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            Introduction

            
               The liberal democratic tradition of political thought has long made religion an important, even central, subject of study
                  and debate. Constructed in part as a means of avoiding the sorts of destructive religious wars that plagued post-Reformation
                  Europe, liberalism1 has both relied on religious ideals to buttress its claims about human freedom and equality, and treated it as a threatening
                  force, ready to upend political peace for the demands of faith.2 Among contemporary theorists, recourse to supportive religious doctrines has largely dissipated while the view of religion
                  as incipient threat remains and has even intensified – and perhaps with good reason. Religion may not be alone as a cause,
                  but the deadly conflicts in the Middle East, the former Yugoslavia, Nigeria, and the Indian subcontinent, to take a few examples,
                  are all profoundly tied up with religion. Closer to home, the most contentious issues in American politics – abortion, euthanasia,
                  homosexuality, and so on – all have important religious connections, and liberals and politically organized religious believers almost always seem to find themselves opposed to one another. As Jeff Spinner-Halev has noted, “The religious conservative
                  haunts liberalism today.”3

               In this context liberal political theorists have coalesced around a rough consensus regarding the dangers posed by religion
                  and their possible remedies. Liberals are, of course, often accused of falling decisively short of consensus on pretty much
                  everything, but there is little exaggeration in saying that most liberal thinkers have concluded that constitutional democracies,
                  especially under the kinds of wide moral and religious pluralism evident in modern societies, are made more legitimate, stable,
                  and free when religion is largely excluded from and reshaped to be made more compatible with a just political order. This
                  is nothing entirely new to liberalism and does not, on its own, even indicate hostility to religion per se.4 Rather, if we think of religion as a “distinctive way of life of communities of followers shaped by their particular system
                  of beliefs and practices that are oriented toward the supernatural,”5 it is easy to see why liberal theorists might see it as such an especially disruptive force. The supernatural’s capacity
                  to inspire (and perhaps even direct) political action with claims of divine sanction and eternal reward and punishment, can
                  quite plausibly be thought to uniquely disturb and destroy even well-ordered societies.6 Religion often has something to say about the sorts of clothes we wear, the food we eat, how we work and rest and play. It
                  makes claims about sex, the nature of reality, and – crucially for our purposes here – about how we are to live together,
                  about our politics. When one group’s clear assurance that God has spoken regarding the whole society’s common life looks like
                  nonsense or heresy to another group, it is certainly not unreasonable to think that bad things can occur, especially in a
                  world where it has happened (and happens) all too often.
               

               The liberal consensus does more than merely issue jeremiads about the dangers of religion; it offers remedies as well. These
                  remedies appear as a pair of strategies: (1) the construction of a public political order independent of any direct or significant
                  involvement on the part of ecclesial authorities or religiously rooted normative claims; and (2) the reconstruction or reshaping
                  of religious faith and practice to meet the requirements of such an order. The first is the most famous and obvious one. It
                  stands at the very heart of liberal political thought, perhaps best exemplified by Locke’s Letter Concerning Toleration, where he says, “I esteem it above all things necessary to distinguish exactly the business of civil government from that
                  of religion, and to settle the just bounds that lie between the one and the other.”7 Religion has the “business ... [of] the regulating of men’s lives according to the rules of virtue and piety”8 but without the threat of force. Physical coercion (or the threat of it) lies solely within the purview of the magistrate,
                  who rules over “life, liberty, health, and indolency of body; and the possession of outward things, such as money, lands,
                  houses, furniture, and the like.”9 This is perhaps not quite the “naked public square,”10 but it is a step in that direction. It is at the very least a claim that political life has ends and purposes separate from
                  religious life and that the latter cannot comprehensively govern the former.11
The converse, that politics cannot govern religion, is not held quite so comprehensively, or at least it is not as widely
                  and clearly acknowledged. The consensus’s second strategy, that religion needs (or might need) some reshaping in order to
                  be compatible with a liberal democratic polity, is what Nancy Rosenblum has called the argument for “congruence.”12 Again, Locke’s Letter:
                  
                  
                     
                        [Those] who attribute unto the faithful, religious, and orthodox, that is, in plain terms, unto themselves, any peculiar privilege
                           or power above other mortals, in civil concernments; or who, upon pretense of religion, do challenge any manner of authority
                           over such as are not associated with them in their ecclesiastical communion; I say these have no right to be tolerated by
                           the magistrate; as neither those that will not own and teach the duty of tolerating all men in matters of mere religion.13

                     

                  

               

               Stephen Macedo takes this to mean that “Liberal politics cannot leave religion to one side: it cannot altogether leave the
                  soul alone and care only for the body, for the soul and religion need to be shaped in accordance with political imperatives.”14 Liberal democratic societies populated by people with diverse and potentially conflicting ways of life must ensure that citizens
                  have the habits and virtues necessary to sustain such a society. Most obviously, those with theocratic ambitions have to be
                  thwarted. Less obviously, but perhaps just as importantly, so do those whose religious views make them intolerant or “ethically
                  servile.”15 Of course, liberals disagree a great deal on the degree to which religious traditions need to be remade. Macedo’s liberal
                  “hegemony” is to be as “gentle” as possible. Others have looked for sweeping transformations in religion, even the replacement
                  of supernatural faiths with a “Religion of Humanity,” to use Mill’s phrase.16

               Even though Mill’s humanistic religion (or Dewey’s common faith, for that matter) has hardly swept all before it, both strategies
                  have been remarkably successful in their own way. Though religion continues to be a contentious part of public political life
                  in the United States and elsewhere, the contentiousness is for the most part far removed from the religious conflicts of Europe’s
                  sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Religious liberty is a cornerstone of global human rights movements and religion itself has changed, especially with respect
                  to its political commitments. The Catholic Church, as Macedo has pointed out, officially embraced the idea of religious liberty
                  only in the 1960s as it came to understand the benefits of having such liberty and the drawbacks of its absence.17 If Alan Wolfe is even halfway correct in his descriptions of American religion, then liberalism has been really quite successful.18 Whatever the inadequacies of the liberal consensus – and the rest of this work will repeatedly press on these points – its
                  successes cannot and should not be blithely disregarded.
               

               And yet. Despite those successes, or perhaps because of them, the consensus’s philosophical, moral, and sociological underpinnings
                  have shifted of late, and the question of religion’s place in public political life and the accommodation owed to it have
                  once again become live questions. Philosophically, we have witnessed over the past half century or so a real loss of confidence
                  in Reason and especially in its ability to secure a universal or near-universal agreement about the nature of morality or
                  justice (or pretty much anything else, for that matter). We need not even venture into the fever swamps of postmodern thought
                  to see this. In his well-regarded book Patterns of Moral Complexity, Charles Larmore argues that we should recognize morality as “a motley of ultimate commitments” and acknowledge that “moral
                  conflict can be ineliminable.”19 The upshot is that morality’s heterogeneous status means that many of our conflicts will prove “morally irresoluble” and
                  that the best we can do is to develop, he suggests, neo-Aristotelian practices of judgment that can help us sift through their
                  complexities.20 My point here is not that Larmore is necessarily right (though I think he is right enough in many respects), but just that
                  he is emblematic of a much broader philosophical trend toward recognizing that even the full and free exercise of reasoned
                  argument does not lead us to secure and universal agreements about the good, justice, and the like. Locke could rather confidently
                  make “toleration to be the chief characteristical mark of the true church”21 (an audacious statement when you reflect on the intolerance that has often marked Christianity throughout its history) in
                  large part because he had such confidence in Reason that he was sure that not only could it provide the answers to our most
                  pressing political questions, but that it could even compellingly tell us what to believe in matters of faith as well.22 We lack that confidence, and with that loss has gone some portion of our capacity to say something persuasively definitive
                  about religion and its relation to modern political life.23

               On the flip side, moreover, religion has proven itself a vital and sometimes vitally dangerous competitor to liberal democratic
                  government across the globe. Those whom Mark Juergensmeyer has called “religious nationalists” have explicitly denied the
                  consensus’s claims and have instead embarked on efforts to establish (or re-establish) religion as the axiological basis for
                  political life.24 In India, Hindu nationalists loudly proclaim that to be Indian just is to be Hindu, with obviously pernicious consequences for India’s religious minorities. Nigeria finds its tentatively consolidated
                  democracy buffeted by efforts to impose Islamic sharia law in its northern (mostly Muslim) states, and it nearly goes without saying that the radical vision behind al Qaeda and
                  similar Islamist movements does not comport well with liberal democratic government.
               

               In much of the developed democratic world, however, as Jean Bethke Elshtain has noted, genuine theocrats are few and far between,
                  and the likelihood of religious war seems so remote as to be nearly nonexistent.25 Instead, what we have seen in established democracies is a resurgence of traditionalist religious movements that have eschewed
                  the consensus’s emphasis on separation without obviously falling into the theocratic or religious nationalist category. Most
                  prominent, of course, have been conservative Protestants in the United States, whose organizing skills and enthusiasm have
                  translated into real political influence.26 But they are hardly alone. The Catholic bishops’ sharp criticism of Catholic politicians’ support of abortion rights (including,
                  of course, the 2004 Democratic presidential nominee) is but a continuation of the bishops’ earlier formal statements on nuclear
                  weapons and economic justice in the 1980s. A recent poll showed that only 37 percent of Americans in general were “uncomfortable”
                  with candidates discussing their religious faith, that 68 percent thought that the president ought to have a strong religious
                  faith, and that 53 percent agreed that organized religious groups had a place in politics.27 What’s more, this is not limited to the United States; to the contrary, it truly is a global phenomenon.28 Rather than quietly accept its place in private or social life, religion has re-emerged, for good and ill, as a political force in democratic life.
               

               Political theorists have hardly stood pat while things have changed around them. Taking account of the growing and growingly
                  assertive cultural particularism in modern societies, scholars have warmed to arguments for multiculturalism and greater degrees
                  of political accommodation with pluralism.29 Consider Rawls’ shift from A Theory of Justice to Political Liberalism, one clearly motivated by an acknowledgement that the claims put forth in Theory were “unrealistic” as they unreasonably assumed that every rational person would or could affirm justice as fairness simply
                  on the basis of their common human reason.30 To the contrary, modern society seems to include a fair number of “reasonable romantics,” many affirming some form of religious
                  belief, for whom justice as fairness (as laid out in Theory) was in principle unpalatable.31 Rawls’ conclusion was that such principled opposition meant that a society governed by justice as fairness could be open
                  to problems of stability. No moral claim could be adduced to persuade the reasonable romantics that they were definitively mistaken in their rejection of comprehensive
                  liberalism. So as with Larmore earlier, Rawls embraced the idea of irresoluble moral conflict, and – again in tandem with
                  Larmore and others – shifted the ground of argumentation into a political mode, eventually articulating a political, as opposed to his earlier comprehensive, liberalism.32

               Though some scholars have rejected the idea, it seems clear to me that Rawlsian political liberalism is a genuine attempt
                  to plumb the capaciousness of liberal democratic political thought, especially in regard to religious believers.33 The introduction to Political Liberalism is shot through with references to religion,34 and in restating the argument for public reason, he focuses especially on the question of religion:
                  
                  
                     
                        How is it possible for those holding religious doctrines, some based on religious authority, for example, the Church or the
                           Bible, to hold at the same time a reasonable political conception that supports a reasonable constitutional democratic regime?
                           Can these doctrines still be compatible for the right reasons with a liberal political conception? To attain this compatibility,
                           it is not sufficient that these doctrines accept a democratic government merely as a modus vivendi. Referring to citizens
                           holding religious doctrines as citizens of faith we ask: How is it possible for citizens of faith to be wholehearted members
                           of a democratic society who endorse society’s intrinsic political ideals and values and do not simply acquiesce in the balance
                           of political and social forces? Expressed more sharply: How is it possible – or is it – for those of faith, as well as the
                           nonreligious (secular), to endorse a constitutional regime even when their comprehensive doctrines may not prosper under it,
                           and indeed may decline?35

                     

                  

               

               Though I shall argue in chapter 4 that his arguments are insufficient to tackling this conundrum, it is clear that a significant motivation for the development
                  of political liberalism is the desire to make more room within the liberal democratic settlement for certain kinds of religious
                  believers, especially those whose faith tends in a “totalistic” or comprehensive direction. The “desecularization of the world”36 poses a real challenge to the liberal consensus, and whether and how liberalism meets that challenge has important consequences,
                  both practical and theoretical.
               
Practically speaking, for those interested in seeing liberal democratic governments continue to spread across the globe (and
                  stick once they get there), having a clear sense as to the possibilities and limits of religion’s place in public life looks
                  quite important. I noted earlier that those whom Juergensmeyer calls “religious nationalists” think of themselves already
                  as viable competitors to liberal democracy. Part of the nationalists’ appeal lies in the perception (perhaps quite unfair)
                  that to embrace liberalism is to embrace a kind of atheism or agnosticism. Or, worse yet, it is to embrace a kind of Christianity,
                  since especially in many parts of the Muslim world the separation of religion and state is seen not as the triumph of “secular
                  humanism” (as some religious conservatives in our part of the world might have it) but as a consequence of the Christian heresy.37 In either case, getting a clearer sense of liberalism’s relation to religion ought in turn give us a better grasp on democracy’s
                  possibilities and limits.
               

               Less explosively, but contentious nonetheless, it is clear as well that some of the most divisive political issues in the
                  United States owe a large part of their divisiveness to their religious connections. Consider the dissenting opinions of Justices
                  Stevens and Souter in the narrowly decided case Zelman v. Simmons-Harris.38 The case involved a publicly funded voucher program for poor children in Cleveland, which critics charged violated the First
                  Amendment’s establishment clause because most of the participating students used those vouchers at religious schools. The
                  court, in a 5–4 ruling written by Chief Justice Rehnquist, affirmed the program’s constitutionality, largely because the parents
                  and not the state decided where the vouchers would be spent. Justice Stevens objected to the public funding of “religious
                  indoctrination,” noting that his views had been affected by “the impact of religious strife on the decisions of our forebears
                  to migrate to this continent, and on the decisions of neighbors in the Balkans, Northern Ireland, and the Middle East to mistrust
                  one another. Whenever we remove a brick from the wall that was designed to separate religion and government, we increase the
                  risk of religious strife and weaken the foundation of our democracy.” Justice Souter likewise worried that the voucher program
                  would end up stoking “religious disagreement” that could only threaten the nation’s social fabric.39 Or consider further the reaction to George W. Bush’s re-election in November 2004. Garry Wills, an esteemed historian and
                  practicing Catholic, penned what can only be called a rather intemperate essay in The New York Times entitled, “The Day the Enlightenment Went Out.” Claiming that President Bush’s victory depended on the votes of conservative
                  Protestants (alternately described as “fundamentalists” and “evangelicals”), Wills suggested that their religious influence
                  is no less baleful than those that motivated the terrorist attacks on Washington and New York City in September 2001:
                  
                  
                     
                        The secular states of modern Europe do not understand the fundamentalism of the American electorate. It is not what they had
                           experienced from this country in the past. In fact, we now resemble those nations less than we do our putative enemies.
                        

                        Where else do we find fundamentalist zeal, a rage at secularity, religious intolerance, fear of and hatred for modernity?
                           Not in France or Britain or Germany or Italy or Spain. We find it in the Muslim world, in al Qaeda, in Saddam Hussein’s Sunni
                           loyalists. Americans wonder that the rest of the world thinks us so dangerous, so single-minded, so impervious to international
                           appeals. They fear jihad, no matter whose zeal is being expressed.40

                     

                  

               

               Even taking into account the freshness of the election and granting to Wills (and others) a sincere disappointment over its
                  outcome, such remarks clearly show what a volatile political issue religion and its relation to politics can be. People often
                  overstate the dangers posed by heated rhetoric, but when our public “deliberations” (to use the term loosely) are filled with
                  charges and countercharges across religious divides that accuse one another of infidelity to basic political commitments (as
                  opposed to mere policy disputes), we have good reason to think carefully about the liberal consensus on religion and whether
                  or how it might be revised, both morally and practically.
               

               One way to do this – and it is consistent with what most liberal theorists have done – is to ask: what is it that a liberal
                  political order should reasonably expect of its religious citizens? On the face of it, the question admits of a relatively
                  straightforward answer (and one quite compatible with the consensus): a liberal political order committed to religious freedom,
                  political equality, and the rule of law, among other things, should expect no more and no less than it does of its other citizens.
                  It should expect them to live within properly constituted laws, commit themselves to exercising their civic rights and obligations
                  responsibly, and treat their fellow citizens with reasonableness and respect. This is all, in its way, quite compelling and
                  its wide acceptance a very real political achievement, especially for religious believers. However clever or sophisticated or profound some might find critiques of liberal orders for their “disciplinary regimes” or “hollow” liberties,41 and however much believers might declaim the “naked public square,”42 it is undeniable that liberal democratic polities protect and defend a wider scope of religious liberty than has ever been
                  known to human civilization. No one is in danger of going to the gallows or burning at the stake in Western democracies for
                  having the wrong theological convictions or for refusing to participate in religious worship of a particular type. Religious
                  believers have gained a great deal from the democratic order and should contest its claims with a great deal of care.
               

               But if we think more carefully about the question above – what is it that a liberal political order should reasonably expect
                  of its religious citizens – then things quickly get much more complex and the answers adduced by the consensus much less persuasive.
                  To ask what we might reasonably expect of religious citizens contains an important ambiguity, one that engages both moral and empirical criteria. To ask
                  what we may reasonably expect of another is to ask both what we think constitute her moral obligations and to implicitly surmise what we take to be her actual capabilities. If we think that “ought implies can,” then we should be careful to tailor our moral expectations regarding
                  our fellow citizens – religious and otherwise – to empirically reasonable views about how those same citizens might be able
                  to fulfill them. Though a social and political order filled with perfectly altruistic persons would doubtlessly be a better
                  one than any we could nearly imagine, it would be utopian in the worst sense of the word to try and construct an order on
                  the expectation that others would actually be consistently altruistic. To consider what we should reasonably expect of religious citizens within liberal democratic orders
                  requires, then, a practice not unlike Rawls’ “reflective equilibrium,”43 considered deliberations that move back and forth between understanding what democracies require philosophically and how
                  those requirements can be reconciled with citizens as they actually are. To perhaps be a bit quick about things, we might
                  say that to understand what we may reasonably expect of religious citizens we just need to follow Rawls’ lead and especially
                  his move from A Theory of Justice to Political Liberalism. There, as I have already mentioned, Rawls shifts at least the basis for the argument in large part, it seems, because the
                  former can no longer secure (if it ever could) the allegiance of a significant number of citizens who appear politically quite
                  reasonable. And this creates, he argues, problems of “stability” that can only on his terms be remedied in reconceptualizing
                  the grounds of our moral, and thus political, obligations. In this work, I follow Rawls’ lead and suggest that combining our
                  moral and philosophical reflections regarding religion’s relationship to liberal democratic orders with observations drawn
                  from some pertinent empirical investigations on the same gives us good reasons to think carefully about and adjust what we
                  take to be citizens’ moral obligations and our concurrent expectations therein. That is, once we consider what we take to
                  be morally and philosophically reasonable about citizens’ obligations and get a clearer picture of how it is that religious
                  citizens actually do engage politically in liberal democratic orders, we might reconsider what it is that we may reasonably expect of them in
                  the first place.
               

               How to do this? Though Rawls lays out for us a general framework, or perhaps procedure, that suggests means for integrating
                  moral and empirical reflection, in the particulars he turns out to be not all that much help to us. There seems to be little
                  in his published work that directs the reader to the sort of evidence he might have found persuasive in reformulating his
                  political theory, and, indeed, he even seems to boast a bit about the “ideal” nature of his work, refusing in the introduction
                  to the paperback edition of Political Liberalism to “apologize” for the “abstract and [unworldly] nature of [Political Liberalism and A Theory of Justice].”44 Others are similarly unhelpful. Macedo, for example, in the course of an argument for allowing the state to interfere with
                  the transmission of religious beliefs from parent to child for civic education purposes, deigns to dig too deeply into what
                  John Tomasi calls the “sandy empirical terrain” of the intersection of theoretical reflection and empirical observations.45 Ian Shapiro has famously (and sharply) castigated political theorists for not engaging empirical evidence enough.46

               But a great deal of other work does combine empirical and moral reflection, often to real effect. Amy Gutmann’s claim that the Supreme Court was wrong to allow the Wisconsin Amish to withdraw their children from school at age fourteen largely hangs on whether another
                  two years of high school makes someone significantly more tolerant or not.47 Eamonn Callan suggests that the psychological and moral capacities necessary to living in a liberal political society powerfully
                  incline individuals – as an empirical, not moral matter – toward a comprehensive morally autonomous perspective.48 Jeff Spinner-Halev’s premises his attempt to carve out a more generous space for conservative religious groups on the sociologically
                  grounded idea that simply living in a pluralistic society is sufficient for developing the proper civic capacities a liberal
                  polity demands.49 In criticizing what he calls the “argument from Bosnia,” Christopher Eberle points out that of the numerous philosophers
                  and political theorists who darkly warn of religion’s incendiary political effects, none has to date done any serious empirical
                  work to back up such claims.50 Though it seems reasonably clear that religion’s entrance into political life does have such potential in some societies
                  – say, in Israel and Palestine or perhaps India – that does not then mean that religion has such potential everywhere and
                  to suggest otherwise is simply “dystopian.”51 Similarly, Paul Weithman employs empirical studies to suggest that the view of citizenship that the liberal consensus offers
                  (e.g. that we view our role as citizens separate from our other, including religious, selves) is not just implausible philosophically,
                  but an inaccurate picture of how many good and reasonable citizens actually do think about their citizenship.52

               Usually, though, works in political theory and political philosophy do not employ empirical evidence, and when they do, do
                  so without a great deal of systematization. They might illustrate their arguments with empirical cases, but all too rarely do theorists actually seem to build their arguments out of such evidence. There are good reasons for this reluctance. First, and perhaps most importantly, it is quite difficult to match up concepts used by normative theorists and
                  empirically minded social scientists. For example, when Rawls talks about “stability” he has a great deal more in mind than
                  merely the absence of civil strife. He means something along the lines of a political order consistently endorsed by the vast
                  majority of citizens on the basis of a certain class of moral reasons. A lack of civil strife is partially indicative of “stability,”
                  but is certainly not the whole of it, nor does such a concept subject itself easily to empirical operationalization. Additionally,
                  while social science can do a great deal to illuminate how things are and even how they came to be, it is much less effective
                  in ascertaining where things will go, at prediction. Normative theorizing inevitably involves pointing at where things should go, and while all but the most idealist thinkers will recognize that such theorizing ought to remain in the realm of the
                  possible, the limits of the possible are, of course, much disputed and only partly illuminated by empirical work – precisely
                  because social science can see only darkly what might lie ahead. Even if we agree that “ought implies can” and thus that the
                  “can” limits the “ought,” getting widespread agreement on what constitutes our proper empirical expectations seems unlikely,
                  or at the very least open to serious reasonable disagreement.
               

               Nonetheless, as I show in the subsequent chapters, the arguments for the liberal consensus compel an entrée into empirical
                  observation, if for no other reason than these arguments are themselves inextricably suffused with empirical claims. We will
                  only be able to know if it is true that pluralist liberal democracies are made more stable, legitimate, and free under the terms of the consensus if we engage
                  its moral and philosophical arguments in the context of a solid understanding of the role religion has played in some actually
                  existing democratic (or, as the case may be, democratizing) orders. The historical record cannot simply tell us normatively what is reasonable to expect of religious citizens, but in illuminating how religion has impacted those polities it may help
                  provide evidence in favor of or against any particular normative claim.
               

               A generation ago, perhaps, we would have had scant recourse to much reliable empirical evidence regarding religion’s impact
                  on democratic politics. The truth of the matter seems to be that most scholars did not think of religion as all that important
                  politically. Or at least, they thought that whatever importance it once possessed had faded along with its followers. Whatever
                  sorts of challenges would be presenting themselves to late modern, postindustrial democracies, the continued pace of modernization
                  and secularization assured that religion would not be among them. The last thirty years have witnessed a “return” of religion
                  to public life, and the quite profound reorientation of scholarship that it has provoked has enlightened us enormously regarding
                  how religion impacts voting behavior, economic choices, normative orientations, and the like. The change has been so great
                  as to produce what we might think of as an embarrassment of riches: religion seems to have a political impact in so many ways
                  and in so many different contexts that its study can prove rather unwieldy, especially when what we are interested in is how
                  such evidence might inform our more central normative arguments. To do that we need some more focused cases hopefully consistent
                  with the wider evidence that will produce the theoretical leverage we need for our more broadly normative arguments.
               

               John Tomasi’s Liberalism beyond Justice explores the ways in which political liberalism could take account of how political institutions affect citizens’ non-political
                  lives, suggesting, a bit whimsically, that we might divide people according to their relationship to the most thoroughgoing
                  sort of liberalism, say one rooted in the thought of Mill or Kant.53 A-people are comprehensive liberals for whom autonomy and individualism stand at the center of their moral and practical
                  universe. D-people, alternatively, are those committed to an illiberal private life and are opposed to even the most basic sorts of liberal democratic claims. Theocrats, I suggest, perhaps most clearly illustrate
                  this category (though those who deny the political equality of women or racial minorities would just as clearly qualify as
                  well). C-people, by contrast, are those who affirm non-public views that liberals (especially “A-people” liberals) find noxious,
                  but whose political views qualify them as citizens in good standing.54 Even if (and this is Tomasi’s example) they think that women should be submissive within the family, they nonetheless think
                  that women should be treated equally politically. Tomasi’s work largely focuses on this last category of people, as they might
                  seem to have the most to worry about if liberalism’s political ethos “spills over” into private life and threatens to reconstruct
                  that ethos in liberalism’s image.
               

               But suppose we push things a bit further and ask about those whom we might call “C-minus”-people. These individuals do not
                  obviously qualify as bad citizens: they accept the rule of law, affirm other citizens as free and equal like themselves, embrace
                  the protections of individual liberties, and the like. But unlike their marginally more liberal cousins, they challenge the
                  liberal consensus’s view regarding the political role that their non-public, especially religious, views might play. They
                  are what I shall call here religious integrationists. For these sorts of religious believers, the obligations incurred by their religious faith include the idea that all the
                  spheres of one’s life – work, family, community, and so on – should be tied together by and interwoven with one’s faith. When
                  deciding what sorts of economic views they ought to hold, how they ought to educate their children, for whom to vote in an
                  upcoming election, or whether they should buy the expensive free-range chicken, these believers feel compelled to make these
                  decisions in the context of, not apart from, their faith. Nicholas Wolterstorff describes them well:
                  
                     
                        It belongs to the religious convictions of a good many religious people in our society that they ought to base their decisions concerning fundamental issues of justice on their religious convictions. They do not view it as an option whether or not to do so. It is their conviction that they ought
                           to strive for wholeness, integrity, integration, in their lives: that they ought to allow the Word of God, the teachings of
                           the Torah, the command and example of Jesus, or whatever, to shape their existence as a whole, including, then, their social
                           and political existence. Their religion is not, for them, about something other than their social and political existence; it is also about their social and political existence.55

                     

                  

               

               Tomasi is careful to circumscribe his C-people within the contours of those who respect as a matter of course the strictures
                  of political liberalism and especially the divisions it asks them to draw between their public and private views. In the contemporary
                  world, of course, it is often that claim – that those who consciously employ their religious convictions politically do so contrary to their civic obligations
                  – that is at issue in debates surrounding religion’s proper role in democratic life. Proponents of “Intelligent Design” and
                  Creationism are pilloried as much for the religious roots of their claims as for the claims themselves; similar criticisms
                  flood public critiques vis-à-vis religiously influenced arguments regarding abortion, embryonic stem cell research, and the
                  like. It is enough on these accounts that religion seems to play some sort of role in their fellow citizens’ policy views
                  to brand them “theocrats” and thus rule them (and their arguments) out of bounds morally and politically. If we were to take
                  that to be true and accept that Tomasi’s C-people represent the outer limits of reasonable conceptions of democratic citizenship,
                  then much of our inquiry here would be unnecessary. The “C-minus”-people would simply be akin to, if not in fact, theocrats and since
                  theocrats are almost by definition simply incompatible with even the most basic claims of the liberal democratic order, pressing
                  the argument about their relation to the liberal consensus would seem hardly worth the time.56 But thinking more carefully about things suggests that while it would certainly be right to say that theocrats are a sort
                  of integrationist, they do not exhaust the category – and the liberal consensus is not so easily defended.
               

               Suppose we think, as we should, that it is morally wrong for the state to coerce its citizens into the expression of a religious
                  faith (or, as the case may be, not expressing any faith). The grounds of such a “theocratic mistake” lie in thinking that
                  securing strictly religious goods (say, salvation) lies within the proper purview of political authority. However noble the
                  theocrats’ intentions might be, liberals are perfectly right to think them politically out of bounds and to find ways to thwart
                  their political ambitions. As Rawls puts it, “that there are doctrines that reject one or more democratic freedoms is itself
                  a permanent fact of life, or seems so. This gives us the practical task of containing them – like war and disease – so that
                  they do not overturn political justice.”57 But the fact that one is an integrationist does not commit one to being a theocrat. It is perfectly plausible to think that
                  all the spheres of one’s life should be organized around the faith without also thinking that the state should employ its
                  coercive force to secure strictly religious goods. Consider two cases from contemporary American politics of what I take to
                  be paradigmatic (if a bit provocative) examples of non-theocratic religious integrationism.
               

               First, consider the US Catholic bishops’ argument in their recent statement regarding Catholic politicians who support abortion
                  rights:
                  
                     
                        In the United States of America, abortion on demand has been made a constitutional right by a decision of the Supreme Court.
                           Failing to protect the lives of innocent and defenseless members of the human race is to sin against justice. Those who formulate
                           law therefore have an obligation in conscience to work toward correcting morally defective laws, lest they be guilty of cooperating
                           in evil and in sinning against the common good ... Catholics who bring their moral convictions into public life do not threaten
                           democracy or pluralism but enrich them and the nation. The separation of church and state does not require division between belief and public action, between moral principles and political choices, but protects the right
                           of believers and religious groups to practice their faith and act on their values in public life.58

                     

                  

               

               Clearly, there are elements here very much at odds with the liberal consensus, but just as clearly there is nothing here that
                  would suggest the bishops are guilty of making the theocratic mistake. Politics, they claim, should be oriented toward “justice”
                  and the “common good,” and there is no suggestion that the bishops wish to secure for themselves any sort of political authority.
                  Rather, they deem themselves “teachers of the Catholic faith and of the moral law” which should be binding on Catholics, both
                  those in and outside of public life, but only as a matter of conscience and without the threat of coercive force.59 On this account, Catholics ought to be integrationists (of a sort) but there is no claim here that could be deemed theocratic.
               

               Similarly, when the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) released a manifesto recently attempting to detail what it
                  is that evangelicals actually believe about politics, they too affirmed a responsibility to employ their faith publicly within the political context of a liberal democracy:
                  
                     
                        We engage in public life because God created our first parents in his image and gave them dominion over the earth (Gen. 1:27–28).
                           The responsibilities that emerge from that mandate are many, and in a modern society those responsibilities rightly flow to
                           many different institutions, including governments, families, churches, schools, businesses, and labor unions. Just governance
                           is part of our calling in creation.
                        

                        We also engage in public life because Jesus is Lord over every area of life. Through him all things were created (Col. 1:16–17),
                           and by him all things will be brought to fullness (Rom. 8:19–21). To restrict our stewardship to the private sphere would
                           be to deny an important part of his dominion and to functionally abandon it to the Evil One. To restrict our political concerns
                           to matters that touch only on the private and the domestic spheres is to deny the all-encompassing Lordship of Jesus (Rev. 19:16)
                           ...
                        

                        We thank God for the blessings of representative democracy, which allow all citizens to participate in government by electing
                           their representatives, helping to set the priorities for government, and by sharing publicly the insights derived from their
                           experience. We are grateful that we live in a society in which citizens can hold government responsible for fulfilling its
                           responsibilities to God and abiding by the norms of justice.
                        

                        We support the democratic process in part because people continue to be sufficiently blessed by God’s common grace that they
                           can seek not only their own betterment, but also the welfare of others. We also support democracy because we know that since
                           the Fall, people often abuse power for selfish purposes. As Lord Acton noted, power tends to corrupt and absolute power corrupts
                           absolutely. Thus we thank God for a constitutional system that decentralizes power through the separation of powers, fair
                           elections, limited terms of office, and division among national, state, and local authorities.60

                     

                  

               

               Clearly, the NAE means to advance an integrationist sort of politics. They claim that “Jesus is Lord over every area of life”
                  and that to pursue ends in the public sphere considered apart from that sovereignty would be to in part deny that faith. But
                  just as clearly they are not advancing a political program that could plausibly be deemed theocratic. Rather, the view on
                  display is that their faith gives them a particular (and particularly good) insight into what the proper political ends are.
                  Now, of course, I have pointed to two thoughtful and relatively considered integrationist arguments, and no doubt others could
                  point to others whose non-theocratic character would be less sure. But as Nancy Rosenblum has noted, in the course of an argument
                  critiquing this approach to politics, these days “[b]elievers seldom advocate the political rule of clergy or the subordination
                  of secular to religious authority ... Religious challengers do not necessarily see themselves as antidemocratic.”61 Perhaps more importantly, even if there are those religious believers who claim to be organized around non-theocratic ends, but in fact just are theocrats (or may be reasonably thought so), this does not at all affect my point. The two examples above speak to the empirical
                  and conceptual possibility, even the likelihood given their contemporary political prominence, of a non-theocratic, but robustly religious integrationist
                  politics.
               

               So we can imagine at least as a thought experiment (with some real-world correlatives) non-theocratic integrationists who
                  can plausibly avoid the theocratic mistake by refusing to conflate the worlds of faith and politics without entirely separating them either. They
                  accept and are willing to work within established political avenues and eschew the idea that the state should be in the business
                  of securing strictly religious goods. In the democratic context, non-theocratic integrationism would accept “the requirements
                  of constitutional democracy ... defined as a set of political institutions and practices embodying the principles of popular,
                  representative, and limited government under the rule of law.”62 But they would reject the idea that such institutions and practices require a concomitant embrace of the consensus’s views
                  on religion and its relation to public life.

               The non-theocratic integrationist may indeed be a bad citizen and integrationism threatening to democratic politics, but that needs arguing, for unlike the theocrat, the
                  non-theocratic integrationist has, it seems, at least a prima facie claim to qualifying as a reasonable citizen. He then stands
                  as a potentially sharp and principled challenge to the consensus’s claims and on that score seems to invite especially careful
                  study. If we want to understand whether the liberal consensus on religion and public life is well grounded and think that
                  part of how we might come to that understanding is a careful examination of the empirical evidence regarding religion’s actual impact on democratic life, then considering how non-theocratic integrationists relate to democratic political orders would
                  seem a nearly ideal opportunity. Unlike their theocratic cousins, they do not obviously run afoul of the strictures of democratic
                  life, but they also do not fit within the constraints of the consensus. In short, getting empirical evidence regarding how
                  non-theocratic integrationists have actually impacted democratic life will help greatly in understanding what we may reasonably
                  expect of religious citizens and whether and how the liberal consensus might be modified or reconstructed.63
Our contemporary world suffers from no lack of possible examples for this sort of integrationist politics, and it might seem
                  natural, even inexorable, to turn our inquiry toward considering cases related to, say, the Catholic Church in America or
                  NAE. But to inquire after the political effects on the American democratic order of Catholic ecclesial mobilization or conservative
                  Protestant political movements poses a number of important problems. First, it is hard to see at this point in time precisely
                  what sorts of effects they might produce. Though Catholic ecclesial organizations have been politically engaged in the United
                  States at least since the middle of the nineteenth century,64 conservative Protestant groups like the Moral Majority or the Christian Coalition have been active only since the late 1970s.
                  It is simply too early to tell with any assurance what sorts of impacts they might have, though at points we might be able
                  to draw some provisional conclusions. Moreover, it would be difficult to draw any solid conclusions on their impact if for
                  no other reason than we lack any similar cases with which to compare them. America’s constitutional order, particularly its
                  federal electoral system, and comparatively broad religious diversity, among other things, make it quite different from its
                  democratic counterparts. This is not to say that there is nothing to be learned from the American experience, but just that
                  thinking we can say something in general about religion’s relation to democratic politics on the basis of investigating a
                  small slice of American political history should strike us as a mistake. Also problematic would be trying to draw any broad lessons out of investigations
                  into religious political movements in India, Israel, or Turkey, or any number of other contemporary examples. Again, we might
                  be able to make some quite fruitful observations on those particular cases, but the disparities in their political systems,
                  economic development, historical experiences, and constituent religious traditions make empirically grounded inferences difficult
                  to near impossible.
               

               I suggest instead that we can learn a great deal more about religious integrationism’s impact on democratic politics by studying
                  a series of case studies of which neither political scientists nor philosophers have much availed themselves. Though many
                  have returned time and time again to Europe’s religious wars in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries as a way of warning
                  about religion’s baleful political effects, few have seemingly thought very much about the conclusions we might draw from
                  studying how politically mobilized religion impacted the liberalizing and democratizing polities in much the same portions
                  of Europe in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Spurred on by a nineteenth-century brand of (mostly liberal) anti-clerical
                  politics, religious communities in a number of European countries organized socially and politically to build a very successful
                  network of unions, newspapers, farmers’ cooperatives, and political parties united by a common religious identity, creating
                  what amounted to an alternative set of civil societies.65 These were religious integrationists par excellence: no area of social, political, or economic life was immune from consideration rooted in religious claims. As Abraham Kuyper,
                  the leader of the Dutch Calvinists’ Anti-Revolutionary Party proclaimed, “There is not a square inch in the whole domain of
                  human existence over which Christ, who is sovereign over all, does not cry: ‘Mine!’”66 But they were also not theocrats; Kuyper’s newspaper De Standaard had as its motto “A Free Church in a Free State.” From roughly 1870 to 1930, the most powerful political parties in Belgium,
                  the Netherlands, Germany, and Austria were the ones organized around a particular religious belief and identity. Whether it
                  was Belgium’s Catholic Party holding a parliamentary majority from 1884 until after World War I or Germany’s (Catholic) Center
                  Party regularly winning a plurality in national elections in the face of a sometimes vicious anti-Catholic campaign, these
                  parties and their affiliated networks of institutions and associations exercised a powerful influence on their respective
                  national political orders and played in particular important roles in those orders’ democratic successes and failures.
               

               I will have more to say in chapter 1 about why I think these cases especially useful, but for now simply note that to the degree that these integrationists and
                  their political activity turn out to be compatible with or even beneficial to liberal polities that are legitimate, stable,
                  and free, we will have some quite interesting evidence to count against the consensus. Political parties are ubiquitous in
                  democracies,67 and remain the primary means through which citizens organize themselves for the acquisition and exercise of democratic political
                  power. They are especially important for consolidating new democracies and sustaining them over the medium to long term.68 Religious political parties represent an attempt by religious citizens to organize on the basis of religious belief and identity in
                  order to achieve political goals in large part shaped by those beliefs and identities. No other manifestation of organized
                  religion short of a coercive state church so closely connects religion to the exercise of political power and no other manifestation
                  should therefore stand as so politically dangerous in the eyes of the liberal consensus.
               

               What the evidence gleaned from a comparison of these histories will suggest is that though politically mobilized religion
                  does sometimes pose a very real threat to the establishment and maintenance of democratic politics, it more often does not,
                  and that democratic prospects can actually be improved when religious believers organize themselves socially and politically
                  and press their publicly oriented concerns within institutions of electoral contestation and political deliberation. The very
                  things that (quite reasonably) most worry liberal theorists actually can do the most to promote democratic consolidation,
                  namely: the integrationists’ intense (and exclusivist) religious identity and the robust organization and socio-political
                  mobilization of that identity. In other words, these histories show that socially and politically mobilized sectarianism can work powerfully to solidify and entrench, not upend and destroy, free and stable democratic institutions. Let me indicate
                  briefly the grounds for such a counterintuitive view.
               

               It seems right to say that being an integrationist in any modern pluralist society does not come easily, even absent any overt
                  anti-integrationist political strategies on the part of the liberal state. The experience of moral and religious pluralism,
                  though it does not itself necessarily compel one to embrace a kind of skepticism or latitudinarianism, does certainly seem
                  to give a psychological shove in that direction.69 Resisting such a drift requires a concomitant series of supporting institutional structures – schools, media, labor associations,
                  political organizations and the like – all of which go some distance toward insulating the believer and creating what Peter
                  Berger has termed “plausibility structures” of belief.70 Nothing can guarantee religious belief (or disbelief, for that matter), but it is reasonable to think that people tend to
                  adopt the views that permeate and orient the institutions in which they live, work, play, and worship. We might think here of the Amish as an extreme example of what might be required, though with an important caveat. Unlike
                  the Amish, most religious integrationists, especially the sort that concern proponents of the liberal consensus, are not looking
                  to withdraw from modern society as such. Quite the opposite. They wish, in general, to engage the modern world and help shape
                  it in ways compatible with their faith, though, as we will see, this does not commit them to imposing the sort of monistic
                  social and political order incompatible with the fundamental guarantees of liberal democratic politics. Integrationists seem
                  to require both institutions internal to their communities as a means of maintaining the faith within a broader pluralist society (schools, media, and so on) and
                  efforts external to those communities as a means of making those internal efforts available. To illustrate with education, integrationists
                  seem to need schools that reflect their particular worldview in order to educate their children in the faith and political organizations to protect their schools’ relative ideological autonomy from the state and perhaps even secure public
                  funding for them.
               

               Generally speaking, when these integrationist institutions and strategies of mobilization worked to democracy’s advantage
                  (and they did not always do so), their corresponding internal and external effects on the prospects for democratic consolidation took certain shapes.71 Externally, to the degree that that their political mobilization was successful – i.e. they won majorities or pluralities
                  in parliamentary elections – they effectively stymied politically illiberal actions aimed especially at constructing a more
                  nationally cohesive and unified citizenry whose particularist religious beliefs were modulated in favor of a “greater” national
                  identity.72 This tended, to different degrees, to reshape the developing democratic political system in a structurally pluralist direction,
                  one that reflected reasonably well the respective countries’ cultural divisions within the context of a single political order.
                  That is, their political mobilization helped produce stable democracies in which social life was at least partially segmented
                  according to religious or ideological affiliation, and the state accorded its respective subcultures maximally feasible space
                  in which those subcultures could organize themselves largely as they saw fit. The strong institutional linkages within the
                  religious subcultures and common religious identity also tied believers quite tightly to their respective parties, making
                  those parties reliable and reasonable partners for their opponents, an especially important factor early in the consolidation process (when “commitment problems” are at
                  their greatest) and when these democracies were under threat from radical challengers in the 1920s and 1930s.73

               These linkages and the religious communities’ subcultural organization also had important effects internally, shaping their
                  members’ attitudes and civic capacities. One especially interesting feature of the integrationists’ institutional arrangements
                  was how they combined strong linkages with a fair degree of tactical autonomy for political elites. The parties themselves
                  were not so much “kings” of their subcultures but instead were tightly integrated into them while also being free to exercise
                  a great deal of prudential judgment regarding how best to pursue the communities’ political objectives. Citizens “schooled”
                  in this kind of institutional framework learned to appreciate the distinctiveness of political life, even as their actions
                  insisted that politics was not entirely divorced from their religious concerns. Moreover, the mere fact that these integrationist
                  communities decided to pursue their public objectives via political organization and mobilization in the context of democratic
                  (or at least electoral) politics meant that their members imbibed, as it were, the sense that doing politics just meant contesting
                  elections, petitioning government, debating in parliament, and so on. Finally, to the degree that the integrationists’ subcultural
                  communities stretched across other social cleavages like class or ethnicity, what Nancy Rosenblum has called the “experience
                  of pluralism”74 provided opportunities to appreciate political differences and learn how to cooperate across those differences, even if at
                  the same time they were mobilized politically by what appears to be a quite intense sectarian view.
               

               The upshot is that in ways not all that dissimilar to the evolution of once-revolutionary socialist parties in Europe,75 these religious integrationists largely found ways to mitigate their own worst temptations and participate in the often contentious
                  and uncertain construction and consolidation of liberal democratic regimes. They made for the most part positive rather than
                  negative contributions to the region’s democratizing orders, and while they were far from democratic heroes, the evidence
                  quite strongly suggests that the respective countries’ orders would have been less legitimate, less stable, and less free
                  had the religious communities eschewed social and political mobilization. This suggests, in turn, that to the degree that the liberal consensus
                  rests on the quite plausible supposition that religion poses a dangerous threat to a just and stable democratic political
                  order, we will need to rethink that consensus, perhaps even modifying some of liberalism’s most basic philosophical and moral
                  claims along the way.
               

               In chapters 2–6, I explore how this evidence, when combined with philosophical reflection on some of liberalism’s most important moral
                  claims, ought to reshape our thinking in just this manner. After explaining in chapter 1 in more detail why I think empirical evidence in general and these cases in particular are helpful for thinking about the
                  consensus, I then take up its claims in two separate parts. In chapters 2, 3, and 4 I focus especially on contemporary liberal arguments regarding political legitimacy and their implications for religious
                  participation in public deliberation. Perhaps no single liberal claim has been as powerful as the one that suggests that political
                  orders must be justified to those whom they govern, an idea that means citizens have a set of moral obligations governing the kinds of coercive laws
                  they might propose to their fellow citizens. Some have suggested of late that integral to these obligations are ones concerning
                  the sorts of reasons we might offer for our proposed laws, the idea being that a particular political order could only be
                  justified to its citizens provided that those citizens could affirm for themselves the reasons behind it. What I call the argument for deliberative restraint requires that religious citizens avoid (or severely minimize) employing their religious views when deliberating about or
                  participating in political life, since religious views are among the class of views about which we quite reasonably disagree
                  and therefore could not be expected to serve that justificatory role.
               

               Chapter 2 develops the historical and moral claims behind the restraint argument and how it means to rescue political legitimacy from
                  the dangers posed by what Rawls calls “the fact of reasonable pluralism.” In chapter 3, I examine the two most important versions of the claim that citizens need to employ secular reasons in public debate, taking
                  up the arguments of Robert Audi and Jürgen Habermas in turn. For Audi, secular reasons are simply more reliable epistemologically
                  than religious ones, and religion’s entrance into political life has the effect of being so politically divisive as to risk
                  plunging a polity into civil war, a claim that Christopher Eberle calls the “argument from Bosnia.”76 Audi’s arguments suffer on account of epistemological problems, while Habermas’ works only to the degree that his rather
                  clear expectations regarding the secularization of the modern world actually hold. Though there is no doubt that the modern world is more secular
                  than medieval Christendom, my European cases serve to reinforce the much broader evidence now generally adduced against the
                  sort of wholesale secularization he seems to depend upon. I argue in contrast that the “desecularization of the modern world”77 opens up political possibilities heretofore closed off by the expectation that the modern world requires as a matter of course
                  that religion be curtained off from public political life. While it seems correct to say that religion can no longer serve
                  as an axiological basis for political community, it need not resign itself, even in the context of pluralist democracies,
                  to merely being one participant among many within the distinctively non-political civil sphere. Rather, it can – and indeed
                  does – do something rather more robust, undermining the sociological basis for Habermas’ normative claims.
               

               The argument for deliberative restraint is, I think, indelibly marked by the interleaving of moral and empirical considerations.
                  Chapter 4 presses this claim further in the context of discussing its most prominent American exponent, John Rawls. Rawls does not
                  entirely rule out religious reasons as such, but instead suggests that conditions of moral and religious pluralism require
                  that citizens prioritize public ones. Since citizens may reasonably differ with regard to their religious beliefs (including having no religious beliefs),
                  laws that are ultimately or perhaps even partially dependent on particular religious claims can only be seen by those who
                  do not share those claims to be unjust impositions. Religious believers who respect their fellow citizens properly will then
                  abstain from relying solely or primarily on their religious views and will instead deliberate about political matters on the
                  basis of reasons that citizens may hold in common. Rawls’ powerful moral claims depend, I show, on empirically grounded expectations
                  regarding the sort of political order we can reasonably expect, expectations he hopes to be “realistically utopian.”78 In sketching out a comparative history of how Europe’s integrationists impacted their respective countries’ democratic prospects,
                  I undercut expectations of inevitable religious warfare and show empirically how political legitimacy can coexist with and
                  even be energized by politically mobilized religious movements.
               

               What the integrationists’ histories suggest is that the political organization of religion can invest believers in the broader
                  political system while at the same time moderating their political demands. When democratic (or democratizing) societies have
                  significant groups of religious believers whose faith includes a public component (i.e. it has something to say about how social and political institutions ought to
                  be arranged) democratic legitimacy is often better served by integrating those demands within political institutions. More
                  broadly, I suggest here that what finally divides those who think religious reasons may be employed and those who do not is
                  a differing set of expectations about what may be reasonably hoped for regarding political legitimacy. For Rawls and other
                  proponents of deliberative restraint, thinking about our moral obligations as citizens begins with a rather too idealized
                  view of the possibilities of liberal democratic societies, namely, that they can achieve what he terms an “overlapping consensus”
                  of the varied and several worldviews that inhabit any modern democratic order. Though such possibilities are certainly in
                  principle available, we are better off, I think, structuring our political life in ways that take account of the fact that
                  many democratic (and democratizing) societies have significant groups of integrationist-like believers within them, and that
                  to announce and persistently demand that others submit themselves to the obligations of deliberative restraint does little
                  to secure political legitimacy and may do a great deal to undermine it. We are better off with something like what Rawls calls
                  (and thinks insufficient) a constitutional, rather than an overlapping, consensus, and consequently religious believers should
                  not be expected to abide by the putative norms of deliberative restraint.
               

               In chapters 5 and 6, I shift my focus to another pair of arguments, this time about whether religion has pernicious effects on the sorts of capacities
                  and attitudes citizens need in order to make pluralist democracies work. As I noted above, sustaining integrationist communities
                  in pluralist societies is no easy task and seems to require a whole set of institutions and social practices. To this end,
                  the religious communities in these case studies constructed what amounted to an alternative civil society organized around
                  a common religious identity, replete with schools, newspapers, trade unions, employers’ associations, and political parties.
                  This was a rather exaggerated institutionalized form of what Christian Smith has dubbed, in describing the strategies of conservative
                  Protestants in the United States, “subcultural distinctiveness.”79 It found its fullest expression in the Netherlands, where for much of the twentieth century Dutch citizens lived largely
                  encapsulated within vertically organized social “pillars.”80 This was integrationism par excellence.
               
Liberal theorists have concerns about these sorts of institutional arrangements along two broad lines. In chapter 5, I take up the claim that they damage the prospects for individuals acquiring both personal and political autonomy. The protection
                  and cultivation of individual autonomy has long been seen to be a central liberal value, at least since John Stuart Mill’s
                  famous defense, if not before. With the development of political liberalism, however, autonomy’s status is less clear, since
                  political liberals (as opposed to their “comprehensive” cousins) try to take seriously the notion that it is reasonable for people
                  to live lives that do not embrace Millian individualism. I do three things in chapter 5. I argue, first, that political liberals are largely right to eschew the comprehensive liberal claim that autonomy, strongly
                  understood, constitutes a necessary part of the good life for human beings, and, second, that political liberalism does not
                  itself entail an embrace of comprehensive, as opposed to simply political, autonomy. I then, third, show how the integrationists’
                  social and political institutions are compatible with this understanding of political autonomy, largely absolving the integrationists
                  of the autonomy critique.
               

               In chapter 6, I consider the final major critique leveled at religious believers: that their tendency toward moral absolutism inclines
                  them toward intolerance and, when mobilized politically, such intolerance can and often does create a politics of oppression.
                  Liberals are correct to say, I think, that religious beliefs do incline toward what is perceived as intolerance. Believing
                  in a divine being whose moral law is supreme does make it easier to think that the state ought to enforce things that any
                  liberal regime rightly avoids, such as religious worship. Even if it is the case that skepticism does not necessarily lead
                  you to toleration (since a thoroughgoing skeptic would also have to be skeptical of the value of toleration), there is a kind
                  of psychological affinity between the two and tension between religious belief and toleration. But before condemning the believer
                  as intolerant, we need to understand just what we mean by toleration in general, political toleration in particular, and just
                  how the former is related to the latter. I develop an argument in chapter 6, then, that conceives of toleration as the practice of judgment that we take up when confronted by competing and irreconcilable
                  goods, a practice inevitably marked by imprecision and a profound reliance on experience and historical knowledge.
               

               I then turn to political toleration and argue that political neutrality, conceived as “substantive neutrality,” best makes
                  sense of what it is we should expect political toleration to do, namely, provide the maximal feasible space to allow people
                  to live their lives as they see fit. I finally then suggest that though religious integrationists may (and often are) privately intolerant on any number of issues, the European integrationists’ histories suggest that their political
                  mobilization may in fact be quite helpful to constructing just such a system of political toleration. In particular, the integrationists’
                  encapsulation and pillarization reduces the demand for having the political system instantiate their particular view of the
                  good – a key factor in producing political oppression – while at the same time giving their political elites the freedom to
                  use their judgment to negotiate with their political opponents. Finally, even to the degree that religion’s political mobilization
                  does threaten political oppression, it may simply be an unavoidable risk, one mitigated by the fact that sometimes religion
                  turns out to be crucial in relieving injustice and in making political toleration possible in the first place. The parties
                  in at least the Netherlands and Germany were not organized as an effort to dominate others; rather, they were organized as
                  an effort to protect their respective communities against what they saw as unjust attempts to reconstruct their communities
                  in the image of a particular (political) orthodoxy. If they had not organized, things would have gone much more poorly for
                  those believers, and unjustly so. If toleration is a practice of adjudicating among irreconcilable and competing goods, then
                  constructing a system of political toleration means constructing a system in which politics remains the primary avenue by
                  which societies weigh and judge those goods. Politically organized religion is compatible with this sort of political toleration
                  and at times even productive of it.
               

               I then conclude with some reflections on what a positive alternative to the current liberal consensus might look like. Much
                  of the work here is necessarily negative, criticisms of what I see as the consensus’s shortcomings. But as it should be clear
                  from this introduction, the discussion here goes far beyond the particular question of religion’s role in public political
                  life. It goes to the heart of some of liberalism’s most important claims about legitimate government and the nature of citizenship.
                  That should not be surprising, of course, since liberalism itself was first forged as a distinctive set of claims in the afterglow
                  of Europe’s devastating religious conflicts. Liberal thinkers were eager to demonstrate that political life could hold together
                  in the absence of a common confession, and so they made politics an emphatically terrestrial affair, clearly distinguishing
                  between the kingdoms of God and man. For this, we should be sincerely grateful, for the benefits of liberal democratic government
                  are enormous and obvious to anyone with eyes to see.
               

               But this is not the seventeenth century, and most of our religious political activists are not prepared, as Calvin did, to
                  burn Servetus at the stake. Though we should be most unwilling to countenance those who would attempt to fuse the two kingdoms, we should also look with some skepticism at those who say they must be entirely
                  unrelated. A good many religious believers in a good many democratic – and democratizing – countries reject both the theocratic
                  and separationist claims, and in my concluding chapter I suggest how a form of what scholars have termed “structural pluralism” could go some distance in better reconciling those
                  believers to the liberal project without fatally undermining it.
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            1 Europe’s religious parties and the liberal consensus

            
               
                  Here miracles and ecstasy, there Kant with a cudgel.

                  Klaus-Michael Mallmann1

               

            

            
               In drawing on the cases of Europe’s nineteenth-century religious integrationists, the argument here stands at some distance
                  from the main body of political theory. Political theorists do not spend a great deal of time engaging the sorts of empirical
                  observations produced by political scientists, sociologists, and economists.2 Among those that do, even fewer attempt to develop and apply conclusions drawn from their own set of comparative case studies.
                  Why this sort of empirical evidence is important and why these cases in particular can prove so helpful needs some elaboration.
                  So in this chapter I do four things. First, I explain why certain sorts of empirical evidence help us to reflect on what I
                  have called the liberal consensus on religion. I then discuss why religious integrationists pose an interesting challenge
                  to the liberal consensus and why the European integrationists are especially helpful exemplars in that regard. Finally, I
                  sketch their histories, focusing on their political activities as a prelude to the normative arguments that follow on.
               

            

            Political theory, social science, and the liberal consensus

            
               One of the (many) peculiarities of modern academic life is the uneasy status of political theory. Though housed within political
                  science departments, political theorists often have as much, if not more, in common with moral, legal, and political philosophers
                  as they do with the social scientists down the hall. Indeed, it is no secret that political theory, ostensibly one of the discipline’s four main subfields, stands as something of an unwanted stepchild, tolerated but often
                  little loved. For many, the reason is rather straightforward: political theorists just do not do social science. They do not,
                  as a rule, undertake empirically oriented studies, employ qualitative or quantitative methods, and are more committed to the
                  “ought” of articulating generalized moral principles than the “is” of explaining the causes of social and political phenomena.
                  One comparative political scientist, for example, counseled me that political theory was “as far as one could get” from the
                  discipline of political science (and I do not think he meant that as a compliment).
               

               Though surely a caricature, such disdain does capture something real about much of contemporary political thought. Political
                  theorists do not pursue or even much attend to empirically minded studies any more than their philosopher counterparts. Even
                  if works of political theory do tend to be less abstract than their self-consciously philosophical peers, it is often the
                  moral or legal claims doing the heavy lifting in any particular argument; empirical cases tend to illustrate more than guide
                  conclusions. Of course, theorists have good reasons to steer clear of too much empirical work. For one thing, a division of
                  labor within the disciplines frees them up to think more broadly and normatively than perhaps might otherwise be the case
                  if they spent their time doing archival or statistical work. No one can research or think about everything. More importantly,
                  perhaps, the focus on moral and legal questions makes a great deal of sense on its own terms. Law is the most direct vehicle
                  through which the sorts of claims political principles theorists articulate get put into political practice (to the degree
                  that they do). Disputants’ contentions and the resulting decisions, especially at the appellate and Supreme Court level, often
                  invoke both constitutional and moral principles. Sorting through these kinds of claims and picking out where they make sense
                  and where they do not is both useful and important.
               

               Perhaps most critically, making the worlds of social science and philosophical argument mesh well turns out to be a conceptually
                  difficult task. This is, of course, nothing new. The attempt to make sense of the distinction (or connection) between “fact”
                  and “value” or “ought” and “is” has always been a central feature of political thought. Ian Shapiro and Ruth Grant have recently
                  tried to make some headway here, at least as they apply to political theory’s role in the wider discipline(s). Shapiro suggests
                  that political theorists should stand ready to produce critiques – and if his are any guide, they should be pungent, full-bodied
                  ones – of theoretical approaches where assumptions or presuppositions are ill considered or just untrue.3 In this way, he hopes, the gap between normative and empirical political theorists can be narrowed or even eliminated. For her part, Grant emphasizes political theory’s philosophical
                  tendencies but connects that to a larger project, one that it shares with political science, of “understanding” politics.4 What makes theorists distinctive is that at their best they plumb the “meaning” and “significance” of social and political
                  phenomena, while empirical social science looks to uncover phenomena’s causes and effects.
               

               Neither of these arguments seems to me especially wrong, but neither seems quite complete either. Political theory stands
                  at that muddy intersection of what Weber distinguished as “fact” and “value,” and if it wanders too far in one direction or
                  another, it runs the danger of falling into the error of being what Dennis Thompson has called “prescriptive” or “descriptive.”5 That is, if it abandons the lessons drawn from empirical observation and becomes solely philosophical (what he means by prescriptiveness)
                  it runs the danger of being made irrelevant to our actually lived political life. As Thompson rightly notes, we commonly think
                  that if the best empirical evidence shows some moral claims impossible, we are less inclined to think it has real purchase
                  on us.6 More to the point, if political theories are constructed on claims that can be shown empirically to be false, why would we
                  take those theories seriously? No one in their right minds, after all, would consider a theory of politics to be true or even
                  reasonable if it started with the assumption that human beings were wholly altruistic and incapable of selfish acts. It would
                  be like designing a bridge for a world where the laws of physics were nonexistent (or perhaps fundamentally different from
                  our own).
               

               That said, political theorists are also wise to steer away from the prescriptivist’s opposite, the tendency to accept what
                  “is” as being fundamentally unchangeable. Theorists, as Grant accentuates, provide real value to the understanding of politics
                  in that their work is “obstinately philosophical.”7 It may not be quite right to say, to borrow loosely from Marx, that the point of the theorist’s enterprise is to change the
                  world rather than know it, but it does seem right to say that to know (or understand) the world around us inevitably entails understanding how we might and should change it. Political theory
                  is “obstinately philosophical” and normative because we as human beings are obstinately philosophical and normative, driven
                  to inquire after and understand things and inclined to try and make whole what is broken (even if we are equally inclined
                  toward breaking it in the first place).8 Fashioning our inquiries in ways that abandon or neglect that philosophical and normative impulse would be to ignore or discount
                  as unimportant a central feature of human life, i.e. the impulse to think normatively and attempt to act accordingly. We might
                  say, then, that an attempt to become too “empirical” would be essentially self-defeating.
               

               We thus cannot avoid integrating empirical observations into our theoretical arguments, nor can we simply be at those observations’
                  mercy. So how to proceed? There are a number of ways theorists have fruitfully navigated this muddy intersection. At their
                  most narrow, empirical cases or studies can serve illustrative purposes, fleshing out rather than driving or even framing
                  the argument.9 This is, as I have noted, often quite useful and productive, but does have its limitations. Illustrations can be like hypotheticals.
                  At their best, they help uncover our deepest intuitions and challenge sloppy thinking. At their worst, they can merely serve
                  to reinforce our intuitions and blind us to our argument’s weak spots. Perhaps more importantly, recourse to legal cases –
                  a quite common strategy, especially in dealing with religion in the American context – can do as much to distort as to illuminate.
                  Arguments made in legal disputes are arguments, after all, made to win cases, not to prove a moral or philosophical point,
                  and the distance between the two is not always particularly helpful. More to the point, using cases or studies as illustrations
                  may help a reader better understand the argument or flesh it out in some details but insofar as they are mere illustrations, they really are not doing any work. The argument would be the same whether the cases were there or not.10

               At perhaps the opposite end of the spectrum lies the sort of work we find in George Klosko’s Democratic Procedures and Liberal Consensus.11 Though Klosko retains a measure of normative prescriptiveness in his argument, he suggests that the shape of contemporary
                  liberal democracies – a shape he largely defines by citing public opinion surveys – should point us to acknowledging that the more robust moral hopes of someone like Rawls look unrealistic. I confess a great deal of sympathy
                  with this sort of approach. A portion of the argument in chapters 3 and 4 leans on a similar sort of analysis. Any work of political theory necessarily starts with some basic assumptions, a framework
                  within which the argument can be made intelligible. We all work within what MacIntyre calls a “tradition” of philosophical
                  thought, and likewise we all take certain facets of social and political life to be givens, things we cannot imagine changing.12 In the tradition of liberal democratic thought, our focus is not so much whether we should have liberal democracies as what liberal democracies we do have should look like. No one who identifies with this
                  tradition – and many who are openly critical of it – questions whether we should elect our representatives at regular intervals,
                  have religious liberty protected in law, or any other of a number of fundamental democratic principles. We disagree about
                  what these mean in the particular, of course, but not whether we should have them or whether they are important. But sometimes
                  – and Klosko’s work edges close to this line – we can be too sanguine about what it is that we should accept as given politically
                  and fall into an quiescent affirmation of the status quo. In the next section, I criticize José Casanova on just this sort
                  of point, arguing that his heavy indebtedness to a particular historical path – Europe’s secularization – blinds him unnecessarily
                  to the possibilities of what he calls public religion. We all have to assume something, but taking too much for granted can
                  leave our arguments stunted and insufficiently normative.
               

               In between these two poles lies a practice not dissimilar to what Rawls has described as a “reflective equilibrium.”13 According to Rawls’ description we ought not tie ourselves too tightly to any particular moral principle (though we will
                  inevitably always have to start from somewhere and thus leave something unquestioned) or, certainly, accept the observed social
                  and political phenomena as inevitable givens. Instead, we start with our “considered” (if still provisional and no doubt mistaken
                  in some sense) moral claims and move back and forth between those claims and whatever sorts of counterexamples or counterarguments
                  we might encounter. As we find places where these counterarguments point to inconsistencies or obvious flaws in our more basic
                  moral claims, we might adjust those claims to take better account of the critiques. What remains unclear in Rawls’ formulation is what role he thinks empirical observations ought to play in the
                  equilibrium. On the one hand, Rawls tends to characterize his equilibrium in terms of competing moral considerations.14 But in reflecting on the shift from A Theory of Justice to Political Liberalism, he is frustratingly elusive in parsing out exactly what motivated him to conclude that the system articulated in the former
                  had a problem of “stability.” What seems clear is that he came to recognize that some reasonably large number of people had
                  good reasons to reject the Kantian individualism at the heart of Theory and so, as I will discuss later on, could reject its moral and political legitimacy. But this “fact of reasonable pluralism,”
                  as he calls it, has both moral and empirical elements. It is a moral claim in that it recognizes some objections to Theory’s Kantianism as reasonable, and it is an empirical claim in that it suggests that such rejections are part and parcel of
                  free societies as we see them around us. It is not at all clear, however, what sort of work each part is doing or, more broadly,
                  how Rawls thinks we ought to combine our moral reflections and empirical observation.
               

               Archon Fung has recently articulated a means to overcoming that lacuna, describing how what he calls his “pragmatic equilibrium”
                  can help political theorists engage with observations drawn from social science to better understand, compare, and reconsider
                  the competing contemporary conceptions of democratic rule.15 To simplify somewhat, Fung suggests that one way to evaluate, for example, deliberative or aggregative models of democracy
                  is to first consider what sorts of institutions each model occasions and then see whether the empirical outcomes of those
                  sorts of institutional arrangements actually conform to the basic moral claims behind the model itself. Disappointing empirical
                  outcomes – say Cass Sunstein’s study that suggests deliberation might induce more political polarization rather than less16 – would require reconsideration either of the recommended institutional arrangements or of the model’s basic moral premises.
                  Paul Weithman’s book Religion and the Obligations of Citizenship offers a nice example of this, as it moves back and forth between reflecting on Rawls’ moral claims about citizenship and
                  some empirical evidence about how some Americans actually conceive of their roles as citizens.17 This certainly does not excise all ambiguity in the intersection between philosophical reflection and empirical observation
                  – I suspect that is a permanent condition – but it does seem to do a reasonably good job in taking account of both without
                  overly impugning either. In what follows, I put this conception into practice by reflecting on the basic moral premises informing
                  the liberal consensus on religion’s place in liberal democratic politics and bring those reflections into close conversation
                  with a particular, and highly interesting, set of empirical cases.
               

               I described in the introductory chapter how liberal democratic political thought has come to a rough consensus that under
                  conditions of religious and moral pluralism, liberal democracies are made more legitimate, stable, and free when religion
                  is largely excluded from public political life and reshaped in conformity with liberal political ends. In large part, the
                  consensus is formed around moral claims regarding the requirements of political legitimacy, the importance of autonomy for
                  human flourishing, and the demands of democratic citizenship. But it is also formed around a number of propositions and expectations
                  that are quite empirical, even if they are not always clearly spelled out as such. That is, the consensus depends in important
                  ways not just on some quite strong moral claims about the human person and the nature of democratic politics, but also on
                  claims whose validity depends ultimately on the observations and conclusions of historians and social scientists. The conclusions
                  I draw from my comparison of the European cases engages the consensus in two ways. First, and most broadly, they serve to
                  ground an alternative set of expectations about the possible shapes of liberal democratic polities. By showing that liberal
                  democratic regimes develop and are sustained in the presence of significant religious political mobilization, these histories
                  help show that the empirical presumptions built into the consensus are vulnerable and that an alternative is at the least
                  empirically plausible. Second, the evidence compiled here contradicts a number of more specific claims advanced about religion’s
                  allegedly pernicious effects on political stability and citizens’ attitudes and civic habits. Of course in any case, a few
                  – even quite interesting – cases do not on their own give us reason to discard entirely the consensus’s powerful moral claims.
                  But in complicating its empirical component, I hope to go some way toward showing the consensus as a whole to be mistaken
                  and making its alternatives plausible, both empirically and morally.
               

            
Public religion and religious integrationism

            
               One of the difficulties in developing the sort of empirical evidence that might make such a claim persuasive to the skeptical
                  reader is that the ways in which religion both directly and indirectly affects politics makes any sort of comprehensive investigation
                  well-nigh impossible. Just for starters, religion as a value system influences voting patterns,18 ecclesial bodies make public pronouncements or intervene directly in political bargaining,19 religious social movements press for particular policy changes,20 and religion most broadly even perhaps structures the cultural ethos of “civilizations.”21 What’s more, we are not even able to quite conceive of religion as an entirely independent variable, for inasmuch as it affects
                  the surrounding political order, it too is influenced and at least partially shaped by the order itself.22 It is difficult, in other words, to get a clear reading on religion’s political effects.
               

               One way to focus our inquiry is with what José Casanova has called public religion, or religion that “abandons its assigned
                  place in the private sphere and enters the undifferentiated public sphere of civil society to take part in the ongoing process
                  of contestation, discursive legitimation, and redrawing of boundaries.”23 Public religion is not the private, individualist faith concerned only with a person’s spiritual condition or eternal salvation,
                  but rather is that part of the faith that extends itself beyond the strictly spiritual and beyond its own particular communities.
                  Religion here is public precisely in that it impacts those beyond itself through its pursuit of social and political ends. In Public Religions in the Modern World, Casanova presents five case studies (Spain, Brazil, Poland, and Catholics and conservative Protestants in the US) where religion has played some significant political role in order to draw some broader
                  conclusions about religion’s public limits within modern democracies. Though his primary concern, as a sociologist, is with
                  the theories of secularization and not with liberal democratic political theories per se,24 his findings – and their limits – help show why it is that religious integrationists are so important for thinking through the consensus’s normative claims.
               

               Secularization theories, he notes, have wrongly asserted that under modernity’s advance religion would either disappear entirely
                  or, at the very least, become privatized, relegated to the domestic, “feminine” sphere of life, irrelevant to politics. What
                  those theories got right, however, was how social differentiation would continue apace and in particular how religious authority
                  would become increasingly and irreversibly distinct from temporal, political authority. This differentiation cannot be reversed,
                  because the surrounding social structures have irrevocably changed, as has religion. Not only are the obviously anti-clerical
                  and anti-religious political movements largely a thing of the past, but also for most citizens in advanced democratic societies,
                  religious claims just do not hold the sort of social or political authority they once had. Religions themselves have largely
                  imbibed the Enlightenment’s critique and those that have survived have reconstructed themselves as “free religious institutions
                  of civil society.”25

               This means, among other things, that churches can no longer hope to guide political life simply on the basis of their religious
                  ideals; religion can no longer serve as the “axiological” basis for modern democratic societies. Even though religion may
                  indeed pursue political objectives, it may only do so as one of many institutions of civil society and in defense of universalized
                  human rights. More concretely, this means for Casanova that churches have (at their democratic best) generally become what
                  Tocqueville described them as being in 1830s America: voluntary associations of individuals joined together for worship and
                  mutual assistance that are themselves not directly political but among whose political effects was the nurture and sustenance
                  of democratic political life.26 Religion may have a public role to play (mostly depending on religion’s strength and its own inclination to public activity), but that role subsists within the sphere of civil society and cannot
                  involve any long-term, institutionalized activity within what he terms “political society.”27

               There is much that seems right about Casanova’s account, but the analysis leaves some important questions unanswered. It seems
                  entirely right to say that religion cannot serve as the “axiological basis” for free societies, if for no other reason than
                  the wide and deep religious pluralism extant in any democratic society makes such efforts simply inconceivable.28 But if it is true, as he says, that the widespread disappearance of religious belief in Western and Northern Europe was a
                  historical “option” and not a historical necessity, why is the presence or effectiveness of organized religious political movements any less “optional” for modern democracies? Casanova argues that such movements run counter to the fundamental, structural,
                  currents of modern society, that there is something basic to democratic government or modernity more generally that precludes
                  organizing politically on the basis of religious faith or identity. It seems unclear, though, just what that something actually
                  is and whether it is quite as fundamental as Casanova suggests. In increasingly pluralist societies, such appeals may be fragmenting
                  and unhelpful electorally, but that is a pragmatic objection dependent on the sociological or political makeup of a particular
                  society, not on a view of how democratic societies are structured more generally. Even if it is the case that modern democratic
                  societies have developed in such a manner as to make political religious appeals pragmatically ineffective, it does not follow
                  that there is anything essential about democracy that would preclude such organizing, nor is it clear that changes in modern
                  society (say, a widespread return to organized religion in Western Europe) would not make it a live option once again. Or,
                  rather, if there is something in a constitutional democracy that precludes such organizing, Casanova does not tell us what
                  it is.
               

               More importantly, it is not clear that Casanova can sustain the clear sociological distinction he wants to draw between civil
                  and political society. (In his argument religion may freely organize and participate in the former but not in the latter.)
                  Consider political parties. Though seemingly a constitutive element of political society, parties also act and are rooted in civil society.29 Parties link citizen demands to policy decisions, mobilize voters to effect political goals, and serve as incubators of civic
                  identity. They are the primary (though by no means the only) means in democracies through which public opinion is developed
                  and translated into public policy.30 In mass parties especially, party organizations involve citizens in all sorts of ancillary organizations that attempt to
                  immerse them within partial political communities that could then be mobilized on behalf of candidates or issues. On a smaller,
                  more focused scale, social movements would seem to do similar things – they organize a set of disparate individuals on the
                  basis of some identity or issue and seek to effect political change. Both clearly cross the line between civil and political
                  society, and Casanova would seemingly be hard pressed to think either incompatible with modern democracies. What’s more, given
                  his willingness to countenance religion’s intermittent political engagement in defense of human rights or against the colonization
                  of the “lifeworld” (i.e. civil society) by either the market or the state,31 he would seem to be equally hard pressed to explain how public religion could do so effectively without an organized political
                  presence? Preachers on street corners usually do not on their own persuade many people that the end of the world is actually
                  near, and though large social movements like the civil rights movement can change the course of politics, they can only do
                  so (in a democracy, at least) to the degree that elected officials pass and enforce new laws. If religion can “help modernity
                  save itself”32 only by disdaining any real means of effecting political goals, it is hard to see what is so interesting about this supposedly
                  “public” religion.
               

               Stepan, from whom Casanova borrows his distinctions between civil and political society, apparently agrees. He suggests,
                  
                  
                     
                        A democracy should not be considered consolidated in a country unless, among other things, there is the opportunity for the
                           development of a robust and critical civil society that helps check the state and constantly generates alternatives ... For
                           such civil society alternatives to be aggregated and implemented, political society, especially parties, should be allowed
                           unfettered relations with civil society.33

                     

                  

               
In other words, if elements of civil society (including religion) are to be able to effectively defend their rights and interests,
                  they must be able to organize, pursue, and in some sense exercise political power. His conclusion is straightforward: “[individuals
                  and religious communities] should also be able to publicly advance their values in civil society, and to sponsor organizations
                  and movements in political society, as long as their public advancement of these beliefs does not impinge negatively on the
                  liberties of other citizens, or violate democracy and the law, by violence.”34 There is no empirical evidence, Stepan thinks, to support the claim that politically organized religion ought not pursue
                  its political goals on the same basis as everyone else, insofar as those goals do not impinge on basic rights and liberties
                  (just like everyone else).35 Casanova has made, in the end, what amounts to a category mistake, failing to recognize that there is conceptual space between
                  religion serving as the axiological basis of a social order (as it does in a theocracy, for example) and serving only as a free association in the context of a civil society divorced in some reasonably strict manner from political life. Religious
                  political movements certainly can (and do) tip over into the former and thus delegitimize themselves democratically, but they need not do so, at least not
                  any more than perhaps similarly situated political movements organized on the basis of class, race, or any other sort of identity.
               

               The point here, I should emphasize, is not that differentiation in some fashion has not occurred or that it is possible for
                  religious movements to “turn back the clock” and re-establish some mythical, fully integrated social order. My view is much
                  more modest. However much social and political authority religion has lost in modernity, it still has a nearly unparalleled
                  power to inspire and order people’s lives, including their collective sense of how to order their politics. Given a particular
                  set of circumstances, that power may quite plausibly develop into formal political organization. Suppose, for example, that
                  the US operated under a more parliamentary-style system. It seems quite reasonable to think that the emergence of politically
                  active conservative Protestants after World War II would have led to a religious political party advancing their interests.
                  If that is right, then Casanova’s claim that religion may not – normatively and sociologically – organize within political
                  society looks to be arbitrary to some degree and as “optional” as the old secularization theories he targets so successfully.
                  I suggest that if we want to engage seriously the liberal consensus’s empirical claims, we should focus precisely on those sorts of efforts and see where that leads us.
               
So if we take it as given that democracies cannot be theocracies (and vice versa) and if it is right to say that the sociological strictures of modern society do not necessarily limit religion to civil society
                  (as Casanova would have it), then what I have described as religious integrationism would seem to be excellent fodder for
                  thinking about the consensus’s empirical claims. Unlike Casanova’s public religion, religious integrationism eschews the strict
                  divisions between political and civil society (though as will be clear later, it does not necessarily make the theocratic
                  mistake of fusing them, either) and retains the view that the public political sphere can be an object of religious judgment
                  and mobilization. What makes it even especially promising for our purposes is that it seems to represent religion’s “high-water mark,” politically speaking. That is, religious
                  integrationism is the most robustly public sort of religion plausibly compatible with liberal democratic politics. A coercive
                  religious establishment clearly runs afoul of guarantees of religious liberty, and while religion making “public” claims in
                  the sphere of civil society is worrisome to some,36 it seems historically naïve and normatively silly to suggest that making such claims in any sense endangers the democratic
                  order. A politically engaged integrationism seems much more plausibly dangerous than religion in civil society, since it is
                  seeking to wield political power toward a particular set of ends. But it is also much more plausibly compatible with democracy
                  than the straightforward theocrats, at least to the degree that it eschews the theocratic aim of reorganizing the social and
                  political order toward a religious end like, say, the salvation of souls. Of course, religious integrationism may turn out
                  not to be compatible as such, but that is not obviously the case, and that strategic ambiguity makes it a compellingly attractive
                  sort of religious phenomenon, at least for purposes of thinking through the claims of the liberal consensus.
               

            

            Europe’s religious integrationists and religious political parties

            
               So the next question is which integrationists would be especially helpful? Since no one so far as I can tell actually goes around calling themselves “integrationists,”
                  this is not such an easy process. One option would be to focus on the spiritual descendants of the Radical Reformation – the
                  Mennonites, Amish, Huttites – or similar groups in other religious traditions. To varying degrees, these religious communities
                  clearly qualify as integrationists in that they attempt to organize themselves entirely around a particular religious identity. Usually, however,
                  these groups are fairly insular and removed from the rest of society. Though there are some interesting questions surrounding
                  the degree of autonomy they ought to possess vis-à-vis the larger political community, they mostly just want to be left alone
                  to structure their lives and their communities as they see fit. They do not seek to exercise political power over others and
                  as a matter of practical politics seem to represent a fairly marginal problem.37

               I suggest instead that we train our attention on the very people Casanova would suggest have had their day and are now gone
                  forever,38 a set of religious believers in late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Europe who, responding to the challenge of modernizing
                  social structures and secularizing politics, constructed powerfully integrated subcultural communities, replete with their
                  own schools, newspapers, trade unions, employers’ associations, and the like – “alternative civil societies” organized entirely
                  around religious identity and belief.39 In Belgium, the Netherlands, Germany, and Austria,40 these subcultural communities went some distance toward “encapsulating” their members within networks of like-minded organizations,
                  and organized political parties (or their functional equivalents) to represent their interests and pursue their political
                  goals. By the turn of the century, religious parties controlled governments in Belgium and the Netherlands and were regularly
                  winning pluralities in national elections in Germany and Austria. These parties were the vehicles through which religious
                  communities organized and mobilized themselves as a means to achieving political goals defined in part by those beliefs and
                  identities.41 As I mentioned above, no other manifestation of politically organized religion, save a coercive state church, so closely
                  connects religion to the exercise of political power, and no other set of cases offers such a rich, interesting, and fruitful
                  set of observations as these. Focusing on the integrationists and how their movements and especially parties affected political
                  outcomes in Belgium, the Netherlands, Germany, and Austria (and not on similar parties in Italy, Israel, India, or Turkey,
                  for example) has a number of important advantages: we know the historical outcomes; the parties were especially powerful over
                  a reasonably extended period of time; they acted in the context of rapidly changing political systems and were important factors
                  in those systems’ democratic transitions and consolidations (or failures therein); and, finally, they acted in roughly contemporaneous
                  times and under roughly similar circumstances.
               

               First, these are closed historical cases whose outcomes are known to us. Each of the communities began to organize themselves
                  in the early to mid nineteenth century and founded their parties in the 1860s and 1870s, continuing to operate politically
                  well into the inter-war period. Unlike, say, with Turkey’s Justice and Development Party or India’s BJP, we know that though
                  all four countries became democracies after World War I, Belgian and Dutch democracies survived the 1930s at least in part
                  because of their respective religious parties, while Austria’s Christian Social Party overthrew the First Republic in 1934 and Germany’s
                  Center Party voted for Hitler’s Enabling Act and for its own dissolution just the year before. Knowing how things turned out
                  and knowing that they turned out differently gives us a more reliable basis for making comparative judgments than if all the
                  cases had been successful or if the outcome were still uncertain.42

               Second, of religious communities who organized parties or similar political organizations in democratic or proto-democratic
                  orders, these parties and their communities were, in my judgment, the most powerful examples of religious integrationism we
                  know anything about, both in terms of political influence and social comprehensiveness. This was especially true in the Belgian and Dutch cases, where the religious “pillars” were extremely influential even long after World
                  War II. Belgium’s Catholic Party held a parliamentary majority from 1884 until World War I, and the Netherlands had at least
                  one religious party in every government from the turn of the century until 1994. Germany’s Center Party routinely captured
                  over two-thirds of the Catholic vote, and its leaders were often more influential over German Catholics than even the national
                  bishops. Austria’s Christian Socials were even powerful enough, alas, to overthrow the country’s democratic republic and replace
                  it with a corporatist dictatorship. These movements and political parties made a significant political impact (for good and
                  ill).
               

               Third, these communities organized in the context of a rapidly changing political environment, one in which political systems
                  were moving, however haltingly, toward liberal democracy. Examining whether and the ways in which integrationism is compatible
                  with democratic government when it is at its most vulnerable – that is, during its (long) transition and consolidation period – would seem to be an especially helpful exercise. Unconsolidated
                  democracies evince “commitment problems” where various parties, themselves not fully committed to democratic rule, have to
                  decide whether to submit their political fates to the uncertainty of electoral outcomes and legislative deliberation.43 Political parties tied to robust religious communities might quite plausibly be thought to present an insuperable barrier
                  to opponents’ commitment. When they are not, and when they are not under the most trying political conditions, we would have
                  some powerful evidence regarding the plausibility of the consensus’s empirical claims, especially in places, like the United
                  States, where the democratic order is quite well consolidated.44

               Fourth, these countries have a very interesting mix of similarities and differences that will prove quite useful in ferreting
                  out how and why integrationism affects democratic life. Belgium and Austria were almost entirely Catholic, while Germany’s
                  Catholics were a distinct minority, about a third of the population. Dutch Catholics, too, were a minority, as were the orthodox Calvinists that organized in the late 1870s (though together they could sometimes cobble
                  together a slim electoral majority). The parties organized and were especially influential at roughly the same times, meaning
                  that the international environment was similar for all, though of course being in Germany and Austria after World War I differed
                  a good deal from being in Belgium or the Netherlands.
               

               Finally, focusing on these cases seems quite helpful given the degree to which much of our thinking about religion and politics
                  is shaped by a different European history, that of Europe’s post-Reformation religious wars in the sixteenth and seventeenth
                  centuries. The brutality and fruitlessness of those wars powerfully shaped liberalism’s thinking about religion, even in the
                  United States, where our religious conflicts have been relatively non-violent, certainly at least by the standards of the
                  Thirty Years War. Those wars, as awful as they were and as much as we should keep them in mind, do not tell us the whole story,
                  even in Europe. To the degree that these cases tell a much more positive story, we can perhaps begin to refashion our thinking
                  about religion’s place in democratic politics away from a context in which the first thing that comes to mind is religious
                  war. That rather apocalyptic tendency is neither accurate in describing religion’s political effects nor helpful in grounding
                  our normative deliberations.
               

               A few explanations and caveats are in order at this point, though. Some might wonder why these cases and not others, even
                  contemporaries in Europe? Italy had a quite robust Christian Democratic movement and Spain’s history is closely wrapped up
                  in its religious-political conflicts.45 I decided not to include Italy largely on account of the presence of the Vatican in Rome and the way in which its involvement
                  in Italian politics makes the country difficult to compare to its neighbors. I doubt, in any case, that Italy’s experience
                  would much alter my conclusions.46 Spain is rather tougher, as it is clear that the Catholic Church was persistently opposed to Spain’s liberalization and democratization,
                  and that the horrible violence of the Spanish Civil War had a central religious component.47 It is not at all unreasonable for partisans of the liberal consensus to point to Spain’s experience as an example of religion’s
                  political dangers. But to the degree that Spanish Catholics opposed wholeheartedly the Second Republic and were mainstays
                  of the Francoist regime, they are not so interesting to our questions here. I do not at all question the notion that religion
                  can be and is dangerous politically. But to say that we should be concerned about religious political movements because some
                  religious political movements oppose democratic politics conflates two plausibly distinct sorts of religious political movements.
                  If Franco’s Catholic supporters were simply opposed to democratic rule, that teaches us very little about religious believers
                  whose political orientations are not obviously anti-democratic. Spain is not included in the study not because it does not
                  tell us anything about religion’s political effects (it does) but because it does not illuminate especially well the sorts
                  of politically motivated believers who provide the best test for the liberal consensus. No one, I suspect, thinks that virulently
                  anti-democratic religious movements (say, Aryan Christians or radical Islamists) are a boon to democratic life, but religious
                  integrationists run afoul of the liberal consensus, yet do so for what seem to me unfair reasons. Spain gives us a picture
                  of the former anti-democratic movements but not the latter ones.
               

               Europe’s religious integrationists in Belgium, the Netherlands, Germany, and Austria provide a good basis, then, from which
                  to draw some interesting and hopefully fruitful comparative inferences about how religion relates to democratic politics and
                  the liberal consensus. Though whatever conclusions I draw can hardly be definitive on the basis of four comparative cases,
                  they can be quite suggestive and suggestive enough, I think, to make us reconsider how much stock we want to put in the consensus.
                  Given that most know little about these parties and their affiliated communities, let me sketch out each of their histories
                  before I turn to that consensus in the next chapter.
               

            
Party histories

            
               Belgium

               
                  The religious parties in both Belgium and Holland emerged in the second half of the nineteenth century as liberal governments
                     pushing legislation designed to curtail churches’ role in public life, especially in regard to education and marriage, ran
                     into a revitalized and resurgent set of religious communities.48 Belgian Catholics and liberals had generally cooperated with one another after the 1830 revolt that formed the country out
                     of the most heavily Catholic Dutch provinces. The new government did not officially establish the church, but they did provide
                     public support.49 However, Catholics and liberals soon found themselves at odds as liberal governments began, gently at first, to wrest control
                     of education away from the church. The big break came in 1878, when the newly minted liberal government proposed and passed
                     several bills that made civil servants, not priests, responsible for school inspections, limited religious instruction, and
                     mandated primary school attendance.50 Alarmed at these (and other) anti-clerical measures, church officials mobilized Catholic voters and politicians alike in
                     support of what was called the “school war.”51 The church’s responses ranged from letters to the king urging him to block implementation of the law (which he declined)
                     to denying the sacraments to Catholic parents who either sent their children to public schools or taught in the schools themselves.
                     This response on the part of Catholics more generally was, however, far from monolithic, as the more moderately minded Catholic
                     parliamentarians and the more militant ultramontanes fought each other bitterly for the church’s official support. The ultramontanes
                     were mostly upper bourgeoisie or noble Catholics deeply committed to the church and, in some manner, “the restoration of the
                     social reign of Jesus Christ.”52 They were deeply opposed to Belgium’s relatively liberal constitution and thought that the church’s political goals should be the creation of a confessional state. The Catholic parliamentarians, on the other hand,
                     thought that such goals were not just counterproductive, but potentially disastrous. The two sides attacked each other in
                     print and petitioned the bishops and Rome for some definitive resolution. At first, the Vatican and the national episcopate
                     equivocated.
                  

                  The ultramontanes had on their side the mass of the Catholic press, many of the lower clergy, about half of Belgium’s bishops,
                     and, perhaps most importantly, the sympathy of the Vatican, especially Pope Pius IX.53 Further, they were more in line with official Catholic theology than were the conservatives, since, as Pius IX had clearly
                     spelled out in the Syllabus of Errors, the Catholic ideal was fundamentally opposed to liberal constitutional regimes. What
                     the ultramontanes did not have was a political organization that could actually win elections, and even though the conservatives
                     had been rather mild in their defense of the church (the ultramontanes might have said “weak-kneed”), they were at least capable
                     of accomplishing that defense within Belgium’s constitutional structures. So when Leo XIII became pope, he made it clear in
                     1879 that the Belgian Catholics should appreciate their constitutional order, which though not ideal (a “hypothesis” as opposed
                     to the Catholic confessional state “thesis”), was worth defending. Belgium’s bishops quickly fell into line and quashed the
                     ultramontane movement, forcing its newspapers to cease attacking Catholic parliamentarians and removing some of its more outspoken
                     leaders.54 The church threw its support behind the (renamed) Catholic Party in the 1884 elections, and the party won an outright majority
                     in parliament, a majority that it would not lose until World War I. It proceeded to restore to the church some of the privileges
                     it had lost under liberal governments, but maintained Belgium’s liberal constitutionalism and refrained from making Belgium
                     a confessional state.
                  

                  Though the party retained its parliamentary majority into World War I, it struggled electorally, largely because of the way
                     that Belgium’s linguistic and regional differences reproduced themselves inside the party. To accommodate (and in some sense
                     combat) these divisions – and reinforce a common Catholic identity – the party strengthened its ties to secondary associations,
                     even making membership in the party only an “indirect” function of membership in those associations. Such efforts probably
                     went some distance toward stanching the electoral fall-off, and the party did not see its vote totals drop below 30 percent
                     until 1936.55
In the end, 1936 turned out to be quite a watershed year for Belgium’s democracy. Under the pressure of economic dislocation
                     and the political instability that had gripped much of Europe, Belgium faced the rise of a radical protest party, Leon Degrelle’s
                     Rex Party.56 The Rexists were, in some sense, heirs of the earlier ultramontanes, except that they were now infused with that radical
                     enthusiasm that would eventually turn them into a rather fascistic movement. Faced with the Rexists and the country’s economic
                     troubles, the Catholics, socialists, and liberals joined together in the Van Zeeland cabinet in 1935. In 1937, with his party
                     at the height of its popularity (it had twenty-one seats in parliament), Degrelle forced a by-election in which he ran against
                     the Catholic Prime Minister, Paul van Zeeland. The bishops in the person of Archbishop of Malines condemned Degrelle and van
                     Zeeland won 80 percent of the vote, setting the stage for Rex’s disappearance (at least until the German occupation).
                  

               

               The Netherlands

               
                  The Netherlands’ political history had long been characterized by “a tradition of compromise and an acceptance of disagreement
                     and diversity.”57 Under pressure after the 1848 revolutions, William II installed a relatively liberal constitution, guaranteeing many personal
                     liberties, providing for the direct election of parliament (under limited male suffrage rights), and made the government responsible
                     to parliament, not the king. The new constitution also separated church and state, disestablishing the Dutch Reformed Church
                     and, formally at least, freeing the Catholic Church from restrictions on public worship and ecclesial government. Catholic
                     deputies entered the parliament as liberals and helped them pass a wide range of legislation. Over the next twenty years,
                     as public schools became progressively more secularized, both Catholics and Calvinists began to develop networks of alternative
                     schools and to organize themselves politically. Frustrated by parliament’s continued intransigence toward the confessional
                     schools and what he saw as the political timidity of orthodox Protestant legislators to make it a significant issue, Groen
                     van Prinsterer called on orthodox Calvinists to vote out incumbent legislators in 1871 and vote instead for his “anti-revolutionaire” candidates, who ran a national program of equalizing the status of state and confessional schools. Most prominent among these candidates was a polymath cleric named Abraham Kuyper. Though the campaign was a failure, it represented
                     the beginning of Kuyper’s political career, as he quickly founded the “Anti-School Law League” and the national daily newspaper
                     De Standaard, both geared towards organizing orthodox Calvinists politically. By 1874, the League had 144 branches and over 10,000 members,
                     and in 1875 it was superseded by a national anti-revolutionaire campaign organization and eventually by the Anti-Revolutionary Party (ARP) in 1879.58

                  Catholics, influenced by a growing ultramontanism and taking their cues from a revitalized (and intransigent) Vatican, began
                     to found their own religious schools in earnest after 1868, when the Dutch bishops issued a Mandement expressing a clear preference for Catholic, as opposed to “neutral,” schooling.59 Politically, though, Catholics did not organize as fervently as the orthodox Protestants, suffering from internal divisions
                     on issues beyond education and from electoral laws that gerrymandered districts and restricted suffrage in ways that hurt
                     the generally poorer Catholics. The priest and journalist H.J.A.M. Schaepman’s calls for the creation of a Center-like Catholic
                     party as early as 1877 went generally unheeded, however, as Catholic notables (especially in the south, where they were in
                     the majority) saw little need for political organization, and many conservative Catholic elites were suspicious of Schaepman’s
                     “democratic” tendencies.60 Perhaps most crucially, the church hierarchy declined to commit itself to such a project.
                  

                  The dispute over education reached a crucial point in the late 1870s, as liberals passed a new school bill after winning the
                     1877 elections. Over the vehement objections of both Catholics and orthodox Calvinists (who managed to collect 400,000 signatures
                     on petitions out of a population of only 4 million), the liberal Prime Minister Kappeyne van de Coppello’s education bill
                     mandated a set of improvements that all schools (public and alternative) would have to meet (lower student–teacher ratios,
                     better facilities, higher teacher salaries, and so forth), and increased central state subsidies to public schools, while
                     still withholding such subsidies from the alternative ones. The intent was clear: “to provide just the first steps toward
                     a single, secular, national school system for all children.”61 The Calvinist and Catholic deputies in response formed a “monstrous alliance” and won a combined parliamentary majority in 1888 (the first elections held under the expanded suffrage law). The
                     new cabinet’s first act was to amend the school law, extending subsidies to confessional schools and reducing the inequalities
                     between public and private schools. Dutch politics continued to be deeply divided, however, as disputes over suffrage and
                     religious education in particular continued and the newly emergent socialist party began to flex its electoral muscles.
                  

                  These divisions came to a head with the “Pacification” of 1917, as the socialists, liberals, and confessionals were at loggerheads
                     over the questions of suffrage and education. Socialists and some liberals had pushed for the expansion of suffrage, and though
                     the ARP and its Catholic allies were not opposed per se (though the more elite and conservative Calvinist Christian Historical
                     Union was), they refused to go along until the state’s support for public and private (religious) schools was equalized. Their
                     intransigence on the matter forced the liberal-led government to accept equalization and thus was consolidated the Dutch method
                     for reconciling public purposes and pluralism: whenever state action would touch on society’s diverse communities (say, in
                     the public financing of health care, allocation of radio or television licenses, and so on), the presumption would be that
                     funds would be allocated in proportion to those community’s share of the population and that control would remain in the hands
                     of that community (with a reasonable dose of central state regulation). The Netherlands had become a “consociational” democracy,62 and Dutch society’s pillarization (verzuiling) accelerated, reaching its heights in the 1950s.63

               

               Austria

               
                  After the failures of the 1848 revolutions, the Catholic Church in Austria found itself in a quite favorable position, and
                     it used that favor to negotiate the concordat of 1855, which not only guaranteed the church full autonomy from state control,
                     but also put it in charge of nearly all public elementary education and gave it control over Catholic marriages.64 The concordat would prove, however, to be a rather hollow victory, as it incited non-Catholics (and those indifferent to their Catholicism or opposed to the church’s politics) to embrace wholeheartedly
                     a highly successful anti-clerical politics. After Austria’s defeats in 1866, anti-clerical liberals passed a new constitution
                     (1867), which contained guarantees of religious freedom and confessional parity, both of which contravened the 1855 concordat.
                     In 1868, the Reichsrat passed the anti-clerical “May Laws,” which provided for civil marriage and lay inspectors for public
                     schools. This “mild Kulturkampf” was for the most part unopposed, except among a few Catholic aristocrats. Some Catholics began to organize political clubs
                     and even found some representation in the Reichsrat, but for the most part, political Catholicism lay quiescent until the
                     early 1890s.65

                  The Christian Social Party got its start as an odd conglomeration of artisans, lower clergy, radical democrats, and anti-Semites
                     who were united mostly by their disdain, perhaps hatred, of the reigning liberal elites. The architect of the party’s development
                     and eventual success was Karl Lueger, a rather religiously indifferent Viennese radical. Lueger had been a fixture on the
                     Viennese political scene, but had been mostly unsuccessful politically. By 1886, he had begun to develop tactical alliances
                     between anti-Semites and democrats; political anti-Semitism had been a part of Austrian politics at least since the 1870s,
                     but it had remained rather ineffective and riven by personal and ideological conflicts.66 Lueger’s politically astute innovation was to marry the economic anti-Semitism of Vienna’s artisans and the respectability
                     of the lower clergy to create a viable basis for an anti-liberal political coalition.67
Through a series of elections and political maneuvers, Lueger won election as mayor of Vienna in 1895, and though the emperor
                     at first would not accept him, the Christian Socials leveraged a papal endorsement to force his hand.68 Christian Socialism finally displaced liberalism as the dominant political power in Vienna, if not in Austria. The “new key”
                     of Viennese and Austrian politics created what was essentially a three-way contest for electoral power among the Christian
                     Socials, the newly emergent socialists, and the coalition of liberals and German nationalists.69 Though not as well organized as, say, the Dutch pillars, both the socialists and Christian Socials developed their own Lager and created two nations within one, including mass parties (the Christian Socials and Social Democrats) that represented
                     “absolutist cultural visions and appeals to the whole of society,”70 which could not, it seemed, be broached without one or the other losing everything.71 On the socialist side, the Social Democrats were increasingly successful in recruiting workers and embraced wholeheartedly
                     an Austro-Marxism that was both radical and anti-clerical.72 On the Christian Social side, the party made itself a Reichspartei by allying with Alpine Catholics, and a new generation of leaders began to make more of an issue of the party’s heretofore
                     rather nominal Catholic identity.73 In 1911, on the crest of Lueger’s death and implementation of universal suffrage, the socialists finally won Vienna and division
                     between the parties was complete: the socialists represented workers and “Red Vienna,” while the Christian Socials represented
                     the rural peasants, Alpine Catholics, and middle-class burghers. The stage was set for their fateful clash in the First Republic.
                  

                  Austria’s defeat in World War I and the subsequent loss of its empire meant that what had been one of Europe’s great powers
                     was relegated to the category of small countries, its very existence a matter of continuing controversy.74 The Christian Socials, led by Monsignor Ignaz Seipel, joined with the Social Democrats (led by the moderate Karl Renner)
                     in a coalition government until 1920, when the threat of communist revolution had passed and the parties felt it safe to oppose
                     one another again.75 Crucially, their respective commitment to democratic rule – and this is especially true of the Christian Socials – became
                     overwhelmed by political conflicts that were increasingly bitter, uncompromising, and violent.76 In 1926, the Social Democrats, now under Otto Bauer’s more intransigent and orthodox Marxist leadership, formulated the Linz
                     program, which though it did not call directly for revolutionary violence, also did not emphatically endorse democratic ideals,
                     either.77 In response, and out of a growing intransigence on its part, the Christian Socials assembled a “Unity List” for the 1927
                     elections, a list that collected every anti-Marxist party available, including the National Socialists. The radicals’ electoral
                     emergence began to eat away at the Christian Socials’ vote totals at the same time that they were losing more and more ground
                     to the Social Democrats (who had won over 42 percent of the vote in the elections). As a result, they were forced to rely
                     on the nationalist parties – and their paramilitaries – to keep control of the government.
                  

                  On July 15, 1927, rioting workers angry over the acquittal of three right-wing paramilitaries clashed with the police in Vienna
                     and burned down the Justizpalast. The police responded with brutal force, killing hundreds and effectively radicalizing the Social Democrats for good.78 After the collapse of the Credit-Anstalt bank in 1931, Seipel and Christian Socials offered the Social Democrats a place
                     in government, but Bauer and Renner spurned the offer, correctly thinking that it was little more than an attempt to co-opt
                     them in unpopular policies. Engelbert Dollfuss replaced Seipel as chancellor in 1932, and since the Social Democrats still
                     refused to cooperate with his party in government, he was forced to ask, for the first time, for members of the Heimwehr to join the government.79 Dollfuss struggled to keep himself independent of the Heimwehr, who increasingly agitated either for a putsch or Anschluss with Germany. In the end, it was this association with the Heimwehr and the associated pressure from the fascist parties that persuaded Dollfuss – once a convinced democrat – that an authoritarian
                     solution is all that could be expected to protect Austria from the National Socialists.80 In March, 1933, acting on the basis of a rather technical issue in the Nationalrat, Dollfuss declared the parliament dissolved
                     and Austria’s experiment with democracy was effectively ended.81

                  Building on romantic Catholic social thought (and explicitly on the papal encyclical Quadragesimo Anno), Dollfuss and the Christian Socials then set about constructing a corporatist authoritarian state. Socialist and Nazi paramilitary
                     forces were outlawed, and the Christian Social Party itself was folded into a Fatherland Front, as was the Heimwehr.82 In February 1934, a short civil war erupted between the socialists and the Dollfuss regime, leading to the outlawing and
                     destruction of the socialist organizations. Dollfuss officially promulgated the corporatist constitution in May 1934, but
                     was assassinated two months later. His successor, Kurt Schuschnigg, attempted without avail to avoid incorporation into Hitler’s
                     Reich.
                  

               

               Germany

               
                  Germany obviously has a long history of religious politics, dating back at least to Martin Luther’s Reformation and the religious
                     wars that followed. For much of the nineteenth century, however, political Catholicism was mostly intermittent, disorganized,
                     and dispersed across the political spectrum (though weighted toward its liberal end).83 Over the course of the century, however, religious revival and political realignments would work to make political Catholicism
                     in many ways the dominant force in German politics.
                  

                  German Catholics experienced a religious revival in the middle third of the nineteenth century, one that emphasized theological
                     orthodoxy, emotional expressions of religious devotion, and the construction of a “counter-world ... within which Catholics would remain together, depend upon each other – and keep apart from those with different commitments.”84 Politically, this meant a resistance to a sort of all-encompassing nationalism, a resistance most pointed in its opposition
                     to “the presumptions of the Erastian state to a say in church affairs (Staatskirchentum).”85 Socially, priests and lay Catholics organized networks of social clubs, workingmen’s associations, and the like both to combat
                     the ill effects of rapid industrialization and to revitalize Catholic communities.
                  

                  Nonetheless, as Evans notes, “there is very little evidence, before 1848, of the existence of an active political Catholicism
                     in any part of Germany except Prussia,” where Catholics felt “threatened by state domination which was both Protestant and
                     authoritarian.”86 Beginning in 1868, however, with the elections to the German Zollparlament,87 Catholic deputies re-entered German parliaments as Catholics, that is, as representatives of constituents defined above all by their Catholic identity. Catholic notables re-formed the
                     defunct Center Party (persuading a few Protestant “particularists” to sit with them as well) to run in the 1871 Reichstag
                     elections, winning about a third of the Catholic vote and fifty-four seats. In the 1874 elections, the party doubled its votes
                     and increased its share of the Catholic vote to 83 percent, making it the second largest party in both the Prussian Landtag
                     and the German Reichstag.88 The Center was firmly established as the party at the head of a Catholic voting bloc that would persist for sixty years or longer.89 What had changed? The difference lies in one word: Kulturkampf.
                  

                  Bismarck, hoping to forestall parliamentary government and achieve his political goals, needed to bring the Liberals into
                     his government camp while holding on to the Protestant nationalists, a trick he pulled off rather neatly by appealing to one
                     value they held in common: anti-Catholicism.90 Through a series of legislative and administrative measures, Bismarck increasingly asserted the state’s control of church
                     matters, interfering in clerical education, diocesan administration, and the selection of bishops.91 Large majorities in the Reichstag approved bill after bill, proving to Bismarck that he could put working majorities together
                     without moving toward parliamentary government, all by raising the “Roman Menace.” As Smith notes, the Kulturkampf was a “progressive” political strategy, one that – even for self-proclaimed liberals – “urged the repression of ultramontanism,
                     not in opposition to, but rather in consonance with, their basic principles.”92 For the government, the Kulturkampf measures proved extremely popular.
                  

                  For Germany’s Catholic citizens, the state had become a despised oppressor. By 1876, all of Prussia’s bishops were either
                     in jail or in exile, almost a quarter of its parishes pulpits were unfilled,93 and 241 priests, 136 editors, 210 Center members, and 55 other persons had been arrested.94 Nonetheless, Bismarck’s Kulturkampf proved a failure. By 1878, the Center had become the largest party in the Reichstag,95 and its parliamentary leader, Ludwig von Windthorst, was a celebrated hero.96 More broadly, the Kulturkampf provoked the growth of mass Catholic organizations whose origin was in a merely defensive crouch against state persecution
                     but whose ultimate destiny was the deepening and sustaining of Catholic mobilization. Bishop Ketteler’s Mainz Association
                     (or Association of German Catholics) had branches in nearly every German city where Catholics resided in any significant numbers,
                     holding mass rallies and mobilizing Catholic voters.97 The Catholic press, organized under the St. Augustine association, exploded in popularity, eventually reaching over 2.5 million
                     readers by 1912.98 The Volksverein, formed as a mass organizational vehicle, grew from 108,000 members in 1891 to 805,000 in 1914 – over 13 percent of the male
                     Catholic population.99 The vigorous Catholic opposition forced Bismarck to seek an end to the conflict.
                  

                  As the Kulturkampf passed and German politics became, for Catholics at least, “normalized,” the party struggled a little. Rates of religious
                     observance declined, intermarriage increased and Catholic “identity” became, for the Center at least, dangerously diluted.
                     Catholic turnout dropped in the 1880s and 1890s,100 as the Catholic “milieu,” the tight-knit communities that provided much of the Center’s support, began to erode under the
                     pressures of urbanization and industrialization.101 The ties of religious sentiment, which had so powerfully bound together communities otherwise divided by class, profession,
                     region, or nationality, weakened and threatened the party’s very existence.
                  

                  The Weimar Republic presented the Center with a new set of challenges. Germany was no longer a monarchy coupled with some
                     parliamentary representation; rather, it was a democratic republic, guaranteeing to its citizens a wide range of rights and liberties. Germany’s Catholics benefited from this change as much as anyone, as the new
                     constitution gave them nearly everything they had been asking for since the 1870s: freedom for religious orders, no state
                     interference in religious appointments, fiscal support for churches via tax lists, and so on. Though Catholics were more of
                     a minority than ever before, they were no longer, it seemed, cultural or political strangers. The party struggled to maintain
                     electoral support. Though it was in nearly every Weimar government, the Center saw its total vote share and its share of the
                     Catholic vote decline with every election until 1932, as Catholic men especially deserted the party in favor of both the left
                     and the right.102 With the constitutional guarantees contained in the new constitution, the party’s various factions had little incentive to
                     mitigate their often contradictory demands. Compounding the problem, the Center’s affiliated organizations began to atrophy
                     and disappear. The Volksverein, which had at one time had over 800,000 members, saw its membership drop continuously throughout Weimar, and it ceased to
                     function entirely by 1930.103 Priests dropped their affiliations with the party and stopped working as organizers, forcing it to construct new electoral
                     organizations and find new spaces for their meetings. Catholic congresses ceased being stand-ins for Center rallies, and its
                     Bavarian wing split off in 1920 to form its own, independent party, the BVP. The party itself began to suffer organizationally
                     as its top leadership became isolated from the regional branches.
                  

                  As Weimar’s crises burgeoned, the Center emphasized even more strongly its Kulturpolitik, with fateful consequences. From about 1926 to 1928 the Center was in a coalition government with the conservative parties.
                     Ignoring warnings that its standing with workers was in danger unless it took steps toward providing social relief, the Center
                     focused its attention on the denominational school issue. In the end, the party rejected a compromise measure that would have
                     allowed parents to petition for denominational schools and allowed clerics to teach religion in mixed schools. It was, Evans
                     argues, an ominous development for German democracy because the deal on offer was the best that was realistically possible
                     under Weimar’s constitutional democracy.104 The Center’s unwillingness to go along with such a compromise spoke volumes about its commitment to democratic government.
                  

                  Over the next five years, the Center would assume a more and more central role in the Weimar government, participating in
                     every government and providing four of its chancellors. The Center’s Chancellor Brüning initiated the use of the infamous Article 48, and party
                     leader Monsignor Kaas helped to elevate Papen to the chancellorship in 1932. In March 1933, the Bishops’ Conference withdrew
                     their prohibition against membership in the Nazi Party, and the Center provided the final votes necessary for Hitler’s Enabling
                     Act. The party was dissolved on July 5, at least partly in response to instructions from the Roman curia, whose conclusion
                     of the Reichskonkordat (agreed to on July 22 with the National Socialist government) was probably dependent on a cessation of Catholic political
                     activity. The Center finally – and ignominiously – folded.
                  

               

            

            Conclusion

            
               When Anglo-American political theorists working in the liberal democratic tradition think about the history of religious political
                  mobilization in Europe, they almost inevitably seem to jump to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, when brutal wars ravaged
                  the continent following the Reformation. Those wars are important to keep in mind, but they do not form the whole of the European
                  experience with religion’s political mobilization. As parts of Europe, however fitfully, moved toward democratic rule in the
                  second half of the nineteenth century, religious communities, especially in Belgium, the Netherlands, Germany, and Austria,
                  organized powerful networks as a means both of protecting their members against the corrosive acids of modernity and of pursuing
                  their social and political goals via electoral contests and parliamentary debate. I will leave more detailed analysis of what
                  this might mean for the liberal consensus to the next five chapters, but as a preliminary thought it seems clear that consolidated
                  democracies and religious political mobilization are not mutually incompatible, though, as at least the case of Austria shows,
                  neither are they always compatible. Much of the following chapters’ discussion of these cases centers around distinguishing between these two outcomes
                  and seeing what they tell us about the consensus’s philosophical and moral claims.
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