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Preface and Acknowledgements


In an old Jewish joke, two rabbis are engaged in an animated argument over the interpretation of a complicated bit of scripture. A third, seeking to make peace, reassures them, “You’re both right.”

“But how can that be; they say opposite things?” an onlooker asks.

“Ahh,” says the peacemaker, “You ... you’re also right!”

In a nutshell, that is what Joining Hands says about religion and politics. There are many religious people who believe that faith enables them to live more fully, joyously, and compassionately and that it makes their communities more likely to value and sustain life. There are, likewise, many people in the tradition of progressive politics—a tradition that runs from the Declaration of Independence to struggles for women’s equality, from the New Deal to environmentalist criticisms of globalization—who believe a political response to the human condition is not just about satisfying some particular interest group but is vital to the happiness of the entire human community.

I say: You are both right.

But that, of course, is not the end of the story, for at the same time there are many religious thinkers who tell us that political activism is foreign to religion, or that a religious understanding of the meaning of life does not need the insights of progressive social criticism. There are also many activists who think that religion should be private, that it can, at best, only cooperate with political movements in working on problems understood in purely political terms.

At this point, I say to them: You are both wrong. That is why I wrote this book.

I believe that although religious ethics and progressive political movements share a common vision of a transformed world, it is also true that neither can fulfill that vision without the other’s help. They urgently need each  other’s strengths and insights. Religion and politics can—and must—cooperate to make society more just, environmentally sustainable, and humanly fulfilling and religious life more authentic and holy.

The details of these rather broad claims will be provided in the following pages.
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Although writing this book took eighteen months, it has actually been in preparation for more than three decades. It was during my coming of age, in the exhilarating and troubled 1960s, that I first saw how politics and religion could challenge what seemed to be a boring, complacent, and in many ways morally empty American culture and liberal capitalist economy. Resisting America’s dirty war in Southeast Asia and experiencing hallucinogenic altered states, coming to grips with criticisms of corporate power and discovering spiritual alternatives to the vacuous Reform Judaism in which I’d been raised, it always seemed—during those exciting, naive and pretentious early years of the counterculture—that these new ways of seeing and living in the world should be working together.

A few years later, the counterculture split: The politicos emphasized Serious Political Work, Organizing the Masses, and Revolution. The hippies and spiritual seekers Went Back to the Land, Got Their Heads Together (or not), and sought Inner Peace.

Although I spent much more time with the politicos, the spiritual awakening I’d experienced in the 1960s never left me. I taught courses in Oriental philosophy as well as seminars on Western Marxism; I practiced yoga and helped edit a Democratic Socialist newspaper. Returning in a very different way to a very different Judaism, I helped lead Freedom Seders for Passover and joined with others to be a Jewish voice on the left and a leftist voice among Jews. I came to believe, as in a lecture I gave in 1976, that “Bodhisattvas [Buddhist saints] Belong on the Barricades” and that political life, which had become increasingly sectarian, bitter, and boring, needed a healthy dose of spiritual wisdom.

I had been teaching along these lines for some time, but it was only after the death of my first child—when I saw how inadequate purely political perspectives were to personal tragedies of this sort—that I decided to write about the spiritual contribution to politics. Because I wasn’t sure exactly how these ideas needed to be expressed, and because I wanted first to be clear on my intellectual assessment of the radical tradition, it took me a while to get there. My first written efforts at synthesizing the two appeared in 1990 as the essay “Heaven on Earth: A Dialogue Between a Political Radical and a Spiritual  Seeker” and in the last chapter of my Marxism 1844–1990: Origins, Betrayal, Rebirth, which offered a spiritual critique of the limitations of the socialist tradition. Individual essays and edited volumes followed. Since 1994, I have focused on how a global ecological crisis is transforming traditional religion, personal spiritual life, and politics worldwide.

Now I am ready (I hope) to tackle these connections once again, this time with a comprehensive understanding that enables me to put many of the issues in wider historical and political context. My focus here includes traditional religion as well as more individually oriented forms of spirituality, the whole range of political issues as well as environmental questions, a more broadly conceived domain of politics and not just the socialist tradition. My goal throughout is to offer a fresh perspective on the relations between religion and politics. If I am successful, people will think twice (at least) before presuming that religious life and progressive political movements have different goals. More important, speakers who are rooted in either religion or politics will no longer take for granted that they can accomplish their own objectives without the help of the other side. If nothing else, I hope to propose a viewpoint in which humility, self-examination, and openness to insights from hitherto distant sources can become more of the norm for religious believers and political activists alike.
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If no man is an island, no author—and certainly not this one—writes without the help, inspiration, and support of many other people.

To begin with, I am grateful to Worcester Polytechnic Institute for some release time to begin the project and to students in my seminars there who read early versions of chapters and responded to the book’s overall theme with intelligence and openness.

Colleagues, friends, and a few strangers interrupted their own busy lives to offer helpful comments. What they said enabled me to avoid many errors and see the big picture more clearly. My thanks to Bland Addison, Bill Baller, David Barnhill, Seamus Carey, Danny Faber, David Gottlieb, Michael Lerner, Lisa Lebduska, Mordechai Liebling, Bill Martin, reviewers for Westview Press, Richard Schmitt, and Shelley Tennebaum.

My friend and colleague Thomas Shannon gave expert critical comments on the entire project and provided helpful answers to my confused questions about Christian theology and history.

My friend and student Nick Baker provided remarkably astute comments on the entire first draft, showing that youth and inexperience are no barrier to penetrating and enormously valuable editorial help.

My specific treatments of disability, Reinhold Niebuhr, religious peacemaking, and pluralism—as well as my ability to think of myself as a national commentator on religious issues—arose partly through my “Reading Spirit” column in Tikkun magazine. I am grateful to Tikkun’s editor, Michael Lerner, and its managing editor, Jo Ellen Green Kaiser.

My Westview editor, Sarah Warner, was always a treasure. She offered supportive critical encouragement, astute encouraging criticism, and some great lunches at conventions. Westview’s production team—including Project Editor Katharine Chandler and Copy Editor Michele Wynn—did great work at their end.

The comments of my wife, Miriam Greenspan, helped make the book clearer and wiser. I thank all the Good Spirits for her intellectual companionship, her reassuring words during my moments of author’s panic, and for the life and love we’ve shared for thirty years.

Most important, I owe a debt of inspiration to the brave souls who have refused to accept the world as it is. Drawing strength from contemporary communities and traditional wisdom, offering insights from religious scripture and social critique, resisting the destruction of the earth and the oppression of human beings, their moral courage and vision are the true meaning of this book.






Introduction


To the surprise of many of the last century’s most respected philosophers, sociologists, historians, and freelance forecasters, religion remains a vital part of contemporary society. Whether in the striking number of Americans who believe in God and attend religious services at over 300,000 local congregations or in the appeal of a more diffuse “spirituality” in everything from twelve-step programs to mind-body medicine, it is clear that a purely secular form of life is unacceptable to a great many people. Science, technology, democracy, and large malls are not enough.

When this continuing religious sensibility moves beyond personal experience or small communities of faith and enters the wider world of politics, what then? In recent years religious voices in the political arena have been predominantly conservative. The religious right has opposed reproductive freedom and homosexuality, criticized the welfare state and affirmative action, rarely focused on racism or violence against women, and often dismissed environmentalists as pagan tree-huggers. Internationally, fundamentalists of various faiths have repressed women, suppressed democracy, and used religious appeals to justify terrorism. These forms of religion have yet to assimilate the accomplishments of modernity and certainly are not open to the insights of secular progressive politics. Explanation, analysis, and critique of such fundamentalisms are not my purpose here.

Yet for all their self-proclaimed ownership of the “true faith,” the fundamentalists’ violent, premodern form of devotion is not the only game in town. Religious values have taken other forms, adopting democratic, liberal, progressive, or even radical ways of thinking about and seeking to change some of society’s most basic features. Groups defined by religious faith have supported women’s equality, called on the broader society to protect God’s creation, sought reconciliation in the midst of ethnic violence, and resisted the human costs of the triumphant global economy. And they have done so not only in support of secular justice but as an expression of God’s will and spiritual wisdom. It is this aspect of contemporary religions that is my focus.

There are two main roots of progressive religious social activism. The first is the traditional ethical teaching at the core of every religious tradition. The Torah frequently admonishes us to care for the powerless and choose justice rather than siding “with the mighty to do wrong” (Exodus 22:2). In Mahayana Buddhism, the true sage seeks not a personal enlightenment but the end of suffering for all sentient beings. Christianity’s focus on the poor signals the importance it accords to equality and community. Second, in modern times many people have realized that to be meaningful for the wider community, religious ethics cannot confine itself to personal relationships or charity. Rather, religion must engage in the pursuit of justice. And justice, in the modern world, has to do with politics.

At the same time, a wide range of historical developments has opened political movements to the presence of religious ideas and spiritual practices. Some liberals and radicals have realized that in struggles over poverty, peace, the environment, and social justice, they can make common cause with those motivated by religious values rather than class analysis or the interests of a particular oppressed group. Also, the track record of progressive forces has included failures, reversals, betrayals, and recurring political irrelevance. As a result, leftists have become more modest about their own accomplishments and more willing to learn from other sources. Finally, political activists have seen that religions have deep resources for dealing with the ineluctable human experiences of birth, raising children, aging, and death and that religions are adept at developing the virtues of gratitude, compassion, and joy.

Thus, from Gandhi and Martin Luther King Jr. to feminist peaceniks and Green defenders of the rain forest, from Jewish Renewal and Catholic liberation theology to the Quaker Peace Fellowship and Engaged Buddhism, people have sought to synthesize political and religious goals and values. They have claimed that authentic religion requires an activist, transforming presence in the political world and that the moral and psychological insights of religion are of enormous value for those engaged in political struggle. Many who identify primarily as “religious” or “political” have seen the virtues of each other’s knowledge; and for some, the cooperation of religion and progressive politics is taken for granted.


Joining Hands examines the philosophical basis of religion and radical politics as two “ways of world making,” investigating their similar capacities as critical alternatives to conventional social life and arguing that the most vital parts of each cannot be fulfilled without the critical help of the other. Both religion and radical politics claim universal and extrasocietal sources of values and knowledge, but the tendency of each to inauthentic forms of self-interest, violence, or oppressiveness needs to be checked by its counterpart. Properly understood, they are not enemies, but comrades.

In Part 1 of the book, I establish this position through extensive discussion of the essential values, successes, and failures of both traditional religions and progressive political movements. In the first few chapters, I pay more attention to religion than to politics. This imbalance stems from the simple fact that although it is reasonably clear that politics is in the business of changing the world, it is less obvious that religion, especially in modern times, should have a similar vocation. Once my reasons for believing why it does so are clear, a rough equality of attention returns. In Part 2, I offer interpretations of the achievements and limitations of nonviolent Christianity in the civil rights movement, of the feminist transformation of contemporary religion, of the remarkable fellowship of religion and politics in global environmental politics, and of how the personal sorrows of breast cancer and disability call for both spiritual wisdom and political action.
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First, however, it is necessary to indicate in a little more detail why the book is necessary. “After all,” you might be saying, “do we really need another book on religion and politics?” Not surprisingly, I think we do. To put it simply: The full openness of religion and politics to each other’s insights is far from complete. It is accepted by a modest percentage of theorists and activists; and in many cases it is held only incompletely. In particular, many are willing to recommend a distressingly one-sided openness: Religious thinkers will tell us how social struggles can benefit from religious values, but they ignore the beneficial effects of politics on religion. Secular liberals describe how political values need to circumscribe religion into an appropriately “private” sphere, but they are blind to religion’s creative contributions to social ethics and community.

To take one example, consider God’s Name in Vain: The Wrongs and Rights of Religion in Politics, by Yale law professor and cultural critic Stephen L. Carter. Rarely has support for religion’s contributions to social life—and an argument against restricting those contributions because of some imagined wall between church and state—been so clearly spelled out. That is why an account of some of the limitations of Carter’s lucid and thoughtful book is important.

For Carter, precisely to the extent that America is committed to religious freedom, it must not only allow but welcome religiously inspired voices in public debates. Religion offers, Carter tells us, a “prophetic voice” that is an alternative to the immorally pragmatic, narcissistic, and power-for-power’s-sake tendencies of the state and popular culture. To ask religious people to engage in public life without their religious values is as unfair and nonsensical as asking a Democrat, a CEO, or a union leader to jettison the values and beliefs that command their allegiance.

As an indication that Carter’s concern is warranted, consider two stories from today’s morning newspaper.1 First, there is liberal columnist Joan Vennochi’s condemnation of local Catholic leader Bernard Cardinal Law. His mistake, she tells us, is mixing “politics with religion,” in a “very unsubtle way” by supporting Massachusetts Republican governor Jane Swift. Swift had been criticized by some Massachusetts Democrats for conducting business by phone and fax from a hospital room while awaiting the birth of twins. Law had rallied to her defense. It’s not clear whether the Democrat Vennochi was more upset about the cardinal’s lack of subtlety in supporting a Republican or the fact that he is politically conservative, not much of a feminist, and pro-life. In any case, though my political views are much closer to Vennochi’s than Law’s, I do not see why it might be legitimate to express views inspired by John Locke, John Stuart Mill, or Betty Friedan but not those emanating from whatever sources a Catholic cardinal uses. If it is Law’s positions that bother Vennochi, let her criticize them without suggesting there is something suspect about Law expressing himself—on whatever topic—in a sermon. If it is the tacit idea that religion somehow lowers itself by participating in the corruptions of politics, then Vennochi should realize two things: First, religious figures can be as corrupt and self-serving as any politician; and, second, our task is therefore to support political and religious figures who are not corrupt, whether they are commenting on the governor, administering church funds, or passing laws.

On the same day, the Boston Globe also reported that Attorney General John Ashcroft had been criticized for holding Bible-study sessions, among other reasons because some observers feared he might punish those who didn’t attend. Little would have been said, I imagine, if Ashcroft had been studying secular ethicists like John Rawls or Alasdair MacIntyre. It’s all right to study moral ideas, these critics seem to be saying, as long as they are not religious ones! From my point of view, it would certainly be wrong for Ashcroft to force attendance or to demote those who prefer Plato to the Gospels. But so would it be a problem if someone penalized subordinates who preferred Kant to Aristotle, for liberal feminists to punish radical feminists, or for Democrats to be antagonistic to Republicans. Is religion, after all, the only topic on which elected officials can be narrow, sectarian, and punitive? The key point is not which books are being read, but how superiors’ beliefs of any kind are forced on subordinates.

The kind of narrow-mindedness expressed in the Globe articles is thus something quite properly rejected by Carter. But he goes much further than defending believers’ right to be heard in the public square by claiming that American religion has manifested uniquely prophetic gifts. From the abolition of slavery and struggles against the excesses of industrial capitalism to the civil  rights movement, he tells us, religion has been at the forefront of movements for social justice. The real danger for the broader society is that excluding religion from public debate will allow the state to dominate social life without a competing and corrective voice. The political pursuit of domination and power will reign supreme, as will, sadly, a secular culture oriented to psychologically and spiritually debilitating consumption. The only cautionary note Carter sounds is to warn religion not to become invested in actually wielding political power. The pursuit of power leads to compromise, accommodation, and, not to put to fine a point on it, selling out to the highest bidder for popular acceptance. The way of the prophet is to witness, to call, to instruct—not to win elections! In an image Carter adapts from colonial religious leader Roger Williams, the religious spirit must tend its own garden, and not become overwhelmed by the wilderness of politics.

Although I respect Carter’s intelligence and passion, I think his position has some serious problems. The most important of these is his presumption that politics is the realm of power, compromise, and expedience, and religion’s is that of moral values and timeless spiritual truths. Little serious attention is devoted to the way religion can contain narrow, sectarian, violent, and oppressive values and practices, to the way religion itself is, in a broad sense, political—or, at least, to the way religion might benefit from the moral insights of secular politics.


Religion is, at its best, subversive of the society in which it exists. Religion’s subversive power flows from its tendency to focus the attention, and ultimately the values of its adherents on a set of understandings often quite different from the understanding of the dominant forces in the culture. The larger culture ... will always try to impose a set of meanings on all of its subcultures; of all the subcultures in a society, religion is almost always the one best able to resist.2




I agree that religion “at its best” can do these things—and I offer an account of why it can in Chapter 1 and throughout the book.

But what about religion “at its worst” or even at its “less than best”? Does it fail only when it is seduced by the lust for political power? Or could it be that religion has always included within itself many of the conventional values of the society in which it functions, values in need of serious reform or transformation? Carter is at pains to show how Christians contributed to the abolition of slavery, but while he points out that there were preachers on both sides of the issue, he doesn’t seem to think the religious support of slavery tells us very much about the true nature of religion. Religion’s resistance to slavery is essential; its support, it seems, is insignificant. Similarly, Carter stresses the role  of Christianity in the civil rights movement—a role I’ll examine in some detail in Chapter 5—without stressing its part in supporting segregation. Martin Luther King Jr. used to say that the most segregated hour in American life is 10 A.M. Sunday morning, when everyone goes to church. And we might remember that what might be his most famous piece of writing, the “Letter from the Birmingham Jail,” was a response to eight clergymen telling him to go slow, be patient, and obey the law. As historian of the times Charles Marsh observes: “[B]oth the civil rights and the anti-civil rights movements were saturated with religion; in every mass meeting, church service and Klan rally, God’s name was invoked and His power claimed.”3


It will not do to applaud religion for inspiring the civil rights movement without also criticizing it for legitimizing segregation. In regard to race relations, religion has reinforced the status quo as much as resisted it. Senator Joseph Lieberman made the same error as Carter in a widely publicized vicepresidential campaign speech. “The core of those original values [of American democracy and culture]—faith, family, and freedom; equal opportunity, respect for the basic dignity of human life; and tolerance for individual differences—clearly had their roots in the Judeo-Christian ethic of the Founders.” One can only ask, which versions of the “Judeo-Christian ethic” are these? The ones that sanctioned slavery? Disenfranchised women? Justified the genocide against Native Americans?4


It is not only past religious errors that are at stake. Carter (and other commentators like him) tells us that in contemporary America, religious communities are distinct alternatives to liberal, secular modernity. And of course believers’ attitudes about sexuality, drug use, the nuclear family, pornography, and abortion typically present such an alternative. On the other hand, the religious right’s attachment to patriarchy, hierarchy, violence, capitalism, militaristic patriotism, and homophobia (to name a few) exhibits the ways in which it very much resembles, and hardly serves as an alternative to, the wider culture. This is because the religious right, like every other religious group, is a complicated mixture of transcendence and self-interest, authentic moral values and the perpetuation of unjust privilege—and because, as I’ll argue in the following pages, the most sincere life of faith is liable to make some real moral errors if it does not learn from progressive political movements.

Carter ignores these issues because, I suspect, he sees “politics” as pretty much exclusively the realm of government. What other people would call “political movements”—such as the civil rights movement or the women’s movement—he terms “social movements.” (Except, that is, when he wants to use the religious presence in those movements as proof of religion’s contribution to American “politics.”) However, limiting “politics” to the state is a  mistake. As large, impersonal, and powerful as our government may be, in a democracy its policies and principles are still an outgrowth of, and dependent on, “civil society.” The government is deeply affected by the powers and preferences of corporations and media, by mass movements of class, gender, race, religion, and ethnicity, by communities and citizen initiatives, by what folks learn in school, teach their children, and talk about at work. Further, as the women’s movement taught—and Carter seems not to have learned—our most personal relationships and our most prized cultural traditions are shot through with “politics”; that is, with beliefs and practices that justify how power is acquired and held and how social roles are distributed. Any statement of values is potentially political; any social movement is political; all moral values that govern human relations have a political dimension.

As dismaying as it may be, even the very notion of what a religion is has political overtones. To ask for “freedom of religion”—along with enviable exemptions from taxes and from laws against discrimination in hiring—is to presuppose that we know how to pick out “religions” from other sorts of social groups. But this matter has always been political, decided by laws and courts. These tell us that Catholics’ swallowing the Eucharist is a religious ritual, but Native Americans’ swallowing peyote is something else—no matter what is claimed by Native Americans. The synagogue I attend gets its tax exemption; a gathering of radical feminist followers of Wicca attended by a friend of mine does not.5


For most of Carter’s narrative, prophetic religious voices confront an overweening state bureaucracy; vacillating believers get seduced by the trappings of power; and secular intellectuals make fun of sincere devotion and faith. Left out (among other things) are the positive effects political movements have had on religion. He laments the political irrelevance of the mainstream churches while failing to acknowledge how many of them, under the tutelage of secular feminists and environmentalists, have taken truly radical stands about gender justice and about humanity’s relation to nature. Conversely, when Carter attributes the successes of the civil rights movement to its religious ideals, he does not consider that its failures or limitations might be the result of its inability to join those religious ideals with a political understanding of racism as a complicated social structure. Such an understanding might have enabled the civil rights movement to accomplish deeper, and less easily co-opted, goals.

All these points will be developed in Part 2; and I offer throughout the book many other examples of how secular political ideas and movements have—or could have—helped religion become what Carter calls “its best.” Of course the view that religions are improved when they accept democracy, the equal value of women, and environmentalism is one view among many. If  I am asked what gives me the right to define religion’s proper course, my answer is that arguments about what religion should be are part of what religion is, just as arguments about justice, beauty, knowledge, and objectivity have been essential to law, art, education, and science.6 Debates about God, faith, the true church, and the nature of authentic devotion permeate the history of all religious traditions. Consequently, there is just as much—probably more—deep disagreement about religion among believers themselves than there is criticism of religion from secularists.

Missing this point, Carter, like too many other believers, confuses the seriousness of religion—its binding call, its claim to know us best and speak to the best within us—with its literal truth.7 Yet one can take religion seriously—believe, for instance, that the Bible is the word of God—without necessarily taking it literally, for literal statements are not the only ones we take seriously. We know that poetry must be interpreted, that myths may be enormously powerful without being factual in the same way store inventories or newspaper stories are, and that dreams, while important, carry hard-to-decipher meanings. There is no reason we cannot be deeply religious, even biblical, and see sacred scriptures in these ways. And there is simply no unambiguous truth to be found in any case. Religious life always requires selection and interpretation. The Bible is an instructive example here, since it is part of Carter’s claim that believing Christians are those who follow it literally. Yet how many of the Christian fundamentalists who, for instance, appeal to the Bible in defense of their disdain for homosexuality, refuse to eat shrimp or pork because “holy scripture” forbids it? How many follow prescriptions about bringing animal sacrifices to the temple in Jerusalem three times a year? Or are ready to stone someone to death for working on the Sabbath? These commands are stated as unequivocally as is the condemnation of homosexuality.

For all these reasons, we cannot simply agree or disagree with Carter’s claims that religions make society better, any more than we can unequivocally say that politicians, movies, or public education do the same. It all depends, really, on which ones you have in mind.

The task, as I argue throughout this book, is to take religion seriously in the face of ever-increasing state power and an ever more manipulative and immoral popular culture, and also to bring a religious consciousness into the public square in a manner free from violence and absolutism. Believers should certainly avoid the spiritless relativism of popular culture, but they can hardly be a “light unto the nations” if they forget their own limitations.
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Not surprisingly, comparable mistakes are made on the other side of the fence. For instance, aggressively secular feminist Ellen Willis—writing in  America’s premier left publication, The Nation—presumes that religious believers cannot be passionate without being intolerant. Whereas Carter (for reasons that are not exactly clear) thinks believers should accept religious pluralism even while they “know” that their religion is absolutely true, Willis has deep suspicions about the role of religion in public life altogether.8 Further, she explicitly rejects an increasingly “pro-church” stand by the left. Democracy, she believes, absolutely requires a secular culture. And though her passion for secular values might seem to put her at odds with Carter, their beliefs are similar in at least one respect: Just as Carter does not realize that religious life has a great deal to learn from politics, so Willis cannot see progressive politics learning much from religion. In this position she echoes a familiar secular refrain: that religion is too irrational to be taken seriously and too volatile to be allowed a public presence.

Willis’s immediate focus is the controversy over “charitable choice,” the provision, first passed into law in the 1996 Welfare Reform Act, of allowing religious institutions to receive federal funds to administer welfare services. In the early days of his administration, George W. Bush sought to expand faith-based welfare services, even establishing a government office of “faith-based and community initiatives” to make policy suggestions about how religious organizations could help with the nation’s welfare services.

Critics have raised many questions about charitable choice, and Bush’s proposed expansion—which included broadening the religious exemption from antidiscrimination laws in hiring—provoked the wrath of much of the liberal establishment, as well as that of some religious groups concerned that the government regulations accompanying financial support might lessen religious autonomy.9 Charitable choice has been opposed by “Christian establishmentarians” fearful that minority religions might get governmental recognition and supports, by “strict separatists” who believe in the importance of an inviolable wall between church and state, and by liberals who see charitable choice as a ruse to allow government to abandon responsibility for the poor. By contrast, some “constructive pluralists” “recognize that American religious diversity is here to stay” and are “apt to see the constructive rather than destructive potential of permitting a space in public life for adherents of the various faiths.”10 Willis’s article arises in this context.

Just like Carter, Willis believes that religion cannot avoid maintaining the literal and absolute quality of its claims.


[A]s many devout believers will admit, there is an inherent tension between religion and democracy. The authority of the biblical religions—which are the main subject of this debate—is embedded in sacred texts, religious laws and ecclesiastical hierarchies that claim to transmit absolute truth and serve the  will of a Supreme Being. Democracy, in contrast, depends on the Enlightenment values of freedom and equality, which are essential to genuine self-government. In a democracy, truths are provisional and subject to debate—which doesn’t mean arbitrary, only arguable. A society grounded in democratic principles can neither restrict people’s choices because they don’t conform to religious truths nor give them privileged treatment because they do.11




Generalizing from religious totalitarians, Willis believes that religions as such must be restrained in order to protect democratic society and secular culture. The proper place for religion, she tells us, is as a “matter of personal conscience and identity.” Only when it is in fundamental agreement with—and, as it were, takes direction from—secular political movements can it legitimately join public debates and struggles: “[C]hurches have played a significant role in left movements for peace, civil rights and abolition of the death penalty. But for the most part, religious liberals and leftists have allied with their secular counterparts on matters of common concern, rather than working to promote the power of religion itself or taking issue with the secular left on specifically religious grounds.”

Willis’s position contains many errors. For example, she explicitly resists Carter’s “religious” appropriation of the civil rights movement by asking “What about A. Philip Randolph, Rosa Parks, Ella Baker, Bob Moses, John Lewis, Julian Bond, Jim Forman—secular activists all—and such nonchurchrun organizations as the NAACP, CORE and SNCC?” One wonders first if the historical errors here reveal a desire to downplay religion’s positive contributions. For instance, John Lewis was deeply molded by religious faith and was a seminary student when he joined the movement. The founding statement of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC), written by key movement organizer James Lawson, stated: “We affirm the philosophical or religious ideal of nonviolence as the foundation of our purpose, the presupposition of our faith, and the manner of our action. Nonviolence as it grows from the Judaic-Christian tradition seeks a social order of justice permeated by love.”12


More important than these clearly religious influences on activists Willis lists as secular is the fact that even secular advocates of civil disobedience were employing a perspective on social change that had extremely strong roots in religious or spiritually oriented philosophies. The major sources of nonviolence are Thoreau, Tolstoy, and Gandhi—thinkers whose understanding of social life was hardly limited to secular “individual rights.” These men rejected the notion that spiritual ideals—for example, religiously inspired use of nonviolence  to pursue social justice—could be limited to Willis’s “personal identity and conscience.”13 They sought to make very definite social changes, at times by using the power of the state. (The civil rights movement, for instance, gave great support to the Voting Rights Act of 1964.) Yet they did so in a way that was at least as compatible with democracy and religious pluralism as principled secular political movements from organized labor to radical feminism.

As Carter has little use for the insights of politics, so Willis sees no place for the particular strengths of religion. Yet some religious values might assist her own political agenda. For instance, as theologian Francis Schussler Fiorenza argues, government welfare policy is typically about the use of laws and money. To the extent that other resources are needed to help individuals or communities confront personal or collective problems, religiously oriented values of compassion, valuing each person, forgiveness, and self-transformation may be critical for success.14 Similarly, a prominent Protestant leader argues that faith-based agencies
seek spiritual transformation in their clients not only as a worthy goal in itself, but also as fundamental to their ability to achieve the secular social goals desired by government and foundations. The faith-based approach of these agencies is grounded in an understanding of persons as free bodysoul unities created in the image of God. In this worldview, no area of a person’s life can be adequately considered in isolation from the spiritual, and spiritual well-being has a profound effect on the psychological, physical, social and economic dimensions of a person’s life as well. A vibrant personal faith, it is claimed, endows life with meaning and purpose, overcoming the grip of nihilism and despair; brings a new sense of dignity and worth, countering the stigmatizing effects of poverty; and offers hope for the future, motivating positive steps toward change ... Further, the community of believers offers a network of caring friends who provide emotional, spiritual and material support.15






Although the overall effectiveness of such an orientation remains open to question, it seems probable that—like different types of psychotherapy or dress styles—it will work wonderfully for some people and poorly for others. What is disappointing is that Willis hardly considers the prospect that the secular progressives’ goal of improving the life of the poor might be furthered by religious values. Instead, she seems to think, we all need to be protected from those values.

Most generally, Willis seems unaware of how varied religion is and of the way many forms of religion have sought to integrate themselves into  democratic modernity without becoming secular. She ignores the ecumenism of Vatican II in the 1960s, Buddhist-Christian dialogue, and African-American Baptist churches and Jewish groups creating “Freedom Seders” together. In fact, finding ways to live with and learn from other religions and from secular thought has been on some people’s religious agenda for centuries.

Unfortunately, advocates on both sides of the religion-politics divide have a tendency to err in these ways. When Christian thinkers John Milbank and Stanley Hauerwas tell us that liberal secular society is oriented toward domination and control (“necessarily implicated in an ontology of violence”) they—like Willis—are simply painting the other side with a broad and distorting brush.16


If history has taught us anything, it is that secular values, just like religious ones, can be held violently or nonviolently, with mutual respect and openness or with dogmatism and hate. Thus, religious social activism—over poverty or abortion or peace—is not in principle different from that of feminists who seek to outlaw wife beating and sexual harassment in the workplace or environmentalists who seek to restrict the ecologically destructive use of private property. These are all expressions of strongly held beliefs that in principle cannot be kept private and that while not necessarily leading to direct violence call on society to accept certain actions and forbid others.

That is why Willis’s claims that political values are subject to discussion but religious ones are not, and that therefore religion is incompatible with democracy, are wrong. Are we to suppose that she is particularly open-minded about her feminism? That the leftist editors of The Nation are seriously examining the possibility of becoming Republicans? When human beings have religious or political beliefs that they take seriously, they rarely (if ever) seriously examine the foundations of those beliefs. Further, could Willis have forgotten that in the history of the “secular left” there are countless occasions when the pursuit of political values led to repressive political behavior, intolerance of alternative views and—in many of the tragic histories of socialism and communism—to massive state violence against dissidents? If religion should be restricted because of the sins of religious fundamentalists, should political movements be privatized because of the sins of political fundamentalists?

Contrary to Willis, there are now voices within virtually all religions calling for universal respect, compassion, and care. Thich Nhat Hanh claims it is religiously wrong ever to try to impose one’s views on another. Protestant theologian John Cobb says that openness to change and to learning from other faiths is essential to Christianity.

Gandhi read from the scriptures of several religions before his mass meetings and Martin Luther King Jr. found no conflict between the highest ideals of democracy and religious truth. In Boston, a quiet group of pro-life Catholics and pro-choice secularists has been meeting, talking, and finding at least some common ground for several years. Dialogue among different religions and between religious and secular ethicists is everyday stuff. These ideals do not settle all disputes or remove all differences, any more than ideals of secular justice eliminate all conflicts over rights or property. But placing a premium on virtues of universal compassion and concern means that hatred, violence, and self-righteousness are devalued and the search for understanding, appreciation, and common ground are given greater respect.

If we applied the same kind of sloppy generalizations to “secular” political thinkers that secular critics do to religion, we might lump Strom Thurmond with Robert Kennedy, Barry Goldwater with Ralph Nader, and perhaps Stalin with Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Further, when we see how Catholic priest Daniel Berrigan and the secular Daniel Ellsberg joined in antiwar civil disobedience while “religious” Catholic bishops and the secular Robert Mac-Namara supported the war, we realize that the distinction between “religion” and “secular” is perhaps not so enlightening. Those who would persecute and exploit others can use religion to justify their ends, but they can also appeal to the free market, nationalism, or “globalization.” In our tortured age, religion has not cornered the market on sectarian violence and dogmatism.

Of course, passionate religious souls might well upset our liberal applecart, but so have the union movement, Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), and Greenpeace. At times, some upset is just what we need. By now the “best” of the religious spirit has learned its lessons and the worst is no more threatening than secular fanatics, totalitarians, and exploiters. In fact, the history of socialist governments, movements for social equality, contemporary debates about political correctness, and murderous ethnic conflicts teaches us that political movements would do well to seek some religious instruction about listening, compassion, and valuing other human beings.

From my own standpoint, which is (as the reader may have guessed) somewhat to the left of center, it seems downright silly to criticize conservative or fundamentalist religion on the grounds that religion should be excluded from public life, or in the name of some abstract, universal objectivity. Rather, we should criticize right-wing fundamentalists not because they are religious but because they are wrong: because they have an uncaring attitude toward the earth, suppress the rights of women, and accept government repression or unfettered capitalism. In this criticism, our most effective ally may well be forms  of religion that have already been touched by the insights of modern progressive politics but nevertheless also hold fast to their connections with tradition. Argumentative strategies are generally more effective the more of the opposing position they accept. One is more likely to be heard if one says, “I too worship Jesus, but I don’t think Jesus would support the murder of abortion providers” than if one says, “All you religious crackpots ought to be excluded from the public realm.” The choice is no longer between “secular reason” and “faith,” but between different meanings of faith itself.

Passionate sincerity and repressive intolerance—is it really surprising that these are found in both religions and politics? As Carter points out repeatedly in regard to religion: Deeply held beliefs are only that to the extent that they shape the way we live, thus molding not only our personal lives but the norms and goals we want for our communities. When Carter dismisses politics as a realm without principle and Willis paints religion as too explosive to be let out of the private realm, they make similar—though opposite—errors. Both want to downplay their tradition’s historically obvious failings and exaggerate those of the other side!

Given the inadequacy of both approaches, what shall we conclude? Well, we might be tempted to declare “a plague on both your houses.” This response, however, would leave us with little alternative to the status quo: from MTV and the existing political parties to the current state of public education and our treatment of the environment. Anyone who thinks these things are acceptable, sustainable, or rational probably doesn’t need to read any further—for the religion and politics of which I write here are not so tolerant, and the best of today’s religion and politics simply cannot accept the status quo. They deny that unending economic development without moral purpose, theocratic tyrannies, ever larger supplies of Prozac, and the prospect of the Internet in every village are the best humanity can do in the way of justice and human fulfillment. For them, the prophetic voice of religion and the secular left’s historical struggles remain the best hopes of changing—and perhaps of saving—the world.

Whatever their errors or excesses, it is to these two traditions we must turn. But we must do so, I believe, with eyes open to their failures as well as their successes, their weaknesses as well as their strengths. And as I will try to show, it is precisely in each other’s strengths that the resources to help overcome each other’s weaknesses may well be found.






Part ONE





1

Two Ways of World Making


This is the fast I desire: To unlock the fetters of wickedness,
 and untie the cords of the yoke. To let the oppressed go free;
 to break off every yoke.
 It is to share your bread with the hungry
 And to take the wretched into your home;
 When you see the naked, to clothe him,
 And not to ignore your own kin.


—Isaiah 58:6–7


 



 



 



 



Life is beautiful. Let the future generations cleanse it of all evil, oppression, and violence, and enjoy it to the full.



—Leon Trotsky1


 



 



 



 




As we grow up, we learn that the physical world has limits that can be transgressed only at our peril—the sharp edges of the stones by the river, the wasp’s sting, taxis speeding down the street. In the same way, we discover that the human world has its limits as well. We find out what is allowed and what forbidden, who lives in luxury while others serve, and who has the last word around the house, in the village, in the global economy. We take into ourselves the shape of the social world, conforming to its division of labor, hierarchy of power, distribution of worth and dishonor. Our very selves are formed by our acceptance of social life as it is. After all, we did not create  these things; to grow up at all we must learn that “this is the way things are.” As Martin Heidegger put it, we are “thrown” into a world we did not make.

Others have made the world. And it is our task, like it or not, to conform.

Throughout history this kind of acceptance has been the norm, yet another response has also existed. Along with acquiescence, conformity, and fitting in, there have been attempts to challenge existing values and forms of power and to make the world anew. In the same way the development of technology has allowed us over the centuries to change our experience of nature, so there are historical forms of thought and collective action that offer us the possibility of fundamental social change.

I will call these forms of thought and collective action “ways of world making.” They invite us to view the contours and confines of social life as a human creation subject to human judgment and transformation. They instruct us not to accept but to evaluate critically, not to fit in but to break the mold, not to play the game but to change the rules.

As the sources of our most comprehensive understandings of human existence, religion and politics are our two most important ways of world making. Paradoxically, their ideals serve as the building blocks of the social reality we find—and also offer hope and courage that society can be changed for the better. At their best they offer a way out of stultifying habits, unjust norms, oppressive social relationships, and collective irrationality. At their worst they mimic, reinforce, or even make up the social world as it is. What I seek to show in this book is that their shared identity as ways of world making give religion and politics a shared purpose and that both religion and politics stand a much better chance of succeeding at that shared purpose if they mutually reinforce, teach, and aid each other.

Of course this claim may sound somewhat peculiar. How can religion, which has for much of human history been the main buttress of conventional social reality, be considered a critical alternative to that reality? The major task of religious authorities has been, many will say, to reinforce existing values and institutions or offer an escape from them, not to rebel. Similarly, it might be asked, doesn’t “politics” define the existing distribution of social power rather than some hoped-for alternative? Most important, haven’t religion and politics always been antagonistic adversaries?

These questions are valid. Religion and politics have been (at least) two-sided in their relation to society: at once supportive and critical, defining the norms and overthrowing them, counseling obedience to standard values, and teaching new ones. Yet their world-making capacity clearly emerges when we consider some of their basic features. For example, religions claim that what they believe is based on the word of God or on the teachings of sages who  have comprehended the essential meaning of the human condition. It is on this basis that they offer a counterweight to the conventional wisdom that would respect norms simply because of their wide acceptance or obey secular authorities simply because they have the most power. Liberal, radical, or revolutionary politics, relying on different forms of justification, have a similar interest in rejecting the oppressive logic of “prevailing conditions” and “common sense.” Political visions assert that the present social reality is not the best we can hope for, that it can be decisively changed, and that the end result will be both morally better and more humanly fulfilling than what we have now.

Similarly, both religion and politics claim sources of knowledge, value, and authority that escape the limitations of conventional ways of thinking and acting. Religions draw on inspiration, revelation, and inner knowledge; radical politics draw on a reasoned critique, a creative vision of what is possible, and the emotionally charged understanding of the social sources of one’s most personal suffering. Both ways of world making, that is, find truths that transcend the self-limiting acceptance of existing forms of power and belief.

Also, we find that in many ways a common ethical core motivates both activist religion and progressive politics. Every religion, however imperfectly its adherents may practice them, has detailed ethical teachings that instruct us to love, respect, and care for one another. Similarly, a common thread of the pursuit of ever wider social justice runs from the American Bill of Rights to the platform of the early-twentieth-century Socialist Party, from Martin Luther King Jr. to the National Organization of Women, from Greenpeace to Peace Now. Marx’s vision of a socialist utopia clearly carries some of the elements of the Judeo-Christian concept of the messianic age. Progressive attempts to mitigate the lot of the poor resonate with the Sermon on the Mount. The Engaged Buddhist concern with community echoes the feminist stress on connection rather than autonomy.

Further, in rare cases both religion and politics can inspire a similar transcendence of the self, a joyous dissolution of our private concerns into the holy camaraderie of the struggle for justice, peace, and community. In this light, consider a tale of the Chinese revolution. It happened during the Long March, when the Communists were escaping encirclement by repressive forces of the conservative central government by making a several-thousandmile journey from southern China to the North. Proceeding along a mountain trail, they needed to traverse a narrow bridge spanning a deep chasm. Warplanes strafed them from the sky; on the other side of the bridge, a machine gun threatened anyone who dared to cross. Volunteers were needed to charge the machine gun, the first twenty or thirty of whom would surely  die before it could be overrun. After officers called for volunteers, more than a hundred men stepped forward without hesitation. In a very different setting, we find the monks who burned themselves to death to protest the violence of the Vietnam War. With principled dedication to nonviolence, they rejected all military options. With calm courage, they set themselves on fire in order to awaken others to the full horror of the war.2 However we might judge these particular movements or the actions taken on their behalf, we nevertheless see in both examples a dedication to a new world, which moves people far beyond the limits of ordinary human capabilities.

Sadly, however, along with their similar goals and the selfless passions they can inspire, religion and radical politics also share a common tendency to fall short of what they could be—and in fact of their own self-proclaimed goals. History offers us many dismal examples of claims to spiritual virtue or revolutionary purity that mask self-interest and oppression.

How religion and politics can redress some of these failures by making use of the insights and practices of the other is described throughout this book. In the rest of this chapter, I explain more clearly what I mean by “religion” and “politics” and continue to develop my account of how they can remake the world.

[image: 006]

Definitions of religion abound, but few carry as much weight as the term itself. Long before we try to figure out what the word means, we pray or we see people pray; we enter churches or synagogues, see crosses hanging from people’s necks, and listen to actresses thank God for their Academy Award; we hear politicians invoke God’s blessing on their country (and political party) or see a minister at a wedding.

When we try to define the concept in detail, we find that it needs to be understood not as some fixed set of attributes held by each and every religion but rather as a cluster of related, overlapping, but distinct characteristics. Every religion will have some of these characteristics, and perhaps no religion will have them all.

If, for example, we identify religion with belief in a Supreme Being, we exclude Buddhism, which is rooted in the teaching of a wise person rather than a God. If we emphasize the ethical teachings that are in fact central to religion, we include many secular moralities that pride themselves on being virtuous without accepting holy texts or divinities. If we think of religion as centering on the supernatural, we leave out the kind of nature worship that finds divinity in nature.

One response to these difficulties is to emphasize the adverb and adjective derivatives rather than the noun. A “religion,” we might say, is what we believe or follow “religiously”—with dedication, passion, and commitment. A ceremony is “religious” when it is performed with a certain gravity or intensity. A “religious” view of the world is one that tries to understand the whole of things, to relate personal and social destiny to the fundamental nature of the universe. But if this is our strategy for understanding religion, we end up saying that passion, devotion, seriousness, and a philosophical view of life are necessarily religious. In that case, the orthodox Communist would be as religious as the Orthodox Jew; and we would have no way to distinguish a secular devotion or a worldly passion from a spiritual one. I suspect that this outcome would ultimately be unsatisfying. Even though a number of thinkers have shown the psychological similarity between fervent political activists and fanatical religious devotees, it is still a stretch to talk about purely secular involvements as religion—no matter how much passion is shown at college football games or rock concerts.

So, at the risk of adding to the confusion or violating the reader’s intuitions, I will sketch how the concept is used here. For me, religions are systems of belief, ritual, institutional life, spiritual aspiration, and ethical orientation that view human beings as more than simply their social or physical selves. Teachings are “religious” when they assert (as in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam) that there exists a Supreme Being whose moral commands and ultimate power supersedes even the grandest of earthly political authorities. Alternatively, even without a Supreme Being, Buddhism offers a religious insight when it teaches that we can achieve a state of consciousness that transcends the attachments and passions of our ordinary social egos. To be religious, in this sense, is to be aware that some things have “ultimate significance”—in the sense of being fundamental, important, long-lasting, and supremely fitting to who we really are.3


Yet whatever our essential religious identity, we must live in and with the world. As religious beings we move between the holy and the secular, our spiritual aspirations and our conventional lives, reaching toward God or Ultimate Truth and just hanging out. In this complex and demanding dance, religions prescribe norms of conduct to shape the familiar settings of family and community. These teachings are meant to root our everyday relationships in spiritual truths about our essential identity. God, or Truth, or our Buddha Nature can be expressed in the way we marry, do business, raise our children, or deal with rush-hour traffic. To make these ideas a vital presence in the world, church schools teach the young and buildings are maintained for collective  gatherings. Special holidays provide concentrated arenas of religious energy. Ritual acts of prayerful worship, meditation, collective contrition, or celebration awaken and reinforce personal and communal connections to Ultimate Truth(s), train the personality to reflect certain values in daily life, and provide emotional outlets during life-cycle events such as marriage, birth, and death.

Finally, religions invite us to cultivate a sense of awe and mystery. This need not be a blind attachment to a confusing creed or a dogmatic attachment to making endless moral judgments about others. It can reflect, as in the title of a book by Abraham Joshua Heschel, simply a desire for wonder: a sense, that is, that the universe as a whole and human existence within it are more beautiful and profound than we can ever fully realize.4


What then of the concept of the “spiritual,” often used to suggest something different from—but closely related to—religion? “I’m not religious at all,” people will frequently say, “but I do have a pretty active spiritual life.” Spiritual aspirations, I believe, are in fact a kind of religious perspective, sharing the emphasis on a reality distinct from one’s conventional social position and on values that dissent from the social order. Yet it is a kind of religiosity that accentuates personal experience, theological tolerance, and lifelong pursuit of spiritual development rather than contentment with religious normality. People who say they are “spiritual” but not “religious” often mean that they pick and choose among different traditions and practices, that they are not part of a formal religious congregation, that they are more concerned with their own spiritual development than with judging the religious orthodoxy of anyone else. For my purposes, then, the term “spirituality” is not opposed to religion but simply emphasizes a certain way of being religious.5 Although the widespread use of the term is recent, there have been, after all, many voices in the history of religion that resisted institutional authority, accepted that other faiths had value, and pursued a lifetime of searching rather than a settled certainty. Such seekers, like those who call themselves spiritual today, may also engage in world-making activities. A lack of institutional affiliation or rigid orthodoxy need not entail a lack of social concern.

Just because the hallmark of religion is the transcendence of the ordinary, religions can offer something beyond conventional self-interest and oppression. In ordinary usage, the very notion of a “religious” value or a “spiritual” response to a difficult situation can suggest hidden strengths, positive moral character, or an unconventional (and valuable) way of settling a dispute or responding to a loss. Insofar as religion appeals to us in the name of some facet of our identity that is somehow distinct from our social role, physical body, or usual sense of self, its moral demands or teachings about true self-fulfillment may imply a different set of norms for human relationships and even a new set of social institutions to make those norms live in history.

What is essential to this definition is my claim that religions are—or can be—ways of world making. Clearly, this view of religion runs counter to a good deal of what has been said by secular critics. Ever since Marx, it is not hard to see how religious teachings, for all their pretensions to Ultimate Truth, reflect the social world to which they claim to provide an alternative. For Marx, religion was the “opium of the masses,” serving to dull the pain of inequality and exploitation.6 Denied access to a decent life, the poor and downtrodden turned to fantasies of a happier realm and of an Ultimate Power who would assuage the pain they could not escape on earth. Because human beings actually had it in their own power to create that better realm on earth, religion was a form of alienation: a loss of our collective human capabilities through a projection of them onto some other Being. The truth of religion was thus its ability to imagine a realm of human satisfaction. Yet by deferring that realm to a time after death and typically endorsing existing social arrangements in the meantime, religion actually reinforced the unjust powers that ruled on earth. When we think of the Catholic Church’s sanctioning of monarchy during the Middle Ages, or bishops blessing armies for colonial conquest, or Hindu endorsement of a rigid caste system that kept millions locked into abject poverty and social humiliation, we see the truth of Marx’s position.

But Marx’s critique is incomplete. If religion were only a fantasy of escape combined with an endorsement of existing social power, it would contain no basis for social criticism. But in fact it does. In theology, in the spiritual lives of heroic individuals and in activist social movements, religious sensibilities have confronted entrenched inequalities and injustices. The Hebrew prophets laid out God’s wrath on the rich and powerful of Jewish society. There was (as Carter insisted) a vital religious presence in the abolition of slavery. Adherents of Catholic liberation theology have, sometimes at great personal cost, supported the rural poor in Latin America. Buddhists have criticized the ecologically and culturally devastating effects of modernization and militarism.

Although I do not completely agree with Marx, neither am I suggesting that the world-making, socially critical aspect of religion is religion’s “essence,” its “truth.” A casual glance at today’s headlines shows us the conservative side of religious life: religious sanctioning of women’s oppression in Afghanistan, religiously inflamed violence in the Middle East, the religious right’s homophobia. If religion has any essence at all, it is two-sided. However conservative or repressive it may be at a given time, religion also contains the seeds of radical, dramatic, critical evaluation of and action against an unjust social order. This is of course no news to those who have used religion in the struggle for civil rights or against militaristic foreign policies. But we cannot pretend that this is the only meaning of religion.

There is, to use Scott Appleby’s apt phrase, an “ambivalence of the sacred.” 7 Religion is conservative and revolutionary, passive and active, escapist and vigorously involving. These two tendencies are described when theologian David Tracy asserts: “When not domesticated as sacred canopies for the status quo, nor wasted by their own self-contradictory grasps at power, the religions live by resisting.... Above all, religions are exercises in resistance.”8 It is, as we shall see, just because of its ethical ambivalence that religion needs politics.
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