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Introduction: Identity, Inclusion and
Representation

Identity, inclusion and representation

In a much-cited speech at a security conference in Munich in
February 2011, then British Prime Minister David Cameron
identified the roots of extremism and terrorism as ‘a question of
identity’ (Cameron 2011a)." The identity in question was that
of ‘young men who follow a completely perverse, warped inter-
pretation of Islam’. In the background lurked another identity:
that of Britishness. The solution to the identity confusion of
the young male extremists was, Cameron argued, to be found in
Britishness, in ‘a clear sense of shared national identity that is
open to everyone’.

In the course of his speech, and in other speeches on Britishness
and immigration, Cameron introduces a number of distinctions
(see Cameron 2011b; Cameron 2011¢; Cameron 2011d, Cameron
2014; Cameron 2015).* There is a distinction between Islam as a
religion and Islamist extremism as a political ideology; a distinc-
tion between Muslims and extremists who use Islam as a justifica-
tion for terrorism. There is an implicit distinction between whites
and the others.? There is a distinction between us — and ‘our way
of life’ — and those others who share our political values, but are
nonetheless different from us. “We’ are positioned as at home,
opening the door to others who are marked as different when they
are welcomed to share in our identity. They are included, but in
a way that establishes a hierarchy, positioning some at the centre
and some at the margins of the inclusive identity of Britishness.
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And there is a distinction between the old answers to multicul-
turalism and Cameron’s ‘muscular liberalism’. Among the old
answers, ‘the hard right’ as well as ‘the soft left’ treat all Muslims
as the same, the hard right by associating all Muslims with the
violence of political extremism, and the soft left by blaming terror-
ism on the discrimination of some Muslims. Cameron associates
multiculturalism with a ‘weakening of our collective identity’: ‘the
doctrine of state multiculturalism’ has left cultures and communi-
ties to lead ‘separate lives, apart from each other and apart from
the mainstream’. Cameron’s alternative is ‘a much more active,
muscular liberalism’, one that is articulated around certain val-
ues that it actively promotes: democracy, freedom of speech and
worship, equality and the rule of law. In Cameron’s words, ‘this
is what defines us as a society: to belong here is to believe in
these things’.

In Cameron’s speech, identity and inclusion are closely con-
nected, and this book sets out to examine how we think about
identity and inclusion and the relationship between them. The
book intervenes on the scene I will call ‘British multiculturalism’.
I will have more to say about this scene below; suffice it to say
for now that the key questions on this scene — as also evidenced
in Cameron’s speech — are questions regarding the meaning and
future of Britishness, liberalism, the politics of race, ethnicity,
culture and religion, and, of course, multiculturalism. The concept
of identity looms large here, and I will argue that identities are
constituted in the terrain of representation. As a result, we need to
pay particular attention to two questions: which representations
of an identity are dominant? And whose representations are they?
For instance, to say that representation is constitutive is to say that
there are no ‘real’ Muslims out there independently of representa-
tions of Muslims. Identities are representational in this sense. Con-
sequently, we need to examine which and whose representations
become dominant in any given historical place and time, and to
trace the evolvement of those representations. For instance, how
Muslims have been and are represented, both by agents identifying
as Muslims and by agents who do not identify as such.

The other concept, apart from identity, that looms large on the
scene of British multiculturalism is that of inclusion. There has
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been a lot of talk about inclusion over the last couple of decades,
and inclusion has its own history, often linked to ‘community’
and often in juxtaposition to equality and solidarity. In Cameron’s
speech — and more generally, I shall argue — inclusion and identity
are intrinsically linked. Consider for instance the way Cameron
represents British identity, and how he wants to include some and
exclude others from that identity. British identity is made possible
through the exclusion of extremists. But identity and division are
more than a division between us and them. While Cameron divides
a space in two between those who are included and those who
are excluded, the space of the included is graded. Cameron says:
‘let us give voice to those followers of Islam in our own countries
— the vast, often unheard majority — who despise the extremists
and their worldview. Let us engage groups that share our aspira-
tions.” The ‘followers of Islam’ are at once included, part of us and
yet cast as different and in the role of ‘them’ who can share ‘our’
values. Cameron only manages to include Muslims by branding
them as different, and different from ‘us’, thus also identifying ‘us’
as non-Muslim. Inclusion of someone is only possible by identify-
ing — that is, differentiating — them (Minow 1991).

There is no identity without exclusion, but inclusion and exclu-
sion are not just matters of either/or. Inclusion is inclusion into a
particular identity; and exclusion is exclusion of particular others.
Identity and inclusion are closely connected then, and, since identi-
ties are representational, this complicates how we think about iden-
tity, inclusion and exclusion, and how we think about critique. For
instance, we might oppose Cameron’s more muscular than liberal,
more exclusive than inclusive, British identity with a more inclu-
sive identity, one more open and less insistent on the differentiation
between us whites and them Muslims. But, if there is no inclu-
sion without exclusion and the representation of identities, then
we must also analyse how, in each case, inclusion, exclusion and
identity are articulated together. And if exclusion is constitutive of
inclusion, then we cannot oppose exclusion in the name of univer-
sal inclusion, not even only as a critical ideal. The task is then to
examine how the relationships between inclusion and exclusion,
and between inclusion, exclusion and identity are negotiated or,
with a term I shall use in the following, articulated.
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The scene of British multiculturalism

This is a book about how we conceptualise identity and inclusion
and the relationship between them. There is no identity or inclusion
in the abstract, and so I examine them in the context of what I will
call the scene of British multiculturalism. By ‘scene’ I mean context,
but I use the term scene because I want to stress how this scene —
like any context — is one that is staged (see Ulbricht 2015: 1-4).
The characteristics and limits of the scene are by no means given or
self-evident. They are the result of decisions by the researcher.” In
the theoretical terms I will use later in the book, British multicultur-
alism is a representational space, or a discursive terrain, but it is a
space that is not easily individuated. For instance, when does British
multiculturalism begin? If it has changed, is the British multicul-
turalism we recognise under that name the same as the one people
recognised as such in the 1970s? And, with all the talk of the end
of multiculturalism, do we still live under something we can call
multiculturalism in Britain today? Even if British multiculturalism
could be distinguished in time and space, the next problem would
be to identify which articulation of it to use as representative of
British multiculturalism as a whole. Multiculturalism is not a coher-
ent representational space. Within this space there exist a number
of competing articulations of the ideas and practices said to define
British multiculturalism. Those articulations compete with each
other on a common ground taken as given: the already sedimented
representational space of British multiculturalism. But they also try
to articulate that space in their own particular way and to hegemo-
nise it. This is why we cannot simply take that space as given: any
analysis or interpretation of multiculturalism invariably takes sides
in the hegemonic struggle over the meaning of multiculturalism. The
task of the researcher is double: to identify British multiculturalism
as an object that can be analysed and to pay attention to the ways
in which the characteristics and limits of that object are constantly
put into question.

Earlier I wrote that I take representation to be constitutive
of identities. In Chapter 1, I shall develop this idea, but it also
applies to the attempt to characterise and delimit multicultural-
ism. To say that representation is constitutive of identities means
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that representation does not simply reflect a non-representational
reality. Rather, representation performatively constructs identi-
ties. There are identities — they are real, they exist — and, when
represented, these identities are at once reflected in and consti-
tuted by the representations of them (see Derrida 1997; Derrida
1982; Laclau 2014: ch. 6; Thomassen 2007a). Similarly with mul-
ticulturalism. When Cameron says that state multiculturalism has
failed, we should treat this as a representation of something (state
multiculturalism) that refers to, and reflects, already existing rep-
resentations of multiculturalism. What (state) multiculturalism is
consists of those representations, where representations are not
restricted to talk and writing and images, but also include prac-
tices, institutions and structures. Multiculturalism is real enough,
but not extra-representational. We then have different represen-
tations of British multiculturalism, but no extra-representational
British multiculturalism to compare them with. Any representa-
tion of the scene or representational space of British multicultur-
alism will be a particular representation of it, vying for legitimacy
among other representations within and on the edges of that
representational space. The representational space of British mul-
ticulturalism consists of many different scenes, all of them part
of that space, but also particular prisms through which British
multiculturalism takes on a certain shape. Often, the more you
look at and research a representational space, the more it appears
riddled with tensions and the less it appears as one space.

British multiculturalism is, to use the words of Davina Cooper
(2004: 35; see also 5, 15) from a slightly different context, ‘not a
single, unified perspective but a discursive terrain organised around
particular questions, premises and concerns’. I will start from a
working definition of British multiculturalism as a representa-
tional space that emerged from the late 1960s in the UK, but espe-
cially in England, and spans different partly overlapping sectors of
society: law, public policy, ideology, everyday social interactions,
some social and economic structures, the arts, and so on. Within
this representational space the dominant view is that culture
matters and should matter, and that the UK is a society consisting
of different cultures, where the content of ‘culture’ varies (race,
ethnicity, culture, religion, nationality, language, among others).
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I will use the following working definition of multiculturalism from
Bhikhu Parekh: multiculturalism refers to the fact that there is a
multiplicity of cultures within society and to the normative non-
assimilationist response to this fact (Parekh 2006).

Overview of the book

This book takes British multiculturalism as its object in order to
examine the concepts of identity and inclusion and the relation-
ship between them. I draw on post-structuralist theory broadly
conceived. In particular, I draw on the works of Ernesto Laclau
and Jacques Derrida. From Derrida, I take a deconstructive way
of reading texts. Although there is no deconstructive or Derridean
‘method’ as such, there are nonetheless a number of themes and
quasi-concepts — for instance, ‘iterability’ and ‘hospitality’ — that
lend themselves to the analyses in the following. I do not claim to
apply deconstruction as an already established method, understood
as a technique or set of tools and concepts; instead I take some
of Derrida’s readings as well as others’ deconstructive analyses
as examples and exemplary of deconstruction (see Derrida 1997:
157-64; Derrida 1988; Derrida 1992a; Thomassen 2010a). From
Laclau, I take his theory of hegemony as articulation as well as
his ideas of contingency and discourse (representation) (see Laclau
and Mouffe 1985; Laclau 1990; Laclau 1996a; Laclau 2005;
Thomassen 200S5). I develop the post-structuralist approach, and
Laclau’s theory of hegemony in particular, in Chapter 1.

Drawing on post-structuralism, I start from three theses. The
first thesis is that there is no inclusion without exclusion. Among
post-structuralists, broadly conceived, it is a long-established
truth that there is no inclusion without exclusion: any inclusive
procedure, space or identity will be constituted through certain
exclusions. This does not mean that there cannot be more or less
inclusive institutions or spaces, but it does mean that there is
always some exclusion. It is then a matter of analysing the ways
in which particular institutions and spaces of inclusion rest on
explicit or implicit exclusions. While we may agree that exclusion
is unavoidable, we do not have to accept any particular exclusion.
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With another phrase from post-structuralist theory, particular
exclusions are contingent.

The second thesis is that inclusion and exclusion are intrinsically
linked to identity. This works both ways. From a post-structuralist
perspective, identities are constituted through relations of differ-
ence. Identities are relational, and they are contingent; there is noth-
ing essential about them, and they are open to rearticulation, even
if they may appear sedimented and fixed. Britishness, for instance,
is constituted through relations of difference with other identities:
English, Scottish, French, Muslim, and so on. Because identities
are constituted through relations of difference with other identities,
any identity is constituted through some element of exclusion, even
if this does not necessarily take the form of antagonism. To take the
example of Britishness: this identity is articulated in many compet-
ing ways at any one point in time. Sometimes it is articulated as
different, sometimes as excluding another identity, and sometimes
as both different from and overlapping with, and including, other
identities. So, no identity without exclusion.

Inclusion always takes place through a particular identity.
Difference is included in something: an identity, whether a national
identity, a religious community, a class, or whatever. The space of
inclusion is represented in a particular way and as different from
what is outside it; it is shaped by images of home and belonging,
by laws and institutions determining the status of those who can
be part of it, and by social and economic structures making the
inclusion of others more or less likely. So, inclusion and exclusion
are made possible by particular articulations of identities, of the
including party and of the included and the excluded. The upshot
of the second thesis is that we must examine inclusion and exclu-
sion through the ways in which identities are articulated, and that
we must examine identities through the relations of inclusion and
exclusion they establish.

The third thesis is that, because identities are constituted in the
terrain of representation, we need to analyse identity and inclusion
as what I will call the politics of representation. That means, among
other things, that we must always ask which and whose represen-
tations are hegemonic. In short, identity and inclusion should be
studied as the results of hegemonic struggles over representations.
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The task is then to examine the ways in which practices of inclu-
sion rely on particular representations — explicitly or implicitly — of
the kind of subject that can be included. For example, discourses
on equality may be based on an explicit reference to the human
and on implicit images of what it means to be a human being. To
be clear: saying that representation is constitutive does not mean
that representations are not real, let alone not material; rather, it
means that reality is itself constituted on the terrain of represen-
tation, and therefore that politics must be analysed at this level.
There really is only one level (representation) and not two (reality
and representation).

Saying that representation is constitutive also means that rep-
resentation is not taken as a distortion of a non-representational
reality. There is no non-representational beyond on which to base
critique of, and resistance to, representations. Although we do not
have to take any particular representation as given — they are con-
tingent after all — all we are left with are attempts to posit one
representation against another and to challenge them in this way.
We may — and I will — criticise the ways in which identities are
represented. However, those representations cannot be opposed as
misrepresentations to a non-representational reality, for instance
a more complex reality that has been reduced and, thereby, mis-
represented. Representation is constitutive, and representations
cannot be opposed as false or wrong on the basis of a reference
to some non-representational reality. Put differently, representa-
tions cannot be reduced to ideology understood as the distortion
of reality (intended or not). Representation frames what can be
seen as true and false, and the framing always excludes something,
but there is no extra-representational way of assessing the truth
of the frame itself. The question is then how inclusion, exclusion
and identities are negotiated through this political struggle over
representations.

Although a book about identity and inclusion, this book con-
tains no analyses of identity and inclusion as such. What it does
contain are analyses of the ways in which identity and inclusion
have been articulated. Taking the representational space of British
multiculturalism as my object, I structure the book around four
concepts and practices of inclusion: equality, recognition, tolerance
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and hospitality. Scholars identify important differences among these
concepts and practices, but, as I will try to show, they also share
important structural similarities. Equality, recognition and toler-
ance are all concepts that have been widely debated in conjunction
with British multiculturalism. Most often they have been taken as
concepts and practices of inclusion, even if multicultural inclusion
is sometimes seen as at odds with equality, and I return to this in
Chapter 2 when discussing the liberal egalitarianism of Brian Barry.
Looking at hospitality allows me to examine another important
part of the scene of British multiculturalism, namely liberalism. In
each case, I examine particular, but representative, representations
and discourses of equality, recognition, tolerance and hospitality.

The first chapter lays out Laclau’s theory of hegemony as the
theoretical framework that, together with Derrida’s deconstruc-
tion, guides the analyses of the cases studied in this book. To help
illustrate the implications of this framework, I use Gordon Brown’s
discourse of Britishness.

Chapter 2 then turns to equality. I begin with the legal case
Mandla from the late 1970s and early 1980s. The decision in that
case played a pivotal role in rearticulating the meaning of Sikh-
ism, race and ethnicity, and, as such, it plays an important role in
British race relations legislation because it redefined the meaning
of ‘race’. The discussion of the case takes me to a discussion of
the debate between the liberal multiculturalist Bhikhu Parekh and
the liberal egalitarian Brian Barry. The discussion of Mandla and
of the Parekh-Barry debate both show that equality is articulated
through identity, which is to say that we need to pay attention
to the way identities and categories are represented: ‘Sikh’, ‘race’,
‘human’, and so on. Equality is always connected to particular
images — representations — of what it means to be, for instance,
a Sikh or a human being. The politics of equality is a politics of
representation.

Chapter 3 turns to the concept and practice of recognition so
often associated with identity politics and multiculturalism. I show
how recognition and representation are mutually implied. Rep-
resentations must be recognised and taken up in order to have
force; and recognition is always recognition of particular repre-
sentations. I develop this through a detailed discussion of Begum,



