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ABSTRACT: Lately, violence against believers is very high. With regard to the increasingly
widespread cases of intolerance which are a result of the immaturity of education regarding civil
rights in religion, this article uses a literature review combined with an analysis of Habermas's concept
of "public space" to make formulations for building tolerance, including communication and
openness of equal rights in public spaces. This study focused on deliberately planting the value of
democracy, with the aim of making society more democratic, intense introduction to each element of
multi-religious community through citizen discussion forums. With the results, the process of
deliberative democracy through discussion of public space is able to establish tolerance among
religious people.
KEY WORDS: democracy, deliberative, education, public space.
INTRODUCTION.
In the view of the author of the world, there is now a huge problem related to freedom which is the
core value of democracy. It can be seen from the start of the rise of terrorism cases if the starting point
is to be closely related to religion, whose adherents lose their tolerance by addressing other religions
in extreme and different ways. Although, in some cases the underlying aspects are political and
economic. As an illustration, when some Muslim groups consider that other than their group (nonMuslim) is legitimate to be harmed or frowned on their lives. As a form, they terrorize with explosives
and so on. The next effect is that non-Muslims also react to terror by intimidating Muslim minorities
in their territory even if it is analyzed there is no connection, even though Muslim minorities are not
a group of separatist members.
Even countries with the most established level of democracy (USA) were shaken up with intolerant
issues after the events of 11 September 2001 and other minor cases that followed behind them. The
negative stigma between one and the other is always reinforced and seems to be the deeper gap
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between them. The effect arises from a strong stereotypical view that states that if one individual has
a certain set of similarities to a group, it is certain that he is a member of the group without any deeper
consideration.
The formulation of democracy needs to be revisited by removing the stigma of that view. The main
point of democracy is government that originates from the people, in which there are various
differences in the backgrounds and beliefs of each individual for decisions related to the life with
each of them (Martin Sammuelson, 2018); that is, in religion each community also has rights that
must be respected and protected by the government with decisions that come from the people as well.
Decisions made based on involving every small part of the community as a minority group will be
very helpful in accommodating their shared interests, so the level of hegemony of the majority
towards minorities can be suppressed. This problem seems to be the main thing besides only the
people holding political power. This means that if democracy limits the power of the government
through control by the people then democracy also limits the power of the majority to the minority.
DEVELOPMENT.
Deliberative Democracy Education.
The term education of deliberative democracy adopted from the concept of public sphere from
Habermas. Deliberative democracy prioritizes the use of deliberative decision-making procedures
through dialogue and exchange of experience among parties to produce a fair and mutually accepting
agreement. The involvement of citizens is at the core of deliberative democracy in contrast to strict
representative democracy, using majority and minority votes. Deliberative democracy prioritizes
cooperation between ideas and between parties, while representative democracy is competition
between ideas and between groups.
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Deliberative democracy in this case is defined as a view that places public deliberation on free and
equal citizenship as the core legitimacy of political decision making and self-government.
Deliberation itself as a terminology comes from Latin, namely deliberatio which means weighing,
consultation or deliberation (Hardiman, 2004: 18). Democracy is deliberative, if the process of giving
reasons for a candidate's public policy is tested first through public consultation or through
Habermas's theoretical vocabulary of "public discourse".
What is typical of Habermas is that he developed his thoughts in continuous discourse with other
thinkers: Karl Marx, Max Weber, Emile Durkheim, Goerge-Herbert Mead, Georg Lukacs, Max
Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno. Opposing Habermas: Karl Popper, Niklas Luhman, Herbert
Marcuse, Sigmund Frued, Gadamer, John L. Agustin, Talcott Parson and Hannah Arendt. Everything
has helped Habermas in clarifying what he is looking for. And there is another one that is very
influential in Habermas's thought, Immanuel Kant, because in essence, he is a gift par excellence.
One of Habermas's works which deals with deliberative democracy is Faktizitas und geltung, which
is translated in English: Between Facts and Norms: Contribution to a Discourse Theory of Law and
Democracy. The book has been proof of Habermas's commitment to a democratic legal state.
Factizitas und Geltung was born from Habermas's assumption that "the state of law cannot be
obtained or maintained without radical democracy" (Habermas, 1989).
In deliberative democracy, there are three main principles: 1. The principle of deliberation, meaning
that before making a decision it is necessary to take deep consideration with all parties involved. 2.
The principle of reasonableness, meaning that in carrying out joint consideration there should be a
willingness to understand the other party, and the arguments raised can be accounted for rationally.
3. The principle of freedom and equality of position means that all parties involved have equal
opportunities and have the freedom to express their thoughts, considerations, and ideas openly and
willingness to listen (Meyer, 2002).
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Deliberative discussion is needed to unite the various interests that arise in heterogeneous Indonesian
societies in religion and culture. So, every public policy should be born from deliberation rather than
forced. Deliberations are carried out to reach a resolution of a conflict of interest. Then a fair process
is needed to obtain agreement on a public policy for the sake of social order and national and cultural
stability.
This stability can be obtained because it provides opportunities for various parties to think together
to solve their own problems. This communication building must be based on equal awareness that
requires each other. In this case no strongest party is opposed to the weak party, but all are equal.
Hardiman underlines that deliberative democracy emphasizes 'the process' of public decision making
and not 'the results'. That is, whether public decisions are taken by the government through public
testing, public debate, deliberation or only decided by a few people (government) in the political
system without going through the previous (democratic) deliberation process. He pointed out several
figures who helped popularize the idea of deliberative democracy, namely Habermas, John Rawls,
Andrew Arato, Guy B. Peters, and so on.
Theoretically, the theory of deliberative democracy emphasizes the importance of the role of public
space as a locus of intersubjective communication which is considered a fundamental variable in
democracy. Deliberative democracy in principle requires the achievement of democratic substance in
the form of government by those ruled through communication efforts in the public space rather than
merely fulfilling procedural standards of democracy such as elections, political parties, mass media,
trias politics, etc., which tend to ignore the essence of democracy.
Slightly different, Ulil Abshar in the introduction to the book "Citizen Forum: Representative vs.
Deliberative Democracy" explained that deliberative democracy is an effort to deepen and radicalise
existing democracy by strengthening civil society networks (Abdalla, 2000). Public space, which is
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condusive to deliberation and consensus, will be able to educate people trough habits, so that the
community naturally grow its democratic mentality.
The importance of Deliberative Democracy Education.
So far, democracy has become a hot topic to be discussed and also debated, when many developed
countries apply the concept of democracy to the maximum with the support of every citizen who is
ready and understands the concept of democracy originating from literature and campaigns delivered.
On the other hand, there are still many countries that use democracy in government and state systems,
but the lower classes of society still do not understand what, how, and by whom democracy is. Even
though the most important thing is the behavior that acts democratically, not only about conceptual
knowledge.
There are still many people, who among some parties, sometimes do not feel that they harm others,
on the contrary there are also those who do not feel that they have been harmed. Such facts sometimes
grow entrenched, so that it has become commonplace for one party to oppress the other party, the
majority group against minority groups. This seemingly ordinary feeling will accumulate longer and
one day it can explode with the form of rebellion and the outbreak of conflict.
Hence, from that deliberative democracy, education is very closely related to that problem. With the
aim that before the problem accumulates, they can already understand each other's rights through a
healthy discussion process between groups that have differences so that they do not break through
other rights, also carry out their obligations regularly according to the creation of a predetermined
agreement with each - each component supports each other.
The application of democratic education, especially in areas that were previously fully controlled by
indigenous leaders, cultural leaders, and religious leaders who have great power to force their
followers is indeed difficult, because in their routines, the people have been isolated by group rules
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and their leaders curb them. This usually occurs in communities that are homogeneous in both culture
and diversity.
In the process, many related scientists argue that the basis of democratic education is how to negotiate
in democracy so that it will result in democratic societies in terms of ways of thinking, just as teaching
provides the ability to provide reasons, to listen, and a kind of reciprocal value. (Samuelsson &
Boyum, 2015 in Martin Samuelson, 2018) so that democracy education is a training that ensures that
every individual understands his rights boldly expresses arguments about it, is also ready to share
with others in terms of exchange of values; so that, not only accept what a unilateral decision is given.
On the other hand (Ruitenberg, 2010), feel hesitant to use the idea of democracy by the basic way of
negotiating consensus as a goal in democratic public education on the basis of consensus, will reduce
the possibility of disagreement. By using consensus, natural or natural conflicts experienced in
democracy can be erased, and therefore he also argues that consensus is not suitable as a goal of
democratic education.
Deliberative Education and the process.
In deliberative democracy, Jurgen Habermas presents the concept of 'public space' as a means of
discussion. Space that is independent and separate from the state (state) and market (market).
Although in Habermas's study focuses on political issues, public space is also very relevant to discuss
matters of religion and culture. Public space ensures that every citizen has access to be a bearer of
public opinion. This public opinion has a role to influence, including informally, the behaviors in the
state and market 'space'.
The concept of public space was taken from the history of the public sphere of the bourgeoisie in
eighteenth-century Germany (Habermas: 1964). Although in his later book, Habermas lamented the
death of public space because of the transition from liberal capitalism to monopoly capitalism (Eley,
G: 1992). He continues to argue that public space can still be an ideal type for the prospect of
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democracy in the present. Unlike its predecessor at the Frankfurt School who tended to be pessimistic
about the prospect of democracy, Habermas had great hopes that the enlightenment project could be
continued by raising public rationality through media dialogue. This study later became the
background of his research on communicative action theory (theory of communicative action).
In the Theory of Communicative Action, Habermas argues that modern society consists of 'lifeworld' (lifeworld) and system (system). 'Life-world' usually more autonomous, meaning achieving
self-chosen goals, which are not possible in the system. While the system according to him, consists
of a subsystem of money and power, and in this subsystem human behavior is instrumentalized to
achieve the objectives of these subsystems (Finlayson, G: 2005).
By being home to communicative action, the 'life-world' allows participants to achieve their goals
cooperatively with an understanding of situations defined together (Habermas, J.: 1985). As a
mechanism to achieve understanding, contained in communicative action is rational potential. The
rational potential of communicative action consists of openness to logic (reason) and opinion
(argument). In it, consensus is achieved through the exchange of agreement and disagreement using
logic. With this theoretical argument, Habermas also argues that the purpose of social change is to
ensure that the 'life-world', or public space, exists independently of the 'system' tendency and the
colonizing subsystem.
The concept of public space, built by Habermas fifty years ago, has been criticized and has led to
many productive discussions and theoretical developments in many fields. The first reaction was
criticism from Geoff Eley about two things. First, according to Eley, Habermas idealizes public space
only in the bourgeois version. Second, he has ignored the sources of different emancipatory forces
that exist in radical and popular traditions (Calhoun: 1992), with the intention of being a public of the
ordinary people who also existed in the period of liberal public space during Habermas's research
period.
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Eley questioned if the public of the common people is a form of liberal models as Habermas argues
or is another independent model in the forms of disclosure because it is faced with the fact that liberal
public spaces and institutions are built through sectionalism, exclusivity and repression, and by hence
it is always shaped by conflict (Calhoun: 1992). So that in the end the ideal type of public space is
still being sought for its concrete form and evolution. Because according to Eley, since its emergence
it was exclusive and particularistic.
Another critique that is also relevant is from Nancy Fraser. According to Fraser, it is necessary to
analyze the conditions in which the existence of public space is not enough if only acknowledging it
from a political orientation. The plurality of competing publics needs more seriously to doubt the
concept of public space in which it intends to cover up, rather than eliminate, the imbalance of social
structures (Fraser, N: 2003). Fraser argues that public space should contain all social components,
there is no particular class exclusivity like the one from Habermas, with only the Bourgeois having a
role in it.
In its slow form, public space has begun to shift to the media, we can refer to Yovantra Arief's analysis
of the TV industry. Yovantra argues that the term frequency is public property, which is currently
heavily used to fight the content and ownership of televisions that do not represent the public voice,
although the ideal remains problematic, or contains paradox (Arief, Y: 2015). The concept of the
public according to him is ideal because with it we no longer talk about individuals who are driven
by taste, but as the subject of the collective who has the rights as citizens to get shows that are healthy,
educational and relevant to life.
Here is the term condition that allows the public space proposed by Fraser to be relevant to help us
get out of this ontological chaos. As long as television (and other media) is still controlled by
corporations, public space can never be achieved. The same is true with euphoria about social media
and its potential as a public space. So that in terms of media, democratically can be reached by anyone,
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various groups can enter and participate, but in space other than the real world the effects of offense
are very big opportunities, in addition to the still being of the public in digesting information that is
not necessarily accountable. In commodity terms, the internet is also heavily penetrated by the
interests of capitalism which can hijack public space with the satisfaction of opinion.
Creating a space that everyone can participate deliberatively in participating in discussing and
deciding matters relating to every aspect of our political, social and cultural life, we need effective
tools to achieve them. Actually in Indonesia, deliberative practices in the public sphere have long
been carried out even before independence, so Eley's concept of 'the common people' is indeed in
history, namely the practice of openbare vergaderingen (general meeting) in 1920-1926. In the
encyclopedia (Subijanto, R., 2014).
Development of Public Space.
Even though it was brief, the period 1920-1926 was a turning point in the history of the social
revolution movement in Indonesia. This is mainly because of the character of the anti-colonial
movement that is different from the previous periods. Previously, associations and meetings were
usually held by and for educated indigenous elites and usually did not include the majority of the
population of uneducated ordinary people. Since the founding of the Sarekat Islam in 1912, we have
witnessed the participation of the commoners in the anti-colonial movement which was not only
popular but also organized both inside and outside Java. But people who cannot read or write can still
move even though at that time only 1% of the indigenous population could read or write.
Based on reports from PKI organs, the Sinar Hindia newspaper (1920-1926), there were
approximately 900 public meetings held in the Dutch East Indies, mainly concentrated in Java and
Sumatra. These meetings were held in mountainous, coastal and even other remote areas in homes,
fields, offices and theaters with a total of 50-10,000 people including men, women, Chinese, natives
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and citizens of Indian and Arab descent . The communicative character of the rally formed the
character of the red Indonesian Communist Party / Sarekat Islam / Sarekat Ra'jat which at that time
was still in the process of being formed and was always under threat from both the colonial
government and other indigenous parties, including the Sarekat Islam putih. In insiklopedia
(Subijanto, 2014).
For the people, openbare vergaderingen is a tool for organizing itself. One writer said "the only way
to move is to attend meetings". But the point is not only that, it is precisely the debate and discussion
in the meeting that is able to move. Openbare vergaderingen is also an educational tool for the
majority of people who do not go to school, because of the lack of formal education at that time. In
meetings, newspapers are usually read aloud to be discussed further and debated. This is why
openbare vergaderingen is also a place for people to update their knowledge of foreign affairs,
historical analysis and other local issues. The principle of free debate is the main principle of openbare
vergaderingen.
There are at least three theoretical implications of this vergaderingen openbare practice. First, these
meetings were not carried out immediately only to hold different horizontal publics based on identity
or taste. This public space was held to oppose colonial state power. This requires that we respond to
Fraser's concept of 'public multiplicity', ie when public multiplicity is held in capitalism it will only
succeed in holding horizontal competition between the existing (or created) public and diverting us
from conflict between the people and the capitalist state. The movement to represent public
multiplicity in the present usually only manifests the public based on identity politics.
Second, behind the spirit of revolution that invites people to take part in public meetings is the desire
to overcome the contradiction between the people and the colonial state that fails to represent the
interests of the colonized people. This is different from the concept of liberal public space that is
carried by Habermas. According to Habermas, 'public space' is an independent space that is separate
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from the state and market and is very important to create equilibrium between these three spaces. In
its own language, the aim is no longer to abolish the capitalist economic system and the system of
domination of the bureaucracy but to make a dam of democracy to deal with the colonial disruption
of the system in the world of life. The challenge faced is to create an independent and autonomous
public space held within the system and the state whose reason is still imperialist. One of the public
demands of openbare vergaderingen at that time was to replace the colonial government with
zelfbestuur, or self-government led by indigenous people.
Third, the public space that contains the "depression" community is built to achieve the goal of
eliminating the identity that unites them themselves. In other words, vergaderingen unites colonized
people, but in their struggle they aim to overcome and eliminate this colonized identity to become
free and free. Habermas's theory is only able to 'acknowledge' and 'represent' public-public based on
different identities but is unable to overcome / eliminate identity which is usually a product of
oppressive and exploitative systems.
Of course, the conditions in the 1920s are different from the current conditions, each era has its own
problems, because it is not only capitalism, but also the issue of interests and the issue of sara issues
which continue to be heralded to be quite precarious conditions for the continuity of unity. If in the
past its mission was to gather unity which was not yet structurally strong, the current mission was not
to allow the long-established unity to be easily shaken and solved by any issue. The concept of public
space has potential, and is used to continue to work together to form a democratic environment so
that it is able to mature the community through the deliberative education in it.
Tolerance model.
The description of dogmatic attitudes also has negative implications with prejudice, which is to give
assumptions in advance to the shape of a particular situation without knowing in a rational manner
what is actually, so that understanding will be confined in a rigid condition. This situation makes
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tolerance difficult to practice in society (Evan Stewart, Penny Edgell & Jack Delehanty, 2017) When
others say X religion tends to be negative, it will also define it equally without any rational proof.
In the research, Laura Kurth & Pieter Glasbergen (2017) provide an overview of the shift in the
meaning of tolerance The subject and object of tolerance and the power to intervene are directly
derived from conceptualization. The hierarchy of values comes from the idea that there are objections
and voluntary decisions not to interfere. Both are based on values, where objections are judged to be
less than voluntary, the decision not to interfere. The last aspect of the tolerance limits included in
such a framework seems to be an important element of tolerance.
The subject of tolerance is an actor who tolerates attributes, attitudes, beliefs or behaviors that are
considered undesirable. Because the condition of tolerance can only exist when the subject of
tolerance has the power to interfere, it might be concluded that the subject of tolerance must be part
of the dominant group, for example in Indonesia. However, the subject of tolerance can also be part
of a group minority in relation to other minorities or powerless in their own community (Nehushtan,
2007). In addition, being part of a minority does not always mean lack of power. Thus, tolerance can
occur unilaterally or mutually.
Objects of tolerance are attributes, attitudes, beliefs or unwanted behaviors of individuals or groups.
What is considered an object of tolerance depends on the subject of tolerance, because all
characteristics of a group or individual that are considered undesirable may be objects of tolerance.
Desires exist with highly subjective judgments, depending on people's expectations and personal
preferences. In addition, relative objections may also exist, which implies that one would prefer other
options in alternative choices (Newman, 1978). Like subject tolerance, objects can be a feature of a
majority or a minority.
Value hierarchies occur from the fact that tolerance is not a neutral concept, but value-laden and
subject to judgment (Nehushtan, 2007). One can oppose objects of tolerance for moral reasons, out
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of fear, etc. To tolerate less desirable options, there must be another value that is higher in the value
hierarchy. Examples might be the practice of Islam and Jews; for example, slaughter of animals,
which may be opposed for cruel reasons for animals, but accepted to ensure religious freedom.
However, tolerance for ritual slaughter can only occur if the value of religious freedom is considered
relatively higher in the hierarchy of values than the protection of animals.
The perceived power to interfere is an inherent condition for tolerance. If the subject of tolerance
does not have the power felt to challenge the existence of objects of tolerance, we are talking about
helplessness, not tolerance. Forced power, depends on whether the subject of tolerance has a dominant
group in the community or minority, the dynamics of power between different groups and the ability
to influence the dominant discourse that reproduces or challenges power relations.
The last aspect is related to tolerance limits. Vogt (1997) argues that tolerance appears in the gray
realm between immoral and illegal. So, a tolerance limit is clearly illustrated by law, because illegal
actions are not tolerated. However, there are certain attributes, attitudes, beliefs, and practices that
(some) people may consider immoral, but which are not prohibited by law. One question that often
arises in this context is the community level, where it must be tolerant of intolerant individuals or
groups.
Separating tolerant attitudes that are truly existing and tolerant to "rational" which can only be
obtained by means of consensus that can only emerge through ways of deliberation in which those
who are related are obliged to engage in shared perspective taking. Such power of legitimacy can be
general and institutionalized only in the process of democratic will. In short, political tolerance can
only be guaranteed if applied in certain norms through a democratic process. With the goal of norms
that uphold human rights.
Most scholars study religion from two main perspectives, namely the functional structural point of
view and the perspective of conflict. (Johnstone, Ronald L., 2001) provides an overview of religion
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in society from various perspectives such as structural, functional and conflict. There is an interesting
connection between these theories when we use them to understand religious tolerance. In the author's
assumption, the level of conflict in society will decrease when the tolerance level increases and vice
versa.
The principle regarding inter-religious tolerance, namely: (1) there must be no coercion in religion
whether coercion is in the form of being subtle or done roughly; (2) humans have the right to choose
and embrace the religion they believe in and worship according to that belief; (3) it will not be useful
to force someone to follow a certain belief; and (4) the Almighty God does not forbid living with nonunderstanding or non-religious communities, in the hope of avoiding mutual hostility (Ali, 1986).
The state acts as a harmonious national life manager over the plurality of existing religions, while
religious leaders act as wise and synergistic broadcasters of the teachings so that the mission of
religion as the creator of peace can be felt in the life of the state especially in strengthening national
unity. The positive image of religion through the behavior of tolerant and wise religious people will
determine the positive image of the country.
Result.
In the process, democratic attitudes have a long historical story, a society will flexibly practice
freedom of opinion, feel safe when living together in a heterogeneous environment if their culture has
indeed practiced a democratic way of life. Indeed, a reflection of democratic attitudes is a form of
tolerant communication and interaction, both when addressing different religions, different cultures,
and racial or ethnic minorities. Habermas said, not only does the term tolerance designate the general
character of treating individuals with respect, more specifically we use it to refer to political policy
through the form of agreement with different communities. In the sense of tolerance, as many
philosophers have expressed, is a norm and a core element of free political culture or what we call
liberal. (Jurgen Habermas, 2003).
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Democracy is closely related to human rights provided by determining the set of moral principles
agreed upon through democratic deliberations and embedded in positive law that serve as instruments
for the practical implementation of tolerance. The implementation of human rights does not mean
eliminating the pattern of intolerance, but it means neutralizing the practical impact of intolerance. In
the words of Jürgen Habermas, "to end discrimination does not always signal the beginning of
tolerance towards people who are no longer discriminated against", but the availability of individuals
or groups to accept the interests of the rights of other parties as members who are equal to the political
community.
Equality is one of the main assumptions of the concept of human rights, and the right to equal
participation in the regulation of public norms is a prerequisite for democracy. This is why the catalog
of human rights includes the right of every citizen to participate in politics, more broadly, the right to
religion, socialization, economic rights and others. Thus, every citizen will have rights without
distinction and without unreasonable restrictions: this is, basically, a human right to democracy.
However, we need more than the right to participate politically equally.
Most, tend to narrow the concept of human rights to a catalog of civilized rules of behavior with
humans. If in country X people are not tortured, if the police behave properly, and the function of the
justice system is acceptable, we usually conclude that the country does not have human rights
problems. In terms of the quality of democracy, we often predict it by analyzing democratic
institutions and political procedures, such as the presence of political parties, parliaments, general
elections, and so on. In fact, democratic political institutions and procedures are not only insufficient,
but also operate ineffectively, without the foundation of human rights.
To ensure the actual applicability of the right to participation in equal politics, we need to safeguard
classical liberal freedoms, especially freedom of expression, and freedom of association and
assembly. By enjoying these rights, in turn, citizens feel safe this is why international and national
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human rights include the right to life and physical integrity, prohibition of torture, the right to a trial
that is fair and respectful of different personal, religious, cultural and ethnic life in between other
rights. The symbiotic relationship between democracy and human rights is reflected in human rights
articles or laws which stipulate that restrictions on certain things must go through the stages of the
democratic process.
Simply put, we need democracy to practice tolerance. Own tolerance as expressed by John Christian
Laursen (2005) in (Talib & Gill: 2012) has the meaning that policies to address something that is not
fully accepted but has not been actively rejected. The word tolerance itself comes from Latin tolerare
(to bear or endure), showing the basic meaning of receiving something. There is no single and widely
accepted definition of the term, and it is almost no exaggeration to say that each writer uses it in his
own way. Therefore, it might be best to understand the word with other similar words, for example,
be willing, willing, understand and match the other words.
Tolerance is instilled through knowledge, openness, communication and freedom of thought.
Tolerance is not only a moral value that every individual must have, but also a political requirement.
Tolerance is capable of transforming a culture that has an antagonism into peace and harmony.
Tolerance is the opposite of intolerance, which can be interpreted as a negative behavior and rejects
the views and actions of others. The attitude of intolerance has the essence that there is a belief that
considers the existence of a view or way of life that is better and better than others. The negative side
is related to oppression, rejection of certain ethnicities, acts of discrimination, even genocide which
ignores the needs and rights of other groups (Nur & Khadijah, 2013).
Nur and Khadijah revealed that many different religions were increasingly training to cultivate a
tolerant attitude from each of their adherents. They also found that the elements and explanations of
religious tolerance were indeed in the results of his research on religious diversity in Malaysia. By
suggesting further research is needed to identify areas and limits of tolerance.
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In one different place, in Dowd's study of diversity in Nigeria, different times and places that might
influence both ideas applied in this way that encourage or inhibit religious tolerance. More precisely,
in the development of the world, religious diversity received considerable attention. Many researchers
have revealed that religious differences result in increasingly being less tolerant and more inclined to
conflict leading to violence (Lipset 1959; Easterly and Levine 1997; Karatnicky 2002; Montalvo and
Reynal-Querol 2003; Quinn and Quinn 2003; Esteban and Mayoral 2011). Other researchers also
found evidence of a positive relationship between different religions and indications that illustrate
greater tolerance. (Fearon and Laitin 2003; Fish and Brooks 2004). However, the two observer groups
still found it difficult to believe that, religious diversity might produce more tolerance and advocate
a causal relationship of tolerance which had an impact on religious diversity (Dowd, 2014).
According to Adeney (1926), in his entry of tolerance in the Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics,
the word 'toleration' in its application is legal, and doctrinal has a very limited meaning. This connotes
refraining from prohibitions and persecution. However, this shows latent disagreement, and usually
refers to a condition in which freedom, which is possible, is limited and conditional. Tolerance is not
equivalent to religious freedom, and it is far from religious equality. He assumes the existence of an
authority that may be coercive, but which for its own reasons is not pushed to an extreme attitude.
This implies voluntary efforts, and political leeway.
Colin Gunton (1996), in his tolerance entry in the Dictionary of Ethics, Theology, and Society, defines
tolerance as a virtue of readiness to receive for the greater good - especially the welfare of the
community of beliefs and beliefs.
Every act of tolerance must limit the characteristics of what we must accept and determine what is
rejected or cannot be tolerated. This limitation is given to escape the suspicion of something that
exists outside the individual or group, the rules of tolerant behavior must be rationally accepted for
all, not only accept dogmatically.
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CONCLUSIONS.
The education of deliberative democracy can shape the character of society through the primacy of
the use of deliberative decision-making procedures with dialogue and exchange of experience among
the parties to produce a fair and mutually accepting agreement. Citizen involvement is at the core of
deliberative democracy prioritizing cooperation between ideas and between parties. Democracy is
deliberative, if the process of giving reasons for a candidate's public policy is tested first through
public consultation or through Habermas's theoretical vocabulary of "public discourse".
The function of teaching people to behave democratically in a form capable of expressing opinions
will have an impact on the softness of attitudes with a picture that is tolerant of other religions and
cultures. To practice democratic practices requires habituation that starts from everyday life and is
supported by a flexible culture in it; so that, the role of the state is very crucial to provide and support
the existence of a healthy public space as a vehicle for people to implement this democratic education.
This practice of democracy in public space was detected in the period 1920-1926; even though, it was
brief, a turning point in the history of the previous social revolution in Indonesia, associations and
meetings were usually held by educated indigenous elites.
Since the founding of the Sarekat Islam in 1912, ordinary people have begun to be included in the
anti-colonial movement which is not only popular but also organized both inside and outside Java
with the term Openbare Vergaderingen. The movement is concentrated in Java and Sumatra. These
meetings were held in mountainous, coastal and even other remote areas in homes, fields, offices and
theaters with a total of 50-10,000 people including men, women, Chinese, natives and citizens of
Indian and Arab descent.
There are at least three theoretical implications of this vergaderingen openbare practice. First, these
meetings were held to disguise the identity of the group so that they could unite against the colonial,
in connection now it could be possible to unite together to fight foreign interests in national identity.
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Second, behind the spirit of revolution that invites people to take part in public meetings is the desire
to overcome the contradiction between the people and the colonial state that fails to represent the
interests of the colonized people. This is different from the concept of liberal public space that is
carried by Habermas. According to Habermas, 'public space' is an independent space that is separate
from the state and market and is very important to create equilibrium between these three spaces.
Third, public space forms a new identity for its members to achieve common goals.
The ideal public space can be used as a vehicle for education to instill tolerance value, with its melting
form of dogmatic attitude which implies a negative tendency with prejudice, namely giving
assumptions in advance to certain types of circumstances without knowing in advance what is actually
rational. By placing it as a subject, the way is to place the majority as actors who tolerate attributes,
attitudes, beliefs or behaviors that are considered undesirable, because conditions of tolerance can
only exist when the subject of tolerance has the power to interfere, it might be concluded that the
subject of tolerance must be part of the dominant group, for example in Indonesia and placing
minorities as objects of tolerance Object of tolerance that has attributes, attitudes, beliefs or behaviors
that are not desired by individuals or majority groups. However, subjects of tolerance can also be part
of a group minority in relation to other minorities or powerless in their own communities.
The principle regarding inter-religious tolerance is: (1) There must be no coercion in religion whether
coercion is in the form of being subtle or done roughly; (2) Humans have the right to choose and
embrace the religion they believe in and worship according to that belief; (3) It will not be useful to
force someone to follow a certain belief; and (4) God Almighty does not forbid living with nonunderstanding or non-religious communities, in the hope of avoiding mutual hostility. On the basis
of that assumption, when in a society already has a high tolerance level, the potential for conflict will
be more likely to be avoided, and vice versa, the conflict that ends in violence will potentially arise
when people tend to be intolerant.
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