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Abstract: 

In this paper, I argue that (i) where diversity of religion is accepted, political correctness must be 
limited and (ii) public philosophy is one way to protect religious diversity from political correctness. With 
respect to (i), religious diversity entails religious disagreement, and so, a threat to religious disagreement 
would threaten religious diversity. I maintain the distinction Samuel Lebens (2013) makes between 
sociological and psycho-spiritual religiosity, but elaborate their relationship to one another and consider 
how intolerance to public expressions of either variety affect both. Public expressions of religiosity—
what I take to be orthodoxic/praxic observance or consideration—identify the expresser as affiliated with 
a set of views or practices, some of which are implicitly inconsistent with or explicitly reject the views or 
practices of any number of other persons who similarly express their different religions or different 
degrees of religiosity. Of course, to have robust religious diversity we do not need people proselytizing 
from a street-side soapbox on the one hand or debating in a public panel on the other; explicit difference 
can be evidence enough of tacit disagreement.  

Borne of good intent, political correctness has nevertheless become an unwitting and substantive 
threat to religious diversity by stifling public disagreement. Disambiguating political correctness into two 
senses, one pejorative and the other non-pejorative, I acknowledge how non-pejorative political 
correctness actually supports religious diversity. I then continue to develop the first part of my argument 
by establishing how pejorative political correctness functions as an obstacle to public disagreement and I 
address why the relevant disagreement must be public. Furthermore, I contend that pejorative political 
correctness stifles diverse religious expression with one of two ends: secularism or extremism. Along the 
way, I draw on popular discussions of political correctness gone awry, as relating to “trigger warnings,” 
“safe spaces,” “victimhood culture,” “no-platforming,” “growth-mindset,” and tenure.  

I then transition into the second part of my argument (ii): that public philosophy is one way to 
protect religious diversity from intolerance of disagreement. With respect to (ii) I argue that engaging the 
public with philosophical methodology would both complement non-pejorative political correctness and 
protect religious diversity and religious expression by undercutting the negative ramifications of 
pejorative political correctness. However loudly or quietly people express their religiosity, they’re 
expressions evince difference, disagreement, and rejection, which can become prone to projections of 
marginalization, exclusivism, discrimination, and worse. In other words, political correctness leads to 
rampant conflation of disagreement with intolerance. And so, religious groups in particular unfairly 
become targets of the fair-minded aims of political correctness. What is evident from this scenario is that 
pejorative political correctness is not a sufficient tool to arbitrate disagreement. Moreover, when it comes 
to religion, disagreements can tend to be particularly deeply felt and if one is not able to voice and have 
one’s views productively challenged or to see where one is incorrect in his or her understandings of 
others. What might start as a fundamentalist understanding of one’s religion may develop into something 
quite extreme via socialized epistemic frustration and then polarization. 

Alternatively, and the much more common scenario, stifling religious expression may affect 
others by preempting them from coming to more sophisticated, well-reasoned understandings of their and 
others’ religions. And so, their very religious experience is stifled into detachment or secularism. Enter 
philosophy. Philosophical engagement poises one to earnestly grapple with all sorts of questions—
identity, relationship to others, religious belief—and offers a pedagogical framework to arbitrate 
epistemic disagreement, calling one to both rigor and charity. While it would be impractical for everyone 
to become philosophers, I end by suggesting some ways that philosophers might make a few good steps. 
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