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Chapter 1  

 

Introduction 

 

 

Mario can go to school, but why? Look at me. I can�t read and write, but why should I go to 

school? Look, I�m a millionaire!1 

 

The quotation above describes a father�s reluctance to send his son to school. He belongs to the 

Norwegian Rom people (also called the Gypsies), who, due to their historical belonging and 

distinctive culture constitute the smallest national minority in Norway. The Rom people are by 

tradition a travelling trading people, and because of this they do not participate in large society�s 

working life. Neither are the Rom children, with a few exceptions, going to school, as education is 

considered to be irrelevant for a life as Rom. However, during the last decades it has become 

increasingly hard to survive by means of traditional occupations and as a result of this the Rom 

community is today heavily affected by difficult living conditions. Material poverty, health 

problems and illiteracy are challenges the Rom people have to deal with, and almost all members of 

the Rom community are dependent on social security. While Norwegian authorities have tried to 

implement various measures with the intention to improve the disadvantaged situation of the Rom, 

they have so far failed. Reasoned in culture and fear of assimilation, the Rom people are rejecting 

Norwegian authorities� offers of work and education, and are therefore still maintaining a life in 

marginalisation, outside large society.  

 

The situation of the Rom people and the relationship between the Rom community and the 

Norwegian majority raises a number of dilemmas regarding cultural rights and obligations. Among 

these dilemmas, there is particularly one problem which I find interesting and important to treat 

philosophically: Seen from the perspective of the Norwegian majority, the Rom people are violating 

their children�s basic rights by not sending them to school. The Rom people on the other hand, are 

rejecting this view by arguing that education is irrelevant for their culture. Thus, the parent�s right to 

bring up their children according to their culture and beliefs differs from the majority�s conviction of 

the child�s best interest. With the Rom children�s welfare as my main concern the question is 

                                                
1 Lidén: 1990, p. 222 
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therefore: How should one weigh these conflicting rights? While many interests are represented 

here, there are probably also various possible answers to this question. One approach can for 

instance be how education of Rom children may be beneficial for the future Rom community, 

regarding their current disadvantaged situation. Such a view avoids, to a certain extent, the dilemma 

of rights and focuses more on functional aspects of education. Others argue that it is not the state�s 

concern to interfere within the private sphere, and that the Rom parent�s therefore should be allowed 

to raise their children in accordance with their own convictions. As a response to this view, some 

say that the reason why children have rights, e.g. the right to education, is because they are not 

capable to protect themselves and their own interest. This view thus indicates that the parents are not 

always choosing what is best for their children. In this thesis, I will include some of these 

perspectives in to my discussions, with my aim in finding an acceptable liberal position.  

 

 

1.1. Method, Arguments and Problems 

 

The discussions and my arguments are centred around two main problem areas. The first problem 

area is connected to the role and value of liberal education. Given that people are different regarding 

culture and beliefs, what is it with education that is good for all children? Or: Why should the Rom 

parents send their children to school?  

 

The second problem area is connected to toleration and its limits in liberal societies. One important 

principle in liberalism is that people should be free to lead a life in accordance with their conception 

of the good � that is, their own culture, religion or lifestyle. This means that people are also free to 

reject liberal principles, and thus organise their lives in a non-liberal way. When it comes to non-

liberal communities, there are, however, some problems connected to this principle, particularly in 

the relationship between the community and the individual. In this regard, one important question is: 

How should liberals respond to cultural or religious groups who restrict their member�s freedom to 

form their own conception of the good?  

 

Finding morally defensible and political viable answers to these issues is no easy task. In regard of 

the first problem area, I think there are many good reasons for providing children�s education. For 

example, literacy makes it possible to communicate with other people and institutions in a much 

wider way than if one is illiterate. Knowledge of numbers is necessary if one has to keep accounts, 
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also in the relationship with institutions. Knowledge of health can prevent physical and psychical 

health problems. These examples show how education is important for being self-supportive, and I 

shall argue that education for functioning is a necessary step for the Rom people to take in order to 

improve their situation. By analysing one utilitarian argument by John Stuart Mill and Martha 

Nussbaum�s liberal capabilities approach I will argue that some choices; informed choices, are better 

than others, based on the knowledge of different opportunities. Basically this means that with more 

knowledge, or practical skills such as literacy and numeracy, the Rom children will have more 

opportunities to improve the situation of the future Rom community. Thus, the right of the child to 

functional education must weigh more than the parent�s right to keep their children home from 

school, because the Rom parents� understanding of the desirable or positive effects of education may 

be inadequate. 

 

I think education for functioning is a minimum standard of what liberals can demand of non-liberal 

societies without getting into serious value conflicts. But liberal education involves more than the 

acquirement of basic functional skills. Knowledge of constitutional and civic rights, and other 

religions or lifestyles is supposed to ensure that the children will grow up and know that freedom of 

conscience exists, and that they are free to question and revise their own beliefs if they wish to. This 

means that through liberal education, children will (when they grow up) have greater opportunities 

to form and live in accordance with their own conception of the good. However, not all people are 

interested in a range options for their children, and regard their own culture and religion as the only 

relevant and important. This leads us to the second problem area; how liberals should respond to 

non-liberal cultural practices. I shall argue that the Rom people cannot be guaranteed external 

protection for maintenance of illiberal practices on liberal grounds. In this sense, their cultural 

practice of resisting education cannot be tolerated as it is restricting the Rom children�s future 

opportunities. This position is, however, contested, as it is partly based upon the controversial liberal 

value of autonomy. I shall therefore analyse one important counter argument by Chandran Kukathas, 

who is more generous towards cultural and religious groups than I am, when it comes to the right of 

self-government. He argues that groups should be given the right to withdraw, if that is what they 

wish, based on the individual right of association. I shall reject this view, while it in my opinion is 

not compatible with liberal principles of individual freedom and equality.  

 

In order to solve the conflict between the Rom people and the Norwegian majority I am arguing in 

accordance with Adeno Addis that some kind of dialogue is needed. If peaceful coexistence and a 

change in the mutual prejudges are ideals we should try to live up to in the future, engagement in the 
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Other, preferably through institutional dialogues, is required.  However, one serious problem with 

this argument is how it can be used if one of the conflicting parties does not want to engage in 

dialogue. This is an actual problem in the relationship between the Rom people and the Norwegian 

majority, as the Rom people do not seem to recognise an obligation to justify their own cultural 

norms. Non-argumentative attitudes destroy the possibilities of having a dialogue at all, and in such 

occasions I shall provide for an additional argument that some kind of state intervention is required: 

That is, an intervention that is meant to make dialogue possible, or; discursive paternalism, coercion 

to argument.  

 

According to this, I am arguing in favour of giving most weight to the Rom children�s right to 

education. Although liberalism can accommodate non-liberal ideas, the liberal framework is not 

itself open for revision. But I do also acknowledge that this argument, carried out in my way or 

others, is problematic, while it might not pay enough attention to the Rom people�s culture and fear 

of assimilation. I therefore find it important to stress that my approach is only one possible among 

many others, but although that I have argued in line with the liberal theories that I have found most 

convincing. 

 

 

1.2. Outline  

 
In chapter 2, I present some of the central concepts and features in the Rom culture, and show how 

these are important in the interaction with large society. I will also give a historical - political review 

of the relationship between the Rom people and the Norwegian majority, as well as a description of 

the current official policy and situation. With this as a backdrop, I ask in chapter 3 whether 

education of Rom children can contribute to an improvement of the Rom people�s disadvantaged 

situation. Here, I discuss how one can possibly compare lifestyles, and I seek to show how some 

choices; informed choices, can be better than others. My main reference here is Nussbaum, and the 

purpose for this chapter is to show that some level of education is necessary for functioning in 

society.  

 

Chapter 4 explores the limits of liberal toleration and its role in the establishment of group rights. 

Here, the crucial point is to show that the Rom people�s practice of not sending their children to 

school limits the children�s future opportunities in a way that cannot be defended by liberals. 
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Interference is therefore required, preferably through institutional dialogues. My argument is built 

on Kymlicka and Addis� theories, and a rejection of Kukathas theory of toleration as an independent 

value.  

 

In chapter 5 I discuss what liberals can legitimately do when non-liberal groups refuse to argue on 

contested norms, or, refuse dialogue. Open and genuine dialogue is a precondition for mutual 

respect, and the participators in a dialogue must therefore be both able and willing to state their 

reason. If representatives from a group refuse to argue on contested norms or if a group are 

hindering their members� possibility of being autonomous, discursive paternalism can be necessary. 

Discursive paternalism promotes autonomy, and is therefore compatible with liberalism. My main 

reference here is Thorseth.  
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Chapter 2 

 

The Norwegian Rom People: A National Minority 

 

 

As the relationship between the Rom people and the Norwegian majority constitutes the main 

themes of this paper it is necessary to undertake a closer examination of some of the cultural and 

historical-political features which underlie the current situation. One important factor here lies in the 

different moral system of the Rom and the Norwegian majority, and the first task will be to present 

some of the most central concepts and organizing principles in the Rom culture. Their practice of 

ritual purity and the division between purity and marime is particularly important, as it constitutes 

rules for interaction between men and women, boys and girls, and between Rom and non-Rom. This 

will be discussed in further detail, as well as more general features of Rom culture.  

 

The Rom people have during their history in Norway been exposed to highly intolerant treatment 

from the Norwegian majority and its representatives. Thus the second task of this chapter is to 

present some of the most significant measures of Norwegianization (i.e assimilation), enforced by 

various Norwegian authorities. The policy of Norwegianization was carried out until the 1960s, and 

as a historical backdrop it is still affecting the relationship between the Rom people and the large 

majority in a negative manner. However, today�s governmental policy towards minorities is based 

on the principle that cultural plurality is positive. The next step will therefore be to clarify the 

current governmental policy towards the Rom people, now recognized as a national minority, and 

the special measures which have been tried out in order to improve their disadvantaged situation.2   

 

The main purpose for this chapter is to show the complexity in the conflict between the Rom people 

and the Norwegian large majority, and that the Rom people�s situation cannot be explained in terms 

of history or culture only. The review will lead to a number of questions concerning the way official 

                                                
2 The Rom people constitute a non-literate community, which means that historical knowledge has passed on in their 
oral traditions. The sources of their history are therefore to a large extent based on documents written by �outsiders�, 
who in many cases have sought �to exotise, disperse, control, assimilate or destroy� the Rom (Reagan: 2005, p 195) 
However, this chapter is mainly based on the Government�s report to the Storting (the Norwegian parlament) on its 
policy in respect of the Norwegian national minorities, Report No.15 (2000-2001)2, but also other mere �first-hand� 
sources such as the anthropologist Hilde Lidén�s magister thesis on Gypsy childhood in Norway, Vokse opp som 
sigøyner i Norge (1990).  
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policy and rights of national minorities are to be interpreted, in particular related to the issue of 

education, by both Norwegian authorities and the Rom people.  

 

 

2.1. Rom Culture 

 

Despite the fact that few Norwegians have direct contact with the Rom, many have strong opinions 

about their culture and way of living. A quite common idea has been that gypsies are �filthy� and 

that they are �messing up� the places where they live (for instance in caravan sites). This �practice� 

has been understood as an ethnic cultural feature, but according to Hilde Lidén this conclusion is too 

easy. The Rom people�s motive for such practice has nothing to do with laziness or a desire of 

messing a place up. On the contrary, for the Rom it is considered to be dirty or impure to touch the 

ground, and if something falls on the floor, as for instance a fork or a peace of food, it is �lost�. The 

caravan is considered to be a clean arena, in contrast to the area outside, and garbage thus has to be 

thrown out. In accordance with this, there are simply two different ways of thinking which conflict: 

the large society�s expectations of keeping the environments clean, and the Rom people�s 

consideration of touching the litter as sullying and dirty.3 This shows us that there is not necessarily 

a norm conflict between the Rom people and large society (i.e. that �they� are dirty and �we� are 

not), but rather a difference in how the Rom and members of large society interpret and experience 

situations.  

 

The Norwegian Rom people count about 500 members and belong to the group of Vlach gypsies, 

who are distinguished from other gypsies mainly in their maintenance of romanes as their language. 

In virtue of being Vlach gypsies, the Rom assert a self ascribed status as the �real gypsies�, which 

implies that they are preserving the �right� way of life for gypsies.4 A travelling lifestyle can for 

instance be seen as one expression of this, also their organisation through extended families and 

kinships, but the right way of life is most clearly expressed in their practice of ritual purity, or 

marime. Áccording to Lidén, marime is a state of pollution or defilement and can be translated into 

�impure�.5 Taboo concepts of impurity are of much importance to the Rom, and in order to 

understand the life of Rom it is necessary to undertake a closer look at the concept of marime.  

 

                                                
3 Lidén: 1990, p. 41-42 
4 Lidén: 1990, p. 22-23 
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Marime has basically two meanings; the first relates to personal hygiene, and the second to rejection 

or social exclusion, but these are usually closely related to each other. The concept of marime 

applied to personal hygiene is expressed in body separation, and there is a clear division between 

above and below the waist. From the waist and up a person is �clean�, and from the waist and down 

he or she is �dirty�. The lower part of the body is an object of shame, and the source of pollution is 

mainly the genital area. Anne Sutherland is describing how marime status is spread from object to 

object or person to person through contact. According to Sutherland, the consequences of 

associating the lower part of the body with shame are thus a �number of rules to control the ill 

effects of this potentially polluting bodily function.�6 Many of the day-to-day chores must therefore 

be carried out in a way which keeps what is clean away from what is dirty. 

 

Due to their association with menstruation women are in particular regarded to be sources of 

pollution. When a girl first menstruates she is introduced to shame and must observe the adult 

women in their work and behaviour, �partly for her own protection and partly for the protection of 

men.�7 Preventive measures in order to avoid marine infection are for instance separation of laundry, 

where women�s clothes are washed separately from those of men and children. She cannot cook 

food for others when she is menstruating and further, if a woman�s skirt or utensils which have been 

in contact with the skirt touch the food during cooking, the food can be infected. If a fork falls on the 

floor it becomes dirty because the floor is an area where she or her skirts have been touching, and is 

therefore marime.8 A woman must also show respect to men �by not passing in front of them, 

stepping over their clothes, or allowing her skirts to touch them.�9 Not before the Rom women 

become old, i.e. �after menopause and when sexual relations are assumed to have ceased�, they can 

enjoy a clean status and more respect.10 In this sense, the rules of marime are also an important 

factor for the organisation of the Rom community, as it is putting the men and the older people in a 

more favourable position than the women and the young Rom. 

 

Children are innocent of marime, and they do not need to pay attention to the different rules. Not 

before the transitional phase, where the boys and girls reach sexual maturity, they are introduced to 

the idea of personal shame. Now, as Sutherland puts it, �both their bodies and their actions will be 

judged in terms of control of their own polluting secretions (menstrual blood, semen) and of 

                                                                                                                                                    
5 Lidén: 1990, p. 96 
6 Sutherland: 1992 
7 Sutherland: 1992 
8 Lidén: 1990,  p. 98 
9 Sutherland: 1992, See also Lidén: 1990, p.101 
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"shameful" and polluting actions (sexual contact).�11 It is the physical contact between men and 

women, or boys and girls outside marriage which is considered to be infectious, and it is important 

to keep especially the girls out of arenas where they cannot be kept under surveillance. The control 

of sexual relations is modified by marriage, usually when the young Rom are between fourteen and 

sixteen years old, but sometimes down to the age of twelve (dependent on when the persons become 

mature). Thus, in marriage, physical touching is not a source of pollution.  

 

The clean/dirty opposition is not only expressed in body separation such as the distinction between 

the upper and lower body, but also the inner and outer body, inner and outer territory (the caravan 

and the area outside) and, by extension, Gypsy and Gaje, which is the Rom people�s term of non-

gypsies. Because they do not observe body separation, Gaje is as Sutherland puts it, �a source of 

impurity and disease�.12 This is of course decisive for the interaction between the Rom and Gaje, as 

most public places (schools, offices, jails, public toilets, hospitals, buses) and Gaje homes are 

potential sources of disease.13  

 

Because Gaje is immoral, a Rom cannot accept Gaje as an authority. Accordingly, the Rom people 

have their own guidelines for how they handle conflicts and decision making, and how they carry 

out rituals without any involvement from Gaje. For instance parents arrange marriages between their 

children without following the ceremonial or legal procedures of Gaje, and the marriages are 

therefore not being officially registered.14 Moreover, when there are serious conflicts within the 

Norwegian Rom community, the conflicting parties and a group of neutrals15 are meeting in Kris, 

which is the Rom people�s own (unofficial) court of law. Every adult Rom has the right to meet in 

Kris, including the women, but it is the men who are conducting the discussions. Common cases for 

the Kris are conflicts related to a divorce, personal or collective insults and serious breaches of 

marime rules, and if the persons concerned are found guilty, a fine will be imposed, or worse: they 

will be judged marime (here: social exclusion). This has so far never happened in Norway, but as a 

hanging threat it is important for the maintenance of social control.16  

 

                                                                                                                                                    
10 Sutherland: 1992,  
11 Sutherland: 1992 
12 Sutherland: 1992 
13 Sutherland: 1992 
14 By children I mean persons under the age of 18, and it may also be important to point out that marriages between 
children are illegal in Norway.  
15 The group of neutrals is made of highly respected Rom, usually with their connection to central Europe. To be asked 
to be a neutral is an honour.  For more see Lidén: 1990, p. 93 
16 Lidén 1990, p. 93 
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To be Rom is in many ways defined in a dichotomized relation to Gaje and is closely related to 

differences in the moral systems. While the Norwegian majority (in general) emphasizes people�s 

individual responsibility for their actions, which also contains a certain freedom to choose what to 

do, an act performed by a Rom is in a larger degree a common matter for the whole group. All of the 

Rom people do more or less agree on what is required to be Rom, and the acts are expressing a 

common meaning and belonging. Gaje, who are standing outside the Rom people�s moral 

community do not know the rules and are thus breaking them by acting in accordance with other 

standards. In the same way, the Rom people are standing outside the moral community of the 

Norwegian large society and are breaking their current rules. The way Rom and Gaje are acting 

differently creates a symbolic border reasoned in moral codes.17 However, culture is not sufficient in 

order to describe, or maybe explain, the relationship between the Rom people and the Norwegian 

large society. Historical and political perspectives (as well as other approaches) are also highly 

significant, and in the following I will therefore give a brief overlook over some central official 

policies and measures that have been implemented towards the Norwegian Rom people. 

 

 

2.2. The Norwegianization Policy Towards the Rom and Romani People  

 

Historians disagree on whether the Rom and the Romani people have a common origin. However, 

by and large, during their history in Norway, the Rom and Romani people have been subjected to 

the same policies. In this review I will therefore refer to measures applied on both groups. 

 

The Rom people started to immigrate to Norway in the 1860s. As in many other European countries 

in the latter half of the 1800s, a stringent policy of assimilation was the dominating policy, as it was 

in Norway. Due to their atypical and nomadic lifestyle the Rom people were, equal to the Romani 

people (travellers), regarded by the majority and the society at large as a group �with a different, 

aberrant way of life, and as representatives for an alien culture.� 18 Accordingly, the Norwegian 

authorities gradually made it difficult for the Rom and the Romani people to make a lawful living 

for themselves by means of traditional occupations, which were trading and hand craft. Referring to 

the Romani people, the Storting�s19 Report No. 15 says that the official policy �long consisted of 

                                                
17 Lidén: 1990, p.38 
18 Stortingsmelding 15:2000-2001,  article 4.3.1, For English version see �Initial Report submitted of Norway Pursuant 
to Article 25��, article 1.6.3.1,  
19 Stortinget is the name of the Norwegian parliament. 
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heavy-handed attempts to bring the group under control by criminalizing their itinerant lifestyle and 

subjecting them to criminal prosecution.�20 The goal was to erase/exterminate visible differences 

among the Norwegian citizens, in order to create a well ordered society where all of the citizens 

contributed equally. Differences in the sense of cultural pluralism were thus not considered to be 

valuable, but rather a source of disorder. 

 

Around 1930 the whole group of Rom left Norway in fear of being exposed to the brutal 

assimilation policy which the Romani people were suffering under: With the Storting�s blessing, the 

association �the Norwegian Mission for the Homeless� (hereafter called the Mission) was taking 

away travellers� children from their families in order to give them a Christian upbringing and to 

make them resident. The Mission ran several institutions for children and administered numerous 

placements in foster homes. However, the conditions in some of these institutions were horrifying. 

According to Report No. 15, �the research on the Romani people carried out under the auspices of 

the Research Council of Norway shows that the threshold for punishment was low in the institutions 

run by the Mission, and several of the children fell ill and were sent to psychiatric institutions.�21 

There are also many stories told by Romani persons who were placed in such institutions, of a 

�systematic debasement of and contempt shown for their culture.�22  

 

In 1934 the Storting thus adopted the Sterilization Act, which gave the National Medical Officer 

power to decide applications for �voluntary� sterilization. The aim was to exterminate so-called 

�inferior genetic material� in the Norwegian population, thereby reducing the extent of such 

problems as mental retardation, crime and alcoholism.23 The applications were usually signed by the 

person concerned, but in some cases of the insane and people who were �severely mentally 

retarded� the signature of their guardian or curator was sufficient. First and foremost the Romani 

people, but also other travelling people, was regarded as a group with a high crime rate and a 

                                                
20 Stortingsmelding 15, 2000-2001, article 4.3.1. For English version see �Initial Report submitted of Norway Pursuant 
to Article 25��, article 1.6.3.1 
21 Stortingsmelding 15, 2000-2001, article 4.3.1. For English version see �Initial Report submitted of Norway Pursuant 
to Article 25��, article 1.6.3.1 
22 Stortingsmelding 15: 2000-2001, article 4.3.1.The reason why the Romani people were most exposed for this kind of 
assimilation policy is because the Romani people were, and still are much larger group than the Rom people. Besides, 
the whole Rom group left Norway in order to escape the assimilation institutions of the Mission. I have not found any 
information about how large any of these groups were in the beginning of the 1900s, but today the Romani people are 
assumed to amount to 2000-4000 members, whereas the Rom people only amounts to around 500 members.  
23 Stortingsmelding 15, 2000-2001, article 4.3.1. For English version see �Initial Report submitted of Norway Pursuant 
to Article 25��, article 1.6.3.1 
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generally �scandalous way of life�.24 During the period from 1934 right until 1977 the Sterilization 

Act thus resulted in coerced sterilization of nearly 150 members of the Romani people in Norway.25 

This situation points to the fact that ideas of racial purity and racial superiority surely also were 

influential in Norway. These ideas had consequences for the official policy towards all ethnic 

minorities in Norway. 

 

While the Sterilization Act was mainly affecting the Romani people, a restrictive immigration policy 

was carried out in respect of the Rom people and the Jews. In the year of 1934, a group of 68 Rom 

desired to return to Norway, but was stopped at the border between Denmark and Germany by the 

Danish police. The Norwegian authorities informed the police that the group was not wanted in 

Norway, and their passports were not accepted. The Rom group was therefore sent back to 

Germany, where many of the members later on died in concentration camps.26 

 

After World War 2, the Norwegian Governments were still distrusting the Rom people, who now 

were stateless. They had temporary residence permission in Belgium, and were denied Norwegian 

citizenship until 1956. Only those who could prove their Norwegian origin were then granted 

Norwegian citizenship.27 But, although the Rom people were accepted as Norwegian citizens they 

were still living marginalised from large society, and the group was poor. However, Norwegian 

authorities were now starting to try measures with their intention of improving the social situation of 

the Rom, but the approaches were to a large degree characterised by lack of knowledge of Rom 

culture and a paternalistic attitude. For instance, because of the Rom people�s housing situation the 

Child Care Committee intervened several times with the intention to affect the Rom people�s way of 

living. The Rom people�s camps were considered to be untenable environments for children, and old 

houses were offered as alternatives. Such offers were (of course) rejected by the Rom, and the 

Norwegian authorities were after a while forced to look out for other ways of helping/integrating the 

Rom. The more positive results of years of trial and erring came in 1972 with the Report No. 37 

(1972-1973) �On measures for the Norwegian Gypsies�.28 In accordance with this report a stronger 

dialogical relationship between the authorities and the Rom people was established, and the Rom 

group was represented by their own spokespersons. Areas of high priority were residence, education 

and work, and for the so-called Office for Gypsies to provide practical assistance in these 

                                                
24 Stortingsmelding 15, 2000-2001, article 4.3.1. For English version see �Initial Report submitted of Norway pursuant 
to Article 25��: 2001, article 1.6.3.1 
25 Stortingsmelding 15: 2000-2001, article 4.3.1. This is left out in the English version. 
26 Initial Report submitted of Norway pursuant to Article 25�: article 1.6.3.1, see also Lidén: 1991, p 27 
27 Lidén: 1990, p.28-29 
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connections. During the 1970s and 1980s projects such as a special day care facility and recreational 

centre for Rom children and young people were started, and also various offers of education. For 

example teachers were coming home to the Rom families to provide the children�s education, and 

for periods teachers were also travelling together with the Rom. With these projects the authorities 

sought to change the Rom people�s attitude towards regular labour work and education, by giving 

them a real opportunity to participate in large society.  

 

Still, despite various attempts of dialogue and integration, most of the Rom children dropped out 

during primary school. Today there are only two Rom children in Norway who have finished 

compulsory-school, and only one Rom that has completed comprehensive school.29 The Rom people 

have in general had a negative attitude towards the school run by the authorities, and have expressed 

that education is felt as a threat towards their culture and their community�s future existence.30 Thus, 

�partly because they were expensive and partly because they were deemed to be unsuccessful� all 

the special measures were closed down in 1991, and since then the integration process has failed, 

and maybe even been turned backwards. 31 The current situation of the Norwegian Rom people is 

therefore similar to the one experienced thirty � forty years ago. However, one important difference 

is that their lives as marginalised, unemployed and illiterate are now causing more �modern� 

problems. According to the organisation SEIF (Hjelp til selvhjelp for immigranter og flyktninger) 32  

many of the Rom women have psychosomatic sufferings, and abuse of drugs and alcohol is an 

increasing problem among the young Rom.  

 

Yet, this does not mean that the relationship between the Rom people and large society is 

unchanged. As we have seen, the official policies towards the Rom people (and other minorities) 

have gradually changed, and today plurality is regarded as a basic value in the Norwegian state. 

How this value is interpreted and what consequences such a view has for the Rom people I will 

attempt to clarify in the final section of this chapter. 

  

 

                                                                                                                                                    
28 Lidén: 1990, p. 32 
29 SEIF: 2004 -2005, Lidén: 2005, p. 56 
30 Lidén: 2005, p. 29 
31 Report No.15: 2000-2001, article 4.3.2, For English version see �Initial Report submitted of Norway pursuant to 
article 25...�: 2001, article 1.6.3.2 
32 SEIF is a NGO which provides for practical assistance in problems related to immigrants� and refugees� meeting with 
the Norwegian large society. SEIF stands for �help to self help for immigrants and refugees� 
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2.3. The Current Official Policy towards the Norwegian Rom 

 

The Rom people are today, together with the Jews, Kvens, Romani and Skogfinn, recognized as a 

national minority, and according to this status possesses special protective rights.33 In Norway, the 

term �national minority� is understood as a minority with a long-term connection with the country. 

The period regarded as �long term� is not clear, but it separates national minorities from more recent 

immigrant groups. The national minorities must per definition hold a non-dominant position in 

society, and �they must have distinctive ethnic, linguistic, cultural and/or religious characteristics 

which make them substantially different from the rest of the population of Norway. The persons 

concerned must also have a common will to maintain and develop their own identity�.34 Norway has 

ratified various conventions that are relevant for the protection of national minorities, such as the 

European Council�s Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (ratified in 

1999), the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (enforced in 1976) and 

the Convention on the Rights of the Child (ratified in 2003). These conventions support the right of 

individuals, as well as groups, to enjoy their culture, practice their religion and use their own 

language without being discriminated, and have become important principles in Norwegian law. 

 

While minority rights give groups the possibility to live in accordance with their own beliefs and 

convictions, it is at the same time important to stress that members within minority groups still 

possess individual rights, independent of cultural or ethnic belonging. In this sense principles of 

equality and non-discrimination apply both ways, that is; the obligation of non-discrimination and 

respect of human rights must be kept by groups as well as by the state. However, how one should 

interpret these principles raises various dilemmas, of which many can be recognised in the 

relationship between the Rom community and the Norwegian state. For instance, to what extent is 

the Rom parents� right to raise their children in accordance with their culture and beliefs compatible 

with the Norwegian state�s principles of gender equality and equal human dignity? Can the Rom 

people�s resistance towards education reasoned in cultural irrelevancy be tolerated in light of all 

children�s right to education? And hypothetically, if the Rom children were going to school, would 

teaching in their own language provide for equal education and future opportunities? These are very 

difficult questions, and the Norwegian authorities have so far not been able to provide for Rom 

                                                
33 The Sami people carry the status as an indigenous people, and are protected by other rights than the national 
minorities. 
34 Initial Report submitted of Norway pursuant to article 25�:2001, article 3.1 
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children�s schooling. In this way Norwegian authorities are on the one hand actually discriminating 

Rom children, but on the other the Rom people are given more freedom to govern themselves.  

 

How the Rom people are interpreting their rights is hard to tell as their situation has remained 

unchanged for such a long time. Though, in the recent years there has been discussions within the 

Rom community of which strategies they should choose in order to maintain their culture. While 

some argues that education and delay of marriage can be right ways to go, others reject this and are 

rather arguing in favour of preservation of existing practices and norms. According to SEIF, an 

increasing number of Rom have been in touch with large society�s help instances in order to get 

assistance in such conflicts, in particular related to forced marriages and individual self-

government.35 This might point to a change in the Rom�s consciousness of their individual rights, 

and that their way of solving conflicts are not necessarily excluding the possibility of engaging in 

society.  

 

With this review as a backdrop, I will in the following chapters discuss different approaches to how 

the situation of the Rom people should be handled.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
35 SEIF:2004-2005 
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Chapter 3 

 

Comparing Lifestyles: Is there a Better Life for the Rom People? 

 

 

The previous chapter was dealing with historical-political and cultural circumstances which underlie 

the Norwegian Rom people�s disadvantaged situation. In the present chapter I will argue that 

education of Rom children is an important measure in order to improve the social conditions of the 

Rom community because education is important for functioning in society. To clarify this point I 

will first discuss how one possibly can compare different lifestyles morally. Are all ways of life 

equally good? If yes, why should Rom children go to school? If not, which are the preconditions for 

leading a good life? By making use of John Stuart Mill and Martha Nussbaum�s philosophy, I will 

go deeper into these questions.  

 

Mill and Nussbaum represent different traditions, but both are still of the opinion that life quality is 

dependent on knowledge of available options. I think this point can be applied to the Rom people, 

and that their resistance towards sending their children to school might be anchored in an inadequate 

understanding of the desirable or positive effects of education. This implies that I do believe that 

there is a better life for the Rom people, although in defending a liberal standpoint I want to 

emphasize that I am not searching for a superior concept of the good life. That is to say, although I 

reject moral relativism as a normative position, I am not simply trying to replace the cultural content 

with external values. Rather, I will focus on potential improvement of the living conditions for the 

Rom people.36  

 

Education has many aspects and many interests are involved. In this chapter I will mainly focus on 

the practical advantages of education, such as acquirement of literacy and basic numeracy, and also 

basic health knowledge. I think this kind of knowledge will be beneficial, rather than a threat 

towards the Rom people�s culture, as it is their lack of practical competence that is the main hurdle 

for management in their relationship with large society.  

                                                
36 I am aware of that the line here between the contents and changed living conditions, is nearly invisible, and I will 
return to this in the end of this chapter.  
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3.1. Moral Relativism � A Dead End? 

 

The term �moral relativism� is understood in various ways. According to Chris Gowans, it is most 

often associated with �an empirical thesis that there are deep and widespread moral disagreements 

and a metaethical thesis that the truth or justification of moral judgments is not absolute, but relative 

to some group of persons.�37 Furthermore, �moral relativism� is also connected with a normative 

thesis. Moral relativism as such is supposed to give guidance in questions of how we ought to regard 

or act towards those with whom we morally disagree. Gowans claims that the most prominent 

normative position concerns tolerance. In this context, tolerance means �a policy of not interfering 

with the actions of persons that are based on moral judgments we reject, when the disagreement is 

not or cannot be rationally resolved.�38 Thus, a situation where tolerance should prevail (according 

to a normative relativist) can, for instance, be when there is moral disagreement between two 

societies or communities. The moral disagreement between the Rom community and the Norwegian 

large society is a good example of such a situation. The Rom peoples� culture differs from the 

Norwegian large societys� way of life to the extent that interpretations of the surrounding world 

sometimes are dichotomized.39  In many areas there is no common understanding of what is pure 

(clean), dirty, good, right or wrong. But, does this mean that it is impossible to argue rationally for 

Rom childrens� education? I do not think it is impossible, but it is not an easy task. Before rejecting 

normative relativism I will, however, present some problems and common thoughts related to 

cultural pluralism and relativism. 

 

Due to their travelling lifestyle as well as fear of assimilation, the Rom parents� attitude towards 

education is in general characterized by a certain resistance. This situation constitutes a problematic 

starting point for sending the Rom children to school, and it surely is a challenge to convince the 

Rom people that education of their children will have a positive effect for the group as a whole. If 

the Rom parents do not want (based on cultural reasons) to send their children to school, who can be 

in position to tell them that the considerations, which their decision is based on, are wrong or 

insufficient? Or, to put the question differently; what is it with education that makes it valuable for 

all, including the Norwegian Rom people?  

                                                
37 Gowans: 2004. My italics 
38 Gowans: 2004, pt. 7. 
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In modern liberal societies, it is a widely held assumption that all ways of life are equal, or 

sometimes maybe incommensurable, when it comes to the question of value. People are the best 

judges for what is good for them, and what they choose to do with their lives is a private matter, and 

not an object for state paternalism. On the other hand, most of us assume that there are some ways of 

life which are more worthy than others. For example, every day we can read in the newspapers 

about people living lives that have been so impoverished that they are not worthy of the �dignity� of 

a human being. Cases related to poverty and starvation, or people suffering under an inhumane 

treatment from government authorities are examples of unworthy lives. What is characteristic for 

people in such situations is that they are to a certain extent powerless in their lives, and unable to 

develop or exercise their human capacities.40  

 

Moreover, in the meeting between other unknown or unfamiliar cultures, questions of a worthy way 

of life raise additional dimensions. Cultural practices related to religion and gender equality are in 

particular subject to heated debate. While most people in western countries are of the opinion that 

religious/cultural communities which subordinate women in one or another way (i.e. the wife is 

subordinated the husband, exclusion from political debates, restricted access to education etc.) are 

systematically violating basic human rights, defenders of non-western cultures strike back and point 

to the extreme focus on career and high divorcing rates in the west (western women are not 

necessarily happier than other women). This shows us, I think, that even if we regard cultural 

plurality as positive we do not mutually consider all aspects of a culture as valuable, and even 

though the idea of human dignity has a broad attendance, it varies how people with different 

backgrounds understand the idea of human dignity.  

 

The �right� way41 of life is often tied to traditional customs which varies from culture to culture. 

But, in this connection, it is important to remember the crucial fact that cultures are dynamic. 

Change is a natural part of all cultures. In an increasingly globalized world, cultures are sharing and 

borrowing ideas from each other more than ever before. Among others Nussbaum points to this. In 

her Woman and Human Development (2000) she stress the point that, rather than being homogenous 

                                                                                                                                                    
39 See chapter 3, 2.1. 
40 Nussbaum: 2000, p.72. By human capacities Nussbaum means practical reason and sociability. Without the possibility 
to develop human capacities, one�s life will be more like that of an animal. By using an example of Marx, she points out 
that a starving person does not use food in a human way, but is rather grabbing the food in order to survive. Further, a 
person needs valuable association and education with other people in order to cultivate. 
41 By �right� I here mean right from an internal standard, i.e. a standard internal to a given group.   
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�cultures are scenes for debate and contestation�.42 This is true also for the Norwegian Rom 

community. As mentioned in chapter 2, not all of the Rom agree on how they should face their 

current and future challenges. The fact that some of the Rom are considering delay of marriage and 

education of their children as alternatives, shows that they are influenced by ideas outside their own 

community. A more obvious example is how the ideas of Marxism, �which originated in the British 

Library�, has influenced China, Russia, Cambodia and Cuba.43 Relativists can therefore not be right 

when they assert that �normative criteria must come from within the society to which they are 

applied�.44 That is an illusion. Based on this view, Nussbaum proposes three reasons to reject moral 

relativism as a normative thesis:  

 

First, it has no bite in the modern world, where the ideas of every culture turn up inside every 

other, through the internet and media. The ideas of feminism, of democracy, of egalitarian 

welfarism, are now �inside� every known society. Many forms of moral relativism�use an 

unrealistic notion of culture. They imagine homogeneity where there is really diversity, 

agreement or submission where there is really contestation�Second, it is not obvious why we 

should think the normative relativist thesis true. Why should we follow the local ideas, rather 

than the best ideas we can find? Finally, normative relativism is self-subverting: for in asking us 

to defer to local norms, it asks us to defer to norms that in most cases are strongly non-

relativistic�relativism asks us not to follow relativism.45 

 

Normative relativism does not, according to Nussbaum, offer us any guidance in cultural conflicts. 

Rather, she says, �[b]y making each tradition the last word, we deprive ourselves of any more 

general norm of toleration or respect that could help us limit the intolerance of cultures.�46 I agree 

with Nussbaum. But the question still remains what it is with education that makes it valuable for all 

people, and how to convince the Rom people that it is valuable also for their children. In this respect 

Mill�s ideas might be helpful. In his Utilitarianism (1863) he argues that in order to decide which 

one of two pleasures is the best, one need to be familiar with both kinds of pleasure. What Mill 

means with this, and how it eventually can be applied on the Rom people�s resistance against 

sending their children to school, will be discussed in the next section.  

 

 

                                                
42 Nussbaum: 2000, p.13 
43 Nussbaum: 2000, p. 48 
44 Nussbaum: 2000, p. 48 
45 Nussbaum: 2000, p. 49.  
46 Nussbaum: 2000, p. 49 
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3.2. Mill � A Utilitarian Approach  

 

In classical utilitarianism, human beings desire only pleasure. Only pleasure or enjoyment is good, 

and the value of an experience or an act is calculated from the amount of happiness it is producing. 

Mill also believed this,. But while Jeremy Bentham, one of the founders of utilitarianism, once 

famously asserted that �pushpin is as good as poetry� if both of these activities lead to the equal 

amount of happiness, Mill rejected this and argued that the quality, and not simply the quantity of 

happiness also was to be taken into account. Mill thus marked his distance from the kind of welfare 

hedonism Bentham was representing, and asserted that by reducing all our pleasurable experiences 

to bodily desire, which Bentham did, the human being is too much like an animal, unable to become 

really happy. What people want and what is worth having is not the same, and due to his own 

experiences Mill came to see that reading Wordsworth is better as an experience than drinking ale.47 

But what exactly is it that distinguishes the more valuable from the less valuable pleasure? Mill 

answers this question as follows: 

 

If I am asked, what I mean by difference of quality in pleasures, or what makes one pleasure 

more valuable than another, merely as a pleasure, except its being greater in amount, there is but 

one possible answer. Of two pleasures, if there be one to which all or almost all who have 

experience of both give a decided preference, irrespective of any feeling of moral obligation to 

prefer it, that is the more desirable pleasure.48 

 

People who are familiar with both kinds of pleasure, the pleasures of bodily desire and pleasures of 

the intellect, are the �competent judges� who can decide which pleasures are the more desirable. The 

pleasure preferred by the competent judges will be the most valuable, and it is the intellectual 

pleasures which, according to Mill, these well-informed individuals invariably prefer: 

 

It is indisputable that the being whose capacities of enjoyment are low, has the greatest chance of 

having them fully satisfied; and a highly endowed being will always feel that any happiness 

which he can look for, as the world is constituted, is imperfect. But he can learn to bear its 

imperfections, if they are at all bearable; and they will not make him envy the being who is 

indeed unconscious of the imperfections, but only because he feels not at all the good which 

those imperfections qualify. It is better to be a human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied; 

                                                
47 Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy: John Stuart Mill, paragraph 12. Moral Philosophy: Utilitarianism 
48 Mill: Utilitarianism, first edited in 1863, here quoted from J.S.Mill, Utilitarianism, ed. ElecBooks, London 2001,  p 
16. 
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better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied. And if the fool, or the pig, are of a 

different opinion, it is because they only know their own side of the question. The other party to 

the comparison knows both sides.49 
 

What Mill is saying here, is that human beings are capable to experience deeper pleasures than 

animals due to our intellectual capacity, and equally, people with intellectual interests will 

experience a deeper pleasure than people who do not have such interests. Poetry makes you happier 

than pushpin, and if you do not agree it is simply because you never have experienced the pleasure 

one is getting by reading poetry. The same thing might be said about the Rom people, as they are 

giving priority to their own cultural activities instead of providing their children�s schooling. Being 

literate makes you happier than being illiterate, and if you do not agree that is because you have 

never experienced the deep pleasure one is getting by reading intellectual periodicals or 

Dostojevskij�s novels.  

 

While there might be some truth in this, there are some problems related to such statements. First of 

all, the competent judges cannot know what is like to be a Rom without living the life of a Rom. 

Seen from the Rom�s perspective, illiteracy might not be a heavy burden at all for her life as Rom. 

Intellectual pleasures, given that these are those we are concerned with, can undoubtedly be 

achieved in ways that do not require reading and writing skills, such as storytelling, 

performing/learning poems, singing, debating and so on. In the decision making process, cultural 

and religious aspects are not taken into consideration, and when such information lacks it might be 

that the judge will make the wrong decisions. Or, the decisions made by the competent judges will 

probably increase the happiness for the (cultural) majority, but it might not be the right decision for 

all.  

 

Again, this points towards the question of relativism, and how to be a competent judge over relative 

values. In order to decide which is most valuable - e.g. reading Dostojevskij or drinking quality 

coffee, it is still not, as Roger Crisp puts it, �sufficient to have experienced both; one must have 

enjoyed them.�50  Further, Crisp supplies, a competent judge must also �have enjoyed them properly 

and to the right extent�.51 You must be interested in, and understand Dostojevskij in order to enjoy 

him �properly and to the right extent�, and the same applies for the pleasure of drinking quality 

coffee. Given that people are different, and some are maybe not naturally or culturally attracted to 

                                                
49 Mill: Utilitarianism, first edited in 1863, here quoted from J.S.Mill, Utilitarianism, ed. ElecBooks, London 2001,  p 18 
50 Crisp: 1997, p.37 
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both pleasures, it appears that Mill�s expectations to the judges are quite strict, not to say elitist, 

while having a genuine interest of, and understanding Dostojevskij properly, definitely requires a 

person attracted to intellectual pursuits.  

 

On the other hand, Mill is not saying that lower pleasures are worthless since �what matters is not 

the experiences but the enjoyment of them.�52 Neither is he suggesting that people should be forced 

into intellectual activities, as the overall aim for utilitarianism is to increase happiness. Coercion 

would probably remove the possibility of enjoyment, and would thus be counter-productive.53 

Accordingly, Mill realises that human life must consist in a combination of higher and lower 

pleasures, but is still asserting that one should choose the higher pleasures when possible. By doing 

this the human being will get closer in realising its human potential, measured in happiness. Thus, 

whether I prefer to read Dostojevskij or engage in some other intellectual activity does not really 

matter, as long as I am choosing among the higher pleasures.   

 

All of us who are able to read and write would no doubt agree on the point that being able to read is 

better than being illiterate, at least in a modern society where most of the communication is made 

through signs and letters. For the Rom, this is nevertheless a serious practical problem, as they do 

not understand the information they get via mail, bills, public information and so on. Being illiterate 

is a serious handicap, even though one is capable to attain intellectual pleasure in other ways than 

through reading or writing. In this regard, it appears that the utilitarian approach is missing what is 

more important here: Instead of reducing human life into people�s desires for pleasure, measured in 

the total or average utility, we should rather, as Nussbaum suggests, focus on peoples functioning.  

 

 

3.3. Nussbaum � The Capabilities Approach 

 

While utilitarians are asking about people�s satisfaction of preferences, Nussbaum asks what they 

actually are able to do or to be. 54 This is the central question in the capabilities approach, developed 

by the economist Amartya Sen and also Nussbaum, but which Nussbaum now is taking a step 

further. According to Nussbaum, certain functions are particularly central in human life, and their 

                                                                                                                                                    
51 Crisp: 1997, p. 37 
52 Crisp: 1997, p.38 
53 Crisp: 1997, p. 38 
54 Nussbaum: 2000, p.12 
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presence or absence is typically understood to be a mark of the presence or absence of human life. 

She proposes a set of interrelated but �separate components�, that all are of equal importance and 

cannot be satisfied by giving larger amount of another one.55 The capability of life, bodily health and 

integrity, the capability of senses, imagination, thought and practical reason are examples of central 

human capabilities. Accordingly can a lack of opportunities of forming one�s own conception of the 

good and engage in critical reflection about the planning of one�s life, not be weighed up by, for 

example, good bodily health.  

 

The central human capabilities are to be considered as human rights. They provide us with 

opportunities for functioning and for making self-defined choices possible. These choices are, 

however, dependent on certain material conditions in order to enable their functioning, and 

Nussbaum argues that it is the main task of the governments to endow their citizens (both men and 

women) with the required conditions for developing and actualizing centrally human functionings. 

This means that the governments must treat each and every person as an end, and not just aim to 

increase the total or average well being of a population.56  

 

Now, if we think about what a member of the Norwegian Rom community might be able to do or to 

be, or what position he or she is in, I think we can say that the various Norwegian governments have 

not been able to provide the conditions that Nussbaum has in mind in a satisfactory way (despite the 

fact that the current Norwegian welfare state is one of the most well-developed in the world). But at 

the same time, it might be that the Rom community�s �distance keeping� in the relationship with 

large society provides for the Rom�s interests in a more desirable way, even though some of their 

central human capacities, which Nussbaum is proposing, might not be fully developed. Given a 

certain distance then, the Rom community can live in accordance with their own convictions of what 

are the required conditions for living as Rom, rather than what is required for development of human 

capabilities in general. Thus, the answer to what a Rom is able to do or to be, will be that he or she is 

able to be a true Rom and to carry out any business in a Rom manner. 

 

As I mentioned in the previous chapter, the Rom community suffers under hard economical and 

social conditions, in particular health problems and problems with drugs. In this concern, it is hard 

to understand why the Rom community has chosen to live with such burdens, given that it is a 

                                                
55 Nussbaum: 2000, p. 81 
56 Nussbaum refer to this as the principle of each person as an end, which is first mentioned in the introduction on p. 5-
6, but is closer defined on p.56.  
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conscious choice and not merely an expression for not seeing any other possibilities. An important 

question here is therefore: to what degree can individuals make authentic choices if their preferences 

and psychical needs are formed within their social and historical circumstances, which again 

constitutes their specific normative context?57 Nussbaum�s answer to this question would be that 

some choices are better than others, and that the specific conditions in which choices are made 

influence the authenticity of the choices. Choice is problematic she argues, because of the many 

ways it is shaped and deformed by false preferences, such as �habit, fear, low expectations and 

unjust background conditions�.58 This point can be illustrated by one of Nussbaum�s various 

examples from her research in India: 

 

Suppose Jayamma were to say on our poll that she feels satisfied with her educational 

attainment, on the grounds that it is just right for the type of labour she has been performing all 

her life, and that she doesn�t see what point there would be in learning superfluous skills. Well, 

that is a plausible reply. But in a sense it begs some questions: for had Jayamma had more 

education, she would have had different options, and the skills would not be superfluous. She 

thinks them so because of habit, because she is not used to seeing any woman of her class and 

generation go to school, and maybe also because it�s human to not cry over spilt milk, but rather 

adjust your sights to the kind of life you actually can have.59 

 

Jayamma does not understand the opportunities which would be available if she had more education, 

but think of them instead as superfluous skills.60 The Norwegian Rom people can be considered 

parallel to the example of Jayamma. Many of the older Rom who do not have education themselves 

think of schooling as irrelevant for their lives as Rom, and they are thus not able to see the possible 

positive effects of education. Cultural traditions and habitual thinking are closely related, and 

without social interaction with the outside world I find it reasonable to assume that such features 

together constitute restricted conditions for making choices. What is characteristic in these examples 

is on the one side the absence of sufficient information, of which opportunities actually exist, and on 

the other side lack of critical reflection, i.e. how can I or we take advantage of new knowledge. 

Accordingly, Nussbaum insists that informed choice, based on critical reflection are more likely to 

                                                
57 By normative context I here refer to the moral society/moral codes of the Rom people as described in chapter 2.  
58 Nussbaum: 2000, p.114. The problem with false preferences can be regarded as a parallel to problems of false 
consciousness. 
59 Nussbaum: 2000, p. 62-63 
60 This example does actually not show that Jayamma is wrong, or that she makes bad choices. One could say that it only 
shows how Jayammas� habits and environments are restricting her choices. A further question here then, could be why 
such restrictions not are desirable. However, this would lead us into a much more extensive philosophical debate that is 
beyond the purpose of this chapter.  
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reflect the real interests and desires of individuals than choices made under poor or constrained 

circumstances. This means that informed choices are better than others, but nonetheless that any 

individual can choose to lead a traditional life. But only so long �as she does so with certain 

economical and political opportunities firmly in place�.61 In this way, Nussbaum also makes sure to 

look after �the respect for the variety of ways citizens actually choose to live their lives in plural 

societies�, given that the choices are made by the individuals concerned themselves.62  

 

In accepting the capabilities approach and the significance of informed choice it becomes clear that 

some level of education - education for functioning, is required. The value of education lies in its 

promotion of universal human capabilities, and is in this way important for all people. However, 

what an adequate education consists of is by no means clear although Nussbaum mentions that it is 

at least �including, but by no means limited to, literacy, and basic mathematical and scientific 

training.�63 The final task of this chapter is therefore to give an account of what an adequate 

education could mean for the Rom people.  

 

 

3.4. Education - Why? 

 

Most of the adult Rom are benefit recipients and they do not engage in paid employment. At first 

sight, this might appear to be the most obvious argument for education; to get the Rom into the 

labour market. But this is not a fruitful approach since work on the Gaje arena requires permanent 

residence and a settled time schedule, and is therefore in sharp contrast to the life of Rom. 

Nonetheless, in participating on the Gaje arena the possibility of becoming marime is increasing. 

Therefore, a working life adapted on large society�s premises will be more destructive for the Rom 

than beneficial.64 However, many Rom face problems related to illiteracy and lack of knowledge of 

the Norwegian language. This is in particular experienced as difficult in the meeting with large 

majority�s bureaucracy and creditors. In this way acquaintance of literacy and basic mathematical 

skills would in particular be valuable, as the Rom themselves would be able to keep accounts and 

thereby be more independent. Another important reason for education is the need for new 

knowledge in order to prevent health problems, of both psychical and physical kinds. According to 

                                                
61 Nussbaum: 2000, p.41 
62 Nussbaum: 2000, p.51 
63 Nussbaum: 2000, p. 78 
64 Lidén: 1990, p. 232-233 
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SEIF, representatives from the Rom community have expressed that they want help in health 

matters, as they do not have much experience themselves of how to solve such problems. 

Furthermore, the Rom people have expressed a desire for a gathering place where they can 

celebrate, mourn and debate. In order to run such an �institution� the Rom need competence about 

how to do it. 65 

 

I believe that this illustrates the practical need for education, and that competence within the 

dominant society is required for a successful minority adaptation. By standing completely outside 

large society the Rom people miss their opportunity to recruit members to higher education and 

establish their own institutions. Of course, one could say that this is integration on the premises of 

the majority, rather than it is expressing the desires of the Rom community. But, in a world that is 

constantly developing, people have to adapt (though there are many ways of adaptation). In addition, 

I assume that if it wasn�t for the well-developed Scandinavian welfare system, the Rom community 

would be forced to find other ways of survival than social benefits. Indeed, the dependency of social 

benefits is not a long-standing cultural tradition. So, in the end I think the question of improvement 

is partly how to see and take advantage of the possibilities that exist in a society. In Norway the 

social service is one possibility, but that alone does not provide for development of human 

capabilities.  By getting the Rom children into school, the future Rom community will to a larger 

degree be able to solve their problems on their own, and to interact with large society in a more 

equal way.  

 

Liberal education of Rom children has a more controversial side, since it does not only mean to 

provide literacy and basic mathematics. It also involves informing the Rom children about other 

forms of life and knowledge of their individual rights, not only by reading about it, but also by 

meeting and playing with other kids. It means that marriages between Rom children will be more 

difficult to enforce, that girls will be taught the same as boys, and the traditional social structure will 

be challenged. Moreover, as the situation is today there are no Rom teachers, and the Rom parents 

thus have to let Gaje teach their children. This is, I believe, what constitutes the Rom community�s 

real resistance towards education, understood as a sacrifice of their cultural existence. Because of 

this, the Rom people pose a difficult challenge for liberals, as it might be that education of Rom 

children will provide for the moral destruction of their culture.66  

                                                
65 SEIF: 2004-2005 
66 For me to say it will be the moral destruction of their culture would be an exaggeration, as I earlier in this chapter 
stressed that culture is dynamic. To be more moderate I can say that it might be regarded as the moral destruction for the 
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In this chapter I have tried to show that education of Rom children (but also Rom in general) can be 

helpful as a practical means for improvement of their own future situation. In reference to 

Nussbaum, the acquisition of new knowledge is not superfluous as the possessor can choose on his 

or her own how to use this knowledge. The Rom people�s resistance towards education, based on the 

belief that they do not need it, can not be accepted as a cogent argument. Nevertheless, their fear of 

assimilation must be taken more serious, since sending their children to school probably will affect 

the Rom community�s way of life. In this regard, some very difficult questions arise. For example: 

To what extent can cultural groups within liberal societies demand external protection for their 

practices? And, to what extent should the parent�s right to bring up their children in accordance to 

their culture and beliefs be respected?  Why is the right of the child to education important, seen 

from a liberal perspective? These questions call for clarification on liberalism and its limits for 

toleration, which will be subject for analysis and discussion in the next chapter.  

 

 

                                                                                                                                                    
older, more settled Rom, but dependent of how the education is provided, it can be all from a moral destruction to a 
useful tool. 
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Chapter 4 

 

Liberal Toleration and Cultural Rights 

 

 

Toleration is a defining feature of liberalism, and can be described as �the social virtue and the 

political principle that allows for the peaceful coexistence of individuals and groups who hold 

different views and practice different ways of life within the same society.� 67 This means that 

differences in matters of religion, believes or lifestyle and so on belong to the private sphere, and are 

not legitimate objects for political or governmental interference. At the same time, subordination of 

women, forced marriages and customs of childrearing which restrict the child�s access to life outside 

its original community, are examples of cultural practices which violate liberal principles of 

individual freedom and equality. One very difficult task in liberal multicultural societies and the 

central question for this chapter is therefore: How should liberals respond to cultural practices which 

they regard to be intolerable? This appears to be a serious challenge for liberalism, especially on the 

level of group rights, where non-liberal groups within more liberal societies claim the right to be 

tolerated by the majority. Moreover, the acknowledgement that not all groups value individual 

freedom and equality raise the question whether liberalisms� commitment to the value of personal 

autonomy can be an acceptable basis for government and tolerance in modern pluralistic societies.68 

This is a controversial issue among liberals, and in order to tell whether the Rom children should be 

provided education for other reasons than functioning, it is necessary to take stand in this debate. 

 

The first thing I will do is to give a brief presentation of the concepts of autonomy and toleration, 

and to show how these are conceptually tied up to liberalism. Based on this review, I shall argue 

partly in accordance with Kymlicka that a precondition for external protection of groups must be 

that the group is internally liberal; that is, the groups have to provide for their members� possibility 

to question and revise their beliefs. In this respect, the Rom people�s resistance towards sending 

their children to school cannot be tolerated, as it restricts the Rom children�s opportunity to prepare 

for a life outside the Rom community. This position is, however, contested among liberals and I will 

therefore present an important counter argument by Chandran Kukathas. He argues that toleration is 

                                                
67 Galeotti: 2002, p.20 
68 Kymlicka: 1996, p. 158 
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a virtue that is independent of autonomy, and the role of the state is not to interfere within groups 

that do not commit themselves to this value. To clarify my position I will bring in some comments 

made by Brian Barry and Adeno Addis relevant for this debate.  

 

In the last part of this chapter I will relate my discussion to Addis� distinction between negative and 

positive tolerance, understood as toleration as non-intervention and pluralistic solidarity 

(engagement in �the Other�). I think this distinction is highly relevant for this thesis, as it shows that 

genuine tolerance requires mutual engagement and aims to promote respect for the conflicting parts. 

Thus, dialogue, and not coercive interference nor non-intervention, is to be preferred in the dealings 

with diversity in multicultural societies.    

 

 

4.1. Liberalism and Autonomy 

 

Being autonomous is the condition of being a self-governing agent. For cultural groups or minorities 

this could mean rejecting external authorities and organizing itself according to its own traditions 

and culture, but also to endorse parts of the external authorities� culture. Here I will, however, look 

on the personal, or moral aspect of autonomy, since this is what liberals have in mind when they are 

referring to autonomy as a basic liberal value. According to Joel Feinberg, personal autonomy can 

be defined as follows: 

 

The morally autonomous person, provided she is free of coercion, will change her convictions 

only in response to argument; and she will not abandon her foundation beliefs (even if she is 

forced to act against them) even under intimidation69 

 

In a similar manner, Gerald Dworkin defines a morally autonomous person this way:   

 

A person is morally autonomous if and only if he refuses to accept others as moral 

authorities, i.e. he does not accept without independent consideration the judgement of 

others as to what is morally correct.70 

 

                                                
69 Feinberg: 1986, p 37 
70 Dworkin: 1978, p 157 
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The definitions above indicate that individuals have the ability to form, question and revise their 

conceptions of what is good. In this sense, we can say that there is no individual autonomy here in 

the sense of an independent autonomy. That is, you cannot state your reason without considering 

different aspects or positions in a given case, and different positions require different persons to hold 

them. Autonomy is thus dialogically constituted. According to this, autonomy requires certain social 

conditions, and liberals therefore assert that the state must provide for the necessary environments 

for developing and practice the capacity of autonomy. In other words, the liberal state must make it 

possible for people to choose their own conceptions of the good life. This means that the liberal state 

should not promote certain values, neither the value of autonomy, but ideally remain neutral71 in 

questions of the good life. To avoid confusion here, what I am arguing is simply that the liberal state 

must be compatible with the value of autonomy, but it is not its� business to coerce this value upon 

those who do not endorse it. Thus, what is important is that people should be free to choose their 

own conceptions of the good life, without being restricted by the state or other external forces.  

 

It happens that people are prevented from being autonomous, both through internal or external 

coercion. This might occur when people are mentally ill, or are being exposed for indoctrination, or 

it might be understood in accordance with the classical term of heteronomy. Heteronomy, in any 

form, �entails that we are passive under some command or impulsion which we do not, can not, 

initiate.�72 By acting heteronomously we are not able to recognise and endorse moral values as our 

own, but are uncritically or helplessly coerced to obey values others have chosen for us. Thus, lack 

of autonomy can be recognised on many levels, and to illustrate this we can take a look at the much 

quoted example of Stefan Arkadyich, in Anna Karenina: 

 

Stefan Arkadyich subscribed to and read a liberal newspaper. Not an extreme one, but one with 

the tendency to which the majority held. And neither science, nor art, nor politics itself interested 

him, he firmly held the same views on all these subjects as the majority and his newspaper did, 

                                                
71 The conception of state neutrality is interpreted in various ways. The neutrality I refer to would be a Rawlsian 
conception of state neutrality. Here, the role of the state �is to protect the capacity of individuals to judge for themselves 
the worth of different conceptions of the good life, and to provide a fair distribution of the rights and resources to enable 
people to pursue their conception of the good� (Kymlicka: 2002, p. 217-218). In contrast, a perfectionist for example, 
would assert that since people make mistakes about the good life, it is the responsibility of the state to teach its citizens 
about the good life. And one�s share of resources depends �on how much one needs to pursue, or how much one 
contributes to, this preferred view of the good life� (Kymlicka: 2002, p.217). Kymlicka suggests the term state anti-
perfectionism rather than state neutrality, as �state anti-perfectionism highlights the real issue � the role of perfectionist 
ideals in state decision-making � and clarifies that the relevant alternative is some form of state perfectionism� 
(Kymlicka: 2002, p. 218).   
72 Oxford Companion to Philosophy: 1995, p.69 
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and changed them only when the majority did, or rather, he did not change them, but them 

themselves changed imperceptibly in him.73 

 

Stefan Arkadyich is habitually adopting other peoples� opinions uncritically, regardless of the 

opinions� political, ethical, scientific or artificial character. He does not know why he is supporting 

the one or the other view, but is surfing safely on the majority�s opinions. However, autonomy does 

not exclude the possibility to share one�s opinions with others. The main point here is that �one must 

be able to state one�s reason�.74   

 

While Stefan Arkadyich apparently was living happily without knowing about his lack of autonomy, 

the situation can be more serious for those who are refused to choose their own way of life by other 

persons, or by force. This often happens in religious or cultural communities where the members are 

not being allowed to question their positions or beliefs, while still remaining a member of the same 

community. For such groups, personal autonomy is not necessarily considered as a part of their 

conception of the good. In light of the preceding considerations, the following question arises: How 

can liberalism deal with groups that do not value personal autonomy? This leads us to the value of 

toleration, and how this can help us regulate such conflicts.  

 

 

4.2. Liberalism and Toleration 

 

Liberalism and the ideal of toleration are closely related, both from a historical and from a 

theoretical point of view. Historically, the liberal commitment to toleration emerged during the Wars 

of Religion in Europe, in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Both Catholics and Protestants 

acknowledged the destructive power of religious intolerance, and the idea of establishing a stable 

constitutional order on a shared religious faith appeared to be impossible. The religious scholars 

therefore sought �to limit this destructive force by re-examining the biblical roots of toleration and 

by re-considering the relation between religious belief and political power�. 75 This was articulated 

in the treaty of Westphalia in 1648, in cuius regio, eius religio, or �whose the region is, his the 

religion�.76 But this is only one of the first steps towards a liberal concept of toleration, and a 

                                                
73 Tolstoj: 1977, here quoted from Appiah (2005), p.36 
74 Thorseth: 2001, p 8 
75 The Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Toleration: 09.03.2006, http://www.iep.utm.edu/t/tolerati.htm#SH2b  
76 Wikipedia: Cuius Regio, Eius Religio,: 09.03.2006 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cuius_regio,_eius_religio  
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situation where the king or another ruler decides the religion of a people or a community, is not what 

we mean with liberal tolerance today. If the modern liberal state can be seen as an extension of the 

principle of religious tolerance at all, it is as Kymlicka puts it �important to recognize that religious 

tolerance in the west has taken a very specific form � namely the idea of individual freedom of 

conscience.�77  

 

The individual freedom of conscience is one of the most basic liberties in liberal democracies, and 

the core idea is that �no life goes better by being led from the outside according to values the person 

does not endorse.�78 The fact that praying to God or Allah is valuable for you does not necessarily 

make it a valuable activity for me, and by coercing someone to go to church her life will not 

necessarily become better. Theoretically, liberal toleration �provides a strategy for making the 

liberty of each individual in matters of beliefs, values, and ways of life compatible with the liberty 

of everybody else,� and for minimizing state paternalism.79 Accordingly, this is what constitutes 

liberalisms commitment to the value of personal autonomy, namely the individual�s freedom to 

assess and eventually revise its own ends through critical reflection. 

 

At this point, it is important to understand that there are different types of toleration, and a 

community can be tolerant without being liberal. This distinction can be made clear by comparing a 

liberal concept of toleration to that of the Ottoman Empire (1456 � World War 1) and its millet 

system. In the millet system, Muslims, Christians and Jews were all recognized as self-governing 

units, though the Muslims were the dominant power. The Ottomans tolerated other religions, but at 

the same time they were prosecuting their own heretics and apostates.80 Thus, according to 

Kymlicka, while the millet system was upholding tolerance as a mere modus vivendi, liberal 

tolerance in contrast �protects the rights of the individuals to dissent from their group, as well as the 

rights of groups to not be persecuted by the state.�81 Furthermore, �it limits the power of illiberal 

groups to restrict the power over their own members, as well as the power of illiberal states to 

restrict the liberty of collective worship.�82 In other words, what distinguishes liberal tolerance from 

other forms of toleration is its commitment to the value of personal autonomy.  

 

                                                
77 Kymlicka: 1996, p. 156  
78 Kymlicka: 2002, p. 216 
79 Galeotti: 2002, p. 23. Mill�s principle of liberty might be helpful to understand this concept of toleration, while his 
principle is saying that we should be given as much liberty as possible, as long as it does not harm others.  
80 Kymlicka: 1996, p.156-157 
81 Kymlicka: 1996, p. 158 
82 Kymlicka: 1996, p. 158 
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The liberal concept of toleration is important in the establishment of group rights, as it is regulating 

what is permissible (and what is not) for collectives. Liberals agree on the limit of toleration when it 

comes to groups who are aggressive, or seek to oppress other groups, or people outside their 

community. But, to the extent that a minority does not harm others, how can liberals justify to 

regulate by force the internal organization of groups? This is a very difficult issue, in particular 

when it comes to non-liberal groups that do not endorse liberal principles of individual freedom and 

equality. The problem is whether tolerance can be legitimately exerciced if it is built upon 

controversial liberal values. According to Thorseth, there is a dividing line between those who 

regard toleration to be a fundamental value in liberalism, and those who assert that toleration is an 

independent value, released from any conception of the good.83 In the following I will discuss some 

of the different views central to this debate. I will argue that even though toleration as an 

independent value might appear to be more tolerant towards non-liberal minorities, it fails to respect 

the minorities, as well as it does not offer sufficient protection for the individual members of the 

groups. 

 

 

4.3. Justification of Group Rights  

 

Because of their fundamental commitment to the value of individual autonomy/freedom, liberals 

find themselves in a problematic situation when it comes to justification of group rights. One the one 

hand, there is broad consensus among liberals that individuals� well-being to a great extent derives 

from their access to a culture, and because these cultures provides for meaningful ways of life, they 

give liberals good reasons for protection. On the other hand, liberals cannot, as Brian Barry puts it, 

�turn a blind eye to the potential that associations and communities have for abusing, oppressing and 

exploiting their members.�84  

 

With regard to the Norwegian Rom, we have seen how their status as a national minority has 

resulted in cultural preservation rather than integration (at least seen from the Norwegian 

authorities� perspective). The Rom people are still poor and illiterate, and the children are not going 

to school. This situation will probably be reproduced in the coming decades, as long as the Rom 

people�s cultural practice of not sending their children to school is maintained. Even though the 

                                                
83 Thorseth: 2001, p 13 A precondition for this division is that liberalism is committed to the value of autonomy. 
84 Barry: 2001, p. 117 
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Rom parents� intentions, as well as the Norwegian authorities�, probably are good, they are in 

principle depriving important basic rights (the right to education) of the children. Thus, there is a 

conflict here, between the value of autonomy and that of pluralism, or toleration, and which one of 

these should weigh most in the treatment of non-liberal minorities. 

 

The value of personal autonomy is central in Kymlicka�s liberal theory of group rights, in the sense 

that he is emphasizing individuals� possibility to question and revise existing norms and practices 

within their culture. This means that it is not the intrinsic value of the group that constitutes 

legitimate claims of protection, but rather the group�s significance in realizing liberal values like 

freedom and equality. He articulates his position as follows: 

 

The liberal view I am defending insists that people can stand back and assess moral values and 

traditional ways of life, and should be given not only the legal right to do so, but also the social 

conditions which enhance this capacity (e.g. a liberal education)�.To inhibit people from 

questioning their inherited social roles can condemn them to unsatisfying, even oppressive 

lives.85 

 

On this basis, he develops his defence of group rights like this: 

 

I will argue that liberals can and should endorse certain external protections, where they promote 

fairness between groups, but should reject internal restrictions which limit the rights of group 

members to question and revise traditional authorities and practices.86  

 

In other words, a precondition for external protection is that groups are internally liberal, in the 

sense that they make autonomy possible for all of their members (this is a minimum requirement 

rather than a definition of what it is to be internally liberal). This does not mean that liberals cannot 

accept groups whose members choose to lead a traditional life, but it means that those choices must 

be made by the individuals themselves, based on reason and voluntariness. Cultural or religious 

groups who restrict their members� possibility to make meaningful choices in one way or another 

can therefore not demand external protection in order to maintain their non-liberal practices. In this 

way, Kymlicka does in principle open for some kind of intervention within non-liberal groups, 

although he is emphasizing that coercive intervention would not be preferred. This is important, 

while coercive intervention would mean to interfere within the conditions which make autonomy 

                                                
85 Kymlicka: 1996, p. 92 
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possible, and in this sense it might be counter-productive. To promote liberalization over time 

through some kind of dialogue would be the best alternative. But, as he says, �if liberal theory is to 

contribute anything to that dialogue, it is surely by spelling out the implications of the liberal 

principles of freedom and equality.�87 

 

An obvious issue to raise here is whether Kymlicka�s position is generous enough, as there are 

minorities that reject liberalism and want to organize their society along the lines of their own non-

liberal views. For some it seems like Kymlicka is becoming �sectarian� on behalf on liberalism, as 

he appears to be directly intolerant toward those who do not value personal autonomy, or maybe not 

even have a concept of it.88 Chandran Kukathas among others, is criticizing Kymlicka for this, and 

asserts that Kymlicka�s understanding of the liberal plural state is based on a misconception of the 

relationship between autonomy and toleration.  

 

According to Kukathas, who is advocating a rather libertarian view, toleration should be considered 

as an independent value. He rejects the classical liberal idea that toleration promotes reason, or 

principles of liberal justice. In his Cultural Toleration (1997) he refers to Onora O�Neill�s 

interpretation of Kant�s view that reason and toleration are mutually dependent. Reason is dependent 

upon a public realm of freedom for its existence, and, according to Kukathas, this means that the 

public realm is �essentially, one in which tolerance reigns, for restrictions of the public use of 

reason, besides harming those who seek to reason publicly, also undermine the authority of reason 

itself�. 89 By subordinating toleration to reason (or in Rawls political liberalism, to justice) toleration 

is reduced to an instrumental value. The importance of toleration is that it can challenge �presumed 

standards of reason and truth�, and it must therefore be considered as a value independent of liberal 

principles.90 Based on this view, Kukathas criticises the assumption held by liberals such as Rawls 

and Kymlicka, that there is a common �we� at the state level, i.e. �an order in which the value of 

autonomy, embodied in principles of justice is authoritatively upheld in the public sphere.�91 

Kukathas holds that such a notion of the public sphere is false because in multicultural societies 

there is always a plurality of standpoints which make up the arena of public reason. He says: 

 

                                                                                                                                                    
86 Kymlicka: 1996, p. 37 
87 Kymlicka: 1996,  p. 171 
88 The question of liberalism as a secterian doctrine is raised by Rawls in his essay justice as Fairness: Political not 
Metaphysical (1985).  
89 Kukathas: 1997, p. 80 
90 Kukathas: 1997, p. 80 
91 Kukathas: 1997, p. 78 
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Rather than conceive of the public realm as embodying an established standpoint of morality 

which reflects a desirable level of stability and social unity, we should think of the public realm 

as an area of convergence of different moral practices.92  

 

The public realm contains all forms of life and cultural practices, including �dissenters� like for 

instance the Amish and the Hutterites in America, or the Norwegian Rom. In Kukathas� view, such 

groups �offers accounts of different ways of living and different understandings of what has value�, 

and should be allowed to express their ways of life without being interfered within.93 Kukathas is 

here primarily concerned with the use/abuse of state power, and since we cannot refer to common 

values at the state level, toleration is not to be used as a tool for promoting those (imaginary) 

interests.  

 

The alternative offered by Kukathas is in deep contrast to that of Kymlicka. As a libertarian 

Kukathas is in fact not in favour of group protection, and therefore he is not basing his argument on 

the inherent value of the group. On the contrary, his focus is directed towards the individual freedom 

of association. He argues that this right is more fair and generous towards minorities than a 

compromise offered by the common �we�. To illustrate this he draws a parallel to Garret Hardin�s94 

association of the commons: 

 

In practice, �tragedies of the commons� are often averted by networks of agreements 

establishing rights of use. The reason this amounts to more than a balance of power is that the 

agreements reached are not merely compromises made by groups (or their representatives) with 

one another. Agreements or understandings reached between individuals and groups come to be 

accepted (�) as more basic norms governing social relations. The product over time is a 

commons which aquires the character of a public space without a sovereign power � unowned 

but governed by norms which circumscribe behaviour within it.95 

 

Accordingly, Kukathas suggests a similar process for the regulation of the moral interaction in the 

public sphere. Thus, to put it in Barry�s words, what Kukathas is expressing, is �a vision of society 

that owes a great deal to anarchist thinking�.96 While there are no authorities, or governing moral 

norms by which groups can be judged, it appears that Kukathas� notion of tolerance has the 

                                                
92 Kukathas; 1997, p. 84 
93 Kukathas: 1997, p. 81 
94 Hardin: 1968 
95 Kukathas: 1997, p. 84 
96 Barry: 2001, p. 133 
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underlying assumption of moral anarchy.97 Because of this, his concept of tolerance must be 

understood as a principle of non-intervention, anchored in the distrust of the state. In its utmost 

consequence this will allow for: 

 

�communities which bring up children unschooled and illiterate; which enforce 

arranged marriages; which deny conventional medical care to their members (including 

children); and which inflict cruel and �unusual� punishment. All of this is possible in 

the name of toleration.98  

 

If a group within the larger society does not value the same principles as those of the majority, if 

they want to live in their own way, Kukathas argues that we should let them be left alone. (At the 

same time, because of the minimized role of the state, neither can groups claim any external 

protection in form of legal guarantees.) For groups like the Norwegian Rom community this means 

that they have the right to withdraw from large society, if that is what they wish, and not be coerced 

by the large majority to change in one way or the other. The only preconditions are that the group 

does not seek to oppress other groups, and that the members of a given community must have the 

opportunity to exit.   

 

Although I am sympathetic towards Kukathas� worries about how liberal states are treating 

minorities, his argument is problematic. In the following I will present two objections made by 

Barry and Addis to Kukathas� position, which I consider as particularly relevant.  

 
In Barry�s view Kukathas� approach to the debate of group rights is based on a misunderstanding of 

the concept of political philosophy. According to Barry, �political philosophy is not about what we 

may think it would be nice for people to do but what, at any rate in principle, they can be made to 

do.�99 Kukathas� theory is directly illiberal as it is allowing groups, in virtue of their right to 

associate, to do whatever they want with their members under the cover of cultural practice. Since 

the power in society is decentralized, it is up to each community to govern in accordance with their 

own convictions. Thus, Kukathas opens for clitoridectomy, ritual scarring, refusing of blood 

transfusions to children in life-threatening situations and coerced marriage among other practices 

                                                
97 Barry: 2001, p. 133 
98 Kukathas: 1997, p. 87 
99 Barry: 2001, p. 140 



 41

that appear to be questionable from a liberal point of view.100 According to Barry this is to confuse 

liberty with power. To be more specific:    

 

The power of the parents to beat, mutilate and (by withholding life saving medical treatment) to 

kill their children....By granting immunity to parents who do things to their own children that 

would be illegal if they did them to any other children, the state is handing over power to parents 

in a particularly brutal and uncontrolled way. Public tolerance is a formula for creating a lot of 

private hells.101 

 

Here Barry points to some of the most serious issues that might arise in a �Kukathasian� society, and 

this seems to provide good reasons to reject Kukathas� position. Having said this, something might 

be said for Kukathas� position when it comes to the education of Rom children, since lack of 

education will not inflict physical harm on the children. In Are there any Cultural Rights (1995) he 

says: 

 

Because gypsy custom does not value schooling, the parents believing that they can educate a 

child satisfactorily through informal instruction in the ways of their culture, only a minority of 

children receive any formal primary education. Their freedom to associate and live by their own 

ways, however, would, by my argument make this permissible.102 

 

But this is still a problematic position. Since Kukathas� associations are based on voluntary 

membership, there is clearly some inconsistence in this statement. For how can people choose which 

culture they are born into? What opportunity do they have to exit, in particular if they are prevented 

from receiving education as a preparation for other ways of life? Voluntariness, as Barry points out, 

�has a number of conditions, which include the capacity of individual group members to make well-

considered and well-informed choices from a range of realistically available options.�103 By 

allowing communities such as the Rom to keep their children home from school, the children are 

deprived of the opportunity to exit. The range of realistically available options for an illiterate young 

Rom is severely narrow, and because of this some of the cultural practices of the Rom community 

can neither be protected nor tolerated.  

 

                                                
100 Kukathas: 1997, p. 70,  88-89 
101 Barry: 2001, p. 143 
102 Kukathas: 1995, p. 248 
103 Barry: 2001, p. 147 
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Another important objection to Kukathas� position is made by Addis. He also points to serious 

consequences of Kukathas� principle of allowing members to exit the group when they �no longer 

wish to adhere to the organizing principle of the group.�104 According to Addis, Kukathas is 

reducing ethnic and cultural groups to private organisations, as it appears to be no difference 

between membership in voluntary associations such as the American Association of University 

Professors (AAUP) or the National Rifle Association (NRA), and cultural groups: 

 

While private organisations with no more social significance than those private associations are 

usually organized around one particular issue, one�s affiliation to ethnic and cultural groups will 

tend to affect one�s entire set of choices and options.105  

 

Kukathas� is overlooking the identity constituting features in cultural groups. While membership in 

a cultural group provides the first-order factor in constituting identity, membership in private, 

voluntary organizations is a second-order factor. This means that cultural belonging is not merely 

concentrated around arbitrary interests such as hunting or gun enthusiasm, but it is identity 

constituting in a more fundamental way. So, although Kukathas� toleration seems to be more 

generous towards minorities than that of liberals like Kymlicka and Barry, it comes with a price: 

�Toleration comes in abundance only after the tolerated group has been redescribed so as to rob it 

both of its significance and the nature of its complaints.�106  

 

According to Addis, toleration as non-intervention is not capable to deal with the significant 

challenges that arise in the tension between majority and minorities in modern multicultural 

societies. In his opinion, this kind of toleration is based on a misinterpretation of the �language� of 

minorities. Kukathas, among others, is reading the claims of ethnic and cultural minorities as a 

rejection of solidarity and commonality. But in reality, �the call is not for the destruction of 

commonality but for a vision of commonality through diversity.�107 This means that the minorities 

seek for recognition, rather than rejection. Toleration is still important, but another notion of 

toleration, different from both Kukathas� and the classical liberal approach, is required.108 In this 

respect Addis makes an important contribution to the toleration debate, as he distinguishes between 

negative and positive toleration. While negative toleration is to be understood as non-intervention, 

                                                
104 Addis: 1997, p. 124  
105 Addis: 1997, p 124 
106 Addis: 1997, p. 125 
107 Addis: 1997, p. 127 
108 By classical liberal approach I mean cuios regio, eius religio, and the toleration used in regulating religious conflicts. 
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positive toleration requires engagement in �the Other�. 109 Thus, the next task for this chapter will be 

to see how Addis� makes use of this notion of positive toleration in his pluralistic solidarity, and 

how this approach can be helpful in solving the problems which lies in the tension between the 

Norwegian majority and the Rom people. 

 

 

4.4. Pluralistic Solidarity � Engagement in the Other 

 

While Kukathas is mainly concerned about groups who want to withdraw from large society, Addis 

is focusing on the conditions of �getting along� in multicultural societies. He asserts that some sense 

of solidarity is required among the various communities in a state, in order to keep it stabile while 

still remaining democratic. In this respect negative toleration rather contributes to maintain the 

asymmetry of power in the relationship between majority and minorities, as it fails to include the 

minorities� voice in public debates. He says:  

 

To treat individuals with �equal respect� entails, at least partly respecting their traditions and 

cultures, the forms of life which give depth and coherence to their identities. And to treat those 

forms of life with respect means to engage them, not simply to tolerate them as strange and 

alien.110 

 

Instead of leaving groups alone, we should seek to engage in dialogues. In this connection, Addis 

offers the term pluralistic solidarity, which is an attempt of reconciling pluralism and solidarity in a 

form of shared identity. The kind of shared identity Addis is here referring to must not be confused 

with the solidarity communitarians are asserting.111 By shared identity, Addis is thinking of 

networks of communications between minorities and majorities, ��where each group comes to 

understand its distinctiveness as well as the fact that that distinctiveness is to a larger degree defined 

in terms of relationship with the Other.�112 In other words, this is an ongoing process, where the 

shared identity is dependent on mutual recognition between the involved parts.  

                                                
109 The concepts of negative and positive toleration are corresponding with Isaiah Berlins famous distinction between 
negative and positive freedom, understood as freedom from interference, and freedom to do, or be. In this sense 
Nussbaum�s capabilities approach is also useful in order to get a broader understanding of positive freedom. For further 
reading about positive and negative freedom see Isaiah Berlin: �Four essays on Liberty� (1969) 
110 Addis: 1997, p 121 
111 When communitarians are talking about shared identity, it is likely to be considered as a final state of harmony. 
Addis, on the other hand, consider shared identity to be an ongoing process, between majorities and minorities.  
112 Addis: 1997, p. 127 
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Pluralist solidarity can be implemented by establishing what Addis calls institutional dialogues, that 

is, a discursive process developed in particular through the educational system, the media and the 

law.113 These institutions are emphasized because it is here �we tell stories about where we have 

been, what is important to us, how we relate to one another, and what and who the problems are, as 

well as the possible solutions to those problems�.114  If we want to take solidarity seriously we need 

to open up these institutions for the minorities so that they can participate in the debates about how 

we want our common future to be like.  

 

The easiest way to illustrate the importance of institutional dialogues is perhaps by giving some 

examples of how the absence of such dialogues is confirming stereotypes. A common observation is 

for instance how dominant majorities often construct negative images of �the Other� through the 

media. Addis mentions how blacks in America become of interest for the mainstream media in 

relation to events like �crime, rioting, or a controversial statement by a member of the black 

community�.115  Similarly, the focus on Muslims in the media after 2001/09/11 became increasingly 

characterized by issues of terrorism, religious fundamentalism, honour-killing and a negative focus 

on gender roles. We also have examples of how the Norwegian mainstream media are bringing out 

the problem aspects of Rom culture, that is, forced marriages, swindle, family riots and so on.116 

Such negative images of minorities make it harder for the various members of these groups (which 

may not even consider themselves as members of any particular group) to move within large society, 

as the receivers of such unbalanced information can hardly remain unaffected. The point is quite 

simple. By letting the minorities into central institutions, as owners and contributors, we are 

developing a more equal and democratic society. Since the public debates can never be detached 

from the majority culture (the public sphere is not neutral), we should seek to improve the access to 

the public sphere.  

 

The ideal of positive toleration is in many ways an ideal that the various Norwegian government 

authorities have, in my opinion, tried to live up to. When I say that, I do not mean to downplay the 

                                                
113 Addis: 1997, p. 127 - 128 
114 Addis: 1997, p. 128 
115 Addis: 1997, p. 129 
116 I think the same thing can be said about much of the research on the Rom until the 1970s. The research interest in 
Rom was anchored in a desire of confirming the superiority of the majority. The fact that there is no specific research 
directed towards the Rom/Roma in the Nordic countries today, might also tell us something about the general interest. 
The Rom/Roma are in many ways forgotten, but it is important to stress that their life outside large society (at least the 
Norwegian Rom, but also large parts of the Roma community in Sweden) are chosen by themselves, and that research in 
their environments can be experienced as inconvenient. See also Lidén (2005) 
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suffering caused by former discriminatory policies towards the Rom and other minorities. What I 

mean is that it is important to stress that the Norwegian authorities since the 1970s have offered 

various measures with the intention of improving the situation of the Rom people�s situation. There 

are many reasons why these measures have failed, but I think the Rom community must share this 

responsibility with large society and its representatives. In this context it is important to ask, not 

necessarily what has gone wrong, but what is required of the conflicting or participating parties, in 

order to establish an open and genuine dialogue? In the last section of this chapter, I will present 

some criteria, which I think must be taken into consideration in the establishment of such a dialogue.  

 

4.5. Criteria for Open and Genuine Dialogue 

 

While positive toleration is an ideal that seeks to include diversity in multicultural states, there are 

some criteria that must be fulfilled in order to establish a dialogue. According to Addis, the main 

challenge is how one should deal with linguistic plurality. Since institutional dialogues are 

dependent on a common language or languages, and the maintenance of one�s own language is vital 

for many minority cultures, the dialogues with large society might contribute to the destruction of 

minority languages.117 For the Rom people, who do not have a written language, institutional 

dialogues might lead to cultural destruction. This is serious and must be taken into consideration in 

the establishment of the dialogues.  

 

In addition, I would like to add two more criteria that are particularly challenging in the conflict 

between the Rom community and the Norwegian large majority. First, an important question to ask 

is: who are we going to communicate with? The Rom community is organized in a patriarchal and 

hierarchical way, and in this concern it might be that members in a privileged position are asserting 

views that differs from, say, the young girls. As we know, their practice of forced marriage between 

children is not supported by all Rom, neither is the resistance towards education. One important 

criterion for open and genuine dialogue must therefore be that all interests are (ideally) represented. 

How this criterion is to be met is another important question, but which I do not intend to discuss 

here. 

 

                                                
117 Addis: 1997, p. 138 
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Second, for open and genuine communication to be possible, the participants must be willing to state 

the reasons for their viewpoints. Groups cannot claim the right to be protected from interference, 

and at the same time reject to fulfil their obligation to justify their own cultural practices. 

Consequently, in order to have an open and genuine dialogue at all, autonomy is required. By this I 

mean that the participating parties should ideally be �free to be authentic, and under no internal or 

external pressure to assert certain points of view�.118 This is also a logical point. �If no one thinks 

independently, there is no plurality of standpoints, and tolerance would be pointless�.119  

 

If respect and tolerance are virtues we should seek to live up to, which I think we should, these three 

criteria must be fulfilled. If not, respect and toleration will be no more than a variety of different 

expressions, which means that we in reality are going back to negative toleration.  

 

To sum up: In this chapter I have considered the relationship between group rights and liberal 

toleration. I have argued in line with Kymlicka that group rights can be justified to the extent that 

the groups are internally liberal. Although this might appear to be intolerant towards groups that do 

not value autonomy, it is important to remember that the main task for liberals is to provide 

individual freedom and equality for all people. This means that the liberal framework itself is not 

open for revision. Since Kukathas� argument for toleration as an independent value, and as a 

principle of non-interference, may conflict with liberal principles of individual freedom and 

equality, it can not be accepted. 

 

For toleration to be a virtue in multicultural societies, Addis� positive notion should be emphasized. 

Accordingly, the preferable answer to the opening question, �how liberals should respond to cultural 

practices which they regard as harming or intolerable�, is mutual engagement in dialogue. This 

means that representatives from the Norwegian government authorities and representatives from the 

Rom community must engage in a dialogue in order to find a viable solution regarding the Rom 

children�s right to education. However, for dialogue to be possible certain conditions are required. In 

particular, if the participating parties are prevented from being autonomous, or are refusing to argue 

on contested issues, open and genuine dialogue is impossible. Therefore, in order to establish a 

dialogue, it can sometimes be necessary to intervene in a way that makes autonomy and dialogue 

possible. How this can be carried out in way compatible with liberalism will be investigated in the 

final chapter. 

                                                
118 Thorseth: 2001, p 9. This point is borrowed from Thorseth. 
119 Thorseth: 2001, p 9 
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Chapter 5 

 

Legitimate Paternalism � Coercion to Argument 

 

 

I have argued that positive toleration provides the most preferable basis for dealing with diversity in 

multicultural societies. However, since positive toleration requires some form of dialogue, it faces 

problems when it comes to groups who refuse to argue on contested norms. The Rom people is in 

this respect a hard case, as they claim external protection for their community at the same time as 

they do not recognize an obligation to justify their own cultural practice. In this chapter I will 

present an alternative path to dialogue based on May Thorseth�s concept of discursive paternalism. 

Discursive paternalism is based on the assumption that paternalism sometimes is a precondition for 

autonomy. This means that when someone does not have the freedom to choose what to do with his 

or her life, paternalism can be legitimate towards the agent, or those who prevent the agent from 

being autonomous, with the intention of making free choice and dialogue possible. On this basis I 

will argue that state intervention in the private realm can be justified in terms of discursive 

paternalism. 

 

 

5.1. Paternalism and Autonomy 

 

Before I carry out the argument it is necessary to define the concept of paternalism. Paternalism can 

be understood as the interference with another person against his or her will, justified on the reason 

that the person concerned will be better off, or protected from harm. In this sense, paternalism is 

often seen as an opposite of autonomy, but as I will show, this is not necessarily the case. A more 

precise definition of paternalism is articulated by Gerald Dworkin: 
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By paternalism I shall understand roughly the interference with a person�s liberty of action 

justified by reasons referring exclusively to the welfare, good, happiness, needs, interests or 

values of the person being coerced.120 

 

While this definition says something about the interference in an individual�s freedom to act, it does 

not point particularly to any �curtailment of autonomy�, which is important in Thorseth�s 

argument.121 But if we undertake a closer examination of the �liberty of action�, it can be understood 

in terms of either positive or negative freedom. The distinction between positive and negative 

freedom goes at least back to Kant and the enlightenment, but the definition used here is the most 

famous one, articulated by Isaiah Berlin: 

 

[T]he �negative� sense, is involved in the answer to the question: �What is the area within which 

the subject � a person or group of persons � is or should be left to do or to be, what he is able to 

do or to be, without interference by other persons?...the �positive� sense is involved in the answer 

to the question: �What, or who, is the source of control or interference that can determine 

someone to do or to be, this rather than that?122 

  

According to this, we can say that negative freedom is about what one is open to do, regardless of 

whether one uses this freedom of action or not. Positive freedom is the freedom one has of acting �in 

such a way as to take control of one�s life and realize one�s fundamental purposes.�123 The 

significance in this distinction lies in the acknowledgement that negative freedom does not exclude 

the possibility of being unfree even though one is free from the interference of others. This can be 

related to the problem mentioned in chapter 4 of persons that are restricted from being autonomous 

by external or internal coercion. In this sense, one is not free if one through false consciousness 

(Stefan Arkadyich), fear or non-authentic norms is motivated to destroy one�s own self-

realisation.124 The central point here is that positive freedom does not only mean to be free to act, 

but moreover it also requires that the agent is acting in accordance with his or her own convictions.  

 

Keeping with this, the freedom that is important to promote is the positive notion, associated with 

autonomy. After all, as Thorseth put�s it, ��free choice understood as negative freedom implies only 

freedom from intervention and says nothing about whether the choice is free in the sense of 

                                                
120 Dworkin: 1972, p.65. My italics.  
121 Thorseth: 2001, p. 10 
122 Berlin: 1969, p. 121 - 122 
123 Carter: http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/liberty-positive-negative/ 
124 Grimen: 1995, p. 65 
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autonomous�.125 The view that autonomy sometimes presupposes paternalism must therefore be 

understood �as claiming that paternalism has to be such that it does not prevent autonomy, or 

positive freedom (even if it prevents negative freedom). Thus it makes sense to understand 

paternalism as protection against non-voluntary choices.�126 

 

We have now seen how the first step towards a legitimate kind of state intervention looks like, by 

reconciling paternalism and autonomy. The next step will be to ensure that the paternalism is not 

seeking to serve other interests than making dialogue possible. That is, the paternalism must not 

itself be based upon some kind of fundamentalism.  

 

 

5.2. Fundamentalism 

 

Fundamentalism can be recognized in modern as well as traditional societies. One characteristic 

feature of fundamentalism is the way values are defended; that is, the refusal to argue about cultural 

or other norms. One example of this can be white nationalists who want to preserve the ethnic 

Norwegian race for the future. By defining themselves in terms of ethnicity and �Norwegian 

culture� only, they are keeping a non-dialogical attitude and a static understanding of their 

identity.127 Another example how fundamentalism can look like is the dogmatic Western feminist. 

According to Thorseth, this feminist is willing to criticize and question both white and black 

nationalists, and Muslim fundamentalists. However, �she does not allow any critical objection 

towards feminism from the fundamentalist Muslem� or any others. 128 Fundamentalist attitudes can 

also be recognized in the Rom community, particularly by how powerful representatives from the 

Rom community are withholding argumentation. This can be illustrated by the following example, 

sampled from an interview in Aftenposten (01/19/2004), with Rom pastor129, Jan Jansen: 

 

I am a pastor and I marry Gypsies in Norway, but I do not marry 12 � 13 years old. But when it 

comes to 14 � 15 years old it is alright. It is a tradition, and it will continue. 

 

                                                
125 Thorseth: 2001, p.9 
126 Thorseth: 2001, p. 11 
127 Thorseth: 1999, p. 145 
128 Thorseth: 1999, p. 139 
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- But 14 years, that is also young? 

 

Maybe for you, who probably got married when you were 40. In our culture we are not allowing 

the youths to have sex before marriage.130 

 

Jansen here states his reason for marrying children by saying it is a tradition and a part of their 

culture. He does not appear to regard these traditions and norms for being revisable, and is thus 

closing the dialogue.131 The kind of argumentative closure described above qualifies for what 

Thorseth calls procedural fundamentalism.132 By regarding contested norms (here: children� 

marriage) as internal, the procedural fundamentalist is claiming to be protected from external 

intervention. This is a problem in multicultural societies, since the absence of dialogue make it 

impossible to recognize and respect the other, as well as it makes it difficult for individuals to 

question and revise their beliefs.  

 

Common for all the examples of fundamentalism above is that they make dialogue impossible. It is 

therefore important that the Norwegian authorities, given that they are one participator, are not 

hiding any fundamentalist attitudes. In the previous chapter I discussed whether government based 

on the value of autonomy might be �secterian�. Although I argued that it is not the business of the 

state to promote this value, it is clearly difficult to ensure that this is not the case. The value of 

autonomy is not in itself fundamentalist, but it can be (like other values) abused for the sake of other 

aims (like indoctrination) than providing for free choice making. Since Norwegian authorities have 

attempted to integrate and improve the situation of the Rom people various times, I think we can 

interpret this as an argumentative and dialogical attitude. The challenge now is to establish a 

dialogue, and as I already have indicated discursive paternalism is one possible approach in order to 

do this.  

 

 

5.3. Discursive Paternalism 

 

                                                                                                                                                    
129 As a Pastor one possess a powerful position. In the recent years the role of the Pastor has become more influential, 
and he is often representing his family. Thus, there are many pastors, and all are men.  
130 Stokke, Olga: 2004. My translation. Aftenposten is one of the biggest mainstream newspapers in Norway.  
131 In defence of Jansen one could say that it might be that Jansen does not know how to argue in terms of western 
standards of discussion.  
132 Thorseth: 1999, chapter 6 
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Discursive paternalism is �a compulsion to argue about what has become contested, be it religious, 

ethnic or other cultural norms or practices.�133 Escaping justification of contested issues means in 

practice that one does not �fulfil one�s moral obligations towards the person or persons with whom 

one is in conflict.�134 The consequence of this kind of escape is will be that the person or the group 

concerned will lose its possibility to be heard. In this sense, representatives like Jansen are not only 

making dialogue impossible for themselves, but more seriously such non-argumentative attitudes do 

not give the Rom children a chance to be heard at all.  

 

Recognition requires confrontation, and accordingly, equal respect cannot be provided without 

discussion on conflict areas. The Rom people must therefore be willing to state the reasons for their 

cultural values, on equal terms as the Norwegian majority. This is important, since the other side of 

the right to group protection is the obligation of justifying one�s own cultural practices. Thus, if 

Norwegian authorities will take their part of this responsibility, discursive paternalism might be 

required if the Rom group are not engaging in dialogue voluntarily.   

 

 

5.4. Conclusion 

 

In the opening of this thesis, I asked how one should weigh the right of Rom parents to raise their 

children in accordance with their own culture and beliefs up against the right of children to 

education. Due to their disadvantaged situation I have argued that the Rom children should be 

provided education for functioning. The acquirement of basic literacy and numeracy, and health 

knowledge, is necessary in order to improve their future situation. The Rom parent�s argument that 

they do not need it is based on an inadequate understanding of the desirable and positive outcomes 

of education, and is therefore not cogent. However, their fear of assimilation must be taken more 

seriously. The Rom people have, equally with the other national minorities in Norway, a right to 

their own culture, and they are free to not support liberal ideals. At the same time the role of the 

Norwegian liberal state is (among other things) to protect the individuals, and ensure that all 

children do have knowledge of their constitutional and civic rights and knowledge of other ways of 

life. This is important because the children should be allowed to know which opportunities that 

exist. (What they want to do with these opportunities is another question.) Thus, the point is that the 

                                                
133 Thorseth: 2001, p. 12 
134 Thorseth: 2001, p. 12 
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parent�s right to raise their children in accordance with their own culture and beliefs can not be 

interpreted into a right to preserve their culture by not allowing their children to learn about the 

outside world. In a liberal society the children should ideally, when they grow up, be free to interpret 

and discuss which aspects of their culture that are worthy of maintenance. This is not possible when 

communities withdraw and do not communicate with the outside world. The Rom people�s cultural 

practice of not sending their children to school can therefore not be justified within a liberal 

framework.  

 

Since the current situation is that nearly none of the Rom children are going to school, the task of 

providing for the Rom children�s education confronts several problems. For instance must the 

educational institutions have the capacity to teach illiterate 12year�s old, and also be able to adjust 

their teaching in accordance with the Rom people�s travelling. The Rom people�s gender hierarchy 

must be challenged in a way that permits the girls to finish compulsory school. Moreover, the 

practice of forced marriages between children is another obstacle for young Rom to continue their 

education, if they are going to school at all. This situation illustrates that although liberalism in my 

opinion cannot accommodate illiberal practices, there are no easy solutions to such problems.  

 

In the case of the Rom people, I have argued in favour of establishing a dialogue between the Rom 

community and Norwegian government authorities. This means that I do not think that forced 

interference, or forcing the children to school will be a good alternative. But in order to establish a 

dialogue, both parts must be willing to state their reason and recognize an obligation to justify their 

own standpoints. Therefore, I have argued that state interference can be legitimate if the Rom 

parents or representatives from the Rom community refuse to argue on contested norms. Through 

discursive paternalism, or coercion to argument, dialogue can be established and the future of the 

Rom community can be discussed.  

 

Since it has been decades without any remarkable changes in this situation, one must expect that the 

future process will also require some time. In principle, the ideal of open and genuine dialogue 

actually opens for endless discussions, as the participators might not be convinced by each others 

arguments. This means that although I have argued that the Rom children should be provided basic 

education it will take time, and it must take time in order to be in accordance with an acceptable 

liberal position.  
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