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requirement to
show her face
for security

expression not
only of pluralism,
but also of

checks. The tolerance and
government, broadmindedness
however, without which
believed her there is no

rights were not democratic
affected in a society. It can

concrete way.

thus be said that
the question
whether or not it
should be
permitted to
wear the full-face
veil in public
places
constitutes a
choice of
society."
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