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Tolerance and cultural diversity in Europe: theoretical
perspectives and contemporary developments:

Most people would assume that toleration is onethaf enduring values of European
liberalism and few would openly reject it. Indeedjile some forms of intolerance may be
growing, as reflected in the rise of certain faghti parties, it would be generally
acknowledged that with the ethnic, cultural andgrels diversity that is now a feature of
many European cities, the need for tolerance istgréet the current predicament of
toleration is evident in relation to two concurrelgvelopments across European states and
societies. The first articulates the idea that eomdorary expressions of cultural difference go
‘beyond’ toleration. They go ‘beyond’ because the concemt desires that underpin the
social and political claims of minority groups ansufficiently addressed with tolerance. It is
not justnon-interference, but respect for and public redegn of ethno-religious diversity
that is sought. Toleration contains an element isfgproval and objection that, though
balanced out and overridden by reasons for forinearand acceptance, may be seen to
perpetuate a smear on minority groups. If the deasiffor the removal of social stigma and

for equal accommodation in the public sphere, tération may not do the trick.

As a second development, we see a reversal inpjpesde direction, towards intolerance. In
many European countries the contention is now thathe past, there has been too much
leniency, too much accommodation and too littlastesice on shared values. Fuelled by
anxieties over terrorism, over a lack of ‘cohesiand ‘political unity’, social disorder and
fragmentation along ethnic and religious liness iargued that too much tolerance has been
afforded to minority groups. That which is toledht@ust be consistent with the legitimate
rights of others, especially in relation to womendachildren or freedom of sexual
orientation. Toleration comes to be seen as theecatll pertinent social problems, a sign of
weakness or confusion. A new principled intolerarsceeen, paradoxically, as necessary to

protect the rights of individuals, and the righialues and the identity of the majority.

* This paper draws on contributions to the ACCEPIliralism Work Package 2 by Veit
Bader, Jan Dobbernack, Iseult Honohan, Tarig Moddtet Mouritsen, Tore Vincents
Olsen, Werner Schiffauer and Anna Triandafyllid@ee the appendix for a list of the
contributions that have in parts been incorporated.
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Toleration then appears to be at risk of beingmfragted between various concerns: the
demanding claims of identity politics, a concerritvthe moral and legal limits of toleration,
and a new anxiety about socio-cultural cohesiopadditical unity. In the current situation, it
seems to be a compromise with few defenders ang detractors.

This overview paper interrogates toleration as rstesied concept that is subject to disputes
and challenges. It first introduces some elemehts abnceptual definition of toleration, its
models and paradoxes. It then considers some aspkttie history of toleration, beginning
with the settlement of religious strife in"l&nd 1#' century Europe. In view of the European
post-war situation of increasing cultural diversitye then lay out and discuss challenges to
ideas and theories of toleration: this is, firstipw toleration may account for the new claims
of cultural difference and, secondly, how toleratwworks as a device of social regulation,
boundary drawing and the demarcation of what isrétlle and what is not. We conclude
with a suggestion on how to study three modalibiethe concept, intolerance, toleration and
the spaces ‘beyond toleration’, including normalitgspect, recognition and substantive

equality.

1. Models and paradoxes of toleration
There is a tendency to conceive of liberalism asosymous with tolerance. Liberalism,

however, is conventionally not the same as compietace to do whatever one wants to do
to oneself and others. Liberalism entails intoleeitowards actions that harm the essential
interests of others as equal moral and politicljeszis. Liberalism may also place certain
limits on the actions of individuals who inflict il on themselves. The latter is more
disputed than the former. Arguably, some versionBbertarianism are based on a strong
notion of self-ownership, including even the idbattone can sell (parts of) oneself off to
others as any other piece of property. This isnofteeant to be as a strong defence against

(state) paternalism.

In relation to others, the limits of liberal tole are clearer. First, liberalism insists on equal
rights and opportunities for all adults and hergjeats legal rules that for example enforce
gender inequality. Secondly, the limits of libetalerance are set where actions harm those
interests of others which are so important thay steould be protected by rights (McKinnon
2006, ch. 5). The liberal difficulty here is to &slish the exact definition of which interests
are important — and should be protected by riglrgad-what constitutes harm and therefore a
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violation of those rights. From the very beginnitigis points to some ambiguity in liberal

toleration and to its context-dependence. We iaistsuch difficulties of toleration in more

detail after the following introduction of meaningcope and conceptual structure of
toleration in political theory.

Although we will use the two interchangeabtglerance usually signifies an articulated
normative principle wheredasleration refers to attitudes, virtues, practices and instinal
regimes (Bader 2011). Toleration, according toaably accepted definition by Preston King
(1976) means that a tolerator tolerates objectéidfber practices even if he or she has the
power not to tolerate. This power to interfere ® something that is forgotten (as in
acquiescence) or omitted: the tolerator explicahd consciously refrains from interference
(see also McKinnon 2006, 14). The reasons and e®tiwv interfere or not to tolerate, as we

will suggest in part 2, can be as manifold as gasons and motives for self-restraint.

The object of toleration can be ‘individual conswe’, ‘belief’ and ‘collective practices’ and
groups that are defined by beliefs or practicesthie case of individual tolerance, the
tolerator (which may be individuals or collectivet@s) tolerates objected beliefs of
individuals even if he has the power not to. THertaied individual raises a claim, such as to
be allowed to practise religion at least ‘in pre/abr for the freedom of exit from or entry
into religious communities or organizations. In ttese of collective toleration, the tolerator
tolerates objected collective practices of indialduas belonging to and/or identifying with a
specific group of practitioners in a situation wdepollective actors, for example states or
religious majorities, have the power not to tolerathe tolerated groups, associations, or
organizations raise claims or rights to practisgrtreligion collectively and publicly and also

to various degrees of associational freedom oectille autonomy.

The conceptual structure of toleration may be saenmplying a tension between two
‘components’ (King 1976, 44-54), objection and gtaace. Those two components need to
be balanced so that acceptance is sufficient for-in@rference without invalidating the
reasons for objection. Toleration is never purecamplete: it includes the “ineliminable
reference to the less than ideal” (Horton 1992, @) the forbearance of toleration is
motivated by reasons that override thdt do not cancel out reasons for rejectidReasons
for rejection and reasons for acceptance thus staral difficult relationship that makes
toleration a balancing act. This balance is noy dmstorically changing, as we will suggest
in part 2 in relation to Jewish emancipation, bgbaconceptually unstable. As such, it has

10



Tolerance and Cultural Diversity in Europe

led political theorists to consider various parasoxunning through the very idea of

toleration.

Paradoxes of toleration
The first one is the paradox of the ‘tolerant ragBorst 2003, 33; McKinnon 2006, 22)

Arguably, toleration is all the more commendable thore difficult it is for the tolerator to
overcome his or her initial objection. What, howe\sge we to make of this effort when the
initial reasons for rejection are obnoxious and atiprobjectionable? Paradoxically, a racist
with strong ideological convictions on the biolagjiinferiority of certain ‘races’ may appear
to be particularly tolerant when he or she refrdnagn acting on his or her reprehensible
beliefs. Undoubtedly, those beliefs may be deegpliydnd thus difficult to ‘override’. This
has led some normative theorists to specify catas to what might count as legitimate
reasons for objection and to exclude those thahalopass a test of moral justification.
Racism, for example, may be seen to fail this téstmoral appropriateness’, and racists,
accordingly, may not be considered as tolerant wlaéding to act on their convictions
(McKinnon 2006, 26).

A second paradox arises just in relation to thés. teor toleration to count as a virtue, initial
reasons for objection need to be morally defensiBlg if this is so, we might as well ask
why objection should be overridden at all (Mend@89, 19; Forst 2003, 35-6). How can we
prioritize moral reasons for acceptance over maasons for objection? The concern is that
this would open the doors to some kind of valuatrabm. Toleration would then seem to be
a position of moral cowardice, and this, in fast,very much the thrust of contemporary
attacks on tolerance (see part 5). This ‘paradaoraral toleration’ has led political theorists
to invoke the distinction between moral and ethieakons, and to specify toleration in terms
of acceptance that is ethiaather than moral. Morality is about the evaluatainspecific
actions. An ethical reason for toleration, by casty would be the appreciation of human
beings—regardless of their particular convictiond actions—as involved in ongoing efforts
to justify their values and their conduct. This Wbbe a human characteristic that is worthy
of consideration and some form of qualified resgEotst 2003, 528-9, 588-600). Regardless
of whether we follow this particular resolution dfe paradox, it shows that toleration
involves difficult decisions and the weighing oasens.

11
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A third paradox regards the question of boundaawmiiig. On one hand, the argument goes,
there must be boundaries as tolerance would oteeris¢ meaningless. On the other hand
each boundary that is drawn reflects particulavesl It can always be questioned by whom
and in what name boundaries are drawn. This holds also for the construction of the
refusal to tolerate intolerance as the definitidnimolerance is also subject to particular
values. Toleration means that one agent assumdsativa authority over the beliefs and
practices of the other. It is thus at risk of pémpé&ng social hierarchies and relationships of

domination.

This final ‘paradox’ of toleration raises the diffilt question of how to think of the nature of
power in toleration. After all, even in situatioofsnon-interference power may continue to be
exercised and positions of subordination or dononmamay be perpetuated. Toleration may
appear to involve a discretionary exercise of povased on the arbitrary will of the

tolerator. Those who (or whose practices) are atdel; may still be subject to the threat of

interference, should the tolerator change his ontied about refraining from interfering.

The situation in which people are systematicallyjasct to the threat of interference, without
necessarily being interfered with at a particulainp in time, has been identified by
contemporary neo-republican theorists, notablyiplettit (1997), as one afomination
The classic examples are those of the slave owifteein a Victorian marriage; the master or
husband has the right to interfere, but if welkeimioned or absent, may not choose to do so.
But the status of the wife or slave remains onsuiifordination, since a change of master or

of inclination may result in their physical or papdogical abuse.

On this account, freedom is understoodhesabsence of dominationot simply the absence
of interference, and involves a more secure stdme of the central aims of government
should be to promote non-domination, by providimglsa secure status against arbitrary
incursions both by other individuals and institagoin society, and by government itself.
This conception is more demanding than the coneeali idea of liberal toleration,
understood as the absence of interference. Whareasnterference requires only that
someone is not currently interfered with, non-daattion requires that they have a status, and
structures that secure this, which protects theamfrthe constant threat of arbitrary
interference. It also requires that people, instedd accommodating themselves to
domination, can look others in the eye as equalstititions alone do not secure non-
domination, which also requires the cultivatiorattftudes of civility. Tolerance thus requires

12
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more than the absence of particular instancesteffarence, but a structure of institutions
and relations that secures citizens from the antyitwill of the state or others. This points to
how toleration may be understood, rather than ittnplse absence of non-interference, along
a spectrum of positions, some of them more demanithan others. This is a point that we

will pursue in part 4.

Toleration as a ‘perceptual shift’
The standard model of liberal toleration that wevehadiscussed before considers a

relationship between two agents, individuals ougs) where one agent passes judgment on
the other. In its concern with the act of moralleation, this model to some extent fails to
recognize that the parties to any given relatigmstfitoleration are socially situated and do
not usually encounter one anotler novo Toleration is predicated on prior social contact,
encounters, relationships and learninghe ‘overriding reason’ that makes toleration
possible does not usually come in a flash of irg@n but as a result of drawn-out social

relationships.

A perspective that appears to take better accduhisorelational character of toleration and

its social logics has been proposed by David Heyd.

Tolerant people overcome the drive to interferthanlife of another not because
they come to believe that the reasons for resteatveightier than the reasons
for disapproval, but because the attention isethiftom the object of disapproval
to the humanity or the moral standing of the suldpedore them... [Toleration]
consists of the capacity to ignore, or rather sogdpe ‘bracket,” a set of
considerations, which do not thereby lose any eifr tbriginal force. (Heyd 1996,
12)

The movement towards toleration is thus to be wtded as a ‘perceptual shift’ or a “switch
of perspective, a transformation of attitude, basetdon the assessment of which reasons are
overriding but on ignoring one type of reason atbgr by focusing on the other” (Heyd
1996, 13Y: Heyd draws attention to how the reasons of ttimraare not beyond reappraisal,
which may not least be a result of learning andoe&posure to cultural difference. Put

1 Veit Bader, for example, argues that learnigrétion by doing and institutional learning
are eventually at least as important as doctraeining of the principles of individual and
collective tolerance or individual and associatlofr@edoms of religion, which in
themselves are often in conflict with each other.

13
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simply, experiencing difference in actual socidatienships may change one’s estimation as
to how what is different can be tolerated. Where touch emphasis may be placed on
normative evaluation and doctrinal learning, thergeptual shift' model thus highlights what
has become apparent in recent years: when theiguesttoleration is posed, this is often
not a result of moral re-evaluation. Tolerationgrid Creppell (2008, 322) suggests, “does
not come about because people ‘resolve their éifiees’ but because they come to rebalance
those differences through seeing their commitmants beliefs as broader than they did at
the beginning of the encounter.” Toleration is ablationships between individuals and
groups in society; it is dependent on how diffeemnand identities are socially perceived and
negotiated.

This social dependence of toleration may also wiorkkthe opposite direction, towards
intolerance. Current anxieties over the publichilgy of Islam in Europe are, for example,
not necessarily best understood as expressionsnefvaintolerance that is based on moral
evaluations. Cultural contact, such as the encosiméth an increasingly publicly visible
Islam, need to be considered to understand thelseaiure of both toleration and intolerance
(Gole 2005). Intolerance becomes a stronger pdisgibhe more what was previously
unrecognized, underreported, or considered to flrévate matter, is perceived to be an issue
of public concern. “Usually issuégcomepoliticized and groups or peoples come to see each
other in political terms that need working out”ifil) emphasis in original). The history of
tolerance that we will turn to in the following hasen a variety of such perceptual shifts and

re-appraisals as well as processes of learningggpasure to difference.

2. The history of liberal tolerance
The history of how practices of toleration emerged how the related ideas were thought

up, experimented with and transmitted in respowséhé religious diversity and religious
strife of 16", 17" and 18 century Europe has been written in various wage (3ollins 2009
for a recent overview). Accounts reflect preoccigret of their time, among them a narrative
of triumphant liberalism that presented a storylofiehow universal persecution gave way
under the pressure of Enlightenment ideals. Thesgmting society’ (Moore 1987) of
medieval and early modern Europe is thus contrastighl contemporary liberalism and
strong emphasis is put on the role of public ietlials philosophesandhommes de lettres

(Contd.)
2 Although it is contested how far this act of agence may go for us to still be able to

14
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spreading Enlightenment ideas in an emerging puipicere (e.g., Jordan 1936; Kamen
1967). 17 century ideas are seen to provide the early-mogeint of departure for the

journey towards contemporary liberalism.

This emphasis on the role of philosophical innawathas been challenged on several
accounts (see in particular Laursen and Nederm@8)1PBirst, a history of tolerance in terms
of ideas may neglect everyday practices precedimg development of philosophical
principles. In her social history of toleration England, Alexandra Walsham (2006, 5)
forcefully suggests that “to situate ‘persecuti@md ‘toleration’ at opposite ends of the
intellectual and political spectrum is deeply maslmg”. John Locke, as is well known,
envisaged tolerance to Protestant dissenters withawing out a sphere for religious
toleration that was complete (Locke 2006). To thetary, Locke’s justification of tolerance
reaffirmed the intolerable presence of Catholias atineists (Creppell 1996). His concern “to
distinguish exactly the Business of Civil Governmigom that of Religion, and to settle the
just Bounds that lie between the one and the otligohn Locke, Letter Concerning
Toleration) meant that whilst boundaries were sHiftthey were not removed. Not all
“speculative opinions & religious worship” (Lock®@5, 288) were considered as harmless
to continued civil peace and could thus claim atle“tto universal toleration”. In fact, in
Locke’s time as well as today, toleration for og@up is perfectly compatible with the

continued discrimination of another.

More than that, the boundary shifts that bring gneup into the domain of toleration may
introduce new reasons for intolerance towards ethér Locke’s political philosophy,
emphasis on the freedom of individual consciencencited with raisons d'étatfor
intolerance. Where Protestant dissenters beconerabdé, the intolerable presence of
Catholics — whose perceived allegiance to the Popee them a threat to civil peace — was
reaffirmed in a different way. Similar boundary fshioccur today: toleration in regard to
freedom of sexual expression, for example, mayajahn hand with more intolerance with

regard to religious expression (see part 5).

Secondly, in addition to the changing philosophicstifications of toleration, the kind of
social histories that Walsham or Benjamin Kapla®@ have provided, show a somewhat
muddied picture. Accommodation and compromise weot necessarily sustained by

philosophical principles but by localized and comi@l moral reasons. Social practices of

(Contd.)
speak of toleration as the balancing of oppositind acceptance (Forst 2003, 34-5).
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accommodation were often the result of local coodg, notably the need to share social
spaces. Tracing social practices of toleration, dw@x, is complicated by a lack of source
material and for the simple reason that “perseauti®cause it requires positive action and
leaves a historical record, is easier to documeah teveryday toleration” (Collins 2009,

614). This may well remain an obstacle for conterapoanalysis, which is at risk of putting

too much emphasis on principles and ideals. To dgnikis bias and to arrive at a more
complete picture of the social realities of tolemat we need to be concerned with local
practices of accommodation and conviviality that aften supported by pragmatic reasons,

as well as with local and contextualized moral oeador granting toleration.

Thirdly, the notion of continuity between moderrdaearly-modern Europe makes it easy to
dismiss ideas and practices that do not conforthéstandards of liberal toleration. Practices
of accommodation, for example in decidedly non-Eeccontexts, might not find a place in
such histories. The values and types of reasonidgmpinning Islamic practices of toleration
or the group accommodation of the Ottoman milletey preceded the # Zentury and are
not grounded in European Enlightenment philosonaide and Lewis 1982; Friedmann
2003; Barkey 2008). Equally, Buddhism has histdicarovided resources for toleration,
such as when Ashoka propagated moral principlebotifi public and individual conduct
intended to respond to the immense socio-cultuetbrbgeneity of his Indian Empire
(Ashoka 1993; Bader 2010). But medieval Europe ibas suggested, was not without
resources for toleration.olerantia was present in medieval canonical law (Bejczy 1997
Cary Nederman (2000, 5) illustrates one horizontadération that he locates in Latin

Christian theology of around 1100.

Tolerance is required because intolerant practacesiot and cannot be efficacious in
light of some significant and irremovable dimensadrihuman existence. Toleration
is, therefore, not a good or an end in itself,daburse of action or inaction
sanctioned, ultimately, by God himself inasmucliasreated and endowed
humanity with certain capacities and frailties.
Toleration can thus be justified on strictly retigs grounds, such as by the idea that God’s
omnipotence and the ultimate incomprehensibilithigfactions should lead humans towards

humility in their jJudgments—thus towards toleration

These alternative sources of toleration may noedisily with conventional definitions of
liberal-secular tolerance as they may draw on wiffe horizons of justification. They serve
as a useful reminder that the history of tolerame@ hardly be considered to be a

16
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unidirectional movement towards a contemporaryest#t affairs. The awareness of the
“diversity of intellectual frameworks that have geated viable defenses of toleration”
(Nederman and Laursen 1996, 5), and of everydayalsgractices of tolerance and
accommodation, casts some doubt whether it wasntaileictual movement of the 47
century that made toleration, as Perez Zagorin32pats it, ‘come to the west'.

Toleration and Jewish Emancipation
This history is thus one of changing justificatiarsd changing objects that can plausibly lay

claim to becoming candidates for toleration. Tkiparticularly evident in relation to Jewish
emancipation, where religious and ‘racial’ diffecenwere seen to be of either more or less
significance. Commercial or civic reasons for giragpequality were often already articulated
in the 17" or 18" century. But they remained difficult to mobilizerfthe social, legal and
institutional changes that were required for emaatadon and full citizenship. .

The protracted process of emancipation occurred meny reversals. It thus illustrates that
movements towards toleration are frequently not beslerstood as all-out progress but as
the gradual extension of spaces, often pragmaticadiponding to the social, economic and
political exigencies of the day. Jews, expelledmfranedieval Britain in 1290, were
readmitted in the 1650s as part of Oliver Cromwetbmmercial policy.Though informally
tolerated, their position and legal entittementsaied precarious well into the® 8entury.
Regarding their naturalization and citizenshiptierhents a notable obstacle was the form of
various Christian oaths that remained a requiste ditizenship, for membership in

Parliament or even commercial activity in the Gifyondon.

The Jewish Naturalization Act of 1753 envisagedagmatic solution, namely, in the words
of Joseph Salvador, one of its chief lobbyistsatthny person professing the Jewish religion
whom it may in future be thought proper to natuslishall in lieu of taking the Holy
Sacrament, take the oaths of Supremacy and Allegjaor such other oaths as may be
thought proper” (quoted in Perry 1962, 19). Aftetense opposition it was repealed in 1754.
Naturalization without a statement of allegianc€twistian faith was only granted in the™9
century, as one step in the slow removal of obstaahd disabilities. Geoffrey Alderman
(1995, 129) then remarks that

3 See the collection edited by Birnbaum and Kelson (1995Paths of Emancipatiofor a
selection of international accounts on Jewish empation.
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Anglo-Jewish emancipation did not proceed fromttdpedownward, by some great

single act of emancipation emanating from the rsglevel of the state and imposed

upon society as a whole. Rather, it grew, as aga®out of a mosaic of changing

social, economic, and religious circumstances axech the Anglo-Jewish

community as a whole had relatively little control.
Jewish emancipation equally serves to point towardgdferent set of issues, that is to how
the granting of toleration may coincide with newiiéons of difference and otherness. In
early modern Europe Jews had been counted as eepation’, as a community separate
from the remainder of a population that was inlftsariously subdivided into estates or
guilds. By being brought into the fold of the natistate, Jewish difference had to be
redefined if it was to be maintained. As a leadiigyre in the 1789 debates on Jewish
emancipation in revolutionary France puts it: “asnation the Jews must be denied
everything, as individuals they must be grantedgheng.” (quoted in Brown 2006, 51).
Wendy Brown draws on this example to make the pbizt the history of toleration is one of
reinterpretations of separateness and of the regulaf otherness. For Jews this meant that
within the nation state their difference was indualized, the trait of difference becoming
‘racial’: “Defined racially, Jewishness was somathione carried individually, everywhere
and always. Again, this meant that tolerance wahlghge the definition and circumscription
of its object: Jews might still be thought of agy@up, but the structure of affinity so
rendering them was race rather than the nationd\WBr2006, 55). Accordingly, [p]olitical
and civic tolerance .. emerges when a group diffe¢hat poses a challenge to the definition
or binding features of the whole must be incorpetabut also must be sustained as a

difference: regulated, managed, controlled” (ibrd.).

A question remains whether this regulation of dédfece is something necessarily
problematic and sinister, as Brown or Zygmunt Banfi®89) may be seen to imply, or may
more appropriately be considered as an everydayréeaf self/other relationships that is not
beyond progressive reconsiderations that may ta&esting out of the social regulation of
difference. Regardless of this, Brown and other&ema convincing case that the way in
which ‘challenging difference’ is resolved deperas the discursive construction of the
difference in question but also on how the idesditof social or national majorities are
perceived. Both from a social-psychological an@@daogical perspective, the co-existence of
different nations or ethnic groups within the saeréatory requires the identity of each group to
be constantly reproduced and re-affirmed if thessesf belonging to the group is to survive. It
requires the constant re-definition of the ‘We’tthaust be distinguished from a ‘They’ that is
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geographically, and perhaps also culturally, cl&@@rent questions regarding the ‘challenging
difference’ of others thus require us to be attumatdonly to the otherness of minorities but also

to majority identities.

3. Cultural diversity in contemporary Europe
After the relative prominence of multiculturalisnelzhtes both in political and scholarly

arenas, we witness today a change in the direcfotebates and policies about how to
accommodate cultural diversity. Europe has expeee@rnncreasing tensions between national
majorities and ethnic or religious minorities, maquarticularly with marginalised Muslim
communities. Such conflicts have included the wiokein northern England between native
British and Asian Muslim youth (2001); the civil i@st amongst France’s Muslim Maghreb
communities (2005); and the Danish cartoon crisithe same year following the publication
of pictures of the prophet Muhammad. Muslim comrtiaeihave also come under intense
scrutiny in the wake of the terrorist events in theited States (2001), Spain (2004) and
Britain (2005) and there is growing scepticism agsirEuropean governments with regard to
the possible accession of Turkey, as a Muslim ntgjaountry, into the EU (European
Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia 200éhslons are also exemplified in local
mosque building controversies in Italy, Greece,n@ery, France and Britain (Saint-Blancat
and Friedberg 2005), the referendum on the buildingninarets in Switzerland and the ban

on some forms of Muslim modest female dress inrab®r of countries.

During the first years of the ZIcentury, politicians and academics have been sitely

debating the reasons underlying such tensionsblyog@/ing new emphasis to concerns with
political unity and ‘societal cohesioh’The question that is being posed, with more os les
populist undertones, is how much cultural diversiéyn be accommodated within liberal and
secular democracies. A number of thinkers andipialits have advanced the claim that it is
almost impossible to accommodate certain minoriyugs, notably Muslims, in European
countries because their cultural traditions andyi@ls faith are incompatible with secular

democratic governance. Others have argued thatiflsislan be accommodated in the socio-

4 Over the last two decades the notion of ‘somdlesion’ has become a widely used theme
in public policy (Dobbernack 2010). Its meaningofsen ambiguous, although cohesion
has recently been drawn on in support of restectnamigration policies (Holtug 2010).
Sober sociological analyses tend to point out thatern societies’ can, should and have
to do with much less ‘social cohesion’, in the sawsy that modern politics does not
require an emphatic ideal of ‘national unity’ (Ba@©01).
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political order of European societies provided tlaeinere to a set of civic values that lie at
the heart of European democratic traditions andreféect the secular nature of society and
politics in Europe. Some writers have argued thien attitudes in Europe are not anti-
religious as such but tend towards individualisank of religiosity. Others have questioned
whether this is an accurate analysis of the kindeaularism that underpins state institutions
in Europe. It has been argued that European sésmlas marked by an accommodation of
organised religion, with one or more set of chuscire nearly every state having certain
constitutional privileges and receiving state fumgdifor certain educational, pastoral and
welfare activities (Bader 2007a; Modood 2010). Nthaess, there is much public anxiety
and disapproval of certain Muslim practices andr th@tability for actual accommodation.

The question of ethnic minority integration becomesore complicated, perhaps
paradoxically, due to the European integration @ssc Old and recent member states strive
to accept cultural diversity within Europe as wal to define their geopolitical and cultural
position within the continuously enlarging Européadnion. National identities are under
pressure by the Europeanisation process — espeasallregards the former Communist
countries that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007 @id&yllidou and Spohn 2003; Kuus 2004;
DeBardeleben 2005; Dell'Olio 2005). The questionTofkey’s accession into the EU has
given rise to fervent debates about: the Chrigtiems of European values; the compatibility
between a predominantly Muslim country with a sacutonstitution and an Islamic
governing party and the rest of the EU; and theléar of Europe — the question of where

does Europe essentially end?

The process of European integration has been abupi¢h identity negotiation and
geopolitical re-organisation within the member esatin this context, the question of
immigrant minorities comes as an additional laylecutural diversity and complexity. The
difference of immigrant minorities is perceivedlass desirable and more alien than intra-
European cultural diversity, and the according igrlaims of minority groups are seen to
be over-demanding. Although the EU indirectly aramstimes even directly supports
minority protection and combats discrimination, tbeerall Europeanisation process has
certainly not made the integration of immigrant arities, and especially Muslims, in
specific member states any simpler. On the contfahyrd Country Nationals’ (TNCs) that
are socially integrated in their country of settégrh discover they are sometimes at a
disadvantage compared to citizens of other EU merstagdes who may be newcomers but

who enjoy the advantages of European citizenshipreblver, whilst most EU citizens are
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being encouraged to think of themselves less iromalt terms, migrants are encouraged to

assimilate to the dominant national majority.

For national majorities to deal with the challengésliversity (both migration related and
native) it is necessary to recognise that minddifference’ is internally diverse. There is no
single type of minority group, no single type ofltawal difference: some markers of
difference and some claims are more important fi@ minority rather than for another (e.g.
religion, race, language) and not all individuatperience their group identity with the same
intensity at all circumstances (Modood 2007). Naltyrthe same is true for members of the
dominant nation: not all members of the nationajamity experience their identity in the
same way and specific nations value specific featonore than others. Of course, as argued
earlier in this paper, the salience of a featunhat makes it a marker of difference and
contention between the national majority and thenignant or native minorities — is
constructed in interaction. In other words, religimay not be an important marker of
German national identity until Muslim immigrant dlemge the religious features of the
nation and hence transform Christianity into a titutsve element of the German national

identity.

It is perhaps this very element of internal diffeze within the national majority that can
offer the starting point for a self-reflexive rensaderation of national identity which by
starting to recognise the diversity in its origiasd in its constitution (including native
minorities where relevant) can start to considex ho open up its diversity spectrum. This
self-reflexive re-consideration and negotiatiomatfional identity is a challenge facing most
if not all EU states, though few are actively amdmbiguously reconsidering their ‘national
story’ (CMEB 2000). Arguably, these developmentse-tiew diversity in Europe and the
new salience of majority and minority identitiespalitical debate—have created challenges
for the concept of toleration, its applicabilitydascope.

4. ‘Beyond’: where toleration is not enough
Toleration, Peter Jones (2006, 140) suggests, Ufitomfortably into a world constructed in

terms of identity and difference rather than betiefl value.” In light of the new challenges
of cultural diversity, immigrant integration ancertity politics, the concept of toleration has
been revised to respond to new demands. Some stedrave tipped the balance and
extended the concept of toleration to move beydsmdnherent imperfections. Considering
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the various shapes of toleration, Michael Walz&9{), for example, defines toleration as a
continuum stretching from a minimum to a maximumesignation, indifference, stoicism,
curiosity and enthusiasm’. Rainer Forst (2003, 82gtoposes four conceptionstoleration
along a similar continuum, from less to more denmapdmotivations, grounded on
permission, coexistence, respect or esteem. Fbostiever, is concerned to retain the
balancing of reasons of rejection and acceptaratentlarks toleration and thus qualifies the
extent to whichesteemcan be seen to support a position of toleranceeels needs to be
constrained and qualified as it would otherwise the risk of exploding toleration and
substituting its conceptual core with that of urldieal and enthusiastic endorsement (Forst
2003, 47-8).

Other theorists have been concerned with a more-vadging redefinition that indeed strikes
at the core of toleration as a balancing act. Tiheia to respond to the challenge of post-
immigration diversity and the suggestion is thatlitional conceptions of toleration as non-
interference are inadequate. Elisabetta Galeo@®Z2 193-4) has strongly argued for an

understanding of toleration not as non-interferdmaeas recognition

[P]eople marked by differences which are toleratetthe private sphere but which are
invisible or marginalized in public life, and subjd¢o prejudice, stigmatization, and
discrimination in social interactions, cannot biyfparticipating members of social
and political life on the same footing as the migyjor... Public toleration should
reverse the invisibility and marginality of differeidentities which public blindness,
far from dispelling, in fact reinforces.
This idea of public toleration that is at the cofeGaleotti’'s argument may require a brief
review of what is at stake in the public recogmitiaf identities. Tarig Modood (2007), for
example, suggests that identities and culturegngoertant because they are important to the
bearers of those identities, people who are memifecgir society, fellow citizens, and so
have to be included into the polity in ways coresistwith respect and equality. As Galeotti
(2002, 104) puts it: “[d]ifferences should be palyl recognized not because they are
important or significant per se, though they mayl e, but because they are important for
their bearers and because expressions of publie@m for them, on the grounds that they

depart from the social ‘norm,’” are a source of stige.”

As with the ‘balancing act’ of toleration, thereaslistinction between the public recognition
and respect for identities and beliefs and the mewvaluation of the same; the former is
possible without the latter. Recognition may bensieebe part of thethicsof citizenship, of
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how citizens should relate to each other in a awdnner, and not part of theorality of
evaluating persons and their conduct in personddtioeships. When we argue for
recognition of a difference we are not necessanibyally approving or disapproving of that
difference. This does not mean that recognitiohegond the scope of moral principles for
moral principles will indeedimit what we can recognise: child sacrifice, cannibakshdsati
(widows’ self-immolation) would be unacceptable foist about everybody and female
genital mutilation would also be unacceptable f@amgn Recognition should not infringe the
fundamental rights of individuals or cause harnotteers. What this means in practice will
sometimes be unclear and contested. The importanit ps that the instancing of
unacceptable cases does not necessarily damagelemine the argument for recognition.
All laws and public policies have these kinds ahits, but nevertheless most laws and
policies are accepted as legitimate without a mesaluation of their content — a law
requires compliance from all regardless of howedéht individuals may evaluate them.
Another way of putting this is that laws and thdi@es of legitimate governments have a
moral standing—or at least a public legitimacy—with each law or policy being subject to
a moral evaluation — though the legitimacy can bdeumined if they are shown to be
immoral by reference to a higher morality. Simyarthe legitimacy of recognition does not
depend upon a moral evaluation of the differencquestion; but recognition works within

moral limits.

We are not being asked to approve or disapproea mtimate way but to allow co-presence,
public support, interaction and societal redefomti Of course the giving of a new public
status to an identity group is not just to legimitheir presence and to include them in the
self-definition of one’s society or country, itadso to allow them to influence the attitudes,
mores and practice of the rest of society. For elemencouraging greater public
participation by women, gays or Muslims may comentan that their critical perspectives
upon existing practices and values are openly demmly that marginalized sensibilities
become de-stigmatised and come to be more inflaleatid that certain concerns, styles,
aesthetics, discourses and literatures come todokiped and shape the mainstream. In these
various ways, the broader culture and specific nitynoperspectives will interact and

mutually influence each other.

Despite such argument in favour of recognitionyghemain reservations and concerns (see
for example Lukes 1997; Markell 2003). Given theiety of demanding claims that may all

be proposed in the language of identity, one swmicern is with how the space beyond
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toleration can accommodate a plurality of positioBthno-religious groups may argue for
respect towards their religious identities whenytlage expressed publicly. Other groups,
however, may be more interested not in respeadtifearential identities but in the fusion of
majority and minority positions so that aspectstltd minority identity are written into
majority culture or into the representation of ational story’ (CMEB 2000). This makes it
necessary to consider the ‘beyond’ toleration apace where various minority claims may
require a mode of coexisting with one another #ythare not to appear conflictual or
antagonistic (Modood and Dobbernack 2010).

A second concern is with the political strategieguired for achieving the more demanding
ideal of public toleration that Galeotti introducd®eter Jones for example observes that
where traditional, liberal toleration may be aclei@évby means of legal and political

intervention of the state and its institutions, €&dii’'s public recognition appears to rely on a

more complicated set of requirements.

It would seem impossible to achieve those consempsejof self-respect and self-
esteem for groups that were previously marginajife@ugh government-driven
institutional changes that leave undisturbed thstility of the majority and its refusal
to accord recognition to the minority. Rather thHeole social context in which the
minority conducts its life must change. It woul@sethen that, if we are to secure
toleration as recognition, those who dislike arehdprove must also be those who
recognise. (Jones 2006, 131)
What is clear then is that toleration as recogniigba more demanding idea than toleration in
its conventional liberal versions. It is more dentiag in the sense that more and different
resources may be required for its accomplishmedttlaat the social and attitudinal changes
required may be far-ranging and not beyond displites undoubtedly makes it problematic,
as Veit Bader (2011) suggests, to rank the minshaonception of non-interference as

inferior to the more demanding notions of public recognition

The minimalist moral principle of tolerance is ai@al peacekeeping safeguard needed to
avoid massive violations of moral values of ‘lifiedasecurity’. One should be very careful to

avoid more demanding egalitarian and substantigep&ct’-conceptions and, particularly,

5 Veit Bader also criticizes more broadly the ootthat collective identities are in need or
deserving of public recognition. He suggests tha should ‘respect’ persons and
‘recognize’ beliefs and practices and considemibgative impacts of misrecognition. But
the public recognition of collective identities sid be avoided for its intrusive and
‘totalitarian’ tendencies (Bader 2007b).
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maximalist principles of ‘pluralist tolerance’ iiiging upon these, especially if they are
imposed upon dissenting people or legally enfor(®dder 2007a, 81). If principles of

respect or public recognition were to be interredizthen ‘strange’, ‘deviant’ or ‘obnoxious’

beliefs and practices would not be objected butalkst praised, emphatically endorsed and
toleration would be unnecessary. No ‘self-resttambuld be needed because both
individuals and collective actors would not eventémpted to act in an intolerant manner:
the ‘power not to tolerate’ would be effectivelyobked from the inside and the ‘paradox of

toleration’ would disappear.

Perceptions may change and instances that had dmesidered objectionable, such as
homosexuality, or that have historically generasgghificant conflicts, such as between
Catholics and Protestants, may have become — it ilksome places — normalized to an
extent that toleration may not even appear necgsBat on the whole, minimalist tolerance
and prudent measures of legal enforcement, backéuebvirtue of toleration or self-restraint
remain crucial. Obviously, it is most welcome if malemanding principles and virtues are
promoted — in ‘addition’ to instead of as ‘subd#fl for (Leegaard 2010, 29) — preferably by
avoiding ‘evil’ and by providing opportunities f@eople to practice their widely divergent
conceptions of a good life. “Toleration as recognitof difference” and related concepts of
‘respect’ among citizens may mark a new frontier ¢altural diversity but they do not

eliminate the need for a more traditional and malist concept of toleration.

5. ‘Post’: toleration discourse, boundary drawing &d social regulation
Toleration requires the drawing of boundaries betwehat is considered tolerable and what

is intolerable, As such, it entails a position gakeiative authority that places the tolerator in a
position of power. This has led political theorigdsconsider toleration as a device that not
only resolves moral conflict but also produces abarrangements, defines agents and
groups—a concern that we have already mentionedeainarelation to Jewish emancipation.
The concern is, as Wendy Brown puts it, to “revbel operations of power, governance, and
subject production entailed in particular deployitsesf tolerance” and to puncture “the aura
of pure goodness that contemporary invocationslefance carry” (Brown 2006, 10). Brown
in particular makes suggestions on the practicé®ohdary drawinghat she sees at the core
of such deployments of tolerance: “Its invocatiowdlves drawing spatial boundaries of
dominion and relevance, as well as moral boundaaiesut what can and cannot be

accommodated within this domain” (Brown 2006, 2%he concern with the changing
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boundaries and the circumstances of contemporamdary-drawing allows us to develop a

grammar of toleration, which might serve as a basmparison and analysis.

Let us start with the realm in which toleratiommt an issue. This does not necessarily have
to involve embracing difference. It suffices ietbccurrence of difference is considered to be
a normal state of affairs, a state which is likelyoe an outcome of earlier struggles about the
place and the meaning of boundaries. A behaviouclwivas once discussed in the terms of
toleration (like kissing in public, nudity in cemaspaces) has moved into the realm of
normality in many European countries. It is the neatrwhen difference does not anymore

make a difference: it becomes more or less inasibl

A second sphere is defined by practices whitlstbe tolerated. The necessity of acceptance
is related to standards which mean something tangyeligious difference is a case in point.
Although sometimes severe criticism might be dedcagainst concrete religious practices
and groups that are considered to be problematicGérmany: Jehovah’'s Witnesses,
Scientology, conservative Islam) the principle @ligious freedom itself may not be
guestioned. In contrast to the first sphere, howethe proposition for boundary shifs is met
with skepticism. After all, a greater public preserof religion is in most European societies

considered to be problematic by a majority.

The realm of whashouldbe tolerated is yet different again. This is ulsualvalue statement:

it is better to tolerate a certain type of behauioan not to tolerate, even where both
toleration and non-toleration would be feasible aaoohpatible with one’s values. Discourses
of deliberation are characteristic of this spaseit Ibetter to tolerate or not to tolerate (the
headscarf in public spaces; drinking in public)Re Brgument in favour of toleration usually
argues that intolerance would produce resilienak waithdrawal; the counterargument says
that public acceptance would encourage more inetarme a slippery slope, and therefore

lead to an undesired boundary shift.

The next realm is the zone where toleration is lgroltic. This is the border zone of what
could (still) or (better) should not be tolerated. Thasusually a heavily debated question in
public, as the issues within this field are fregqlyeemotionally charged. There are strong
calls by parts of the public upon the governmensd@ban end to certain practices, such as
when they are seen to be potentially harmful. Argote usually focus on the question

whether this can be proven.

26



Tolerance and Cultural Diversity in Europe

Corresponding to these boundaries on the siddaftmn are boundaries on the side of non-
toleration. The realm of whatould notbe tolerated, whatannotbe tolerated and whatust

not (under no circumstances) be tolerated mark linespalitical sensitivities.

These processes of boundary construction becoma eware complicated when one

considers the complaxodalitiesof boundary drawingGiven that some behaviour is (more
or less) acceptable in some places and situatiohsidit in others, boundary management
becomes a crucial activity. A first key distinatiavith regard to such modalities is the
distinction between private and public: some bebragan be tolerated in private but not in
public (see below). Again the public sphere cansbbdivided into areas where certain
behaviour can be tolerated and those where ittipenissible. The headscarf is tolerated in
public spaces (like parks) and offices in Franad, hot in schools, whereas the burga is
permitted in neither. Another dimension is the af#ince between ‘ostensive’, or highly
visible, and non-ostensive behavior. In France ostensive religious symbols are accepted
in schools whereas ostensive symbols are forbiddeain, the boundary between the

ostensive and the non-ostensive is anything barcle

Boundaries are of great relevance for the analysihe spatio-temporal structuring of the
political space. Generally the issue of tolerancerges in the media when the boundaries
between what must, should, can or cannot, shoutd mast not mentioned above are
guestioned. This may occur in two directions: om ¢tine hand we have groups and practices
which had been tolerated so far, but which at sqaiat of history are considered to be
problematic. This arose for example when in Germésigmic summer schools were
guestioned with regard to the children’s need fdegration. The other direction is when
practices, which have not been tolerated so fanpate for toleration, e.g. the case with the
Turkish headscarf movement. Usually cases of perusxlare used as arguments and past
fights for tolerance are used to demonstrate thatsfrelated to more tolerance are not
justified.

The crucial idea of the drawing of boundaries ¢ération refers to what we have discussed
as one paradox of toleration in normative theomerEwhen it is granted, toleration as non-
interference may not be enough (and what we requiag be along the lines of non-
domination understood, potentially, as freedom franitrary and unjustifiable boundaries).
At this point, however, rather than asking for amative solution for boundary conflicts, we
should also be interested in the social analysishef power relations that underpin the
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boundary drawing process. We need to analyze thigcpb field in which the limits of
tolerance are debated and the arguments whichnapiged in this process. The following
does so with an interest in the modalities and rmentative resources of new kinds of
‘liberal intolerance’ that has experienced a recgrdwing in European discourses on cultural
difference.

New ‘principled intolerance’
Liberalism, as we have suggested in the beginrhiag, always had its limits of toleration.

What is interesting, however, is that we see nesn$oof principled liberal intolerance in
political argumentation. We suggest that there three modalities of this new principled
liberal intolerance. The first regards the protactihe cohesion of liberal society, the second
the liberal divide between public and private, #melthird the creation of a particular type of
‘liberal people,” who lead responsible, autonomioees.

The first modalityof the new liberal intolerance foregrounds a comeéth cultural cohesion
as a precondition of liberal-democratic societieg gstitutions. Discussions abdLgitkultur
and common values in Germany, the Netherlands, Aypr@and Denmark are all concerned
with Islam as the carrier of different values amdgtices that are potentially so alien to the
host society, so entrenched and difficult to chaagel so widespread and/or characteristic of
segmented groups (parallel societies), that theur@lhomogeneity of the host society is
threatened.

The result in each case is an unprecedented emspiraghe requirement that citizens share
values, outlooks and practices, not just that thegept shared institutions and laws (Favell
1998), and interact productively in the economyisTparadoxicake-substantializationof
modern solidarity translates to general societalémance of ‘too much diversity’. On the
‘new right’ it may crystallize opposition to prao#is, which most provocatively are seen to
symbolize what is alien from national culture, sashthe building of minarets on Mosques;
or which are seen to perpetuate segregation, ssispeaking Turkish and Arabic in public
schools and not sending children to public kindgega More mainstream political concerns
of the need for a shared (civic) culture usuallfluence milder attempts to encourage

individuals to cultural adaptation or integration.

A second modalitpf liberal intolerance reflects a principled comcevith the neutrality or

universalism of the public realm, and the propemfoof the private-public distinction.

28



Tolerance and Cultural Diversity in Europe

Firstly, this intolerance issue concerns how citzeshould ‘be’ in the public realm. The
FrenchAffair de Foulardalso tapped into other concerns (e.g., genderligguget no doubt

reflected a very strong ideal of citizenship andactonduct, which recurs in other national
headscarf debates, e.g. in the recent Danish dreeg seiled MPs and criminal judges (the
latter a purely hypothetical discussion, whichl gtlovoked pre-emptive legislation). The
point of such debates, of course, is not merely poidlic identities in specific functions or
spheres must appear free from particular loyaltied hence as ‘neutral’ or impartially
respecting a larger common good. It is also, ancerparticularly, thasomeloyalties, if only

symbolically expressed, are regarded as partigutanhtrary to the ideals of civic equality,

independence, and reason.

Secondly, even liberal-pluralist countries incraght adopt limits on the ‘special
accommodation of religious group needs. Privatagimls activities and organisations in
general as a visible and influential aspect of joultfe (including in schools) are welcomed
and protected by the state. But this does not ntlea@inthe same state should intervene to
enforce and thereby endorse specific positive sigitt exemptions. This understanding of
‘legitimate’ religious pluralism thus depends o fbreconception of religion as private and
civil society based. It would seem to fall short ‘afulticultural’ accommodation of a
different, more practice based religion, such &svigModood 2007, 71). Rather, religion is
consideredspecialand it is argued that it should be taken out efliberal equality equation
altogether, by separating churches from state atghand privatising religious education.
There is, it seems, also a negative political lagfienis-recognition at work whereby some
practices (head scarves, public prayer rooms, $e&x@omnptions), come to represerkiad of
religion, which is outside the bounds of acceptgtllieralism, so that it, along with its
practitioners should not be accepted. Rather, tdte s being asked to reform such religious

people so that they fit the accepted ‘privatiseddel.

This call for public neutrality tend to slide fromtolerance of practices and institutions that
undermine public neutrality towards requiring disjions as good citizens, e.g. the capacity
be to autonomous, reasonable, and deliberative, tande religious in a reflective,
individualistic way. They thus point towartise third modality of liberal intolerangavhich

is the perfectionist requirement to qualify as €kl people’ (Joppke 2010, 140) or to
practice liberalism as an identity, character ideal, orreeeshared way of life. Faced with
“Islamic terrorism”, Christian Joppke (Joppke 20884) suggests, “toleration liberalism has

receded behind a less procedural, more substamiiant of liberalism that prescribes a
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shared way of life, in which, say, men and womea @qual and the secular trumps the

religious. Such liberalism is potentially an idéptseparating liberal from illiberal people.”

Perfectionist liberalism is not intoleraper se All states of any complexity will be non-
neutral towards forms of life, whether through theintentional effects of institutional
arrangements or the more deliberate design of #&dacaystems, official discourse and
public policy. Intolerance enters at the point véhefficially promoted ideals of good liberal
citizenship come to be seen as so important, smatitmed, and so much in conflict with
specificun-civic (religious) practices and dispositions, conceattah defined and targetable

out-groups, that attempts to change, penalize em eutlaw them become legitimate.

6. A minimalist, elastic framework
This paper has explored various challenges toater, not to make the case for its dismissal

but to point out where it needs to be reconsidaredl supplemented. Toleration may seem
insufficient where more demanding forms of accomatimth are sought, such as the public
recognition of collective identities. It equallyeds to be amended where what is at stake is
not the toleration of difference, but the questarhow visibly ‘abnormal’ difference may
become ‘normal'—and thus potentially invisible. Ataleration needs to be considered for
its discourses and for how it perpetuates soclatiomships of domination. We also need to
consider the changing boundaries of toleration w&hyg some aspects of difference become
the subject of heated debates. And we need to $iedyolitical deployment of toleration and
how tolerance is intertwined with the constructmhimages of self and others. ACCEPT
Pluralism thus follows a double interest in theueabf toleration and acceptance in relation
to contemporary diversity challengaad in its pivotal role in organizing debates, drawing
boundaries and concealing power relationships.

In relation to the first concern, we suggest that conflation of tolerance and recognition is
not just normatively problematic but analyticallyhelpful. While sympathetic to the strategy
of developing a more demanding normative vocabulamy think that there is a risk of

conceptual confusion here, one result of whichhigt twe may lose the normativity of

toleration. Such forbearance is of normative araypratic value — as many minorities know
historically and today — and to disparage toleratb@cause it falls short of, say, respect is
politically short-sighted. ‘Gritted teeth toleranceay be the most practical solution in many

circumstances, and it makes little sense to dereoualteration where more demanding
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notions are unavailable. Moreover, there are indbads that we should not tolerate or at
least be able to discuss whether we should. Timesedie not only negative and unjustifiable
dispositions that most people do not want to cordsnch as racism and sexism. There is
also a host of concrete issues to do with post-gmation itself that are rightly discussed in
this context. These include female genital mublatimarriage at the age of puberty and/or
under duress, polygamy and so on. Regardless df gusition on these, we do need
normative-conceptual space where what is toleratstl what is outlawed can be clearly
discussed without being confused with recognitrespect and substantive equality. We thus
need to separate intolerance from toleration ad agltoleration from more demanding

positions.

As regards the latter, the concern with toleranseadirses and boundaries, we need to
acknowledge that positions are not beyond contestathat the objects and boundaries of
toleration are historically changing, and that ¢heeeds be political concern with how the
relationship between tolerator and tolerated entallements of power, authority and
domination. Such relationships, if they are conegaheed to be brought out and queried for
the nature of the relationship, for the boundatties are drawn and for the modalities of how
it is being decided what can be tolerated and waloht This, we suggest, is a particularly
urgent task in light of the new ‘liberal intolera\¢hat makes pragmatic forms of cultural

accommodation appear more difficult and fragile.

For ACCEPT Pluralism we draw on a particular comgapperspective on contestations of
cultural diversity in Europe. There are three aassve suggest, of how cultural difference
can be debated, accepted or rejected. The clagskscept give us not merely analytical

purchase to locate and classify responses to thkenbes of cultural diversity. They allow

us to explore connections between such responskaaass a variety of dimensions, social
attitudes, institutional regimes or public valudgoreover, they allow us to explore the
critical boundary issues in-between the refusal luedconcession of toleranead between

toleration and more demanding responses suchexualfity, respect or recognition.

We suggest that we need a wider concept, Accepthwhcludes toleration but also other
forms of acceptance (and rejection) from whicts itlistinguished. We may think of Accept

as a concept consisting of:

i) Non-toleration: Individuals, groups and practices who seek or for

whom/which claims of toleration are being made at whom/which
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toleration is not granted, and the reasons giverfawour of or against
toleration;

i) Toleration: Individuals, groups and practices who seek orwbom/which
claims of toleration are being made and to whom¢wholeration is granted,
and the reasons given in favour of or against abien;

iii) Recognition, respect as equal and admission as naainindividuals, groups
and practices who seek or for whom/which it isrokd that toleration is not
enough and other normative concepts, namely thHusefécus on majority-
minority relations and the reform of institutionsdacitizenship, are or should
be more relevant. They also include claims and ge®ees towards the
reconsideration of difference as a ‘normal’ featoirgocial life. Such concepts
include equality, respect, recognition, accommaahatand so on, and the

reasons given in favour of or against these projposi.

It should be highlighted that each class is momenadively demanding than the previous one
and consists of greater institutional accommodatind adjustment. Yet, it should be clear
that there is no inheret¢losleading from 1 to 3, such that the subsequentetado better
what the earlier classes are trying to achieveam,morally superior to the earlier classes.
The concepts in the different classes are, if ptgmieployed, addressing different problems
and so have their own ‘fit for purpose’ charactidme later classes do not supersede the
normative and practical value of the earlier clasdievertheless, they mean that in any given
situation we are faced with the moral and politigakstion: which class of acceptance is
most appropriate to the situation. This is wheeephlitical arguments and decisions lie — as
indeed, the empirical work in ensuring that we hewgectly identified the situation and in

particular the meanings that the minority practicasy.

The classes of Accept are not set in stone bueratbed to be understood as dependent on
their area of application. Sometimes we may needraw the boundaries differently or to
expand or reduce the number of classes. As withbthendaries of toleration, they are
empirically contested and shifting both in a braaklstorical perspective and descriptively
when we compare different units, polities amongstrt. Boundaries, we suggest, need to be
examined across various dimensions, in norms amgesasocial practices and political
institutions. ACCEPT Pluralism thus studies the rmtary that separates the denial of

tolerance from its concession—and the contestattbhats occur around this boundary. It
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considers the space beyond toleration, where réthertoleration’s ‘gritted teeth’, notions of

respect, recognition or substantive equality ansak.
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Appendix

The following papers have in parts been incorpataieto this State of the Art report. They are
forthcoming as separate deliverables of the ACCEBRiFalism Work Package 2.

* Veit Bader: Concepts of tolerance and toleratiorordl minimalism and more

demanding moralities
* |seult Honohan: Toleration and non-domination

» Tarig Modood and Jan Dobbernack: Multiculturalisnd anulticulture: conversations

across differences

* Per Mouritsen and Tore Vincents Olsen: Liberalisnd @¢he diminishing space of

tolerance

* Werner Schiffauer: Tolerating the significant otheaitional identity, public fears and

the limits of tolerance

* Anna Triandayllidou: National identity and the dealye of diversity
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