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ö nsoz
Elinizdeki kitap, İnsan Hakları Merkezimizin beşinci yayınıdır. Kitap,

2OO9 yılında düzenlediğimiz Beşinci Balkan Ülke|eri Felsefe Seminerine
sunulan bildirilerden oluşuyor.

Farklı etnik ve dinsel kimliklere sahip insanların birbirlerine bakışlarının
sıksıkölümcülçatışmalara yolaçtığıBalkanlarda, kimlikler konusunda insan
hakları açısından düşündürmeyi amaçlayan bu seminerde Arnavutluk,
Bul garistan, H ı rvatista n, Roma nya, Türkiye ve Yu na n istan'da n felsefeciler
ve bilim insanları bildiri sundular. Bu bildirilerden 20'sini yayımlıyoruz.

Seminerde yaptıkları konuşmaların metin|erini gönderen değerli bilim
insanlarına teşekkürlerimi sunar; konuyla ilgili bilgileri ve deneyimleriyle
seminere diğer konuşmacılar gibi değerli katkılar yapmış, ancak yazılı
metinlerini bize vermemiş olan Dimitar Denkov'un "Ulusun Dış İmgesi ve
Saklı Kimlik'l Hatice Nur Erkızanln "Nussbaum'un Kültürcülük, Relativizm
ve Gelenekçilik Eleştirisi Üzerine'| Yücel Kayıran'ın "İnsan Haklarını ve
Kimlikleri'Yıkım' Kavramından Hareketle Düşünmek", Mislav Kukoç'un
"Küreselleşme Çağında Akdeniz'in Çokkültürlülüğü ve Hırvat Kimliği'i
İlber Ortaylı'nın "Balkanlarda Kimlik'i Gueorgul Radulov'un "Günümüz
Balkanlarında Makedonya Azınlıklarının Tarihsel Görünümleri" ve

Şükran Soner'in "Çokkültürlülükten Ayrımcılığa" konulu konuşmalarını
yayımlayamadığımız için üzgün olduğumu belirtmek isterim.

Ayrıca Üniversitemizin ilgili makamlarına bu kitabı yayımlamamızı
mümkün kıldıkları için ve Mehmet Onur Yılmaz'a kitabı baskıya
hazırlamada katkıları için teşekkür ederim.

İstanbul, Kasım 2O'l 3 |oanna Kuçuradi



Foreword
The present volume is the fifth book published by our Human Rights

Centre. lt consists of papers presented to the Fifth Balkan Countries
Seminar of Philosophy, held in the year 2009.

The objective of the seminar was to promote in the Balkans reflection
on the issue of identities from the perspective of human rights, since
the approach of people of different ethnic and religious identities to
each other in this region has often resulted in deadly confrontations and
genocide. Philosophers and scientists from Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia,
Greece, Romania and Turkey presented papers in the seminar. The book
includes 20 ofthese papers.

l wish to express my sincere thanks to the authors that made available
their papers published in this volume. l regret that we were unable to
include Dimitar Denkov's paperon"The External Picture of the Nation and
the Hidden ldentıty'i Hatice Nur Erkızan's paper on "Nussbaum's Critique
of Culturalism, Relativism and Traditionalism'i Yücel Kayıran's paper on
"To Think of Human Rights and ldentities Starting from the Concept
of Destruction'l Mislav Kukoc's paper on "Croatian ldentity and Multi-
culturality of the Mediterranean in the Age of Globalization'l İlber Ortaylıt
paper on "The Problem of ldentity in the Balkans'i Gueorgul Radulov's
paper on "Historical Aspects of the Macedonian Minorities in the Balkans
Today"and Şükran Soner's paper" From Multiculturality to Discrimination'i

l also wish to express my thanks to the relevant offices of the university
for making possible the publication of this volume, as well as to Mr.

Mehmet Onur Yılmaz for assisting me in making this book ready for print.

İstanbul, November 20'l3 İoanna Kuçuradi



The Universality of Human Rights in the Space of
CuItural PIuralism

stavroula Tsinorema

ln contemporary circumstances of rapid global integration and close
cross-cultural interaction, we express firm adherence to human rights.
We insist that all people of whatever cultural background have certain
fundamental rights, even though we may be vague about formulating
precisely or interpreting the content of such rights. On the other hand, we
express respect for cultural diversity; we endorse tolerance and allow that
different people may rightly hold different ethical views.

Are the following two positions compatible? On the one hand, claiming
that there are universally binding standards, i.e., human rights norms,
and, on the other hand, arguing that there are diverse ethical standards
differing across cultures? Epistemically speaking, moral universalism is the
framework of human rights, whereas contextualism is the framework of
ethical relativity and particularity. There 5eem5 to be a tension between
adherence to human rights and the commitment to ethical and cultural
pluralism.

There are, indeed, many ways of life, diverse cultural communities,
modes of Sittlichkeit, across the world, not least within the scope of one
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single political community. lf taken at face value, however, the acceptance

of ethical relativity may unreflexively lead to ethical and cultural relotivism,

i.e., the view not that others are entitled to hold and express their differing

views, but that there is nothing to be said as between different views.

cultural relativism undergirds the assertion that all judgments and

practices within a culture are 5ubject only to internal criteria of assessment

and there is no way of comparing and judging claims cross_culturally.

Moreover, clashes of ethical views across cultures cannot be adjudicated

or rationally debatedl. lf all standards are taken to be perspective_

relative, there can be no rational adjudication of competing claims across

perspectives.

ln addition, culturalcontext, it is often c|aimed, is fundamental because

it is one of the primary sources of one,s identity, self_expression and

belonging. As cultures interact, cultural identities may change.This process

can be enriching, but it may also be disorienting and cause insecurity, as

it reflects fundamental changes in peoplet self-perception, how they

understand who they are. lnsecurity, in turn, may activate conflict. ldentity

contrasts with otherness. The cultural relativist claims that such conflicts

are undecidable. They cannot be resolved by rational means. Extreme

assertions of "identity politics" invoke metaphysics of perennial conflict

and power antagonism as defining characteristics of the social. Defenders

of this view take it to be a renunciation of the epistemological and

normative justification of "Enlightenment universalism"and a triumph of

contingency, thus crudely conflating the political precariousness of ideas

and normative claims with their rational Status (What determines whether

they should be defended or rejected).

l am going to argue that despite seeming tensions between adherence

to human rights and the commitment to ethical and cultural pluralism,

these two positions not only may be seen as compatible but need to

be advocated within a unitary framework. pluralism is not the same as

relativism. on the one hand, respect of cultural diversity and integrity can

be adequately sustained only within the universalist framework.Tolerance

and respect for cultural difference are themselves universal claims. On the

other hand, human right norms incorporate sensitivity to difference and

plurality. A human rights approach needs to be culturally sensitive, and

a culturally sensitive approach to human rights has to be universalist in
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scope. The rejection of forms of discrimination on the basis of cultural
difference as indeed on race or gender, is an integral part of human rights
discourse. The latter provides and justifies the categorical framework of
inclusion, justice, equal treatment. Given the diverse life orientations of
different agents, it is important to realize that agreement on basic binding
norms ensuring fundamental rights and duties does not require the
mutual endorsement of one anothert cultural practices. Such agreement
depends solely on acknowledging that every person is of equal value as
a person.

The Grounds of Human Rights

Challenges to the universality of human rights come from historicist2,
communitarian3 and, nowadays, broadly "postmodernist" trends.
Overall, according to many such challenges, human rights are a "Western
construct of limited applicability"a, depending on the rights traditions
of certain Western Countries (France, Great Britain, United States), and,
therefore, cannot claim applicability in cultures which do not share the
historical framework of liberalism. At times, such theoretical approaches
come together in a political critique of "Western liberal hegemony" as
expressed in the language of human rights.

Then, there are empiricist, relativist, trends which express commitment
to human rights but claim that their authority is socially or psychologically
determined. Paradigmatically, R. Rortys maintains that human rights
express a commitment to norms derived from contingent, historically
bounded values. They, thus, have to be propounded on the basis of our
sentiments and the courage of our convictions, not reason and theory.
This is a sentimentalist approach which reduces adherence to normative
claims and evaluations to psychological events. Undoubtedly, human
sentiments such as sympathy as well as the power of imagination are
important components of the moral psychology of human rights. But
human rights discourse and practice raise important theoretical issues of
validity. Evidently, even theiropponents challengethem on the normative
level and seek to justify their positions and actions of violating them with
reasons. Good justificatory reasons are required against philosophical
sceptics and political opponents.

There are several approaches to the question of normative justifi cation,
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with diverse implications for human rights theory.

The utilitarian perspective is notoriously burdened with problems.

Utilitarian consequentialists, apart from making the arbitrary move of

assimilating the good and the desired, fall prey to the criticism that, within

their perspective, rights cannot be fundamental. For were they to be taken

as fundamental, they would sometimes obstruct goals of maximizing

benefit or utility or of minimizing harm, in ways not permitted by the

principle of utility, which within the uti|itarian scheme is regarded as

overriding. since the whole point of appealing to fundamental rights is to

"trump" appeals to other considerations (utility, happiness, welfare, etc.),

the endorsement of fundamental human rights is only contingently tied

to good results. The only consistent view, which can be accommodated

within the consequentialist/utilitarian perspective, is the one, which

takes them not as fundamenta| but somewhat as "rules of thump" for

maximizing good consequences.

Realist perspectives alsoface problems in offering an adequate account

of the grounds of normative claims, including human rights norms. lt is

doubtful that there are "facts" that moraljudgments "fit", or to which they
"correspond" in a waythat descriptive statements do. MoralvaIidity claims

do not refer to the world in the way that truth claims characteristically do.

we discover the rightness of moral judgments through argumentation

and not empirical tests. A major worry, put briefly, is that moral realism

fails to account for the inherently action-guiding (practical) character of

moral principles, including human rights norms.

Positivist, conventionaliSt reconstructions, which seekto ground norms

ın facts about agreements, also fail to provide adequate justification.

Such conventionalist approaches, in the last analysis, arbitrarily reduce

the binding normotive validity of human rights to facts abouİ decisions,

to products of particular cultural developments, to facts about social

acceptance. They blur the distinction between the acceptance of a

judgment that, as a matter of fact, is recognized, and the validity of

a judgment that deserves to be recognized. They fallaciously equate

acceptability (i.e., what a group or community may or may not, as a matter

of fact, accept) with justification (what it ought, or ought not, to accept),

Something is not right, because certain people or groups of people
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(parliament, other authorized organizations) agree to regard it as binding.
Something is not right because it is accepted, but ought to be accepted
because it is right. The justification of rights cannot be derived from
legislation or cultura| custom, for rights themselves provide grounds for
judging legislation and custom. Appeal to de facto, empirical, consensus,
international or national, is an inadequate strategy to block the sceptic
or the cynical nihilist. The crucial distinction between moral norms being
worthy of recognition and there being merely de facto recognized is not
captured by such approaches.

The idea that moraljudgments simply reflect the values and principles
of culturally specific historical constructs has been advocated in
philosophy since the time of the ancient sophists and has been revived
in the historicist tradition in modern times. This thesis introduces a robust
empiricism which reduces evaluations, not to psychological events
such as feelings or attitudes (cf. Rorty), but to cultural settings. Cu|tural
conventionalism tends towards radical historicism, according to which
different cultures and forms of life embody not only different standards of
value and ethics but also different standards of rationality, thus blocking
the possibility of assessing epistemically and morally differing and
competing cultural claims.

Human rights lay claims to universal validity, that is recognition, which
is not merely local, but in all contexts. This is not a factual claim, however.
lt does not depend on facts about organizations or political authorities
agreeing on their being valid, but it is a "mandate" deriving form the very
process of reasoning morally about our actions. They connote the (ideal)
project of a moral world, constructed by all agents, that is equally inclusive
of all, of every one's (morally acceptable) claims. Human rights discourse
lacks ontological foundations granting an objectivized world-involving
validity (against realism). lt is justified by appeal to the regulative idea of
mutual inclusion of all agents in an inclusive -thus universal- world of
free and equal interpersonaI relationships.What commands respect is our
status as rationaI agents, capable of directing our lives through principles,
valid for all. This is the basis of our intuition of equal worth (dignity) since
Kant. The rights protecting an individual's agency, his/her integrity as an
agent, his /her dignity, define his/her status as a person.

123



stovroulo Tsinorema

The languageof human rights constrains howagents should betreated.

lt is not, however, the sole ethical category. Human rights are correlative

to obligations. (A right, which nobody respects, is not a right.)They are

structurally connected with obligations. obligations and rights are moral

requirements viewed from the perspective of those who are to act (the

agent,s point of view) and those who are to receive (the recipient,s point

of view), respectively. To strike a kantian note, the former requires right

treatment of human beings as" ends in themselveİ'and not as mere means,

whereas the latter requires action on maxims that could be principles /or

all.specifically, human rights have to do with a deontic commitment with

which we expect a certain kind of action from one another as members of

a moral community (the Kantian "kingdom of ends"6). Their moral core is

respect of the equal dignity of every human being. Everyone is respected

in his/her human dignity as a subject of equal rights.

These firmly encroached normative intuitions lead to the following

analyticaI considerations: Vindicating fundamental moral requirements

starts from certain minimal claims about human agency. Moral

requirements presuppose that we are separate beings, whose action and

interaction are mediated by a process of practical reasoning. lf such beings

are to act at all, each must have some space of action. Their conditions of

agency must be respected. We thereby start by rejecting those principles

that cannot be principles for all, i.e., that cannot guide the action of all

agents. The principle of construction is the "categorical imperative",

a construction from the agentt perspective. lt indicates how acting

subjects ought to bring about or "construct" a world of interpersonal

relations, by means of self-control of their own will. Human rights derive

from fundamental moral principles, which acquire vindication through

reasoning about agency.They proclaim requirements from the recipient's

point of view. After kant, the normative idea of equal liberties for all does

not need to appeal to a questionable ontological scheme of the "natural

rights of man"; it no longer needs to be objectified in a natural law

framework, but acquires a reflexive form in the process of rational se|f-

legislation (autonomy).

ln a nutshell, human rights express robust normative requirements,

which stem from basic principles fit to be laws for all.rhe relationship

between rational agents to each other is determined by the reciprocal
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recognition of the legislating willof each person, where each should "treat
himself and all others never merelya5 mean5 butalways atthe same time as
ends in themselves"z. The latter idea characterizes their moral core. Basic
principles such as the rejection of injury, coercion, deception, indifference
and marginalization, ground human obligations and counterpart rights...
All persons are agents, thus the moral axiom is the universal respect for
each other's agency (moral worth, dignity). Human rights connote a

normative demand of rejecting principles that undermine the exercise of
agency and cause injury, coercion, deception, disrespect, exclusion and
marginalization, that cannot be universally adhered to, i.e., which could
not be adopted by all those affected. They are vindicated and shared,
against a background of cultural pluralism, by appealing to universal
features of human agency, by appealing in other words to the reasons
that agents have in rejecting principles which prescribe practices that
undermine conditions of action and surviva| for themselves and others.
Based on the normative claim to preserve agency free from disrespect
and injury, they specify universal requirements that apply to all, from the
recipient's perspective (what is to be received, what entitlements every
human being qua human beingshould have).The "all" refers to all agents,
not because of some philosophically discredited metaphysical notion of
human nature, but because human agents are vulnerable and dependent
beings whose actions affect each other and who can understand each
others'needs. Human rights are strong moral pronouncements that set
limits to what should be done to agents.They protect importantfreedoms
and entail obligations that other agents promote these freedoms. Justice
is bound up with human rights. Rights vio|ations cause injustices.

Unbounded Justice and Cosmopolltan Right

ln the "Doctrine of Right" inthe Metaphysics of Morals, Kant introduces
the "sole" right to which everyone can formulate a claim in virtue of
one's humanity, by reference to the freedom of each insofar as it can
coexist with the freedom of every other in accordance with a universal
law. The "Universal Principle of Right" states that "any action is right if
it can coexist with everyone's freedom in accordance with a universal
laW or if on its maxim the freedom of choice of each can co-exist with
everyone's freedom, according to a universal law"8. The requirement here
is that reasoned thought and action adhere to principles that cou|d be fit
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to be principles for all, which is what kant calls "public". This means that

such claims could be followed and adopted by all, without presupposing

any pre_established agreement, shared culture or any other arbitrary

authority.

Human rights implant the ideal of a just society in the institutions of a

political community. Unlike mere moral rights, they are oriented toward

institutionalization. They translate the moral mandate of equal respect for

everybody in a legal form.They thus exhibit, to use Habermas'expression,

a "Janus face", facing simultaneously towards morality and law. They

have moral content and the form of enforceable claims that grant specific

liberties and claims to subjects. Human rights identify that part of morality

that can be translated into positive, enforceable law. Through the notion

of dignity, they provide, in Habermas words, "...the portal through which

the egalitarian and universalistic substance of morality is imported into

law"g. They stand, in this way, at the core of the normative foundations of

the constitutional state.

ln order for human rights not to be cashed out into mere moral

aspirations or ideals, they have to be institutionalized in ways that identify

clearly obligation-bearer5. As rights discourse focuses on the recipient's

perspective, it has to be implemented by the agent,s perspective, which

thus specifies obligations on the part of agents or agenciesı0. States have

an obligation that there is no discrimination in the enjoyment of rights as

well as an obligation to take positive measures to prevent discrimination.

However, states are not the only agents of justice and human rights.

Thinking about justice and human rights cannot merely be confined to the

boundaries of states or to relationships between states. The implications

for human rights of a changing world order which is more and more

rapidly converging must be taken seriously.

In contemporary circumstances of global integration, boundaries

are becoming inter-penetratable and huge numbers of people may

be benefited or harmed, even sustained or annihilated, by the action

of distant strangers. our technologically mediated actions can have

unforeseeable consequences for Vast numbers of human beings. These

developments imply that our sphere of obligations enlarges. ln the era

of globalised techno-scientific advancements, the scope of our moral
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concerns is widening. Specific types of action can link millions of distant
people. lf distance does not obstruct action, if our action, mediated by
new technologies, can affect not only those near us, but the whole
world and those to come in the future world, then our moral relations
cannot but extend to the whole world. Requirements of justice and their
corollary, human rights, extend beyond boarders. Admittedly, there are
varieties of moral concern, but, among them, there are some fundamental
requirements owed to all. Justice and respect for fundamental rights are
owed to all. Thus understood, they generate obligations of a global, i.e.,

inclusive, scope. We have to break boundaries, which are not merely
spatial but also qualitative ones. We need to bring about qualitative
transformations in a converging world, in which we constantly act in ways
that commit us to viewing those on the far sides of existing boundaries
as having moral relevance for us all. People at a distance are agents and
subjects of reason and experience, i.e., they are persons. They, therefore,
should be treated as bearers of rights.

Principles of justice and human rights must be cosmopolitan in scope.
That is, it is not enough to have justice and commitment to human rights
within states or between states. A just world with adherence to human
rights must attend to justice for individuals world-wide. But international
justice and human rights do not need one set of institutions for the
whole world, i.e., something like a global state. Let us remind ourselves
of Kant's reservations in Toward Perpetual Peace (1795), where he warns
agalnst establishing bodies which would be too strong. The international
body might develop into some kind of "universal monarch", who might
completely ignore the autonomy of the participating statesi'. The scale
of such a global State would be out of democratic reach. On the other
hand, an abstract cosmopolitanism, i.e., mere proclamations of human
rights, will not suifice either. lnstitutions matter. Cosmopolitan justice and
human rights norms are to be sought in the context of a plurality of states
whose peoples and boarders are not hermetically isolated but inter-
penetretable. Many aspects of the Kantian project are with us nowadays,
as we still struggle to build a political and economic order which can meet
the demands of justice and human rights globally.

A point needs clarification. Principles of justice and human rights
claim universal scope. They apply not only within state boundaries but to
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all human beings aS such, regardless of the state they belong. However,

the internationalist commitments and implications of such norms are

undermined if attempt is made to vindicate them by reference to an

aspect of our Sittlichkeit or any specific tradition. What is problematic is

the Rawlsian strategy12 of a "political and not metaphysical" approach,

based on a conception of free and equal citizenship as the ground of

fundamental principles ofjustice and human rights. Raw|s'approach seeks

a vindication of fundamental principles by addressing only those others

who are like "us", that is, persons as free and equal citizens, who, although

they may disagree about the good, accept the original position as a device

that captures their ideal of a fair system of cooperation between citizens

who disagree. ln other words, Rawls defends a liberal universalism, the

internationalist commitments of which can be defended only to those

who are already liberals, that i5, accept free and democratic citizenship. A

liberal universalism, such as Rawls, rests uncomfortably on ourway of life,

principles of justice are always "our" principles of justice (our considered

moral judgements and our conceptions of citizenship). He, thus, in the

last analysis, falls prey to the criticism of his communitarian opponents
(cf. Mclntyre's criticism). When claims to universal scope are thought to be

vindicated in terms that could not be made universally accessible (could

not be adopted by all), Rawlsian-type of internationalism is uncomfortably

open to the charge of moral, intellectual and cultural imperialism, oç to

put it in a more mild form, paternalism.

The universalism of human rights discourse and practice does not

imply uniformity. For there is no reason to think that our fundamental

norms can be expressed only in a single unitary pattern of action or

indeed be embedded in a uniform set of institutions. Different social

and economic circumstances may require different ways of expressing

adherence to human rights. Even within the same society, there may be

different ways of expressing commitments to fundamental principles.

The philosophical point here is that universalism is not the same as

uniformity: The universality requirement may offer reasons for rejecting

some principles, but it does not prescribe ethical or cultural uniformity.

ldentity, Culture and Human Rights

The scope of human rights discourse incorporates the normative

claim of protecting access to the cultural contexts of experience in which
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agents can express their self-understanding and shape their identities
as the persons they are. There is an equal right to the ethical freedom to
shape one's identity, and thus have access to the resources needed 50 as
to develop one's identity. Underlying this idea is the principle of universal
equality. What commands respect is our status as rational agents, capable
of directing our lives through principles. Therefore, the cultural rights
that are advocated from the perspective of the "ethics and politics of
recognition" shou|d not be understood as inherentiy collective rights.
They are more adequately seen as each person's rights designed to grant
inclusion, that is, as providing a protective shield against discrimination.
They guarantee all agents equal access to cultural settings and ways of life.
Here culture enters as a normative consideration stressing the importance
of the potential for forming one's own identity.

The equal treatment of cultures means applying the law of equal
treatment in particular cases, adopting measures against excluding groups
with distinct identities of their own. Human rights demand symmetrical
relations of reciprocal recognition, including those between members of
different identity groups. The positive thrust of multiculturalism lies here,
i.e., the mutual recognition of all members of different cultural groups as

equals. Cu|tural rights are justified in terms of their role in guaranteeing
the equal inclusion of all citizens. They can be derived directly from the
princip|e of respect of human dignity, the equal protection of the integrity
of the person, which includes the c|aim of equal access to forms of cultural
belonging, which are significant for developing one's identity.

There is a certain kind of injustice involved in the experience of
disrespect, exclusion or marginalization based on one's membership in
a group regarded as inferior by the dominant cultural majority. There
is a basis of cultural rights here underlying struggles for recognition of
the integrity of a particular collective identity.lj lrrespective of cu|tural
background, all relations between agents are to be symmetrical, based
on mutual recognition, on a shared willingness to "relativize" their own
tradition through the perspective of the other, and thus learn from one
another. Respect of human rights means meeting an intercultural dialogue
in which all parties enter with mutual expectations of being treated as
morally equals. Human rights are thus universal, not in the sense of a
linguo franca of cultural homogeneity, but in the sense of a language of
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moral empowerment. They do not aim to define or constrain the content

of culture but to empower all agents, so that they can freely shape the

content of culture. The universalism that grounds the discourse of human

rights is shaped bythe recognition that we live in a world of plural cultures,

which have a right to equal consideration in the dialogue about what can

and what cannot be done to human beings. Moral universalism, in this

way, abolishes the hierarchy of cultures. There are no superior and inferior

cultures.

Cultural rights empower groups to preserve and make available to

their members the means by which they may form and maintain their
personal identities. ln addition, however, within cultures, there is a moral

demand, which constrains authorities from exercising compulsion over

their members. Cultural groups cannot, in the name of collective rights,

vio|ate the individual rights of their members. No authorities from within

have right, in the name of interpreting cultural norms and guarding the

tradition, to expose their members to oppression (e.g., women in certain

groups). The demand for cultural recognition cannot be based on the

assumption of a one-way traffic to the cultural self-assertion of groups with

separate collective identities. lt also requires the inclusion of all citizens

and the mutual recognition of their members within the framework of
a shared po|itical culture. Agents as members of a polity can cultivate

their distinctive cultures but under the condition that they all respect

themselves across cultural divides, as members of the same political

community. Human rights, which justify and protect cultural difference,

also set the latter's limits, Fundamental rights of members within groups

have to be respected, including the right to express dissent from the
group if they so judge. Put in a nutshell, cultural or generally group rights

are legitimate to the extent that they are understood as derivative rights,

i.e., as being derived from the cultural rights of individual group members.

Collective rights cannot restrict or undermine basic, human rights.

ln contemporary circumstances of pluralism in life styles and cultural

orientation, which may be irreconcilable, it is important, both at a global

level and between cultural groups within one and the same polity, to

agree upon basic norms ensuring reciprocal rights and duties. This does

not require the acceptance of each other's cultural practices and life sty|es,

but it does require the acknowledgement that each person is of equal
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worth precisely as a person. The framework of human rights furnishes the
shared vocabulary from which our arguments can begin, and the bare
minimum from which our differing ideas of the human good can take
shape.
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