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Introduction: Toleration in Question

We live in a globalized world where cultures coatiasly cross paths, bump into one another
and occasionally clash. As a result, the claims tfderation seem more pressing and
omnipresent today than ever before. Everywherelésdtion needed, everywhere is it called
for, yet rarely is it really achieved. Just likenman rights and democracy we are all for it; we
only wish we knew how to get more of it. Yet, tethistorian, the political philosopher or
anyone familiar with the history of Europe, thesdiitle new about these claims. They have
for the last five centuries and with varying degreé success played a prominent role in the
formation of modern societies throughout the W&ke modern idea of toleration as we have
come to know it first appeared in the™#nd 17" centuries through well-known thinkers such
as Erasmus of Rotterdam, Michel de Montaigne, Jaluke and Pierre Bayle, as a more or
less direct response to the religious and politioainoil that swept over Europe during the
reformation and counter-reformation. From thentolgration has been invoked by liberals as
a necessary requisite for achieving peaceful cetemce and equal freedom for all citizens,
not just the ones who happen to belong to the trigieed. In this sense, today’s claims for
toleration of cultural diversity form part of a yefamiliar project, namely that of creating
liberal states and societies (cf. Barry 2001).

However, there is also something less familiar abaday’s claims for toleration.
This unfamiliar element first reveals itself in thedk of toleration, which has a new and
different ring to it. Toleration used to be a qumsif granting every citizen a certain amount
of freedom through the equal provision of righterdugh these provisions all citizens were to
be attached to and detached from society in theesaay; attached as citizens of the state
with rights and duties, and detached as privatavitgals with personal beliefs and
convictions. Today toleration is framed in a difiet way. It is less a question of equal
provisions, private freedom and universality, anorena question of differential provisions,
public recognition and particularity. In fact, whased to be conceived as the solution to
cultural diversity in general and religious divéysn particular, is now depicted as part of the
problem. The new claims for toleration are in laqggt a plea for protection against a
homogenizing liberal culture masquerading as nkatrd universal. And, it is a defense of
the right to be different and detached, not judivildually and in private, but collectively and
in public (cf. Taylor 1994).

Arguably, there is something very contemporary aliois way of re-framing
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toleration. Along with globalization follows a senef cultural deprivation and a fear of loss
of identity, as well as new means and possibilitiEsexpressing one’s authenticity. The new
claims for toleration are in large degree, | thiak, expression of such sentiments. On the
following pages | will explore this relative shiftom what we might call ‘old’ to ‘new’
toleration as it is expressed and motivated in eac discourse. My aim is not to explain
why and when this shift came about, but ratherléshf out its main elements and discuss
some of its moral implications. Hence, my approecthat of the political theorist, not the
historian or the sociologist.

The argument advances in three steps. In thestiton | give a brief and general
definition of toleration and discuss some of thiéialilties associated with the concept. In the
second section, the relative shift from the ‘oitéeral toleration to the ‘new’ multiculturalist
toleration is portrayed through a comparison of whdake to be the main points of
controversy. The first is a shift from the focushmiiefs to the focus on identities; the second
is a shift from the norm of neutrality to the noahrecognition; and the third is a shift from
toleration through universal rights and provisitmgarticular rights and provisions. The third
and last section is a critical reassessment ofiiéiculturalist critique and its implications to
a liberal theory of toleration. The conclusion bistreassessment is that although there are
important lessons for liberals to learn from thdtrmulturalist critique, there are reasons to be
skeptical of the proposed alternatives. Thus, witha@bandoning the liberal approach, the
chapter ends with a brief suggestion of how libéoédration may evolve in order to better
respond to the conditions and needs of contempaonaticultural societies.

The Concept of Toleration

Toleration is a peculiar value. (I know, it is amaoriginal way to open an argument, but bear
with me.) Most of the ‘big’ values in political ghsophy are important because they
correspond to ideals or ends that we intuitiveiglfvaluable in their own right. Take freedom,
equality or justice for example. We pursue freedmoause we believe people are happiest
when they are free. We demand equality becauseelievb all people have the same moral
worth. And we want justice because we believe pespbuld get what they deserve and what

is fair. And so forth. Toleration, however, is éifént. Let me try to explain why.



Reasons to Object

In common parlance the word tolerant is frequentdgd as a synonym for open-minded or
liberal. Very often the word is defined negativddy reference to its opposites—narrow-
minded, prejudiced, bigoted—which are easier todgown than the meaning of the concept
itself. In philosophy, the concept of toleratiorassociated with the acceptance of the right of
others to hold beliefs and convictions that defrarh one’s own, especially when there is no
certain, objective way of telling right from wromgy good from bad. In liberal political
philosophy, toleration is the fundamental principleich guarantees freedom of opinion and
action to every individual member of society. Hoeevanyone who takes the concept of
toleration seriously will object to so simple andambiguous a picture. Toleration often
requires sacrifices and self-imposed duties, net p generally sympathetic attitude to
pluralism. It is not an attitude or outlook that na&turally possess and it does not give us any
personal gratification. On the contrary, it is maggropriate to think of it as a form of self-
restraint, for it requires us to refrain from doiogsaying things which we intuitively think
are right and true, and which we consequently feelare entitled to impose on others.

Bernard Williams puts it nicely:

If we are asking people to be tolerant... [tlhey willeed have to lose something, their
desire to suppress or drive out the rival belieft they will also keep something, their

commitment to their own beliefs, which is what gakiem that desire in the first place.

There is a tension here between one’s own commiBreemd the acceptance that other
people may have other and perhaps quite distastefumitments. This is the tension that
is typical of toleration, and the tension which mslit so difficult (Williams 1999: 66f).

The element of self-imposed restraint can be traoethe very word toleration, stemming
from the Latintolerantia for endurance antblero for endure or put up with. It is perhaps
more clearly exposed than elsewhere in the stancejation of toleration. To philosophers
such as Marcus Aurelius and Cicero toleration whgghly esteemed virtue characterized by
self-restraint, moderation and individual autonontywvas thought of as an ability to control
one’s emotions and to resist negative and un-tefequdgment, and as an attitude which
required a considerable amount of character arfelselpline, since it was bound to be in
frequent conflict with the more private interestk the individual (Fiala 2003: 151ff).
Although less pronounced—or rather differently pronced—today than two millennia ago,
self-restraint remains a crucial element to theceph of toleration. It urges us to accept
beliefs and actions in spite of us having reasonsbject. Thisreason to objects thus a
necessary condition of toleration (see Cohen 268#:McKinnon 2006: 18, Short 2005:
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280). Without it we would not speak of toleratidout of affirmation or indifference (Cohen
2004: 71ff; Forst 2004: 315). For instance, it wbabt make any sense for me to say that |
tolerate the homeless as long as they do not sleemy lawn, or that | tolerate South
American immigrants because | like their food andsio. The first statement is based on
indifference and the second on affirmation, andoag as this is the case | can have no
reasons to object and cannot act either toleramtlyntolerantly. If, however, the homeless
were to camp on my lawn, | would have a reasorbjead and suddenly | am presented with
the choice of tolerating or rejecting my new gueblgwever, it is not enough for me to have
reasons to object in order to act tolerantly; | tralso have the ability to do so. It would make
no sense to say that | tolerate bad weather oroeemrecessions, because it is not within my
power to do anything about them. Only when it ishim my power to object can there be a
really free choice not to object, and only wherrg¢hs such a free choice can my self-restraint
be defined as an act of toleration. Consequendlgrdtion requires three things: reason to
object, the power to object and a free choice aathject (cf. Shorten 2005: 280, McKinnon
2006: ch.2).

Reasons to Tolerate

The reason to object immediately raises a secoedtigum: Why not object? Why should we
tolerate beliefs or behaviors if we feel we woutlbetter off without them? Directly related
to these questions is another characteristic cfratibn, namelyoverriding reasons If
toleration means that | accept beliefs and behavadthough | find them objectionable and
although | have the ability to object, there mustsbme overriding reason that motivates my
tolerance. Otherwise | am just acting irrationglty. McKinnon 2006: ch.2). Toleration for
toleration’s sake has no value; it is a means heroénds and without such ends it makes no

sense.

Toleration is what | call a normatively dependenhaept, which, in order to have a
certain content (and specifiable limits) is in neédurther normative resources that are
not dependent in the same sense. Tolerance is ¢bhogary to a common view, not a
value itself but rather an attitude called for ihav values or principles (Forst 2004:
314).

Although | think Rainer Forst may be overstating tfoint in arguing that tolerance is not a
value, this normative dependence tells us somethimngh is crucially important: Toleration

is valued not so much for whatistas for what idoesfor other, overriding reasons. For what



reasons, then, is toleration so precious? The sshplay to answer this question is to say that
toleration is a necessary attitude or virtue of titezenry and the state, because societies
consist of people with mutually incompatible bediefommitments and lifestyles. If we want
peace, stability and freedom to prevail, we musteha way of accommodating this
diversity—hence the need for toleration. It is stmes thought that this is a lesson learned
quite late in history, in early modernity during ethEuropean reformation and
counterreformation, and liberals often claim a sgeawnership and authorship of the idea.
However, such conceptions require a very narrovetstdnding of the concept (cf. Nederman
1994, Bejczy 1997). Some ancient and medieval espithe Roman, the Byzantine, the
Arabic in Spain, the Ottoman, etcetera— periodycadcelled in the practice of toleration vis-
a-vis ethnic and religious minorities, not becatisey did not have the power to repress or
convert them, but simply because it was thougldsoéd more effective and righteous way to
achieve peace and stability (Nederman 1994, Brag§gl, Walzer 1997: 14ff). For example,
the well known system of Ottoman rule through ntsllendowed conquered colonies with a
considerable amount of freedom in exchange for ielbed and non-interference with
neighboring colonies. Thus, despite the differermesveen modern and pre-modern regimes
and theories of toleration, both are distinguishgda desire to accommodate rather than
eradicate diversity. All theories of toleration ¢athe respect for such diversity or pluralism as
their common point of departure.

However, if the defense of pluralism is a pointohvergence for advocates of
toleration, the more specific reasons for this deéeare not. There are many points of
divergence and disagreement, one of them being loat \yrounds pluralism should be
justified—pragmatism (Locke), scepticism (MontaigBayle and Descartes), value pluralism
(Mill and Raz) or reasonableness (Rawls). For oumppses, however, another point of
divergence is more important, namely the roots lafglism and its implications for the
defense of toleration. In relation to this, one gjiom is whether the causes of pluralism
should be sought on the level of tineividual or thecollective In the first case pluralism is
conceived as the result of differences in beligfd behaviors of individuals, each with her
own conception of how a good, virtuous and meaunintiffe should be lived. This is the
typically modern and liberal defense of pluraliswhich is historically associated with the
guest for religious freedom and individual right& Grell and Scribner 1996, Zagorin 2003).
Accordingly, this defense of pluralism is a defenfendividual freedom, for only in a society
which respects and offers diversity can people nmibkechoices they really wish to make. In

the second case, on the other hand, pluralismniseteed as stemming from cultural
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differences of identity and belonging between aiilees of people. This is typically how
pluralism was conceived and defended in the oldiempBut it is also how it has been
conceived and defended in the modern internatisystem of states and to some extent—as
we shall see in the next section—in contemporaritioultural societies (cf. Nederman 1994,
Walzer 1997). Accordingly, this defense builds e notion of groups and communities
being—in relative terms—internally homogeneous aotierent, and externally different.
These cultural differences between groups and camties are of sufficient moral
significance to preclude evaluation and judgmentaogy supposedly inter-collective moral
grounds, and must therefore be respected. In itst poncipled version, this defense of
pluralism is a defense of cultural autonomy, folydn a society that accepts and protects a
multitude of cultures can people freely maintaisease of belonging and independence (see
Raz 1998).

Another, related question regarding the causesusélsm is whether societal
diversity should be conceived as the result ofdbgland behaviors which are more or less
voluntarily chosenor as the result of beliefs and behaviors whicé an-reflected and
inherited In the first case, pluralism refers to the variet lifestyles and commitments that
people more or less rationally choose to have,hichvcase it is relatively easy to hold them
responsible for the choices they have made. Irséo®nd case, pluralism is the result of a
variety of customs and traditions that people vasadefining traits of who they are, in which
case it is much harder to hold them responsibleaftions or behaviors motivated by such
traditions (see Galeotti 2002: 78ff, Parekh 2080:3-5). Any theory of toleration must take
these differences into account. According to a comisaying, the question of toleration and
intolerance does not concern people as such, delattions and behaviors of people. But
many of our actions and behaviors are not conslyicarsd deliberately chosen. They are
inherited and socially internalized patterns of debr that tell us something about who we
are as persons. In such cases, toleration or imject a person’s behavior implies in a sense
toleration or rejection of the person herself.

In reality, the distinctions made above are notually exclusive. The causes of
pluralism are both individual and collective, batiosen and inherited. Very few advocates of
toleration, if any at all, would deny this. In tmgohowever, we cannot have it both ways; we
have to choose. How we choose to conceptualizedafehd pluralism is therefore crucial to

how we formulate a theory of toleration.



Toleration and power

The question of power cannot but be raised in audison on toleration. If toleration is
defined as withheld rejection by someone who haspthwer to reject, it can easily be seen
that toleration often has to do with the asymmetlation between a powerful tolerator and a
weak tolerated. For this reason, many a philosoplasrbeen skeptical of toleration. Even
though the act of toleration is well intended,sitbiound to reflect the overall distribution of
power between the parties involved. Thus, Goethee amrote (cited in Forst 2004: 316):
“Tolerance should be a temporary attitude onlynuist lead to recognition. To tolerate means
to insult.” According to this view, toleration idways conditional; it is accompanied by
explicit or implicit expectations that are supposedbe met in exchange for acceptance,
which means that toleration always implies some@egf dependence and subordination.

| think there is a large portion of truth in sceptiobjections like the above.
Toleration is no different than other political qziples in that it always contains aspects of
power. But what does this actually imply? Perhaperation is not the ideal solution to social
diversity and conflict, but sometimes it is theyosblution. Admittedly, power is always part
of the picture, but it can be so in many differesatys and we need to separate the ways that
are reasonably acceptable from the ones that areOme way of doing this is by the fairly
common distinction between toleration@rmissionand toleration asespect Toleration as
permission corresponds well with the sceptical mhabove. According to this conception
toleration is typically the relation between a sugemajority and an inferior, dissenting or
“different” minority. The majority gives a qualifie permission to the minority to live
according to its beliefs and convictions as longhes members of the minority respect the
superiority of the majority, and as long as theggkéheir “deviance” within private limits and
do not expose it publicly or claim equal politieadd social status on behalf of it (Forst 2004:
315f, Habermas 2003). The old Jewish saying “Jeveisthome, German in the street”
captures this conception well. Toleration as pesiarg then, is comparable to a favor which
can be withdrawn at any moment and therefore hdsetearned continuously by the party
who depends on it. Clearly, this is what tolerati@s been like throughout most of history.
This is not to say, however, that toleration asrpssion is solely motivated on pragmatic
grounds as a means of upholding peaceful coexistenis also motivated on moral grounds
by the belief that it is wrong to force others tgegup their beliefs and convictions (Forst
2004: 315f, Braude and Lewis 1982, Briggs 2004, d4ah2002).

The second conception, on the other hand, is tad@ras respect. As opposed to the
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former conception, this one seeks to overcome #hanmetries in power between the

majority and the minority by mutual respect andadify in status (Forst 2004: 316, Habermas
2003). Typically, toleration as respect is not jasttemporary attitude or favor, but an

unconditioned principle granted through individaab/or collective rights. It builds on norms

that all parties supposedly can accept and doesfavar any of them over the other.

Obviously, this is what most modern advocates havaind when they defend toleration.

Still, it must be asked whether this is a possitealistic conception at all. Can toleration be
sufficiently unconditional to produce equal and valtrespect? No matter how tolerant the
society, will not the culture of the majority berdmant and conceived as normal due to its
numerical superiority, and will not the culture tok minority be conceived as different and
deviant due to its numerical inferiority? Even innmeodern and duly constitutional and

democratic society, some asymmetries of power tatdssappear to be inevitable, as Walzer
suggests:

[M]inority groups are unequal by virtue of theirmbers and will be democratically
overruled on most matters of public culture. Theamiy tolerates cultural difference in

the same way that the government tolerates oppositby establishing a regime of civil

rights and civil liberties and an independent jiadic to guarantee its effectiveness.
(Walzer 1997: 55)

This asymmetry of power is, generally speaking, twhativates the claims for new means of
toleration. In order to better understand it wedheeleave the purely conceptual discussion

aside and turn to theory.

Theories of Toleration

How should a state or any other kind of polity paaentoleration as respect? This is where
contemporary mainstream liberals and multicultstalipart company. The standard liberal
answer to the above question builds on the wellakndistinction between the public and the
private spheres. This distinction is crucial foteatls liberals what one needs to be tolerant
about and what not. The public sphere is the spbegolitical authority, of laws and of
obligations. From the liberal point of view it regents the minimal and necessary interests
that we as citizens all have in common—e.g. peamdgr and justice—regardless of how
numerous and pervasive our differences may be heratespects. As members of such a

public we are all (formally) equal. The private sply on the other hand, is the sphere of



freedom. In it, we are free to live life as we §iedo join the associations and communities of
our choice, and to worship the God(s) of our failtere we are all different and authentic
individuals, autonomous and free from public rests A tolerant liberal society, is a society
which draws the boundaries of the private spher&esfdom generously and subsequently
tolerates all the ‘deviant’ behaviors that takecplan that sphere. Such behaviors may include
polygamy, prostitution, same-sex marriages andlilgeon of narcotics, provided that they
are freely chosen and do not harm others.

The public sphere, however, has little need fagradion since it is not a sphere of
diversity but of uniformity. An intolerant societiraws the boundaries of the public widely so
that church, religion, sexuality and so forth beeomatters of the state. A tolerant liberal
society draws them narrowly so as to make theseggshmatters of the private individual.
Regardless of how the boundaries are drawn, howthetiberal public is always a sphere of
uniformity, defined as it were by the goods andvgmions of which we as citizens have an
equal need. To the mainstream liberal, then, totaraas respect basically requires three
things: i) agenerousinterpretation of what issues belong to the pavsphere, ii) a strong
sense ofespectfor the public/private divide, and iigqual treatmenbf all citizens in public
matters.

This liberal theory of toleration is not enoughptemote toleration as respect,
multiculturalists argue. Although there are consadée variations in the formulation of a
multiculturalist standpoint, | believe that the wrajhrust of the argument can be summarized
along the lines of three relative and interdependkiits: i) from beliefs to identities, ii) from
neutrality to recognition, and iii) from univerdglito particularity. Let us deal with each of

them in turn.

From Beliefs to Identities

The first step in the transformation of toleratia a critique of liberal individualism.
Essentially, this is a critique of the liberal imeltion to view human diversity as constituted
by differences between individuals, and not as ttied by differences between groups and
sub-communities living within the same societym @alling this step a shift in focus from the
protection of private and individually chosdreliefs to the protection of collective and
socially contingentdentities In the first case toleration is needed for thieesaf individual
privacy. In the second case toleration is needeth® sake of cultural pluralism. In order to
understand this shift we need to address the ayit@lbassumptions that underpin it. Let me

elaborate.
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The liberal understanding of the division betweaugte freedom and public authority

implies two predispositions or tendencies in theedal conception of the self. Firstly, it
implies an element aitomismin the sense that the individual is (implicithgrzeived as an
autonomous agent with a set of pre-political irdeseand beliefs. The origins and formation
of those individual beliefs are of little or at &#af secondary interest to liberalism. Rather, it
is with the ability and opportunity of every perstmnwithout restraints hold such beliefs and
to live accordingly that liberalism is concernede(tH 1989: ch.7). As a result, the liberal
individual is understood in terms of the beliefsl anterests she seeks to realize, and not in
terms of where and why she adopted those beliefls iaterests in the first place. It is
therefore normatively assumed that community i®@sdary and instrumental structure—
not a moral entity in its own right—the purposendfich is to protect and promote individual
liberty as much as possible (see Gauthier 198a6f33Me freedom of conscience, which was
more central than any other freedom to the earfgrdiers of liberal toleration, is a case in
point. To John Locke and many of the liberal plojasers who would come after him,
religion was a question of personal conviction #aith; a belief coming from ‘within’ that
could not and should not be controlled or influehdeom the ‘outside’. InA Letter
Concerning Toleratiort is striking how much emphasis Locke puts ondffemation of this
argument, which leads him to the (liberal) con@usthat religion and church are affiliations

of voluntary choice and not of birth and descent:

All the life and power of true religion consists time inward and full persuasion of the
mind; and faith is not faith without believing [. A church then | take to be a voluntary
society of men, joining themselves together ofrtloevn accord, in order to the public
worshipping of God, in such a manner as they juslgeeptable to him, and effectual to
the salvation of their souls. | say it is a freal amluntary society. Nobody is born a
member of any church; otherwise the religion ofepés would descend unto children, by
the same right of inheritance as their temporaitest(Locke 2003: 219, 220; cf. Creppell
2003: 115f).

Secondly, the public/private division also impleeslualismin the liberal conception of the
self. In a language which once again can be trasddr back as Locke, the liberal individual

is on the one hand a bundle of beliefs, sentimeamstions and convictions which together
define how and to what ends she will use her freeddn the other hand she is a rational
agent, capable of leaving her private beliefs agglrds aside whenever she enters the secular
public sphere (Creppell 2003: 93f). The logic of behavior and actions in one sphere does
not, and must not, spill over to the other sinces thould compromise both individual



freedom and public unity. And so the boundary betwéhese two aspects of the self was
crucial to Locke and still is to liberals todayplaces toleration not only on a ground of mere
abstract principles, but on the psychological gcbahan essentially modern and divided self
(Creppell 2003: 117).

The atomistic and dualistic conception of the selprimarily a normative ideal in
liberal theory, not an empirical stipulation, adé not in modern liberalism (cf. Rawls 1985).
Nevertheless, multiculturalists argue, it presupgosertain ontological assumptions which
tend to obscure the collective and social embedesiof the self. These assumptions
constitute the main object of criticism to multicwhlists just like it did to communitarians in
the late 1970s and early 1980s (see among othehstywke 1981, Sandel 1982 and 1984,
Walzer 1983 and Taylor 1985). On the first hand|ticwlturalists argue, our beliefs and
convictions—among them religion—are not private @edsonal matters, as liberals tend to
assume. Notwithstanding the freedoms of religiossoaiation and expression, and the
separation of state and church, people do not ehthasr affiliations and communities. They
are born into them and socialized by their culttaed common values. Even if we assume a
secluded sphere of private freedom, it is wrong@gsume a sphere devoid of socio-cultural
structures and sub-communities that group peomether and configure the choices they
make and the beliefs they hold. The private spienmot a sphere of complete individual
diversity, as liberals tend to assume, but a spbanstituted by a diversity of groups and sub-
communities, minorities and majorities, who colieely seek expression and approval for the
beliefs they have in common and define who they Bine ability of people to move between
and switch communities is obviously greater in madglobalized societies than it was/is in
traditional ones (cf. Walzer 1990), but the needdommunal belonging is not. The basic
problem with liberal atomism, then, is an overlyiopstic conception of individual autonomy
and a failure to recognize the extent to whichvitlial freedom hinges on cultural inclusion
and identification (See Parekh 2000: ch.3 and Kgkali1995: ch.5). As Will Kymlicka
argues in his own culture oriented version of ldiem, the ‘availability of meaningful
options’ which are central to the liberal conceptiof freedom ‘depends on access to a
societal culture, and on understanding the historg language of that culture’ (Kymlicka
1995: 83). Without access to such a culture, th@odpnity to free and meaningful choice is
severely restrained (Kymlicka 1995: 84ff).

Somewhat related to the above is thalismin the liberal conception of the self.
The division of the self into compartmentalizedtsmay be warranted by Locke’s boundary

drawing between what is private and what is pulblig,it gives a false conception of human
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nature and identity, multiculturalists claim. Thean distinction between a private self of
subjective beliefs and passions, and a public eélfobjective rationality is a grave
misconception which obscures the interconnectiomslimkages between the two. Who | am
in private affects how | behave and act in puldied vice versa. It is this clear cut division
between private culture and public rationality ibetal theory that Kymlicka tries to
overcome through the introduction of the conceptsokietal culture’, which essentially
constitutes the connection or, better yet, thectire which encompasses both of them
(Kymlicka 1995: 76ff). Accordingly, multiculturalis prefer to talk about identity over beliefs
and interests. Identities are deeply rooted andagsere; they define who we are and they
transgress the fine line between private and publey are not entirely private, subjective
and personal, as liberals take beliefs to be, reothey entirely public, objective and rational,
as liberals take common interests to be. Most itapdly, they can hardly be conceived of as
chosen, but rather as socially constituted andnatzed.

What, then, does the liberal (mis)conception ofgblké imply to the liberal theory of
toleration? According to multiculturalism it impiea blindness and inability to address
discrimination and inequalities that are collectiveplicit and socially structured. In focusing
on the level of the individual, liberals see sogcias made up of a diversity of individual
beliefs and convictions, each of which is equal+thdo say equally different. What liberals
fail to see, then, is that these differences ateeqaally and symmetrically distributed. Some
differences are shared by a powerful majority whigtperceived as normal and culturally
neutral—maleness, whiteness, straightness, Christighereas other differences are shared
by a marginalized minority which subsequently isceeved as deviant and culturally
biased—femaleness, blackness, gayness, Muslim ¢@ag002: 57, 60). Confining these
differences to the private sphere does nothingtey the asymmetries in toleration and the
uneven distribution of respect between such grotjgnce, the kind of toleration that is

called for needs to do more than the liberal ptaiacf private freedom.

From Neutrality to Recognition

The second step in the transformation of tolerakioitdds on the first. It amounts to a shift in
the way toleration is promoted and in the view oWwht should be practiced by the state. If
protecting the sanctity of the private sphere andividual freedom is not enough, as

multiculturalists maintain, then the state mustrbere active in the promotion of certain



groups who still suffer from a lack of tolerationedto the color of their skin, their religious
beliefs, their sex, and so forth. | am calling teisp a shift from passiveeutrality to active
recognition Instead of using toleration as an argument fattucal abstinence’ on behalf of
the state, multiculturalism uses it as an argunfentcultural involvement and support.
However, in order to fully understand this objentiove need to understand why and how
neutrality is important to liberalism.

So far | have argued that the place of toleratmlibieral theory is to assure the
sanctity of the private sphere so that people taoge freely how to live their lives. To early
liberals, such as Locke, this was quite enoughafadefense of individual freedom and
peaceful co-existence. It does not do away withitlegualities in social status and political
influence between different groups of society, ibputs a stop to the religious persecution of
religious minorities. Modern liberals, however, aiar more. They have to, if toleration as
respect is what we aim for. Hence, apart from hgtiie same right to be left alone, citizens
should also have a right to equal treatment in gbblic sphere. In dealing with public
institutions no citizen should be discriminatedfavored over the other, regardless of her
being part of some minority culture. In order fhistto be the case, the liberal state needs to
be neutral Exactly what state neutrality means is a widedpated question among liberals,
but generally speaking it means that the liberatesis a state that does not favor any
particular conception of what a good and meaningfal is. The liberal state is just and
righteous, but it does not and cannot take anyorespility for the moral development of its
citizens. The separation of state and church—wirieans that the state has no influence over
the ‘spiritual well-being’ of the people—is one iorpant expression of this principle of
neutrality.

More specifically, the principle of state neutraiinplies two similar things. Firstly,
it implies a principle of action which is commonigferred to asbenign neglect’ Benign
neglect denotes a deliberat@elgsumedndifference toward all the private differenceatthare
tolerated in the private sphere. It means thatipufficials shall look beyond, even be blind
to, behaviors and beliefs that clash with their amd those of the majority culture, as long as
these behaviors and beliefs have no bearing oncpuoiatters. Hence, benign neglect is not
tantamount to special consideration or preferemtgdtment of minorities; it is the presumed
abstinence of differential consideration and treatmof any kind, positive as well as
negative. Traditionally, the principle of benigngfext was advocated with respect to the
separation of state and church, in which case @nnhkkoking beyond the differing practices

and symbols of, say, Catholics, Lutherans and @eita. Today it is obviously advocated in
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matters of ethnicity, sexual orientation and skatog, too. According to this principle, then,
state neutrality means that the public sphere shtw@l a space equally accessible and
available to everyone; a place where no particglaup of citizens is able tfeel less
included than any other. Obviously, no liberal vebatgue that this is actually the case in any
absolute sense of the word, but as an ideal aatkgty, this is what the public sphere needs to
be like. The culture of the public sphere mustefae be ‘sterile’, not only with respect to
the influence of religion and church, but with respto other implicit norms such as
patriarchy, heterosexuality and whiteness (cf. \WialZ994 and 1997: epilogue’). A liberal
public culture, then, must consist of norms which acceptable and equally favorable to
everyone. This argument under-girds the well-knolgtinction among contemporary liberals
betweenethnic nations, where public culture builds on a homogesepackage of shared
language, religion, traditions and heritage, andc nations, where public culture is secular
and devoid of ethnic markers of identity (cf. Kohf44; see also Smith 1986). A liberal
public culture is thus grounded in a civic conceptiof the nation, and it builds on a
widespread acceptance of and loyalty to a set litigad norms which are integral to any just
and democratic society and which consequently eedmfually to all ethnic and religious
groups (see Habermas 1992 and 2001, Tamir 1998 rMR95 and Ignatieff 1993).

The multicultural critique of liberalism can be leol down, | think, to two
objections regarding the alleged neutrality of skete. One of them direct, in the sense of
being explicitly aimed at liberal theory, and thter isindirect, in the sense of being more
concerned with the liberal conception of what aamastate is than with liberalism as such.
According to the first, the so called neutralitylivieralism is false. Just like other ideologies
it originates from a particular historical and cu#tl context, within which it has been molded
and shaped. It does not speak to humanity in tise¢yy as liberals want to believe, and it is
not equally applicable across all cultural bord@tarekh 2000: 109). Liberalism does not
offer a ‘possible meeting ground for all culturkst is the political expression of one range of
cultures, and quite incompatible with other rangas’ Charles Taylor argues (1994: 62). Of
what, then, does this cultural contingency considte familiar element is of course that it
represents an essentiallyestern(European) experience of the state and societyedts the
imprint of ideals and values that are constitutivé Western civilization, such as
individualism, human rationality, autonomy, selfi@ace and self-development, whereas it

ignores other ideals and values that are centrather civilizations, such as family, honor,



solidarity, contentment and humility (cf. ParekhOQ0 338f). Liberalism is also essentially
Western in the sense that it is marked by the ioelgy conflicts that took place during its
inception. The consequences of this interrelatam ftardly be overestimated, for it has given
liberalism the propensity to interpret all cultunflicts as conflicts of world views (i.e.
religions) and all claims for toleration as claifios the right to choose and practice those
world views freely and privately. Today, howevdre tclaims for toleration have less to do
with freedom of conscience and peaceful co-exigteand more to do with inequalities and
discrimination stemming from differences in sexinskolor or ethnicity; differences which
cannot be stuffed away and contained in the prigspteere as if they were invisible in public
(Galeotti 2002: 57, 64 and 65ff).

The second, indirect, objection is not aimed ariltism per se, as mentioned above,
but at the ‘nation-building element’ of the modstate and liberalism’s inability to develop a
proper way of dealing with this fact. Accordingttos objection it does not matter whether or
not liberal theory in itself is neutral, as argusdliberals. The liberal state cannot be neutral
as long as it has to be realized within the settihg nation-state, since the nation-state—as
idea as much as phenomenon—is from the very begjrone nation’sstate with an inbuilt
predisposition to pursue and preserve ethnic homatye It is therefore incompatible with
any liberal notion of neutrality toward ethnic other cultural differences (see Kymlicka
1989, 1995 and Raz 1986, 1998). The more ethniersity increases, the more hollow and
futile will the principles of benign neglect andrici nationhood prove to be (Kymlicka 1995:
49). Admittedly, the ethno-cultural component isren@ervasive in some countries than
others, as the liberal distinction between ethmd aivic nations suggests, but it is always
present as a standard of normality with respecffioial language, religious festivities, core
curriculum in education, requirements for acquirgitizenship and so forth (Parekh 2000:
184ff, Raz 1998). Even in traditional immigrant oties which are assumed to be
multiethnic and multireligious in their very essenstate neutrality is de facto a distant ideal
which remains far from being realized. Consequerglyen in the United States with its
supposedly post-ethnic, secular, civic conceptioth® nation, the dominant position of white
Anglo-Saxon Protestants, ‘WASPs’, as the natioribgagroup above others remains
unchallenged (Castles and Davidson 2000: 161; BE&F: 774ff).

To sum up, the problem with the liberal notion w@ite neutrality, from the perspective

of multiculturalism, is that it does not do enouggh promote equal and mutual respect
between all citizens. The presumed neutrality ef liberal state works as a cover up for a

public culture which represents the interests, soamd lifestyles of a dominant majority. The
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passivity of the state that goes hand in hand thighneutrality amounts to nothing more than
a tacit, factual acceptance of the uneven disinbubf social status and power between
members of the majority and members of the mirewitin such a system equal and mutual
respect can only come after the assimilation of omiies into the majority culture is
completed. Without such assimilation, multicultistd argue, toleration is only granted as
long as the minorities keep their cultural deviapceate and unexposed—i.e. toleration as
permission. Instead, what multiculturalists propiwsthe place of neutrality isecognition If

the liberal state tends to block out differencesrfithe public realm by force of a majoritarian
culture portrayed as neutral, what is needed ist@ueblic recognition of those differences as
equally valid and legitimate. Hence, recognitionn®re than anything else symbolic
measure aimed at the public exposure and endorseaieoultures and identities that
previously had to be hidden. And it is a measur&lwhecessarily involves the state, for only
by such symbolic acknowledgement on behalf of thibaities can the subordinate cultures
and identities gain the dignity and self-esteemny theed in order to be equally included,

without being assimilated, in society. Anna Galigdttstrates this point nicely:

If the government declares that homosexuals camdweitted into the army, or that

Islamic symbols can be admitted in public schoelhat is gained by the direct

beneficiaries of such decisions is more than ttexdi freedom involved. The public

visibility of differences that has resulted symbally represents the legitimization of

their presence in public. In its turn, the legitzation of their presence in public signifies
their inclusion in the public sphere on the sam&ifig as those whose practices and
behavior are ‘normal’. This inclusion then implig®e acceptance of the corresponding
identity and, hence, the acceptance of those whaenarked by such identities. (Galeotti
2002: 100f)

This turn in the practice of toleration from a ’picks of neutrality’ to a ‘politics of

recognition’ is based on the conviction, discusgethe previous section, that what matters
most for toleration as respect is the ability tpress one’s identity, not the ability to pursue
one’s private beliefs. It seeks to dig out and gigeognition to the authentic collective
identity of each group. Equal inclusion means egespect and recognition of the differences

of identity that make me into me and you into yoaylor 1994: 31ff, 64f).

From Universality to Particularity

The third and last step in the transformation d¢érition follows from the previous two and
has to do with the practice and organization oértion. In practice, if not in theory,
toleration is always a question of keeping peomth lapart and together in the best possible



equilibrium. People must be kept apart because hlasg beliefs, convictions and identities
that are incompatible and conflict with one anaotHgut they are also inescapably drawn
together, for they are members of a society whickkes them mutually dependent and
vulnerable to one another. The question of tolerais to determine how these two facts of
life should be balanced against one another. Tinerdl answer builds on the dichotomy
between the private and the public sphere whicpomd to the need for separation and
integration respectively. The public sphere coroesis with the needs or qualities that we as
citizens all have in common which makes it a sploéneniformity; that is, a sphere of norms
and ideals, and more concretely laws, provisiors @pligations which areniversal This
universalism presupposes firstly that citizensatached or potentially attached to the public
sphere in much the same way—regardless of how rdifftethey may be as private
individuals—as discussed in the first step of tia@sformation. Secondly, it presupposes that
the state is neutral with respect to all culturdfedences that are politically irrelevant, as
discussed in the second step of the transformatitowever, if the first and second
preconditions of liberal toleration should be drsieal because they are false or misguided, as
multiculturalists maintain, the principle of unigatity must be discarded as well. This in turn
means that the basic equation of toleration, ‘togieand apart’, has to be solved in a new
way.

The multiculturalist solution is grounded in thgpoging principle oparticularity.
If the problem with liberal universalism is a falsenception of the similarity in human needs,
the correction of that misconception must be gresgasitivity to difference and particularity.
Different groups have different needs and valugedsht things. Consequently, equal respect
should not be understood as synonymous with edghtsr provisions and goods. Rather,
equal respect should mean endorsement and pratexftatifferent rights for different groups,
for only then can toleration become something mibi@n conditional permission. More
specifically, the emphasis on particularity implie® norms which go against the mainstream
liberal legacy of toleration. The first dsfferentiationand the second &ate activism

Differentiationimplies a rupture with the liberal idea of a unifocitizenship. It
means that public policy should not (primarily) based on the needs and interests of the
citizenry as a cohesive entity—since the notiorsofh common needs and interests is a
chimera—but on subdivisions or groups of societymkeans that public officials must
conceive and relate to the citizenry not equallg anth an assumed blindness to cultural
differences, but differentially and with great séxgy and flexibility. Quite often, advocates

of multiculturalism justify such differentiation thi the analogy of distributive justice as in the
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re-allocation of money through progressive taxatfsee Turner 1997). Just like the state
practices differential treatment with respect t@iseconomic class, it should do so with

respect to religious affiliation and ethnic origBome groups are under-privileged in terms of
income, others in terms of public recognition, anwehust be the responsibility of the state to
rectify both types of injustice—at least if oneibeés in distributive justice (cf. Fraser 1997

and Philips 1999). Typically and more concretelys targument leads the way for a general
justification of affirmative actions vis-a-vis gnpsi which over long periods of time have been
discriminated and therefore deserve compensatiah as African and Native Americans in

the U.S. and Canada.

Thus far, however, there is no fundamental condlietr differential treatment. Most
egalitarian liberals support affirmative action ¢ases such as the above—although as a
retroactive and individual compensation for uneyahstributed opportunities—and they see
it as a temporary means to the more permanent ehdsclusion and integration. The
multicultural claims for differential treatment dwt stop here, however. A public policy
based on differentiality does not only imply compa&tng the weak, marginalized and
stigmatized; it also implies protecting and seekiagognition of the differences that matter
the most to such groups. Indeed, if the subtle libation and gradual assimilation of
minorities is the problem, then the protection dfedences must be the prime objective of
toleration. Typically, such differential policy isnplemented through the establishment of
group rights which serve to protect ‘endangeredoniiy cultures’ that are threatened by
assimilation into majority culture. In some casashsgroups are exempted from legislation
that is binding to the rest of society—for examgble exemption from the obligation to wear a
motorcycle helmet (Sikhs) or to respect the Charstiradition to refrain from commerce on
Sundays. In other cases minority groups are grasgedial rights and provisions that serve to
protect important elements of their culture—suchiraguistic and educational rights. In cases
such as these, especially the latter, differemtedtment becomes controversial because it is
incompatible with the liberal norm of universality.

The second norm is a logical consequence of the fihe urge to differentiate
between ethnic and religious groups in society wiract plea forstate activismlt is not
enough for the state, as the liberal would argoesvenhandedly stimulate the formation of
voluntary ethnic associations and a vibrant cieitisty. The state must also take an active

part in singling out, empowering and protectingta@l minorities. In many countries



throughout the West such activism has increased thee last decades. In the U.S., for
example, the now dominant ‘ethno-racial pentagas’,Hollinger calls it, consists of the
following five groups defined on the basis of skolor and descent: Euro-Americans, Asian-
Americans, African-Americans, Hispanics and Indgesn people (Hollinger 2000: 23). In a
growing number of policy areas the pentagon is usechtegorize citizens, thus enabling a
host of differential treatment policies initiateddamonitored by public authorities (Hollinger
2000: ch.2). Hence, classifications such as théagen offer a necessary instrument for states
that actively seek to empower minority and powerlgsoups, multiculturalists argue, by
using the very traits for which those groups weiseriminated as points of resistance and
public recognition.

To sum up, the move from universality to particityain the practice and
organization of toleration marks a simultaneous enaway from the public-private
distinction, which is so central to liberalism. tie personal characteristics that liberalism
defines as private—skin color, ethnicity and reigi—form the basis for public policy, the
boundary between the private and the public sphegns to erode. And, if citizenship is
divided into cultural subgroups with special exeimps, rights and freedoms, the very
characteristic which distinguishes the public frothhe private sphere—uniformity—
disappears. For these reasons, the ‘politics dérihce’ advocated by multiculturalists (cf.
Young 1990) is highly controversial from a libepalint of view. Nevertheless, it is a logical
result of the shift from beliefs to identities afidm neutrality to recognition. The resulting
multicultural solution to ‘together and apart’ iddferent model of toleration. It substitutes
the division between private individuals and pubtitizens for an alternative division
between different groups of citizens constituted tbe basis of cultural identities which
perforate the ‘old’ boundary between public andvae—African-Americans, female-

Americans, homosexual-Americans, and so forth.

Re-Assessing Liberal Toleration

By mode of conclusion | want to return to the distion between toleration as permission and
toleration as equal respect. As stated in the $estion, the dichotomy provides an instrument
of evaluation that helps us distinguish betweerotjand ‘bad’ forms of toleration. Equal
respect means not only acceptance,dujutal acceptance of all tolerable forms of behavior,
ideas, lifestyles and beliefs regardless of howyrarhow few, how common or how unusual
the members and the practices of the group mayThé is what both liberals and

multiculturalists have in mind when they speak aiitioultural toleration. The question is,
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does the liberal theory of toleration do enoughptomote this ideal? The multiculturalist
answer to this question is negative, as we have, seel | think there are important lessons
for liberals to learn from that critique. What maliituralists like Taylor, Kymlicka, Parekh
and others have managed to do is to point out Isipads in liberal theory that affect how we
think about and practice toleration. However, wihay have not managed to do is to present
coherent and consistent alternatives to the thedhey criticize. In these last pages | will
therefore address some of the assumptions behenihdiiticulturalist critique and make some

suggestions regarding what liberals should make of

Which identities matter?

The individualism for which liberalism has receives® much criticism by marxists,
communitarians, feminists and now multiculturalistan be divided into two different
elements that one needs to discuss separately fifBhes the ontological aspeciof this
individualism. Clearly, the multicultural claim thaindividual beliefs, interests and
commitments develop through (involuntary) socidl@a in cultural environments replete
with norms and values, is true. In as much asistise case it may seem more accurate to talk
about toleration of collectively shared identitiean of individually chosen beliefs. However,
it is quite unclear what this should imply for aetiny of toleration. People have many
identities that matter in defining their beliefgsgions and interests as individuals. Moreover,
these identities are not stable and constant aver; some of them are strengthened due to
external circumstances and events, others fade anéyiew ones appear. Depending on the
context and situation some identity becomes mdevaat than others, and depending on the
identity some communal attachment becomes strotiggr the others. For this reason,
framing the identity of a black Jewish single motbern in Ethiopia living in London, for
example, is no simple thing. There is no objectne singular way of classifying who this
person really is and which group of citizens shalyebelongs to. Still, it seems undeniable
that this is what a toleration based on identitystrap. In order to tolerate people for what
theyreally are, we must group them together under differgin¢ls that explain how they are
similar to one another and how they are differenbther groups. Thus, in order to defend
toleration based on a politics of identity we massume that the element which defines who
a person really is, her self, is a collectively reldaidentity which needs to be dug out and
recognized in public. The problem with the conaaptf the self, which multiculturalists are
forced to accept because of their strive for groegognition, is a strikingly naive, unsubtle



and essentialist notion of identity (cf. Appiah 49455f; Hollinger 1999: 122, Benhabib
2002: 61ff). The consequences of this conceptiahtha politics of recognition that go with
it is a model of toleration which tends to lockiwiduals into groups which are defined on the
basis of superficial characteristics such as skiorcand descent; group identities which the
members in question may not have had chosen theessdl given the opportunity. The
danger with this emphasis on identity, then, ig theuns the risk of limiting the freedom of
minorities to choose their own commitments by biogkout alternative identities that may
matter as much or more to them. Admittedly, Kymdicegues that such ‘internal restrictions’
must not be permitted, but when the very existafcgroup autonomy granted by the state
hinges on the persuasiveness of cultural authgntaaid difference, it is quite easy to see just
how strong the incitements to forge and reproduod suthenticity and difference must be.
Viewed from this perspective, it is uncertain wiiagral toleration stands to gain from a more
identity oriented conception of toleration. In tfadt can be argued that the liberal
individualist conception of the self—which repretsea guiding ideal of individual freedom
and diversity rather than a theory of the consatubf personal identity—is defensible simply
because it makes no over-simplifying and essenitg/iassumptions about identity. As such
it provides better conditions for toleration offdifence, not just between but within groups.
The second aspect of liberal individualism is indiisalism as devel of analysisin

this respect, it seems to me that the charge oftienlilralism is more relevant and
convincing. The (classical) liberal tendency to seeietal diversity as a result of differences
in personal beliefs, aspirations and lifestyles result of such individualism which has little
to do with the conception of the self and much ntordo with where and how one looks at
society. In focusing on the level of the individual is difficult to see injustices and
inequalities that are structural and collectiveonigin. Egalitarian liberalism has over the
years to some extent accommodated the critique avkists and feminists with respect to
structural injustices associated with class anddgenHowever, culture as in ethnicity and
religion is more difficult to liberals since it isonceived as more subjective and (partly)
chosen than social class and sex, in which cda#istinto the category ‘personal and private’
as opposed to ‘collective and public’. As indicatedhe previous section, however, | do not
think that this has to be the case for a liberabti of toleration. Just like egalitarian liberals
support progressive taxation to rectify some of tingust rewards of the free market, they
have come to support affirmative action with respeaot only women but ethnic minorities
as well. It must be kept in mind, though, that liheral justification of such measures is quite

different from the multiculturalist. To the egatitan liberal, affirmative action is justified as a
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temporary means to compensate for historical andttstral injustices, and as a means of
levelling the playing field with the aim of grangirequal opportunities and respect—or at
least something close to it—to everybody. Hence, dm is individual empowerment and
integration and not, as in the case of multicultsna, differentiation and protection of group

autonomy.

Neutrality of what?

My second remark has to do with the liberal conoepdf state neutrality. There is something
alarmingly important about the multicultural critig of liberal neutrality, because if true it is
very serious. The production and reproduction ofaflegedly neutral, egalitarian public
culture which in fact serves only the interestsaoflominant class of the majority is not
compatible with any theory of liberal tolerationowever, part of this problem has to do with
the concept of state neutrality, the meaning ofciwhs far from evident. It seems to me that
mainstream liberalism is clinging on to a conceptdeal which is vague, contested and to
some extent also futile, because it causes a degreenfusion that exceeds the merits it
brings. In order to make this point, | need toidmish between two kinds of neutrality, just
like | did with respect to individualism above. Thest of these is neutrality with respect to
the kind of moral or value diversity with which ditals traditionally have been occupied, for
example Rawls (1993). In this respect, | thinkicsitsuch as Parekh and Taylor are right on
target. Liberalism is not neutral. Just like ottiegories of political philosophy it builds on a
particular conception of the human good with enguirterpretations—freedom, autonomy,
equality, human dignity, self-development, etcetewdhich have priority over other,
nonetheless esteemed, ideals and goods—e.g. #9lidayalty, contentment, selflessness
(Galston 1991, Parekh 2000: 338f). Liberal indiatilsm is also a culture, and just like other
cultures it is moulded and reproduced by the iastihs of the liberal state, as Charles Taylor
correctly points out: ‘the free individual who affis himself as such already has an obligation
to complete, restore, or sustain the society withiinich this identity is possible’ (Taylor
1985: 209). And so, just like some liberal critafsneutralism have argued before (see among
others Barry 1973, Galston 1991 and Macedo 199Bglieve that recognizing this ethical
basis or inclination of liberalism, which is notlpmprocedural but also substantive, would
give a more accurate, clear and convincing pictdirehat liberalism is and what it is not. It
would also (hopefully) do away with the delusioatthberalism is transcendental and equally
natural in all environments. Finally, | think it ght help to rectify one of the great



weaknesses of liberal toleration: the inabilitydtaw a clear boundary between toleration and
indifference. The neutral state that can only weee when direct physical or emotional harm
can be proven, often works ascarte blanchefor politicians and bureaucrats who evade
responsibility and commitment by claiming to beetaht. A non-neutral state that openly
recognizes a set of values and a conception dfidinean good is less likelgeteris paribus

to conflate toleration with indifference. Such gamnde, with respect not only to the means of
greater toleration but also to the necesganits of toleration, is crucial in a multicultural
society.

Does this mean that the liberal state cannot b&al@uObviously, in terms of moral
diversity this is what the above conception of lddsm means. However, | do not think that
this implies that we also have to abandon the ade®eutrality with respect to the secular and
civic state, as Kymlicka and others suggest. Tiwesfor a public culture devoid of ethnic and
religious traits is not tantamount to ignorancansensitivity to the historical discrimination
of minorities, nor is it tantamount to denying thabst, if not all, nation-states have one
majoritarian identity which has been more influahthan others in defining the content and
scope of public culture. It is probably true thabsnmodern liberals have been naive and
perhaps deliberately ignorant of the ethno-cultacahponent of the modern nation-state. But
this ethno-cultural component is a fact of histakidevelopment, not an inherent condition of
liberal theory. The answer may very well be mord aat less liberalism. The argument that
Kymlicka and other multiculturalists are trying neaks mainly circumstantial, as a lawyer
would call it. And the proposed solution with ettally segmented citizenships through
differential rights strikes me as both exaggerated counterproductive, at least if applied as
a permanent model and not as temporary means. Wiadt comes down to, | think, is
whether or not the numerical superiority of the onigy should be conceived as a source of
power asymmetries so great that toleration as egspkect becomes impossible. The way the
multiculturalist argument is framed this seems ¢otlhe general conception. Admittedly, it
would be foolish to deny that members of the mgjotend to dominate political and
economical resources in multicultural societie$pifno other reason then for the simple fact
that there are more of them than of the minoritizses this mean that toleration through the
universalistic and uniform liberal citizenship caever lead to complete equal respect?
Possibly. But, if so, what will? Trying to competesaninorities for their numerical inferiority
through particularistic, protectionist and “tailorade” citizenships will not do the job. The
potential groups that may come in question for siiffierential and protective rights are not

natural and objective in any meaningful sense efwbrd, as | argued in the previous section.
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They have to be deliberately constituted and evekedented'— in order to be real and
politically relevant. The role of the state in tt@nstitution of such groups is crucial and must
therefore be handled with great care and moderaliomost cases, | would rather have a
liberal state which actively promotes integratidnath through a vibrant civil society and a
social welfare system dedicated to creating eqpplodunities, than a multicultural state
which tries to meet the changing needs of changmogips through differential rights and

ethno-cultural enclavization.
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