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PARADOXES OF TOLERANCE: SOCIO-PHILOSOPHICAL
PROBLEMS OF RESEARCH

The problem of tolerance has long been a classic subject of discussion in the
modern scientific community, the media, society, cultural institutions of society,
politics. The education of tolerance among young people is the most important
direction of socialization. The general understanding is based on the interpretation of
tolerance as an unambiguous good for a person and society and an integral socially
significant quality of a formed personality.

Tolerance has been widely developed in society and the culture of society. The
foundations of the theory of tolerance were laid by John Locke in his "Message on
Toleration™ [1]. The further development of the basis of tolerance as a socio-
philosophical theory took place in the XIX century thanks to John Stuart Mill's essay
"On Freedom™ [2]. And the modern understanding of this theory, corresponding to
the state of extreme pluralism of a multicultural society, was formulated by John
Rawls in his "Theory of Justice" [3] and especially in the later "Political Liberalism"
(1993) [4].

In modern sociological and cultural knowledge, this term is used to denote
understanding and respect for another culture, for the differences of a representative
of another culture — ethnic, national, racial, religious, linguistic” [5].

It should be clarified that the term "tolerance" was originally a medical term,
which was introduced in 1953 by the English immunologist P. Medavar to denote the
"tolerance” of the body's immune system to transplanted foreign tissues, later it
became part of the social sciences. One way or another, but the category of
""tolerance’ today is overwhelmingly defined as tolerance.

If in modern dictionaries tolerance is defined as voluntary, active, conscious
behavior, then the Declaration of Principles of Tolerance adopted by resolution 5.61
of the UNESCO General Conference of November 16, 1995, in paragraph 1.3. states
the following: "Tolerance is an obligation to promote human rights, pluralism
(including cultural pluralism), democracy and the rule of law. Tolerance is a concept
meaning the rejection of dogmatism, the absolutization of truth and affirming the
norms established in international legal acts in the field of human rights [6].

At the same time, it is important to understand that the norms of morality,
norms of customs, norms of traditions and rituals are always formed for a long time
and become such only after a long check on their viability as a regulatory. No
innovation in the socio-cultural life of a society will take root if it is not recognized
and approved by the majority of this society. A norm becomes a norm only when it is
considered not only acceptable, but also consciously necessary.
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This is the general state of the theory of tolerance today, even despite the fact
that the number of critics of such an understanding is not small, which is natural for
discussion in a free democratic society. Studying various approaches to
understanding, interpreting and defining tolerance, it becomes clear that new
theoretical and practical approaches to tolerance are needed. It seems to us that the
definition of pain points, paradoxes of tolerance will be significant for the modern
understanding of tolerance.

Tolerance in the strict sense of the word turns out to be so paradoxical that
some authors (D. Heid, for example) have to declare it an "elusive virtue" [7], and
others (B. Williams) have to subscribe to its impossibility [8, p. 18-27]. And in order
to understand these discussions, it is necessary, of course, to describe the essential
nature of the basic paradoxes of tolerance.

Numerous problems discussed in the modern scientific community can, in
principle, be reduced to two main paradoxes — logical and practical. At the same time,
they do not exist in isolation from each other, but in close interdependence.

The first paradox, which is a logical difficulty, is associated with the generally
accepted understanding of tolerance, implying that tolerance is essentially a morally
justified refusal to use the force of influence on the existence of a morally
unacceptable phenomenon. Further, as you know, everything is really

a moral judgment is a judgment that claims to be universally valid. If I admit
something is wrong only for me, i.e. subjectively, I am not yet making a moral
judgment. Just as, according to Kant's categorical imperative, every person should act
according to the maxim that he would like to see as a law for all mankind, moral
condemnation means a fundamental unwillingness for the condemned phenomenon to
exist. But if this is the case, then a completely consistent act of the subject of morality
will be the use of all the power available to him to eradicate moral evil from the face
of the Earth, which is already violence. This paradox has been known for quite a long
time, because it is pointed out by Thomas Aquinas in his Summa Theologia, in a
small chapter on tolerance: through the performance of their rites, infidels and
heretics sin; but at the same time, the one who does not forbid sin is also sinful if he
has the power necessary for such a prohibition [9]. In other words, according to the
interpretation of F. According to Aquinas, tolerance is not a blessing at all, but a sin.
Therefore, the paradox is obvious: the assumption of moral evil cannot be a moral
good. However, in our opinion, this paradox is solved with the help of the moral and
ethical system of modern society, when moral principles do not allow moral freaks
(as an example of the modern terrorist education of the Russian Federation) to feel
comfortable, persecuting them not only with the help of laws, but also with the help
of social norms. At the same time, the scope of tolerance should be global with the
help of a system of universal values.

The fact that the scope of tolerance is changing leads us to another practical
paradox: since some phenomena in democratic societies "drift" from the sphere of the
morally unacceptable to the area of the accepted and respected, while others (criminal
offenses, child pornography) remain under all conditions in the field of the absolutely
intolerant, the practical scope of tolerance is shrinking. What to do in this case? The
answer is obvious: it is necessary to be guided by the values accepted in this society,
but, at the same time, the priority is again universal values!
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It is necessary to understand that tolerance is a derivative of the system of
universal values accepted in modern society as the basis of existence.
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AT'OHIA.
YKPATHCBKA CYB’EKTHICTDh VS MOCKOBCBKOT' O T'OJIIA®A

He Tak crpamiHi IMOMMIIKH, SK HACIiIKH, SKi 3 HUX BHUXOISITh, — TOBOPHB
ykpaincbkuil ¢i3uk JleB Jlanmay. A MOMUIKH, SIK TOKa3ye COIaIbHO-1CTOPUYHUN
TIOCBiJI, € PEe3yJbTaTOM HEKPUTUIHOTO, JTOTMAaTUYHOTO MUCIICHHS, OPI€EHTOBAHOTO HA
PYIMMEHTH MHUHYJIOTO, 030aBJICHOT0 TBOPYOCTI Ta 1IHHOBaLIMHOCTI XUTTA. Came B
TaKOMY MHCJICHH1, TTIOPOJI)KEHOMY B TJTMOMHAX CIIOTBOPEHOI CB1JIOMOCTI, BUHUKAIOTh
XUOHI YSIBJIEHHS TPO peajbHUN CBIT, BUHUKAIOTH yromii 1 xumepu. Cepen HHX
0OKeBIIbHE YSIBJIEHHS, IO BiifHA MOXKe OYyTH CIIOCOOOM BUPIIIEHHS MIDKHAPOIHUX,
COLIIAJIbHO-€KOHOMIYHHX 1 MOJITUYHUX TPOOJIEM.

Takuii TUN 11IOTUYHOTO MUCJICHHS TPOJEMOHCTPYBAaB UUIbHUK PO,
BUXOBaHEIb CYMHO3BICHOI KaJeOICTChbKOi CTpyKTypH, B. IlyTiH. Amxe sk iHakIie
MOSICHUTH MOTO0 PINICHHS PO3IMOYATH BiifHY MPOTH MUPHOI, TOSTHYHOI, MPEKPACHOI Yy
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