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Chapter 2

Three approaches to claims and conflicts of culture:
Privatisation, Protection, Deliberation

The purpose of this chapter is to establish the foundations for the argument that
deliberative democracy offers the most suitable framework for accommodating cultural
diversity and resolving cultural conflicts. To this end, I examine the existing approaches
to claims and conflicts about culture and explore the strategies they suggest under three
broadly defined categories: liberal, multicultural and deliberative approaches. By
examining these approaches separately, my aim is neither to suggest that they are
mutually exclusive,' nor to deny that each of them exists in variety of forms.” I separate
them for analytical purposes. Rather than providing an exhaustive overview of the
various forms within the three approaches, I will focus instead on the basic components
of each approach as represented by their most prominent advocates. In specific terms, |
identify what it is that makes an approach liberal, multiculturalist or deliberative. In the
existing literature these terms are used in many different ways and often conflated. My
first aim is therefore to bring some conceptual clarity and define precisely what each of

them has to offer in the face of cultural conflicts.

Secondly, I argue that a deliberative democratic approach offers the best framework for
addressing claims and conflicts of culture. I show that liberal and multiculturalist
solutions contain several problematic elements, starting with their conceptualization of
culture.” While liberal solutions deny the significance of culture for individuals, groups
and, ultimately, for democratic politics, multiculturalist solutions tend to exaggerate the
primacy of culture in identity formation. My criticism of multiculturalism is not that it
has gone too far and led to the emergence of ‘parallel societies’—an argument that has

gained momentum in recent years in nearly all migrant receiving countries. Rather, [

! Particularly in recent years, in the scholarly debates on multiculturalism, we observe that these three
approaches are rather conflated with each other. We see, for example, that liberalism and its emphasis on
equality is often used to justify multiculturalism (Kymlicka, 1995). Similarly the need for a deliberative
approach is emphasised both by scholars of multiculturalism such as Young (2000) or Williams (2000)
and by advocates of liberalism such as Miller (2002b).

2 There are, for example, different varieties of liberalism as advocated by Walzer (1984), strong and weak
forms of multiculturalism as shown by Baumeister (2003), or pluralist and unitary form of deliberative
democracy as observed by Young (2000).

3 Given my theoretical focus in this thesis, in this chapter I am interested in understanding and criticising
liberalism and multiculturalism as theoretical constructs and not as applied policies in particular societies.
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2.5. Conclusion

This chapter has provided a justification of the general argument that deliberative
democracy offers the most suitable framework for accommodating cultural diversity and
resolving cultural conflicts. To this end, I examined the existing approaches to cultural
claims under three broadly defined categories: liberal, multicultural and deliberative. |
argued that the way in which culture is conceptualized has important implications for
the strategies required for its accommodation. We have seen that both liberal and
multiculturalist approaches entail several problematic elements. The central problem of
the liberal approach is that it tends to conceptualize individuals separated from their
particular attachments, as merely bearers of interests. Liberals tend to overlook the
significance of culture for individuals, groups and subsequently for democratic politics.
I showed that while liberals underestimate the meaning of culture, multiculturalists tend
to exaggerate its primacy in shaping personal identity. I discussed three particular
problems related to multiculturalism: the problem of cultural essentialism, the problem
of narrow recognition and the question of how to deal with illiberal cultures. I then
argued that the deliberative democratic approach offers the most promising framework
for addressing these problems. This approach remains attentive to diversity but it is not
premised upon any particular definition of culture. It suggests accommodating cultural
diversity and resolving cultural conflicts via an ongoing process of public debate and
deliberation. I argued that the pluralist stream of this approach in particular offers the
most promising framework for addressing dilemmas of multiculturalism. In the next
chapter, I will continue to examine the pluralist deliberative approach with a particular
focus on its ability to accommodate illiberal cultural claims and resolve intercultural

conflicts.
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In an open letter to Judge Denison, the KWAHK argued:

We acknowledge that honour killing is often culturally and
historically defined. However, this statement should not invite
the idea that all Kurds accept this practice. The Kurds, both here
and elsewhere, contain within their number both hidden and
visible dissenters, different voices that defy the idea that ‘the

community’ is a homogenous entity, static and incapable of
reflection (Dr Nazand Begikhani, KWAHK, cited in Payton
2011: 76).

These campaigns have not been very successful in drawing attention to the diversity
within each culture and changing what Taylor (2007) calls ‘block thinking” about
minorities. After Heshu’s murder, the government placed a strong emphasis on the need
for dialogue with community members to tackle ‘honour killing’. The subsequent state-
dialogues with cultural minorities took a particular form in the context of the then
popular ‘multi-faith® agenda of the British government. This agenda provided the
‘space’ for unelected community leaders, usually males from religious groups ‘to
mediate between the community and the state’ (Patel 2008:13). I will return to the
implications of the multi-faith agenda and dialogical engagements with community

leaders later in this chapter.

iii) The murder of Banaz Mahmod (2007): The failure of the police service

The third case that shaped the ‘honour killing” debate in Britain was the murder on 23
January 2007 of Banaz Mahmod, a 20-year-old British citizen of Iraqi Kurdish
background. Banaz was murdered after leaving her Kurdish husband whom she had
been forced to marry at the age of 16, and falling in love with an Iranian man from a
different Kurdish clan. Her father and uncle disapproved of this relationship and ordered
her murder by three young men. Banaz’s body was found in a suitcase in a backyard in
Birmingham, months after she was killed. Similarly to Heshu’s case, Banaz’s father was
also reported to have been threatened by a group of Kurdish men on a street in

Hounslow saying:
We are going to kill you and Banaz because we’re Muslim and
Kurdish. We’re not like the English where you can be boyfriend

and girlfriend. We are going to leave but we’ll be back again
(The Guardian, 11.06.2007).

However, the alleged community support for Banaz’s murder did not receive as much

attention as in Heshu’s case. Banaz’s case diverted public attention from ‘backward’
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rather than resolving them. In Germany, the various claims made by ‘authentic
informants’ were used to endorse the prevailing prejudices towards Islam and traditional

communities.

As I noted in this chapter, there are important differences between the British and
German debates of “honour killing’. In the next chapter [ will bring these differences
into sharper focus and provide an assessment of the ‘honour killing” debates in both

countries from a deliberative democracy perspective.
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conditions under which high quality public deliberation can be achieved. Second, the
comparative research undertaken in this thesis shows that it can be misleading to start
with the conviction that certain issues and certain political systems are unsuitable for
deliberation. Identifying and improving the prospects for deliberation requires a close
analysis of the issues as well as the multiple publics and sites of discursive contestation.
In other words, it requires rendering the invisible aspects of democracies visible. As this
thesis has shown, a comparison of the same issue in two different democracies proves to

be an especially effective way to do this.
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