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Toleration is about not preventing or hindering twa disapprove of or dislike. We
have no occasion to tolerate what we find unexoeptile; the possibility of

toleration arises only when we object to somethifige objectionable that we
tolerate can include minor irritations and dislikésdeed, if human beings were not
willing to tolerate things about one another tiatytfind mildly objectionable or
irritating, it is hard to see how they could sustany enduring relationships or any
form of society. However, the idea of toleratismiost perplexing and controversial
when it encompasses not merely the annoying castesul but also conduct to which
we have serious moral objection and which we tloeeefiescribe as ‘wrong’.
Normally, we think that, if an act is wrong andvé can prevent it, we should. How
can it be right or virtuous to fail to prevent @pentable wrong? Yet serious
instances of toleration are instances in which wingly allow wrong to be done.
Moreover, although we can use ‘toleration’ andétahce’ as neutral terms, they have
generally acquired a favourable ring in our langua@hus, when we tolerate not only
do we, as a matter of fact, allow wrong to be deveefrequently think we are right,
and perhaps worthy of praise, for allowing wrondp¢éodone. Tolerance is commonly
regarded as a virtue and toleration as a markeofjtiod society.

The way in which toleration conjoins the right ahd wrong has led some
commentators to suggest that it presents us wptradox. But to present toleration
as paradoxical is to make it seem more mysteriadgazzling than it really is. In

the paradigm case of toleration, we are faced oatiflicting reasons. If x is a
possible object of our toleration, we have (a) seas object to x and therefore
reason to prevent it but also (b) reason not togarex. We have reason to tolerate X,
all things considered, if our reason not to preweoverrides our reason to prevent it.
Issues of toleration, therefore, confront us withfticts of reason and the
phenomenon of conflicting or competing reasondiguitous and commonplace.
Nevertheless, because toleration entails permittatigns or events that are wrong,
evil, bad, or that are characterised by some otbgative quality, it does prompt us to
consider how it can be justified. What sort ofs@acan make it better to permit than
to prevent the wrong and the bad?

In this paper, | want to raise that question imtieh to international toleration.
Analyses of toleration and arguments about itsfjoation have focused
overwhelmingly on toleration as an issue that angihin particular societies. Very
little of the literature on toleration has turnedrh the domestic to the international
case’ We need not put that down wholly to neglect cersight. | shall suggest in a
moment why an explicit concern with toleration niieye seemed less pressing or
appropriate in international than in domestic padit But, in the contemporary world,
there are myriad instances of issues that arissaar beyond national boundaries
that are properly characterised as issues of tadaralndeed, as humanity becomes
more globally aware and more globally interactive,should expect issues of
toleration to arise increasingly at a global level.



Toleration can be motivated by nothing other thatrategic calculation of self-
interest. | may ‘tolerate’ my boss’s ill-mannei@tt aggressive behaviour because |
want to win her favour and enhance my prospecpsahotion. Or a state may
‘tolerate’ a regime’s violations of human rightdyhecause it wishes to retain that
regime as an ally in opposing a common foe. Thes&uite properly described as
instances of ‘toleration’, but they are not thetsoif case in which we puzzle about
the rightness of toleration, nor will they be mycern here. |1 do not mean to insist,
however, that toleration must be entirely disintézd before it can be worthy of our
attention. Much toleration is we-oriented rathertipurely I- or other-oriented. For
example, we may tolerate one another becausesthatandition of our each being
tolerated and because we appreciate that we shtildd worse off in the absence of
that mutual toleration. Non-strategic toleratiorl witen be grounded in a moral
reason and | shall focus on a reason of that smdmsidering international toleration.
But it need not be morally driven. It may be grded, for example, in uncertainty
about the truth and a reluctance to act on assangptr information that may turn
out to be mistaken.

One complication that arises in the internatiomalecis the question of who we are to
identify as the parties engaged in toleration tolerance. In truth, any agent that
judges others and that is capable of influencinglaot beyond national boundaries
might be engaged in international toleration oolietance. International tolerators,
real or potential, will most obviously include ratal governments, but they might
also include international agencies, NGOs and pimvierdividuals and groups. All
of these might be objects as well as subjectstefnational toleration. However,
even when we take a specific event, we may bevi#itconsiderable latitude in the
way we identify its author. Consider the Americkatision no longer to tolerate
Saddam and to invade Iraq. Who should we ideasfthe author of that exercise in
intolerance (justified or unjustified) - the peoplethe US, the US state, the US
administration, George Bush, those who voted farrGe Bush, etc.? Often it is less
difficult to identify the object of toleration ontolerance, which is fortunate for my
purposes since, in looking at international toieratl shall be more concerned with
the nature of the tolerated than the tolerator.

| have adopted the term international toleratiocelnse | am primarily interested in
toleration and intolerance between societies anicpéarly in the reasons ‘outsiders’
might have for tolerating societies and culturewich they take exception. What
differentiates issues of toleration in the intelorl case is that they relate to
collective units that we might label variously &stas or societies or peoples. If we
adopt a global perspective on toleration in whiehtake all humanity as our concern
without regard to national boundaries, it wouldmnsekat issues of toleration and the
arguments relevant to them will be identical whbge that might arise within a single
society. Certainly, the beliefs, values and cuKuheat exist globally are more diverse
than those that exist within any particular sogistythat global issues of toleration
may be more numerous, rooted in more deep-sedtededices and possibly therefore
less tractable than their counterparts within palér states. But it is not clear that
the general considerations that militate eitheofoagainst toleration will be
categorically different if the focus of our toldmat is global rather than societal.
However, these may well be different if we tredioreal boundaries as significant
and take states or societies or peoples as possibjects and objects of toleration.



That is why | use the term ‘international toleraticather than ‘global toleration’ to
describe my concern.

The possibility of international toleration

| previously suggested that there might be reasdnmystoleration has received less
attention as an international than as an intraanatiissue. One of these might be that
lack of other-centred international toleration has been the problem. Given the
reluctance of governments to undertake risks amactar costs other than for the
benefit of their own nationals, the problem migatdonceived as one of too much
toleration rather than too little. External govaents remained onlookers during the
genocide in Rwanda; most have remained onlooket#tle more, during the
continuing crisis in Darfour. There have been mostances of humanitarian
intervention since the end of the Cold War thamieny but, generally, we might
think that governments have been unduly reluctather overly ready, to intervene
in other countries for humanitarian purposes. thepwords, we may think that,
internationally, governments should be inducedlerate less rather than to tolerate
more.

A possible explanation of a directly opposite $ied in the dominance of the realist
tradition in international relations. Accordingttaat tradition, states either will not or
should not be concerned with other-centred tolenatiWe should not expect states
and their governments to do any more or other thasue their own national
interests. They will not be inclined, nor shoutidy be, to engage in toleration other
than as a stratagem to promote their own selfestsr

However, there is a further consideration thatteslao the viability of the very idea
of international toleration. A commonly acceptexgibility condition of toleration is
that the tolerator must have power over the tadekaB can tolerate A only if B is
able to affect how A behaves. If B has no contk@r A’s conduct, he is in no
position either to tolerate or not to tolerate t@nduct. If B is unable to influence
A’s conduct, he might still assume a tolerant dolerant stance towards her: he
might resolve to tolerate or not to tolerate herdiact if he could. But, if in reality he
is powerless, neither toleration nor intolerancestibute real options for B.

If we adopt a simple Westphalian view of the wontdwhich each state is sovereign
over its own affairs, that may seem to remove &ien from the international
agenda. If the government and people of each Istateur the sovereignty of every
other state, they will regard themselves as prggEnwerless to interfere in the affairs
of other states. They will therefore suppose tihey are in no position either to
tolerate or not to tolerate what happens outside tdwn jurisdictions and the idea of
international toleration will not get off the graiin

That simple Westphalian view does not describentidd in which we live. States,

or their governments, interfere in one anotherfaiedf all the time and they are not the
only international actors who do so. In so farinsrnational intervention is a matter
of right or wrong rather than sheer impossibilitys a possible subject of toleration.
The intervention that is at issue in internaticioégration should not be limited to
military intervention. It can also include measuseich as economic sanctions, the



setting of conditions for the receipt of aid, ttesgage of condemnatory resolutions in
the UN, and use of propaganda and aggressive ‘6dnat programmes.

Inequalities of power across the internationalesysinean that toleration and
intolerance are options more available to some thanthers. The US can tolerate or
not tolerate what happens in Grenada, but Grersaigianio position either to tolerate
or not to tolerate what happens in the US. Buethents of 9/11 graphically illustrate
that even the most powerful states are not whollpune from the consequences of
external disapproval.

Reasons for toleration

Many different reasons have been mobilised in deferf toleration. They have
varied according to the beliefs and values thaplgebave brought to the argument
and according to the specific matter at issuepolitical contexts, four general types
of reason have been prominent, although these Inyeams exhaust the field. One
appeals to the adverse consequences of intolesaicbeas the human suffering it may
cause. Another appeals to scepticism, doubt soregble disagreement in
challenging the basis of intolerance. A third agp¢o an idea of the human good
and suggests that human well-being may be enhdnckstting people pursue their
own conception of their good even when we haveore&s question that conception.
A fourth points to the status and respect thatheriksl accord people as persons,
which provides reason why we should allow themateettheir own path even when
we think it the wrong path.

Of these four general sorts of reason, that whashrhost ready appeal in the
international context is the first. Interventiopdne state in the affairs of another can
result in immense human suffering, terrible bloeshnd widespread loss of life.
When people ask why, if external powers were jigstifn intervening in Kosovo,

they were justified in not intervening in Tibet, lwww the West could justifiably
tolerate Soviet intervention in Hungary in 1956 &wkchoslovakia in 1968 -- or how
the Soviets could justifiably tolerate the incregsilominance of the US during the
Cold War era -- the answer is obvious. The badilshioe tolerated if the results of
intolerance will be even worse. Sometimes this sbconsequentialist defence of
toleration is dismissed as merely prudentials lnierely prudential if the tolerator’s
toleration is motivated only by self-interest satth will cease as soon as that is to
the tolerator’'s advantage. But it is not if inmtivated by a general concern to avoid
or to minimise human suffering and loss of lifeer@inly, on this consequentialist
approach, the case for toleration will be contiriggoon the particularity of
circumstances, but that element of contingency doésnake the case prudential
rather than moral.

Any approach to toleration or intolerance that paysttention to consequences is not
to be taken seriously. ‘Let justice be done, thohgaven fall’ is not a good political
motto, especially for the international world. Hswer, while we should not disregard
conseqguences, we may be reluctant to place thdaasderation entirely at their
mercy. Suppose that one state were so overwhdymiogverful that it could enforce
its wishes on another and so control the situati@ahno overt conflict occurred and

no blood was spilled. Would the absence of datmierconsequences put an end to
the argument? We may think that intolerance cawro@g even if it does not have



the dire consequences that we associate with atierral conflict. Even if it does
have adverse consequences, we may not think itgraly because of those
consequences.

In the remainder of this paper | want to explom rislevance to the international
world of another of the four sorts of argumentttderation that | identified above:
that which appeals to the status of persons ancetipect they are due.

Toleration and respecting persons

The idea of personhood is now frequently deployedefence of toleration. To be
recognised as a person is to be recognised as@Wwhb is capable of reflection and
judgement and of making decisions for oneselfs #lso to be recognised as someone
whose wishes and decisions about their own lifeilshbe respected. That respect
turns not on the merit of an individual’'s wishesl @®cisions but on the status of the
individual whose wishes and decisions they ares lea of personhood is closely
associated with Kant who distinguished betweengrmersind things. According to
Kant, things had value only in so far as they sgitw@man purposes, but persons
possessed intrinsic value and were not to be usedlynas the instruments of others’
purposes. Hence his famous injunction that persbosld be regarded as ‘ends in
themselves’. Each person was to be respectedeapdated equally by all other
persons.

For Kant the concept of personhood was integraligted to that of autonomy.
Human beings were uniquely capable of autonomondwe. They were capable of
possessing and being guided by a rational willthegt acted autonomously in
conforming with that will. It was that capacityatidistinguished them as persons.
That conception of having command over one’s owrdaot has remained an
important part of the idea of personhood but, enltands of subsequent theorists,
personhood has been loosened from the firm grifaot’s uncompromising notion of
moral autonomy. To be a person is to be capablefleicting on and taking a view
on the character of one’s own life and on thedifie wishes to live or believes one
should live. But it does not entail the notionttbae’s life either can be or should be
entirely self-made -- that it should be chosen wag that is independent of all
external influence and indebted only to the selbsénlife it is. Rather than thinking
of a person’s life as a life that that person Hassen, we do better to think of it as a
life a person has ‘embraced’. That is truer tordadity of people’s lives and how
they have come to live them. People can be coreditt a form of life even though
their coming to live that form of life is not unigly a consequence of their self-
originated choice.

This conception of persons and the respect thegiwaas central to the deontological
liberalism of theorists such as John Rawls, Chdremore, Thomas Nagel, Tim
Scanlon, and Brian Barry. But it is not uniquettat school of thought and is now
very widely shared. However, as a reason for &tilem, it needs to be carefully
distinguished from the third type of reason foetation that | listed above, a reason
that turns on a conception of the human good. nélividual’s well-being may be
better served by allowing that individual to live iaferior form of life to which she is
committed than by compelling her to live an intraadly superior form of life to

which she has no commitment. What does the wotkignargument is not a



conception of what we owe persons qua persons tomeeption of how we can best
promote well-being or whatever other standard veetasvaluate the quality of
people’s lives. We can mark the difference betwibese two reasons for toleration
by way of the distinction between status and me#ftthen we appeal to the idea of
personhood, we appeal to the status that we slaaglord persons but, when we
appeal to the quality of their lives, we appeahmadea of merit.

Very often the practical demands of personhoodddnekll-being will be the same,
but they need not be. If we operate purely withdaa of the good, we cannot have
reason to allow someone to live an inferior forniifefif, all things considered
(including the impact of our intolerance), we coatthtrive that they should live
better. But if we operate with the idea of resgecpersons, we may have reason to
allow someone to live a life that we evaluate at-band bad for that particular
person -- all things considered. One reason wlydea of respect for persons lends
itself so readily to toleration is that it invokas idea of status. Thus, even when
someone’s life lacks merit, the status of the pekgbo lives it might oblige us to
tolerate it. Status trumps (de)merit. That istoatay that status must always trump
merit. At some point a form of life may becomebsal that we think its badness is
more significant than any recognition we shouldoad¢he person who lives it, so
that considerations of merit trump those of statdils.] mean to point to here is that
the ideas of status and respect associated wislopleood can provide a readily
intelligible account of why we might think it righd tolerate ways of life, or features
of ways of life, that we judge bad or inferior.

There is one sense in which the idea of persontitaid have described here is
individualistic: it invests moral standing in indiwal persons. But there are other
forms of individualism that it does not entail. garticular, it does not imply that the
best form of life is individualistic. The idea thiadividuals are the ultimate
possessors of moral status is entirely consistéhtthve notion that the best life (the
most satisfying, the most fulfilling life) for humabeings is collective or communal in
form. Nor does it imply that individuals must reigir their claims only as so many
individuals. The ways of life embraced by persoay be collective in form so that
respecting those persons will entail respecting tadlective form of life. Respect for
persons may also bear upon particular issues #vat & collective dimension.
Consider three contemporary issues that are, foegmeople, issues of toleration:
ritual slaughter, same-sex marriage, and the locati mosques in a society in which
Muslims constitute a minority. All of these havedllective aspect but all are issues
in which the idea of respect for persons can plpgira | do not mean that appealing
to respect for persons will settle these issueslasively but only that their collective
nature does not render ineligible or inappropréat@ppeal to the status of persons
and their wishes.

Rawls and the Society of Peoples

Is it possible, then, to deploy this sort of reaasra reason for toleration in the
international domain? One philosopher who has done John Rawls (1999).
However, for Rawls, the parties who constituteghijects and the objects of
toleration internationally are not persons but jges’. Persons, in their role as
citizens, are the actors in a liberal society;Wwetshould view the international world
as a ‘society of peoples’ and, in that society,gbesy not persons, are the relevant



moral actors (p.23). In hlsaw of Peoples, Rawls sets out his vision of a just
international order that encompasses both liberdl'@ecent hierarchical’ peoples.
Different liberal peoples possess different detbdecial and political arrangements;
so do different decent hierarchical peoples. Mmgecially, liberal peoples and
decent hierarchical peoples differ fundamentalyrfrone another in the way they
organise their societies. Nevertheless all ofahmE=oples have reason to tolerate one
another as members in good standing of the soofgigoples. In a liberal society, it
would be unjust for some citizens to use politmaiver to impose their
comprehensive doctrine and its associated coneeptithe good upon others.
Analogously, in the society of peoples it wouldumgust for one people to impose its
conception of the best or the right society on peEprho possess different
conceptions (pp.11-12, 59, 84). Thus, for Rawls,form that toleration should take
amongst peoples internationally mimics the tolerathat the citizens of a liberal
society should accord one another. Moreover,gaghe case for toleration in a
liberal society is rooted in a conception of citigeas free and equal persons, so
international toleration should be rooted in a @pion of peoples as free and equal
(pp-33-4, 37, 60, 69-70). Peoples should recogamskrespect one another as equal
members in good standing of the society of peopledeed, Rawls sometimes
presents that recognition and respect as whanitienal toleration consists in, rather
than as a reason for toleration.

Peoples are clearly made up of individuals buRawls the moral standing of
peoples seems to owe nothing to their being composqabisons. On the contrary, at
the international level, a people stands in atstramalogous relation to a person at
the domestic level. Rather than derive its magaliicance from the moral standing
of its members severally, Rawls ascribes to a getby@d same irreducibility as a moral
entity as we would ascribe to persons. We mightudee peoples, on Rawls’s view,
as ‘corporate person$zalthough, to avoid confusion | shall continue e tpersons’

to describe only human individuals. Peoples passesal standing simply as
peoples and, accordingly, they have rights and the@es just as peoples. Similarly,
the equality of standing that is a feature of pessas members of a liberal society is a
feature of peoples as members of internationak$pci

What then, for Rawls, distinguishes a people asople? A people, he says,
possesses three basic features: a common goverriotgninon sympathies’, and a
moral naturé. In ascribing a moral nature to a people, he ssgmthat it possesses ‘a
firm attachment to a political (moral) conceptidrright and justice’ (p.24). Peoples,
he supposes, are capable of and committed toglagians with other peoples.
Accordingly, they will offer fair terms of cooperan with other peoples and will
honour those terms, provided they are assuredthat peoples will do the same

(p-25).

Rawils is insistent that by peoples he does not mtdes (pp.23-30). He
distinguishes peoples from states because he wigleesphasise the moral nature of
peoples and not to ascribe to them the unconsttaoeereignty that has been
traditionally ascribed to states. Is a peoplentlsemething that has a pre-political or
non-political identity; is it something that migétist in the absence of a state or a
common government? Some of Rawls’s remarks sugjgasit might. As | have
previously mentioned, he says that a people isndisished by ‘common sympathies’
by which he means the sense of nationality thak diécribed and attributed to



factors such as common race and descent, a conangudge, community of religion
and a shared history (p.23). He also describeglpgas possessing different cultures
and traditions of thought (pp.11, 40) and obsetliasthey may exhibit a ‘proper
patriotism’ and take pride in their histories amtiiavements (pp.62, 111-12). Yet
nothing he says really suggests that he mean&mifig peoples with anything other
than the populations of states as they currenibt.exn relation to the way in which
humanity is currently divided for political purpasdrawls apparently intends the
concept of a ‘people’ to be as uncontroversialandnchallenging an idea as it has
been in the hands of the United Nations.

If a people is identical with the population oftats, it is hard to be won over to the
idea that it has a strong corporate identity indéejeatly of the state, given the highly
contingent origins of most state boundaries. #$® hard to accept that its non-state
identity is such that we should conceive it asnglsi unitary entity possessing
irreducible moral standing. Rawls conceives a fgeap a moral, rather than a merely
legal, entity and the claims that peoples can ressdy make upon one as moral
claims. His ‘law of peoples’ is not a ‘law’ in tleedinary sense. It is a set of moral
principles that should govern the conduct of pempléaims to provide a moral
foundation for international law rather than a tidfinternational law itself; hence
his identification of the law of peoples with aafistic utopia’. Rawls cannot
therefore rely upon law to provide the corporatmiity he ascribes to a people.

More generally, the idea that we can plausiblyibedrreducible moral standing to
groups as groups is widely doubted. The idea ndarate persons has a well-
established place in law. The idea that non-leggborate persons should occupy a
similar place in our moral thinking, though sometsrcanvassed, is much less readily
accepted. Often the impetus behind that idea seztesthe belief that, if we do not
conceive groups as moral analogues of personsamm@ot do justice to the role they
play in the lives of human beings. That beliefhall now argue, is misplacéd.

Groups. corporate and collective

In place of Rawls’s corporate conception of pegplscan adopt what | shall
describe as a ‘collective’ conception. When weceive a group claim as a collective
claim, we conceive it as the joint claim of thee individuals who make up the
group. If we conceive a group claim in that wag, meed not ascribe to the group a
moral identity or standing that is somehow sepdrata, and independent of, that of
the individuals who make it up. On the contraing moral standing that underwrites
the claim is that of the several individuals whastitute the group. We can therefore
acknowledge group claims without having to pretdvad, morally, a group

constitutes a ‘super-persof’.

Can this way of conceiving group claims cope widiras that have an intrinsically
group nature? We might suspect that, while a ctile conception can make sense
of claims that are contingently the claims of augrat cannot adequately characterise
claims thaonly a group can make. By a contingent group claine&amone that is
registered by a group but that might also be regst by individuals severally. For
example, a church may claim the freedom to pradssewn forms of worship, but
those forms of worship may be such that an indiéidualherent of the faith could
intelligibly claim the same freedom as an individuBut not all group claims are like



that. Sometimes they are claims to goods thabearlaimed plausibly or reasonably
only by a group. Consider a claim that public nuees should be instituted to protect
and sustain the language of a linguistic minor@Bjiven that the language is a good
that is public to the minority and given the castlved in instituting measures to
protect and sustain it, this is not a claim thaingle member of the minority could
reasonably make as an independent individual. o@sider the same sort of claim in
respect of a culture. A culture is, by its veryuna, a group phenomenon and it
would seem that claims that the culture shouldelspected or promoted could be
plausibly made only by or on behalf of the grolut, even in cases in which a good
is such that it can be claimed and enjoyed onlg Qyoup, it makes perfect sense to
conceive the good as one to which the memberseajrtbup have a shared or joint
claim. The fact that a claim is one that the memlbéa group can plausibly register
only as a group is quite consistent with ascrithgmoral standing that underwrites
their claim to the members of the group severatiier than to the group as a
corporate entity.

If we conceive group claims in this collective fash) we can appeal to the idea of
persons, and to the respect they are owed, in diefggroup claims. In particular,
just as respect for persons can be mobilised iendef of individual self-
determination, so it can be mobilised in defencedtiective self-determination. A
claim to collective self-determination is clearlyeothat can be made only for a group
but alsgo one that can be conceived as a jointamesihclaim of those who make up the
group:.

The sort of shift that Rawls makes from personseoples in moving from the
domestic to the international case would there$e®m unnecessary. | do not mean
to dismiss the idea of peoples in any form. | mesaly that we are neither obliged
nor best advised to treat peoples rather than pe@®the moral entities whose
ultimate and irreducible status grounds the casafernational toleration.

For my purposes, a ‘people’ is a section of hunyahit forms a self-determining
unit. A people may be an entirely contingent gnthat is, there may be a large
measure of contingency in the way humanity has conbe divided up into separate
societies. For my purposes, that does not mattérat matters is that a set of
individuals is constituted as a collective unittthas to order its own internal affairs.
Hence a ‘people’ in my vocabulary is primarily dipecal entity and it need be no
more than that. | do not mean to deny that a gemaly sometimes be marked off
from the rest of humanity by more than its bordénsiay be distinguished by
common characteristics such as a shared histagymanon language and a common
culture. Those common characteristics have sormerfgeon my argument but, for
my purposes, the only feature of a people thatusial to its being a people is its
constituting a self-governing unit. | take peoplesrefore to be conterminous with
states. However, | do not take states to be thédimental objects of international
toleration. If we (whoever ‘we’ are here) owe @stpf toleration to another society,
the parties to whom we owe those duties are ulgipateither states nor peoples
conceived as corporate entities but the personsmaie up their populations.

One qualification I must make to this simple conimapis that | do not suppose that a
people must be entirely self-determining. In tbatemporary world, no population’s
‘internal’ affairs are free from external forcesdanfluences and none can be wholly



self-determining. That is especially true of tlkersomic life of societies. A society
may have a greater measure of control over thogs fifatures that are most likely to
be objects of toleration or intolerance: its podtistructure, social organisation and
way(s) of life. But | do not wish to assert anyosg empirical claim to that effect.

All I shall suppose is that, even after we havetsatull account of the impact of
globalisation, supra-national institutions and otidernal factors, a society retains
sufficient control over its own character for itlie a possible and significant object of
toleration. My claim might be phrased as an ‘ifacas’ claim: in so far as people
determine their own political structure, socialamgation, and mores, they have a
claim, albeit a prima facie claim, to be toleralbgbutsiders.

Tolerating cultural difference

Perhaps the sort of difference that is associatae than any other with the idea of
international or global toleration is cultural @ifénce. Different societies possess
different cultures or ways of life and practiceatthigure in one culture are sometimes
condemned by another. Here | want to give substémthe general claims | have
made by examining what it is that drives the thaulgat cultural differences between
societies should be objects of toleration. In pgshe issue in that way, | do not
mean to suggest that, if we accept that culturepaoper objects of toleration,
toleration of cultural difference has to be indisgnate. Rather my question is, if and
in so far as we think that cultural differences @ppropriate objects of toleration, why
do we think that?

‘Culture’ is a problematic notion and we sometirdedetter to unpack its content
into other terms. It is often allowed too eastysanctify what it describes; the
rhetorical effect of describing beliefs, values amnactices as ‘cultural’ can be to
throw a protective halo around them so that thepime a special status and
immunity merely because they are (said to be)tealt. There are also well-
recognised dangers of essentialising cultures dhdutties in deciding how we
should individuate them. In particular, cultur@sribt map readily onto societies
politically defined. However, | shall pursue nafehose issues here. In order to get
at the issue that is my concern, | shall contimuese the ideas of culture and cultural
difference and to suppose that the culture thatgessible object of toleration belongs
to a whole society so that the issue is one ofriatgonal toleration.

Why, then, should we be tolerant in this sort (feca An answer that immediately
suggests itself is: because we associate cultivadsity with relativism. ‘Relativism’
is another problematic and protean term. Somefimleen it is applied to cultures, it
is used to describe no more than the fact of alldiversity, but that merely
empirical observation does not help us to decide Wwe should respond to the fact
that it describes. Alternatively ‘cultural relagm’ might describe a moral doctrine:
the doctrine that the right way for people to castdbeir lives is in accordance with
their particular culture. That is an odd doctriiedoes not make the banal
observation that the members of a society willk asatter of fact, tend to regard right
conduct as conduct that conforms with the nornmbeif culture. Rather, it insists
that right conduct does indeed consist in agemtsfarming with the norms of their
society. But, why should we want to hold that viefwight conduct quite irrespective
of the content of any particular culture? Can aahdoctrine be quite so careless of
what it endorses? If it can, it must do so inugrbf an ethical principle that
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undergirds its endorsement of cultural variety &nslthat underlying principle that
will explain why we should respect cultural diffaces rather than the moral
relativism that it generates. Moreover, stricthgaking, cultural relativism as a moral
doctrine cannot provide a case for cultural tolerasince it eliminates, or should
eliminate, our disapproval of any particular cudtualthough | do not want to place
very much weight on that merely technical point.

More frequently, cultural relativism expresses mfof scepticism. It expresses the
belief that there is no set of norms that is priypeniversal in reach and that
constitutes the truly correct morality for all humiaeings. There are merely different
sets of norms that have been evolved by differeginents of humanity. People may
suppose that the particular morality to which teelscribe is uniquely right, but they
are mistaken. They are also mistaken if they ss@ploat we might somehow turn up
a genuinely correct set of norms that is independeany particular culture and
against which we can test the moral merit of thees# cultures human beings have
evolved.

In this form, cultural relativism expresses a mettaical rather than an ethical
position, but it is a meta-ethical position thas Ipaactical implications. It implies
that, if we set about imposing norms upon a comiguhat are at variance with its
own culture in the belief that those norms are uelyg right or superior to the
community’s own norms, we act on a false assumptitie suppose our beliefs and
values to be something other than, and more thamparticular beliefs and values
that they really are. This sort of scepticism bapand has been, a potent force for
toleration. It undermines intolerance that is bdageon a belief in the superiority of
one culture over another, or that supposes thataneaccess a uniquely valid set of
norms that is categorically different from, andttsi@nds free of, the merely local
norms evolved by particular communities. Of couifsee are concerned at all with
human well-being and with right relations betweenpde, we also have reason to
resist this sort of moral scepticism as comprelvensosition since it can corrode any
sort of moral conviction and issue in a comprehanamorality. It deprives us, for
example, of the resources to say that a cultuttdribarporates slavery is, in that
respect, worse than one that does not; and, whilk@ay be mobilised against inter-
cultural intolerance, it can also be mobilised @éfieshce of cultures that are internally
repressive. Nevertheless, we do not have to embnacal scepticism
comprehensively to recognise that intolerance reapiently resulted from people’s
mistaking the local for the universal and the cartial for the absolute. The
obvious way to combat intolerance of that sorbishallenge the convictions upon
which it is based.

| do not wish to deny, therefore, that culturaatelism in this form can corrode
intolerance. As with cultural relativism as a matactrine, it does not provide us
with a reason for toleration strictly speaking,cgirit undermines intolerance by
undermining the disapproval upon which it is baseénce, in so far as it succeeds, it
renders toleration unnecessary. But that may $iédemmore than pedantry,
especially if we think that it is the absence ablerance rather than the presence of
toleration that really matters. However, evenisgipedantry aside, this sceptical
form of relativism does not provide us with a wiga@dequate case for toleration of
cultural difference. It characterises intoleraasemisguided rather than wrongful. It
suggests that it is falsely based if it is grounuhed belief that another culture is
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wrong or morally inferior. But making a mistakenist the same as committing a
moral wrong; we need more than an allegation afrefrour toleration is to be the
subject of a moral imperative. Moreover, unacdaptantolerance does not have to
be the offspring of a false or questionable bellemay be driven, for example, by a
desire to dominate and by an appetite for thedmiitdomination.

Where else, then, might we look for a justificatmfrcultural toleration? Cultural
diversity is frequently represented as itself adgjo®dhe fundamental thought here is
that the world is richer for possessing a diversftgultures and that it would be very
much poorer if that diversity disappeared or weneimished through, for example,

the erosive and homogenising effects of globabsatiThe tedium and blandness of a
monocultural world would compare most unfavourakith the rich cultural
heterogeneity that has characterised humanityrathé&hould we then ground the
case for cultural toleration in the good of cultudizersity?

There are two reasons why that does not seemghtesort of foundation for cultural
toleration. One is that, if cultural diversity pemts us with a good, it ceases to be an
object for toleration. In making this elementaoyr, | do not mean to suggest that
we do better to find something objectionable so Weacan tolerate it, than find it
unobjectionable so that we lose an opportunitydtaration. That would clearly be
absurd. Rather | mean that cultural differencesatoetimes provide real occasions
for toleration (or intolerance) and that to suppitse we can all find every feature of
one another’s cultures ‘good’ is not to take sesipthe deep disagreements and
conflicts that exist amongst cultures. It is omi@g to celebrate differences of
cuisine, dress, literature and music. It is qaitether to celebrate differences of
belief concerning the relative status people shbeldccorded, the way they should
treat one another, and the way they should treathwonan animals and the rest of the
non-human world. Deep cultural differences arerofounded in different religious
faiths and those faiths make competing claims atvattt, good and evil. It is
nonsensical to ask the adherent of one faith &bcate the existence of a rival faith
or of atheistic disbelief, which the adherent nreglard as false and pernicious.
Cultural differences present all of us with seriqugstions concerning toleration and
intolerance and indiscriminately to label all disi¢y ‘good’ is not to take cultures or
their adherents seriously.

There is a second reason why the ‘good’ of cultdnarsity does not seem the most
compelling reason for cultural toleration. Thahception of cultural diversity
presents it as a public good; that is, as a gobtigto humanity as a whole. Thus, if
a culture is suppressed or disadvantaged, we latedbsers. But, when a culture is
suppressed or disadvantaged, we do not think teatrevall equally the losers.
Rather, if we believe that suppression or disachgato be wrong, we conceive it as
a wrong inflicted upon a particular section of huiyarather than upon humanity at
large. Itis a wrong visited upon those whoseutalit is. The particularity of that
wrong cannot be explained by the general good i@l diversity. By the same
token, if we believe we should tolerate a contreiaifeature of a culture, our
tolerati%n is more plausibly owed to the bearerthaf culture rather than to humanity
at large:

So what this points to is that the case for toienadf cultural difference is most
plausibly grounded in a concern and respect fadlwhose culture is at stake. It is
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not cultures themselves or their alleged relativisat drives the case for toleration.

It is recognition of and respect for the statughoke who bear them. Cultures do not,
of themselves, possess moral standing, any monedihavorks of art or musical
compositions or languages. Cultures matter bedieyematter to people, and they
matter most to those whose cultures they are. M/draven back therefore to the
idea of respect for persons and the claims thaktipersons have in respect of the
culture they embrace. As | have previously argtieel collective character of a
culture provides no reason why should turn awamnfpersons and towards peoples
corporately conceived as the objects of our concern

The idea of respect associated with personhoodtithe only possible reason for
grounding a concern for culture in a concern febigarers. We might also appeal to
the well-being of the people involved. We mightchthat a life lived according to a
culture that is in some way ‘theirs’ is always biestpeople. However, that claim
will not work as a reason for toleration amongsigde who have deeply conflicting
beliefs and values and therefore deeply conflictiogceptions of what constitutes a
good life and ‘well-being’. More compelling areetivell-documented deleterious
effects upon people of efforts to eradicate thdierited way of life and to replace it
with something ‘better’. Thus, even when we fiadlf with a culture, the real
alternatives may give us reason to leave it inglddave no wish to brush aside
these sorts of consideration. But, arguably, &len is more securely based in the
status of those whose way of life is at stake amdobligation to defer to their own
beliefs and wishes, than in judgements of the no¢titeir culture and the feasibility
of the alternatives.

Democracy and popular sovereignty

Does the approach | am suggesting here imply thigtdemocratic political systems
are tolerable? After all, the idea that we shagdceive adult human beings as
persons, who are to be accorded equal respectsmgemight be readily translated
into a case for political equality, which, in tutranslates easily into a case for
political democracy. However, the idea of demogtiacot the same as that of
popular sovereignty, even though those two ideaotien elided. To be committed
to democracy is to be committed to the rightnesgoodness of one particular form
of government. To be committed to popular sovergigs to be committed to the
legitimacy of whatever form of government a socgepopulation endorses for itself.
Thus, in principle and sometimes in practice, ateummocratic form of government
may pass the test of popular sovereignty. Wheteds, we have reason (though not
necessarily exclusive reason) to find that forng@fernment tolerable. Of course, in
the case of an undemocratic form of governmentmarg face empirical difficulties

in knowing quite how much popular support it adigiahjoys. The issue is also
unlikely to be quite so simple as whether a regimes, or does not, enjoy popular
support. It is more likely to involve complex assments of the proportions of the
population who either support or oppose the reginttof the relative intensities of
their support or opposition. But let's pass overse issues for the moment. If people
genuinely endorse an undemocratic regime, argwablgwe it to them to respect
their wishes about how their collective lives shiblbé organised and managed. In
other words, in these circumstances, respectirgpperdoes not translate into a case
for democracy; it translates into a case for whatteort of regime those persons
embrace.
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Those who are scandalised by this conclusion nfight in mind three things. First,
what | have said does not provide a case for undeatio regimes merely because
and in so far as they currently exist. It providesase only insofar as those regimes
genuinely enjoy popular support. Secondly, my argat here concerrisleration.
Thus, it is quite consistent with the belief thatrbcracy is always the best form of
government and that a population mistakes its owarest if it opts for anything else.
Thirdly, remember how ‘thin’ is the democracy tistrged upon those non-western
societies that do not already possess it. Itisame variant of the direct democracy
of the Ancient World; the model is usually thatloé US or a West European regime
in which institutionalised popular participationegstremely limited and political
equality more symbolic than real. Nor can thagratated form of democracy be
excused as the most democratic that we can engbgrumodern circumstances. If
Switzerland can build referendums and the init@tito its political structures, so
might other self-styled ‘democracies’ - but mosbabe not to. Once we take account
of those realities, the contrast betwaseindisant ‘democracies’ and an undemocratic
but popularly supported regime appears less stark.

Moral equality and social inequality

The issue of how respect for persons relates titigablsystems is really part of a
larger issue of how morally equal status relatesotoal and political institutions that
accord people unequal status. Normally, morallyaégtatus argues for a similar
equality of status in a society’s social and poditiarrangements. There are, of
course, all sorts of functional reasons why a spakould want to create institutional
structures that involve status hierarchies, sudhastructures of authority normally
exhibited by governments, judiciaries and militaridut the existence of a variety of
offices that are occupied by some and not otheibtlzat give some decision-making
powers not possessed by others, is consistentasic institutional commitment to
the equal moral standing of people. Institutianabjualities would be inconsistent
with that sort of equality if they were built uptre belief that people were
fundamentally unequal in moral standing so thatessorts of human being should
simply count for more than others. Prima facie,ittea of equal status to which | am
appealing stands in sharp opposition to any sutiéflzend to social and political
arrangements that manifest it.

But suppose a society’s arrangements do accoramedtally unequally statuses to
the society’s members and that all concerned at¢hepé arrangements. How should
we view that state of affairs? Does it matter thase who are treated as inferiors in
an arrangement themselves endorse that arrangentesg@ms to me that it does. If
respect for persons entails respecting peopleisfeelnd wishes about how they
should live, and if people are committed to a systé belief in which they occupy a
lesser status than others, it would seem that weldlgive weight to their
commitment even though we think it misplaced. €hsmore than a hint of paradox
here, since our reason for respecting someone’sntionent to their unequal status is
the equal status we attribute to them. But theeammce of paradox is mitigated if
the commitment we are respecting is part of a lepadmmitment to a system of
belief, such as a religious faith, rather than negfédeprecation. Recall, too, that the
issue here is not the rightness of people’s betintspractices but whether we have
reason to tolerate them.
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Men and women occupy positions of unequal stanitinige Roman Catholic Church
in that men are eligible for clerical office andmwen are not. Yet we would not
ordinarily suppose that that warrants externalrietion in the affairs of the

Catholic Church compelling it to assign equal aehtical roles to men and women.
Nor do we suppose that it provides reason to findhen’'s commitment to Roman
Catholicism less tolerable than men’s. The Cath@hurch is, of course, nowadays a
voluntary association; people have real optionsndfy and exit, and those options are
unlikely to be similarly real for people as membefra political community. | cite

the case of the Catholic Church only to indicatd fleople’s acceptance of unequal
roles can make a difference to how we respondabitiequality.

Of course, we must tread carefully here. The tdsscribe is one in which people
accept an inferiority of status for themselves, o in which that inferiority is
imposed upon them against their wishes. In additive perception that a society
assigns different and unequal roles to its memimeng meet the riposte that those
roles are not in fact unequal; they are merelyedgfiit. That riposte is frequently
given to ‘outsiders’ who complain about gender unady in Muslim societies. This
is also territory in which concerns about ‘adapfveferences’ are likely to arise.
That is far too large an issue for me to tackleehdrshall content myself with
observing that just whose preferences are adagtistavhose are not is far from
straightforward; we must guard against the najom@pensity to suppose that ‘their’
preferences are adaptive but ‘ours’ are not. S#lgppreferences or beliefs need be
no less firmly and sincerely held for being adaptwnd it is the fact of the preferences
and beliefs that people actually embrace with wiiehhave to deal.

Social dissensus and thelimits of inter national toleration

Up to now | have emphasised respect for persoaseason for tolerating collective
forms of life of which we disapprove but to whidtose who live them are
committed. But we have also to confront the qoestif how far that respect has an
opposite import. If respect for persons arguesdiaration of collective forms of life,
it also argues for limits on the extent to whicliexivities can be intolerant of
individuals or minorities who wish to live otherfos of life. Internationally, this
takes us into the familiar territory of human rghtonceived as a safeguards that
limit what governments, groups and other power-éiiddnay do to (or may not do
for) those who are actually or potentially subjectheir power. Clearly, the sort of
ethic to which | am appealing will argue strongdy imits of that sort. However,
rather than take up the question of what thosddishould be, | want to comment in
very general terms on the limits of those limits.

Conflicts between the claims that people make aspg and those they make as
individuals are often represented as conflicts betw(putative) group rights and
(putative) individual rights. The kind of collee# claims that have been my concern
can, in some instances, be plausibly representgtbag rights. A group right does
not have to be conceived as a right wielded byrparate entity, such as a Rawlsian
‘people’. It can be conceived as a right heldexdlively by the several individuals
who make up the group, where those individuals kiwddl right jointly, but not
severally, as members of the group (Jones, 1998¢n so, it is misplaced to
represent the ordinary run of conflicting claimslavishes to be found in a society as
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conflicts between group rights and individual rghtn part that is because the
group/individual dichotomy will frequently not si@mp: conflicts are frequently
between different groups or, if we prefer to avibidt term, between different sets of
individuals. Only infrequently will they be betwea group and an individual who
stands entirely alone. But, more importantlysibecause those conflicts and their
resolution belong to the ordinary stuff of sociatigolitical life and it is
unnecessarily melodramatic to represent them adictsrof rights.

In examining the link between respect for persaors@llective claims, | have kept
things simple by assuming that the collective clarthe object of a social consensus.
Clearly that assumption will often be unrealistiBut where there is conflict within a
society about the form that its arrangements shiakie or the policies it should
pursue, we should not too readily suppose thdglerating the view that prevails, we
are tolerating intolerance of the view that doets rio part that is because many
public issues (e.g. taxation, war and peace, qeoialy) have to be resolved one way
or the other. The competing options are not ‘cossgme’: it is not possible or
reasonable to provide for different people to falldifferent paths according to their
different views. In such cases, toleration isambption available to a sociefy.

But it is also because we have reason to give wégihne legitimacy of decision-
procedures. People can be wedded to the rightfsiloka decision-procedure and
therefore accept that their society’s affairs aghtfully governed by the decisions it
yields even when they disagree with the contetlhase decisions. Currently in
Britain, the Labour Party is in power and the Cownagves are the official party of
opposition, but it does not follow that ConservatRarty supporters would or should
applaud external intervention by George Bush desida depose the current
Government and replace it with one more to thking. The allegiances of people
that we can be called upon to respect can be allegs to institutions and processes
as well as to personal values and ways of life.

The point of these observations is to indicate, texan when a society is marked by
internal dissension, that need not necessarilytlmatsiders onto the horns of a
dilemma in which they can tolerate some only bytot#rating, or by indulging
intolerance of, others. There will, of course doeasions when a society’s treatment
of some of its members violates their basic rigims the demands of personhood
move from tolerance to intolerance of the sociegs. My point is only that

internal dissensus does not always confront us eattilicts of that sort. To be on the
losing side is not always to be ‘oppressed’ andiimmers can sometimes justifiably
present their view as the view that outsiders shitrelat as the society’s collective
view.

For the sake of completeness, | should also nate ¢lren when respect for persons
ceases to be a reason for international toleratithrer reasons for toleration,
particularly consequentialist reasons, may stitae in play. | take that to be why
people do not usually call for intervention, pautarly military intervention, every
time a human right is violated but only when thptleand extent of the violation
becomes ‘grave’.

Conclusion
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In this paper | have explored the idea of respgqiersons as a reason for
international toleration. My comments have bednesxely broad-brush. In
particular, | have not grappled with the highly torersial question of where
precisely the cut should fall between what we sthamd what we should not tolerate
in the lives of other societies. All | have inded is that, when we confront that
issue, the idea of respect for persons does natyalargue for the individual and
against the collective. | have also indicated, timainternational contexts, respect for
persons is likely to be only one of a number ofstderations to which we should
give weight in deciding what we should do. Thesperbased approach | have
outlined complicates the issue of internationatration still further in requiring us to
confront and deal with the reality of dissensus ragst people within a society. But,
given that a diversity of beliefs, values and wshkaracterises the populations of
most contemporary states, that messy reality isnetthat we should ignore by
pretending that each people is a unitary entithaitinitary will.
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Endnotes

1. Three conspicuous exceptions are Walzer (198a)ls (1999) and Tan (2000). Because
of the latitude societies are willing to give om®ther through the idea of sovereignty,
Walzer describes international society as ‘the rtmistant of all societies’ (1997 p.19).

2. Attempts rationally to persuade are usually dmoonsistent with toleration, presumably
because they do not prevent or hinder the contiatthe persuader argues against. But
when such attempts move beyond giving reasonseavihlg people to make up their own
minds, they can be reasonably viewed as entermgei@m of intolerance (which is not, of
course, to say that they are necessarily wrongyrparticular instance or to imply that all
forms of intolerance are equally intolerant). Wiglm even say that B, who objects to A’s
conduct but is content to leave it unchanged, isentmlerant than C who objects to A’s
conduct and tries to alter it through persuasidembers of non-evangelical religions such as
Judaism and Hinduism sometimes object in thesest&urthe proselytising activities of
Christians and Muslims.

3. E.g. ‘To tolerate alsmeans to recognize these nonliberal societies as ecpréikfpating
members in good standing of the society of Peoplih,certain rights and obligations,
including the duty of civility requiring that theyffer other peoples public reasons appropriate
to the Society of Peoples for their actions.’ (p.B§ emphasis; see also pp. 63, 84).

4. Reidy (2004, p.294) describes peoples, on Rawisw, as ‘corporate moral agents’ and
‘as persons in the moral sense of that term’.

5. In fact Rawls presents these as three featdireElmeral people and, rather than just
observing that a liberal people has a ‘common gowent’, he says that they possess ‘a
reasonably just constitutional democratic governniest serves their fundamental interests’
(p-23). However, | infer that Rawls regards a cmnrgovernment, common sympathies and
a moral nature as features common to both liberdidecent hierarchical peoples.

6. For a general critique of this analogical apphp@hough one that focuses on the analogy
between persons and states rather than peopleBegrd 999, Part 1.

7. | examine the contrast between corporate arldatle conceptions of groups in Jones
1998. However, there | limit my analysis to graoights, whereas here | want to extend the
implications of the collective conception beyonghts.

8. Walzer’s thinking often seems in sympathy witls {position. He presents himself as a
defender of the standing of 'states' (1980), imitke Rawls, his conception of political
communities as moral claimants seems to be collectither than corporate in nature. He
attributes to states rights to territorial integ@aind political sovereignty, but adds that these
rights 'derive ultimately from the rights of indilials, and from them they take their force'
and insists that we should not conceive statesrgaric wholes' or 'mystical unions' (1992,
p.53). He also observes, The real subject of mpyraent is not the state at all but the
political community that (usually) underlies it.the idea of communal integrity derives its
moral and political force from the rights of confgmnary men and women to live as members
of a historic community and to express their inteericulture through political forms worked
out among themselves (the forms are never entivetked out in a single generation)' (1980,
210-11).

9. It might be argued that we have to put up waltipular bads if we are to retain the overall

good of cultural diversity. That suggestion doasgehthe structure of an argument for
toleration. We have reason to tolerate some batdifes of cultures because that it is a price
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we have to pay if we are to retain the overall gobdultural heterogeneity. In this argument,
the badness of bad practices is not cancelledebgrbater good of cultural diversity, so that
it is genuinely one that calls for toleration. Hoxer, this case for toleration is highly
contingent upon what is, in fact, necessary tameatee good of cultural diversity. It is
frequently quite implausible to suggest that intaece of particular practices will result in the
collapse or unravelling of the larger cultures imieh those practices are embedded. For
example, the suppressiongati (or suttee) has not destroyed the larger Hindu culture within
which it existed, and it is hard to believe thattpbition of female circumcision would

trigger a domino-style collapse of the culturesvhich it is currently practised.

10. I develop this point more fully in Jones 2007.
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