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Abstract: Should freedom of expression be restricted in the name of social order and 

security, which are of general benefit to society? What comes first in order of importance for 

society – the usefulness and veracity of opinions and stances, or their being acceptable to 

society? When does freedom of speech produce light (knowledge) and when does it generate 

heat (tension and conflicts)?   

In attempting to answer these questions, the article highlights the problem fields arising from 

the issue of freedom of speech and its antipode – the tyranny of silence. In today’s globalized 

world, the price we must pay to live in a democracy is that both freedom and security are 

made relative, are reduced to the status of relative values; their absolutization is always at 

the expense of both freedom and security.    
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1. Introduction  

The stereotype is the carrier of collective representations. It is a specific form of 

perception of the surrounding world, a form that influences the data received by our senses 

before these data reach our consciousness. In coping with the diversity of the world, a person 

systematizes his/her knowledge about the world, putting it into categories. These categories 

are fictions, stereotypes, elements of a quasi-environment, by which a person adapts to the 

environment. A person’s behaviour is a response to the stimuli coming from this pseudo-

environment. Limited competence in some particular field determines a hypertrophy of the 

mailto:vesobos@abv.bg


habit of compressing the fragments of social reality and putting them into the framework of a 

given stereotype, while discarding any existent elements that cannot fit within its narrow 

frameworks. 

 According to Lippman, a person tries to understand the surrounding world by 

creating “a picture of the world in his head” as regards the phenomena he observes. Hence, a 

person has a certain representation of things even before he encounters them in life. Such 

representations are shaped under the influence of people’s cultural surroundings. Stereotypes 

are always simpler than reality: often enough, in stereotypes, even the most complex 

characteristics of social reality are expressed in a few sentences. People acquire stereotypes 

from other people, from the mass media, from literature, and not from their own personal 

experience  (Lippman  2004). 

In general, the ethnic and religious stereotype is a very stable representation, which is 

indifferent to the reality it is actually trying to express. It stems from the inherent habit of the 

ordinary person, the non-specialist, to first define a phenomenon and only then to observe it 

and/or seek its meaning. Oftentimes, even when people become convinced that a given 

stereotype does not correspond to reality, they are inclined not to reject it and to justify 

themselves by the thought that this is just an exception that confirms the rule.     

 

2. Preconditions and means for resolving the problem 

2.1. A philosophical emphasis 

One of the most passionate defenses for freedom of expression is presented in 

On Liberty by the British philosopher John Stuart Mill. In the beginning of Chapter Two (Of 

the Liberty of Thought and Discussion) the author immediately sets the tone of the argument: 

„[If all mankind minus one, were of one opinion, and only one person were of the contrary 

opinion, mankind would be no more justified in silencing that one person, than he, if he had 

the power, would be justified in silencing mankind [..]  But the peculiar evil of silencing the 

expression of an opinion is, that it is robbing the human race; posterity as well as the existing 

generation; those who dissent from the opinion, still more than those who hold it.]“ (Mill 

2011:30,31). 



According to Mill, history has shown that people who claimed they were speaking, or 

acting in the name of, the truth have particularly often been proven wrong. One needs to be 

modest, especially as regards truth claims. Critique is beneficial to the truth. It is the 

foundation of all principles of scientific progress. Many of Mills arguments sound very 

modern: he claims his contemporaries are evidently not very convinced of the truth of their 

own opinions. That is why they justify the right to defend a (religious) opinion by referring 

not to its veracity but to its usefulness to society. In their view, it is at times useful to 

suppress criticism of generally accepted (religious) beliefs – not in the name of the truth but 

in the name of peace. In this case, the government refers to the common interest of preserving 

public order.   

According to Mill, such an approach evades the problem. A government is not infallible 

either as regards the truth or as regards its judgment of what is useful or harmful to society. 

The usefulness of an opinion is only a matter of opinion: the claim that an opinion is useful is 

just as questionable and open to discussion, deserving of discussion, as the opinion itself. 

Usefulness or harmfulness to society should therefore not be taken into consideration in this 

case. Even if you are fully convinced of the “dire consequences”, the “immorality” or the 

“Godlessness” of a certain opinion, and even if society generally agrees with you in this, that 

opinion should nevertheless be permitted, according to Mill – and especially in that case. 

Because in such circumstances, the risk of error and victimization is greatest. The general 

good, godlessness, or immorality should not be considerations for prohibiting a given 

opinion.  

Should the “tone” of an opinion serve as an argument against it? Should opinions be 

expressed in a “temperate” manner? The criterion “not to offend” could not be helpful in 

solving the issue, because a convincing and powerful verbal attack might always be felt 

insulting and unreasonable. Mill has an even deeper objection here. He agrees that the 

manner in which an opinion is defended could indeed be reprehensible, but the prohibition on 

offensive statements may always be used against people who oppose established beliefs. You 

are free to deride and express intolerance of the minority opinion, because you know you 

have on your side the sympathy of the (silent) majority. But a person holding the minority 

opinion, were he to do the same, should be afraid for his own safety because he lacks the 

support of prevalent public opinion. The tone in which an opinion is voiced should therefore 

not be a cause for prohibiting that opinion (Mill 2011). 



Does this mean that Mill believes there should be no restriction at all on freedom of 

speech? He does make one exception. If the circumstances are such that the expressed 

opinions may lead to criminal acts, then the right to voice opinions is no longer sacred. He 

gives an example related to grain merchants. Newspapers should be allowed to write that 

grain merchants are driving the poor to starvation. But if you were to voice the same opinion 

to an angry mob gathered in front of the house of a grain merchant, you should be penalized. 

Thus, Mill formulates the following criterion: acts that may do harm to others without legal 

grounds may, and should, be restricted, even by active intervention if need be (Mill 2011). 

 

2.2. The normative emphasis 

The UK has prohibited abusive, insulting or threatening language. Denmark and 

Canada prohibit speech that aims to offend or humiliate. India and Israel prohibit speech that 

offends religious feelings or incites to racial and religious hatred. In the Netherlands, it is a 

criminal offense to intentionally offend a certain group of people. Australia prohibits speech 

that offends, humiliates or demeans individuals and groups. Germany prohibits speech that 

wounds the dignity or maliciously demeans and vilifies a group of people. In each of these 

cases, the law defines hate speech in a different way  

The standpoint and practice of the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) is very 

clear: to advocate, inculcate and incite hatred or hostility based on race, nationality, ethnicity 

or religious affiliation is excluded from the protection of Art. 10 of the European Convention 

on Human Rights (ECHR) regarding freedom of expression. The Court rules that the 

sanctions and measures undertaken by respective countries against political parties and 

organizations that incite to hatred and intolerance are necessary and justified, and do not 

violate the rights protected under Art. 10 (European Convention on Human Rights 2010).  

Art. 44, paragraph 3 of the Constitution of the Republic of Bulgaria stipulates: “The 

organization/s activity shall not be contrary to the country's sovereignty and national 

integrity, or the unity of the nation, nor shall it incite racial, national, ethnic or religious 

enmity or an encroachment on the rights and freedoms of citizens; no organization shall 

establish clandestine or paramilitary structures or shall seek to attain its aims through 

violence” (Constitution of the Republic of Bulgaria 1991). 



  International law has defined the concept of “tolerance”, specifically in the 

Declaration of Principles on Tolerance adopted by Resolution 5.61 at the UNESCO 

conference on November 16, 1995. This resolution has a primarily political and moral 

significance but it is nevertheless important for modern society, having been adopted by a 

world international and intergovernmental organization. Art 1, par. 1 of the Declaration 

states: “Tolerance is respect, acceptance and appreciation of the rich diversity of our world's 

cultures, our forms of expression and ways of being human. It is fostered by knowledge, 

openness, communication and freedom of thought, conscience and belief. Tolerance is 

harmony in difference. It is not only a moral duty, it is also a political and legal requirement. 

Tolerance, the virtue that makes peace possible, contributes to the replacement of the culture 

of war by a culture of peace”. Paragraph 2 of that article defines:  “Tolerance is not 

concession, condescension or indulgence. Tolerance is, above all, an active attitude prompted 

by recognition of the universal human rights and fundamental freedoms of others. In no 

circumstance can it be used to justify infringements of these fundamental values. Tolerance is 

to be exercised by individuals, groups and States.”  And the next paragraph states: "Tolerance 

is the responsibility that upholds human rights, pluralism (including cultural pluralism), 

democracy and the rule of law. It involves the rejection of dogmatism and absolutism and 

affirms the standards set out in international human rights instruments.” (Art. 1, par. 3, 

Declaration of Principles on Tolerance 1995).  

Art. 37, par. 2 of the Constitution of the Republic of Bulgaria states: “The freedom of 

conscience and religion shall not be practised to the detriment of national security, public 

order, public health and morals, or of the rights and freedoms of others”.  Hence the freedom 

of religion and religious views can be limited if necessary. Such a constraint is admissible 

under the universal and regional international treaties to which Bulgaria is a party and which, 

according to Art. 5, par. 4 of the Constitution, are “part of the domestic law of the land. Any 

such treaty shall take priority over any conflicting standards of domestic legislation”. 

We should particularly point out the provision of Art. 18, par. 3 of the International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) as well as Art. 9, par. 2 of the European 

Convention on Human Rights. The Human Rights Committee has adopted  General Comment 

№ 22(48) regarding Art. 18 of the Covenant, which is repeated in the UN document 

HRI/GEN/1/ Rev.5. This Comment explicitly discusses the restrictions on freedom of religion 

or belief. Specifically, Point 8 states that “Article 18.3 permits restrictions on the freedom to 



manifest religion or belief only if limitations are prescribed by law and are necessary to 

protect public safety, order, health or morals, or the fundamental rights and freedoms of 

others”.  This restriction is admissible only if two preconditions are cumulatively present: 1. 

if it is based on a law, and 2. if it is necessary for the protection of public safety, order, health 

or morals, or the fundamental rights and freedoms of others (International Covenant on Civil 

and Political Rights 1976). 

 

2.3. The socio-cultural emphasis 

Security is a necessary condition for dialogue between cultures. Without this 

condition, cultures would have little chance of opening to each other and engaging in talks 

that may enrich them and enlarge the universal element in their coexistence. Past and present 

experience has shown that the ethnic concept of nation and its related ethnic nationalism may 

have disastrous consequences for a society; they may lead to intense conflict and opposition. 

That is why the concept of political nation should obviously be adopted, in which every 

citizen has equal rights and is not discriminated in any way in society (Bauman 2003). 

Democracy is related to freedom of speech, freedom of thought, freedom of creativity; 

it is pluralism and diversity. We live in a globalized world in which a statement that is 

published in one place is immediately published everywhere. This means that the context of 

information is lost when it travels to other environments. This creates wide room for 

manipulation and misunderstanding. At the same time, most societies become more diverse in 

terms of culture, ethnic makeup of the population, religion; consequently, people of different 

beliefs and sensitivity must live alongside each other and with each other. Hence, the 

question comes down to the following: how can we exercise freedom of speech in this new 

world? One possibility would be to say, “as long as you don’t offend my sensitivity, I won’t 

offend yours.” This approach seems tactful, and it is a popular one in many circles, but if 

applied consistently and in a democratic way, it would lead to a tyranny of silence. In a 

multicultural and digitalized world, it is very hard to say something that will not be perceived 

as offensive by someone or other in our own society or in some distant part of the world. In 

our times, the majority of people in the world oppose the circumcision of women, forced 

marriages, or ritual violence against women. Should we criticize cultures that still adhere to 

these practices because they are in the minority?   



 Freedom of speech may be restrained only when it involves incitement to violence 

that represents a clear and immediate danger. But this consideration has a history of its own, 

which suggests that it too can be manipulated in order to punish speech that does not really 

incite to violence or criminal acts. It is not hard for a civilization to understand that a 

caricature of Mohammed is not a depiction, just as an icon does not claim to really depict the 

imageless Divinity. Here the attack is not simply against European secular modernity but is 

against the very meaning of being a person among other people, among all people.  „[The 

notion of incitement to violence is somewhat different in Europe. In July 2007 four Muslims 

were sentenced to long terms of incarceration for incitement to violence in connection with 

the protests against the caricatures of Mohammed held in front of the Danish embassy in 

London in February 2006. One of the four had put on a belt of the kind that suicide bombers 

wear, and the others carried picket signs insisting on killing the people who had offended 

Islam. It is unlikely that these people would have been sentenced in the USA, since none of 

the threatened persons was in immediate proximity at that moment. There was no clear and 

immediate danger that the incitement to violence might be followed by an actual violent 

attack against the people indicated on the signs. This may sound too soft, but I myself fully 

agree, since I was one of the threatened persons]” (Rose, Mankoff 2015).  These are the 

words of Flemming Rose, a Danish journalist, author and cultural editor of the Danish 

newspaper Jyllands-Posten. He was the man who decided to publish the so-called “Danish 

caricatures” of Mohammed in September 2005. Since then he has been a prominent 

international defender of freedom of speech.   

We Europeans are proud of our capacity to empathize with diversity and otherness. In 

general, this means recognizing otherness only as an exotic aura, not as an alternative to our 

hierarchy of values. Our belief in the existence of universal values stems from the belief in 

the absolute value of the human life. For an Islamic fundamentalist, however, human life is 

not a priority, nor is the freedom of choice a human prerogative. In fact, we too cannot insist 

on the absolute value of the individual human life, since we work with notions like “collateral 

losses”. We are inclined to recognize Muslims as different only insofar as they fit our 

stereotype of the Oriental as different. We want them to respect the value of life, we are 

angered by their disrespect for culture and freedom, their disrespect for complete liberty to 

depict in art, yet we know clearly that their disrespect is covered by a religious justification. 

We cannot be angry at a religion because it does not have, pretends not to have, or refuses to 

have, a sense of humour. If we recognized the world of Islam without associating it with 



ourselves and taming it under the notion of backwardness and fanaticism, then we might be 

able to exercise respect. Respect for the otherness of the other implies treating him/her 

according to his/her own hierarchy of values, of moral priorities. Why are some taboos 

securely protected by law while others are met only with a shrug of the shoulders? Why is it 

that we may say anything we want about Mohammed, and we might thereby become heroes, 

but would stand trial if we said nasty things about the Jews and/or the Holocaust?  

But otherness can be, and has actually been, seen in another way as well. The well-

known remark by Charles Peguy, one of the heroes of French Republicanism, seems quite 

appropriate here: “A man must always say what he sees. But above all else – and here lies the 

greatest difficulty – he must always see what he sees.” Now what have, say, French voters 

been seeing recently? Since 2012, they have seen their fellow citizens, born and educated in 

France, killing Jews (including children), soldiers and journalists, while crying the name of 

Allah. They see teenagers publishing on various sites materials in support of ISIS. At the 

demonstrations in protest of the latest war in Gaza they saw people chanting “death to the 

Jews”, while others were writing that same message on the walls of buildings. They learn 

from survey findings that 16%  of all French citizens and 27% of those aged between 18 and 

24 have a very positive or somewhat positive attitude to the action of ISIS, as against 7% of 

respondents in UK and 2% in Germany (Laila 2015). 

In connection with the recent terrorist attacks in Paris and Copenhagen in January and 

February 2015, the Israeli minister of foreign affairs Avigdor Lieberman stated that there has 

been enough political correctness, total war should be declared on Islamic terror. “The series 

of terrorist attacks in Paris and Copenhagen have proven what we in Israel have been saying 

for years. Israel and the Jews are the first to encounter terror because they are on the frontline 

of the war against terror” (Novinite Bg 2015). 

Stereotypical thinking, garnished with prejudice and manipulation coming from the 

media, generates hate speech, which may trigger ethnic and religious tension. In Bulgaria, 

hate speech is spread mostly via the media, but political parties have learned how to use 

Internet as well for the same purpose. The large parties use the services of paid commentators 

– the so-called trolls – who inflame the forums with personal attacks against opponents, for 

instance regarding their personal lives. Extremists express their hatred of the Roma by 

appeals such as “Gypsies into soap!” The Roma are called “darkies, criminals, a threat”, the 

foreign refugees are equated with “disease, cannibals, primates, a threat”, “Turk” equals “fez, 



syunetchi, ibrikchi” On February 14, 2014 in Plovdiv, protestors rioted violently in the city. 

People were hurt, stores were damaged, and the mosque Djumaya was vandalized. After that, 

a hack attack was carried out against the site of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church. In June 

2014, vandals painted swastikas on the fence of the Sofia Synagogue. These and other acts 

confirm the need for active dialogue to be conducted against displays of hatred, xenophobia, 

and anti-Semitism, in order for universal human values to be upheld. It is also necessary to 

strengthen the security systems of the national states through even more effective 

international cooperation. The most reliable mode of preventing violence is a consistent 

policy for enlarging the civilizational safety zone. This amounts to achieving a new 

democratic balance based on tolerance and mutual respect for ethnic-religious differences. 

Counteracting against violence (including against terrorism) is the humane duty of every 

citizens in the world, regardless of ethnic origin, race or creed. When there is a problem, we 

very often seek an enemy, believing that if we find an enemy to hate, we will thereby resolve 

the problem – while in fact we would only sink deeper. The responsibility of one person 

cannot be transferred to the whole group to which he/she belongs – the failure to understand 

this is a fundamental error. Distinguishing between the guilty individual and the group is a 

basic principle of democracy. In the US, there are school programmes teaching children to 

understand the ethnic or religious “other”; good practices are proposed, movie stars are 

awarded prizes for their political correctness of speech. The critics of social policies that are 

the main inspirers of hate speech in the world mainstream are asked to contend with their 

opponents without displaying ethnic superiority or using negative religious stereotypes.   

In Turkey, 49 Internet sites were blocked for having used language offensive to 

religion. The Ankara court decreed that the sites be closed down, as they represent an offense 

to the religious values of citizens. Among these sites was that of the French satirical 

magazine Charlie Hebdo. Partially or entirely stopped were popular forums such as “Sour 

Dictionary”, “Dictionary of Pearls”, and the information portal T24. The court sentences 

were based on accusations by the Turkish Directorate of Telecommunications, which claimed 

that the Internet sites in question might “be damaging to social peace”. According to data by 

the independent monitoring site Engel Web, at present over 67 000 websites are blocked in 

Turkey (Novinite Bg 2015).       

The laws and rules are different, but they are all based on the distinction that even the 

most vociferous criticism of an ideology (including a religious one) does not amount to 



incitement to hatred of groups of people or a person. To put it in more simple terms, the laws 

against hate speech are based on the familiar truth that there is a big difference between insult 

and threat, a difference that is generally not too hard to see. We must inevitably put up with 

insults, but we must not tolerate threats. But might an act of derision not be taken for a threat? 

How can we devise a law that will distinguish between threats and insults? Nobody is 

proposing a system that ensures automatic punishment. What the European model involves is 

indictment, arrest, trial, court sentence and fine. The lack of absolute rules regarding a given 

problem does not imply that the only alternatives left are anarchy or authoritarianism. The 

drawing of distinctions is the work of civilization. Compared with other democracies, the US 

puts far fewer restrictions on “hate speech”. According to the First Amendment to the US 

Constitution (Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or 

prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or 

the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of 

grievances), freedom of speech is not subject to significant legal restrictions.   

Supporters of the laws against defamation of religion feel religion is not simply a set 

of beliefs but an identity linked to very deep feelings. But the same is true for many other 

beliefs. Communists, for instance, are in many cases willing to die for their convictions. 

Many racists are indissolubly tied to their beliefs. Does this mean that we must respect their 

convictions only because they are linked to deep emotions? Freedom of religion, including 

the freedom of believers to preach – should be protected. But beyond that, religion should 

have no privileges. Freedom of religion is, in a sense, another form of freedom of speech – 

the freedom of a person to believe as he wishes in the divine and to perform rituals relevant to 

that belief. In other words, freedom of religion cannot be defended without simultaneously 

defending freedom of speech. The core issue in the debate about offense against religion is 

the question not of faith or hatred but of political power. To require that some things must not 

be said, whether out of respect for a creed or in the name of non-agression against a different 

culture, is a means of protecting the power of those who draw legitimacy from that creed or 

culture. This is a means of suppressing dissent. What is often called an offense against a 

given community or faith is in fact a debate. In assuming that certain things cannot be spoken 

because they are insulting or hateful, those who want to restrict freedom of speech are simply 

siding with one side of the debate, and it is usually the more conservative, reactionary side.     



When the distinction between speech and action becomes dissolved, the very idea of 

human mediation and moral responsibility is dissolved. Ironically, despite all the talk about 

responsible use of freedom of speech, the actual result of the demand for censorship has been 

to decrease the responsibility of individuals for their own acts. Speech must be restricted only 

if it directly encourages action that causes, or could cause, physical harm to others, and if 

some individuals find themselves in direct danger of harm due to such speech. A badly 

conceived prohibition on hate speech may undermine democracy in two ways. First, a 

democracy can function only if each citizen is convinced his/her voice matters, that he/she 

has the right to express opinions and seek support for opinions, even if some opinions might 

be strange, revolting and disgraceful. When people feel they no longer have this right, 

democracy itself suffers, and so does the legitimacy of the authorities in power. Qualifying a 

given argument as “hate speech” can be problematic for democracy if it were to become a 

means for representing repulsive political arguments as essentially immoral and beyond the 

pale of acceptable rational debate. This would define certain opinions as unlawful, which 

would deprive of civil rights those people who express them. And this leads to the second 

reason why prohibition on hate speech undermines democracy. Qualifying a person’s opinion 

as “hate speech” not only deprives the supporters of that opinion of their civil right but also 

relieves all others of the responsibility of opposing that opinion by political means. Where we 

once might have opposed repulsive or hateful assertions, today we would more probably 

simply try to outlaw them (Malik 2012). 

There is no unanimity as to the definition of blasphemy and apostasy, but the debates on 

these terms is continuing. They are continuing along a familiar path. Liberal counter-

arguments are rejected. The boundaries of admissible thought have been narrowed down. The 

success of radicals is largely due to one factor - systematic intimidation. Even the set of 

harmless and/or mischievous caricatures published in an obscure newspaper in the small 

country of Denmark might be taken for a massive and powerful Islamophobic weapon, a kind 

of imperialist aggression against the world of Muslims. In 1990, the Organization of Islamic 

Cooperation (OIC) proposed a deep-going revision of the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights. The new version was called “Cairo Declaration of Human Rights in Islam”, and it 

stated: “[Everyone shall have the right to express his opinion freely in such manner as would 

not be contrary to the principles of the Shari’ah]”. After that, the OIC began a campaign to 

convince the UN to introduce a requirement of respect for Shari’ah into international 

legislature.   



The question of self-censorship is far from limited to academic circles alone. In 2008 

the US Department of Homeland Security, as well as the State Department, instructed their 

officials to avoid using terms like “Salafi”, “Wahabi”, “Caliphate”, and “Jihadi” because they 

are offensive to Muslims when used by non-Muslims. At the advice of unidentified Muslim 

consultants, the word “freedom” was also substituted by “progress”. In that same year the 

British Secretary for the Home Department instructed that the phrase “Islamic terrorism” be 

avoided, but approved the use of “anti-Islamic activity”. In 2009 the US Secretary of 

Homeland Security also replaced the term “Islamic terrorism” with “man-made disasters” 

(Marshall, Shea  2011). 

 

3. Conclusion 

We have attempted to raise questions that are hard to define but that should concern 

us: questions related not only to the right of thinking freely but also to the habit of actually 

exercising a right that might otherwise be easily lost.     

There is a difference that should be acknowledged between things like tact, courtesy, 

and good taste on one hand and self-censorship on the other. The first three are things that 

one upholds of one’s own free will in order to abide by a certain etiquette. Self-censorship is 

quite different; it implies there is something we would like to say but restrain ourselves for 

fear of the consequences that saying it might have. It is a kind of intimidation that serves as a 

regulatory mechanism in a society that lives in fear. The “fear dealers” purposely emphasize 

the consideration for “national” security and exaggerate it at the cost of human security. But 

human security is impossible without freedom, without the three points of the equilateral 

triangle that represent the three interconnected values: freedom, rights, responsibilities.  To 

be free to make a choice and at the same time to be responsible for your choice is a principle 

that is also a goal.  

Mill believed that avoidance of actual “harm” is the only legitimate cause for speech 

to be censored in some cases. Defining “harm” will always be a matter for debate, but 

genuine harm is certainly something more than hurt feelings. In a sense, the restrictions put 

on speech (including hate speech) become a means not of addressing specific issues, such as 

threat or incitement, but of imposing common social regulations. Yet much of what we call 



hate speech consists in assertions that might be deemed worthy of contempt but are, 

nevertheless, accepted as morally justified by many people. First of all, such total 

condemnation oftentimes serves to mask our inability, or unwillingness, to oppose certain 

base passions by political means. Secondly, when we oppose the base passions, we oppose 

not only the concrete people manifesting them but also the potential larger public that might 

support them.  
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