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1. Introduction: —Taylor'’s Communitarian Argument For Multiculturalism 
	The tTwo of the main justifications for multiculturalism are the communitarian argument (Taylor, 1992) and the argument from autonomy (Kymlicka, 1989, 1995). In this article, I will concentrate on Charles Taylor'’s communitarian argument and claim that although one might “"naturally"” deduce that Taylor'shis call for multicultural policy might demands, as a political implication,  a policy of cultural ghettoizationing cultures (in terms of education, geography, language, and so inon), the opposite is the case. That is t

	There is the assumption is that mostly we facewithin every society there is a dominant culture vis a visas well as a weak one, what demands,and it “logically”, follows that the former empowersing the weak culture throughlatter by allowing its members to withdraw into itselfthemselves, to beremain isolated; and to focused on preserving itstheir identity, notrather than being exposeding it and tested not putting it to test andunder the pressure of the dominant culture.    

	This paper opposes this intuitive assumption. ForTo this end, I will put my efforts not in discussing and argueing against Taylor'’s final conclusion forin support of multiculturalism,; butinstead, I will focus on the main justification he brings forthputs forward, that of the centrality of dialogue. I believe that discussing this, in what might be called thea phenomenological manner, will exposecan reveal the reasons why the claims of multiculturalism will carry a different character thancontrast with the intuitive assumption one pointed outevoked above. I will stick to the term multiculturalism, though some willwould termdescribe my final position as an intercultural approach. I do so because I focus mainly on Taylor’sthe article “The Politics of Recognition” (1992) where Taylor uses the term used there is ‘multiculturalism’, and also asbecause I accept Taylor’s later position which takes interculturalism to be a sub-species of the generic term ‘multiculturalism’ (Taylor, 2012: 415). Not only that, interculturalism many times is often (mis)understood by some as aiming at integration (Taylor, 2012: 417; Loobuyck, 2018: 225), but this paper suggests an interpretation where it is understood as a middle termthat lies somewhere between isolation and integration. 
1.1. The Communitarian Justification
In “The Politics of Recognition” (1992) Charles Taylor proposes an extrapolation of Hegel’s classic master-slave model which claims that individuals base their sense of self throughon dialectical relations of recognition with the other. As we all Since it is widely accepted that selfhood to beis an major and essential ingredient of a  good life, then becoming recognized becomesmust be an existential need (Hegel 1953: 399–410; see also Kelly 1993). If it is an existential need, then ipso facto it is, ipso facto, parta feature of our human dignity: as “Non-recognition or misrecognition can inflict harm, can be a form of oppression, imprisoning someone in a false, distorted, and reduced mode of being” (Taylor, 1992: 25). And since liberalism takes dignity to be a mainfundamental human right and basic norm, than itthis makes recognition a liberal issueprinciple.  	Comment by Author: /a concern of liberal theory.

What Taylor offers is an extrapolation ofIn extending Hegel'’s model, heTaylor transfers the concept of recognition into athe political sphere, rather than keepingseeing it as an intersubjective, or psychological issue, and he bridges these spheres through the issuequestion of culture. That isIn his view, personal identities are not composed of only pureof personal stories,; they also include also a significant cultural component, many times an important part of any identity, and as such this component also requires recognition too.  Now, hHowever, unlike the personal ‘other’, in the classical dialectic of recognition relations, in this new equation, otherness is a political entity. ItThis is so because thoughwhile it is a personal need, when it comes to cultures people are only samples of that culture,; if they wereare hurt, even potentially hurt, it is not out of a so much on a personal accountlevel, and not necessarily directly, but asonly inasmuch as they are considered toas belonging to that culture. Not only thatFurthermore, as Iris Marion- Young claims, having a dominante culture alongside a subordinate culture makescreates an unavoidable situation of cultural imperialism as “"the dominante meanings of a society render the particular perspectives of one'’s own group invisible at the same time as they stereotype one'’s group and mark it out as the other."” (1990: 58-59).  That isThus, even becoming an Other other in society is kind of done damageto undergo a form of oppression.   	Comment by Author: Is this what you mean?	Comment by Author: What do you mean exactly by ‘hurt’?	Comment by Author: I’m not sure what the intended meaning is here. Do my changes work?	Comment by Author: I don’t think the name should be hyphenated (and therefore the reference should be moved in the bibliography, Young).	Comment by Author: Should the initial o be capitalized? Please double check the quotation.

As people are caged within this cultural imperialism, then what needs amendments are needed to isimprove the way weak cultures are publicly treated, and throughsuch that, indirectly, persons belonging to these cultures might receive recognition. And since culture is practiced publicly (through physical infrastructure, cultural institutions, budgets, legal protections, and representing it within state’s institutionalizations) it cannot only be recognized justonly on the levels of consciousness and interpersonal communication,; it obligates enabling the epistemic capabilities, cultural capital, and lingual capital are required to maintain that culture and ensure itsthat it flourishesing, and itthis, in turn, obligates involvesing, public institutions and shapesing them accordingly, public institutions. 




	
To Being in Dialogue 
	Let us now follow, carefully, over Taylor'’s argument in detail. The main crux withinof Taylor'’s argument is the place of dialogue within the process of recognition:  “"The crucial feature of human life is its dialogical character. We become full human agents, capable of understanding ourselves, and hence of defining our identity, through our acquisition of rich human languages of expression…. 	The genesis of the human mind is in this sense not mono-logical, not something each person accomplishes on his or her own, but dialogical"” (1992b: 32, my Iitalics is mine). 


	From the moment we speak about a dialectical process, the process becomes mutually obligatory. Both sides are ethically and epistemologically obligated to certain conditions of communication: normative, epistemological, ethical, and even aesthetic. AsWhen we enter into dialogue we enterjoin a game, and like any game, it hasis governed by athe universal rule of mutually accepting the rules of the game. 


	We also must also distinguish recognition from customary rights. It is different as it depends upon a need and upon a process. That is, oOne has the right to freedom of speech regardless ifof whether there is a need offor it, and it can be used regardless of athe prior process that “"provides"” it. However, when it comes to recognition, it seems irrelevant to give recognition if an agent one does not feel inthe need offor it, and such a need is not  given offhandfulfilled arbitrarily., itThere has to passbe a process whereby one asks for itrecognition, explains why heone is in need of it, why  heone is entitled to it, what kind of distress is the lack of it causeds by the lack of recognition, what is needed for gettingto obtain it, and so on.  If we are to put itplace this inunder the perspective of freedom, it is not a manifestation of Berlin’s negative freedom, nor even his positive freedom,; it iscomes closer to what Axel Honneth defines as social freedom. That is, freedom which is enlargedgrows out of social action,: “"On this account, individual subjects can perform the reflexive acts required for self-determination only if they interact with others who do the same"” (42). If Berlin'’s distinctions are   individually framed, in social freedom people depends upon cooperationng with anothers person, whatwhich enables enlargement and deepening of it, andserves not only to defending freedom or fulfilling this freedom but also to deepen it. Honneth gives for this two important  examples: public deliberation and love (friendship). Like these, examples cultural recognition does the same,; it enlargesincreases citizenry capabilities. It falls under social freedom as it is dialectical and reflexive, and as such it becomes normative for both sides. dDialogue is not just a gift given,; it is a gift which that comes with has its burdens. What, then, is involved in such a process? It is not my intent to point out all the components of multicultural dialogue, but I will briefly describe several characteristics in order short to concretizeunderline the complexity involved. Afterwards doing that, the question that arises isconcerns the implications of this complexity overfor public sphere institutions.  In articulating this I will divide my discussion into thetwo categories of burden, epistemic burden and the moral-political one (though many timesoften these points of views crisscross each otheroverlap). 
2. The Epistemic Burden 
2.1. The Requirement of Generality 	
	Unlike interpersonal dialogue, when it comes toin multicultural dialogue, there uis a requirement for generality. Both parties are addressing each other as a generalized other. That is, each side is required to generalize histheir positions, arguments, dialectical responses, and self-presentation. Only when this is done so it can one party request from the other side other required generalizationsresponses like: showing empathy, giving and expressing agreements and declaring or disagreements.  This is not also to say that discussion is restricted to anonly abstract cases are presented.level, Only that when using specific cases these are just kind of samples for that situationfor particularities cannot be overlooked. It also does not demand thatFurthermore, thismulticultural dialogue is not only accomplished betweenonly through formal political representativesors,. informal peopleGroups and individuals can participate in this sort of dialogue in an informal context too, can join it as long as they keep this constraint forthe requirement for generality is respected.   
2.2. Acknowledging Foreignness 
	The side demanding recognition asks to be listened to. Why should hethey be given itgranted this? WellIn the first place, wethere is the assumptione that the situation prior to this process is one of being-foreign to the other side (theaddresser and addressee) are foreign to each other. There is a cultural gap that needs to be acknowledgeddemands listening. This isrequires listening in its thickdeepest sense—the one asking for recognition must be enabledallowed to explain, for instance, the depthimportance of a particular cultural practice in culture, its historical context, its symbolism, the degree it is widespreadits prevalence, and the like. Asking to be listened to imposes a duty of empathy on the listener, avoiding as possible – as long as one listens –who is called to listen without being critical andor judgmental. On the other handThen, also the other sidelistener (in this case the dominant culture) asks in response to be listened toheard. This listening, however, is of a different onekind., fFor example, heit can show the degree to which the dominant culture feels challenged or threatened by a particular cultural practice challenges it, the way the dominate culture feels threatened, the constraints it might impose, and so on. What demands to be kept is anA non-judgmental attitude of being non-judgmentalis called for, on both sidesd. This does not mean an a- priori consensualting attitude, or some disposition forto adopt such an attitude. That is on the one hand tThe dominante culture is asked to be fully acknowledged of anyall of the details laid on the table, including delicate andor seemingly “"odd"” onesmatters, and in return it must endeavor tries to avoid judgment. Moreover than that, in dialogue, each side should be ready to sufferhear what they do not wish to hear,: as hearing what the other interlocuter says might cause one pain, after all, itan interlocutor’s response is may offend when it is aimed sometimes at one’s inner and deep-seateder beliefs.  	Comment by Author: This ‘different kind’ of listening is not clear to me. Perhaps the following sentence (beginning with ‘For example, …’) should be reworked.	Comment by Author: Is this what you mean?
	The fact of foreignness putspresents us inwith an epistemological dilemma,: on the one hand, the listener needs to translateinterpret the discourse of the addressoer, and thus use Davidson'’s principle of charity, whereby we use “"our beliefs as a guide to the meanings of the speaker’s utterances"” (Princeton Enc.).  But, thatwhen received in this way, we are in fact negating from the addressoer’s request, again, the possibility of for recognition; for weis negated, for it is mademake his request dependent on being translatable into ourthe addressee’s language. On the other hand, how can another culture be shown recognitionzed if, in the end, there is no way of translating it into the addresseetarget language? Is it enough to believe the addressee is authentic as a sufficient condition for giving recognition? If ita culture is not translatable into ourthe language of the listener, should wewould it be better to talk about categorize it under tolerance and notinstead of recognition?	Comment by Author: Ok to say this? (I tried to think of another way to say the addressee’s language.)	Comment by Author: Do you mean addresser?
      


2.3. Time and Recognition 
	What does it mean it isHow can multicultural dialogue be defined as a process? First of all, thisit is an exchange process that sailsunfolds over on time.,  tTime is a serious player in any dialogue, and as a player it hasbut it plays by its own rules. First, it is flexible. Sometimes youdialogue moves forward quickly, sometimes the dialogue asks forit has to slowing down, and at other times the dialogue needs to stop whento allow one of the parties need to think over some issue or over whatreflect on what has been accomplished was gained so far. There are times when an issue may be explained succinctly, whereas other issues are more complex and aneed to be illustrated in detailed argument of the issue is needed.    One should keep in mind that we are speaking here not of a dialogue between two persons, but between what is better termed two institutions (even when practically it is betweenthese are represented by two persons, they are only representatives). It is a political dialogue and as such it demands certain responsibilities, capabilities, prior preparations, and adjustments. The questionfactor of time raises questions like: where do weWhat is the starting point? In what way should each side we present ourtheir own positions myself? Who should present thiseach cultural position? In wWhat is the right pace shouldfor we process things to progress? What is the procedure for setting this dialogue? How should we carful ourselveseach party avoid not to makinge mistakes in presenting ourtheir case? In what way and to what degree should Ithe person speaking present a general outlook rather than mytheir private one? When handling a dialogue, one sometimes one has to be very organized and careful in presenting things, and at other times one has tomay be impulsive, exhibiting emotions without putting on any limitationsholding back in any way that might damage the other’s perception of authenticity. Sometimes itan exchange calls for a retreat and a reorganization of thoughts, demands, positions, articulation, and so on. It calls for rhetorical capabilities, political negotiations capabilitiesskills, and being ablethe ability to adopt involve oneself at times sometimes in the view from nowhere, and sometimes the view from within. 
	When entering intoa dialogue, unlike a public speech, or even an argument, each party one is committed to not to histheir own “natural” rhythm, but to the rhythm of the other side’s rhythm, and each party serves the other   side. IfWhile in an argumenting one might choose a blitzkrieg offencelaunch a verbal attack, attempt to maybe setting a trap, or hideing a weak point, in dialogue weone expects methodic spreading of issues, problems, and feelingsopinions to be methodically covered; it is the space of confession, request, and explicationg things. Also, institutional dialogue, unlike negotiation, and even unlike interpersonal dialogue, is endless in theory. It defines no ending. Though we might achieve in somethere may be moments of agreements or crisis. Though we when a party might leave the dialogue in some moment, it is notnever comes to a complete stopped, as a dialogue italways invites parties toa return. Dialogue with the other is first of all a dialogue with your oneself. It is so because it forces each party tois forced to reflect on themselves, show their vulnerabilities, and express their needs, expose itself to itself.  They need to show the way they are hurt and what they need emotionality from the other and including what kind of compensation is demanded. 	Comment by Author: I don’t understand why this part is underlined.
	One has to expose himoneself, as we arethis is not a discussion of rights in the liberal field of liberalismrights. Having a right to something means one can just demand that right without needing to prove, or show, anything before. The only condition for being entitled to this right needed is just being a person or a citizen. When it comes to dialogue, however, it puts on the addressoer must honor certain moral and epistemological commitments. For example, the addressoer must be authentic to the core, without not to hidinge certain sidesaspects of their culture, not to bring or selectively highlighting othersonly those sides that are convenient; Tthey need to expose prejudices, arbitrary beliefs, stereotypical thinkings, and so on. Self-exposure means to removinge many layers we wear, to becoming naked. It requires moral braverycourage and willingness to deal with the results of such self-exposure, not only with regard to our fellow others but also to our cultural peers. Thus, we can see it involves double self-exposure. The fFirst one, and the "trivial" one, isin exposing yourone’s identity to yourone’s interlocutor. ButSecond, what comes along this exposure is accompanied by a parallel constructive, and sometimes destructive, process of re-articulation, which can be constructive or sometimes destructive.   To Tthinking of yourone’s culture is to thinking of yourone’s history and rephraseing it.  As Gadamer points out: “"To think historically means, in fact, to perform the transposition that the concepts of the past undergo when we try to think in them. To think historically always involves meditating between those ideas and one'’s own thinking"”.  When one is in dialogue, he isA dialogue implementsing the hermeneutic circle, as where a personsince when one party explains himselfthemselves to the other, hethey needs on the same time to articulates histheir own self-understanding at the same time, to make it thicker it than it was before (if to use Clifford Geertz’s famous use of the terminology). It is through dialogue itself that we not only examine and shape our self-understanding, it is through dialogue that we arebut also become able to grasp  our future horizons,: “"the horizon of the present is continually in the process of being formed because we are continually having to test all our prejudices [prior understandings]"” (Gadamer?????) ; or, as Wiercinski phrases thisputs it: “"primarily it is about the will to learn about oneself while dealing with others"” .	Comment by Author: I’m not sure I understand what you mean exactly by ‘fellow others’ and ‘cultural peers’.	Comment by Author: Should the initial t be capitalized?	Comment by Author: Author will need to be added to the bibliography.	Comment by Author: As above.	Comment by Author: Should the initial p be capitalized?
2.4. Dialogue and Reasonableness 
	Though it is part of ourhuman dignity includes to being culturally recognized, it is still a questiondebatable whether each cultural position deserves a such a recognition.? And if the road to recognition passes through dialogue, then what isare the epistemological criteria for it?  I would like to consider four demarcationg lines for this: tolerance, neutrality, rationality, and reasonableness. It should be clarified in advance it ismay be unfeasible within an article to make suchoffer a deep explication forexplanations of these concepts, howeverbut it is enough for now to show their importance, fruitfulness, and necessity of this. Of these four epistemic possibilities I claim that only that of reasonableness is suitable, though it is the most complicated and “fuzzy” to “implement”. 	Comment by Author: /vague
2.4.1. Tolerance
	Tolerance is a position that enables opinions and practices to coexist in society, thougheven if on the face of it thosecertain opinions strongly oppose dominant and acceptable values. However, itthis is not a full value pluralism approach;, it is at most a de facto pluralism, it is a passive acceptance, as it doesis not an outcome of basic empathy or even curiosity. Tolerance maintains an attitude of hostility, suspicion, or even indifference towards the value being tolerated. Therefore, although it enables legal or political inclusion, it does not welcomes the other value or culture, nor does it carries nohave any sympathy for it; it does not come out of deep caring and does not aims at suchhas nothing to do with caring. Tolerance basically remains, at its basis, hierarchical towards the “other” opinion, and the dignity it appears to accord it is primarily formal, instrumental, and paternalistic.  A good clue for that is the saying people useThis is reflected in the idiomatic expression, ‘I cannot hearlisten to this guy, he is so unreasonable’.  When people appeal to tolerance, theytheir claim is that they see are claiming to find no point in dialogue.  
2.4.2. Neutrality
	Neutrality is a political position where some substantive positions are excluded from the public sphere while still allowed to exist within the private one, as they use justifications that are foreign to liberal discourse,. asAccording to Larmor, defines it: “Neutrality is not meant to be one of outcome, but rather one of procedure. That is political neutrality consists in a constraint on what factors can be invoked to justify a political decisions"” (1987: 44). These positions are excluded not because they are wrong or false, but because they rely on substantive reasons and not on procedural reasons (such as fairness, equality, reciprocity, liberty). However, when it comes to cultures, many timesmost of the time the private view of the good - —and cultures are concepts of the good - —cannot be practically be excluded to private spheres, they must bebut rather applied within public cultural spaces, given that culture in practice is a public entity (Geertz, 1973:10–13). Schools are an excellent example of this, in educationand the challenge in education is whether neutrality serves the educational ethos which consists of things likeis concerned with nurturing curiosity, social involvement, social empathy, and self-examination. There, neutrality becomes an excessive burden (de Marneffe, 2002). Furthermore, as Kymlicka adds, the implementation of ethical brute and simplistic ethical neutrality in educational spaces creates de facto an ethical-political vacuum that leaves that space open to political market forces (“majority opinion”) or general cultural hegemony (such as neoliberalism, consumption culture, and the like) to act unfettered, such that in practice there is no neutrality (1995:4–6). And above all thisMoreover, not only that it does not work, most people see  schools toas be indispensable tools for transmitting tradition and culture; not only that neutrality is problematic, on the contrary,  we want schools to be non-neutral, to allow cultural discourse.  	Comment by Author: Please double check that the wording of the quotation is correct.	Comment by Author: Elsewhere you have used the em dash with no space either side.	Comment by Author: Do you mean: ‘and the good is a cultural concept’ ?
2.4.3. Rationality
	One view of Rrationality is that it is not something universal but rather related to the derived internally in relation to a certain point of view of a given culture (Winch, );, it can be understood on the basis of internal criteria, for instance, a culture’s uses is its core values, as  moral assumptions, its undisputed beliefs, internally developed approaches, and methods of deduction.  rRationality is rigid, and only if there is place for real argumentation it demands prior to that a tacit acceptance of these beliefs can make room for debate. Thus, a Jewish religious personJew mightmay rely on some Bbiblical or Talmudic quotes when arguing with another religious Jewish religious person, it willbut this would be ridiculous when  arguing with a secular or Muslim person. ThusTherefore, when it comes toin cultural dialogue, it becomes problematic if in that "dialogue"when each party will appeals to rationality. 	Comment by Author: /pointless/unhelpful


2.4.4. Reasonableness
A good clue forindication of what isthe importance of being reasonable in dialogue is the saying: ‘I cannot hearlisten to this guy, he is so unreasonable’,. this saying expresses the deep understanding that if someone asks to beWhen two parties enter into dialogue, both we are expected to hold hisreasonable positions to be at least reasonable. When we takeIf someone’s opinion is considered as unreasonable, itthis does not mean we intend to abolish this opinionthat it can be dismissed,; in dialogue, it means willing to allow it to exist undermust be listened to, given attention, and toleratednce, but not to pay attention to it in terms of listening.  It should be said that forIndeed, if one labelsing another’s opinion as unreasonable, one has to have participated in some prior communication, and one has to getbecome acquainted with that otherness. Only then it is claimed ascan an opinion be claimed to be unreasonable, and only then does refusing dialogue becomes morally reasonable.  
	Reasonableness is midway between neutrality and rationality. Rationality expresses a certain mode of monistic thinking which excludes other modes of “"alleged"” rationality, whereas reasonableness represents a wide spectrum of “"rationalities"”. John Rawls defines reasonable behavior as:  “"Persons are reasonable in one basic aspect when, among equals, for example, they are ready to propose principles and standards as fair terms of cooperation and to abide by them willingly, given the assurance that others will likewise do so"” (2005: 49, my Iitalics mine). But what does it mean to be ‘ready’ in this way? One way of interpreting itthe proposition is on thea psychological level, meaning a mental willingness to enter into a sort of negotiation with another group, up to willing to and to compromise. But there is another way - not cancelling the former one - to look at it, which does not cancel out the previous interpretation: being ‘'ready'’ asis having suitablethe epistemological capabilityies for to entering into a process of cooperation. This is the capability of correctly reading the other’s positions, crises, needs, and possibilities, of presenting yourone’s own principles, and so on.
	Sen continuesextends Rawls'’ proposal for an ‘'overlapping consensus'’ as heby pointings out that the idea of political justice means that there are various points of view, that represent various dominant and internal values, but all of those who hold those various values, should justify these choices to the other “"cultural"” position in a way that may suits both sides (2009:12-14). TakeConsider, for example, a mainly liberal-democratic state, where human rights are an integral part of its constitution. The secular citizen, (let us assume that secularity represents the majority), will views rights theory as expressing an essential element of respect for humanity. The religious person, however, opposes this “"metaphysical"” view of taking humanity as the center of the universe, while adopting religion as a source forof moral behavior. The minor culture becomes reasonable when it is able, through dialogue, to find ways to reinterpret its practices up to showing is has no that it poses no threat to the major secular culture or even the way it is combined with the liberal theory,  Ffor example by through givingredescribing a set of those values a re-description (e.g., interpreting the holy scripture in such a certain manner whichthat it puts these secular values under the defense of liberal rights). Thus, thereit is not necessity ofessential to reaching an agreement,; what is needed is to show there is some liberal reason for allowing these practices to exist. 	Comment by Author: Please clarify what you mean by ‘or even the way it is combined with the liberal theory’.	Comment by Author: I’m not sure what is meant here (‘puts these secular values under the defense of liberal rights’). Perhaps: in such a manner that these religious values must be defended as liberal rights
	As reasonableness ispart of a process of articulating a general position, reasonableness it creates a responsibility to ourone’s cultural peers belonging to the same culture, assince what is claimed represents not only ourone’s personal beliefs but also what is believed to be reasonably and generally consensual. Entering into a dialogue forces the one who "negotiates" not only to findidentify a reasonable representation of histheir cultural position to the other side, it "forces" to make that representation an agreed one with the agreement of his fellow partners of that culture. 
	Such a complex interpretational maneuver obliges one to enter into a reflexive process, to abandon the automatic or “"natural"” way of using and understanding culture, in its pre-reflective form. It involves a kindform of research people make with their selvesthat focuses both on the self and on one’s as with their cultural peers who share the same culture. During that, cCompromises have to be takenmade, for instance regarding differences of interpretation aboutif it is as to some meanings, or to reach someand common agreed denominators need to be found and agreed upon. 	Comment by Author: I’m not sure about the expression ‘cultural peers’. Is this used in the literature?
	When eEntering into a dialogue one is takinginvolves an element of risk as this process is not a structured, formal, or controlled,; it is a dynamic process, where people respond one to one another, negotiating as itsaround focal points, and articulating on the run its concepts and assumptions.  Many times the dDialogue often navigates the participants and not the oppositeother way around. As Gadamer notes, when one enters into dialogue one enters into a game, not only in the way it is played, but also in agreeing to play it according to the rules, without no possibility of breaking them rules in the middle at any point, and with the possibility of losingawareness that losing is a possibility. As the dialogue develops it becomes more and more like a playgame which that forces itself on the players, it takinges control of them. When it comes toIn multicultural dialogue “losing” is of course much more complexed than in a basketball game. It may comemanifest as a feeling of not enough getting enough empathy, sympathy, respect, concern, and so on from the other side, and it also might also come intranslate as acknowledging, and accepting facts, as to the unavoidability of some of your “inferior” position, andor recognizing what realistically can still realistically be achieved. Also, people might themselves in a clash with their cultural partners could clash under the pressure of having to now thatdefine a clear position must be declared (whereas what in daily life is not so, as wepeople are able to compromise, skip over, or completely ignore, these internal clashes). 
	This means it that even before even entering into the a dialogue with thea second party, one is compelled it enforces us to someengage in some kind of internal dialogue with ourselvesoneself and ourwith one’s community members, and this sometimes even involves negotiating, and sometimes enteringor facing a crisis. It is much like Axel Honneth'’s concept of social freedom who claims thatwhereby freedom becomesis extended as a result of social reciprocal actions (heHonneth brings in the examples of friendship, intimacy, and family life as examples for this).      
	This is, of course, not onlymore than an epistemological process,; it is also more than that a deeply psychological one. In a way, it is acknowledging “the otherness that we ourselves are” involved inembody when we are in a dialogue; peoplemembers of a given community need to estrange themselves from their self-identity to passovercome this. We confront tThe cultural partaspect of ourone’s beliefs and practices as two-faces-is confronted as something that creates a double-sided identity,: it is our there is personal identity and at the same time it is our mask, ouran internal otherness, which is worn like a mask. One might say that people make culture reasonable; – but sometimes, unfortunatelyhowever, the outcome of such a dialogue is that it becomes non-reasonable, to themselves!   		Comment by Author: /distance themselves	Comment by Author: /get past
3.    The Moral Burden
In the former section, this paper showed the epistemological burden whenof entering into a cultural dialogue., iIn the following section, I will show the moral and ethical burdens it castsimposes. I use the term ‘moral’ when it referrings to actions toward other people and ‘ethical’ when it concerns the burden it putsweighs on the subject who seeks recognition in terms of capabilities, personal autonomy, and virtues. It should be emphasized that many times what was epistemological and carries a moral side to itevaluations often overlap., asIndeed, when a person needs to refininge or developing his self-reflexive capabilities it is epistemological as well as ethical. 
1. The Fact of Dialogue as an Act of  Recognition
		One might assume that dialogue is a means towardsof obtaining recognition, but we should take note of the fact that even by just agreeing to enter into a dialogue, before one word is takenspoken, there is a step toward recognition has already been taken,: just being willing is itself an act of recognition. ByIn entering into the process of dialogue, the addressoer is willing to speak and the addressee is willing to listen. Both sides believe, even if momentarily, in the process, and they are giving it a chance, theythus show a willingness to trust theeach other. Just by agreeing to enter a dialogue, thereThis initiates is a political change, and power relations are put to the public test in the public sphere. That is, in asking for recognition the weaker side expresses some acknowledgment of the other side'’s hierarchical position,; it isby making such a request, and as such it acknowledgesrecognizes the legitimate “"superiority"”, or at least legitimacy of the other side. oOn the other hand, the addressee admits prima facie that such a request is justified, that it needs to be examined.   
2.5. Moral Hedging  
	From a semantic point of view, takenif culture is taken to beas some kind of entity, it is assumed to have an essence that gives it stability. However, we should not be enslaved by this perspective could be seen as misleading, for culture is much more like a kind of a living organism,. iIt is undergoes constant change as it responds to technology, political circumstances, its historic eracontext (likee.g., modernity is), other cultures, to linguistic changes, literature, media, and so on;  it is constantly on the move.  Not only thatFurthermore, things andthe practices go in and out inof a cultures can emerge and disappear, but even when theyif a particular practice keeps reappearing, in culture theirits meaning may changes over time. To add on thatIn addition, the meaning itself is acan be fuzzy one, though enough understood enough to be socially useful. This useful fuzziness is doneoccurs through pragmatic tools like: Wittgenstein'’s family resemblance, Grice'’s cooperative principle, the deductioning of implications, presumptions, and so on. Some of its members use a large portionemploy much of its vocabulary, while others use a smaller oneless, and stillyet both partiesof these groups are able to identify themselves, with and feel, as belonging to the same culture and feel a sense of belonging; cultures are not homogeneous andor monolithic,; they are “internally diversified and unfinished” (Dallmayr, 2011: 59).  	Comment by Author: /vague
	When The act of entering into a dialogue might cause a need toinvolves confronting culture, to putand giving it under somea linguistic description, tosomehow stabilizinge it, toand cancelling out internal differences for the sake of transferringconveying culture to thewhat is essential to the other side. Thus, it places the subject seeking recognition in a position where they isare asked to re-articulate and state histheir cultural capital. That is, when one enters into dialogue, one actually confronts hisone’s own culture, because one is asked to give an account forof it (articulate, explain, interoperate, examine, translate),. itDialogue ignites a process of self-reflection and self-exposure.  Cultural self-exposure can, on the one hand, maintain or stabilize a culture, but it can also bring about criticismque that obligates subjects to make normative intra-cultural changes., and even iIn the most extreme cases, such criticism may motivate subjects forto abandoning their culture altogether. Thus, unlike factual multiculturalism that represents the tolerance point of view, where cultural  diversity is Iimprisoned in the ghettos, engaging in dialogue might cause an opposite movement:, destabilization. 	Comment by Author: Either give an account of it OR one is asked to account for it	Comment by Author: Is ‘factual multiculturalism’ a term used in the literature? Also consider: Thus, unlike tolerance-based multiculturalism, …


2.6. 	Partial Recognition
	When the addressee agrees to enter into the process of dialogue, this might cause the reasonable understanding thatimplies that they have accepteds the demandrequest for recognition. But, even if there is such an understanding can we deduce fromgiven this is true, thiscan a full recognition actually be achieved?  Why does the justified need to accept recognition entails a counter obligation to give recognition to each of the sentences in the other's vocabulary? For recognition to be provided it is sufficient that only a significant part of itsthe other’s vocabulary be recognized. Think of aConsider the case when we say ofwhere a certain person thatis said to he understands a particular language,; does that imply that they isare familiar with every word or sentence in the dictionary of that language? Certainly not,. thereThere may comes a moment when it is normal to say “hHe knows the language”, thoughbut this does not mean that the person is not in fully masters control of the that language (if there is such a thing is possible). Similarly, recognition of a culture does not require the recognizer to politically agree with every sentencemessage conveyed in the addressee’s vocabulary. When a culture asks for recognition through dialogue, it is also reasonable – especially as we do it through dialogue - to assumeexpect that shethey should be readyprepared for non-recognition of (or even opposition to) some sentenceselements expressed in thattheir vocabulary, up to opposing them. Such partial non-recognition does not entail the failure of that dialogue for recognition, nor does it the failure of givingexclude overall recognition. Thus, a liberal culture can recognize the legitimacy of a culture that placescounts sexual modesty as one of its leading values, just as it can give recognition to a culture that placesvalues sexual freedom as devalued. But it cannot, on the other hand, give recognition to violent acts donecommitted in the name of “family honor”, for this is a moral sentenceissue that will beis opposed by any liberal culture, still allowing to giveeven if overall recognition is given to that culture. 	Comment by Author: I’m not sure I follow this sentence, can the meaning be clarified?	Comment by Author: Shouldn’t this be addresser’s ?


2.7. Implications
As we can see, from the discussion above shows, dialogue is a very complex process, one that carries graveinvolves serious epistemological and moral burdens. The implications are personal and institutional. That is, iIf recognition and cultural dialogue are parts of ourfeatures of the public sphere, this carriesimplies that adjustments sometimes need to be made. I would like to dwell onconsider this from the institutional point of view, especially in terms of the placespace needed for itdialogue, and from the personal point of view it, especially the concept of personal autonomy.   


2.7.1. Institution
	
	From an institutional point of view, recognition demands first of all requires a meeting place;. Dialogue intrinsically demands some kind of a face- to-face interaction, because without that it is pointless to speak of real recognition. A Fface-to-face situation putts urges both sides underto be authenticity, and it imposes mutual willingness, and an burden ofobligation to listening; it puts both sides in a situation ofrequires the parties involved to carry mutual responsibility.  
 	Secondly, a places haves its institutional norms. That is, when we entering a certain place, then by this weone is expected to accept and abide by its rules,. weOne becomes like a guests and we negate any prior conditionnotions of hierarchy are negated., we stop beingNeither masters nor we stop being victims, weparticipants define a new set of intersubjective relations, without subordination. a setting not subordinated to the one we came from. So,In such a setting, a triangle is created, one that is triangle composed of institution, personal autonomy (to be discussed later), and cultural dialogue. 
	Though one can extractidentify some places in the public sphere where fuzzyvague rule-following- practices in the public sphere take place, they aremay not be institutionalized enough and do notor adequately equipped to have the pedagogical aura needed to internalize them to aoffer the sort of formal setting that would be a suitable for multicultural discourse., We need a much more suitable environment for that,What is needed is an pedagogical environment that pedagogically, and legitimately, “forces” these practices oncompels the subject to respect certain practices., Aan environment that is able and legitimately allowed to articulateenables discussion.  An, an environment that, prior to the question of multiculturalism, has a mandate for all thesethat addresses epistemological and moral demands, as well as institutionalized facilities and codes of conductcapabilities and legitimations.	Comment by Author: Do my suggested changes to this paragraph reflect your intended meanings?
	FollowingGiven the above considerations, it seems that one of the most suitable options for cultural dialogue are educational spaces (classroom, academy, high school, conferences, andor seminars). ThisSuch an institutional setting manifests Honneth'’s slogan of “tThe I in the we”, that is,which reflects the idea that social freedom gets to be empoweredexists when the “I” is involved in a certain “"we"”. This “'"we"” is not just the fact of plural of “I”'s, but through thise plurality of persons new communicative options that are opened upthrough that. Options that enhance the development, or even the creation, of capabilities like critical thinking through otherness, reflection on one'’s- self-identity, and self-bravery (if itwhether this is moral, sociological, or psychological). Educational spaces inherently carrykeep alive a historical ethos ofcentered around such capabilities: respect for critical thinking, the value of learning together, didactic dialogue, rules of mutual respect, confronting truth, and so on.; tThus, the “"we"” is the educational space. 	We must add to this claim the fact that we faceIt seems there is a general difficulty in seeing the public sphere as a community,; rather at the very most we can see itit is more often perceived as a collection of individuals connected at most by a liberal ethos involving the recognition of rights, alternativelyor by a general civic ethos, but certainly not connected by a sense of community. The classroom, however, is an entity with the characteristics of a community. It contains intimate relationships among students, a shared local and physical space, shared practices, and shared goals, constant encounters, and pedagogical rejection of noninvolvement or indifference. These characteristics distinguish the educational sphere from the public one, it showings why the educationalformer is more suited for multicultural dialogue than the public spherelatter. Not only that, when multiculturalism is playsed out within the public sphere, this happens it is played mostly through political actors and institutions, and people aredo not receiveing a fair opportunity to develop their personal multicultural positions. If iIn the public space rightsthe dominant discourse centers on rightsrules and thus blocks many times dialogue, while in the educational sphere, we search for dialogue. Walzer correctly noted, that we should distinguish amongbetween goods and define them in reference to the particular space to which they apply to (1983:6)., if iIn the public sphere, these goods are rights, while in the educational space, they areit is words.	Comment by Author: I don’t know what is meant by ‘self-bravery’. Self-confidence, perhaps, or self-esteem?	Comment by Author: Needs to be added to the bibliography.
	
2.7.2. Being- Autonomous 

2.7.3. 
When using the term autonomy iIn public discussions, the term ‘autonomy’ can be used people mostly tend to use it offhandedly, they neglect the fact ofin a way that neglects its complexity, and the demand fordespite being a word that should be used prudently circumspect use. This comes many timesoften occurs because wepeople tend to take itautonomy to be a social fact, a standing right. There is, of course, a right to autonomy, but it is a mistake to think that because there is such a right to somethings, people automatically people also have theat capability to exercise that right correctly. Autonomy in itsthe deepest meaningsense, of the word and not only as a flag one wave with but as ais about deep meaningful social capability which is accomplished mostly through Honneth'’s concept of social freedom., that is, through negotiating with others, through back and -and-forth movement between individual autonomy, and the public response.; tThe right forto autonomy is not enough,: what is needed is living thatthe concept needs to be lived, as in “"being -autonomous"”;. Personal autonomy is about using some choosing practices up to a point where they become "you".because they stand for who you are; Adopting significant personal autonomy capabilities,it involves developing ethical and epistemological skills:, including self-reflection, self-exposure, critical thinking, openness, honesty, readiness to oppose power,  moral-psychological capabilities (bravery, reflection, maturity, self-consciousness, honesty, mental endurance), linguistic capabilities (translation, redefining concepts), political maturity (being able to consider the costs of such a (non-)recognition, the costs of non-recognizing, and the way ithow it can or perhaps should not be implemented and where not), and intersubjective capabilities (imagination, empathy, sympathy, sensitivity).	Comment by Author: /flippantly/carelessly	Comment by Author: Do you mean ‘a definite’ or ‘an undeniable’ right? Or perhaps ‘existing’/’legitimate’.	Comment by Author: Honesty is repeated in the line below.	Comment by Author: /courage
What comes out of this discussion is a clearer understanding of the ways in which autonomy and multiculturalism - —when acknowledged through dialogue - —are socially embedded. Margalit and Halbertal reject the argument of multiculturalism from autonomy in favor of an alternative view of multiculturalism in which people are seen as having expressing a “natural” right to one’stheir own culture, no need, or right, to ask the cultural culture seeking recognition inner acknowledgment and practice of autonomy; a person has a right to culture, even if histheir own culture does not honor the principle of autonomy (Margalit and Halbertal, 1994: 491–492). Tamir continues this line of thought, and asserts that in rights-based liberalism, where there is no prior demand for exhibiting autonomy, there is a higher chance of cultural pluralism (Tamir, 1999). Tamir, as well as Margalit and Halbertal,l ignoreoverlook the consideration that societies that do not accept the ideal of autonomy willdo not enable dialogue with other cultures, will oppose any possibility of cultural separation from their midst, and willdo not enableprovide tools for individuals to formulate other parallel cultural possibilities. Thus, in practice, the pluralism they assert, on behalf of rights-based liberalism willmay, at mostbest, reasonably expressdescribe an existing situation but cannot enable further development from its midst. This is a factual pluralism that connects itself at mostsubscribes to the value of tolerance and thusbut does not involveseek continual improvement as a result ofthrough intercultural discourse. I accept, as they assert, that it is impossible to force adults to act out of autonomy,. hHowever, even if the autonomous model is too perfectionistic, this still does not contradict the individual’s right to receive capabilitiesopportunities for attaining autonomy. And more than thatMoreover, it does not rule out a complexed notion of dialogue, one that not justonly allows for factual pluralism but also advances pluralism. Such an advanced pluralism takesviews multiculturarlism not just as a social fact to be defended, but as a living social process. The claims of Margalit, Halbertal, Tamir, and others regarding the existence of a right to culture rely on the concept of human dignity, and on the fact that an individual can refuse autonomy as a formative value in histheir culture. Yet such a refusal can only be accepted when behind it there is a deep understanding of the meaning of thethis refusal. Such an argument against the centrality of autonomy in the public sphere cannot be accepted in education, because in education the value of dignity demands the opposite,: there itin education, there is a specifically required that he or she will be exposed call for access to this possibility of autonomy in a meaningful way. An adult individual can, and is allowed, to refuse the value or use of autonomy, or the use of, it only when it has been offered to him concretely and meaningfully and not just as a floating and hollow possibility. Respect for the refusaling to use autonomy, is morally legitimate only when one wasthe subject has been trulyunequivocally exposed to autonomy, thoroughlyin a direct and practically sense. Only then he can a person truly makeexpress a second-order-will desire to refuse it. Being- in- dialogue, as a justification for multiculturalism, negates any attempt to withdraw to a policy of multicultural ghettos. As Habermas points out, “"All actions affecting the rights of other human beings are wrong if their maxim is not compatible with their being made public."” That is, as long asTherefore, multicultural education is not run the way it was described above,needs to be approached according to the rules of dialogue, we cannot properly claim it to be a proper one. In other words, one must distinguish between athe right derived from autonomy toand the right to autonomy. One must also distinguish between thean existing right to autonomy and a manner of functioning that is autonomous.   	Comment by Author: This sentence, from ‘no need, or right, to ask…’, is not clear to me, can you reformulate?	Comment by Author: Have I understood correctly by suggesting these changes?
Mill, in his classic discussion of freedom of expression, points out that a certain claim holds the value of truth, at least tentatively, only when it survives its conflict with opposing claims. One can say that between two claims, one of which has survived the tests of opposing claims and the other has not, we will providegive more epistemological respect to the second claim. The same is true in multicultural education. Specifically, a position that acts fromout of a desire to strengthen a particular culture, and to maintain it as a vibrant culture, cannotmust not provide cultural education that is isolating, but must rather provide education that presents various possibilitiesopportunities thatfor confronting that culture.  Confronting is not like the same as opposing,; it is more like holding up a crocoked mirror, or looking at an alter ego, for it serves culture in as a dialectic mode of operation.     
	 
	In conclusion, if one whothe readers of this paper asks ifwhether it isprovides an argument for multicultural education or a paperwhether it surveysing the concept of dialogue, the answer is both. it should be said, Taylor unites between multiculturalism and dialogue, and in that itdoing so makes it unavoidablenecessary to explore the epistemological and moral burdens embedded in such a process, as well as questions of where to do that (institution) and what capabilities it imposes (autonomy).    
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