arrangements” (l. 20), and the way this can “minimise costs overall” (ll. 23-24) by means of “integration” which is ‘our aim’, is by an “increased effort to enforce immigration controls” (l. 25, my emphasis). This means to silence the refused asylum seekers or economic migrants at the borders by increasing the power of the immigration officers to enforce decisions, i.e. to deport or remove migrants. This should help “those who are refused understand that they must go” (l. 26, my emphasis). By increasing the power of the immigration officers to remove refused migrants, huge backlogs could be reduced. This could also solve another of the problems related to the migrant antagonist, namely that the “abusive claimants and racketeers [who] have profited” (l. 12) from those backlogs will be easier to identify. By means of enforcement and integration (centralisation and technologisation/re-centralisation), the strategy can then “regulate” those “unscrupulous advisers” who “exploit the vulnerable and profit from delays” (ll. 20-21). In this way, the strategy turns the undesirable consequences of changes into desirable conditions by offering solutions to the problems identified along with the migrant antagonist. The distinction of the new category of migrant from “those” performed in paragraph 2 is now further characterised as part of how they are to be dealt with

	Desirable phenomena
	Undesirable phenomena

	To regulate unscrupulous advisers who exploit the vulnerable and profit from delays (sentence 5, §3, ll. 20-21)
	

	To enforce immigration controls so that those who are refused understand they must go (sentence 2, §4, ll. 25-26)
	


Table 7: Desirable vs. undesirable, adapted from Fairclough, 2003: 177, 179-180

3.2.2.3 ‘Obligations’ as a Mixed Relationship
The relationship between obligations and modernisation is ambiguous because integration and obligations conflict. Our expectations to our immigration controls are also different from the expectations to our immigration controls which are represented by our obligations. Whereas our expectations is to pass quickly through immigration controls, and for those immigration controls to also quickly identify unscrupulous advisors, abusive claimants and racketeers (see Table 4, 6, 7), our obligations allow for a new category of migrant to enter too easily, a migrant category which overlaps with ‘those of those’ whom we expect our instruments of disposal to work for. That is, whereas our obligations commit us to protecting the genuine refugees (ll. 35-36), we also expect our immigration controls to deal with those who do not belong here. Those who do not belong here are economic migrants (l. 38, 44), but the asylum seekers are also economic migrants. 
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	are
	abusing
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	system
	by
	claiming
	asylum.

	Continued: SC:NP (continued)

	Pom:That-clause (continued)

	V:VP
	DO:NP
	A:PP


Sentence 7, §5, ll. 37-39
In this sentence “there” is the subject to which a subject complement is ascribed. “There” is a demonstrative pronoun which can be used either anaphorically, deictically or cataphorically. If it is used anaphorically, it refers back to an antecedent which has preceded it in the text. This would fit into the patterns identified previously, where objects are made subjects in subsequent sentences and then ascribed with complements that characterise or identify these objects as subjects in order to obtain a status as existing in reality (see section 3.2.1 and 3.2.2.2). If it is used deictically, “there” would refer to an existential object or potentially existing object in the real world. Since the tense of the sentence is the simple present which can also be used to refer to the future as well as certainties and factual truths (Hjulmand & Schwarts, 1998: 213), the use of “there” as existential would seem plausible considering the tense of the sentence. If it is used cataphorically, “there” could be made into the preliminary subject of the sentence to which “large numbers of economic migrants” would be the real subject. Since the main verb of the sentence is the present tense of the copular verb “to be” which is an intransitive verb, this structure is also plausible. All of these uses of the demonstrative pronoun could be argued to be there. As an anaphoric referent it refers back to the previous problems identified in relation to “those” and what has been said ‘to be’ about “those” (see Table 4, 6, 7). But it is also cataphoric in referring to the subject complement and possibly real subject of what “there is” (see sentence analysis above). That is, “those” that are “economic migrants” (l. 38), are “those” who are “abusing the system by claiming asylum” (l. 38-39, my emphasis). If that is true of the cataphoric reference, then “those” would also refer back to the “abusive claimants and racketeers” (l. 12, my emphasis) who “exploit the vulnerable and profit from delays” (l. 21). Because these “those” cause delays and backlogs by claiming asylum, these “those” are also related to “those” who have profited from the huge backlogs, “those” who are the enemies of integration, which had as one of its key aims to reduce backlogs and minimise the cost to the tax payer of “those” who are abusing the system and the cost of the system itself needed to identify them (ll. 13, 23-24). But since “those” abusive claimants are in fact also trying to claim asylum, “those” are also “those who have fled persecution from abroad” (compare l. 36 with l. 3, my emphasis), “those” who are also “those” of “our relatives or friends living abroad” (l. 3) who should be able to pass quickly with a minimum of fuss. In this way, the demonstrative pronoun is ambiguous in its reference and it is therefore also difficult to state its status as a deictic reference about ‘what there in fact is’. However, the sentence does identify the heart of the problem with ‘our obligations’. Namely, that the categories of migrants overlap and conflict when ‘obligations’ have to be taken into account. In one court, an economic migrant might have been recognised as an asylum seeker, and in another, it might not. In this regard, international obligations conflict with internal identification procedures. For this reason, it is necessary as an ideological claim that “there is no doubt that large numbers of economic migrants are abusing the asylum system” (ll. 37-38), and that the Genenva Convention on Refugees failed to anticipate “the dramatic changes in the speed, relatively low cost and easy availability of international travel and telecommunications” (ll. 31-33) which has made it possible for large number of economic migrants to abuse the asylum system. The Geneva Convention is this mentioned, but mentioned only to further the Governments commitment to its own internal procedures of identification rather than international standards, despite its obligations. Indeed, the Government’s commitment is to the system (ll. 49, 58) just as much as it is to its obligations to protect the genuine refugees. Therefore, there has to be a further set of criteria to establish what a genuine refugee is, since this can not only be to seek asylum. This set of criteria might not be in agreement with the criteria determined by our obligations. This provides for the final context within which ‘our’ measurements against “those” have to be considered when setting out a strategy for modernisation (see Table 8 below). This, in turn, further extends on the categories available for “those” to inhibit (see section 3.3).

	Desirable phenomena
	Undesirable phenomena

	To ensure the humane treatment of those who had to flee their own country because of a well-founded fear of persecution (sentence 1, §5, ll. 29-31)
	The low cost and easy availability of international travel and telecommunications (sentence 2, §5, ll. 32-33)

	The Government’s commitment to protecting the genuine refugees (sentence 5, §5, ll. 35-36)
	The number of people claiming asylum has increased (sentence 4, §5, l. 34)

	To ensure that genuine asylum seekers are not left destitute (sentence 2, §6, l. 43)
	For those who have fled persecution from abroad to have to wait months or years to hear they are allowed to stay (sentence 6, §5, ll. 36-37)

	To minimise the attractions of the UK to economic migrants (sentence 2, §6, l. 44)
	That large numbers of economic migrants are abusing the system by claiming asylum (sentence 7, §5, ll. 37-39)


Table 8: Desirable vs. undesirable, adapted from Fairclough, 2003: 177, 179-180

3.2.3 The Arrangement of Arrangements

The three abstract nouns analysed as macro social actors above are all social actors in an order of discourse which has restructured a previous relationship to the same social actors. Whereas changes has been an order of discourse, modernisation as the new order of discourse has recontextualised social relations and mediated them in a text as they would be when represented by modernisation. That is, a new relationship between obligations, changes and modernisation is constructed and mediated by the text, and this mediation is brought into the public by an author(ity) of modernisation. This is a process where stakeholders have been incorporated into the text as the receivers of the communication. These addressees have structured the argumentation of the text and shaped its content in regard to what subjects, objects and relations between subjects and objects are mediated. Mediation and addressee are therefore two sides of the same coin when public authorities design their communication for publicity (see section 1.2). The new order of discourse is built up so that the past has led to a present situation where the new protagonist offers ‘modernisation’ as a solution to problems related to previous changes. Whereas the past changes have led to an overburdened bureaucratic system, the new order acknowledges Human Rights Conventions as something which has to be taken into account when modernising border controls. However, obligations as a new social actor is incorporated into the text as it has become relevant in relation to empowering immigration officers to enforce immigration controls, centralising court decisions on appeals to asylum, and when increasing intelligence and surveillance at the borders. As such, obligations as a new macro social actor restructures the text-internal semantic relations between changes and modernisation. Whereas changes has been a protagonist prior to 1998, the Preface to the 1998 White Paper orients towards changes as a subject and agent as this would have done from the point of view of modernisation. As such, changes caused backlogs where modernisation now works to produce a fast and fair system. Backlogs had as a consequence that those who should be treated fairly were not treated so. The delays caused by too many appeals for asylum and from too many levels of decision, prevented a fast and fair decision. Modernisation, in other words, works back on changes to formulate them in a way which benefits the vision of modernisation. The same goes for obligations. Both obligations and changes as ‘others’ were taken into account as stakeholders incorporated into the text, only in so far as it benefited the promotion of modernisation. That is, our international obligations for a fair treatment were seen as subordinate to our commitment to a fast internal system of identification. 

3.3 Desirable/Undesirable

Throughout the sections analysing the social actors embedded in the text, the author(itie)s narration of “us”, the protagonist”, in contrast to “those”, the anatagonist, has been identified. This has been done by tracing the dichotomy created between the desirables and the undesirables in the text as they have been categorised in relation to each other, but also as they have been extended on in relation to the introduction of obstacles which they were seen to be involved in. At the level of micro social actors, that is, at the level of the author(s) use of the English personal pronouns, this dichotomy was established by how it was seen to be “desirable” for “us” “to be able to pass quickly through UK immigration controls” (Table 4, sentence 2, §1, ll. 1-3). It was also perceived as desirable for “our friends or relatives to be able to do so with a minimum of fuss” (Table 4, sentence 3, §1, ll. 3-4). As it has been analysed in section 3.2.1, “we” and “our friends and relatives” were author(is)ed by the narrator to be co-involved in “expectations” to the system. Expectations stratified the categories of human beings across borders by means of a control which ensured the desirable to exist for us, and our relatives. That is, because the text was authored by “one of us”, “those” could be negatively conceived of in a way which allows “us” to formulate “them” in a way which is desirable to us. Therefore, it was seen as desirable when our immigration controls “deal quickly and firmly with those who have no right to enter or remain here” (Table 4, sentence 4, §1, ll. 4-6). This sentence has the “undesirables” embedded within a “desirable” construction where the undesirable is made desirable by means of how “we” can trust our system to make the undesirable desirable to “us”. When the system ‘deals with those’, the undesirable phenomenon is handled in a desirable way. The problem complemented to the objectified antagonist is thereby solved by the protagonist’s solution to the problem – modernisation. By modernising our controls, “we” turn the undesirable into the desirable for “you”, our stakeholders, which in this case is “our friends and relatives”. 


However, before this system could come into being, “we” would have to deal with some obstacles first. For example “changes” was still perceived by the author(itie)s as an obstacle to our expectations of the system to deal with “those” and care for “us” and “our friends and relatives”. Because of the way that past “changes” still affects “our” system, because the changes are still current arrangements, undesirable phenomena still take place. These phenomena, that it is “the genuine applicants who have suffered” (Table 6, sentence 3, §2, ll. 11-12) and “the abusive claimants and racketeers who have profited” (Table 6, sentence 3, §2, l. 12), are the undesirable consequences of “changes” which exist because changes were still, at the time of writing the Preface in 1998, current arrangement. Therefore, these undesirable phenomena, the obstacles ascribed to “changes”, had still to be modernised, i.e. turned into desirable phenomena. This could be done by modernisation, the solution to the problem. 


By modernising our controls, “we” could “regulate unscrupulous advisers who exploit the vulnerable and profit from delays” (Table 7, sentence 5, §3, ll. 20-21). That is, the stratification of “those” into two categories; the genuine and the bogus, was narrated as originating in “changes”. Changes operated through “huge backlogs” as a catalyst for that split in categories. Because of “changes”, “the genuine applicants” was distinguished from the “abusive claimants”. This was done because “changes” held those two categories of immigrants in the wrong positions. Whereas “the genuine applicants” were delayed by the “huge backlogs”, the “abusive claimants” were said to benefit from those delays. By modernising our controls, “we” eliminate the “huge backlogs” and in turn reverse the process caused by changes. This means to protect “the genuine applicants” and to “regulate unscrupulous advisers”. Modernisation thus ‘makes things right’, as it should be in order for the system to be fair. This is done by eliminating one of the categories of immigrants identified along with “changes”, namely the category of the “abusive claimant”. Modernisation is “to enforce immigration controls so that those who are refused understand they must go” (Table 7, sentence 2, §4, ll. 25-26). Modernisation thus first narrates changes as an obstacle whose consequences stratify “those” into two different categories where on of “those” is “our” enemy who we must eliminate through enforcement, and the other of “those” is “our friend”, the genuine refugee who had fled her country because of a ‘well-found fear’ (notice the bureaucratic perception of fear as something which is well-found similarly to how a documentation can be well-found). This commitment to protecting the “genuine refugee” was also because of “our” commitment to “obligations”, which was a mixed relationship. This mixed relationship is wrapped around the two categories of migrants already identified in the battlefield between “changes” and “modernisation”.


In relation to “obligations” a range of both desirable and undesirable phenomena were identified. These phenomena were both desirable and undesirable because of how our “commitment” to “obligations” is oriented towards our nation rather than the International Community. Because some of the consequences of “obligations” are similar to the consequences of “changes”, both obstacles which were perceived as old, historical entities operating from the past and onto the present, “obligations” reinforces the categories of migrants established in relation to “changes”. The undesirable consequences of “our” obligations were when it was the ‘the bogus who benefit and the genuine who suffer’, similarly to how this was seen to be the case because of the “huge backlogs” stemming from “changes”. In relation to “obligations”, the bogus benefit from 

“the low cost and easy availability of international travel and telecommunications” (Table 8, sentence 2, §5, ll. 32-33). This was something which the Convention failed to anticipate because it, like changes, was an old arrangement which operates on the present. However, whereas “changes” as an obstacle supported the wrong migrants through “backlogs”, “obligations” is an obstacle which supports the wrong migrants by its old and naïve definition of who should be protected. Because the Convention failed to anticipate the modern phenomena which “we” have succeeded in taking into account when offering our own modernisation, the Convention supports “the number of people claiming asylum” although it has increased (Table 8, sentence 4, §5, l. 34, my emphasis). The old arrangements support the quantity of migrants disregard of their “fear” being well-found. Because of the construction of “the numbers” of people as abusive, modernisation and the quantity of migrants are antagonised through the clarification of “those” by the obstacle of “obligations”. These “large numbers of economic migrants are abusing the system by claiming asylum (sentence 7, §5, ll. 37-39). It is the legal claim in its quantity which is the problem associated with the obstacle of “obligations”, and this is solved by “modernisation” by simplifying/nationalising our procedures and centralising the management of the budget for supporting social benefit claimants. Because of the “large numbers” who “claim” without having the proper documentation (or form) needed to prove the “well-found” aspect of ‘fear’ (or intimate feelings as Arendt put it), it is, similarly to the consequences of “changes”, the genuine refugees who are constructed as suffering because the well-found claim disappears in the heap of un-found claims. Therefore, the very Convention itself causes, paradoxically, the undesirable phenomenon that “those who have fled persecution from abroad to have to wait months or years to hear they are allowed to stay” (Table 8, sentence 6, §5, ll. 36-37). Contrary to how “those” as undesirables were embedded within a desirable construction, “those” as desirables are here embedded within an undesirable construction. This is because of the stratification of “those” into two categories because of how “those” as micro social actors stand in relation to “changes” and “obligations” as macro social actors. Because both of these two categories are inserted as consequences of the workings of the Convention, our “commitment” to those obligations is only partial. “Obligations” and “changes” support each other in holding the two categories of immigrants in the wrong positions (i.e. the genuine suffer and the abusive profit), and the two obstacles are therefore construed as having a common problem which we can solve by “modernising”. Through modernisation, we will show our “commitment” to our “obligations” as “to ensure the humane treatment of those who had to flee their own country because of a well-founded fear of persecution” (Table 8, sentence 1, §5, ll. 29-31), and “to ensure that genuine asylum seekers are not left destitute” (Table 8, sentence 2, §6, l. 43). This means that through modernisation, “the Government’s commitment [is] to protecting the genuine refugees” (Table 8, sentence 5, §5, ll. 35-36). It is the genuine refugees our commitment is to protect, where obligations also protect some of those who to “us” would have been identified as in-genuine. This means the “we” can identify the genuine from the in-genuine through the migrant’s documentation of ‘fear’. Our commitment is, in other words, to the internal procedures of identification because they more easily can back up on our overall neo-liberal economic discourse “to minimise the attractions of the UK to economic migrants” (Table 8, sentence 2, §6, l. 44).


To sum up, there is a relationship between the protagonist and the obstacles in which the obstacles stratifies the categories of immigrants into two sub-categories, and, subsequently, where modernisation eliminates the one of the categories which is identified as the problem inherent in the obstacle. 




Modernisation








Economic



Changes/
migrants



Obligations

Changes cause backlogs which benefit abusive claimants/economic migrants. Modernisation eliminates backlogs to reduce the number of claimants. Obligations failed to anticipate the degree of global mobility which benefit economic migrants. Modernisation is to minimise the attraction of the UK to economic migrants. This leaves the possibility for entrance into the UK to “those” who can also be “our friends”, the genuine refugees. 

3.3.1 Similarity/Difference

When “we” structure “our” perception of “our” country on the basis of “our” construction of a threat identified to be posed by an imaginary ‘economic migrant’-other which is our own perception, this is because the construction of the other is a mobilisation of a wider neo-liberal economic discourse on welfare reform. The dichotomy between desirable and undesirable is also an orientation to our difference from them and the similarity between us as opposed to them. Therefore, when constructing the undesirable other, the author is also doing similarity between us as opposed their difference from us. Thus, when they are perceived as people who want to come here to claim benefits at the cost of the tax payer, we, in turn, are constructed as a civic society consisting of a people whose moral virtue is to work and pay tax. This value among us, to work and pay tax, is implicitly strengthened through our explicit positioning against “those” as different from “us”. If they are different because they want to abuse the system by economic migration, we are different because we do not want to claim benefits in a similar way. We want to work and pay tax, and that is what unifies us as opposed to them. Therefore, if they want to come here, and if they can not document to carry traits which signify them to be like us, i.e. to have had a high salary, a long education or familial roots in our country, they will have to be trained to be like us by language tests, knowledge tests and citizenship tests. This process of similarity/difference in turn requires us to be aware of our selves, the characteristics which we want those to assimilate to and the moral virtues which binds us together. When we want ‘them’ to know more about ‘us’, ‘we’ in turn need to be more aware about our selves. This in turn could be the basis for a change in paradigm on how ‘we’ see things, which increasingly causes nation-states to be introverted, value oriented and protective of those values. 

Conclusion

In this thesis, Norman Fairclough’s linguistic CDA has been used to analyse a Preface to a White Paper on immigration and asylum control. Three different theories were used as the critical basis for that linguistic analysis. These theories were Rom Harré’s social-psychological philosophy of the English personal pronouns, Hannah Arendt’s concept of the public realm and Rogers Brubaker’s theory of the nation-state as a membership organisation. These theories have been shown to be able to inform a critical linguistic analysis within the field of immigration control by analysing how social actors are embedded within a text. The narrated relationship which these social actors were positioned as inhibiting by the author(itie)s was made by an orientation to the desirable and undesirable. Whereas the desirable was a feature of the protagonist, the undesirable was a characteristic of the antagonist. These characteristics were ascribed by the author(itie)s of the text to the social actors by means of transitivity, aspect, modality and clausal embeddedness. The social actors were thereby controlled by the authorial voice(s) who constructed the social actors in the text to stand in a certain desirable/undesirable relationship to each other. This internal desirable/undesirable text-relationship was in turn a positioning statement by the author(itie)s on characteristics of similarities between “us” and “our” difference from “them”. This orientation to difference was made by the situated mix of different genre-styles such as summarising paradigmatic relations and introducing syntagmatic extensions. By abstracting and extending social relations between social actors in the text, the ontological and social-psychological realities constructed by the use of the English personal pronouns were brought into relation to macro social forces such as the ideological narrative of modernisation. Modernisation as an ideological process was thus brought into relation to the realities of “us” by the use of English personal pronouns. This modernisation was a social actor whose visions for the future of immigration control stratified personal pronouns across borders. Modernisation was an orientation to the ‘one nation’, a commitment to the nation’s internal procedures of membership identification rather than international procedures. This identification procedure was a strengthened commitment to eliminate economic migration by increasing enforcement, nationalising decisions on appeals to asylum, and reducing the economic incitement of migration to the UK by reducing social security benefits. The category of the economic migrant was thus a linguistic catalyst used to mobilise popular consent on neo-liberal welfare reforms, because the publication of the economic migrant was a public form which can not represent a personal body, a form whose identity is not recognised and which does not belong here. That is, the measures taken against the economic migrant go for “all of us”.

References

Albrecht, Lone (1995): Textual Analysis and the Production of Text. København: Samfundslitteratur. 

Althusser, Louis (2001/[1971]): “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatus”, in: Lening and Philosophy. New York: Monthly Review. 

Anderson, Bendict (1983): “The Origins of National Consciousness”, in: Imagined Communities. London: Verso. 

Arendt, Hannah (1998/[1958]): The Human Condition. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 

Bauman, Zygmunt (2000): “Tourists and Vagabonds”, in: Globalization: The Human Consequences. Cambridge: Polity Press. 

BBC (2004): “Belmarsh – Britain’s Guantanamo Bay?” 


(http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/magazine/3714864.stm)

BBC (2008a): “Migration: How Points Will Work” 


(http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/politics/4244707.stm)

BBC (2008b): “Q&A: Identity Cards Plan”


(http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/politics/3127696.stm)

Benhabib, Seyla (1996): Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political. Princeton N. J.: Princeton University Press. 

Bhatia, Vijay Kumar (1993): Analysing Genre: Language Use in Professional Settings. Harlow Longman. 

Border and Immigration Agency (2008): “Life in the UK Test”


(http://www.lifeintheuktest.gov.uk/)

Brubaker, Rogers (1992): Citizenship and Nationhood in France and Germany. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Collins, Peter & Hollo, Carmella (2000): English Grammar: An Introduction. London: Palgrave.

Counterpunch (2007): “Britain’s Guantanamo”


(http://www.counterpunch.org/worthington09012007.html)

Fairclough, Norman (2001/[1989]): Language and Power. Edinburgh: Pearson. 

Fairclough, Norman (2002/[1992]): Discourse and Social Change. Cambridge: Polity. 

Fairclough, Norman (1999): Discourse in Late Modernity: Rethinking Critical Discourse Analysis. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Fairclough, Norman (2001): New Labour, New Language? Routledge: London.

Fairclough, Norman (2003): Analysing Discourse: Textual Analysis for Social Research. London: Routledge. 

Favell, Adrian (1997): Philosophies of Integration: Immigration and the Idea of Citizenship. Basingstoke: Macmillan. 

Frandsen et al. (1993): International Markedskommunikation i en Postmoderne Verden. Århus: Systime. 

Geddes, Andrew (2005/[2003]): The Politics of Migration and Immigration in Europe. London: Sage. 

Hall, Stuart (1996): “Who Needs Identity?”, in: Questions of Cultural Identity. London: Sage.

Hilliday, M. A. K. (2004): An Introduction to Functional Grammar. London: Arnold. 

Harré, Rom (1983): Personal Being: A Theory for Individual Psychology. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Hjulmand, Lise-Lotte & Schwartz, Helge (1998): A Contrastive Grammar of English. København: Samfundslitteratur.

Home Office (1998): Fairer, Faster, Firmer (http://www.archive.official-documents.co.uk/document/cm40/4018/contents.htm)

Home Office (2002): Secure Borders, Safe Haven (http://www.privacyinternational.org/issues/terrorism/library/uksecureborderssafehavens.pdf)

Home Office (2005): Controlling Our Borders: Making Migration Work for Britain – 

Five Year Strategy For Asylum and Immigration (http://www.archive2.official-documents.co.uk/document/cm64/6472/6472.pdf
Home Office (2006): A Points-Based System 

(http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/documents/command-points-based-migration?view=Binary)

Jenkins, Richard (1994): “Rethinking Ethnicity: Identity, Categorization and Power”, in: Ethnic and Racial Studies, 1994/17(2): 197-223.

Lakoff, George & Johnson, Mark (1980): Metaphors We Live By. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Mead, G. H. (1967/[1934]): Mind, Self and Society. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Olsen & Kelstrup (red.) (1981): Modellæseren. Borgen/Basis. 

OPSI (2008): Human Rights Act 1998 

(http://www.opsi.gov.uk/ACTS/acts1998/ukpga_19980042_en_1)

OPSI (2008a): “3. Interpretation of Legislation”, in: Human Rights Act 1998 

OPSI (2008b): “6. Acts of Public Authority”, in: Human Rights Act 1998

Parekh, Bhikhu (2000): The Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain. London: Profile Books.

Parsons, Talcott (1965): “Full Citizenship of the Negro American: A Sociological Problem”, in: Daedalus, 1965(4): 1009-1054.

Potter, Jonathan & Wetherell, Margaret (1992): Discourse and Social Psychology. London: Sage.

Rose, Nikolas (1999): Powers of Freedom: Reframing Political Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sacks, Harvey (1972): “On the Analysability of Stories by Children”, in: Gumperz & Hymes (eds.): Directions in Sociolinguistics. New York: Rinehart and Winston. 

Saeed, John I. (2003): Semantics. Oxford: Blackwell.

Said, Edward (2003/[1978]): Orientalism. Penguin Books. 

Sepstrup, Preben (2002): Tilrettelæggelse af Information. Århus: Systime. 

Swales, John M. (1996): Genre Analysis: English in Academic and Research Settings. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Swan, Michael (1995): Practical English Usage. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Taylor, Charles (1994): Multiculturalism: Examining the Politics of Recognitionk. Princeston N. J.: Princeton University Press. 

UK Border Agency (2008): “Naturalisation” 


(http://www.bia.homeoffice.gov.uk/britishcitizenship/eligibility/naturalisation/)

Wodak, Ruth (1999): The Discursive Construction of National Identity. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Appendix

Immigration control affects all of us in one way or another. When we travel abroad on holiday or business, we expect to be able to pass quickly through UK immigration control. Similarly, when our relatives or friends living abroad visit this country we expect them to be able to do so with a minimum of fuss. But we rightly expect our immigration controls to deal quickly and firmly with those who have no right to enter or remain here.

Piecemeal and ill-considered changes over the last 20 years have left our immigration control struggling to meet those expectations. Despite the dedication and professionalism of immigration staff at all levels, the system has become too complex and too slow, and huge backlogs have developed. Perversely, it is often the genuine applicants who have suffered, whilst abusive claimants and racketeers have profited. The cost to the taxpayer has been substantial and is increasing.

This White Paper sets out a comprehensive, integrated strategy to deliver a fairer, faster and firmer approach to immigration controls as we promised in our manifesto. Fundamental to the whole strategy is the need to modernise procedures and deliver faster decisions. The Government believes that there are too many avenues of appeal in the course of a single case. There should be a single appeal right considering the case as a whole, including removal arrangements. We must also regulate unscrupulous advisers who exploit the vulnerable and profit from delays.

We must be able to plan and allocate resources more flexibly in order to minimise costs overall. In particular, that means investing to eliminate backlogs and produce a fairer and faster system – and increased effort to enforce immigration controls so that those who are refused understand that they must go.

The UK was one of the first countries to sign up to the 1951 Geneva Convention on Refugees, designed in the aftermath of the last war to ensure the humane treatment of those who had to flee their own country because of a well-founded fear of persecution. But the Convention never anticipated the dramatic changes in the speed, relatively low cost and easy availability of international travel and telecommunications. In recent years our asylum system has been under severe strain. The numbers of people claiming asylum has increased from about 4,000 a year in 1988 to over 32,000 in 1997. The Government is committed to protecting the genuine refugees. Indeed, it is plainly absurd for those who have fled persecution from abroad to have to wait months, or even yeas, to hear they are allowed to stay. But there is no doubt that large numbers of economic migrants are abusing the system by claiming asylum. Modernising our controls and simplifying our procedure will help to tackle that problem.

The current arrangements for supporting asylum seekers are a shambles. New arrangements are needed to ensure that genuine asylum seekers are not left destitute, but which minimise the attractions of the UK to economic migrants. Those arrangements and our overhaul of the asylum system are based on recognising and fulfilling the mutual obligations – a new covenant – that exist between the Government and those seeking asylum here.

The Government’s approach to immigration control reflects our wider commitment to fairness. We have moved further and faster than any of our predecessors in buttressing the rights of people in relation to public authorities. The Human Rights Bill currently going through Parliament will prove a landmark in the development of a fair and reasonable relationship between individuals and the state in this country. This is an important backdrop to the proposals in this White Paper.

The White Paper sets out a long-term strategy. It tackles the failings of the current system and addresses the challenges which face our immigration control in the years ahead. It fulfils our commitment to develop a fairer, faster and firmer approach in the interests of all our people.

Refugees








� See for example how the global perception of the UK as a desirable place to be plays a huge role to the suggestion for a strict border control which allows only those who benefit “our country” to pass (Preface to Home Office, 2002).


� See section 2.1 for the definition of pre-genre, disembedded genre and situated genre. 


� The author(s) of the text also explicitly mentions these “expectations”, both as verbal processes which structure direct objects and ascribes object complements to them, and as a head of a noun phrase which itself obtains object position (see section 3.2.1 and 3.2.2.1)


� Density is used to refer to the number of clauses embedded within clauses. For example in sentence 3, §1 there are three clauses where two clauses are embedded within each other. In sentence 4, §1 there are similarly three clauses, but this time all three clauses are embedded within each other. Therefore §1 is dense in clausal embedding compared to for example §7 and 8.


� Fairclough refers to Swales’ notion of cognitive structuring to ground his concept of pre-genre (see footnote 1-6). 


� Substitution, anaphorical reference, see Swan’s §513.9, 515.1, 166.3, 202.1


� The use of the pronoun “we” in genitive “we’s” is preferred to “our” to emphasise how the author(s) textually construct the reading of the process of transferring expectation from one personal pronoun to another. This is difference in reference to “we” and “our” when discussing expectations is sustained to keep in mind that “we” and “our” might not be the same set of people. Whereas “we” might be residing in the UK, sitting safely at home while glocalising our expectations (or externalising our borders, see section 1.3), “our”  when referring to “relatives and friends” are not the same as ‘us’ since they are “living abroad”. However, the expectations are the same, and as such “we” and “our” could be argued to refer to the same category set of people, namely those who expect, or expect on behalf of, whether that be “we’s” expectations or “our” expectations. 
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