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ABSTRACT 

 

National Identities in the Post-Devolution United Kingdom 

 

Thomas Michael Sullivan 

 

Advisor: Dr. Wayne Decker. 

 

 

Constitutional reform (devolution) fundamentally altered the political positions of the 

nations of the United Kingdom, allowing them to embrace a greater degree of self-

determination. This works seeks to analyze both state-level and sub-state-level national 

identities in the United Kingdom. Using analysis of large-scale surveys as well as smaller 

scale research projects, this work seeks to examine the meanings, connotations, and 

inclusivity of the national identities of England and Scotland (English, Scottish and 

British). It also seeks to find trends in identification in the years since (and immediately 

before) the advent of devolution. This analysis suggests that meanings and connotations 

of the various national identities vary greatly, both between the nations of the UK and 

within them. With such a flux in meaning, inclusivity is difficult to measure but Scottish 

identity is found to be more inclusive. After initial shifts around the time of devolution, 

both Scotland and England appear to have experienced relative stability in national 

identification recently. Political implications are unclear, however, as national identity 

does not directly correspond with desire for constitutional change. 
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Introduction 
 

Devolution, the process of constitutional reform pursued by the United Kingdom 

(UK) from 1997 onwards, has substantially altered the political positions of its sub-state 

nations. Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland all now have their own legislative bodies 

and, with them, a greater degree of self-determination. Since the initial devolution of 

authority in 1999, further powers have been granted to Wales and Scotland is in the 

process of considering its political future. England has remained remarkably static in 

terms of constitutional change, especially after voters rejected a timid attempt at 

regionalization by Tony Blair’s government. Devolution marked a landmark political 

shift in the United Kingdom, a departure from centuries of rule from an English-

dominated UK Parliament based in London. 

Where does national identity fit into this political story? The temptation to 

oversimplify the situation, or even romanticize it, is strong. While some political or 

cultural interests might be served by such a storyline of romantic national awakening, of 

resurgent national identities eliminating the need for British national identity, the 

situation is not that simple. At least in terms of national identities, devolution has not 

proven to be the death knell of British national identity. The situation is far more 

complicated than that, not least because national identities are complex and possess a 

complex relationship with politics. National identities are inherently social, not solely 

political, and while they can impact politics, and politics can impact them, the 

relationship between politics and national identity is not one defined by causation in 

either direction. 
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This work will particularly focus on Scotland and England, the two constituent 

nations of the United Kingdom in which substantial identity research has occurred. 

Analysis of Wales will be limited, considering the comparative lack of both frequent 

large scale surveys and a large body of academic work on post-devolution national 

identity trends. The examination of Wales will be restricted to a very brief mention of 

how it does or does not fit national identity trends evident in Scotland or England. 

Northern Ireland, though a fascinating case study for national identity research, is too 

complex a case on its own to be adequately covered within this work. As a region with 

two competing, interacting state-level national identities (Irish and British), it is a 

fundamentally different case than the other constituent countries of the UK, where sub-

state-level and state-level national identities interact. As such, Northern Ireland will not 

be covered in this work. 

Finally, terminology must be clarified before this work can proceed. First, on the 

subject of the name of the state being discussed, “Britain” and “United Kingdom” will be 

used interchangeably. Geographically, this isn’t strictly accurate, however, in the public 

and academic discourse about these issues, the two are used interchangeably. Second, the 

terms “Britishness”, “Scottishness” and “Englishness” will be utilized to describe 

national identity claims and general trends in national identification. Third, a distinction 

is made between “small n” and “capital N” nationalism. The uncapitalized “small n” 

variety can be understood to be a political ideology centered on a nation. The capitalized 

“capital N” version can be understood to refer to formal political organizations and 

parties espousing such identities. Such a distinction is important to make, as most 

political parties in Scotland, for instance, could be identified as largely “nationalist” 
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(small n) based on their emphasis on self-determination for Scotland but only one, the 

Scottish National Party could be identified as a Nationalist (capital N) party. This full 

explanation of the aforementioned terms will assist in the provision of a more nuanced 

analysis in this work.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



P a g e  | 4 

 

 

National Identity 

 

Defining National Identity 

Prior to embarking on a study of national identity in the UK, it is essential to 

provide a definition of national identity as it will be used in this work. While often 

misused and improperly hyphenated with the word “state”
1
, the concept of “nation” (in its 

true, accurate form) is an often written upon concept, complete with scholarly 

perspectives that can be referenced by merely mentioning a scholar’s name (Anthony 

Smith, Ernest Gellner, Benedict Anderson, etc.). Nationalism, as a form of political 

ideology or expression, is also the subject of much debate and academic focus, having 

been examined by many of the same scholars as “the nation” and indeed many others. 

However, national identity, a crucial piece of the puzzle has, in comparison to the 

concepts of nationalism and the nation, been treated as “the puny child of muscular 

parents” (McCrone, 2011). While considerable focus is devoted to debating and 

understanding “the nation” and the varieties and roots of nationalisms (the “muscular 

parents”), national identity (“the puny child”) is largely ignored as a topic of focus. 

Condor and Abell suggest that the term ‘national identity’ is of “surprisingly recent 

provenance” in comparison to other “academic categories” such as nation, nationalism 

and nationality, particularly in the context of the United Kingdom. They suggest that, due 

to its relatively recent emergence as a topic of analysis, academic work on national 

identity has utilized a wide variety of approaches (Abell & Condor, 2006, p. 52). 

                                                           
1
 As McCrone and Bechhofer point out, the concept of a true “nation state”, in which a nation and state 

are so aligned in terms of borders and boundaries that the concepts become so intertwined in a single 
fabric that “state” and “nation” become practically “coterminous”, does not fit “modern, complex 
societies”. It is particularly ill-suited to describing states such as the United Kingdom, which have multiple 
well-defined nations within their borders (Bechhofer & McCrone, 2009a, p. 3). 
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Due to this lack of focus and variety of approaches, it is necessary to explain how 

national identity will be understood and used here. National identity, at its core, can be 

understood as an individual’s self-designation as a member of a given cultural 

community (“the nation”). Despite this fairly simple definition, questions of the cultural 

roots of national identity, how they are shaped and their capacity to are up for debate. 

Perspectives on such questions shape an academic’s approach to national identity. 

The origins of an individual’s self-designation as a member of a nation could be 

rooted in that individual’s perspectives on the past, present and/or future of a nation. 

Some might self-designate based on their utilization of the nation as a “metaphorical 

space in which… [they] locate their personal histories”, designating themselves based on 

their own pasts and their connection to the history (real or perceived) of a nation  

(Eriksen, 2002, p. 109). Others may root their attachment to a hope for a nation’s 

“continuity into the future” and cognizance of the need for “protection and expression” of 

that national community in the present (MacCormick, 1999, p. 200).  

In terms of national identity formation and evolution, David McCrone’s approach 

to national identity is particularly valuable, and will be utilized here. McCrone suggests 

that national identity is constructed by individuals “in the processes of everyday life”. As 

such, it is subject to change “over space and time”. The national identity claim(s) an 

individual makes may or may not match with “markers” or characteristics such as 

“ancestry, place of birth, place of residence, accent or even surname” that are often 

utilized in social contexts to assign identities to strangers. Though such markers may or 

may not match their true national identity claim, they may serve as the basis for attempts 

by others to assign national identities to them (McCrone, 2002a, p. 307).  
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The use of national identity markers to assign national identities emphasizes the 

“profoundly social” aspect of national identities. Though formed by an individual-level 

process, national identity claims are “socially structured and bounded” by their 

acceptance (or rejection) by the social groups to whom they are publically expressed. As 

a result of being subject to recognition in social contexts, national identities are 

“continually negotiated” in those social contexts. As McCrone points out, the question on 

national identities is not simply “who do you think you are” but rather “who do you say 

you are” (McCrone, 2002a, pp. 307-308). National identities involve personal claims to a 

group identity and thus possess an important social aspect. 

The balance between the individual processes and the social rules influencing 

national identity claims is important. While it is necessary to recognize the social aspect 

of national identity claims (and their perceived validity), it is also essential to recognize 

that such claims are made by individuals based on personal experiences. National identity 

is not assigned and should not (but often is) assumed. It arises out of unique individual 

experiences and, while bounded by social acceptance, it is not so profoundly social that it 

is always visible or deducible from basic social interaction. It is “neither a badge to be 

worn, nor a flag to be waved” but is rather a “deeply personal” and it “matters to people 

because they are bound up in it” (McCrone, 2011). This profoundly personal aspect of 

national identities is the reason that national identities are, in many individual’s senses of 

themselves, a “key descriptor” on par with other social identities such as social class, 

marital status and gender (Bechhofer & McCrone, 2009b, p. 202). 

While it is important to emphasize that national identities are subject to change 

driven by both individual and social processes, it is equally important to emphasize that 
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national identities do not exist in a “perpetual state of flux” and can often be “highly 

salient and…entirely stable” at given times of an individual’s life. Just as both individual 

circumstances (as well as wider social events) can causes shifts in an individual’s sense 

of national identity, those same circumstances can just as easily stabilize or strengthen 

and embolden such identities (McCrone, 2002a, pp. 3-7-308). Thus, it is significant to 

recognize the perceived stability of national identity in an individual’s mind. People often 

take their national identities for granted. Only when their claims are challenged by social 

or geographic circumstances are the forced to renegotiate their national identity and 

recognize its inherent flexibility (Kiely, McCrone, & Bechhofer, 2005, p. 67). 

Recognition of these characteristics of national identity is essential to studying 

them within the context of the United Kingdom. National identities in the United 

Kingdom have shifted over time. They vary in meaning across borders and even the same 

individual might make a different identity claim in one nation than they would in another. 

As McCrone highlights, these claims are subject to acceptance (or rejection) in the social 

contexts in which they are expressed. 

Measuring National Identity 

Measuring national identity is a tricky proposition. Variations in the wording of 

questions can yield substantially different results and strong arguments can be made for 

the suitability of a variety of phrasings of even the most basic of questions regarding 

national identity. The comparative value of quantitative versus qualitative data is up for 

debate. What is the most valuable information regarding national identity? Is it an 

individual’s reason for claiming that identity, the meaning of that identity to them? Or is 

it large-scale demographic shifts in national identity? Or is it statistical analysis of the 
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correlation between national identities and political attitudes? Answers to these questions 

guide analysis of national identity and suggest the use of any one of a variety of methods, 

both quantitative and qualitative. 

One methodological decision especially pertinent to study of multinational states 

such as the United Kingdom is the choice between different types of survey questions for 

large scale surveys. Three popular question types are “Forced Choice”, “Free Choice” 

and “Moreno” questions. Forced choice style questions ask a respondent to choose the 

national identity (or, in some cases, identities) that fits them best. There is significant 

value in forced choice questions. Their single choice format
2
 compels a survey 

respondent to choose what single identity claim to make, giving insight into the most 

prioritized national identity claims of individual respondents. In a multinational state, the 

prioritization of identities is a highly relevant subject as it can suggest tendencies toward 

the prioritization of either a state-level “national” identity (such as Britishness) or a 

substate national identity (such as Scottishness, Welshness, etc.). 

  Free-choice type questions
3
, on the other hand, allow respondents to claim 

multiple national identities. In doing so, such questions can demonstrate the existence of 

overlapping or “nested” identities. For example, if the results of a free-choice type 

question have percentages exceeding 100%, a portion of the surveyed population claims 

more than one identity
4
. Free-choice questions are valuable in multinational states 

                                                           
2
 Such a format would ask respondents to choose (from a list of options) the single national identity that 

they considered to be the best fit for them. 
3
 Such a format would be very similar to the aforementioned single choice format but would allow for the 

choice of multiple national identities. 
4
 It should be noted that, while a percentage exceeding 100% demonstrates that national identities are 

overlapping, it reveals little regarding the degree of that overlap. For example, if 67% of respondents 
claim British Identity and 68% claim English Identity, that suggests a different degree of overlap than 80% 
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(especially in comparison to forced-choice questions) in terms of their ability to highlight 

the complex identity claims that occur when respondents are given the option to claim 

both sub-state and state-level national identities. 

While both possess their own individual strengths, the two aforementioned question-

types are most useful when used together. When asked on the same survey, the 

combination of forced and free-choice questions offer a dynamic statistical picture that 

reveal both the overlap of given national identities and which identities are prioritized 

most often (when push comes to shove). However, despite the dynamic picture they can 

provide, there is a nuance that such questions fail to illustrate. While they demonstrate 

which identities are prioritized or most important to a given respondent, they fail to show 

the degree to which an identity is prioritized. The “Moreno Question”
5
 is utilized to 

provide that level of nuance and demonstrate the relative significance a respondent places 

on two identities. A simple Likert scale, the Moreno question provides five choices 

between two national identities (x and y in this example):  

 X, not Y 

 More X than Y 

 Equally X and Y 

 More Y than X 

 Y, not X 

                                                                                                                                                                             
and 40%. That said, this form of measurement does not show the exact amount of overlap between 
identities. After all, in the 67 and 68% example, those segments could overlap completely or only by half. 
5
 Named for the academic who pioneered its use in Scotland and the United Kingdom 
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This explanation of a Moreno category choice (provided by a respondent for Kiely et 

al., 2005) provides a strong example of the nuance the Moreno question is able to reveal: 

“No. 1 (‘Scottish not British’) is out, ’cos I do think myself as British. No. 

3 (‘Equally Scottish and British’) is out. I was looking at that one but I 

said I was Scottish first, and I stand by that. I live here; if I’d lived in 

England all my life I would probably have said More English than British. 

But if I chose Equally Scottish and British it would mean I would accept a 

British football team which I wouldn’t. I want a Scottish one.” (p. 67) 

  

Brilliant in its simplicity, this scale allows remarkable insight both in the immediate term 

as an illustration of the relative balance between two identities and in the long term as a 

tool to measure shifts in that balance. These unique qualities have resulted in the 

utilization of Moreno questions (alongside both forms of forced-choice questions) in 

multiple surveys in the UK, such as the British Social Attitudes Survey, the Scottish 

Social Attitudes Survey and the Welsh Life and Times Survey. 

Condor, Gibson and Abell (2006) highlight that it is not just the structure, but also 

the exact wording of the question that can dramatically impact the results of surveys 

regarding national identity. In particular, they highlight the differences in meaning and 

results caused by using two different phrases related to an individual’s sense of national 

identity: “think of themselves” as a given nationality or “feeling attachment” to that 

nation. As they emphasize, the two possess different meanings: 
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“ ‘Thinking of yourself’ could pertain to self-knowledge, or to the salience 

or centrality of the identity in question. ‘Attachment’, in contrast, would 

appear to pertain to a sense of emotional investment, and/or to a 

commitment to a social network...Thinking of oneself ‘as British’ could 

pertain to a sense of common culture or to citizenship status. Feeling 

attached ‘to Britain’ could pertain to a sense of place identity or to a sense 

of constitutional patriotism.”  (p. 133) 

Condor and Abell suggest that such wording differences can have a dramatic impact on 

how individuals respond to question related to national identity and can paint a 

substantially different picture of national identity in the United Kingdom (Condor, 

Gibson, & Abell, 2006, p. 135). 

A final question on the subject of national identity research regards the 

comparative value of quantitative and qualitative research. Quantitative research, such as 

the national identity-themed questions asked in a variety of UK-wide surveys, is valuable 

in terms of both its scale and repetition. Large-scale surveys, conducted on such a regular 

basis, provide an illustration of shifts in national identification within an entire population 

and their repetition at fairly regular intervals allows for the identification of trends over 

time. Despite these strengths however, solely quantitative research of national identity 

has its limitations. As demonstrated by the earlier discussion of forced choice question of 

national identity versus Moreno questions, different methods can allow for greater nuance 

in the explanation of national identities. Just as the Moreno question gave a more 

nuanced view of national identities, the explanation provided with it by a respondent 

provided greater nuance. Such qualitative research is essential because it seeks to answer 
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a basic question: why? It delves into the reasons why individual claim specific national 

identities and the reasons for any shifts that may occur. It also allows for investigation of 

the reasons why specific demographic groups (ethnic, religious, etc.) may be more or less 

likely to claim a specific national identity. In the case of national identity, both qualitative 

and quantitative research methods are highly valuable, and both will be utilized in this 

work.  
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The British Context 
 

 

“To put it another way: until 1999, the UK was a unitary, but also a multi-

national state. To coin another phrase, if you were us, you wouldn't have 

started from here either” (McCrone, 2002b) 

 

 The United Kingdom is a complicated place. Assembled by both conquest and 

consent, it is a complicated grouping of multiple nations with their own histories and 

identities. Like both Spain and Belgium, it possesses a unique layer of identification 

between state and region, the sub-state nation (Bond & Rosie, 2010, pp. 84-85). At one 

time the complexities of the UK’s multinational structure was glazed over with the spoils 

of empire; being part of the United Kingdom, being British, meant access to the 

opportunities of a global empire on which “the sun never set”. However, post-imperial 

Britain has had to look inward and redefine itself, facing up to its own complexities. 

 These complexities begin with the imbalances of the UK state. The first regards 

size: though the UK contains multiple distinct nations, those nations are not balanced 

within the state. England possesses the lion’s share of the population, which means it also 

possesses a preponderance of the economic output, political representation etc. A second 

imbalance regards the differences in historical autonomy between the two more 

peripheral nations, Scotland and Wales. Scotland, having joined the Union in 1707 by its 
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own consent
6
, retained its own legal system and distinctive national church. Wales, on the 

other hand, having been captured by conquest centuries earlier, was so institutionally 

intertwined with England to the extent that Encyclopaedia Britannica once published a 

now infamous entry for Wales: “Wales, See England”. Not only are the nations of the 

United Kingdom imbalanced in terms of their role and influence but they are also unequal 

in terms of the degree to which they have been historically integrated (or not).  

Regardless of their historical levels of integration or varied portion of the political 

and economic structures of the UK state, however, Scotland, Wales and England are 

distinct nations whose populations recognize themselves as distinct entities. In the case of 

Scotland and Wales, this means a strong appreciation by the populace of the 

distinctiveness of their own nation within the United Kingdom. This level of self-

recognition results in a unique feature of identity politics in the UK: the disconnect 

between identity politics of national identity and identity politics of ethnicity. Despite 

being small minorities compared to the English, the Scots and Welsh do not tend to 

consider themselves minorities within the United Kingdom. Rather, they define 

themselves as the majorities within their own nations, and “minorities” are defined as 

“not us”, distorted as that viewpoint might be (McCrone, 2002a, p. 303). Such viewpoints 

suggest an inward focus on nation, rather than an outward focus on the British state.  

Since the late 1990s the UK has embarked on a path of constitutional reform, which, 

to an extent, seeks to make political/constitutional alterations that remedy some of the 

imbalances of the UK state and introduce a degree of self-determination to both Scotland 

and Wales. However, this process too has introduced complexity and resulted in its own 

                                                           
6
 Or, at least, the consent of a majority of its political elite 
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imbalances. Devolution has introduced differing sets of powers for the political bodies it 

created in Scotland and Wales, yet kept the UK parliament as the law/policy-making 

body for England. It has allowed for substantial diversity in terms of policy, particularly 

in Scotland. Yet this continued imbalance and asymmetry is not an accident, nor a failure. 

As McCrone (2002b) states: 

“So what do we now have? - in large part, we have quasi-federalism, 

territories with variable and asymmetric powers. There is no game-plan, 

no template, for unrolling at variable speeds the same set of powers the 

length and breadth of the United Kingdom. This is not a failure of political 

will; it simply reflects the reality of the place… Muddling through may be 

a symptom of a wider British disease, but it has its uses.”  

Imbalances and asymmetry must exist within the politics and political structure of the 

United Kingdom simply because it is “the reality of the place”, a reflection of the state’s 

complex history and dynamic cultural and political geography. 

Due to the UK’s lack of “a strong sense of state citizenship” and its multinational 

complexities, the opportunity for “identity negotiation” is strong (McCrone, 2002a, p. 

312). British Identity (“Britishness”) is not absolutely an overarching state identity in the 

same way that being French, German or American is. Rather, for some, it is another 

national identity, in competition with substate identities like Welsh, Scottish and English. 

In different contexts, Britishness can carry vastly different meanings relative to substate 

national identities. As will be discussed at length later in sections devoted to national 

identity trends in England and Scotland, Britishness can have different meanings between 



P a g e  | 16 

 

 

the susbtate nations of the UK, as well as within them. Concepts of Britishness certainly 

differ between Scotland and England, but also possess a range of social and political 

meanings and connotations with England alone. Thus the concept of a monolithic, 

concrete sense of Britishness, to which all denizens of the United Kingdom may choose 

to buy into (or not) is a false one. Different senses of what Britishness means exist in the 

different nations of the UK, and even within those nations, concepts of Britishness are 

certainly contested. 

That isn’t to say that there was no common historical concept of Britishness; a 

common ancestor, if you will, of the varied concepts of British identity now in existence 

and, occasionally, in conflict. Linda Colley traces the history of Britishness back to 1707, 

highlighting its comparative youth in relation to the other national identities on which it 

was superimposed (Colley, 2003, p. 373). Colley highlights three defining factors in 

terms of the “forging” of Britishness. First, Britain’s geography was crucial to the 

development of its identity, unlike other European states with borders that constantly 

shifted as a result of war; Britain is a self-contained island, which allows it to define itself 

more clearly. Second, Britishness was formed as a union of Protestant peoples, defined 

against a Catholic “Other” (France) (Colley, 2003, pp. 17-18). Finally success in war, left 

Britain with an expanded, less white, less Protestant empire, which, coupled with the loss 

of the more similar American colonies, forced Britain to reexamine itself and define itself 

as the center of a diverse global empire  (Colley, 2003, pp. 101-102). Of these factors, the 

geography of Britain remains a factor today. However, Empire has been lost and religion 

is no longer an overwhelmingly binding factor in the British context. In light of this, the 
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current contested nature of Britishness and the lack of a defined sense of Britishness 

transcending national boundaries is not surprising.  

The current contested nature of Britishness also means that there are still 

overarching institutions that, as projects of the British state, could continue to symbolize 

and engender a certain amount of Britishness. As some have pointed out, institutions such 

as the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) and the National Health Service (NHS) 

are uniquely British institutions and “express values shared across the UK’s internal 

boundaries” (Jeffery, 2009, p. 113). And they aren’t the only institutions/organizations 

that transcend those boundaries; institutions like the civil service, the armed forces, the 

judiciary and “a whole range of voluntary organizations”, symbolize a shared perspective 

and a shared national community. Even institutions such as the monarchy and the 

Westminster parliament that are slightly more controversial in some nationalist and 

republican corners have a similar role in promoting a sense of Britishness and shared 

community (Hazell, 2007, p. 104).   

However, as Jeffery points out, it is important to consider the effect that 

devolution has had on these institutions, the BBC and NHS in particular. While both 

might embody “shared values”, devolution has “weakened their institutional cohesion” 

(2009, p. 114). The BBC now has BBC Wales, BBC Scotland, S4C
7
 and BBC Alba

8
 in 

Scotland and Wales. These separate channels, which produce a significant portion of their 

own programming, demonstrate the considerable territorial autonomy that exists within 

the BBC. The NHS also demonstrates this weakening of UK-wide cohesion. The 

                                                           
7
 The Welsh language public broadcaster 

8
 The Scottish Gaelic language public broadcaster 
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devolution of health policy has increasingly meant that the National Health Services in 

each nation are increasingly different from one another, particularly between Scotland 

and Wales. As Jeffery (2009) points out: “Even if citizens identify the ‘national’ in the 

NHS as British, in reality there are now four increasingly distinctive national health 

services in the UK” (p. 114). 

No national identity means the same to everyone who claims it, but Britishness is 

unique in its diversity of meanings in different national, social and political contexts. In 

many ways, somewhat artificial appeals to an overarching sense of Britishness like those 

of Gordon Brown might fall on deaf ears. Or, if they are heard, they may ultimately fail 

because the people who respond to them lack unifying perspectives on what Britishness 

means. Britishness certainly faces a set of challenges, both in terms of its different 

meanings in different contexts and in the ever-weakening institutional cohesion of some 

of the institutions which embody a sense of shared Britishness. 

The value of “hard interests” still provided for at the UK level (such as defense 

and security policy, the funding of welfare state etc.) should not be underestimated in 

terms of its value to bring people together under a single national banner (Hazell, 2007, p. 

104). This isn’t meant to pass judgment on the hypothetical ability of an independent 

Scotland or Wales to provide for those same interests of their citizens, but rather to 

simply recognize that such hard interests can play a substantial role in a citizen’s loyalty 

to the state in which they live and the identity that they may claim. Though culturally 

attached to their own nation (be it England, Scotland or Wales), many residents of the 

UK may recognize that these “hard interests” are still handled at the UK level and they 

may thus feel a certain attachment to the state that provides them. This doesn’t suggest 
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that those same residents would not feel the same level of attachment to their nation if 

that nation were hypothetically to take over these “hard interests”. Indeed, it is likely they 

would. However, like an incumbent in an election, the current state (the UK) has an 

advantage in drawing this type of attachment because it is the one currently providing 

those essential services, as it has for generations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



P a g e  | 20 

 

 

England 
 

 

“The identities which arose from Union and Empire which underpinned 

the expansion of England and the idea of Britishness for more than three 

centuries have been called into question by devolution, by decolonization, 

by immigration, and by European integration. With the end of its Empire 

the English are being forced to rediscover themselves and define 

themselves afresh in relation to 'Britain' and the other nations of Britain. 

Britain is no longer simply England, even for the English.”  (Gamble, 

2003, p. 9) 

 

England’s Place in Britain 

Describing England’s current position within the United Kingdom is a 

complicated task; it involves describing both the effects of domination and disintegration 

on England’s place within the UK state. In terms of geographic, demographic and 

economic indicators, England dominates the UK. With over 80% of the GDP of the UK 

and a population 10 times that of Scotland and seventeen that of Wales, England is the 

clearly dominant player in the political and economic affairs of the UK state. Such 
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dominance is reflected in the overall distribution of seats at the UK Parliament (Figure 1) 

which is, for the most part, based on population
9
.  

Figure 1: Seats in the UK Parliament, by Country 

 

Such complete dominance, as highlighted by Kumar, has been often “cloaked” by the 

tendency of the English to “[see] themselves from without, as formed by their relations 

with and control over others”, and thus see themselves through the prism of Britain’s 

imperial exploits. However, with the end of the imperial chapter of its history--the 

disintegration of Britain’s empire, such a method of defining the identity of the nation 

was no longer possible, leading to a need for “a clearer definition of the English nation 

and the English way” (Kumar, 2010, p. 475). The United Kingdom, no longer bound 

together by its collective imperial gaze, has awoken to the fact that it is a multinational 

state. England, for its part, is still searching for its place in that state. 

                                                           
9
 The number of constituencies is not based entirely on population, as Scotland and Wales have been 

allowed a slightly disproportionately high number of constituencies (and thus MPs) for their relative 
populations. 
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Devolution too has impacted England’s places within the United Kingdom in a 

variety of ways. First and foremost, the devolution of varying degrees of self-

determination to Wales and Scotland has fundamentally challenged any previous 

“cloaking” of England within the United Kingdom. As Wales and Scotland have defined 

themselves politically as separate entities, England has been forced to consider its own 

position. The imbalances and asymmetry of devolution have accelerated and amplified 

this effect. The so-called “West Lothian Question” is a prime example of how the 

unevenness of devolution has hastened England’s emergence. Now that devolution has 

resulted in certain law-making powers for Scotland (in specific policy areas such as 

health) being devolved to the Scottish Parliament, should Members of Parliament from 

Scottish constituencies still be allowed to vote on English policies that have no direct 

impact on their constituencies? The question highlights the most glaring imbalance 

resulting from devolution: Scotland and Wales have devolved law-making bodies (the 

Scottish Parliament and the National Assembly for Wales) while England remains 

entirely governed by the UK Parliament at Westminster. Thus, Scottish and Welsh MPs 

vote on policies and laws for England. Considering the Labour Party’s historic strength in 

both countries, and their reliance on MPs from them to form majorities, the West Lothian 

Question has considerable power to  cause outrage at the seemingly “unfair deal” 

devolution has caused England (as it has on multiple occasions). Proposed solutions to 

the West Lothian Question such as “English votes on English laws” or the creation of an 

English Parliament are unrealistic, either because of issues with implementation 

(“English votes on English laws”) or lack of public support (an English Parliament). 

However, both solutions reflect a strong focus on England. “English votes on English 
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laws”, which has received wide public support in polling in England, illustrates this point 

strongly. While the English people may not be demanding their own parliament in the 

way that the Scots did prior to devolution, they are seeking to reassert their self-

determination as a nation. Considering England’s history “cloaked” status within the 

British state, the importance of such change should not be underestimated.  

England possesses a unique (and dominant) place within the UK, which, in terms 

of its populace, impacts how the substate nation (England) is conceived in relation to the 

state. While the strains of nationalism that exist in Wales and Scotland could be classified 

(to an extent) as largely “reactive nationalisms” that were “formed in opposition” to 

England and the concept of a United Kingdom dominated by England, nationalism that 

has emerged—or may emerge in the future—in England will not be of that variety, at 

least in terms of how it imagines England’s relationship of the UK. England’s place 

within the United Kingdom is fundamentally different than that of Scotland or Wales; it 

is “inextricably interwoven” with the UK state (Kumar, 2010, p. 478). It forms the core 

around which the United Kingdom and, at one time, its Empire, was built. As Jeffery 

(2009) emphasizes: “The UK state grew…through a set of relationships between England 

and the other nations in which England has always been the sole common denominator” 

(p. 114). Unlike Wales, Scotland or Northern Ireland, England isn’t severable from the 

United Kingdom. Quite simply, without it there is no United Kingdom. As Kumar (2010) 

highlights: 

“If the other nations of Britain choose to withdraw from the Union, 

England will of course have to face up to the consequences. But it is not 

an option available to the English themselves.” (p. 478) 
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 England’s complex status and role within the United Kingdom has a profound effect on 

the national identity of its populace. Its complex position manifests itself in the 

overlapping and coterminous identities its residents often claim.  

Meanings and Connotations of National Identities in England: 

(Con)fusion 
 

 “Any ‘crisis of identity’ being faced in England has to be understood in 

terms of the historic entanglements – confusion, even – of Englishness and 

Britishness.” (Bond, Rosie, & Jeffery, 2010, p. 463) 

Unlike Britishness, which possesses the aforementioned relatively clear origins, 

Englishness has a much less clear starting point. As Kumar points out, the disputed nature 

of what the core aspects of Englishness are mean that the origins of English national 

identity could be placed in a variety of “wildly differing periods of English history” 

(2010, p. 473). Anthony Smith, the noted scholar of nations and nationalism, utilizes 

England as case study to undermine the contention that nations and nationalism are the 

products of modernity, arguing for a medieval (thirteenth or fourteenth century) origin at 

the latest and possibly an origin as early as the end of the Anglo-Saxon era (Smith, 2008, 

p. 5). An argument for when in the history of the British Isles to situate the origin of 

England and Englishness is beyond the scope of this work; however, it is important to 

recognize the contested and unsettled nature of English identity.   

In order to examine the meanings and connotations of Englishness and Britishness in 

England, the interactions between the two identities must be initially explored. As 

mentioned previously, due to the dominance of England within the United Kingdom, a 
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prevalent tendency exists among the English to conflate England and Britain (or the UK) 

in terms of identity claims and conceiving the nation. The common conflation of both 

identities is unsurprising, considering both the degree of dominance of the state that 

England possesses and the “coterminosity” of a variety of symbols of the English nation 

and British State (McCrone, 2002a, p. 303). A prime example is the national anthem, 

“God Save the Queen” is utilized at sporting events both domestically and abroad, both 

for teams representing the entirety of the United Kingdom and England only. Such 

overlap confuses basic English symbols of nation and national identity with the symbols 

of a wider British state and seriously blurs the line between England and the United 

Kingdom. Such overlap and blurring profoundly impacts national identity claims. 

McCrone labels this phenomenon of national identity in England “(con)fusion” 

(McCrone, 2002a, p. 303). This clever melding of words highlights dual, related aspects 

of the root cause of the merging of Britain and England in the minds of the English. 

“Confusion” highlights that since English national identity is less distinct from a wider 

British identity, British identity may be claimed in its place, even when the core subject 

of pride or attachment is distinctly English. “Fusion” suggests that many symbols, 

institutions, and cultural aspects that can underpin national identity in the British and 

English contexts are fused in a way they are not in Wales or Scotland. Bringing these two 

related concepts together as “(con)fusion” highlights their interrelated nature; after all, 

some of the “confusion” could be a direct result of the fusion of cultural aspects and 

institutions. To return to Kumar’s “cloak” example, this “(con)fusion” has served the 

English well, as it has allowed them to conceal their “primacy behind the more 

benevolent and all-embracing cloak of Britishness”, binding themselves to those beyond 
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the border of England committed to the project of an all-encompassing British state 

(Kumar, 2010, p. 475). However, as highlighted in the previous section, England’s 

perspective has been fundamentally challenged by the end of empire and devolution. 

How will the “(con)fusion” of identities so prevalent in England in the past weather this 

fundamental challenge of internal reflection?  

According to Kumar (2010), the tide has turned toward recognition and 

redefinition of English identity: 

“For the moment at least, whatever their past misdemeanours, the English 

are very clear about the distinction between England and Britain, 

Englishness and Britishness. But, as with the United Kingdom, there is a 

real anxiety that ‘England’ and ‘Englishness’, as they have been known 

and discussed, are at some terminal point; that they are in urgent need of 

reinvention.” (p. 473) 

The work done by Kiely et al. with English migrants in Scotland demonstrates the 

diversity of meanings and connotations associated with Englishness and Britishness 

among the English. In their study, English subjects expressed a variety of perspectives 

regarding the meaning and connotations of both Englishness and Britishness. Some saw 

Britishness as a liberal, inclusive, overarching identity that included all the nations of the 

UK and existed in contrast to an exclusive, even racist, English identity (Kiely et al., 

2005, p. 71). Others though saw Britishness as still retaining some connotations of 

colonialism and thus opted to privilege their English Identity (Kiely et al., 2005, p. 73). 
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As will be discussed later, survey data only backs up Kumar’s assertion of a rising 

consciousness of a distinct Englishness to a certain extent. However, despite being fifteen 

years on, the dust is only now settling on the first decade of devolution and the years to 

come remain a time of (potential) transition and identity negotiation. The diversity of 

meanings of what it means to be British or English in England are highly contested and 

constantly in flux. Though it is unlikely that a single perspective on what it means to be 

British or English in England will absolutely prevail, the contested nature of these 

identities and their existence in a rapidly shifting constitutional and political landscape 

means that they have the potential to lead to substantial shifts. 

National Identities and Minorities in England 

Having already discussed some of the meanings behind and connotations of both 

Britishness and Englishness, it is important to now examine their meanings and openness 

to minorities. As noted in the previous section on national identity in the British context, 

national identity politics and ethnic identity politics are strangely disconnected in the UK. 

Due to this separation, it is important to examine the openness of national identities and 

nationalisms (of the “small n” variety) in the UK to minorities. 

Condor et al. have identified four ways English identity could be conceived by 

white residents of England in regards to ethnicity and/or race. First, Englishness could be 

understood as based on place of birth or even just territorial attachment, both of which 

would mean Englishness is “effectively racially or culturally neutral”. Second 

Englishness could be conceived as “a matter of blood”, a “racial nationalist perspective” 

that would be exclusionary of minorities. Third, Englishness could be conceived as based 

on “voluntary adoption of English identity and cultural practices” a “cultural nationalist” 
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perspective. Such a perspective, while potentially racially/ethnically neutral, demands 

cultural assimilation as a prerequisite for social inclusion, a notable departure from the 

UK’s historic commitment to multiculturalism. A fourth and final way of conceiving 

Englishness with relation to minorities, would be a “liberal individualist and 

cosmopolitan” perspective that, while considering English national identity a “matter of 

ancestry” emphasizes that such national identity is solely “a matter of personal 

biography” with no bearing on inclusion and citizenship (Condor et al., 2006, pp. 129-

130). 

Though some of these conceptions of Englishness might be open and inclusive of 

minorities, many minorities in England rarely identified as English (Condor et al., 2006, 

p. 135). It seems that Englishness is: “reserved largely for white ‘natives’; almost an 

‘ethnic’ identity that the nonwhite population in England feels excluded or excludes itself 

from” (McCrone, 2002a, p. 305). McCrone brings up an important point, that the lack of 

minority claims of English identity could be caused by both an exclusion of minorities by 

white English people, but also could be a lack of willingness of the minority population 

to claim English identity. Most likely, it is both. Certainly some claimants of English 

identity conceive of Englishness as a question of race or culture and emphasize that 

aspect of Englishness in their social interaction, pushing minorities away from claiming 

English identity. However, some minorities facing fairly little social exclusion from 

Englishness may identify with England while still feeling discomfort with claiming the 

category of “English” as their identity because the perceive it as “a reference to a cultural 

and/or racial outgroup” (Condor et al., 2006, p. 150). Despite the comparatively low 

numbers of minorities that claim to think of themselves as English, survey data has 



P a g e  | 29 

 

 

suggested that their attachment to England is fairly high (Condor et al., 2006, p. 135).  

Exclusion from English identity may not be resented by some minorities, who may feel 

more resentful of suggestions that “everyone should call themselves English”, which they 

might perceive to be cultural racism. In such a perspective, social inclusion could be seen 

not as an ability to claim English identity but rather “dependent on freedom from 

harassment” and “opportunity…to engage in meaningful interpersonal contact with 

people from a variety of different backgrounds” (Condor et al., 2006, pp. 150-152). 

In terms of (“capital N”) Nationalism in England, significant exclusion of 

minorities does exist. Nationalism in England tends to be of the right-wing variety (in 

contrast to Scotland and Wales) and gains the vast majority of tis support in England.. 

The United Kingdom Independence Party(BNP), which advocates UK withdrawal from 

the European Union and has performed well in European Parliament elections
10

 and the 

British National Party (BNP) has had limited successes over the past decade. Both draw 

upon, and occasionally politically capitalize on, xenophobia and racism within England. 

This is particularly true (at least publically) regarding the BNP. This isn’t meant to 

suggest that racist and xenophobic people and groups don’t exist within Scotland and 

Wales as well, they certainly do; however, what the existence of UKIP and the BNP 

suggest is that in England, political Nationalism is a phenomenon of the far-right. In 

England, a link between English/British ([con]fused in this case) nationalism and 

xenophobia exists, while in Scotland and Wales it largely doesn’t. 

                                                           
10

 It should be noted though, that some of the electoral successes of UKIP can be attributed to the votes 
of electors that normally vote for the Conservative Party but vote for UKIP as a Protest vote against the 
European Union (Ford, Goodwin, & Cutts, 2012, p. 5). 
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Britishness and Englishness in England: Trends 

Recently it has been claimed that Britishness is in decline in England, falling victim to an 

emerging sense of Englishness (“Final Report,” 2006). Others though have highlighted a 

lack of decline in British national identity, suggesting a stability of Britishness (Condor et 

al., 2006, p. 133). However, these different narratives can be partially explained by the 

use of different measures. While “forced choice” measure might indicate a relative 

strengthening of Englishness at the expense of Britishness, “free-choice” questions might 

demonstrate the relative stability of Britishness. It has also been suggested that the 

aforementioned differences between how identity might be “formulated” and thus worded 

in survey questions
11

 might have a substantial impact in this context.  

Kumar (2010) has suggested the following framework for understanding what he claims 

is a decline in Britishness: 

“One may still think of oneself as British, but with a decreasing sense of 

its salience in one’s life and a diminishing commitment to the political 

entity of Britain. It is almost as if, for significant sections of the 

population, Britishness is becoming a residual legacy of the glory days of 

British power and prestige.” (p. 475) 

Condor et al., however, use the results of the 2003 British Social Attitudes Survey to 

highlight what appears to be a quite opposite trend, finding that more respondents 

                                                           
11

 See earlier mention of Condor et al. discussion of “Thinking of yourself” and “attachment to”. 
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described themselves as “very” or “fairly” attached to Britain (81.2%) than described 

themselves as British (69.8%)
12

 (2006, p. 132).   

However, the “commitment” referred to by Kumar may not, in fact, be the same 

as the “attachment” mentioned by Condor et al.. Attachment may be rooted in emotional 

investment, powerful feelings for the symbols and institutions that “define Britain”. 

People in England may feel an attachment to the BBC, the NHS or the Union Jack. In a 

more understated way, such attachments (and the resulting “attachment to Britain”) could 

fit into Kumar’s narrative of a Britishness rooted in the “residual legacy” of Britain’s 

“glory days”. Symbols and institutions seen as successes of the United Kingdom or 

symbols of its golden era might, for some, remain a source of attachment in a time of 

decreasing political commitment to the UK state.  

Available survey data does not suggest at a significant decline in Britishness in 

England. According to the small amount of survey data available, Britishness was far 

more prioritized prior to the advent of devolution; it was chosen by a nearly two to one 

margin over Englishness in both 1992 and 1997 in response to forced-choice questions. 

However, with the advent of devolution, the gap narrowed substantially as English 

identity surged. Responses to free-choice questions from the same surveys largely match 

this pattern. It seems that devolution has a fairly instantaneous effect on English identity. 

Political and constitutional recognition of the distinctiveness of the Scottish and Welsh 

nations may have had the side effect of increasing the distinctiveness of the English 

nation within the UK. 

                                                           
12

 It should be noted that the question regarding “attachment to Britain” “was not asked in all versions” of 
the survey and received only half the responses as the question regarding whether or not respondents 
thought of themselves as British. This fact weakens its value but it remains a valuable piece of data. 
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Figure 2: Forced-Choice National Identity, England (1992-2011)13 

 

Survey responses on forced choice national identity paint a picture of relative 

stability. According to the results of the 2011 British Social Attitudes (BSA) survey, 43% 

of respondents chose British identity as their primary national identity in response to a 

forced choice question, 1% more than chose English identity. While this is a narrower 

gap than in many previous years, responses to this question on the BSA have been 

volatile historically
14

, suggesting a cautious approach is necessary when interpreting its 

results. After all, this 2011’s nearly equal balance follows 2010’s dramatic shift towards 

Britishness, which it now appears was an aberration. Should 2011’s results be confirmed 

                                                           
13

 Source: British Election Study (1992-1997), British Social Attitudes Survey (1999-2011) 
14

 2006 and 2010 were years where shifts occurred in survey results, only to later reverse. The 2006 
survey took place during the World Cup, a relevant point considering that the nations of the UK field their 
own national teams. 
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by future results, they represent a slight narrowing of the gap between Englishness and 

Britishness in England in terms of prioritization. Yet such balance has existed before, in 

the first few years of devolution, only to fall victim to a resurgent prioritization of 

Britishness. As such, little should be read into 2011’s BSA survey results on forced 

choice national identity besides that 2010’s results were likely an aberration and that both 

identities remain quite stable. 

Figure 3: Free-Choice National Identity, England (1997-2011) 15
 

 

On the free-choice national identity question in the BSA Survey 2011, 66% 

claimed British identity compared to 61% claiming English identity, a result largely in 

line with previous results.  Since rising during the early year of devolution, Englishness 

                                                           
15

 Source: British Election Study (1997), British Social Attitudes Survey (1999-2011) 
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has been relatively stable, claimed by between 55% and 65% of English respondents 

resilience of Britishness in England. Even more notable is the even greater stability and 

resilience of Britishness in England. Since devolution, the percentage of English 

respondents claiming British identity on free-choice national identity questions has 

remained remarkably stable, even as the percentage claiming English identity has 

fluctuated, remaining within a range of only 6 percentage points (between 66-72%). This 

historic stability, even present as Englishness surged immediately post-devolution, 

suggests that, even if Englishness becomes more prioritized in relation to Britishness in 

England, British identity will likely remain an (albeit secondary) identity claim made by a 

strong majority of the English. 

Figure 4: Moreno Identity in England (1999-2009)16 

 

1999 2000 2001 2003 2007 2008 2009 

English not British   17% 18% 17% 16% 19% 16% 17% 

English > British  14% 14% 13% 19% 14% 14% 16% 

Equal 37% 34% 42% 31% 30% 41% 33% 

British > English 11% 14% 9% 13% 14% 9% 10% 

British not English 13% 12% 11% 10% 12% 9% 13% 

 

BSA survey results on Moreno national identity have suggested a similar pattern 

of relative stability. The proportions of English respondents claiming each of the Moreno 

categories remained quite static during the first decade (plus) following devolution. Both 

full, five-category Moreno results and simplified
17

 versions of them suggest that the 

balance between Englishness and Britishness is much the same today as it was a decade 

ago. 

                                                           
16

 Source: British Social Attitudes Survey (1999-2009) 
17

 Simplified in this context means collapsing five categories into three by combining “exclusive” and 
“more than” categories into single categories on both ends of the spectrum 
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Figure 5: Simplified Moreno Identity, England (1997-2009)18  

 

While some recent survey results, be they newspaper polling or the Institute for 

Public Policy Research’s Future of England Survey 2011, have suggested an awakening 

of English identity. However, these results were not confirmed by the BSA 2011 survey 

results (Ormston, 2012, p. 4). Since the BSA survey has been conducted for over a 

decade since devolution, with more respondents and more tried methodology it must be 

regarded as the strongest indicator of national identities in England. While other survey 

results, can suggest possible new trends, such trends should be considered with 

skepticism until they are confirmed by multiple years of BSA surveys. As such, the IPPR 

report on the results of the Future of England 2011 survey (Henderson, Lodge, Wincott, 

& Wyn Jones, 2012, p. 18) and the claims it makes regarding the emergence of 

Englishness should be handled with skepticism until future results confirm their findings.  

                                                           
18

 Source: British Election Survey (1997), British Social Attitudes Survey (1999-2009) 
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One must be careful though, not to rule out shifts in conceptions of England based 

simply on stability of identities. Both primary national identities in England have 

remained stable since the initial substantial impact of devolution, with no significant 

trends toward shifting. However, this does not absolutely mean that England is not 

emerging as a “nascent political community”, as the authors of IPPR’s report claimed. 

Though their basis for making that claim (the Future of England 2011 survey and its 

finding of increased Englishness) may not be totally accurate, other data and events 

suggest that England may be emerging (in a way).  

As England has come to terms with the effects of devolution, England has, too an 

extent, emerged from underneath the British cloak as a political community in its own 

right. Though England may still rely on the UK Parliament for its governance, that 

institution may be increasingly conceived of as an English institution, as demonstrated by 

the reaction in England (demand for “English votes on English laws
19

) to Scottish MP’s 

casting deciding votes on English policy (the West Lothian Question). BSA survey data 

suggests that “English votes on English laws” may be gaining salience among the English 

population (Ormston, 2012, p. 9).   

Figure 6: English Attitudes Regarding the West Lothian Question20 

Now that Scotland has its own parliament, Scottish MPs should no longer be allowed to vote in 

the UK House of Commons on laws that only affect England.  

   

   

2000 2001 2003 2007 2010 

% % % % % 

Agree or Strongly agree 63 57 60 61 66 

Disagree or Strongly 

Disagree 

9 14 11 10 7 

 

                                                           
19

 A reaction that ignores the fact that such policies have significant spillover effects on Scotland. 
20

 Modified from Ormston, 2012, p. 9, Source: British Social Attitudes Surveys 
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Demand for a devolved English legislature (an “English Parliament” has not been 

particularly high; however, this is understandable regardless of the level of emergence of 

England as a political community. After all, England is not in the same position as 

Scotland or Wales was prior to devolution. A full 82% of the constituencies of the UK 

Parliament are in England, which means that deficiencies in the amount of self-

determination are seen to be related to outside interference rather than the lack of a 

representative body. As will be discussed later, the fact that England has a fundamentally 

different situation means that rising national identity may have fundamentally different 

consequences there than it did in Scotland or Wales. 
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Scotland 

 

Scotland’s Place in Britain 

To understand Scotland’s place in the United Kingdom, one must consider both 

its relative size and its unique past and current degree of separation from the rest of the 

UK. In terms of land area, Scotland is nearly sixty percent the size of England. However, 

in terms of population, Scotland is dwarfed by England, which possesses a population 

over ten times that of Scotland. Although Scotland has a significant population 

concentration in its Central Belt (including Glasgow, the UK’s third-largest city), much 

of its landmass is relatively sparsely populated. 

Figure 7: Population, 2010: Scotland and England 

  

Scotland’s relatively small proportion of the UK’s total population corresponds 

with its comparatively small proportion of the UK’s GDP (roughly 8%). It also 

corresponds with the comparatively small influence of Scottish MP’s at Westminster. 
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With 59 out of 650 seats, Scotland possesses a political influence that is slightly 

disproportionately large for its population. Still, Scottish MPs still possesses less than one 

out of every ten seats. The power of those seats too, is as of late, dependent on the party 

in power. Since the 1997 collapse of the Conservative party vote in Scotland, the Scottish 

delegation of MPs has been dominated by the Labour Party. The practical impact of this 

fact is that, when the Labour Party is in government, Scottish MPs have considerably 

more political leverage
21

.  

This increased leverage is a two-way street though. When the Labour Party is out 

of government, the leverage of Scottish MPs is vastly decreased. With the 2010 election 

of a Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition government (after thirteen years of 

Labour), the number of Scottish MPs in government dropped dramatically, falling from 

forty-one to twelve. Of those twelve, eleven are Liberal Democrats. A hypothetical future 
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 Of course, the amount of leverage is dependent on the number of Labour MPs elected elsewhere in the 
UK. In other words, the larger the majority, the weaker the political leverage of Scottish MPs. 
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Figure 8: Political Weight of Scottish MPs: Total Seats (line) vs. Government Seats (Bar) 
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Conservative-only government, boosted to a majority through electoral success in 

England, would leave Scotland in a strange position, part of a state where it is only 

minimally represented in government. 

Representation played a major role in the demand for devolution. In the case of 

Scotland, devolution was a bottom-up rather than top-down movement, a change 

demanded by the Scottish people (Bechhofer & McCrone, 2007, p. 254). Having spent 

nearly two decades (1979-1997) governed by Conservative governments with very little 

electoral support in Scotland, the Scottish people demanded a greater degree of self-

determination. Devolution lessened the impact of the representation disparity in Scotland 

by delegating numerous policy areas to the newly created Scottish Parliament, thereby 

granting Scotland a greater degree of self-determination. However, by creating a new 

elected institution and devolving policy areas devolution also opened the door to greater 

political and policy divergence between Scotland and England. Due to the political 

divergence between Scotland and England, Scotland is placed in the uncomfortable 

position (on the UK level) of being either tremendously underrepresented in Government 

or having many of its MPs forced into the role of kingmaker (e.g. the “West Lothian 

Question”). Such a role could be seen as a valuable asset, but could also have unwanted 

effects in terms of English resentment of the power of Scottish MPs.   

The fundamental problem at the core of these irregularities is that the UK 

functioned for centuries as a largely unitary state and many of its institutions have not yet 

adjusted to the fact that it no longer is so unitary. Despite being part this state, throughout 

its history Scotland remained uniquely separate from the other constituent parts of the 

UK. This separateness can be attributed to the manner in which Scotland joined the 
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Union, as a separate Kingdom joining by consent
22

 rather than conquest. Such a method 

of entry allowed Scotland to retain some its separate institutions, such as the Church of 

Scotland and Scotland’s separate legal system (Scots law). Such separateness should be 

considered when analyzing national identity since it involves distinctive national culture 

and institutions, both of which can influence national identity claims. 

. It is important though, not to overemphasize Scotland’s separateness within the 

UK historically. Scotland was heavily involved and integrated into the British Empire 

and industrial machine, and many Scots did well as a result. However, the incentives 

offered by a global empire disappeared with the slow death of that empire, which has 

raised the question: what does being in the UK get Scotland and what does it cost? 

Devolution was an attempt to sweeten the deal, to allow greater self-determination and 

create a better form of the Union for the non-England nations. 

As mentioned before, since devolution policy divergence and political divergence 

has occurred in Scotland that has seen it take different approaches than the rest of the UK 

to policy areas such as tuition fees, prescription costs, council tax and the NHS. Such 

divergence emphasizes Scotland’s uniqueness within the UK, as the nation most separate 

from the whole. Within only a few years of this work, Scotland will be voting on 

independence from the UK, and a yes vote is a real possibility due to the distinctiveness 

and disconnectedness from the rest of the UK. Such qualities make Scotland important to 

study, especially in comparison to England, the nation most intertwined with the UK. 
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 See earlier qualification on the use of the word “consent” regarding the 1707 Treaty of Union between 
Scotland and England. 
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Minorities and National Identity: The Scottish Context 

As Rosie and Bond point out, the political class of Scotland, successive Scottish 

Governments
23

 and particularly the Scottish National Party have been keen to emphasize 

the “civic” nature of Scottish nationalism
24

. They have emphasized its inclusivity, 

suggesting that the Scottish national identity is open to all those who commit themselves 

to Scotland (2006, p. 142). In some comparative terms, Scottish nationalism is more open 

to migrants and minorities than other nationalisms. Unlike Catalonia or Quebec, two 

other sub-state nations often compared with Scotland, Scottish nationalism/national 

identity lacks a language “barrier”
25

, which makes it more open to outsiders. Scotland 

also lacks a right-wing Nationalist Party, which potentially makes its nationalism and 

national identity more open to the migrants and minorities that such parties tend to fight 

to exclude (2006, p. 142). It should be noted, that total numbers of self-designated 

minorities is substantially less in Scotland (2%) than in England (9%
26

), which could 

influence how questions of national identity and ethnic identity interact (McCrone, 

2002a, pp. 304-305). Some evidence does suggest that, to a certain extent, nationalism 

and national identity are more inclusive in Scotland. One primary example is the South 

Asian (primarily Pakistani) community in Scotland
27

, which, research suggests, tends to 

think of themselves as Scottish rather than British (Hussain & Miller, 2005, p. 7). 

                                                           
23

 Prior to the 2007 election of a Scottish National Party minority government that changed its name to its 
current form, the Scottish Government was referred to as the Scottish Executive. 
24

 See discussion of “small n” nationalism vs. “capital N” Nationalism in discussion of terms in introduction 
25

 Scotland’s native languages are spoken by small proportions of the population who also speak English. 
26

 According to the 1991 (England) and 2001 (Scotland) censuses, respectively. 
27

 Scotland’s largest (self-identified) minority. While English migrants might qualify as the largest minority, 
as discussed earlier, members of the national communities of the UK tend not to consider themselves as 
minorities within the UK, even when they are. 
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However, available evidence also suggests that Scottish national identity and 

nationalism may not be as absolutely inclusive as some might hope or believe. The 

question of inclusiveness has been studied primarily through study of the experiences and 

treatment of two minority groups in Scotland: English migrants and Muslims of Pakistani 

ethnicity
28

. William Miller and Asifa Hussain’s work studying attitudes among the 

Scottish population toward these groups is particularly valuable in terms of exposing the 

limitations of inclusivity in Scotland. They highlight the fact that both minorities “are 

overwhelmingly (and rightly) convinced that ‘most Scots’ think they will always be more 

loyal to their own ethnic group than to Scotland”. In some cases, suspicion manifests 

itself as a fear or prejudice (“phobia”). While Islamophobia was found to be less 

prevalent in Scotland than England
29

, it still existed among nearly half of the Scots 

respondents
30

. Anglophobia was quite prevalent as well, and was found to exist among 

nearly 2 out of every 5 Scots respondents (Hussain & Miller, 2005, pp. 5-7). Hussain and 

Miller noted a substantive difference though in the type of exclusion and fears these two 

“phobias” engendered. They found that Muslims faced substantially more social 

exclusion, while resentment of English migrants in Scotland was more based on 

“economic resentment and on fears for [losing] national identity” (which was also 

reported in nearly equal numbers as a source of resentment against Muslims). Both 

groups it seems are subject to harassment in some quarters in Scotland, however Muslims 

report substantially higher rates. Despite this harassment “both minorities feel ‘at ease’ 

                                                           
28

 For Hussain and Miller’s purposes, Scottish Pakistanis are considered representative of the Muslim 
population of Scotland, a fair assumption considering their proportion of that population. 
29

 64% in England, 49% in Scotland 
30

 Hussain and Miller utilized the 2003 Scottish and British Social attitudes surveys and restricted their 
analysis to Scottish respondents identifying as Scottish and English respondents identifying as English.  
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with living in Scotland…rather more ‘at ease’ since devolution”, a fact that leaves hope 

for the ideal of an inclusive Scottish nation (Hussain & Miller, 2005, pp. 6-8). 

Nationalism (of the “capital N” variety) in Scotland tends to be significantly more 

inclusive and friendly to minorities than its counterpart in England. While members of 

the Scottish National Party express Anglophobia at a higher rate than other Scots, they 

have been found to experience phobias toward other groups (Islamophobia, Europhobia, 

Sectarianism, etc.) at the same or lower rates than other Scots. Scottish Nationalism is 

perhaps more “benign” compared to less tolerant and more “nasty” strains of Nationalism 

in (Hussain & Miller, 2005, pp. 6-7). 

The ability of these migrant groups to identify with Scotland is limited by both the 

compatibility of their previously held identities with Scottish identity as well as the 

acceptance of their identity claims by Scots. Miller and Hussain emphasize that English 

migrants struggle to identify with Scotland despite being “remarkably willing to 

accepting” it and “respect[ing] its traditions”. The root of their struggle to identify is that 

their previously held identity (English) fundamentally conflicts with Scottish identity. 

Both are “territorial” identities that (at least partially) emphasize birth-place. Muslims of 

Pakistani heritage in Scotland, on the other hand, have a primarily cultural identity 

(Muslim) identity, which doesn’t absolutely conflict with Scottish identity. Such cultural 

identities are “portable” and not directly in conflict with a territorial identity such as 

Scottishness, assuming that territorial identity is not imbued with a great deal of cultural 

meaning itself (Hussain & Miller, 2005, p. 7). 
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While a significant aspect of the struggle of English migrants to adopt (or be 

allowed to adopt) Scottishness is undoubtedly the views of Scots on the subject, the 

different identity context that English migrants bring to the table also has a major impact. 

Kiely et al. describe how English migrants arriving in Scotland often think of themselves 

as “unproblematically British” and would have never claimed Englishness. Such 

migrants, upon arrival in Scotland, claim an overarching sense of Britishness in order to 

link with the Scots (who they also consider to be British). They are then are surprised to 

find that the Scots reject such an all-encompassing sense of Britishness and view it as a 

synonym for Englishness. Migrants are then labeled as English, a quite new experience 

for many (2005, p. 69). Even those migrants who are conscious of their Englishness but 

saw it as “interchangeable” with Britishness soon find that Scots consider them to be 

English (Kiely et al., 2005, 70-71). Such experiences highlight the importance of context 

in the study of national identities. Many of the identity claims that English migrants are 

used to making in England simply lack social salience in Scotland. 

It should be noted, though, that “Becoming” Scottish isn’t solely about 

understanding the identity context or possessing a compatible previous identity. As 

highlighted earlier in this work, national identity isn’t solely about the identity claims an 

individual makes but also must take into account the degree to which that claim is 

accepted by a larger social community. In other words, the full picture of Scottish 

national identity and its inclusiveness is provided when one considers both the ability of 

given individuals and groups to claim it and also the acceptance of those claims by those 

already firmly possessing the identity. As mentioned above, Scottish identity is primarily 

“territorial” meaning that it is based primarily on birth, though it seems that long-term 
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residence can also sometimes be a substitute for birth in terms of making identity claims. 

Claims based on residency, while possible, do seem to depend on the claimant having 

spent a long time in Scotland, perhaps even as long as 25 years before they feel 

comfortable prioritizing a Scottish Identity (Bond & Rosie, 2006, p. 151). Non-white 

residents of Scotland actually face less of a barrier than English migrants in becoming 

Scottish, especially if they possess a Scottish accent, which is perceived as an easily 

recognizable proxy for birth or long term residence in Scotland
31

. English migrants, on 

the other hand, struggle against the perception of England as Scotland’s “other” (Bond & 

Rosie, 2006, pp. 153-154) and a substantial amount of Anglophobia
32

. Combined with the 

previously mentioned different understandings of identity contexts brought to the table by 

English migrants, their difficultly “becoming” Scottish is not surprising.  

Both Anglophobia and Islamophobia are significant impediments in Scotland to 

the ideal of an inclusive sense of Scottishness. However, non-white minorities in 

Scotland due seem able to claim Scottishness though birth, long-term residence or accent 

(which acts as a proxy for the birth or residence). English migrants, on the other hand, are 

largely excluded from Scottish identity (both by themselves and Scots). English 

conceptions of the connotations of Scottish and British identities make them less likely to 

make claims of Scottishness, which, if they were to occur, would likely be rejected by 

many Scots who would view English birth as an excluding factor. Put simply, non-white 

minorities must prove their Scottishness to claim it, while English migrants can’t be 

Scottish by nature of being English. Despite the levels of exclusion and “phobias”, 
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 A full 70% of Scots stated they probably would or definitely would consider a non-white person living in 

Scotland with a Scottish accent to be Scottish (Bond & Rosie, 2006, p. 153). 
32

 Which was expressed by 38% of Scots (Hussain & Miller, 2005, p. 6) 
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research has found that minorities
33

 are “at ease” in Scotland (Hussain & Miller, 2005, p. 

8). Based on statistical comparisons, Scottishness is indeed, at least slightly, more 

inclusive than Englishness. 

Meanings and Connotations of National Identities in Scotland 

 As evidenced by the experience of English migrants, Scots operate within a 

fundamentally different identity context than the English and conceive of state-level and 

sub-state-level identities in fundamentally different ways. For many Scots, Britishness 

has connotations that are seen “negatively or neutral at best” (Kiely et al., 2005, p. 72). 

For many, it may be seen as simply “a thinly-veiled” form of Englishness. For others, it is 

“dated and problematic” and still has significant “overtones of Empire and Colonialism” 

(Kiely et al., 2005, p. 73). For these reasons, Britishness, at least in relation to 

Scottishness, lacks significance to Scots and is more often viewed to be a “fact of 

formfilling [sic]” than an identity that means a great deal to them (Kiely et al., 2005, p. 

74). Despite this general lack of resonance among Scottish nationals, Britishness is 

adopted as a primary identity by some Scots. Kiely et al. point out that this Britishness is 

not the same type of Britishness ascribed to by many of the English. It is strongly 

political and celebrates (rather than being ashamed of) past glories and emphasizes shared 

cultural elements and support for the British Union (2005, pp. 74-75).  

As Kiely et al. point out, the inverse isn’t necessarily true, prioritization of 

Scottishness does not necessarily imply support for independence or greater autonomy 

and is often a more culturally-based claim than a political one (2005, p. 75). Unlike 
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 In the research of Hussain and Miller, “Minorities” is limited to English migrants and Muslims of 
Pakistani ethnicity. 
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Britishness, Scots view Scottishness as a positive, distinctive identity. Such an identity 

stands out in comparison to a sense of Britishness that is problematic and imbued with 

connotations with which they do not wish to associate (Kiely et al., 2005, pp. 72-73). 

Scots are unquestionably more proud of the sub-state-level national identity than the 

English. Bechhofer and McCrone highlight that 70 percent of Scots are “very proud” to 

be Scottish, compared to 43 percent in England (2007, p. 256).  

 Scots conceive of Scottishness in a fundamentally different way than the English 

conceive of Englishness. To a certain extent, a parallel exists between how the Scots view 

Scottishness and how the English view Britishness. Both identities are often viewed as a 

more positive identity with less historical and political baggage. However, the 

identification of Scots with a sub-state-level identity and the English with a state-level 

identity reflects the differences between the two nation’s positions within the UK and 

highlights the different identity contexts that exist within both nations. 

Britishness and Scottishness in Scotland: Trends 

The balance between state and sub-state identities is fundamentally different in 

Scotland than in England. Instead of a relative balance, or even a slight advantage for the 

state identity (Britishness), sub-state identity (Scottishness) is dominant across all three 

measures of national identity examined
34

. Survey results come largely from the Scottish 

Social Attitudes Survey (1999-2009), with previous results coming from the Scottish 

Election Study (1974, 1979, 1992, 1997). 

                                                           
34

 Forced-choice, free-choice and Moreno national identity 
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Responses to forced-choice national identity questions suggest that an initial, 

substantial shift in national identification occurred in the years preceding devolution and 

has been followed with a period of relative stability. This pattern fits well with the 

narrative of devolution for Scotland as the result of pressure from the bottom-up, a 

response to a heightened sense of distinctive identity caused by a lack of self-

determination during the 1980s and early 1990s
35

. From a low of 56% in 1979, the 

percentage of respondents claiming Scottishness as their primary (forced-choice) identity 

climbed all the way to 80% before settling in the mid-70s in the years following 

devolution. These numbers suggest that Scottishness has, since at least the 1970’s (but 

likely for longer), been prioritized by a substantial minority.      

Figure 9: Forced-Choice National Identity, Scotland (1974-2009)36 

  

                                                           
35

 When the Conservatives were in power at Westminster, and thus governed Scotland, despite little 
electoral support in Scotland.  
36

 Source: Scottish Election Study (1979-1997), Scottish Social Attitudes Survey (1999-2009) 
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However, in the nearly two decades preceding devolution, substantially more Scots began 

to prioritize their Scottishness. In Scotland, unlike England (where an inverse process 

occurred), it seems that a rise in sub-state national identification precipitated devolution. 

Figure 10: Free-Choice National Identity, Scotland (1999-2009)37
 

  

The results of free-choice identity questions posed on the same surveys since 

devolution (1999-2009) suggest the same stability in Scottishness over that period of 

time. Since devolution, between eight and nine out of every ten respondents have 

identified as Scottish while around half have identified as British. The substantial 

difference (30% or more) between the number of respondents that claimed British 

identity on forced and free-choice national identity questions suggests that while around 

half did consider themselves British, most prioritized their Scottishness over that 
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 Source: Scottish Social Attitudes Survey (1999-2009) 
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Britishness.  British national identity remains significantly strong in Scotland; however, 

prioritization of it is weak. In terms of the overall strength of Britishness in Scotland, the 

numbers must be qualified with a consideration of “quality versus quantity”. Many 

people living in Scotland may still identity as British as well as Scottish, but their 

Scottishness goes deeper and is more heavily prioritized. 

Simplified Moreno identity question results for the same post-devolution time-

period suggest the same relative stability indicated by forced and free-choice question 

results. Since 1999, all three simplified Moreno categories have remained quite stable, 

with the only shift being perhaps a very slight shift away from prioritization of Scottish 

identity. Despite this slight shift, however, the trend of pattern of prioritization is still  

Figure 11: Simplified Moreno Identity, Scotland (1999-2009)38 

 

quite clear. Full five category Moreno identity results show that three out of every ten 

respondents considered themselves exclusively Scottish (“Scottish not British”) while a 
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further three out of ten consider themselves to be “more Scottish than British”. All in all, 

including the proportion of respondents claiming to be equally Scottish and British, a full 

87% of respondents claimed some form of Scottish identity. The Moreno question results 

also reinforce the idea that, regardless of the number of respondents claiming British 

identity in Scotland, the prioritization of Scotland is very weak. Since 1999, no more than 

11% of the respondents to the Scottish Social Attitude Survey have prioritized their 

Britishness in response to a Moreno question.     

Across all three measures, a consistent pattern emerges. National identification in 

Scotland has remained quite static since devolution, without large shifts in any of the 

three forms of measurement. Scottish identity is the overwhelming choice of respondents 

in Scotland, especially when they are forced to pick only one national identity. 

Britishness still remains widely held, claimed by around half of respondents; however, 

respondents rarely prioritized that sense of Britishness over their sense of Scottishness. In 

Scotland, it seems, a strong sense of Scottishness is claimed by the vast majority while a 

weaker sense of Britishness is also claimed by a substantial portion of the population as 

well. 
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National Identities and the Future of the United Kingdom 
 

 

Examination of survey results in both Scotland and England suggest a remarkable 

stability in national identification patterns since substantial shifts related to devolution. In 

England, a shift in identification followed (and was likely caused by) the advent of 

devolution.  This shift in identification resulted in more residents of England thinking of 

themselves as English and brought about a more even balance between Englishness and 

Britishness (which was previously more dominant). In Scotland, a shift in identification 

preceded (and indeed precipitated) the advent of devolution; Scottishness, already largely 

dominant and prioritized over Britishness, became substantially more dominant and 

prioritized. While Britishness has remained claimed by a high percentage of the 

population, it has been a relatively weak form of Britishness, prioritized by a very small 

minority of respondents. Wales, though not analyzed in this work, has demonstrated a 

similar pattern of post-devolution stability in national identification. 

What is clear is that devolution, at least in terms of national identification, was not 

a slippery slope towards the death of Britishness. In Wales and Scotland, sub-state-level 

national identity is strong, while state-level national identity is comparatively weak. In 

England, Englishness and Britishness are fairly equally claimed. Yet Britishness remains 

fairly resilient across all three (particularly England). When free-choice or Moreno 

national identity questions have been asked of the people of all three nations over the past 

decade, the proportion claiming British identity has remained resilient and stable. 

Britishness may not mean as much to the people of Scotland or Wales as it once did, and 

being English may have become more important to the people of England in the years 
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immediately following devolution. Nevertheless, it remains a significant part of the 

identities of many across all three nations. 

Political and Constitutional Implications 

So, what are the political and constitutional implications of these facts about 

national identity? There aren’t clear implications from national identity trends to political 

change. Bond and Rosie (2010), in particular, have highlighted that both connections and 

disconnects exists between national identity and constitutional preferences. In other 

words, being exclusively Scottish does not necessarily mean that one supports Scottish 

independence. Equally, being exclusively British (or even English) in Scotland does not 

necessarily mean that one favors the status quo and/or preservation of the Union. Similar 

qualifications apply in England. As Bond and Rosie (2010) highlight: 

“In recognizing that national identities accommodate diversity and 

contested meanings, it does not necessarily follow that such identities, 

even understood in broad categorical terms, are not endowed with social 

and political significance for those who share them” (p. 85) 

Using survey data from two separate surveys (2003 and 2007), Bond and Rosie 

analyze the relationship between national identities and constitutional preferences in the 

four constituent countries of the UK using logistic regression. Their findings emphasize 

the previous focus in this work on the fact that the nations of the UK have unique 

contexts that mean that identities, trends and politics differ across national borders. While 

national identities may be significant in terms of explaining support for constitutional 

change in some nations of the UK, it may lack significance in another. 
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 Bond and Rosie suggest that, in England, national identity is not a significant 

factor in explaining support for constitutional change (of multiple varieties). In Scotland 

however, national identity is a significant factor, as those who claim exclusively Scottish 

identity are nearly 2.5 times more likely to support independence than those who claim 

equal Scottishness and Britishness. Interestingly though, exclusively British identity is 

not a significant factor in explaining attitudes toward independence
39

  (Bond & Rosie, 

2010, p. 95). Wales demonstrated a similar pattern to Scotland. While exclusively Welsh 

identity was significant in explaining support for further autonomy for Wales, exclusively 

British identity was not (Bond & Rosie, 2010, p. 97). 

Bond and Rosie demonstrate that there are not absolute rules about the 

connections between national identities and constitutional preferences. In England, little 

connection has been demonstrated. So, while there may be a rising sense of Englishness 

in England, that doesn’t necessarily suggest that a demand for constitutional change is 

significant. While a future rise in Englishness may result in greater reactions to perceived 

imbalances in the devolution process, that does not necessarily mean it will engender 

support for constitutional change. In Scotland and Wales, a future shift upwards in sub-

state national identification could result in greater support for autonomy or independence. 

However, continued or even greater identification as British would not preclude the 

possibility of greater support for autonomy or independence since exclusive Britishness is 

not a significant predictor of constitutional preference in either nation. Specific national 

contexts are essentially to any understanding of the constitutional implications of national 

identities in the UK. 
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 This lack of a significant relationship reflects findings from 2006. In 2003, a significant relationship was 
found.  
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The Breakup of the United Kingdom? 

With the referendum on Scottish Independence in the not-too-distant future 

(2014), the possible breakup of the United Kingdom must be considered as a possibility. 

Where does national identity fit in to that possibility? As mentioned above, identity is 

relevant to preferences in both Scotland and Wales. However, this significance exists 

within the groups claiming exclusively sub-state identities. In Scotland, almost one in 

three respondents in recent surveys claims that level of Scottishness. In Wales, almost 

one in four claim that level of Welshness. Even if these two demographic groups all 

consistently voted as a block for constitutional change (which they do not), they would 

not possess enough strength alone to create change. Significant proportions of voters 

making identity claims that include variable levels of Britishness must vote for 

constitutional change for it to occur. For most in Scotland or Wales, a vote for 

constitutional change would not be simply be a vote based on their identity claim, it 

would be a vote based on “hard interests” and self-determination. As McCrone (2002b) 

explains: 

“if making Scotland a better place requires further powers for its 

parliament, even to the point of independence, then so be it…If currently 

there is no great demand for independence, then there is little popular 

hostility either. It is a matter of means and ends. Constitutional matters are 

treated properly as secondary to social and political outcomes.”  

Identity will certainly play a role in possible future decisions in both nations regarding 

their constitutional futures. However, the ability of those nations to provide for the “hard 

interests of their populaces in the event of the constitutional change up for debate will be 
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a determining factor in their eventual approval or rejection by referenda. Much as it did 

prior to the advent of devolution (particularly in Scotland), the degree of self-

determination perceived to exist within both nations will also have a substantial effect. If 

the UK government should continue to fail to reflect the political preferences of both 

Scotland and Wales (which could occur if the Conservatives increase their support in 

England and remain in government) the potential for increased support for a new status 

quo might rise. 

National identity remains a relevant factor to questions about the future of the 

UK, but it is certainly not the most relevant factor, nor a determining one. Many Scottish 

or Welsh electors, given the future opportunity to vote on further change, will do so 

based on the real implications further change will have on their lives and the degree to 

which that alteration will cause the politics and policy of their nation to reflect better its 

own political preferences rather than those of the UK overall. 
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Conclusion 
 

 

Devolution, it seems, both responded to (even perhaps stagnated) national 

identification shifts in Scotland and precipitated them in England. The differing effects of 

constitutional change in the sub-state nations of the UK reflect the complexity of the state 

itself. In Scotland, devolution responded to a groundswell of demand for greater 

autonomy. Such a groundswell also had the effect of heightening Scottishness among the 

residents of Scotland. In England, devolution forced recognition of the difference 

between England and Britain and thus caused a heightened sense of Englishness. In both 

national contexts though, Britishness remains claimed by substantial (and stable) portions 

of the population. Despite the fact that Britishness may have different meanings in 

England and Scotland, it still reflects identification with a state-level identity. 

The recent relative stability of Englishness and Scottishness, coupled  with the 

continued identification of many (in both nations) with Britishness means that, barring 

significant shifts in national identification, new demands for further autonomy will be 

based on “hard interests” or demand for greater self-determination. Again, barring 

dramatic future shifts in national identification trends, eventual movements for greater 

autonomy will not solely be based on identification with the sub-state nation or a lack of 

identification with the state. The future of the United Kingdom rests on the arguments it 

can make regarding the degree to which it can provide the best political and “hard 

interest” solutions. Should it fail to make those arguments, the United Kingdom may be 

fundamentally altered by the departure of Scotland from the Union and may face a new 

era of identity questions and rediscovery.      
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