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When Poland’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs hired an advertising agency two years ago to create a new face – logo, slogan, and symbol – for its national persona, observers wondered about the agency’s choice of a red-and-white kite as Poland’s metonymic mark of identification. Why a kite? After all, the country already has a red-and-white flag as a stock symbol of national identity. And the flag has been around for centuries: history texts note that a red flag decorated with a white eagle accompanied King Wladyslaw Jagiello during the Battle of Grunwald in 1410.
 But as branding expert Wally Olins explained, “Flags have nationalist, military or political connotations. The kite is postpolitical. It represents a break from the past.”
 

The shift from political to “postpolitical” representations of national identity appears to signal a change in the way we think about the idea of nation. It suggests that it is now possible to form allegiances with regard not to shared traditions and rituals, kinship and ethnicity, language or geographic proximity, but to the profit-based marketing strategies of private enterprise. The interpenetration of corporate and state interests in creating and conveying a place’s identity through a specific branding and marketing process is a growing trend, one that has been adopted in countries with emerging market economies and with established capitalist economies alike. Judging from the number of countries which have adopted this technique, it appears to be effective. Nations whose governments have engaged the services of advertising or branding firms in the last five years to create and promote a national image include Latvia, Romania, Finland, New Zealand, the states in the former Yugoslavia (Croatia, Montenegro, Serbia and Slovenia), India, Estonia, Turkey, Hong Kong, Singapore, Puerto Rico, Ireland, Scotland, America, Canada, and Britain.
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Banner of King Wladyslaw Jagiello (1386-1434), circa 1410
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National Flag of Poland constituted by Polish parliament, circa 1919
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DDB Corporate Profiles Polish Branding Symbol, circa 2002

Though branding is a now a regular feature of modern mass consumer society, the idea that nations can be produced, branded and consumed in commodity form is somewhat less palatable. National identity, a concept so elusive and difficult to define, can at least be defined by what it is not: a conference of meaning, uniqueness and legitimacy by the marketing techniques of corporations. National identity is not like yogurt; it is not a concoction that can be packaged and displayed among identical items in a grocery aisle, differentiated essentially through a process of conscious design and artificial flavouring. We are aware that culture in our time has become thoroughly commodified (Harvey 2002) but whether a nation, with its history, population, systems of practice and belief, material and symbolic structures, and geographic coordinates can be also marketed by commercialization processes is a more contestable point. Here I want to explore this theme, and to address the obvious question that arises: When a place becomes a brand, does it really make a difference?
I. Commercializing the Nation: The Place-Brand

Spain is considered the “success story” of nation branding, and most countries now contemplating the process look to Spain as proof that it works. In the late 1970s, the democratization and decentralization of the country’s institutions were part of Spain’s aim to raise its population’s standard of living and create new ties to the rest of Europe following the demise of the Franco regime. Aside from the major changes in political structure, the next twenty-five years saw revolutions in the areas of culture (the Bilbao museum, the films of Almodovár), architecture (Santiago Calatrava’s Telefónica communications tower and Sondica Airport), economy (the revitalization of cities through increased spending by the public and private sectors on infrastructure and institutional and tourist advertising; the privatization and transnationalization of Spanish multinational companies such as telecommunications group Telefónica, and Unión Fenosa) and international attractions (the Barcelona Olympics, the 1982 Soccer World Cup, the 1992 Seville International Expo). Accompanying these changes was a national promotional program, initiated in the early 1980s, which stamped virtually all of the country’s innovations with a colourful logo:
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Spain’s “Joan Miró” sun symbol

The logo and the impact it came to have on the national imagination are widely considered to have been instrumental in the “repositioning” of the country. Once an impoverished nation emerging from dictatorship, the country now put forward an image of a cultural and cosmopolitan destination. Indeed, the logo symbolizes Spain’s entry into modernity. From 1991 to 2000, Spain’s gross domestic product grew by 23.3 percent (Gillmore 2002). In 2003, Spain was the second world destination in terms of numbers of visitors; tourism accounted for almost 12% of the country’s gross domestic product at this time. Fully ten percent of Spain’s employment is in tourism-based activities (“Branding Success” 2004). 

Of course, the very idea of “repositioning” is loaded with irony when referring to a place. Is it even possible to redraw the coordinates of a place – if not in geographic terms, then in ideological ones? A recent article in the Economist notes that despite Spain’s undeniable political and economic success over the last thirty years, the country’s promotional hubris may mask underlying realities. Spain’s democracy is still in relatively early stages. It has not yet developed the social and political institutions that are taken for granted in older democracies: a non-partisan press, well-established non-governmental organizations, progressive positions on women’s rights or the rights of homosexuals. The Economist also notes the prevailing disputes over immigration and regionalism in Spain, problems which certainly are not mirrored in the country’s promotional efforts. Though the necessarily forward-looking message of its external image may attract investment and tourism dollars, its internal realities may compromise this investment over the short- and long-term (Economist 2004).

Recent writing on the topic of branding national identity has been divided over its significance in the context of wider political and sociological trends. Some theorists highlight this phenomenon as symptomatic of the waning power of the state to impose and maintain a uniform sense of identity (Billig 1995; Woudhuysen 2004; Jameson 1991; Harvey 2002) in democratic societies. According to this analysis, the legitimacy of government and other public institutions as purveyors and protectors of a place’s cultural and economic vitality declines as ongoing processes of globalization, which operate according to the economic logic of capital flows, produce and reinforce cultural homogeneity. Nationally imagined identity is thus compromised by producer-consumer patterns of identification, which override political and administrative boundaries in favour of a “free market of identities” (Billig 1995: 133). In this context, corporate branding, a process of assigning unique identification by consciously highlighting certain meanings and myths while ignoring others, is increasingly justified by governments as a means of promoting national identity while encouraging the economic benefits necessary to compete in a globalized world: tourism, trade, investment, and job creation. The criticism of this phenomenon is obvious enough: by selling themselves, these countries are selling out, as their governments hand over their exercise of authority in the jurisdiction of culture in exchange for a position on the newly drawn map of mass politics, transnational institutions and global economies. 

Other commentators, most noticeably those involved in the marketing consultancies and public relations firms themselves, identify the phenomenon of branding a nation as nothing more than a manifestation of the ways cultural affiliation and social cohesion have always been formed and practiced. Their argument goes something like this: Branding is coterminous with the shaping and reshaping of identities in symbolic ways, ways used by nations throughout history. The term merely reflects the most efficient strategy in the current capitalist context, in which “consistency” and “coherence” are key factors in the formation and maintenance of identity. In other words, corporate techniques of valuation to differentiate products in competitive realms have been proven effective; is it not then appropriate to apply these methods to nations, which are currently striving to articulate their unique identities in a widening sphere of global knowledge and competition? One of the most important proponents of this point of view is Wally Olins, currently a Visiting Fellow at Oxford University’s Saïd Business School. In an opinion piece in the Journal of Brand Management he describes the “violent” reaction he encounters when discussing branding as an effective means of communicating national identity. He cites the criticism levelled by Sorbonne academic Michel Girard, who insists that a country carries “specific dignity” and cannot be branded like a product. Olins’ reply encompasses his view: 

The France of the Revolution was a completely different entity from the France of the Bourbons. Not only was the traditional nobility exiled and dispersed, the royal family executed, a republic proclaimed, religion excoriated, and an entire social and cultural system turned on its head but every little detail changed too. The tricolour replaced the fleur de lys, the Marseillaise became the new anthem, the traditional weights and measures were replaced by the metric system, a new calendar was introduced, God was replaced by the Supreme Being and the whole lot was exported through military triumphs all over Europe. In other words the entire French package was changed. You may not like the term, you may prefer to talk about a new or reinvented nation or state, but if revolutionary France was not a new brand I do not know what is (Olins 2002: 241-248).
 

Olins suggests that “branding has moved so far beyond its commercial origins that its impact is virtually immeasurable in social and cultural terms” (Olins 2004: 14). If we are to accept this proposition, we need to investigate the nature of these social and cultural terms, to derive some working conclusions about the impact of branding on the cultural and economic development of place.
II. Border Issues: Gastronomy, Geology, or Banality? 

Perhaps the greatest myth of place-branding is that the invented brand represents the distillation of its representatives’ wishes and objectives into a single, shorthand message of identity. When the “Toronto Unlimited” brand was first unveiled, critics complained that it did not properly represent Toronto to the world. This suggests two things: first, that the created brand identity is “wrong”; second, that there exists a “true” Toronto identity which the brand managers somehow did not uncover. These two views complicate the terms of the debate. Does there indeed exist a “true” identity for a place? And if so, is the role of branding to unearth it? Let us look at some perspectives on the origins of national identity to better understand the problem at hand. 

The title of Anthony Smith’s 1995 article, Gastronomy or Geology? The role of nationalism in the reconstruction of nations, brackets a way of looking at the history of ideas concerning the origins of national identity. Are nations primordial or provisional? Universal state of ancient origin or self-conscious creation and re-creation? Defining nations along this spectrum seems to depend on what we see as inherent and inevitable in human nature and what we see as brought into being by various social and cultural formations; it is in a way the age-old debate of nature versus nurture. The “geological” position Smith describes is one that sees the nation as “historic deposit,” where the idea of nation is formed by layers of knowledge embedded in the strata of earlier social formations (1995: 12). This view claims that the nation of Israel today, for example, is invested with the historical meanings of Israel from previous eras. In its current incarnation, Israel is still and will always be beholden to its ethnic heritage (Smith 1995: 12).
 Though the idea that nations can be “perennial” like this has been largely discounted by academics, according to Smith, Israel is one of the important examples of how this form of belief can contribute to the battles waged over nationhood in the twenty-first century.

At the other end of the nature-nurture spectrum are the theorists who see the nation as a product of invention, imagination, and ongoing reconstruction. Benedict Anderson defines the nation as an “imagined political community”: “It is imagined because the members of even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow-members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of their communion” (1991: 5-7). The “gastronomical” position sees the nation as an “a la carte” menu of ingredients – language, symbols, rituals – assembled by “media chefs” for digestion by the public. This is similar to Craig Calhoun’s observation that one of the dimensions of nationalism is the discourse that surrounds it (1997: 6). The way we talk about a place creates its meaning, and the way it is communicated reflects back on the reality “on the ground,” so to speak. 

No matter in which camp we locate ourselves, whether we prefer the theory of nation as geological or gastronomical, each rests on four structural  pillars to create its image: rhetoric, image, symbol, and ritual. But if both camps rest on the same foundational pillars, this causes the axis of debate to shift: rather than trying to decide whether a place has a true, real identity waiting to be discovered by the right brand strategy, we might better understand branding as a strategy for nation-building intended to advance certain ends: systems of belief, political goals of determination or legitimacy, or economic incentives. This allows us to reframe the discussion at hand. Rather than asking, “Can a brand represent national identity?” we might instead ask, “What does it mean to see oneself as having a national identity, as being proud to be American or British or Canadian? 
The answer might be found in the work of sociologist Michael Billig. Billig coined the term “banal nationalism” to refer to a “collection of ideological habits (including habits of practice and belief) which reproduce established nations as nations…Daily, the nation is indicated, or ‘flagged,’ in the lives of its citizenry (1995: 6).” What banal nationalism suggests is that national identity does not suddenly appear in a heightened moment of attention. It is not an outpouring of feeling which is summoned in times of need or passion. In Billig’s view, our identity is reproduced and reinforced daily in established nations, in ways that function primarily because they do not capture our attention. Banal nationalism is not a flag vigorously waved in a spirit of national pride; it is the flag hanging on the front of the post office building (1995: 8). Thinking along the lines of banal nationalism allows us to imagine how rhetoric, symbol and image display the nation in seemingly innocuous ways. We may think of the role played by newspapers in the sports, weather, and national news sections in building pride and allegiance to the homeland (Billig 1995: 114). We may also think of aesthetic representations of nation. National identity is maintained through the creation and implantation of symbols and images that allow us to form standards of taste, in order to critique, distinguish and differentiate one culture from another. When these symbols and images are constructed by authoritative forces, they assist in the formation of the self as a member of a particular culture. And when these symbols and images are constructed by branding and marketing firms, with their adeptness at creating consistency and coherence, backed by financial clout and their practiced art of persuasion and pervasiveness, their potential is indisputable.
 

III. Identity and Innovation: Creative Destruction 

A second myth of place-branding is that it is an entirely new method and mindset, an innovative strategy necessary to compete in the global marketplace. But to see place-branding as new is to fall prey to the logic that informs much of modern-day production: that the methods and ideas of our age are continually new and improved, on an endless march of progress toward greater efficiency, power and capacity. At the beginning of this article, I quoted Mr. Olins as saying that the choice of a kite as Poland’s new logo instead of the national flag was valuable insofar as it represented “a break from the past.” Both of these patterns of thought – the progressive march and the break from the past – are part of what David Harvey calls the “myths of modernity” (Harvey 2003: 1). In his book Paris: The Capital of Modernity, Harvey demonstrates how Baron George-Eugène Haussman, the civic planner commissioned by Napoleon III in the mid-nineteenth century to implement vast reforms on the city of Paris, helped to perpetuate this myth:

[Haussman] needed to build a myth of a radical break around himself and the Emperor – a myth that has survived to the present day – because he needed to show that what went before was irrelevant; that neither he nor Louis Napoleon was in any way beholden to the thinking or the practices of the immediate past (Harvey 2003: 10).
Modernity, Harvey says, is a constant process of “creative destruction” (2003: 1), where old ideologies and infrastructures are torn down and new ones instituted in their place. The term creative destruction is usually credited to Schumpeter. His landmark text on economy and society, Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, describes capitalism as a kind of virus, moving from commodity to commodity and technology to technology in an “industrial mutation,” revolutionizing from within in a constant quest for new bodies of competition. This process was integral to the “history of revolutions” of the modern age:

So is the history of the productive apparatus of the iron and steel industry from the charcoal furnace to our own type of furnace, or the history of the apparatus of power production from the overshot water wheel to the modern power plant, or the history of transportation from the mailcoach to the airplane. The opening up of new markets, foreign or domestic, and the organizational development from the craft shop and factory to such concerns as U.S. Steel illustrate the same process of industrial mutation – if I may use that biological term – that incessantly revolutionizes the economic structure from within, incessantly destroying the old one, incessantly creating a new one. This process of Creative Destruction is the essential fact about capitalism. It is what capitalism consists in and what every capitalist concern has got to live in… (Schumpeter 1942: 82-85) 

For Schumpeter the “creative destroyer par excellence” was the entrepreneur, whose desire for constant innovation in social and technological realms were instrumental to progress (Harvey 1990: 17). The term is actually borrowed from Nietzsche, who used it to portray the dual nature of the human essence: “to be at one and the same time “destructively creative” (i.e. to form the temporal world of individualization and becoming, a process destructive of unity) and “creatively destructive” (i.e. to devour the illusory universe of individualization, a process involving the reaction of unity)” (Harvey 1990: 16). 

Understanding the term creative destruction as infused with the ideas of Nietzsche and Schumpeter allow us to understand its dual meaning: creative destruction can refer to both markets and to myths; and in both physical and aesthetic realms. We can view the creation and promotion of a new image of nation as its own form of creative destruction, in which old myths and memories are swept away and new ones instituted in their place. The aura created is even, at times, more valuable than the physical reconstruction. This is another way of conceiving nation branding as more than a recent corporate invention. In branding lingo, the work of undoing and rebuilding an image of a product is often called “deconstruction” and “reconstruction” (Lodge 2002: 382). The entrepreneurs, always looking for new spaces and strategies, expand their markets and methods. Globalization is this process of expansion writ large. Value can be affixed to a locality through the deconstruction and reconstruction of the locality’s aura through branding techniques. 

If nation branding can be seen as the creation of value (or value-added, in corporate terms) by private “creative destroyers,” we need to understand how this value gets extracted for the benefit of these enterprising types. We can observe this practice through the category of monopoly rent, a term borrowed from the language of political economy by David Harvey to demonstrate its significance in cultural and social contexts, or in Harvey’s words, to “generate rich interpretations of the many practical and personal dilemmas arising in the nexus between capitalist globalization, local political-economic developments and the evolution of cultural meanings and aesthetic values” (Harvey 2002). 

Monopoly rent, in a social and cultural context, is the modeling of difference, authenticity and uniqueness of a “tradable item” in the interest of acquiring surplus value and profit. Social actors who control a commodity or service can extract “rent” from those desiring to use it for its “unique,” “authentic” and “non-replicable” qualities. The owner of a unique work of art, for example, can charge considerable amounts for the privilege of viewing it. This category can apply equally to a geographically defined space, not by directly trading it, of course, but by “trading upon” it through marketing practices (Harvey 2002). This is the raison d’être of place-branding, a process which constantly seeks methods to make a particular region appear more attractive than that of its neighbours. Each place brand boasts more luxurious hotels, better food, more pristine natural settings, whiter sand on their beaches, and so on. But as Harvey points out, the category of monopoly rent contains a vital contradiction.
 Marketing a place according to capitalist logic has the unfortunate tendency of narrowing the field of competition; the number of categories in which to display uniqueness is restricted to accommodate the perceived desires of those wishing to visit or invest. As Harvey says, “the more easily marketable such items become the less unique and special they appear” (Harvey 2002). 

Here is a simple example to demonstrate this phenomenon. Below are the introductory texts from the tourism websites of five locations throughout the world. Each of the websites chosen is endorsed by the government-sponsored tourism board of the locality. For the purposes of comparison I have removed the geographic names but left the rest of the text intact. As we will see, the texts suggest there is little difference from one place to the next, though they are located at diverse spots on the world map and have vastly different histories, cultures and social environments:

TEXT 1: Welcome to (LOCALITY), a country which provides unforgettable experiences for tourists with even the most diverse interests. The enthusiasts of nature will surely enjoy the golden sand of its (LOCALITY ADJECTIVE) coastal beaches to the north and the rocky crags of the (MOUNTAINS) to the south. There is the wonderful network of great (LAKES) for water sports fans and the green wilds of the (MOUNTAINS) for those who like hiking trips.

TEXT 2: (LOCALITY)’s beauty is intertwined with a colourful history, rich culture and the renowned friendliness of its people. From the wild and rugged beauty of the (MOUNTAINS) and the majesty of the (NATURAL LANDSCAPE) to the magnificent (LAKES), one of the most unspoilt landscapes in (CONTINENT), the six counties: (COUNTY), (COUNTY), (COUNTY), (COUNTY), (COUNTY) and (COUNTY) are just waiting to be discovered and offer a wide range of activities, from horse riding and golf to fishing the unspoilt waters in beautiful places. Golfers can get into the swing on the windswept dunes of world championship courses at (VILLAGE) and (VILLAGE), and enjoy the unparalleled challenge of lesser known links courses at (VILLAGE) and (VILLAGE). Indeed for such a small place, (LOCALITY) is bursting with things to see and do.

TEXT 3: On the very southern tip of (CONTINENT) lies a large land whose generous endowment on the natural beauty front provides plenty of ticks on most travellers' desirable destination wish-lists. (LOCALITY)’s pristine beaches, majestic mountains, great quantity and variety of animal and plant life make it an obvious and compelling travel destination. Though visitors undoubtedly find themselves uniquely enchanted by the country's dramatically varied landscape, abundant wildlife, pulsing cities and innumerable eco-tourist and outdoor adventure possibilities, it is the people of (LOCALITY) that constitute this country's singular charm.

TEXT 4: From ancient mountains to rolling rivers, charming towns to a bustling metropolis, (LOCALITY) offers whatever it is you’re looking for. (LOCALITY) is a state of superlatives — it’s the largest (LOCALITY) east of the (RIVER). It boasts the most pristine beaches on the (COAST). The nation’s largest freshwater swamp, the waterfall that is taller than the great (WATERFALL), and the beginning of the ancient (MOUNTAINS) all call (LOCALITY) home. The (LOCALITY)’s unique blend of business and beauty, scenery and skyscrapers, heart and hospitality, make (LOCALITY) a treasure for residents and visitors alike.

TEXT 5: Experience why (LOCALITY) is one of the most special places on earth. Immerse yourself in our culture. It’s as vibrant as our art, as unique as each sunset and as diverse as our people. Truly a nation “out of many, one people” (LOCALITY) is a multifaceted mosaic of international customs and traditions. 

It is all too easy to imagine that these texts were written by the same hand. It is also abundantly clear what is perceived as attractive to the visitor: natural settings, cuisine, the friendliness of its people. The key term, it should be noted, is diversity – the irony being that as each place markets its own brand of uniqueness and diversity according to the same criteria, there is less and less of it to be found. 

IV. Conclusion: Marketing Canada to the World

 When a place tries to become a brand, a tension is created between wanting to convey an external message to the world about cultural and economic promise while maintaining internal promises to its citizens. Too often the external and internal promises are not the same. The danger of a brand promise is in imagining that it can do too much, divesting decision-makers of the authority and accountability to which they are subject in their roles. 

As any marketing consultant will tell you, a brand is much more than a logo, a message, or an advertising campaign. But it is also much less than its recent dominance in public and private sectors may appear to suggest. This brings us to the third myth of branding I wish to mention here, one which is all the more significant for its apparent innocuousness. The language of branding is rife with words like “personality,” “identity,” and “presence.” We are supposed to connect, identify and relate to the brand as though it were a good friend. But branding is not about relating to the world. Nor is it about being recognized as the diverse and multicultural people we are. We now speak of “selling” and “branding” Canada without a hint of pretention. Yet the tendency to rephrase political initiatives in the language of the corporate sphere carries an undeniable message. A place is not more than the people who inhabit it; if these people are treated more like consumers than citizens, they will fail to recognize themselves in the brand, causing problems between government and governed. 

At a time when the current phase of capitalism leans precipitously toward globalization and the reduction of spatial and temporal barriers, and when branding represents the apex of efficient and coherent communication, this point is of some significance. In a country whose identity is too often shadowed by its neighbour to the south, we must take care to maintain the things that define us as a nation. 

At a recent conference entitled “Small Nations, Big Neighbours,” a young Canadian professor at Oxford University, Jennifer Welsh, spoke about Canada’s role in the world in the 21st century. She calls her native country a “model citizen” for the rest of the world. 

“Three things define us,” she said. “We are a highly successful liberal democracy, we are a North American country, and we have global interests and responsibilities. Our greatest asset is the vibrancy and talent of the Canadian people. Even if we haven’t always been able to articulate who we are, we pride ourselves on being able to articulate what we believe in.”

This, to my mind, sounds like a slogan to live by. 
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Notes 
� See the website http://www.1uptravel.com/flag/flags/pl_royal.html#wj, which provides an extensive history of flags in several countries. According to this source, the red-and-white banner in fact existed as early as the twelfth century, but King Jagiello was the first to brandish it as a flag. 


� Quoted in Sarah Boxer, “A New Poland, No Joke,” New York Times Magazine, 1 December, 2002.


� For further information on these locales, see “Matters of Choice” (2002); de Vicente (2004); 


“Branding Romania” (2004); “A Brand for the Nation of Latvia” (2003); Lindsay (2000); Baidal (2004); Preston (1999); Hall (2002). 


� See http://www.1uptravel.com/flag/flags/pl_royal.html#wj.


� Ibid. 


� See www.polandtour.org.


� See www.spain.info.


� We could add to this perspective by mentioning the urban entrepreneurialism of many cities in their efforts at revitalization, where collaborations between corporate and state entities give rise to the development of city infrastructures and bids for Olympic Games, sports teams, and arts and cultural incentives (Christos’ Gates installation in Central Park in March 2005 is a recent incentive) as part of an effort to attract visitors and investment.  


� See this text for a considerably expanded and much more comprehensive version of this debate.


� Hobsbawm also notes the salience of the symbol in constructions of identity (1983: 11): “If the content of British patriotism or Americanism was notably ill-defined, though usually specified in commentaries associated with ritual occasions, the practices symbolizing it were virtually compulsory – as in standing up for the singing of the national anthem in Britain, the flag ritual in American schools. The crucial element seems to have been the emotionally and symbolically charged signs of club membership rather than the statutes and objectives of the club. Their significance lay precisely in their undefined universality…”


� Harvey in fact identifies two major contradictions in his category of monopoly rent. The second contradiction is related to the first: the significance of uniqueness can be measured not only in terms of marketability but also in issues of legitimacy and relevance in the politics of national identity. If monopoly rents rise in proportion to the degree of uniqueness and non-replicability of the nation being branded, then the promotion of a place as culturally distinct opens up the potential for political and social claims of distinction as well. I discuss this second contradiction at length in another article, “Selling the Distinct Society: Montreal and Monopoly Rent,” (January 2005; unpublished) 


� See http://www.polandtour.org/aboutpoland/generalinformation/index.html. 


� See the section on Northern Ireland at www.tourismireland.com. (http://www.tourismireland.com/us/index.cfm/level/page/aID/237/content_key/878/pageid/450/type/Page/subpage/0/ireland-Northern%20Ireland/)


� See South Africa’s website at http://www.12234455.co.za/1people.html. 


� See http://www.georgia.org/tourism/all_of_georgia/home.asp and http://www.georgia.org/tourism/all_of_georgia/culture.asp. 


� See http://www.visitjamaica.com/about_jamaica/our_culture.aspx. 
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