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AUTONOMY, RESPECT, AND ARROGANCE 

IN THE DANISH CARTOON CONTROVERSY

Christian F. Rostbøll

When the Danish newspaper Jyllands-Posten in September 2005 published twelve cartoons of the prophet Muhammad, the aim was “to push back self-imposed limits on expression,” and to teach the small Danish Muslim minority that in a secular democracy “one has to be ready to put up with scorn, mockery, and ridicule.”
 The cartoons provoked first a domestic dispute over freedom of expression and the integration of Muslim immigrants in Denmark, and later an international crisis with demonstrations and embassy burnings in a number of predominantly Muslim countries against Denmark and other western countries in which the cartoons were published.

In the Danish public debate about the cartoons there were a number of dividing lines, but the one I find of particular interest from the perspective of political theory is one drawn between standing firm on Enlightenment values (freedom of expression and democracy) versus giving in to the demand for respect for religious feelings. This way of framing the debate was widespread among those who defended the publication of the cartoons. On the same day the cartoons were published, the editorial of Jyllands-Posten criticized the “political correct” fear of offending Muslims who have a worldview as in the “dark middle ages … a worldview we in the western world left during the Enlightenment.”
 The language of standing firm versus giving in was most prominently used by right-wing Danish Prime Minister Anders Fogh Rasmussen. One of the actions that let to the escalation of the crisis was his refusal, in October 2005, to meet with a group of diplomats from Muslim countries who had complained about the negative portrayal of Islam in the Danish public sphere.
 Rasmussen told the press, “This is a matter of principle. I won’t meet with them because it is so crystal clear what principles Danish democracy is built upon that there is no reason to do so”
 Looking back at the crisis a year later Rasmussen explained, “The Enlightenment … has been the driving force behind European development and decisive for why we have come as far, as we have. Therefore we have something here [i.e. freedom of expression], with regard to which we cannot give one millimeter.”
 One top politician, now the minister of welfare, wrote during the crisis that it is paramount that “the values of the Enlightenment take hold of more Muslims,” which according to her view means that religion “is superseded as the central force that human beings submit to.”

Jyllands-Posten and its defenders portrayed the conflict as a question of enlightened Danes versus unenlightened Muslims. In particular, Muslims were seen as insufficiently enlightened because they took their religion too seriously and failed to see that “satire and caricatures of religious and political authorities are not expressions of disrespect for or ridicule of groups because of their faith or beliefs.”
 The underlying norm was that one ought to keep a critical distance to one’s commitments, in particular if these are religious ones. The defenders of the cartoons could thus be seen as promoting what has been called Enlightenment liberalism, the core principle of which is autonomy.
  The term autonomy was not used in the Danish debate but the demand that Muslims keep a critical distance to their faith and accept ridicule implied one conception of this concept.

Over the last two decades there has been a discussion among liberal political theorists about whether liberalism can rely on the concept of autonomy as a fundamental principle.
 A conflict between the Enlightenment value of individual autonomy and the Reformation value of respect for diversity has been posited.
 According to this view, Enlightenment liberals are first and foremost committed to the protection and promotion of the ability of individuals to critically reflect on and choose their own way of life, while Reformation liberals find it most important to protect diversity, that is, “legitimate differences among individuals and groups over such matters as the nature of the good life, sources of moral authority, reason versus faith, and the like.”

The controversy over the Muhammad cartoons might seem to be one of those disputes that William Galston claims “can be understood as a conflict between [the principles of autonomy and diversity].”
 In the Danish public debate, one side favored near absolute freedom of expression and justified this principle with reference to something akin to the idea that it promotes autonomy. This camp defended the publication of the cartoons on the basis of the conviction that they were a provocation that fosters critical self-scrutiny, and that they are a legitimate contribution to a robust public debate that is a prerequisite for democracy and progress. On the other side, the cartoons were seen as a case of disrespect for the religious feelings of Muslims – indeed one case of many where members of the Danish Muslim minority felt that the majority failed to respect their faith and, thereby, them. A Muslim organization, characteristically, pitted their right to freedom of religion against the right to print the “deeply disrespectful” cartoons.
 
This paper argues against the idea that pitting autonomy against respect for diversity is the best way in which to understand the cartoon controversy. As mentioned, it was in particular those who saw no reason to show respect toward the Muslim minority who appealed to the values of the Enlightenment. By upholding the contrast between enlightenment and diversity, autonomy and respect, we actually play into the hands of Jyllands-Posten and others who reject any moral obligation to respect the religious feelings of marginalized minorities. For we ask them, in effect, to choose between autonomy and respect. But if my argument is valid this is an unnecessary choice. Moreover, even if Danish Muslims and others sympathetic to their claims demanded respect for religious feelings, they never rejected the value of individual autonomy. One could read some contributions to the public debate as a sign that some Danish Muslims do not regard autonomy as the supreme, but that is not the same as rejecting the value entirely.

The Enlightenment value of autonomy is not the culprit; it is not this principle as such that is to blame for the lack of respect for Muslims in the Danish cartoon controversy. To make this argument I distinguish different ways in which “autonomy” may be used. In particular, I am concerned with how autonomy is used in justifications for freedom of expression and whether these uses are incompatible with respect for diversity. If freedom of expression is justified with reference to autonomy is it then susceptible to the objections of diversity liberals to Enlightenment Liberalism? The objection to autonomy-based liberalism that I consider in relation to the justification of freedom of expression issue in general and the Danish cartoon case in particular begins from the empirical premise that some minority groups do not place the same value on individual autonomy as some liberal theorists do – and as the Danish majority allegedly does. This point has been stressed by Chandran Kukathas who claims that in some cultures, “the individual might be expected to accept uncritically the long-standing practices of the cultural group. Critical reflection need play no part in their conception of the good life.”
 In Galston, placing autonomy at the core of liberal theory means taking “sides in the ongoing struggle between reason and faith, reflection and tradition. Autonomy-based arguments are bound to marginalize those individuals and groups who cannot conscientiously embrace the Enlightenment project.”

I argue that if we understand the autonomy that freedom of expression is justified with reference to not as a character ideal that has to be promoted but as a capacity we presuppose everyone has, then this principle rather than creating hierarchies among forms of life is an indispensable principle for grounding equal respect. Properly understood, a commitment to autonomy is not a threat to respect for difference but its precondition. A key point in my argument is that there is a connection between how we justify freedom of expression, and how we ought to use this right. If freedom of expression is justified as a means to promote autonomy as a character ideal this easily (if not necessarily) connects with an arrogant use of freedom of expression where some are seen as having achieved the ideal while others are seen as having failed. But if freedom of expression is justified with reference to autonomy as a shared human capacity this will demand of us a different kind of humility; it connects with the moral obligation that we treat everyone as equals and with respect. I shall not reject the conception of autonomy as a character ideal entirely, however. Rather, I think this conception of autonomy should be constrained by the more fundamental requirement that we when we engage with others in the public sphere presuppose that they are autonomous agents who are able not only to respond appropriately to our expressions but who can contribute with their own, and who must be addressed in ways that encourage them to do so.

I Autonomy as Justification for Freedom of Expression
Among liberal political theorists the most common defense of freedom of expression is to invoke the ideal of autonomy.
 Even Millian arguments from truth and arguments from democracy, two other influential justifications for freedom of expression, can be seen as ultimately based on this ideal. It is, however, important to note that freedom of expression can be related to and justified on the basis of different conceptions of autonomy. 
 The core distinction for the argument in this article is between justifications that see freedom of expression as a matter of showing respect for everyone’s autonomy and justifications that see freedom of expression as promoting personal autonomy. The first type of arguments sees a society’s agreement on protecting freedom of expression as constituting respect for a type of individual autonomy that is presupposed to be already there. The second type of arguments assumes that in a society with freedom of expression, the members will develop individual autonomy.

The most influential argument for freedom of expression as constituting respect for individual autonomy is T.M. Scanlon’s in “A Theory of Freedom of Expression.”
 According to Scanlon, “the powers of the state are limited to those that citizens could recognize while still regarding themselves as equal, autonomous, rational agents.”
 To regard oneself as autonomous, “a person must see himself as sovereign in deciding what to believe and in weighing competing reasons for action.” This idea of autonomy rules out justifications for restricting freedom of expression that disrespect the individual’s ability to determine by herself what to believe and do. I am not so much interested in Scanlon’s specific definition of autonomy as in the fact that it is something that his theory presupposes that everyone possesses. In this respect, Scanlon’s conception of autonomy is Kantian. In Kant, we ought to treat each other as if everyone were autonomous; to treat others with respect and to treat them as ends in themselves, is to treat them as autonomous (see section II below). Freedom of expression, thus, is justified with reference to the idea that it is required by the imperative that everyone is treated as autonomous. We should not restrict freedom of expression in ways that disrespect anyone’s ability to think for her- or himself (though it can be restricted for other reasons). In this view, autonomy is not a product of the exercise of freedom of expression but the a priori reason that it should be protected.
According to the argument that freedom of expression promotes autonomy, autonomy is not presupposed but rather assumed to be fostered by freedom of expression.
 This argument relies on the empirical premise that freedom of expression actually does promote an autonomous life. It has its roots in John Stuart Mill who saw freedom of expression not merely as instrumental to the discovery of truth but perhaps more importantly as a prerequisite for the development of individuality.
 If we look at Mill’s overall argument for freedom of expression, it includes not only the importance of truth for society as an aggregate but also the personal autonomy that lies in knowing the truth by oneself and acting on it. In this argument, autonomy is a character ideal and not an a priori presupposition. The end to which freedom of expression is a means is “an intellectually active people” and a “high scale of mental activity.”
 The democracy argument for freedom of expression can also be seen as relying on the idea that free speech promotes autonomous characters. Proponents of the democracy argument are not concerned solely with that the people govern themselves but that they do so “reflectively and deliberately.”
 Contemporary versions of the argument connect it with deliberative democracy, a model of democracy that is not concerned “simply to implement existing desires,”
 but rather to promote the autonomous formation of political preferences.
We can see the difference between the two ways of using autonomy for justifying freedom of expression also by looking at the wrong its restriction entails. When autonomy is presupposed as a shared human capacity, the wrong of restricting speech is one of disrespect and insult of the subjects’ dignity. Therefore I would include Ronald Dworkin’s well-known argument as an autonomy argument.
 He says: “We retain our dignity, as individuals, only by insisting that no one – no official and no majority – has the right to withhold an opinion from us on the ground that we are not fit to hear and consider it.”
 The wrong, in this argument, is independent of any consideration of what freedom of expression can contribute to in terms of autonomy; it lies in the very denial of that people are able to think independently and judge for themselves. The argument from autonomy as a character ideal, by contrast, sees the wrong of restricting speech as lying in that it prevents people from developing independent and autonomous characters.

In the literature on autonomy, Kantian autonomy is sometimes seen as a specifically moral autonomy, as the capacity to give and subject oneself to the moral law, and is distinguished from personal autonomy, “a morally neutral … trait that individuals can exhibit relative to any aspect of their lives, not limited to questions of moral obligation.”
 But this distinction between moral and personal autonomy is not the critical one in relation to the discussion of freedom of expression. The respect the state shows citizens by not restricting expression is not limited to citizens’ ability to subject themselves to moral principles but is a respect also for citizens’ capacity to form independent judgments in non-moral matters – even if it does include respect for our ability to determine what is morally right and act accordingly. The understanding of Kantian autonomy that is invoked in defenses of freedom of expression is, however, moral in the sense that it is a normative idea that rational beings presuppose when they deliberate about what to do or about how the state ought to regard citizens.
 On the other side, when I speak of justifications for freedom of expression that are based on the idea that the latter fosters autonomy as a character ideal, then this ideal is not limited to how the individual relates to his or her own particular ends but includes how he or she combines his or her own ends with the ends of others.
 The character ideal that freedom of expression is hoped to promote, on this view, is thus not morally neutral.

The distinction that is at the core of my argument, thus, is not between moral and personal autonomy, but rather between autonomy as (1) something we presuppose others as having when we deliberate about the proper powers of the state and about how to interact with each other, and (2) a character ideal that must be promoted as good in itself. A crucial difference is that the first type of autonomy is something everyone is regarded as having, while autonomy as a character ideal is something only some achieve. Moreover, Kantian autonomy is something we must presuppose that everyone has no matter the circumstances, while autonomy as a character ideal can develop only under certain circumstances. With regard to freedom of expression, it is justified on the first view because it shows respect for persons as already being autonomous, while on the second view it is regarded as a necessary condition for people to actually develop autonomous characters.

II Respect for Autonomy and the Practice of Freedom of Expression
Diversity liberals warn that a commitment to autonomy is incompatible with diversity and entails a failure to respect cultures that do not value autonomy. The Muhammad cartoons were criticized for not respecting the religious feelings of Muslims; an absolutist interpretation of freedom of expression (or Jyllands-Posten’s use of it) was seen as in conflict with respect for a religious minority. The issue we turn to now is whether justifying freedom of expression with reference to the principle of autonomy is a threat to respect for diversity: Is the autonomy-defense of freedom of expression a form of Enlightenment liberalism that is incompatible with religious forms of life? To answer this question we must analyze which consequences a commitment to autonomy has for the practice of free expression.

My argument assumes that there is a connection between the justification for freedom of expression and how the right ought to be used. The concern is how the justification of a right is translated into citizens’ beliefs about the rights’ proper use; in other words, how citizens feel justified and encouraged to act or express themselves in light of the justification of the right. The more concrete issue that the Danish cartoons raise is whether freedom of expression when justified by the principle of autonomy condones or even encourages disrespect for (Muslims’) religious feelings in the use of freedom of expression. I argue that if we understand autonomy in one way this is indeed the case, but not if we understand it in another way.

Section I distinguished between different ways in which “autonomy” figures in justifications for freedom of expression. The key distinction is between autonomy as a shared human capacity and as a character ideal. I now analyze how these two different uses of autonomy in justifications for freedom of expression relate to the practice of free expression: How do they, respectively, encourage citizens to use their right to express themselves freely? The issue is not the legal limits of freedom of expression but rather how citizens regulate themselves in their use of the right. An unfortunate confusion during the debates over the Muhammad cartoons was that some took any criticism of Jyllands-Posten as expressing a desire to limit the right to freedom of expression rather than merely a criticism of its use of the right. But of course we can criticize someone’s use of a right without wanting to take it away from her. Not everything we are legally permitted to do is morally right to do; legality does not protect one from moral blame.

Promoting autonomy in the practice of freedom of expression

There is a way in which the principle of autonomy can be understood as not only permitting but also encouraging people to use their right to express themselves freely in a way that disrespect Muslims’ religious feelings. If we believe that the reason why we ought to have freedom of expression is that it has the good consequence of promoting critical self-reflection, then we will feel encouraged to use the right to attempt to make others critically reflect on their deepest convictions. If one in addition thinks that Muslims do not hold their beliefs autonomously, then one will feel encouraged to express oneself in ways that one believes will make them critically assess their faith. If the targeted Muslims on their side find the expression disrespectful (and they are not mistaken), then we have a conflict between autonomy and respect.

The way in which autonomy figures in the argument in the preceding paragraph is as a character ideal that free expression promotes. This view relies on the idea that having an autonomous character is an important good; indeed, a good the maximization of which can justify freedom of expression. When freedom of expression is justified with reference to such an idea of excellence, citizens will regard themselves as warranted in and encouraged to express themselves in ways that help promote the ideal. This relationship between autonomy as a character ideal and encouragement to disrespect for religious feelings is not a necessary or a conceptual one but depends on empirical premises. It is only when one believes others in fact lack autonomy (in this case critical assessment of or distance to their faith) that one feels encouraged to disrespectfully provoking them. My point is that autonomy as a character ideal under certain circumstances can encourage disrespect for religious feelings, because the principle entails no moral constraints that would forbid it.

The conflict between autonomy as a character ideal and respect for Muslims, thus, arises because Muslims are regarded as not holding their faith autonomously or as not having the right relationship to their faith. As quoted earlier, some Danish commentators argued that Muslims failed to understand that caricatures of religious authorities simply are not disrespectful. Muslims were seen as failing to live up to a certain character ideal, an ideal of what it means to be a good (Danish) citizen. Such a citizen has internalized the Enlightenment value of not being governed by her religion and understands that caricatures of religious figures are not identical to ridicule of those who believe in them. From this point of view, the cartoons could be – and were – seen as a justified provocation exactly because they caused offence. The offence taken by some Muslims proved that they lacked the required critical distance to their faith. These Muslims were seen as having failed to achieve the character ideal that freedom of expression is justified with reference to.

The danger in justifying freedom of expression on the basis of autonomy as a character ideal is that it may encourage an arrogant use of the right. Some of the comments of Jyllands-Posten’s editors and those who supported them exhibited a great degree of arrogance, and was based on the idea that some Muslims lack a critical distance to their faith – while the editors saw themselves (and the Danish majority) as fully enlightened and as holding a critical distance to their commitments. As developed below, the arrogance in question lies in particular in an imbalance between what one thinks others can learn from oneself and what one thinks one can learn from others. Rose exhibited this one-sidedness, when he explained why he published the cartoons in Washington Post: “We have a tradition of satire [in Denmark] … The cartoonist treated Islam the same way they treat Christianity, Buddhism, Hinduism and other religions. And by treating Muslims in Denmark as equals they made a point: We are integrating you into the Danish tradition of satire because you are part of our society, not strangers. The cartoons are including, rather than excluding, Muslims.”
 Rose might want to include Muslims but it is on his terms; they have to listen and learn from him or from “Danish ways,” while he has not shown an equal interest in listening to and learning from Muslims. Thus, the arrogance lies not so much in the decision to publish the cartoons as in the rejection of even discussing whether it was a good idea to do so; that is, in the rejection of engaging in dialogue about the limits and use of the right to freedom of expression.

So far Galston and other diversity liberals are right: A commitment to Enlightenment values and (a specific use of) autonomy can lead to disrespect for religious minorities. But that is not the whole story. I shall suggest that another use of autonomy works in the opposite direction and supplies the normative foundation for respect for minorities. In particular, freedom of expression can be justified on the basis of a principle of autonomy, which demands that we in the use of the right treat others with respect. This conception of autonomy condemns arrogance and requires us to treat others as equals.

Respecting autonomy in the practice of freedom of expression

When autonomy is seen as a character ideal that should be promoted and as something some members of society lack, there are no moral constraints on how we speak to each other, as long as the means serves the end.
 But there is another way of understanding the principle of autonomy that does impose moral constrains on how we speak to each other. This conception of autonomy connects with a certain kind of respect for others, and when freedom of expression is justified on the basis of this conception of autonomy, citizens are morally obliged to use the right in a way that shows respect for others. So what is this conception of autonomy and what kind of respect does it relate to? And which moral obligations does it impose on citizens in their use of their right to express themselves freely?

We have already encountered the use of autonomy that I am referring to in the justifications for freedom of expression; it is the Kantian conception where autonomy is something everyone is presupposed to possess. “Kant typically treats autonomy as an all-or-nothing trait that grounds a basic respect due to all human beings, as opposed to a variable respect earned only by the most conscientious.”
 When freedom of expression is justified with reference to this principle of autonomy, citizens are regarded as capable of determining by themselves what to believe and do. If the right to freedom of expression is restricted on the grounds that citizens are incapable of determining by themselves what is right and wrong, true and false, the state fails to respect citizens’ autonomy so conceived. 

It is my argument that if we as a society are committed to freedom of expression because of the respect it shows for the citizens’ autonomy, we also ought to show respect for each others’ autonomy in our use of this right. This respect cannot be legally mandated but is a moral obligation. If the state punished us for not speaking respectfully to each other, it would disrespect our ability to regulate ourselves. When freedom of expression is justified on the basis of respect for the citizens’ autonomy, this entails a very wide scope for freedom of expression.
 At the same time, it imposes greater obligations on citizens to regulate themselves. If citizens regard themselves as autonomous and in no need of government restrictions on freedom of expression, they must also take upon themselves the obligation to show that they are worthy of this freedom. They do so by living up to the ideal that everyone is treated as autonomous, not merely by the state but also by each other.

How ought citizens to treat each other in the realm of free expression when they assume each other to be autonomous? For Kant and (neo-)Kantians, to treat someone as autonomous means treating her as a person. A person is something that by its very nature is “an end in itself” and “that may not be used merely as a means.”
 A person “is exalted above any price”, and “possesses a dignity (an absolute inner worth) by which he exacts respect for himself by all other rational beings in the world.”
 The dignity of a person lies in her ability to reflectively choose or endorse her own ends and in doing so in a way that respects everyone’s else’s equal ability and freedom to do the same. In other words, a person is someone who is able to autonomously choose and revise her own form of life and able to do so under the constraints imposed by a moral law to which everyone is equally subject and author.
 
As is already clear, treating others as autonomous in this way means treating them with respect. But there are different uses of “respect” and we need to clarify which one connects to the Kantian conception of autonomy. Stephen Darwall argues that we use respect in two different ways, where one, recognition respect, consists in correctly recognizing what the other is, and the other, appraisal respect, consists in the positive appraisal of another.
 I might recognize that someone is a person, and I show her respect by regulating my conduct based on the recognition of that fact, but it is a very different thing to evaluate someone as a good person and praising her character. “The object of recognition respect is not excellence or merit; it is dignity or authority. Recognition respect concerns, not how something is to be evaluated or appraised, but how our relations to it are to be regulated or governed.”
 For our discussion, the key difference between these two kinds of respect is that one is independent of anything the object does, while the other must be deserved. In order to be respected as a person one must merely be a person, and the respect consists in that the respecter recognizes that you are a person and acts accordingly. But in order to be positively appraised you have to prove that you merit praise. This also means that recognition respect is an either/or (either the other recognizes you as a person or she does not), while appraisal respect can be a matter of degree (when we evaluate others, we rank-order them). Finally, “Recognition respect differs … in that it can be mandated and not just warranted by its object.”
 I can demand that you respect me as a person but not that you evaluate my achievements positively.

The kind of respect that the Kantian conception of autonomy connects to, indeed demands, is recognition respect. Autonomy as a shared human capacity is something we respect others as having by recognizing that they are persons. In relation to our discussion of the use of a right to freedom of expression, what I find most important is the criticism of arrogance involved in the Kantian conception. For Kant, respect for human dignity and autonomy entails a duty “of not exalting oneself above others.”
 We ought to presume that others have reflectively endorsed their ends and that they are good for them, and therefore treat them as equals the realization of whose ends are as important as the realization of our own ends. At the same time, we ought to treat everyone as equally capable of legislating the laws to which everyone is subject.
 

In Kant, the opposite of arrogance is humility and it lies in the “consciousness and feeling of the insignificance of one’s moral worth in comparison with the moral law.” One shows moral arrogance when one is convinced of “the greatness of one’s own moral worth, but only from failure to compare it with the moral law,” i.e. from the failure of according everyone else equal standing as autonomous beings.
 As Darwall puts it, arrogance is when one believes that one has a moral standing that other human beings do not have, either by believing “one has a claim to others’ recognition respect but that they reciprocally do not have any against one,” or that “one has a fundamental ‘lawgiving’ standing that others simply don’t have.”

We can now return to the issue of whether grounding freedom of expression in the principle of autonomy encourages disrespect for religious feelings. I believe that the humility demanded by the Kantian conception shows that it is not a conception of autonomy that encourages disrespect of anyone’s beliefs. As Thomas E. Hill argues, “basic respect calls all the more for modesty and caution to curb our arrogant bias in judging others whom we hardly understand, This requires not only self-discipline but also, so far as possible, respectful confrontation and communication with representatives of cultures whose practices we are initially inclined to condemn.”
 This modesty in judging others’ beliefs does not entail relativism or that one cannot engage in critical dialogue with others about their beliefs. Indeed, it is an important aspect of showing respect for others’ autonomy that one regards them as capable of understanding and responding to one’s criticisms.
 Arrogance shows itself in the one-sidedness of believing others can learn from oneself but not the other way around. To treat someone as a person, it is not sufficient that one treat her as reasons-responsive – or as capable of understanding cartoons, as some publishers of the Muhammad cartoons thought
 – one must in addition respect her as someone who can contribute both with her own ideas and who is equally free to influence the form of public debate. For respect to be reciprocal not only the content but also the form of public deliberation must be based on the basic principle that everyone should have the right to participate and also not be discouraged from doing so by her fellow-citizens. This is required by the norm of respecting others as having equal standing as co-legislators.

The arrogance Jyllands-Posten is guilty of lies in that they wanted to instruct Danish Muslims in western ways but failed to respect them as persons who can contribute with perspectives of their own and who should not be discouraged from participating in public deliberation. It wasn’t just that the cartoons worked as what Mark Warren has called “conversation stoppers”; that is, that they did not speak to the targeted Muslims as “potential conversation partners.”
 It was the whole discourse among most defenders of the cartoons that failed to treat Muslims as equal co-deliberators. I have mentioned that Prime Minister Rasmussen spoke of freedom of expression as a value, which Danes have to stand firm on, indeed a value that cannot be discussed. Others also insisted that dialogue with Muslims is fine, “as long as one has clarity regarding one’s own values and principles, which are nonnegotiable.”
 It was not only the principles in general, not just freedom of expression as such, that was spoken of as nonnegotiable, it was the defenders’ own particular understanding of the principles and their implications that were placed beyond discussion. The principles were treated as something “we” (i.e. Enlightened westerners) already have sufficient insight into – not only into which principles are important but also exactly what they mean and how to apply them. But as Anna Elizabetta Galeotti notes: “Universalists who do not acknowledge the implications of the application of their principles can be both particularistic and dogmatic: particularistic because their views embody particular interpretations, and dogmatic because obscuring such interpretations places them beyond critical scrutiny.”
 

The arrogance in the defense of the cartoons, then, can be found in that those who disagree in that they were a valuable use of freedom of expression were treated as lacking any insight into what this principle might mean or how to apply it in concrete situations. Muslims and sympathetic non-Muslims who complained in terms of disrespect were not treated as disagreeing about the interpretation of universal values, or about the limits or use of freedom of expression, but as rejecting or not understanding the importance of these values. They were not treated as autonomous in the sense that they could have equal insight onto which moral principles everyone ought to be subject to.

III The Interdependence of Kantian Autonomy and Autonomy as a Character Ideal
I have argued that justifying freedom of expression with reference to the idea that it promotes autonomy fails to place (sufficient) moral constraints on how we speak to each other and even encourages disrespect of religious feelings. To this it could be objected that the best way to help someone in becoming autonomous actually might include respecting her religious feelings. Thus there could be a consequentialist argument for respectful public deliberation. I do not deny that there can be good reasons of this sort for criticizing Jyllands-Posten and others who show no concern for the religious feelings of minorities. However, these reasons would be of an empirical character and it is not clear that instrumental reasons will be sufficiently secure to protect minorities against disrespectful expressions. Sometimes respectful discourse is not the best (or at least not the fastest) way to make people critically reflect on their commitments. In those cases we need a more reliable moral constraint. My argument, then, is that even if certain expressions could be shown to promote autonomy they are morally wrong if they do not simultaneously respect the autonomy of the listener. Moreover, the consequentialist argument relies on the idea that an autonomous life is better than a non-autonomous one, and thus in its very premise it entails disrespect for cultures that do not share that idea.
It could be that the argument in section II draws too sharp a contrast between autonomy as a shared human capacity and autonomy as a character ideal. Indeed, it might be the case that the promotion of autonomy as a character ideal is a necessary precondition for people showing respect for the autonomy of others. Gerald Gaus has argued that an “ultra-minimal” degree of personal autonomy is required for people to be morally autonomous; that is, people must be capable of self-reflection and role-taking in order to understand that other people do not share their conception of the good and in order to respect them equally.
 Similarly, it could be argued that the humility of which I have spoken requires self-reflection and critical distance to one’s deepest commitments.
If this is right, my argument could be reformulated as a matter of that the defenders of the cartoons failed to live up to a certain character ideal; their arrogance would be seen as a failure of self-reflection and role-taking. Where does this leave the argument that justifications for freedom of expression that invoke the ideal of promoting autonomy as a character ideal can encourage disrespect for religious feelings? Is it not the case that promoting autonomy is required for mutual respect rather than being a threat to it?
What is most important for me to argue above – mainly as a response to diversity liberals – is that there is an autonomy justification for freedom of expression that rather than encouraging citizens to disrespect religious feelings actually entails a duty to respect others’ morally permissible ends and their equal standing as co-legislators. In this conception, autonomy is not a threat to but a ground for respect for diversity. And my suggestion is that this conception of autonomy – Kantian autonomy – is the fundamental conception of autonomy. But I agree that it is necessary to promote some degree of self-reflection among everyone in a society in order that they may accept the requirements of Kantian autonomy and mutual respect. Thus, we cannot do entirely without autonomy as a character ideal that must be promoted. Two points are crucial here. First, this character ideal is not a good in itself, but is justified as instrumental to the requirements of equal respect. Critical reflection is not seen as part of a mandated conception of the good life, as Kukathas fears. Second, the substance of the ideal is not that everyone must continually submit their conceptions of the good to critical reflection but only that they are sufficiently self-reflective to avoid arrogance and disregard the perspectives of others.
 In making the case for the value of autonomy, we should not succumb to “the temptation to make it seem not just necessary but admirable.”

In light of these considerations, the conflict between respecting and promoting autonomy should not be overstated. While the two principles may indeed clash, they can also at times converge. Promoting autonomy may be a precondition for securing mutual respect. What should worry us is not promotion of autonomy as such but when it happens without respect for others. And that is exactly the basis for my criticism of how the cartoons were defended: they were defended  as necessary for the promotion of self-reflection while the audience were treated as perhaps capable of understanding cartoons but not as holding their convictions autonomously nor as able to give and subject themselves to common principles. What led to disrespect was not that Jyllands-Posten was committed to autonomy as the justification for freedom of expression, but that it failed to do what is required by seeing others as autonomous in the Kantian sense. The editors were committed to the ideal of maximizing self-reflection and combined this end with an arrogant presumption of their own superiority, which led to contempt for others’ ends and a failure to afford them equal standing as co-legislators.

We should, moreover, be cautious in assuming that it is only among minorities in western democracies that there is a dislike of autonomy, in particular of the form of critical self-reflection that can be provoked by public discussion and criticism. Empirical studies have shown that there also among the majority in western democracies is a widespread dislike of having one’s fundamental beliefs challenged. A common view is this: “We have a right to our own opinions whatever they are … and therefore, we ought ‘to allow a person to believe what they want to believe’. To try to persuade people to change their minds is an invasion of their privacy and ‘a violation of their rights.’”
 This view expresses a conflict between public criticism of fundamental beliefs and individual rights similar to one advocated by some Danish Muslims. So if there is a conflict, it is not one between a secular majority that values autonomy and a religious minority that does not. Rather, it is a conflict that many feel. It is not a conflict between cultures but within cultures. For at the same time that many people do not like to have their fundamental beliefs challenged, they do tend to see themselves as autonomous in the sense that they regard themselves as capable of determining what is good for themselves and also as able to morally constrain themselves. When Danish Muslims claim the right to freedom of religion, they presume themselves to be able to form their own independent judgment in the matter of religion. As David Richards argues, freedom of religion and freedom of expression both rely on the same commitment to the idea that people are able to form independent judgments, i.e. to be autonomous.

To sum up, my suggestion is that the fundamental justification for freedom of expression should be that it shows respect for everyone as autonomous beings. If I am right about the relationship between the justification and the use of a right, this justification should both demand and encourage citizens to express themselves in ways that show respect for their co-citizens as autonomous beings. While citizens know that this is the fundamental moral requirement in the use of the right to freedom of expression, they should know also that promoting self-reflection is a prerequisite for mutual respect for autonomy, and thus in addition feel encouraged to express themselves in ways that lead to this end. But because mutual respect for autonomy is the fundamental norm, the promotion of autonomy should be constrained by it.

IV
I have argued in favor of humility and self-restraint in the use of freedom of expression. But I have also conceded that we may seek to promote autonomy in public discussion if we simultaneously show respect for others. An important question that may be raised at this point is whether my argument restricts expression unduly (even if I speak only about self-regulation) and leaves no room for satire and caricatures. After all, this was the fear of Jyllands-Posten: that respect for the sensibilities of Danish Muslims would lead to a degree of self-censorship that would hurt public debate.
In response to this, it should be repeated that my criticism is not so much directed at the cartoons as such but rather of the arrogance that I found in the justification for publishing them and in many of the subsequent defenses of them. One cannot judge whether or not the publication of the cartoons showed a morally condemnable disrespect for Danish Muslims without considering the context. My judgment, therefore, is not based on viewing the cartoons in isolation but in an assessment of the context in which they appeared and the justifications that were given for publishing them. If the cartoons had been published in an atmosphere that were otherwise characterized by mutual respect and attempts to try to understand and listen to Danish Muslims, there would have been no reason for moral reproach of Jyllands-Posten. But that was not the case. The atmosphere of Danish public debate has for some years, not least since the election in 2001 of a government that relies on the votes of the far-right Danish People’s Party, been very hateful towards Muslims, and Jyllands-Posten has been a main contributor to this.
The arguments in this paper, thus, does not give an unequivocal answer to when, for example, cartoons cross the line for morally appropriate use of the right to freedom of expression. It does, however, suggest some norms in light of which we can judge how to use our freedom of expression. I believe that in judging whether one’s expressions can be regarded as disrespectful and morally wrong, one must also consider the position of the addressee in a larger social context. If one addresses a group that is already targeted, powerless, and feels unable to respond, then one must be much more cautious, than if one addresses someone whose status as an equal is not in doubt. There is no comparison between ridicule of individuals with political authority or economic power, and ridicule of the weak and marginalized.
 The normative requirement here is that one does not express oneself in ways that undermines the addressee’s ability to regard herself as an equal who has equal rights to respect and participation in common affairs. 
This also means that one need not be overly concerned that the type of respectful use of freedom of expression that I recommend has too high costs in terms of learning or would require that one abandons the search for truth. Robert Post argues that Jyllands-Posten’s cartoons should be allowed, if “public policy is to be directed by intelligently informed public opinion.” 
 But if my analysis is right it was not the demand for respect for religious minorities that inhibited the formation of an intelligent public opinion but rather the arrogance of those who refused to discuss or listen to the complaints. I do not deny that there can be conflicts between the aims of respecting religious feelings and promoting intelligent public opinion. But the Danish case shows that standing firm on the principle of freedom of expression and rejecting the imperative of showing respect for a marginalized minority is a form arrogance, which if anything inhibits mutual learning.
By appealing to Kantian autonomy in the justification for freedom of expression, I seem to have taken sides for reason against faith. For clearly religious people deny that moral principles have their source in human reason, as Kant held, rather than in God’s will. Moreover, religious people might not just object to autonomy as the source of morality but some religiously sanctioned practices might violate what Kantian dignity and equality requires. If these points are taken as objections to my argument I believe the burden of justification has been moved to those who demand respect but reject autonomy as a principle of dignity. It has not been my aim to show that everyone will actually accept justifications based on Kantian autonomy and their consequences in all areas but only that no one has anything to fear from it in the realm of freedom of expression. My aim has been to argue why a commitment to Kantian autonomy entails a requirement that everyone shows respect for others as equals in their use of freedom of expression. If respect and equality is demanded when it comes to freedom of expression but rejected in other areas, others must explain this divergence.
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