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Christianity and Tolerance: A Genealogy of European | dentity

Daniel Augenstein

Abstract

In the process of European constitutionalisatibe,European Union continues to struggle for
an identity that can generate widespread suppashgst its peoples. Against this background
it has been suggested by some that a Europearitydegmiuld embrace the Christian values
that underpin Europe’s national traditions andwel. In this paper | shall argue that, instead
of relying on a communitarian vision of a ‘Christigurope’, a European identity should

build on a culture of religious tolerance. A Eurapeulture of religious tolerance draws on
the enduring of difference and the acknowledgerépersisting and intractable conflict as
essential experiences of Europe’s Christian pdsisTinderstood, tolerance lies at the roots
of a European identity. At the same time, and tghotlne conditional inclusion of religious
diversity in the European Nation-States, a Europmedinre of religious tolerance creates over
time new commonalities between Europe’s religioggymeated national traditions. Thus
understood, tolerance only brings about the camulitfor the development of a supranational
European identity that amounts to more than (tlme sf) its national counterparts.
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Introduction

When John Locke wrote hispistola de Tolerantian post-Reformation Europe he did
not stress the value of religious diversity, nod die defend religious homogeneity as a
necessary backbone for social unity and politiegitimacy. Whereas the former must have
seemed quite inconceivable to him, the latter wasipely the object of his critique. Locke
was committed to the ideal of a religious socieggpuly rooted in Christian beliefs and values;
yet he also realized that in the face of intragtadmnflicting beliefs over the true path to
salvation, any attempt to bring about such a spaéter than through ‘light and evidence’
would prove fatal: “it is not the diversity of opims, which cannot be avoided; but the
refusal of toleration to those that are of different opim, which might have been granted,
that has produced all the bustles and wars, thet baen in the Christian world, upon account
of religion” (Locke,1991:52). This is a rather de$eve claim that may not satisfy those who,
four centuries later, have rediscovered Europe’sstiéin heritage as a potential engine for
future European integration. In an era where fameti integration has reached its limits,
where a national ethos or a European demos is iiallea and a European public sphere of
collective will-formation remains out of sight, tlsenjuration of a common Christian culture
and tradition could, or so it is hoped by some)ga@ citizens’ solidarity for the European
project. Thus, or so the argument goes, a Europattity should build on the Christian
values that underpin Europe’s national traditiomsd acultures. Moreover, the shared
commitment to uphold and foster these values shprddide a sufficiently thick value-basis
to unite the European family of nations.

To be plausible, a genealogy of European identitgtrbe about continuity and

transformation: it must commemorate Europe’s Ciamspast and imagine it, in a

" The Author is grateful to Maria B. Cahill, Mark Dawn, Jen Hendry, Oliver Schmidtke and Jason R. Youn
for helpful comments and suggestions.
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transformative way, as a common basis for Eurofutigse. Moreover, it must be about unity
and diversity: it must explain the self-constitgtiof the peoples of Europe in a supranational
European order that respects Europe’s diversematicaditions and cultures. Against this
background, | shall defend the Lockean view andatbat rather than on a communitarian
vision of a Christian Europe, a European identitgudd build on a culture of religious
tolerance. Tolerance, the mere ‘putting up’ witlgieus diversity, embodies an ambivalent
value; as Derrida put it, tolerance “says to thieeofrom its elevated position, | am letting
you be, you are not insufferable, | am leaving gqalace in my home, but do not forget that
this is my home...” (Derrida, 2003:127-28). It is exdded in an area of tension between
straightforward rejection and full-hearted accepeaof minoritarian religious worldviews:
while preferable to religious exclusion, it appe@as negative an engagement with difference
when compared to the equal inclusion of religioweiity. | submit that, paradoxically,
religious tolerance thus lies at the roots of aojpaan identity and only creates the conditions
for its very development. At the outset, | briefligcuss John Locke’s defence of religious
tolerance in the context of $&entury Christian Europe. | contend that the Eeanp

societies’ capacity to defuse the social destreaiss of religious conflict and to develop an
institutional framework for the peaceful coexisteré conflicting religious worldviews is one
of the most precious inheritances of the Europaedigiienment. It was not a homogeneous
Christian culture but an experience of religiousftiot and the concomitant development of a
culture of religious tolerance that created thedttions for political unity in the early-modern
Christian state. Moreover, it was not the atteropirtplement religious uniformity but the
tolerance of religious diversity that lead to a enappreciative relationship between the
Christian denominations in the European NationeStan a second step | consider the role of
religious tolerance in the European Nation-Stasng the ‘headscarf debates’ in Germany

and France as an example. In the Nation-StateCfinstian denominations reached a status
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of mutual acceptance and national belonging diglaeligious belief as a means of social
integration. At the same time, both religious-commitarian and secular-laic models continue
to affirm, albeit in different ways, Christian valsias they have shaped their distinctive
interpretations of nationhood. This has two mamrsequences: first, and within the Nation-
State, tolerance is relegated from the level ofi@lis beliefs to the level of merely
religiously permeated national traditions; secondhyd among themselves, the European
nations disagree about what constitutes their com@twistian culture and tradition today.
Against this twofold background of a ‘Christian Bpe’ and a ‘Europe of the Nation-States’ |
develop in the final section an argument in favoiua European identity based on religious
tolerance. Drawing on Josef Weiler’s notion of sunationalism | argue that a European
culture of religious tolerance can meet the twdlehges for a genealogy of European
identity identified above: it remains conscioudsnirope’s conflictive Christian past yet
creates, through the endurance of religious diffeee new commonalities between Europe’s
religiously permeated national traditions. It regpeEurope’s diverse national identities yet
transcends, through the conditional inclusion 6§reus diversity, the normative horizon of

the Nation-State towards a supranational Europesgsppctive.

The European heritage of religious tolerance

Religious tolerance played an important role e $bcial and political conflicts that
divided European societies along religious linetha18' and 17 centuries. The civil wars
that swept Europe from 1530 to the 1690s were inqilg struggles for political power, but
also religious conflicts. Religious tolerance iality developed in a context where religious
homogeneity was considered indispensable for bmttakstability and political legitimacy:
ecclesiam et imperium esse unum et ifleecler, 1965:137). Christian believers and

churches encountered each other on the basisipttrdlicting claims to religious truth that
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a priori excluded any kind of political compromise. At tlaree time, religious questions

were politicised in their entirety, and any formrefigious diversity therefore threatened the
political authority of the early modern state. Henthe decision to have an established church
was not merely a question of implementing religidagma; it was also, importantly, a matter
of political stability (Bockenfordel991:36-7). And while it was generally assumed that

king should suppress false beliefs, pragmatic ctamations led at times to concessions of
tolerance as the second-best solution where tlegeamhent of religious uniformity seemed,

for the time being, unachievable. Accordingly, eatthan asserting a general right to freedom
of religion, tolerance only granted conditional dimited exceptions from the requirement of
religious uniformity.

It is against this background that™@entury Protestant thinkers like John Locke
(1632-1704) aimed for a more principled justificatiof religious tolerance. As early as in the
Two Tracts on Governme(it660), Locke argued that religion had become ansgjurce of
civil unrest because Christian leaders and ‘thegglef all sects’ had inculcated two
erroneous beliefs in both ‘princes’ and the ‘laity’st, that it was a Christian duty to uphold
and spread the true way to heaven and, secondlythis was to be done by force and
compulsion. Given the multiplicity of Christian flas, each of which considered itself
orthodox, these beliefs necessarily culminatethéngersecution by the government and

religious revolts by the people:

Hence have the cunning and malice of men takensgmtao pervert the doctrine of peace and charity
into a perpetual foundation of war and contentalhthose flames that have made such havoc and
desolation in Europe, and have not been quenchiedgitiuthe blood of so many millions, have been at
first kindled with coals from the altar, and too chiblown with the breath of those that attend tter,a
who, forgetting their calling which is to promotegzre and meekness (Locke, 1967:160-61).

Locke’s response in tHepistola de Toleranti@onsists of stressing the Christian duty of
charity and the social destructiveness of religipaisecution. Regarding the former, he
emphasises two core moral beliefs as commanddgkiBdripture: that God allows each man

to worship in the way he sincerely believes toigktrand that Christianity should be upheld
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by love and persuasion (Tully, 1990:15). Regardiveglatter, Locke argues that because
nothing but the essentials of the revelation cakrnwevn with certainty, religious diversity is
unavoidable and religious differences will proveractable. Moreover, because “it is only
light and evidence that can work a change in mepisions; and that light can in no manner
proceed from corporal sufferings, or any other @uthpenalties”, the state cannot enforce
religious uniformity (Locke, 1991:19). Hence, rabigs persecution is not merely morally
wrong because it contradicts the two fundamentaisGan beliefs but furthermore irrational
in that it cannot succeed in its stated objectitasier such conditions, Locke concludes, “it
is not the diversity of opinion, which cannot be@ed, but the refusal of toleration to those
that are of different opinions, which might havebegranted, that has produced all the bustles
and wars, that have been in the Christian worlchugrount of religion” (Locke, 1991:52).
Locke’s argument against religious persecutionassn a (formal) separation of state
and church, grounded in a (material) distinctiotwleen “the business of civil government”
and “the business of religion”. The separationtafesand church rests on a now familiar
conception of ‘formal’ or ‘reason-based’ equalitgtigious considerations cannot justify
political action because the commonwealth is “detgof men constituted only for the
procuring, preserving, and advancing of their owtl mterests” and “the whole jurisdiction
of the magistrate reaches only to these civil comoents” (Locke, 1991:17). The difficulties
with such formal equality models are equally faarilinamely that they are not sufficiently

sensitive to the consequenadstate action. Locke maintains,

[if] such were the state of things, that the ins¢ief the commonwealth required all slaughter afsbe
should be forborne for some while, in order toitieeasing of the stock of cattle, that had been
destroyed by some extraordinary murrain; who seéshat the magistrate, in such a case, may forbid
all his subjects to kill any calves for any use tgbaver? Only it is to be observed, that in thisecthe
law is hot made about religion, but about politicedtter; nor is the sacrifice, but the slaughtecadfes
thereby prohibited (Locke, 1991:37).

However, while the farmer who cannot kill his cailftil the stock has been sufficiently

increased will merely suffer a temporal economgadivantage, the religious believer, when
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not engaging in the rituals required by her faithl risk her salvation. And it is difficult to
see why Locke’s proposal should seem equally caagjenboth of them. This dilemma
points to a yet deeper problem with Locke’s arguintieait concerns his material distinction
between ‘the business of civil government’ and tiusiness of religion’, or between laws
made about a ‘political matter’ and laws made ab@ligion’. The boundaries between state
and church, Locke maintains, are “fixed and immdleabecause both are “in their original,
end, business, and in everything perfectly distamzt infinitely different from each other”

(Locke, 1991:26):

It is easy to understand to what end the legistgtiower ought to be directed, and by what measures
regulated, and that is the temporal good and outwessperity of society. ... And it is also evident
what liberty remains to men in reference to th&érmal salvation, and that is, that every one ghdol
what he in his conscience is persuaded to be agepb the Almighty, on whose good pleasure and
acceptance depends his eternal happiness (Loc8#;418).

Yet this did not prevent Locke from rubberstamping use of force against certain doctrines
because they constitutdaly their very naturga threat to the civil order of the
CommonwealthThis is most obvious in Locke’s categorical refusealolerate atheists:
“Lastly, Those are not at all to be tolerated wieaylthe being of God. Promises, covenants,
and oaths, which are the bonds of human societyhase no hold upon an atheist. The
taking-away of God, though but even in thoughtsdliges everything” (Locke, 1991:47). It
must have been clear to Locke that advocacy ofdérdace against atheists was incompatible
with his premise about the involuntary nature difjreus belief insomuch as the atheist, too,
could not simply take up a religious belief by wlunn, 1991:179). However, Locke can
consistently maintain that people should not begearted for their religious (non-) beliefs but
on the basis that what they believe amounts teeattio public order. For Locke, the
existence of God and the natural law was a demalnisttruth that lies at the very foundation
of morality, indispensable for good government amtividual conduct: while the belief in
God sustains moral values, the fear of divine gunent restrains rulers from abusing their

powers and individual subjects from sedition (Tull§93:54). Atheists are not merely
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irrational because they neglect the most obviauth tiThey are furthermore immoral because
their denial of the existence of God reduces thedfinature to the contradictory interests of
individuals who, left to their own fallible devicdsave no reason to trust each other and
hence no capacity to form a peaceful and stablietso&Similarly, having argued that
‘Mahometans’ should not be excluded from the aights of the Commonwealth because of

their religion, Locke then maintains that a church

can have no right to be tolerated by the magistveltéch is constituted upon such a bottom, that all
those who enter into it, do therelyyso facto deliver themselves up to the protection and serof
another prince. ... Itis ridiculous for any one tofpss himself to be a Mahometan only in religiout,
in every thing else a faithful subject to a Chastimagistrate, whilst at the same time he acknayeed
himself bound to yield blind obedience to the maftConstantinople; who himself is entirely obedien
to the Ottoman emperor .(Locke, 1991:46-7).

To the extent that the Lockean state is groundeedligious tolerance, it is released
from the unconditional nature of obligations tagelus truth and becomes subject to the
contingencies of politics directed towards the ugbod. Considered this way, it was the
tolerance of religious diversity, rather than thtermpt to implement religious homogeneity,
that created the conditions for a political uniiythe early-modern European states. At the
same time, however, Locke’s defence of religiolsrémce was still embedded in an
overarching Christian framework. His notion of stahd society remain, as John Dunn has
maintained, “shaped and dominated by a picturb@garthly setting of human life as a
created order, an order designed and controlleahbymnipotent, omniscient and also,
mercifully, benevolent deity: the God of the Chass” (Dunn, 1990:11). And in such a
world there was no place for atheists, ‘Mahometanst other sects that had arrived at “such
a degree of madness, as that [they] should thirik feach, for doctrines of religion, such
things as manifestly undermine the foundationsoofety, and are therefore condemned by
the judgement of all mankind” (Locke, 1967:45). Eenreligious tolerance in post-
Reformation Europe embodied an ambivalent valugat embedded in an area of tension

between the full-hearted acceptance and the stfarglard rejection of minoritarian religious
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worldviews. On the one hand, rather than guaramgegigeneral right to freedom of religion,
tolerance merely granted conditional and limitedaassions of public worship to some of the
Christian denominations. And rather than acceptiegother as an equal moral partner, it
merely required an act of non-reciprocal indulgetoeegards those considered to be inferior
and categorically wrong. Yet on the other handernice helped to defuse the social
destructiveness of religious conflict in early modBurope. By contesting the justification of
religious persecution from religious truth it o#el; however, a volatile and imperfect
protection against religiously motivated discrintioa. By granting conditional and limited
exceptions to the norm of religious uniformitycitallenged the association of social and
political stability with religious homogeneity atiterefore paved the way towards the liberal
transformation of the European states. Againstiihckground, then, rather than conjuring a
shared Christian culture, a European identity sthaommemorate the way European
Christians have learnt to stabilize the tensior@éen their conflicting worldviews and to
live together in difference. After all, the devehopnt of a culture of religious tolerance only
created the conditions under which it became ptessibdiscern commonalities between the

Christian denominations in the European NationeStat

National traditions and Christian culture

The liberal transformation of the European moral bagal-political orders took place
gradually. The process of secularisation, the HreRevolution and the emergence of the
public sphere shaped a new vision of state andeggdnaugurating the age of popular
sovereignty and human rights. With the concomitmiancipation of the individual from
traditional religious communities, and of the polt state from the religious order, religion

was relegated to the private sphere of society @mnodected as an individual human or
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fundamental right (Taylor, 2004). As a result oé ttnansition to liberalism, the European
states no longer endorse a distinctively religioosception of the good but purport to treat
their citizens equally in their religious diversityet this process of transformation through
emancipation also posed the question of how tagrate the individual into the secularised
society. It is the evolving Nation-State with itsghasis on national identity that fulfilled this
task. The Nation-State requires the universal aguigan of its citizens who are tied together
by virtue of a common history, language, traditaord culture. National belonging displaces
religious belief as the new form of social integrat Thus, on the one hand, the linkage
between the state and religion is dissolved in dawaf a new linkage between the state and
the nation. On the other hand, however, and thratgglappeal to the nation’s history and
culture, nationhood does not purge society of @& merely implicit religious heritage. The
European Nation-States, while no longer definedigtinctively religious terms, continue to
affirm Christian values as they have shaped thational cultures and traditions. These
national cultures and traditions, in turn, infortretconcrete interpretation of fundamental
rights so that the recognition of citizens’ equaetdom of religion is, to a greater or lesser
extent, conditional on and delimited by their atcaape of the nation’s Christian heritage.
This is perhaps most obvious in those Europedessthat continue to appeal to their
Christian traditions and cultures in processesatifipal and legal decision-making. During
what has become known as the ‘crucifix debate’ @mn@any — that is, the question of whether
German school laws can require displaying a crossuzifix in public school classrooms — a
Bavarian administrative court distinguished betwienChristian faith (adistinctive
religion) and the Christian culture (as merelygelusly permeatedommorculture). On this
basis it held that the display of crucifixes insdeooms was not the (in this context
illegitimate) expression of a commitment to a madiar religious faith but the (legitimate)

affirmation of an essential component of the gen@haistian-occidental tradition and
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common property of its cultural realm (BVerfGE 93(Kruzifix)). In the subsequent
headscarf controversy, a German school board egjebe application of a Muslim teacher
unwilling to refrain from wearing her headscarshool. It held that the wearing of a
headscarf in public schools would contravene tlrecjple of state neutrality. Moreover, it
considered the headscarf a symbol of cultural tigration that would endanger social
cohesion and school peace. The decision of theostloard was upheld by two lower
instance administrative courts and the Federal Adtrative Court (VG Stuttgart NVWZ
2000, 959, VGH Mannheim NJW 2001, 2899 and BVen#Z®Q002, 254). The German
Federal Constitutional Court, distinguishing betwéee crucifix as a symbol of the state and
the headscarf as an individual statement of thegmeconcerned, held that the latter was in
principle covered by the teacher’s fundamentaltrighreedom of religion. Accordingly, it
ruled that the headscarf could not be prohibiteduth an administrative decree but only by
means of a parliamentary statute (BVerfGE 108, (& ftuch Ludin)). By now, many of the
GermanLanderhave enacted legislation banning the headscarkwstill sanctioning nuns
teaching in their traditional costume. The law @fdBn-Wirttemberg, for instance, provides
that teachers shall not demonstrate any religioasictions that would contravene the
principle of state neutrality. Manifestations ofrShian values and traditions, however, are
taken to be compatible with this requirement beedhsy fulfil the educational mandate
conferred on the state by the German Constitutangnded Law of April I, 2004 GVBI.
Baden-Wirttemberg 178 (2004)). Similar laws havenggassed in Niedersachen, Saarland,
Hesse and Bavaria (Langenfeld and Mohsen, 200548629recent decision by the Bavarian
Constitutional Court confirmed that the preferdrtieatment of Christian confessions was
justified because a Muslim teacher could not cigdibnvey to her pupils the Christian
values and traditions as anchored inlthaderconstitutions and the respective school laws

(Bayerischer Verfassungsgerichtshof, January 15,200 11-VI1I-05). While, as Gerstenberg
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puts it, “a distinctive feature of the German agmtois the emphasis of freedom of
conscience as a principle, another feature of #en@n approach is the assumption that
Christian culture occupies a privileged place inr@an public life and is, indeed, a postulate
of German political identity and social cohesionéf&enberg, 2005:94, 96). Hence, on the
one hand, the constitutional protection of freedwmeligion requires the state to remain
neutral between different religions which, by ingglion, may justify the ban of headscarves
from school; on the other hand, the state is ropired to be neutral with regard to different
cultural-religious traditions so that it may juihily discriminate between the Muslim
headscarf and the Christian habit. In contrastackk’s times, it is no longer religious
homogeneity but merely a religiously permeatedomatii identity that is considered a
necessary prerequisite of social unity and polifegitimacy. Accordingly, in the German
Nation-State the principle of state neutrality #mel constitutional protection of freedom of
religion are underpinned by a substantive commitrteea majoritarian Christian culture and
tradition. And quite similar to Locke’s distinctidoetween the ‘business of civil government’
and the ‘business of religion’, it would be naigebelieve that the affirmation of the latter did
not impinge on the guarantee of the former. Th&usion of religious minorities is no longer
conditional on their religious convictions but ¢reir assimilation to a national tradition and
culture that continues to affirm Christian valuesteey have shaped Germany’s distinctive
interpretation of nationhood.

European states that adhere to a secular-laiditadby contrast, insist on a stricter
separation between state and religion. The late séacts with institutional blindness to the
fact of religious, moral and cultural pluralism.ugh Article 2 of the French 1958 Constitution
states that “France is an indivisiltééque democratic and social republic. It ensures eguali
of all citizens before the law with no distinctiorade on the basis of origin, race or religion.

It respects all beliefs.” The French principldaitité that commits French public schools to a

55



Review of European and Russian Affairs vol. 4 is3(2008 © RERA 2008 all rights reserved

strictly secular education was challenged in 198@mthree female students insisted on
wearing headscarves in class. The headmaster slespdre girls, claiming to apply a well-
established French rule prohibiting religious syfbo state schools. In contrast to the
German Federal Constitutional Court, @enseil d’Etatheld that the French school
authorities were entitled to prohibit the headsoarf case-by-case basis triggering further
debate about the principle of religious neutralitpublic education and the status of French
national identity (Langenfeld and Mohsen, 2005:93)1994, the French parliament
eventually passed a law prohibiting the wearingrof signs manifesting a religious affiliation
in public schools (Loi no 2004-225 du 15 mars 2004jlike the communitarian model, the
laic conception of liberal neutrality formally preclugdthe invocation of Christian values for
the justification of public policies and legal dgons. Accordingly, the French ban of
religious symbols from public schools does not mewexceptions for expressions of
Christian culture and tradition and thus seemsepkwith the liberal promise of state
neutrality and equal treatment of religious divigtdHowever, such argument overlooks the
fact that the normative ideal of a strictly secuydablic sphere is itself the expression of a
distinctively French national-republican traditithrat is infused with Christian values. In an
insightful essay, Cécile Laborde distinguishesdhtiferent strands of the Frenieticité
principle that are, in one way or the other, linkedhe evolution of the secular nation-state:
laicité as state neutralityuaabstention, that guarantees the inclusion of g¢isza the state
through the privatisation of religiofgicité as promotion of individual autonomy providing
the foundation for a perfectionist morality; daikité as a communitarian ideal that fosters a
civic sense of loyalty to a particular historicanemunity. For that purpose, Laborde
concludes, faicité has never really formed part of an autonomouslijeal, political or
philosophical theory, isolated from concrete his@rmoments, and has always been

intimately linked to the republican project of tietrenchment of the modern liberal society
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born out of the French revolution” (Laborde, 200&)L This very plausible interpretation of
laicité as a national tradition sharply contrasts witlcié&m to neutrality in all three
dimensions identified by Laborde. This is most cerible as far the perfectionist ideal of
individual autonomy and the communitarian emphasigational loyalty are concerned.
Laicité’sclaim to ‘neutrality through abstention’ is alsdtised with the French national-
republican traditionLaicitéis a non-neutral principle in a double sense: mbstously,

while it claims to treat different religions equeit cannot be neutral with regard to religious
and secular doctrines as sukhicité even fails on the weaker claim of neutrality bedwe
different religions as its distinction between awar public sphere and a religious private
sphere is already the result of a historical precks/en by the interrelation between Western
Protestantism and secularisation. Hence today thasts an awkward alliance against the
headscarf between French left-wing secular Repatien and right-wing Christian

Catholicism:

The Right and the Left can define the prohibitionislamic headscarves in the classroom as a defence
of either French Christian or French secular celtbecause the two are not at all mutually excusiv
Current Western Christian religious practice defitteat women and men bare their heads in public,
non-sacred buildings, and that convention — themd®s of a religious marker — has been accepted as a
secular practise. But the absence is also a makdrfor other religious traditions with other gadius
practices, going bareheaded may be seen as atyd@hbristian practice, or at the least one in weak
disguise, especially if that practice is legislaited dominantly Christian country (Moruzzi, 199849.

Thelaic interpretation of liberal neutrality proves lesutral than it purports because it
privileges, in effect or intention, a secularizelariStian culture and tradition. While, as
Modood puts it,

“for some people, religion is about ‘the inner lifer personal conduct or individual salvation [ffat
others, it includes communal obligations, a puphdosophy and political action ... radical secular
political arrangements seem to suit and favoumptivate kind of religions, but not those that requi
public action. It is surely a contradiction to r@guboth that the state be neutral about religio hat
the state should require religions with public atiobis to give them up”. (1998:393)

In short, European Christians will find it much ieago accept the liberal public-private
divide with its privatization of religious faith dm other religious communities simply because

they contributed to its creation in the first plabtre importantly, this problem cannot be
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solved by a retreat to formal (reason-based) niytieecause this still leaves open the crucial
guestion as to whether religions should be treatpdlly in a negative sense (equally
restrictive) or in a positive sense (equally untesve). As it has become apparent in the
Lockean paradigm, a formal separation of statecldch and the exclusion of religious
justifications of state action do not suffice tdide the place of religion in relation to the
‘public good’. As a consequence, and similarlytte German model, the inclusion of
religious minorities in the French state is no lengonditional on their religious convictions
but on their assimilation to a French national tidgrihat remains infused with Christian
values.

With the transition to liberalism, state neutsahind freedom of religion formally
forestall discrimination on grounds of religioudibk The liberal state does not merely
tolerate its citizens’ religious convictions butrparts to treat them equally. However,
insomuch as liberal neutrality does not requiresttage to be neutral between absolutely
everything, it remains a normatively dependent ephthat needs to be interpreted in the
light of some non-neutral background assumptiamshé European Nation-States, liberal
neutrality is substantiated against the backgrafrhtional identities that continue to appeal
to Christian values as they have shaped theimdiste interpretations of nationhood. Thus
both religious-communitarian and secular-laic msqglvilege, albeit in different ways, a
Christian culture as it evolved out of the inteyplbeetween religion and secularisation. This
has two main consequences: first, and within theoN&5tates, the realm of tolerance is
relegated from the level of religious beliefs te thvel of merely religiously permeated
national identities. The inclusion of religious miiiies in the Nation-State no longer depends
on their religious convictions but on their assatidn to majoritarian national traditions and
cultures that remain infused with Christian valugscondly, and among themselves, the

European Nation-States find it hard to agree ontwbastitutes their common Christian
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culture and tradition today. Neither the religiaa@nmunitarian nor the secular-laic national

model can serve as a blueprint for a genuine, sogtianal European identity.

European supranationalism and religious tolerance

The peoples of Europe, or so it is maintained @Rheamble of the Draft Treaty
establishing a Constitution for Europe, “while renwag proud of their own national identities
and history ... are determined to transcend themérdivisions and united ever more
closely, to forge a common destiny”. In this spigitturopean identity must be about
continuity and transformation: it must commemo#ateope’s conflictive Christian past, but
it must also transcend this past in view of crepircommon European future. Moreover, a
European identity must be about unity and diversitynust respect Europe’s diverse
religiously permeated national traditions, but iighalso succeed in defining its own
distinctive culture capable of holding out agai&m. Continuity and transformation, unity
and diversity: in the light of the foregoing coresidtions, the conjuration of a ‘Christian
Europe’ seems ill-suited for satisfactorily meetthgse challenges. A European identity
cannot contend itself with shallow references w@hristian origins of Europe’s liberal
traditions (taken for granted) or a shared Christialture as it has evolved in the European
Nation-States (taken to be uncontested). Rathshoitild build on a European culture of
religious tolerance that remains conscious of Eefoponflictive Christian past and respects
Europe’s diverse national traditions yet transcghdsnormative horizon of the Nation-State
towards a supranational European perspective.

Continuity and transformation: The conjuration afteared European Christian culture
and tradition draws too positive and harmoniougtupe of Europe’s conflictive Christian
past. While the European Union’s values of “respechuman dignity, freedom, democracy,

equality, the rule of law and respect for humaitsg (Article 1-2 Draft Constitutional
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Treaty) certainly have Christian roots, they asmdhe result of an often painful and violent
emancipation from these Christian roots as patti@fprocess of secularisation. At the same
time, this fails to explain the transformation afrgBpe’s religiously permeated national
traditions with regard to creating a genuinely Ep@an identity. While both religious-
communitarian and secular-laic models remain resoemt of their Christian heritage, they
have interpreted this heritage in different waythie process of formation of the modern
state. As the recent controversy about whetherdioide a reference to Christianity in the
European Constitution has shown all too clearlyropaans find it hard to agree on what
constitutes their common Christian culture anditiaa today. Cynically put, the greatest
common denominator the European nations may agréediscrimination against non-
Christian denominations. Yet apart from deterrimg ¢onsiderable part of Europe’s non-
Christian populations, such a proposition standsharp contrast to the European self-image
of open and pluralistic societies. Hence, rathanttonjuring a shared Christian culture and
tradition, a European identity should commemorat\alue the way European Christians
have learnt to peacefully live together in diffezenlt was a culture of religious tolerance that
— through the contestation of the linkage betwedigious homogeneity, social stability and
political legitimacy — created the conditions falipcal unity in the early-modern state and
led over time to a more appreciative relationskaeen the Christian denominations. A
European identity based on religious tolerance dramvthe endurance of difference and the
acknowledgement of persisting and intractable écisfhs essential experiences of Europe’s
Christian past. Concomitantly, and through the @omthl inclusion of religious diversity in
the Nation-State, a European identity based omaoée creates over time new commonalities
between Europe’s religiously permeated nationdlitians and cultures.

Unity and diversity: What is at stake when compatime religious-communitarian

and the secular-laic model is not simply a choegvieen a ‘Christian’ and a ‘secular’ Europe
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but also — and intrinsically tied to this — the idecbetween competing religiously permeated
national traditions. Neither of these national itiads can function as a blueprint for a
genuine European identity. Rather than developisgpsa-national European perspective that
respects Europe’s diverse national traditionsctiwce of either national model would
transform the European Union into some form of sujaion state and therewith collapse its
often praised ‘unity in diversity’. Yet it wouldsaNeiler has remarked, “be more than ironic
if a polity set up as a means to counter the ersesstatism ended up coming round full
circle and transforming itself into a (super) stdttevould be equally ironic if the ethos which
rejected the boundary abuse of the nation-state bath to a polity with the same potential
for abuse” (Weiler, 1999:341). Weiler's ideal af@pranational European polity, by contrast,
dwells on the notion of a “community as a transral regime” that is “not meant to
eliminate the national state but to create a regifmieh seeks to tame the national interest
with a new discipline” (Weiler, 1999:251). Thus sapationalism does not seek to “redraw
the actual political boundaries of the polity witlihe existing nation-state conceptual
framework” but to “redefine the very notion of balamies of the state, between the nation and
the state, and within the nation itself” (Weile®9B: 250). Similarly to the transition from the
Christian to the national state that partly disedlthe linkage between the state and religion
in favour of a new linkage between the state armkeely religiously permeated nation, the
relationship between the national and the supranatis not one of mutual exclusiveness.
Rather, it denotes a process of continuous tramsftion that partly disentangles the state
from the nation, yet retains elements of Europatomal traditions and cultures. In contrast
to the former, this continuous transformation nager rests on an exclusive unity between
the state and its people but on a plurality ofrsgeting national and supranational orders. A
European culture of religious tolerance is wellipged to meet the challenges posed by a

supranational identity that assumes a Europeawy imitational diversity. In the European
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Union, religious tolerance retains its ambivaldatiss between wholehearted acceptance and
straightforward rejection, between the inclusiod arclusion of minoritarian religious
worldviews. It oscillates between the affirmatiordaontestation of Europe’s religiously
permeated national identities that, in turn, infaha concrete interpretation of state neutrality
and freedom of religion in the European Nation{aOn the one hand, tolerance remains
anchored in Europe’s national traditions and celuft merely promotes the partial and
equivocal inclusion of religious minorities undbetcondition that they conform to the
nationalLeitkultur [cultural norm]. Thus, the mere endurance of religi difference and the
conditional inclusion of religious minorities inghNation-State functions as an act of national
self-affirmation. On the other hand, however, tatere is situated between and beyond
Europe’s religiously permeated national traditiansl cultures. By claiming exceptions from
the cultural norm with regard to a supranationaiopean perspective, tolerance contests the
association of national homogeneity with social patfitical stability that has traditionally
underpinned the European Nation-States. In theggamo Union, religious tolerance builds on
the reflexive awareness of individual actors torafgein a supranational space and a
corresponding willingness to consider claims fdigreus inclusion beyond the justificatory
context of the Nation-State. Thus understood, i@lig tolerance challenges Europe’s national
traditions and cultures as the exclusive refergruiet for the evaluation of religious claims
for recognition in the evolving European polity.rdethe conditional and partial inclusion of
religious minorities functions as a contestatiofcafope’s religiously permeated national
frames of reference. A European identity based cultare of religious tolerance thus
simultaneously draws on and transcends Europegiaesly permeated national traditions
and cultures. It does not create a European ugigubstituting itself for or positing itself
above the Nation-States. Rather, it creates a Earopnity through the common endeavour

of guarding against the dangers of communitariar@ethreligious exclusiowithin Europe’s
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national orders, and by mediating the tensimetsveerthese orders. Through this common
endeavour, a European culture of religious tolezdrenscends the horizon of the Nation-
State and contributes to the development of a sapicnal European identity that amounts to
more than (the sum of) its national counterparts.

What we share is what divides us: A European oceltdreligious tolerance
commemorates the way European Christians havet lealime together peacefully in
difference; thus understood, it lies at the rodta Buropean identity. Moreover, a European
culture of religious tolerance transcends the ndirrednorizon of the Nation-State and
therewith creates new commonalities between Eusagdigiously permeated national
traditions and cultures. As such, it is a precaadifor the development of a genuinely
supranational European identity. Finally, a Europeature of religious tolerance nurtures
the hope that the European Union may one day wanshto a truly multicultural and
pluralistic polity. At the very least it will becagrincreasingly difficult to reject religious
claims for recognition on the basis that they donhilith Europe’s religiously permeated
national traditions and cultures. Those who comitaioppose this normative vision in the
name of a ‘Christian Europe’ should recall that@ristian thinkers like John Locke,
religious tolerance was both a Christian moralugrand a requirement of political prudence:
“it is not the diversity of opinions, which canrm avoided, but the refusal of toleration to
those that are of different opinions, which migavé been granted, that has produced all the

bustles and wars, that have been in the Christ@idwupon account of religion”.
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