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I. Introduction


To many citizens of contemporary American society (particularly those who do not think of themselves as particularly religious) the claim that religious spirit and religious organizations could contribute significantly to the quality of our public life comes as a surprise.  It is easy enough for such citizens to recognize that religion is important to some of their fellow citizens.  It is equally easy for less religious citizens to accept the idea that their more religious fellow citizens ought to be allowed to seek religion's comforts and guidance in community with like-minded individuals as part of their private lives. But to many citizens, the bold claim that our social and public life would be improved by engaging religious conviction in public deliberation, and religious institutions in the work of public problem-solving seems far less plausible. Indeed, in the post 9/11 world, where religious fanaticism has once again shown its extraordinary potential for evil, it is far easier to imagine the hazards of welcoming religion to the public square that its benefits. As a result, to many Americans, federal proposals to encourage people of faith to express their values in many parts of their lives, and to support faith-based initiatives in welfare, housing, social services, schooling, and crime control seem misguided.

To some critics, the idea is merely naïve. As these skeptics look out at the nation's houses of worship and religiously affiliated organizations, they simply cannot believe that the material and human resources held within these organizations could come close to matching the scale of the resources required to deal with important social problems.
  Even the skeptics would have to acknowledge the broad reach of religious institutions across the nation's citizens and communities, of course.
 Yet, even that broad reach may not be broad enough or deep enough to meet the need. Most congregations, temples, and mosques focus primarily on serving the spiritual needs of their own members.
  Many of those most in need of help are not affiliated with any particular congregation.
  Indeed, those who do need help are often separated from these congregations, temples, and mosques by profound economic, cultural, psychological, and geographic differences.
  Suburban religious institutions with resources seem especially remote from homeless people and people in poverty.
 Those inner city congregations that are in close physical and cultural contact with the neediest, and who include many needy people among their members, are often among the poorest of the religious organizations.
 So, while the breadth and reach of the "faith-based infrastructure" represents an important asset in dealing with social problems, it seems far too paltry, and much too distant from those with the deepest problems to offer a genuine solution.

To others, the claim that faith-based organizations could make a major contribution to public life is a cynical idea developed by the political right to help bolster an argument for shrinking the size and scope of government; thereby reducing the claims that politics and government make on private lives and assets. In this view, to argue that social problems could be alleviated by the voluntary actions of faith-based organizations is to obscure the real size, character, and sources of social problems.
  As a consequence, to some people, talk of faith-based solutions to social problems seems a calculated effort to push social issues off the public agenda to a private realm where they cannot be satisfactorily addressed.  This means delaying the time when we must all together consider the real nature of our obligations to the poor and oppressed, and then act with the powers of government to raise funds, vindicate rights, seriously tackle the real problems, and ultimately create a more just social and economic order.

To still others, the idea that religion should be encouraged to play a more politically and organizationally active role in society is a scary one.  Even without the vivid example of recent terrorist attacks on the United States; and even without paying too close attention to recent events beyond U.S. borders;
 many American citizens recall from our own history that religiously animated political movements have fostered self-righteous parochialism and vicious oppression  more often than peace and tolerance.
 They worry that religious fervor unleashed in the public square makes things worse rather than better.  The risk is not only fraying the culture of civility, with its trappings of social and religious tolerance.   The physical safety of members of minority religions or unaffiliated individuals could well be jeopardized. The respect for minority religious groups is still so recently earned and delicate that it could be overturned if particular religions become dominant in public life--or if members of various religions jockey for public influence and aid on the basis of religious platforms.  Indeed, political debate and policy discourse could shift from rational debates with  a search for compromise to moral passion that becomes absolutist. From the  perspective of people with these concerns, it is much safer to maintain and strengthen the Constitution's absolute prohibition against the "establishment of religion," or more broadly, to ensure that politics and government have as little as possible to do with religion.
 While potentially draining some moral passion from public life, the requirement of public reason and adherence to the separation of church and state have the great virtue of preventing absolutist passions from overwhelming public domains. This virtue, in turn, not only ensures protection for minority rights; it also strengthens a deliberative democracy in which citizens work to persuade one another about what should be done in the common interest by appealing to reason and facts rather than divine inspiration. It also ensures that collective struggles to meet human needs do not become captive to particular religious missions.


Generally speaking, we might find the skepticism and opposition described above strongest among those who would think of themselves as being "liberal democrats" or "secular humanists" or some combination of the two.
 This skepticism may also be widely shared among members of minority religious and their allies who find the best hope for their own religious practice in the production and maintenance of a secular political order.
  While the actual numbers of people holding these views is uncertain, the views themselves have influenced collective thought for decades.
 Indeed, these skeptical views of religion in public life have been so strong that they have provoked a counter-movement pressing for reconsidering the role of faiths and faith-based organizations in public life.


The purpose of this essay is to reflect seriously on the challenge from that counter-movement. More specifically, we propose to adopt the perspective of a "liberal democrat" or "secular humanist" who has been challenged to become open-minded about the claim that our American society might have erred in the past by trying to confine religion to the private sphere, and by failing to acknowledge the many important public roles that religion can, does, and should play in a society seeking both individual liberty and social justice.  In essence, we ask how a "liberal democrat" or "secular humanist" might come to value certain effects of religion rather than be reflexively skeptical of all the contributions of religion to public life. Because the arguments against religion in public life are so common and so strong, we make a special effort to look for arguments that could be made for rather than against the collective, public value of religion to society beyond its individual, private value to the worshippers. We assume that the “liberal democrat” or “secular humanist” knows well and instinctively feels the arguments against valuing and welcoming religion in public realms.
By searching for and developing the arguments for religion as an important part of public life in a liberal democracy, we are not necessarily claiming that these arguments are true; merely that they are plausible. Much less are we claiming that the overall net effect of religion on public life is net beneficial to the society. Indeed, we distinguish between the goal of conceptually valuing religion from the goal of empirically evaluating the real effect that religious conviction, practices, and organizations have on the quality of our collective life. To some extent, we can consider how to value certain aspects of religion without the benefit of particular empirical information. We identify plausible arguments about potentially valuable effects of religion on individual and social life that matter to people in secular terms--and that can rival secular concerns about religion in public life. There is no effort to empirically demonstrate the existence and importance of the effect. 

The question of how we would empirically evaluate the impact of religion on public life is a different and more ambitious inquiry. That requires empirical investigation to determine whether the plausible beneficial claims are actually true. It also requires us to imagine the negative impact that religion could have on society, and to measure the size of that effect. Finally, it requires us to look at both positive and negative effects to determine whether the net effect is, on balance, positive or negative. After all, some positive effects might easily be offset by a few very big negative effects.  A small impact on the charity that many felt for others could easily be outweighed by the emergence of a minority sect that used the state's protection of and enthusiasm for religion as a cover to sustain violent attacks on the polity. That difficult empirical and evaluative work is work to be done in the future as we learn how to (conceptually) value, and become interested in (empirically) evaluating the impact of religion (both positively and negatively) on public as well as private life.

While our principle contribution is to turn a sympathetic eye to the claim that religion makes important, beneficial contributions to public life, to keep our inquiry somewhat balanced, however, we have also made an effort to be more precise about the harms that religion could do to a liberal democratic polity. We have tried to recognize and document the "flash points" between religious ideals and practices on one hand, and between liberal democratic ideals and practices on the other. As in the case of benefits, we offer these as conceptual points, not as empirical assertions. The challenge in developing public policy towards religion, it seems to us, is to find ways to accept, benefit from, and encourage the positive contributions that religion can make to public life on one hand, while minimizing the harms. Probably this requires more acceptance of religion in the public square than we now officially acknowledge, but something far less than the encouragement of the nation's religious communities to use public policy as the place where they fight to have their particular orthodoxies embodied in public policy, and in collective and individual life.

We should note at the outset two difficulties in the way we have framed the question we mean to address (even though, on balance, we defend the framework as a means for jumpstarting conversations across religious and secular observers). The first is that the ideal of "liberal democracy" on which we rely to establish our normative framework is a highly contextualized idea -- not an abstract, universal ideal. Essentially, we are thinking, evaluating, and offering judgments about the contributions that religion makes to a liberal democratic society from the vantage point of those living in the United States in the early 21st century. We think that those living in the United States hold an idea of a liberal democracy not only in the arrangement of its laws and institutions, but also in its political culture. It is that relatively concrete, historical idea that is our reference point in talking about "liberal democracy;' not some platonic ideal.

This, of course, is an uncertain claim. People living in American society may not have a very clear or coherent idea of liberal democracy.  (No doubt, the contests and disagreements over this and many other matters would illustrate in part what Americans mean by liberal democracy!)  It is also uncertain that we could reliably report on this conception even if one existed. On one hand, it is hard for us to speak accurately of this culture since we do not fully represent it. We are only a piece of that culture, and can observe it only from a particular, somewhat rarified position. On the other hand, it is hard for us not to speak with this culture as an influence, since we are everywhere surrounded by that cultural idea, and have, no doubt, been profoundly influenced by it.  Still, despite these problems, we will make claims about the values and tenets of liberal democracy as an idea in our political culture.   Such claims may reflect neither the most common understandings, nor the reality of American democracy. The claims may also depart from versions of the ideal of a liberal democracy.  Nonetheless, we hope that the claims resonate with readers and provide a base for further examination and discussion.  

The second important problem is that our frame may seem wrong-headed -- even offensive -- to religious believers. The risk of offense lies in several aspects of our perspective, and in the spirit of open engagement, we try here to be self-conscious of these aspects:
First, insofar as we put ourselves in a position to value religion as it affects society, we seem to imply that our stance (including the normative framework that is used in valuing the impact of religion) are the important ones, whereas the values that believers might use to judge themselves and society are unimportant, or to be subordinated to this other frame. That is not what we intend. We understand that, in the minds of believers, it might be the secular values that need to be tested against religious commitments rather than the other way around. Indeed, we believe that one of the most important contributions that religion makes to public life is precisely the moral challenge that often comes from religious ideas.
 We also understand that many of the ideas that we now view as normative commitments associated with liberal democracy or secular humanism have their roots and their continuing influence in society through religious traditions and institutions.
 Still, we do think it is both a possible and a useful task to evaluate religion from the point of view of liberal democratic theory, even though religious believers might well continue to think that such a perspective is wrong-headed, and that religion should be used to evaluate liberal democratic theory rather than the other way around.


Second, the perspective we adopt asks about the contributions that religion makes to the quality of individual and collective life, and does so from a social perspective. This seems to suggest that we are inclined to view religion from a “social utilitarian” perspective; as though religion had to justify itself in society through its positive contributions, or, even worse, that the society acting through the state might want to “use” religion instrumentally to accomplish important public purposes. Again, this is not our view. As good “liberal democrats” (and recovering “secular humanists”), we believe that individuals have rights to express themselves in a variety of ways, and that an important goal of a liberal society is to protect individual rights and freedom as well as to achieve other collectively established substantive and material purposes. Our commitment to individual rights reflects an essentially non-instrumental value: we are committed to individual rights not primarily because it is good either for individuals or societies to have such rights, but simply because an ethical commitment to the fundamental equality of human beings requires us to recognize such rights as a condition of being human.
 

But we can simultaneously view these rights as being instrumentally valuable either to individuals trying to live their own lives, or to society as a whole as it tries to create a just and good society. Allowing individuals to fulfill and satisfy themselves is an important goal of a liberal society, and that to the extent that religion meets this goal for individuals, it is important to be protected and preserved.
 The protection of religious rights might also have effects on individual values and social relationships that would be valuable for many purposes of a liberal society.
 In essence, then, there is both an individual instrumental argument for the protection of religious rights (religion feels good to individuals) as well as a social instrumental argument (religion helps society achieve its larger collective goals which could include but is not necessarily limited to trying to satisfy individuals). So, we think it is possible to observe and evaluate the effects of religion on individual and collective life without necessarily implying that religion is justified in terms of these effects, or that religious institutions should be turned to the achievement of these valuable individual and social effects as their most important or only socially acceptable goals.  That effort in no way questions that religion has a justification and an existence apart from its material consequences for individuals and the society.


So, we undertake this effort in the spirit of liberal democrats thinking our way through the question of the variety of ways in which religion might make positive or negative contributions to individual and collective life. We are trying to escape from our habitual secular humanism (which looks with distaste and suspicion at religion), but stay true to our commitments to liberal democracy. We think it is quite possible that the tenets of liberal democracy have long both created more room for, and depended more on religion than secular humanists would like to acknowledge. Liberal democracy and religion may need one another more than each side would like to recognize. 

Consistent with our secular approach, we begin with a more general analysis of the kinds of contributions that are made by voluntary associations of all kinds, including but not limited toreligious organizations. We then look at all the ways in which religious organizations might be viewed as different from other kinds of voluntary associations. Guided by these discussions, we turn our attention to the more specific question of the varied ways in which religious commitments and religious organizations might contribute to our society -- for good or ill. We close with a discussion of potential flash-points -- the places where religious ideals and practices collide with democratic ideals and practices, and where the required policy responses will be the most challenging. We hope that this framework will encourage others to develop better, more complete accounts of plausible effects; even more importantly, to begin the hard empirical work of discovering whether any of the positive or negative effects are true; and finally, the even harder work of figuring out how public policies ought to be adjusted to do a better job of recognizing and responding to the public value and hazards of religion.  We are encouraged that this exercise has already helped its authors, and the others contributing to this volume, understand and evaluate the glimpses of religious life in America that are presented by our contemporary cases—and engage in conversations with people coming with starting points that differ from our own
II. Liberal Democracy, Voluntary Associations and the "Third Sector" of Liberal Societies


Although they rarely think about themselves this way, congregations and other religious organizations
 can be viewed as part of a "third sector" of society; one that has been variously been called the "voluntary," or "charitable," or "independent" sector. This category distinguishes religious organizations such as the Roman Catholic Church, Lutheran Charities, the Cambridge Mosque, and the American Jewish Committee on one hand, from McDonalds, Lockheed Martin, the city government of Cleveland, or the federal Department of Health and Human Services on the other. The category of the voluntary or nonprofit sector also joins the religious organizations described above with other organizations such as the Sierra Club, the Museum of Modern Art, the Elks Club, the African-American  sorority, Alpha Kappa Alpha 
the Pine Street Inn for homeless adults, the Opticians Association of America, and Reach Out and Read. 


At the outset, it might not seem that much analytic power results from thinking of faith-based and religious organizations in this way. After all, the things that distinguish religious organizations from business and government seem pretty obvious.
 And it is not clear that religious organizations have much in common with the other secular nonprofit organizations with which they are grouped. 

Yet, for liberal democrats and secular humanists for whom the idea of religion in public life is anathema, it might prove helpful to start by looking at faith-based organizations not as something special, but as just another kind of voluntary, intermediate institution in public life.  Starting from that position, and relying on some recent work in developing a normative theory that tries to account for the plausibly important, valuable (and harmful) effects of the commitments, activities, and enterprises that are grouped together as parts of a "third sector" of society, we might better be able to take the measure of religion's contributions to public life.

A. Basic Assumptions of a Normative Theory of the Third Sector

The emergent normative theory of the third sector owes a great deal to liberal democratic theory in that it begins with the idea that individuals are the important building blocks of a society. The protection of individual freedom and the enhancement of individual development are the important, overarching goals of the society. Individual valuations of their own situation and that of society at large provide both the energy that both animates social effort, and provides the proper basis for evaluating the condition and performance of the society.

Yet, this emergent theory departs from traditional liberalism (and even more so from traditional libertarianism) in at least two crucial respects. First, it assumes that the individuals whose purposes and values are so important in this theory are not wholly abstracted and disembodied individuals.
 Instead, they are deeply embedded in social contexts and groups. Each individual has a history of past relationships and commitments, and a current social position that shapes their identities, values, and projects.
 This social context also shapes the (large and small, long run and short run) prospects that  individuals face, and with that, their hopes and faith in society as a whole. 

Second, it assumes that individuals have psychological and moral commitments to something other than their own material self-interest; that they are, to some degree, concerned about the welfare of others, and to the achievement of particular aggregate social states.
 That is, the theory assumes that individuals have ideas about what they owe to one another as a matter of morality, prudence or law, and also of the kinds of social states they would like to bring about through collective efforts of various kinds.
 We could describe these values and views as social or political or values that individuals seek to express in their own lives and realize in the society of which they are a part. Further, the theory assumes that these social commitments and public aspirations are strong enough to animate and guide individual contributions of money, time, and effort. They are not simple hopes that incapable of making claims on individual efforts. Nor are they mere rationalizations of material self-interest.


The emergent theory also draws empirical and normative attention to relations that exist among individuals, not just to the individuals' states. The relations that are important are those that connect individuals to one another as:

· family members bound together by bonds of affection as well as legal obligation; 

· friends who enjoy one another's company, and also depend on one another for assistance when disaster strikes; 

· neighbors who share a physical space and can help to make life more or less pleasant for one another; 

· fellow congregants who share a faith, a time to meet, and perhaps a building to maintain;

· individuals who share some kind of important public identity whether that be age, race, ethnicity, or sexual orientation  

· citizens of a polity who share aggregate social conditions, a polity that can act to define the boundaries between public and private, and a government that can take action to realize collective purposes defined by the polity.

These relationships can be understood both as things that provide intrinsic satisfaction (or frustrations!) to individuals, and as things that are instrumentally valuable (or problematic!) to individuals (and collections of individuals) as they try to arrange their own lives satisfactorily, and advance their individual or shared ideas about what would be good for society as a whole.

Of course, many of these relationships exist in the minds and lives of individuals in the society without being formalized in explicit, self-conscious, institutionalized arrangements.
 But sometimes formal associations and organizations are created that simultaneously reflect and transform the underlying informal social relationships.
 When such associations are created, a new kind of relationship is created: namely, fellow-member. That new relationship will have certain formal and informal characteristics that tie individuals together.  To many social analysts, and particularly those who have looked closely at the voluntary nonprofit sector, it is these formal associations and organizations, and the relationships they codify, sustain, or create,  that constitute the core of the voluntary, nonprofit sector; not the informal relationships that sometimes are the precursors of these more formal arrangements.


These institutions have sometimes been labeled as "intermediate institutions"  because they are situated between individuals on one hand, and the huge social aggregates of society and state on the other.
 In this view, society does not just consist of individuals living private lives in economic institutions regulated by the state. Society consists of dense networks of intermediate institutions including families and friends, communities built around neighborhoods and workplaces and common interest, and still other communities built from shared ethnic or racial identities, narratives of historical origin, or aspirations of political commitment. As noted above, these institutions importantly reflect the socially constructed but individually held personal and social aspirations of the individuals who join them; but they also continue the social process of shaping the views and commitments of the individuals who remain the primary actors in the system. 

Sometimes, the intermediate institutions provide nothing more than a chance for like-minded individuals to get together and socialize -- to play bridge, to do wood-working together, to have a drink and reminisce about war experiences. Other times, institutions that begin as "member-serving" organizations turn some portion of their assets and efforts outward, and engage in charitable and civic activities of various kinds. 
They may still try to serve the interests of their members either narrowly (by advancing the economic interests of their members in political causes), or more broadly (by giving voice to the civic and political aspirations of members to have a just and fair society). But their productive activity is focused outward on improving the lives of non-members, or changing the character of their communities, or the policies pursued by governments. The civic groups raise money for, and help to organize debating clubs, community theatres, city-wide choirs, visits to the aged and ill, scout troops, women's groups, and bowling leagues. The political groups  form  not simply to field candidates for electoral office and seek their election, but also to hold referenda, lobby legislatures and administrative agencies,  file law suits, and frame public debates
B. Public Policies Supporting and Directing the Third Sector

All this socializing and associating provides various kinds of satisfaction and opportunities to individuals. It is often fun and enjoyable in itself. It also helps individuals engage their society and polity with more potential effect. It  helps individuals protect their common economic interests. It allows individuals to pursue their ideas of a good and just society in common cause with like-minded individuals through direct civic action or through political action designed to shape state policies. Similar activities seem to happen in all human societies. We humans are, it seems, social animals. We are social in the sense that as individuals we seem to want to exist in relationship with other people as well as independently. And we are social in the different sense that we have ideas about the kind of society we would like to create and be a part of.
  Indeed, these desires are strong enough that they will continue to assert themselves even in the face of the most fierce efforts by a state to extinguish them, and to try to monopolize for itself whatever desires to associate might exist.
 Human beings constantly remake and adapt the collective arrangements in which they are embedded according to both their economic needs, and their social hopes and dreams. In this respect, no public policies need be made to encourage or direct this activity.  Yet public policies deliberately or unintentionally affect the shape, scale, and effects of social activities, which in turn influence the character, direction and productive activity of the society and the polity. It is important, then, to attend to and assess those policies.
1. A Constitutional and Legal Enabling Framework

Perhaps the single most important "public policy" affecting the voluntary sector is the fact that a liberal state grants individuals (as a constitutional right) the freedom to come together in associations, to express their views on social conditions and public policies, to exercise their religions and their conscience, and to pursue the task of reporting on and evaluating events of the day through a "free press" (a concept that must now include a variety of electronic communications media and the internet).
 In recognizing a constitutional right to free association, a liberal state pledges not to attack the organizations. It gives this pledge some teeth by granting the associations created under this right that right to challenge both public and private action that suppresses them in publicly supported courts. 

Such constitutional guarantees may seem so obvious, so much a part of the fabric of our democracy, that we do not recognize it as an affirmative policy of governmental support. Yet, all one need do to re-discover the importance of this kind of support is to visit a society in which freedom of speech, association, and assembly -- some of the basic political rights of a democracy -- do not exist.
 Then, we see how important are the state's commitment to enforcing and its assiduousness in not infringing upon these foundational constitutional rights. Then, we see that this taken-for- granted set of public policies creates a relatively broad space within which these associations can come into existence and flourish. All that is needed is the human energy to take advantage of the opportunity, and that, to some degree, seems guaranteed by human nature.

But the liberal state goes further than guaranteeing a right to exist (and restraining itself from attacking the associations). It also supports a set of laws that make it easy for individuals to "incorporate" as a formal association; that is, to construct a collective person that is capable of acting as a legally responsible entity.
 These laws also allow such formal associations to construct many different kinds of governing structures (ranging from self-perpetuating boards to governing bodies elected by members). They also permit a wide variety of substantive purposes ranging from building golf courses, to organizing volunteers to teach reading after school, to educating voters about candidates and public policy issues. A liberal state also typically indemnifies the individuals who serve as the governors of these enterprises from any personal liability for the actions taken by the association that they seek to guide and govern. By immunizing individuals from liability for conduct undertaken by the group, the law can directly encourage collaborative effort and minimize disincentives for undertaking it. And, perhaps most importantly of all, the liberal state allows such organizations to make contracts with individuals and with other organizations, and to enforce those contracts in publicly subsidized courts. All this makes it possible for such organizations to become self-conscious, efficacious agencies using collectively owned resources to accomplish the goals they set for themselves. 

Obviously, the more protection that state provides for such associations, the less it attacks them, and the more it provides a legal structure that enables them to act as a coherent collective, the more encouragement the state gives to such organizations. One would expect, all other things being equal, that states that provided this kind of enabling framework for voluntary associations, would have more, and more varied kinds of these associations, than those states that denied the rights, did not offer the enabling legal policies, or actively repressed all or some portion of the voluntary world.
 In this sense, these broad legal guarantees represent a public policy that has an impact on the size and character of the voluntary sector.  These laws in turn reflect values of a secular sort: they value the protections for individual freedoms and expression and the resulting patterns of energetic activity that emerge from the exercise of those freedoms.

2. State Financial Support: Tax Exemption

Beyond this enabling legal structure, states have encouraged voluntary associations by relieving them of tax obligations that would otherwise attach to organizations that owned economic assets, or that generated revenues for themselves from various sources.
 When tax laws permit some organizations to avoid paying property or income taxes due to their charitable or public service purposes, the government aids those organizations by removing an economic burden.  (Some observers would go further and call this aid a subsidy, one that should be subject to public accountability.)
  Tax laws can add further help by encouraging donations to these organizations through the effective device of offering tax deductions to the donors, an especially valuable assistance for high-income donors in a progressive tax regime.
 The size and scope of the tax exemption for property, revenues, and donations can vary a great deal from one political regime to another, and from one kind of voluntary association to another. But, insofar as the state relieves these organizations, and those who contribute to them, of the necessity of paying taxes, they leave organizations so assisted greater opportunities to advance their chosen purposes.


3. State Financial Support: Direct Expenditures

Finally, many liberal states make direct or indirect financial payments to voluntary associations. Sometimes these take the form of grants; i.e. relatively open-ended grants of money to pursue the broad purposes for which the organizations stands. Other times, they take the form of contracts; i.e. much more specific payments for particular results that the government seeks to produce through the operations of the voluntary association. 

Still other times, liberal states subsidize voluntary organizations financially not by making direct grants or contracts to the voluntary associations, but by paying for services that individuals need in industries in which voluntary, nonprofit organizations are particularly active. Sometimes, as in the case of Medicare and Medicaid, the government payments are paid directly to those who provide authorized services to eligible individuals. Other times, nonprofit enterprises are sustained financially by the state when recognized as approved sites for the redemption of government-subsidized vouchers, subsidizing individual decisions about the purchase of publicly valuable services, such as day care, housing, food, and schooling. 

The point here is that a complex set of public policies affects the size, structure, and conduct of the voluntary, nonprofit sector. Those public policies may be guided and limited by some important ideas about the rights and responsibilities of individuals and associations in the society (and therefore not easy to change without constitutional amendment). But they might also be guided by some prudential concerns about the ways in which the organizations within this sector shape the prospects for individual and collective life. 

C. Accounting for the Value of These Supports

Presumably, we have instructed the government to support the voluntary, nonprofit sector through each of these tools (at least in part) because we believe there is some public value in doing so.
 To be sure this is true, it would be important at the outset at least to be able to say what kind of "public value" we think is being created by such enterprises, if not yet measure their magnitude.

The normative theory of the voluntary sector reminds us that there are two very different ways of accounting for the "public value" of the voluntary sector. The most familiar frame (and the one in which we will do most of our work in this paper) is what could be called the practical or utilitarian frame. The issue is what does society "get" from the voluntary sector? In what ways does the existence and activity of this sector make life better for individuals or for society? 

Before advancing to that frame, however, it is important to recognize a different frame for evaluating the voluntary sector. 

1. The Voluntary Sector as the Expression of Individual Rights

That different frame is one that starts (and sometimes ends!) with the issue of individual rights. In this conception, a society "values" the voluntary sector not in itself, and not in its consequences, but instead as something that simply emerges from the guarantee of certain kinds of individual rights. Once a society has decided that individual rights to speak, to associate, to combine for economic, social, civic, and political purposes, society has already "valued" anything that might emerge from the guarantee of those rights. There might be some continued social interest in the sorts of things that emerge from the exercise of these rights. Yet, the most important normative defense of the voluntary sector lies not in noticing and cataloguing these effects, but instead in the guarantee of the rights that allowed such activities to occur, and that are protected by those rights.

2. Satisfaction to Individuals: Members, Beneficiaries, and Donors

A much more familiar frame to use in accounting for the effects of the voluntary sector is one rooted in practical utilitarian terms. And the most natural way to begin doing this accounting is to look first at the ways in which voluntary organizations deliver satisfactions to particular individuals in the society.
 It turns out, however, that many different individuals, in somewhat different positions vis-à-vis third sector enterprises derive somewhat different kinds of satisfaction from their operations.

The most obvious individuals whose welfare is affected by third sector enterprises are those individuals the organization seeks to serve. But, as noted above, for some third sector organizations, the individuals they seek to serve are the members of the organization who have made financial commitments to the organization. 
  For other, more externally focused organizations, the individuals they seek to aid are those who are outside the organization -- those that are in need, and are supposed to be helped by the organization. 

In principle, it seems reasonable to view the satisfactions delivered by these organizations to all who use their services and facilities as important, value creating activities. If we think individual satisfaction (and therefore social welfare) is enhanced by delivering products and services to individuals who want or need them, then we can record the social value of voluntary nonprofit organizations at least partly in terms of the satisfaction their operations deliver to individuals, regardless of whether those individuals are members of the organization or outsiders. 

Of course, both as normative matter, and as a matter of public policy, we might want to (and actually do) distinguish between an organization such as a country club that provides satisfaction only to its relatively well off fee-paying members on one hand, and an organization such as a food pantry that relies on voluntary contributions of time and effort to feed homeless people who are not members of the organization, and do not pay fees to the organization for the service on the other.
 We can recognize (and value) a charitable spirit in the organization that gives away some of its capabilities to those who have not paid to provide it; say a wealthy art collector who allows the public to view his art collection without charge.  We can also recognize (and value) a further charitable aspect of the organization when we notice that the people who benefit from the charitable impulse of the organization are among society's neediest; say, an organization that offers food, medical, and social services to the homeless. And we may want to say that, from a societal perspective, the value of providing services to the particularly needy is greater than the simple relief and satisfaction the services afford the particular individuals who benefit. 

We could say, for example, that when we shift from scoring the value created by an enterprise in terms of benefits delivered to and valued by individual customers, to a scheme that values the contribution that an organization makes to the achievement of some kind of social goals above and beyond the satisfaction of individuals -- to the creation of some notion of a good or just society -- then we could add an extra dollop of public value creation to organizations that make special contributions to worthy social goals such as the encouragement of the arts, or care of the needy. But it is worth noting that when we, acting as society, increase the value of the services to the needy beyond the satisfaction they themselves get from the service, we are assigning a  social value, a value to the entire society that includes but goes beyond the benefits involved with  the satisfaction of the individual clients.  That social value could include the alleviation of suffering, the prevention of unrest, the struggle for justice, the movement toward sufficient freedom from want to support democratic participation, or the enactment of rituals of respect toward human beings, whatever their circumstances, or something not yet described here.
Yet we do not need to specify the particular social benefit to acknowledge the value that  accrues to those who contribute their money, time and effort to the activities that produce the results without demanding payment in return; the charitable donors of the enterprise. Arguably, when we are thinking about the value delivered by charitable organizations within the third sector, we should note and pay attention to the satisfaction that accrues to the charitable donors as well as members, and as well as beneficiaries. We know that charitable donors get satisfaction from their donations; that is why they voluntarily plunk their money down. 

Of course, they may do so for many different reasons including the desire to make a reputation for virtue that can be converted into economic opportunity, social status, or political power; or to meet the expectations and demands of their family, friends, and colleagues, and therefore keep those relationships in good repair; or to help particular individuals or broader classes of people to whom they feel sympathetic; or to maintain a relationship with God by acting in a way that is prescribed by their religious traditions; or to help usher in some particular vision of a good or just society. 

But the point is that they derive some satisfaction from making the gift. We know that in the same way that we know that a person values deodorant.  If we think the satisfaction that comes to individuals from buying scented deodorant is worth counting as socially beneficial because the individuals valued this produce enough to spend money for it, then it seems odd not to give the same status to the satisfaction that comes to charitable donors when they voluntarily contribute money to a cause. 

3. Value to the Society at Large: Social Capital, Social-Problem Solving, Strengthened Democratic Politics

A different way of thinking about this extra value beyond the satisfaction of clients, however, is that the extra value registers in a different social accounting scheme: one that stays within a utilitarian frame, but departs from the idea that the right way to value utilitarian effects is in terms of the satisfaction of individuals.
 The alternative frame would be one that recognized the existence of some kind of social good that existed apart from the mere summation of individual satisfactions; in the welfare of society at large. One way to think about such a thing is that some idea about social welfare is constructed (more or less imperfectly) when a collective, acting through various kinds of representative processes, reaches an agreement about some public purpose to be pursued with the authority and money of the state. But one might also be interested in trying to understand and produce the conditions which support a competent deliberation that could establish a morally compelling idea of the common good or the public interest. In short, we could imagine a "social utilitarian" framework that is concerned not only finding the means to achieve collectively established substantive goals for the society at large, but also with the creation of conditions that allow for deliberation about what those substantive goals should be. That framework could be distinguished from an individual utilitarian framework that relies only on individual judgments of individual and social value. If we accepted the idea that there was this social utilitarian frame for evaluating the impact of the voluntary sector, then we could explore the variety of ways in which voluntary sector organizations contribute to social welfare.

1. Building "Social Capital"

Robert Putnam has made us all aware of the importance of what he has called "social capital" for the overall performance and well-being of a society.
 The idea of "social capital" recognizes that real productive value for individuals and societies lies in networks of reciprocity and obligation that grow up among individuals. These networks can be informally established and only tacitly recognized among individuals, or they can be formalized and explicitly recognized. They may be created within the context of existing associations, or exist quite apart from formal organizations. They can stay within the bounds of particular associations and organizations, or cut across many associational boundaries. 

However these networks of obligation were created, they are valuable not only because they provide satisfaction and comfort for the individuals involved, but also because they provide the social glue, or connective sinews, that allow collective action to emerge more easily than it otherwise would. What Putnam has shown is that the quantity of social capital in a society is importantly related to a wide range of measures of individual well being, including the kind of well-being that societies take some responsibility for producing, such as law-abidingness, economic productivity, and health.. 

He has also shown that social capital helps to strengthen a sense of the "we" that makes people willing to collaborate and realize their potential to be better socially and politically if they act together. That, in turn, contributes to a sense of collective efficacy that enables effective civic and political action.
 Communities that have a great deal of social capital are better able to understand and act on collective problems through mechanisms that include but are not limited to governmental action. 

Many factors influence why some communities have more social capital than others, but one notable factor is the presence of a variety of voluntary associations. Voluntary associations do not only provide settings where people enact social capital; they also become practice arenas where individuals develop skills as leaders, organizers, committee members, facilitators, and debaters.  These skills can help people in their own work and family lives, but also skills that can enhance the commitments and capacities of citizens to engage informally and formally in the kinds self-governance upon which a democracy is predicated.  

2. Impact on Civic Action and Social Problem-Solving

Closely related to the idea of “social capital” is the idea that voluntary associations provide some of the capacity that society needs to deal with problems it faces, or to exploit opportunities for advancement that lie before it. In this conception, there is much social, collective action that operates alongside or in the background of state action. The state, and the various forms of political action that give guidance to the state, are only one means of collective action to deal with things that are seen by some as “social problems” or “social opportunities." In a liberal society, there is always the freedom to act on public problems independently of the state. One can give one’s own time and energy to find shelter for the homeless or provide mentoring to youth. Organizations can be created which mobilize charitable funds and pools of accomplished volunteers, and then make these available to organizations that are acting to deal with problems that are beyond their capacities to handle without the charitable assistance. Still other organizations may spring up to act directly on problems, fueled by the moral commitments of those who create and sustain the organization. Sometimes, these organizations develop new and more effective approaches to dealing with social problems, or turn out to be particularly effective in reaching particular segments of the population that would otherwise be over-looked. Sometimes, these organizations operate wholly independently of the government, and sometimes the government supports them financially because their aims coincide with established government purposes. And sometimes these organizations form effective partnerships with other private associations, business, and government in what could be described as “tri-sector partnerships” to deal with urgent public issues. 

Dealing with social problems does not simply involve  political mobilization followed by governmental action. Another vital response is action that moves directly from those concerned with a problem to its solution. Such direct action can sidestep politics and government because the concerned individuals or groups can use privately owned resources of money, time, and energy.  They can use organizations created from private concerns and initiatives which themselves become vehicles that a community and a government can use effectively in achieving some social goal. To address especially complex social needs, associations and organizations from the private, the voluntary, and the government sector come together to build a combined civic and political capacity for action that rests on both private and public financing, and both private and public organizations for achieving the desired results. These different paths of public problem-solving are supported by an infrastructure of private motivations to accomplish public purposes, and the organizations that channel these. 


3. Impact on Democratic Governance

Voluntary associations can have an important effect on the quality of democractic governance of the state; that is, on the politics that guide state action. They help gather information about social conditions, generate critiques of current practices, and frame issues for debate. They sometimes even invent new programs for dealing with social problems that seem more effective than those currently in use. They also have an important effect by demanding accountability in the behavior and actions of elected officials. And, they have also played important roles in amplifying the voice of those in the society whose voices are often the weakest. 

4. Costs of Voluntary Associations

The costs of voluntary associations and the nonprofit sector should be tallied, as well as the putative benefits.  By shielding these organizations from liability, and subsidizing their activities through tax exemption, some initiative that might have enriched political discourse about what we all owe to one another, and some resources that might have supported governmental action guided by collective decisions are in an important sense, left outside the public collective domain. The organizational initiative and resources are focused on public purposes. But it is often private individuals, operating without the discipline of markets on one hand or politics on the other, who decide what is valuable to produce on behalf of the public 

Some people worry that some nonprofits sit on assets without sufficient pressure to use them efficiently or responsibly--perhaps paying executives too much.
 Some worry that intermediate associations replicate and solidify lines of social division--build upon racial, gender, class, and ethnic divides.  Social capital can help people who consider themselves alike to bond in part by defining themselves against others--thus making mutual tolerance and mutual aid more difficult in the larger society.  Yet many voluntary and associative activities explicitly tackle the challenge of building bridges across these divide. So, whether a voluntary association deepens or heals social divides seems not to be intrinsic to nonprofit, voluntary activity. It is, instead, what results from the diverse aims of individuals left free to express themselves and associate with whom they wish.  

III. Religious Organizations as Voluntary Associations


Religious organizations are not the same as other kinds of voluntary associations.  As a result, it is by no means clear that religious organizations should, as an empirical matter, be expected to make the same kinds of contributions to society as secular voluntary associations. Nor is it clear that such organizations should be evaluated from the same normative perspective as the other organs of "civil society." Religion is different. It is to those differences we next turn.  But we also argue that the differences should not occlude the similarities between religions and secular voluntary associations from the vantage point of potential benefits to society. 


A. Why Religion is Different Than Secular Voluntary Associations

As a starting point, one can observe that religion is different because it has a unique legal position in the United States. Religious organizations are constitutionally and legally different from the many secular organizations that now comprise much of civic and public life. The distinction that is made reflects many centuries of historical development and conflict.
  Of course, if one were to reach back to the earliest human history, anthropologists tell us that it would be difficult to distinguish distinguishing religion from everything else--the state, community, the home.
  In most ancient human communities, the boundary between the institutions and commands of religion and those of the state was almost non-existent.  Figures and institutions with authority spoke and acted in both realms, usually simultaneously.   Religion and government both took their legitimacy from beliefs that the laws were divinely inspired as well as practically effective in organizing individual and social life. 

Later, with Enlightenment philosophy and political struggles inspired by it, people in Europe and elsewhere started to demand a distinction between religion and the state.   The struggle over secularization continues to this day in lawsuits challenging the posting of the Ten Commandments in public schools. It also exists in American foreign policy challenges to nations that impose fundamentalist religious requirements on all their peoples.  The struggle over the power that religion and secular government would hold with respect to the other, and with respect to the lives of individual subjects, continues onto this day in many parts of the world.  In some cases, religious authorities succeeded in maintaining significant influence over the secular state -- both formally and informally.  In other cases, secularists succeeded in breaking the state free of religion, but then appropriated some of the special power of religion to the secular purposes of the state, enhancing its zeal.  In still other cases, people use state power actively to suppress religious organizations as subversive influences on a society committed to secular, political goals--and religious institutions provide the chief rallying point for challenging oppressive state rule.

In many cases, however, the religion and the state reached a kind of accommodation: religion was left pre-dominant in the domain of individual spiritual life; politics and government ruled in the organization of collective secular life. If religion was to have an impact on the latter, it would be through a subtle, subterranean set of effects on individual believers who brought their religious views into the decisions and actions they took in their secular lives as citizens, as employers, as workers, as political leaders, or as government officials.
  This accommodation matches a division between public and private that orders much of liberal democratic society in the United States. That order expects a kind of shared language and mode of behavior in public while affording considerable room for diversity in the spheres of home and community.


Yet many of the traditions, laws, and structures that gave religious organizations their particular place in society developed before there was anything that we would recognize as a liberal democratic state, and before there was anything like the secular civil societies or political activity that are characteristics of liberal states. The rights to free speech, to assemble, to vote - to say nothing of the right to combine for economic production -- came long after religion existed in society and long after polities formed with a religion at its core.  These liberal rights, attached to individuals, emerged after religiously-inspired conflicts generated sufficient demands for a framework of tolerance—a framework sufficiently secular—to make states guarantors of individual liberties and religions something to  be accommodated by the emergent centralized states of Europe. Therefore, it would be an egregious historical error to view the religious sector as one that came into existence in the same way as other voluntary associations (whether civic, political or economic), or that their future role would in any important sense be sustained or justified by our ideas of these more secular voluntary associations.
 The laws that guarantee the protection of the rights of religious organizations, the division between public and private spheres ordering political and social life, and the tax policies that shape the financial relationships between church and state have antecedents that reach further back in history to a time when the ideas of a secular, liberal state were on no-one's mind, and were nowhere in existence.  Indeed, these laws grew around the idea and fact of religion much as roads are paved around the mountains and rivers of the land.

A second important difference: to many believers, religious organizations are not "voluntary." From their perspective, they have been raised in a tradition that requires their commitment.
 Or, they have been "called" by divine inspiration to become or remain a member of a religious organization.  Their commitment stems from a higher authority.  So, the image of individuals "freely choosing" to belong to a religious organization may well seem odd to believers -- this despite the fact that, to outside observers, the "market" for religious services seems to be becoming increasingly diverse and competitive and offer individuals choices as do consumer markets and political parties.
  From the outside, the mobility of individuals in and out of religious affiliations and between different ones reveals increasing individual choices about whether and how to practice religion, even if the experiences of individuals, and the practices they embrace, operate in an idiom of obligation or calling.
  


Finally, one of the most common and important distinctions we make among secular voluntary associations -- the distinction between "member serving" and "other serving" organizations -- seems out of place when applied to religious organizations.  Thus, some voluntary associations--like the Elks Club and the Opticians Association of America--exist to advance the professional and social interests of their members.  Others--like the Sierra Club and Reach Out and Read--seek to serve others by protecting the environment or engaging young children in literacy.  

Which are religious congregations and institutions?  Are religious organizations primarily "member serving organizations" that supply "spiritual services" to their members? Or, are they organizations designed to motivate individuals to provide services to others either directly by providing various kinds of services to those who are have needs of one kind or other, or indirectly by living faithful lives which make life easier for their fellow citizens?  Even religiously affiliated non-profit service organizations, which may seem initially archetypal "other-serving organizations," also provide meaningful experiences for volunteers and staff who often view their service work as religious expression.


Because of the difficulty answering these questions of characterization, it would be wrong to subsume religious organizations under a general category of voluntary associations. Nonetheless, it would also be wrong to neglect the ways that the analysis of voluntary associations offers a vocabulary and approach to think about the secular value of religion.  Religious organizations, and religiously inspired activities on the quality of individual and collective life in a liberal democracy, offer value to the secular society that is too often neglected or even obscured by fears of religious influence or religious discord.   It is in the spirit of identifying contributions of religions to secular society that we suggest analogous between religious activities and the nation's infrastructure of "voluntary, civic associations."  More basically, the categories that illuminate the contributions that secular organizations make to society can also highlight the contributions that religious organizations can and do make, while continuing to acknowledge real differences with secular activities.


B. Similarities Between Religion and Secular Voluntary Associations


First, even though they reflect different origins and purposes when compared with many secular voluntary associations, religious organizations represent the largest component of the voluntary sector. This is true whether viewed in terms of the number of people who participate, or the amount of charitable contributions and volunteer time they are able to muster for public purposes, or even in terms of the number of people who are paid employees in this sector.
  Religion as an animating force motivates people to combine, to mobilize resources for public purposes, and to act on behalf of moral ideas of the public good.  Religion must be recognized as a large, powerful, historic, and present force in the society.
 If we took religion out of the voluntary third sector, that sector would look much less strong and vital than it currently does. 


Second, religion inspires and guides many organizations in the voluntary sector other than congregations, temples, and mosques. This is quite obvious when we look at organizations such as Lutheran Social Services or the United Jewish Appeal. Such organizations carry out important social functions aided by a link to a specific religious tradition.  Even organizations that appear by name or purpose to be more secular--organizations such as the Knights of Columbus, or the Masons—vitally reflect religious traditions and religious commitments of participants.  Religiously motivated organizations provide social services on a non-denominational basis remain strong and focused.  Although it involves volunteers and beneficiaries from a variety of religious identities, Habitat for Humanity works within a Christian tradition, broadly conceived.  Even an organization as pervasive and inclusive as Alcoholics Anonymous should be viewed as a quasi-religious organization; the courts have so construed it in response to objections by individuals raising free exercise of religion objections to court-mandated participation.  Thus, the presence of religion within the nonprofit sector includes not only congregations and the institutions of organized religious, and not only their non-profit affiliated agencies, but also other nonprofit organizations that appeal across denominations but nonetheless draw upon and spread religious ideas and motivations.


Third, many of those who lead and participate in secular civic associations do so at least in part because of their religious commitments. Leaders in the John Howard Society, for example, an organization with an enduring commitment to advance rehabilitation as a goal for the nation's criminal justice policies and penal institutions, has long been supported by individuals moved by the religious spirit of Quakers.  Private secular social service agencies, legal service offices, and community development associations are filled with individuals whose decisions about whether to volunteer and how to select a career embody personal religious convictions.  This very fact hampers any systematic effort to disentangle the contribution of religion from other factors in the relative performance results of secular and religious social services. 


C. Where Does Religion Happen in Society?


These observations about the influence of religious spirit and religious organizations raise the important question of exactly what do we mean by religion when we are trying to ascertain its impact on society. Or, put somewhat differently, where and how is religion expressed in society? Obviously, congregations, temples, and mosques -- the nation's houses of worship -- are the core of religion in society. This is true as a matter of definition for many of not most religions, although some organize themselves in other ways.  The centrality of houses of worship even to the presence of religion in society at large may also be true functionally if it can be posited that they are the points of origin and sustenance for individuals’ religious commitments.  Empirically, it is also likely to be demonstrable that houses of worship provide the lion's share of moral and material support that allows affiliated service organizations to do their work beyond the boundaries of the congregations members and their worshipping activities. 

We acknowledge that much of the experience and real power of religion lies in the specific embodiments of congregations, and their associated institutions.  But religion also works in the society through many forces other than those things that congregations and religious social service organizations do.   Religion has a powerful influence when it shapes the ideas that individuals bring to their lives as family members, as workers, as employers, and as citizens and voters.   Religious ideas and practices motivate and equip people to assume responsibilities for civic leadership; religious traditions and ideals often shape people’s ideas about how that community service and political work should be done, and for what particular ends.   Some individuals act on religious inspiration, even when they are not closely tied to religious congregations.  Memories from childhood, or affinity with religious ideas studied in school or college infuse some people’s vocations and avocations even when those people are estranged from or disinterested in direct membership in a religion.    

 The stories, symbols, rituals, and organizational devices of religious organizations provide the lion's share of the cultural artifacts that secular leaders use to trigger and shape collective action. So, while any analysis of the impact of religion on public life would have to begin with congregations and what they do, it would not be complete until we had looked at the effects of religiously connected social service agencies, the actions of religiously inspired individuals in realms other than congregations, and the impact of religious traditions and experiences on the repertoire of moral arguments and institutional arrangements that resonate in secular life.  We may not be able to undertake these observations in with thorough empirical rigor, but we ought to be aware of the limitations of any kind of analysis that excludes the examinations of these broader reaches of religion just as we should be mindful of the conceptual and operational limitations of any empirical analysis.

IV. Valuing the Impact of Religion on Liberal Democracy


Assume for the moment that we can understand what we mean by religion; that is, we can describe and even measure “religion” as an independent variable in conceptual and empirical inquiries into the impact religion has on liberal democracy.  Then, to speak to secularists about whether that impact is good or bad, we must turn our attention to the dimensions along which  the effects of religion could be valued and evaluated. That requires nominating a set of plausible effects of religion on public life that should matter to secularists. It also requires us to make a normative claim about which effects are valuable (i.e. positively valued) and which harmful (i.e. negatively valued). Our initial effort uses criteria similar to those we develop to examine secular voluntary organizations, even as we note important differences between religious organizations and other voluntary associations that deserve attention.

A. Religious Expression as a Fundamental Human Right

     As in the case of other voluntary organizations, the starting point in thinking about the value of religion to a liberal society is to recognize that the right to worship as one pleases is one of a handful of fundamental, inalienable human rights.  Using notions of United States Constitutional Rights, natural rights, or international human rights, these fundamental rights embody values that government not only must not vitiate, but also should protect and advance.  Conceived as entitlements of each person, these rights should not depend upon the accidents of birth or citizenship.   A liberal society, acting through the state, pledges to defend against both private and public attack upon these rights when called upon to do so.  

Because religious conscience motivated pilgrims to settle in the United States, and ultimately to recognize the religious freedoms of those with different religious commitments,  the articulation of an individual’s religious freedom can be seen as  the precedent for establishing the more contemporary, and more secular rights to speak, to assemble, and to vote that that support today's secular associations.
  Europeans came to these shores—or so we tell the story—in pursuit of religious liberty. They wanted to be able to believe what they believed as individuals, and to create and live in communities that reflected those beliefs. In doing so, they  propagated the liberal ideal of freedom as the painfully earned fruit of religious conflict in Europe.  
In recognizing the freedom of religious conscience and worship as fundamental human rights, a liberal society, in a very important sense, endorses a deontological framework.  That means elevating rights as important objects of social protection and concern simply because they are rights, not because they advance greater social welfare. If a society establishes something as a fundamental human right, the society chooses to elevate that right beyond questions of its usefulness or value either to individuals or the collective. That, in turn, means forgoing inquiry into the utilitarian, practical value of religion either to individuals who worship, or to a society that gains in some ways from the individual or collective practice of religion.

Of course, even if society embraces fundamental rights as what people, simply as humans, are due, observers can still comment upon the good that fundamental rights bring to individuals and to society.  It does not jeopardize the foundational respect for religious freedom to note the beneficial health effects of religious belief and observance.  Nor does it impugn the status of religious freedom as a fundamental right to examine how constraining religious expression by individuals who have strong religious feelings could produce psychological harm and hamper their chances for satisfactory, rich lives.  One can also say that society as a whole might be enriched by religious worship through the cultivation of certain kinds of individual values and capabilities, certain kinds of communities and social relationships, and certain visions of a good and just society. And this, too, might constitute a reason for valuing the right to worship, even if it is a utilitarian reason that should not matter to those convinced of the right’s deontological grounding and justification independent of good or bad consequences.
In a similar vein, we can recognize, as we do more fully below, how preservation of religious freedoms simultaneously affords scope for individual and group differences and forges a civil framework of common, bonding, tolerant values.   One could also offer an instrumental or consequentialist defense of the very practice of adopting fundamental rights as a means for ensuring spheres of liberty considered valuable for varied reasons, for shaping the terms in which disputes will be resolved, for accommodating potentially divisive social forces or potentially strong social expectations, or for setting workable ground-rules for social order.

But at the outset one must recognize that many liberal society can and do decide that religion was important to have and protect in a society simply because freedom to worship as one pleases is a fundamental human right, predating and existing apart from any particular polity.  If one adopts this perspective, any additional arguments about valuable effects that religious worship might have for individuals and for society are interesting, but not particularly germane to the practices of instituting and interpreting those rights.  Instead, in this view the real reason to have public policies (including constitutional protections) supporting religion is because individuals have the right to worship as a natural right regardless of its utility to them as individuals or to the society. 
The idea that religious expression is a fundamental human right is particularly important in the United States.  Ours is a nation that takes individual rights in general quite seriously as the purpose of our founding, the focal point of our national project, and our contribution to the progress of civilizations.   The temptation to analyze religion’s value in helping individuals or the society achieve other goals may seem to jeopardize the national commitment to that value, yet we, in contrast, suggest that translating that value into terms of social welfare can instead strengthen and deepen respect for religion among those who do not personally feel moved by it.
B. Religion as a Gratifying and Edifying Experience for Individuals 

The simplest secular criterion for social welfare is individual satisfaction.  We need not come to a common agreement about truth or value, revelation or whether the good should be more important than the right to acknowledge that religion works because it satisfies individuals' desires for religious experience.   Here, the value of religion resembles the value that markets supply to individual consumers, or that democratic political processes provide to individual citizens and voters. In each case, we imagine that individuals have preferences, desires, or values that they seek to satisfy.  They pursue those preferences, desires, or values by expressing them through social interactions supported by particular institutions. Consumers want soap, automobiles, and haircuts.  By expressing those desires in market exchanges, consumers do not merely obtain individual items that they value and that the market supplies, but they also obtain something of social value: the workable process for satisfying private desires.   

Analogously, citizens want to advance their political objectives by expressing their views in public.  They amplify their individual voices by joining together with like-minded others, by voting in public elections for candidates, by engaging in visible protests and letter-writing campaigns, and by appealing administrative judgments or suing the state when they think they have been wronged.   These strategies offer valuable avenues for individuals to express themselves and pursue their goals.  As they do so, they also may help produce a better society for others. And even if not all agree that society has been improved by the policy changes that were brought about, they channel dissatisfaction in constructive ways, building and sustaining sturdy institutional practices that others can later use.  

Similarly, individuals have desires to worship God in community with others. We think that is not only their right to engage in such activity, but also that they (and therefore society) are  made "better off" if they can find the social processes and institutions that support their religious aspirations. In short, one of the important goals of liberal societies is to give individuals wide freedom in terms of defining what it is that they would like to do with their lives, and then structuring institutions so that it will not only be possible for them to do what they want, but also easy and convenient. The more individuals can be satisfied in their own terms, the greater the social welfare.

Of course, to suggest that the desire to worship God is anything like the desire to buy an automobile, or even to cast a vote or file a law suit on behalf of oneself or as a member of a class is an offensive idea to believers. To believers, as noted above, worshipping God is not a choice one makes; it is a duty one accepts, a duty to which one is either called or taught.  As Nancy Ammerman has said, what makes religion different than other kinds of social desires and transactions is an "encounter with the Divine."
 The individual may derive some satisfaction from this encounter with the Divine, from wrestling with the Divine, or from existing in a right relationship with God, but the satisfaction of the worshipper is not the value that is created from a religious vantage point. The glorification of God, shouldering the tasks of a spiritual journey, or fulfilling duties to the Master of the Universe, these are the locutions religious individuals offer for the value of their religious efforts.

Still, in our utilitarian society, those who defend religion's role in society should not be too quick to discard the idea that religion could be considered good simply because individuals believe and act as though it were good for them. After all, two of the most important tenets of a liberal society are: 1) that individuals should be allowed to make their own judgments about what is valuable and significant to them; and 2) that an important goal of society is to maximize the satisfaction of as many individuals as possible. Viewed from this perspective, the value of religion could be captured in the satisfaction that individuals derived from its exercise. That value  would be revealed by the amount of time, money and energy they put into this activity. Using these standards, one would find that religion is, in fact, a big value creator  in the United States.
   It seems to be doing the work of satisfying a large number of citizens.

          There is a more important idea, however, than the claim that religion provides a convenient opportunity to those who have religious desires to express them and have them satisfied.  As reported by religious individuals—and as often observed by others—encounters with religious ideas and practices often help individuals shape their own values and find their own best selves.  Religion might be valuable to individuals not because it allows them to express their current desires, but because it helps them find the moral and psychological strength to become what they want to be. 

The idea that religion might be valuable precisely because it changes what individual human beings want might not go down so easily with secularists. After all, one of the fundamental concerns of secularists is precisely their worry that religion has the power to stop the kind of individual exploration of values that they see as the core of freedom; even worse, that religion can prevent the embrace of values that reason and respect for others would reveal to be the right ones. 
Central to the liberal ideal is that individuals have or form their own values. No one else does it for them. These individual values, in turn, become  the starting and ending points for analyzing social utility. The conceptions of utility-maximization or rational choice that we borrow from the secular worlds of welfare economics and model-building political science posit individuals who have well formed preferences. They further assume social institutions should (as a normative matter) be constructed to satisfy individual desires, whether those desires be for individual consumer products or collectively consumed public policies. There  is no other external vantage point from which society can or should evaluate those individual preferences.   

          One reason for this assumption is the belief that individuals know what they want, and that an important goal of society is to give them what they want.  Other reasons for treating individual preferences as unquestioned givens, sovereign in the games of consumption and politics, include worry about the absence of any consensus about alternative criteria and fears of majority or minority imposition of some views of the good.  Seeking to avoid  interpersonal conflict and constraints on individual freedom, welfare economist and rational choice theorists declare the sum of individual preferences the good.  
In this scheme, the idea that individuals might be conflicted about what they want, or that they might need experience, or reflection, or education, or instruction to discover what they want, is to undermine the fundamental basis for defining the social good as the satisfaction of individual desires and aspirations.  In these respects, welfare economists and rational choice can lay claim to be rightful standard-bearers of liberalism and its devotion to individual freedom.

Most people, asked to reflect seriously on the image of  individuals with well-defined preferences acting to advance their interests in the marketplace, do not find that it corresponds to their own subjective experience. Many of us know that we are often conflicted about what we want.  We see this also in others: our children, our parents, our friends.   Many of us also understand that much of what they want is not material things we can consume by ourselves, but certain kinds of virtues we hope to realize in our own lives, certain kinds of social relationships we hope to pursue even though—because—we know that they will change us, and makes others’ desires take precedence or remake our own.   So many of us know from lived experience that deep satisfactions come from such commitment to other people, or to ideas of justice or a good society.  And, so many of us quietly or not-so-quietly struggle with ourselves, with the help of others, to become different, to become whom we would hope to be, to become people with desires different from the ones we now have.
 

Philosophers may try to sort this out by distinguishing first order and second order desires.  Fair enough: it is still my desire if my desire is to change my desires.  Yet, these neat solutions are less likely to fold neatly into the assumptions of individual private preferences when what we desire is to embark on journeys with other people, with political struggles, or with spiritual challenges, because we hope they will help us become people less preoccupied with our own preferences and more moved or compelled by something bigger.

All this is not to undermine the chance to value social processes and institutions that help people in these pursuits. Indeed, it is precisely the opposite. If human beings are confused about their aims, then the idea that social processes and institutions help them along those paths establishes the claim that organizations that do this work must be valuable. What helps to form preferences, desires, and values becomes no less, and perhaps more important that what respond to wants that already exist.  Religion might be identified as the paradigmatic guide for framing and reframing individual preferences.   For individuals who turn to religion in their own search for their best selves, religion vitally contributes to the ultimate individual satisfaction even as the engaged individual may give up the very language of satisfaction and the imagined goal of fulfilling preferences.

Note that the idea that the value of the religious journey could be judged from three quite different perspectives. One perspective would be that of societal need, if people can summon a collective idea of the kind of person that a particular society needs to make that society as a whole function well.  In this conception, society as a whole celebrates when individuals come to be the kind of people that society needs and depends upon. This is precisely what secular liberals worry about when we consider the possibility that society might have particular ideas about what it needs us to be that differ from what we would like to be.  It is paternalist; it is judgmental; it is bound to constrain individual liberty without any certain, consensual predicate; it could reflect the religious views of majorities or majorities, but it is likely to offend or undermine the conscience or desires of others.  

A second perspective is also a social perspective, but it is not based on what society needs from individuals; it is based on those preconditions that a liberal society recognizes as necessary for each and every individual in its midst to enjoy and exercise the liberties it protects.  These preconditions reflect not the needs of society, but needs of individual human beings, understood to be quite similar to one another at least in these respects, to become capable to exercise fundamental freedoms. This is what John Rawls talks of when he refers to the primary goods that must be preserved for children until they are ready to make their own choices; this is what Amartya Sen means by the capabilities that a liberal society should assure its members.
   It is in this view that many oppose the kind of religious training for children that precludes different choices—as some would view an Amish way of life terminating schooling before high school.  Society should preserve choices for human development for each person, in this perspective, and religious encounters therefore must be tempered by the liberal society’s demands for individual freedom of exit and entrance.

A third perspective may be more difficult to translate into practical terms, but would leave the individual perspective as the judge even of the social conditions that affect the individual’s development.  In this conception, it is only the individual who can say whether he or she becomes better off through social structures that shape individual desires and hopes.  Here, religious practices that preclude a sense of choice or even a sense of the individual as the primary source of value might  receive a kind of endorsement, in the hypothetical world in which individuals, so shaped, could know and express their evaluations of their lives.   This is the knottiest challenge to liberal criteria, for it admits that the very solvent of liberalism may deny some life options, some of potentially great meaning.
From any of these perspectives, though, if religion provides an opportunity to individuals to find their best selves, or the way to exercise their freedom, or fulfill their sense of duty, or come to embrace what is meaningful, religion adds value to the quality of individual lives.

And if, by pursuing these opportunities, people become better parents, better children, better friends, better neighbors, better employees, better employers and supervisors, and better citizens, then we could find religion makes society better off not only by making its individuals better off, but also by improving the relationships that society sustains and then the society itself.   We next sketch some ways in which these effects could emerge.
C.  Religion as the Creator and Sustainer of "Social Capital"

So far, we have been valuing the effects of religion primarily as they affect individuals. We have argued for an important role for religion in society as a fundamental right to be socially guaranteed to individuals. And we have argued for religion as something that satisfies individual human desires -- however subtle these desires might be, and however much those desires include the desire to change one's desires, and to live in certain relationships with others.  

We now shift to a perspective that values religion as a social process.  By a social process, we mean a process that involves a group rather than an individual, and can be evaluated not only as a process that delivers more or less satisfaction to individuals, but also as one that shapes the quality of social relationships and social outcomes in terms other than the simple summation of individual satisfactions. Accordingly, we will look at social processes that shape society overall—affecting the quality of the relationships it sustains, the justice it expresses, and the aspirations towards which it strives.

The starting point here is to recognize that like other voluntary associations, religious assemblies and organizations create networks of social relationships -- or what some have called "social capital."  Social capacity is defined as "more or less dense and more or less inclusive networks of reciprocity and trust among individuals."
  It is important not only because individual human beings find pleasure and utility in such networks, but also because such networks facilitate the many kinds of collective action that enable and strengthen the economic market on one hand, and the civic and political forum on the other.
 These networks help facilitate transactions between customers and sellers, employees and employers, and principals and agents in the economic realm. They generate civic and political engagement for individuals with similar interests and moral commitments, and certain kinds of trust and understanding that facilitate effective civic action and public policy-making in the civic and political realms. Social capital thus becomes a resource for taking direct action to deal with important collective issues with and without the instruments of markets and governments. 

We can talk about social capital in terms of how much of it exists, and the kinds of social processes and institutions that tend to create and sustain it.  Viewed from this perspective, it seems that religion makes a hugely important contribution to society.  If we take religious connections and religious communities out of our national accounting of social capital, estimates of the total stock of this valuable resource go way down.
  If we subtract the social networks formed around religious institutions and activities from the total supply that social scientists have measured in this country, we also get a rather odd view of its national distribution and find more of it in the North and Midwest than in the South.  If we exclude religion when we ask individuals about which relationships are important to them and who they can call on for help when they need it, the nation looks a much lonelier and shabbier place than when we leave religion in the analysis. The fact of the matter is that religion underwrites much of the connectedness we now enjoy, and much of both the pleasure and insurance against disaster that such connectedness provides.  Religions promote such connectedness through rituals, through narratives of meaning, through shared experiences, through the motivation to create and sustain physical locations for meeting together, and through patterns of calendar and life-cycle events that afford repetition, regularity, and scaffolds for communities of mutual aid and concern.

Of course, one person’s community may be another’s criminal conspiracy. Once we take the societal perspective rather than simply aggregating individual preferences, we can and should identify the value or detriment to society from particular purposes on which specific social networks center.  Thus, although it may seem crude, we can also talk about social capital in terms of whether it is "good" social capital or "bad" social capital.   
One line of distinction for this purpose considers the substantive purposes supported by the social capital.  In this accounting, one might say that the kind of social capital represented by a volunteer organization providing mentoring services to disadvantaged students is "good," while the social capital represented by a drug dealing band that relies on bribes and extortion to maintain its place in a poor community is "bad."   

Now, a liberal society has no small amount of difficulty in defining some social purposes as good, and others as bad since a liberal society is committed to making few substantive judgments a priori beyond the protection of fundamental rights.  Protections of fundamental liberty then leave to the political and market processes the definitions of what is in the public interest and what is not, even though we all know that such processes are imperfect.  Imperfect as such judgments are, at any given moment, it is possible to say, based on laws and practices, what we have made a good purpose and what we treat as a bad purpose, even if we cannot be sure that those judgments are objectively true, or will last for very long. With these important qualifications, it is sort of possible to talk about good and bad social capital in terms of the substantive purposes that particular chunks of social capital seem to support. The substantive purposes that are defined as pro-social and within the law are (conditionally) good; the purposes that are defined as anti-social and criminal are (conditionally) bad.
Actually, it is possible to say a bit more than this because societal standards for what constitutes good purposes for voluntary organizations show remarkable continuity over time.  In the West, since the Elizabethan Poor Laws, good public purposes have included care for the ill and the vulnerable, the creation of public works that could be enjoyed by all. And, since the democratic revolutions of the 17th and 18th centuries, we have viewed and the establishment of increasingly inclusive, accountable, and participatory governmental processes as good.
 Similarly, there are many acts that are viewed as anti-social and criminal in virtually all liberal societies. This includes most uses of physical force against a person's expressed desires, taking property without permission, and many forms of fraud and deception.

Religiously defined purposes often coincide with good uses of social capital especially in terms of addressing human needs for material goods and dignity too often left untended, or made worse, by the operations of markets and marjoritarian political processes.   Religious conceptions of charity and righteousness both align with, and help to underwrite and sustain more widely shared political ideas about the importance of mobilizing resources and delivering care and protection to those whom society as a whole defines as needy or oppressed.  The social capital generated around religious worship and activities effectively draw congregations in establishing or supporting shelters for homeless people, free food for poor people, humanitarian aid for refugees, and assistance for people who are ill. 

Yet, an objective social analyst would want to keep in mind that there remain deep political divisions in our society about what is owed to whom as a matter of collective responsibility, and that different religious traditions do not line up uniformly on one side or the other of these political divisions. For example, some religious traditions take a very broad view of who is one's neighbor, and a very expansive view of what one neighbor owes to another. These views tend to support a relatively broad liberal commitment to delivering care to the needy and protection to the oppressed. Other religious traditions take a somewhat narrower view of the circle of people to whom one has deep moral obligations, and to view the obligations as somewhat more limited. In this view, one's deepest obligations are to family and fellow congregants; less to all man-kind regardless of their religion. And what one owes to others is rights to worship freely and attend to their own affairs; not an obligation to ensure their economic or social or spiritual well-being. These views tend to support a more narrow libertarian political philosophy. 

To make this observation is not to take a position on which is right, or more generous. It is simply to note that the social capital mobilized around religious efforts to respond to human need will not necessarily coincide with socially defined priorities that have had to take not only many religious ideas into account, but also many secular ideas.  Some religious traditions will find their views aligned with and affirmed by policies endorsed by secular institutions; others will find their views offended. 

In principle, this religious diversity could strengthen the process of democratic governance by engaging individuals in the arduous task of self-government, and by teaching important lessons about the need for tolerance and respect, and the specific kinds of skills that go into reaching the principled sorts of compromises that represent democracy at its best. But, depending on how religionists react to challenges and disappointments in the political sphere, the processes of democratic governance could be weakened. If specific religions withdraw from the political sphere, the society loses their moral challenge, and implicitly limits their right to be heard and taken seriously. If specific religions become hardened in their views, and more desperate in their tactics for enacting their policies, the political process can become stalemated or spawn anger, contempt, and violence that is difficult to control. These points will be taken up again below when we consider the impact of religion on the quality of democratic governance. Yet, it is important to note here that these effects begin with the creation of religiously inspired substantive commitments to certain ideas about social justice -- about who we owe things to, and what we owe them. And it is also influenced by religious ideas about how religion should confront a secular society whose conduct and policies might offend religious traditions. 
In addition to specifying some purposes as good and some as bad, some religious teachings (explicitly or implicitly) make a distinction between what lies in a domain for which human beings should assume responsibility, and what lies outside human responsibility as a reflection of a divine plan. For example, some religions have the view that every transgressing individual can be redeemed, and every needy individual deserves assistance. Further, they insist that it is the duty of the faithful to help restore those who have fallen by the wayside.
 Other religions have the view that there are some who are born to be evil or poor, and that there is little that anyone of faith can do to help them.  Such views may affect the nature of the inspiration that religion provides to the social project of meeting human needs. Depending on religious traditions, one could view the task of aiding the needy and protecting the oppressed as a matter of obligatory right and justice, or as a matter of discretionary charity; as one that demands a public governmental response to ensure that the enterprise reaches the required scale, and engages the effort of all, or as one that is best handled on a voluntary basis by private associations and commitments. One can even see that the different religious views might affect the quality of the interpersonal relationships and empathy between those who have and those who have not. Again, one need not pretend to a neutral judgment about the correct position to note the potential divergence among religious views and between the views of one religion, the views of another, the views of secular elements, and the view of society as a whole as enacted in public policies on these important matters.   

Finally, different religious communities may make quite different judgments about how they should allocate their more or less limited capacity to care and protect between their own members on one hand, or non-members on the other. The different judgments could come from different religious teachings, or simply reflect the inevitable social boundaries created in the construction of real religious communities. But whatever the source, the fact remains that religions can differ from one another, and also from what the larger secular society might want and expect, in terms of how broadly they share their commitment to care. 

That the distinction between these two directions of care matters to the larger society is manifest in tax laws distinguishing “member-serving voluntary organizations” on one hand, from “other-serving organizations” on the other.  Indeed, the secular law reserves the name, “charitable,” for this second kind, and allocates special benefits to charitable organizations and keeps them from "member-serving" organizations. Moreover, when we begin accounting for the impact of religious organizations in terms of the resources they mobilize to deal with social problems, and the services they provide to help the needy and oppressed, we will recognize that religion has some specific material capacity to offer to solution of problems beyond those of their individual members.

Yet, we must also come to grips with the fact that most churches, synagogues, and mosques begin with the idea that their most fundamental obligation is to their own members: they attend to the spiritual needs of their members, and they give direct aid to their members. Viewed from one perspective, this makes these organizations primarily "member-serving" organizations, and raises doubts about both their charitable nature and their ability to deal with important social problems. Despite this point, religious organizations are nearly always viewed as "charitable," or "other serving" organizations rather than member organizations both formally and informally. One can speculate on the reasons for this curious anomaly. But it is even more interesting to focus on the particular challenge to religious organizations that comes from seeing them as charitable enterprises despite the fact that much of their collective effort goes to the care of their members, not outsiders. From our perspective, the charitable nature of religious organizations might best be found in three different aspects of their activities.

First, it seems perfectly appropriate to treat as charitable the services that are exchanged within a religious organization among its members. When one member of a congregation visits an ailing other member; when one member of a temple helps deal with the grief of another member; when one member of a mosque helps another to find the courage to stay true to their religious commitments in an increasingly hostile secular environment, it is not wrong to describe such acts as charity. Charity is a larger notion that material aid to the desperately poor, or vindication of the rights of the most oppressed. And it is probably important for the society as a whole to recognize that the contributions that religious organizations make to relieving the problems of the middle-class, and even the wealthy are worth noting. It is not only the poor who need the kinds of help and assistance that one human can provide to another, and an awful lot of that kind of charitable assistance occurs in the nation's religious communities.

Second, the fact that a religious organization is helping society when it is helping its members takes on special force when we look at religious organizations that have as their congregations some of the nation's poorest and most oppressed populations. Consider a church, or temple, or mosque located in a very poor neighborhood, and drawing its congregation from this population. Or, consider a religiously based organization devoted to the protection and advancement of a poor ethnic minority, or to the care and treatment of alcoholics. What is interesting and important about these organizations is that they have as their members individuals who would be considered by the larger, secular society to be worthy objects of charity. Given this fact, it seems silly not to regard the member-serving activities of these organizations as importantly charitable. A religious organization that decided to focus exclusively on the care of its members would still seem to the larger society to be an important charitable enterprise to the degree that its members were considered important targets of aid and assistance. It is this idea, it seems, that lies behind the notion that the small congregations in impoverished and oppressed communities deserve special support in federal efforts to support “faith-based organizations.” 


Third, some churches, mosques and temples do commit a significant portion of their resource to the care and protection of those who are not members of their organization. This is more strictly charitable than the other ideas we have considered, because these organizations cross the boundary that sharply (if foolishly, in the case of religion) divides the world between member-serving and other-serving organizations. Even here, though, there is a distinction worth noting. In some religious traditions, the aid is extended to non-members regardless of their religious affiliation, and without hope of recruiting them to the particular religion that was the source of the assistance. In other religious traditions, the aid is extended to non-members of the congregation, but only to other members of the larger faith, or to those who are not yet members of the faith, but are the target of recruitment efforts. Obviously, a secular society would look with more favor on those religious organizations and traditions that extended their aid without regard for the religious commitments of those aided, and without any pressure on individuals so aided to join the particular tradition that provided the aid. 

The collisions that occur between different religious traditions and secular society around the terms and conditions under which religious organizations extend their aid to needy outsiders begin, again, with the particular ways in which religious traditions define who is in and who is outside their communities, and what is owed to those who are within and those outside. That is, they begin with substantive ideas of good and bad social purposes, and more or less expansive ideas of who is my neighbor, and what one owes to them as a member of a particular religious tradition.

So far, we have been talking about "good" or "bad" social capital in terms of the substantive purposes that groups take on, or their particular ideas of what justice requires. But there is a related but somewhat different way of evaluating particular kinds of social capital as good or bad. In this different conception, social capital is good or bad depending on the impact that a particular kind of social capital has on existing or potential intergroup conflict or domination of some groups by others.   A religious group that creates exclusionary social networks--however tight and mutual rewarding they may be for their members--could produce net harm for the society if it generates schisms or oppression.  Even religious groups situated in positions of relative equal power in the society can generate "bad" social capital if the in-group bonds are predicated on hatred, scorn, or opposition to other groups.  Religiously reinforced racial divides are a sad American example.  "Good" social capital, in contrast, could be understand as the sort of networks that expand rather than exclude the sphere of people able to feel connected, willing to help one another, or capable of taking into account one another's views, positions, and needs.  Religiously reinforced connections across racial divisions provide a contrasting example, as do ecumenical coalitions redressing homelessness and responding to war.  

In this second conception of "good" and "bad" social capital, it is not the substantive public purposes that are used to distinguish the two kinds of social capital, but instead the kinds of social relationships that represent the social capital. Bob Putnam has offered the distinction between "bonding" social capital on one hand, and "bridging social capital" on the other. The intuitive notion here is that bonding social capital involves strong relationships among individuals who are much alike. Bridging social capital on the other hand, involves relationships among individuals who are quite different. In his conception, both kinds of social capital are good compared to a radical kind of individualism. But he argues that bridging social capital is more valuable in our society than the bonding kind, since bridging social capital helps to create the kinds of social relationships that liberal societies depend on to be able to produce inclusive justice. 

In the same spirit, and speaking to secularists, we could link philosopher John Rawls' ideal of justice and the idea of bridging social capital.   Rawls identifies a state a mind that is crucial to the achievement of justice.  In his famous thought experiment, he invites us to imagine giving up our own particular positions in society and embracing social arrangements and principles that we would endorse not knowing the particular social position we would occupy.   This invitation to empathetic imagination—and to the collective decisions and practices it would entail—remains elusive for those with little knowledge of or interest in people currently situated very differently than ourselves.   Knowing how to imagine the social situation of remote others, caring enough to do so, and summoning the political will to usher in a society predicated on minimizing the harms to the most worse off would all be enhanced if one found oneself in important concrete relationships with people who were having very different experiences than oneself.  That is what bridging social capital would represent.


Groups, religious or otherwise, can be more or less homogeneous.  This contrast can operate within as well as between groups.  Relationships can be more or less intense and empathic.   It does seem plausible that strong relationships form more easily among people who experience themselves as similar than among people who view one another as different.  And we further accept individuals’ freedom to associate with whom they wish as a fundamental liberty in a liberal society.  But if another predicate of a liberal society is to encourage strong and trusting relationships among people who are strangers or seem quite different from one another, then building social capital of the broadening, inclusive sort is a vital and ambitious target.  The question then becomes, is religion a resource or an obstacle?

     
Looking at the ideas at the core of religions, we are inclined to see religion as a resource; ideas of universal humanity, peace, respect, and tolerance can be found across divergent religions.  Looking at religion as a social process, the answer is more ambiguous.   Religion is good, indeed very good, at building social capital.  It may, however, be particularly successful in building bonding social capital rather than bridging social capital. This is largely an empirical question to be resolved by facts. But we note at the outset that there are strong reasons for congregations to build bonding rather than bridging networks.  Some U.S. congregations have deep racial or ethnic as well as religious roots.  Many are founded precisely around ethnic and national identities; many have long histories of racial homogeneity. To the extent that churches are constructed voluntarily, they are likely to spring up from similarly positioned as well as theologically like-minded people. To the extent that churches are importantly linked to places, and places in the United States are increasingly segregated along race, class, and cultural lines, churches tend to produce bonding rather than bridging social capital.


All these pressures to create bonding social capital are counter-acted to some degree by preaching the emphasizes the connectedness of all human beings, or ministries that carry the resources and time of church people from their community to other more distant communities, or teachings about how all humans are created in the image of the Divine.  It is even helped by the universalistic and large denominational aspect of some religious assemblies that cause people to come together nationally and even internationally.  Ecumenical movements and interfaith coalitions also help work through religious in-groups to create connections with other groups.  So do faith-based organizing efforts—around community economic development, peace, or social justice-- that pull people together across a city or a nation. Still, the category of social capital illuminates the capacity of religious groups to build valuable social networks but also to restrict them, with good and harm to the larger society.

D. Religion as a Contributor to the Quality of Democratic Governance

Besides social capital, religions affect another key social process, and another domain central to society; namely, politics.  By politics, we mean efforts made to persuade the body politic that the powers of government ought to be used to accomplish some purpose that is arguably "public." Once the body politic agrees that the purpose is, in fact, important enough to warrant taxing and regulating itself to achieve, then it becomes not only an arguable public purpose but one that has actually become a public commitment. 

Now, democratic politics can be evaluated either as a substantive or as a procedural idea. The substantive ideal of democracy is generating a society whose means and ends are each characterized by individual liberty, equality, and self-governance. There is a "thin" idea of democracy that is limited to having political rights such as the right to speak, to assemble, to vote, to have a day in court to resolve one’s disputes with others, to have rights against self-incrimination and due process protections against deprivations of liberty, to serve on a jury. We call this a "thin" idea of democracy because it leaves out concerns that continued social and economic inequality could undermine the vitality and fairness that we associate with the distribution and exercise of these rights.   It is thin because it does not take up John Rawls’ challenge to create a justice society and to measure its initiatives in those terms but instead creates a democratic process and leaves to participants what they will make together.  

A contrasting view of politics starts by asserting that all Individuals need a certain amount of both social and economic standing vis-à-vis their fellow citizens to enable them to use procedural political rights to affect the welfare both of the individuals and of the society as a whole.  Accordingly, this contrasting "thick" idea of democracy treats economic and social equality as predicates for as well as potential ends of procedural democracy.   Practically, this makes aspirations for social and economic rights as basic as procedural participation rights of political and civil liberties.  The commitment to a thick idea of democracy could be defended as a necessary condition for allowing the promise of political rights to be something other than a false promise. It could also be defended as an important substantive idea that could be used to evaluate the "performance" of a democracy in achieving its goals. In this conception, a democracy could be said to have failed if, despite the fact that is was procedurally punctilious, it failed to provide for the minimum economic needs of its citizens, or allowed a wide gap to grow between rich and poor, tolerated the continued informal oppression of a disadvantaged group, or failed to promote the capabilities of each person to grasp the rights of self-expression, growth, and participation. In effect, we use a substantive standard of economic, social, and political equality to judge the performance of a democracy.

The thin conception emphasizes a procedural idea of democracy and  focuses less on end states in a society than on the fairness and degree of participation allowed in the processes generating state policy decisions.  In examining the procedural quality of democracy one can also make a useful distinction between a limited view of politics and a much more encompassing vision. In the limited view of politics, one would emphasize popular elections of representatives and chief political executives such as the President, the governors, and the mayors. In the more encompassing view, one would include ballot referenda, legislative deliberation, administrative policy-making, and the articulation of more or less general interests before courts. The reason to take the encompassing view is that in all these processes what is at stake is judgments about which ends we will use state power and state money to achieve, and what means we will use to accomplish those ends. These can be larger or smaller decisions. They can be made by legislatures, elected executives, appointed officials, or courts, or street level bureaucrats.  The point is that each of these decisions uses publicly owned assets in particular ways for particular effects. Since citizens are the owners of these assets, and since their interests are often affected by these decisions, they ought to have a right to be heard in the decisions about how the assets are to be used.

Let us start with the less controversial and less ambitious notion of a thin, procedural democracy.  Limited though it is, the thin, procedural conception of democracy elicits greater support in the terms of secular, utilitarian analysis that guide this project and our imagined audience.  We also think that struggling for procedural democracy is admirable even if it falls short of the thick, substantive equality conception of democracy.  Attention to the strengths and weaknesses of the democratic process can also inform judgments about whether the results of politics reliably reflect what citizens want to achieve and that the processes for reaching such decisions help to constitute the aspirations and commitments of the polity. Thus, here we propose that, in valuing the impact of religion on the quality of public life, we should look closely at the effects of religious spirit, congregations, and other religiously inspired organizations and associations, on four different procedural characteristics of our democracy; along the way, there are implications for the thicker, substantive conception of democracy as well.

First, how do religious motivations and religious organizations affect the overall levels of participation and engagement in political life? In principle, all other things being equal, democratic theory treats more participation and more engagement as a good thing. Consequently, to the extent that religious spirit and religious conviction engaged individuals in political activity, we could say that religion was contributing positively to the overall quality of democratic politics.

While there are important differences among religious traditions in terms of the extent to which they encourage individuals to enter into the world, and bring their religious values to other roles in life, it seems pretty clear that, on average, religious commitments and practices are important in supporting high levels of political participation. Those who are active in churches, synagogues, temples, and mosques turn out to be quite active in politics more generally.
 Moreover, one cannot help but notice how important religious organizations have been to the effective political mobilization of both African Americans during the civil rights era, and of conservative evangelicals in the era of the Christian coalition.
 While these movements stood for much different social ideals, there can be no doubt that in both cases religious commitments helped to mobilize citizens who felt excluded from the political process into an effective political engagement.
  Beliefs, organizational structure, experience as members of communities, and capacity to mobilize others each contribute to religions’ abilities to enhance the political participation of adherents. As a result, religious spirit and religious organizations have long provided much of the important infrastructure for broad participation in democratic politics. Without religious commitments and organizations, participation in the act of governing ourselves would be even weaker than it now is.

A second important criteria to use in assessing the impact of religion on the quality of democratic governance is the extent to which religion has been important in overcoming one of the predictable weaknesses of democracy; namely, its tendency to ignore the voices of those –including non-citizens--who are relatively powerless in social, economic, and effective political terms. This criterion differs from the one above in that it gives special credit to those institutions that can overcome significant differences in social power and status, and raise up the voices of those who would otherwise not be heard.

Again, there are important differences among religions in terms of their contribution to the goal of empowering the powerless. Some faiths have been effective in continuing to champion the interests of the powerful to some degree against the interests of the relatively powerless.   Protestant Yankees excluded and degraded Roman Catholic immigrants at the turn of the twentieth century. Religious institutions sponsored or shielded terrorist activities of the Ku Klux Klan against African-Americans and Jews. The Catholic Church has been investigating its own anti-Semitism.  And Jewish and Moslem communities in the United States confront mutual animosities that echo more violent conflicts elsewhere.   

Yet, because many religious teachings across sects and denominations argue for respecting all human beings, including those who are in need, or oppressed, or despised, religious spirit and religious organizations have sometimes inspired the poor, the disenfranchise, and the oppressed to effective political action, and helped the rest of the society respond to their demands.   Religious teachings and institutions have inspired countless poor and oppressed people to find the means to resist injustice, discover their own worth, and assert their own political power. That has certainly been the case with the African American Church in the United States. In other cases, both congregations and the larger associations of congregations organized within and across denominations have joined together to hold out their hands to both the organized and disorganized poor, and add their voice of support and sympathy to those who were otherwise powerless. 

So, it seems that religion has a mixed record with respect to the empowerment of the disempowered. The church has sometimes been a powerful legitimating instrument of the powerful against the powerless, and has sometimes contributed some important moral and political strength to the powerless. To the extent that the church acts to realize the promise of the procedural rights to speak, to assemble, to vote, and to sue for the poor and oppressed as well as the rich, we can say that religion is contributing in an important way to the quality of our democracy, because even the procedural idea of democracy values effective equality in the political realm.

The third criterion we could use to gauge the impact of religion on the quality of democratic procedures is the extent to which religion helped to inform the process of policy deliberation, and allow it to make more considered, more rational, and more judicious choices. The democratic ideal demands more than mere participation in a decision; it demands informed participation. It may even demand (or aspire to) something beyond informed participation -- something that could be called deliberation. Democratic ideals might require citizens not only to understand their own interests and purposes, and know how these are affected by particular policies being discussed, but also to work harder in public policy-making processes to negotiate in good faith, to make creative proposals that could meet the interests and goals of other citizens, and to some extent, to even take on board some of the interests and concerns of their fellow citizens.
 In short, instead of simply voting for one proposal over another on the basis of one's interests, or bargaining to solutions through log-rolling and compromise, one can envision a process in which citizens actively work to construct an idea that seems not only to meet each individual's purposes, but also in some important sense, the public's purpose as well.  Here, a thicker vision of democracy begins to emerge. [Martha, thicker on the procedural side and therefor on the substantive side, or thicker on the substantive side? I think our issue here may be that I am thinking of two different kinds of rights that individuals have: procedural rights and substantive rights. I am imagining that the procedural rights come first, and it is from the procedural rights that the substantive rights are established. But, of course, one can say that the procedural rights are meaningless without some substantive rights to protect them, so the substantive rights become necessary for the procedural rights which can then justly create the substantive rights. The idea of a thin procedural democracy is one that says that procedural rights are prior, and that procedural rights don't need much substantive underpinnings to make them effective -- in effect, that the kind of equality that history and nature has delivered to a society at a particular moment is ok and doesn't need adjusting before the procedural game begins. One can imagine, I suppose, even this thin procedural democracy establishing broad substantive rights. That would give a lot to reason and to empathy. I think that is the force of Rawls' argument. But to materialists/realists who think it is hard for individuals to get above their interests, the ordinary expectation would be that a thin procedural idea would produce a thin substantive idea.I think this is a place where the procedure/substance divide blurs and where the idea of a very thin procedural democracy obscures rather thick assumptions about interpersonal communicative and empathetic possibilities and indeed commitments.For now we’re not merely talking about agreeing to abide by formal decision-making procedures that ensure minimal levels of equality and respect; now we’re talking about procedures that assume and in turn ensure that people think not only about their own self-interest but also about the greater good.]

In principle, this ideal of a kind of deliberative democracy demands some  technical or empirical knowledge.– For to deliberate with the aim of advancing the interests of others, not only one self, one must find the ability to  estimate reliably the effects of public policies on certain dimensions of value that are important to the participants, or to the public more broadly. When we are debating the justice and efficacy of capital punishment in dealing with crime, or of abstinence education in dealing with teen pregnancy, for example, it is important that we have the facts about the impact of these programs on the goals that we seek to achieve, the robustness of these effects, and the costs of achieving them. 

But this kind of deliberative democracy also requires a kind of normative understanding as well. After all, we can't decide whether it is good or bad to rely on capital punishment to deal with crime or abstinence education to deal with teen pregnancy until we decide what effects of these policies should be valued, and estimate how they are likely to be affected by the choice. Efforts to estimate how many crimes could be averted by more or less use of capital punishment is, in principle at least, a technical problem. Deciding that we value reducing crime, and comparing that value with both the brutality of the act and the concern that we might err and execute an innocent person are not, strictly speaking, technical or empirical issues. They are normative concerns. They focus on values, not on facts. All public policy issues are simultaneously issues of fact, and important matters of value. No public policy decision could be competently made by consideration of only one without the other.

Bringing the normative dimension into public deliberations is a very important part of effective democratic public policy making. The reason is that many decisions fail in the policy world not because they were wrong on the facts, but because they neglected an important value that was at stake in the decision. One of the things that democratic policy-making processes are pretty good at is helping decision-makers discover all the interests at stake. They are also not bad at helping policy-makers understand the important public values that are at stake as well, for many of the interests will cast their arguments not only in terms of their interests, but also in much broader public value terms. In these respects, policy makers can become sensitized to the consequences (materially for those affected as well as politically for those who made the decision) of their decisions. 

What is much harder, of course, is helping policy-makers weigh the competing values. Generally speaking, there are two quite different ways to think about weighing the competing values. One way is to imagine that all the values can be compared to one another on some kind of continuous dimension: e.g. I would go for capital punishment if it produced this much crime reduction and we had this much assurance that we would not convict an innocent person, but not if it produced less crime reduction than I said.  A quite different way is to imagine that the values are not comparable, and that some values trump others: e.g. It is wrong to kill people, That is true regardless of what the people have done, and regardless of the practical effects that capital punishment would have on levels of crime, therefore I am against capital punishment in principle. I cannot be persuaded to be for capital punishment if I was assured that crimes would be substantially reduced and that we would make no mistakes in carrying out the law. The first is roughly speaking a kind of utilitarian calculation of benefits and costs of proceeding along a certain policy path. The second is a kind of deontological judgment that relies on an absolute principle to decide the matter.

Whether the public policy world is one of utilitarian calculations (all things considered and weighed against one another), or of deontological principles (rightness requires me to find the most important value to be faithful to in this situation) is a much disputed matter. In some cases, the calculation seems to be more properly utilitarian since no fundamental principles are at stake. In other cases, principle seems to be more important because the issue does raise some basic matter of principle. But, citizens might differ on which decisions are which. To some, the question of whether to rely on abstinence only training programs to discourage teen pregnancy would turn only on questions of cost/effectiveness. They would see no larger issue in this policy question. To those who worshipped within religious traditions that taught that pre-marital sex was a sin as well as unwise, the idea of abstinence only education would seem to be preferable to other approaches that encouraged birth control because they wanted to hold onto the moral idea that pre-marital sex was wrong as well as to achieve the objective of reducing unwanted teen pregnancies. To those who were worried about gender equality and noted that much of this education was directed towards girls rather than boys, they would object to the fact that the principal responsibility for achieving sexual abstinence was being placed on girls rather than boys. So, some decisions that seem merely technical and utilitarian to some seem normative and deontological to others. It is this question, as well as the question of how to weigh the competing values once one has found the values at stake in the issue, that have to be competently answered by those in policy-making positions.

If it is important for democratic policy-making to be well informed and creative with respect to both facts and values that bear on the decision, one can ask how religion affects this capacity for deliberation and informed choice. It is here that religion may face some of its greatest challenges in accommodating itself to democratic policy making, and where democratic policy-making faces some of its most uncomfortable moments with religion. On the positive side, religion often makes the very important contribution of bringing normative discourse back to the process of policy-making. In recent decades, we have worked hard to increase the technical capacity to make policy decisions. We have worked hard at developing the fields of policy analysis, program evaluation, and benefit cost analysis to help citizens and policy-makers have more accurate information about what was at stake in particular decisions. The thrust has been to increase the importance of facts and reduce the importance of values in policy-making on grounds that it would be easier to get agreement about facts than it would be to get agreement about values. The price of this, however, is that we have lost the capacity to have arguments about values as well as facts. We argue about whether a program "works" or is "cost effective" without noticing that both the concept of work, and the concept of cost effectiveness are essentially empty shells holding important normative values that need to be explicated in order both to do the empirical work that informs the decision, and to make the decision itself. As religion has entered the public square, it has often revitalized a normative dialogue by calling upon broad visions beyond short-term self- interest, beyond material welfare, and toward a universal vision of the dignity of each person. So far, so good.

On the more negative side, however, religion often seems to embolden individuals to assert a singular truth, which can impair or prevent dialogue with those who disagree and which can hamper deliberation and discussion over the entire range and complexity of issues. A person whose religious faith insisted on the sanctity of all human life would find it hard to support capital punishment regardless of any argument based either on the justice of the principle of "an eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth," or on a claimed practical beneficial effect on reducing crime. That person would find it difficult to sustain a satisfactory dialogue with someone who wanted to talk in terms of the values of retribution, or "making the victim whole," or "effective crime control." The religiously inspired person may have no way to engage with these competing values in their own terms even though they appeal to and persuade many others.  Individuals emboldened by religion may also lack an ability to deliberate in the sense of hear, respond, and change in light of the contrasting values and arguments of others.

This exposes the related  problem: it is not only that religion may fix attention on a limited set of values that are at stake in a decision, it may also prevent reason from making an appeal that such values be included in the decision, and from facilitating an exchange among people of good faith but with differing moral views. Whether this is true or not goes to the question of what role reason, and the opinions of those not in one's religious tradition make on the opinions of a religious person. 

Democracy depends on the idea that we might each be influenced by the opinions of our fellow citizens. It depends on reason as the medium of communication through which efforts to influence can be mediated. If a person says they are not open to influence at all because they already know the answer, or if they say that they know the answer through some special gift or insight that they cannot make accessible to others, then in some important respects they put themselves outside the process of democratic deliberation.

There are, of course,  strong "prophetic traditions" in religion, which relie precisely on the unconventionality and unreasonableness of a person's position to awaken a slumbering moral consciousness. In these traditions, being too responsive to conventional opinion and to reason is the enemy, for this is a world of false consciousness in which our moral senses have become dulled. In this world, it is the prophet whose "encounter with the Divine" revealed the falseness of the current moral order that must be relied upon to invigorate and moralize democracy. 

These prophetic traditions have inspired important and unambiguous victories.  Christian and Jewish visions have helped to end slavery and to establish civil rights.  These and other religious traditions have helped to focus attention on human rights abuses and poverty throughout the world. So, in judging the impact of religion on the quality of democratic governance one would have to give credit to religious movements for awakening our moral consciousness, and helping us discover what our values should be.  But one must also admit that the prophetic traditions have it’s a dark side. It is when a  prophetic tradition has overwhelmed reason and subverted the basic human rights of individuals that reason makes apparent to us that religion has committed some of the world's greatest atrocities.

Finally, there is the issue of tactical choices in political dispute. As noted above, religious traditions can have a negative effect on styles of democratic participation. Retreat from the world is a bad one since the society loses the benefit that comes from hearing the perspective endorsed by some of its members, and from effectively engaging the commitment of the community in the decision that was ultimately made. 

But an even worse response is dogmatism pursued through tactics designed to appeal to emotion and to intimidate opponents rather than reason and respectful deliberation. A liberal democracy must stand against the use of both deception and force in the political struggles that go into defining purposes to be achieved through the use of state powers and resources. It relies mostly on competition within the market of ideas to root out deception. But it relies on force to prevent the use of force in political disputes. It also relies on force to ensure that the collective acts in aid of purposes that were collectively decided.

The confrontation between the moral passion of religionists that require them to act in furtherance of religious goals and the laws of the state that frustrate their efforts to enact their moral conceptions in public policy, and that require them to contribute to causes and actions which are aginst their religious convictions has a long and painful history. One solution has been to try to keep religious conviction out the public square; to force it into the realm of the intimate and the private. But, as we have seen, that has proved unsustainable and unsatisfactory
 

Another solution is to acknowledge that the moral critique afforded by religious conviction can offer important challenges to the policies of a society—and therefore those who advance that critique—even by overtly disobeying prevailing law—deserve respect, latitude for action, and even, on occasion, excuse from otherwise specified consequences.  t” Exemplified by Socrates,  Henry David Thoreau, Mahatma Gandhi, and Martin Luther King, Jr.,  individuals with moral commitments that are unaligned with a particular society’s laws and practices can later become heroes and models.
  Henry David Thoreau’s essay on civil disobedience gained visibility and respect not only from its eloquence, but also due to the fact that he served a night in jail after refusing to pay the state poll tax because its proceeds would support the war with Mexico and the spread of slavery.
  .  A liberal society may respond by according exemptions from otherwise operative rules for “conscientious objectors,” those whose religious convictions lead them into sharp conflict with the demands by the state to serve in the military or perform another action that they find immoral or unconscionable.  A liberal society may also make room for “civil disobedience,” actions by people willing to violate the law not only due to conscience but also with the goal of changing public opinion, appealing to higher ideals ostensibly shared by the government officials, or paralyzing government operations.
 Of course, when a pacifist is drafted to serve inn the military and kill other human beings, or when a citizen was forced to pay taxes to support some activity that he thinks is immoral, the society may resolve the direct clash between individual belief and public policy by coercing or punishing the individual.  Many who resisted the Fugitive Slave Laws, the civil rights protests against Jim Crow laws, and the draft during the war in Viet Nam met with harsh punishment.  Yet a liberal society can instead create some room for such conscientious objection even beyond allowing that individual ongoing freedom to seek relief from the oppressive policies through the ballot box or peaceful speech. The government can in addition permit the individual to escape the particular repugnant obligation by providing a alternate form of service. Thus, for example, the U.S. government has allowed Quakers and other pacifists to provide “alternative service” as medics or teachers rather than become soldiers charged with killing in war-time. Still obliged to perform service and make a sacrifice of time and freedom, like others who were drafted, the conscientious objector’s  service took was adjusted to align with their religious and moral commitments. Martha, do we recognize conscientious objection to other things such as immunization for communicable diseases, or the obligation to give children medical treatmentno; we allow adults to refuse treatment for themselves but not for their children if life is at risk, and we haven’t had to face adult immunization in modern times though perhaps we’re about to]  Many who engage in civil disobedience intent to sacrifice themselves in order to restore or achieve the ultimate purposes of the law, rather than to subvert it—even though their opponents see disorder and disruption in their actions.

.

Moral and political theories trend civil disobedience in  as an important and legitimate form of political action in a liberal society.  Perhaps this stems from John Locke’s argument that an individual; citizen who is oppressed by the state has a right to disobey, rebel, and seek new rulers.
  Accordingly, many argue that  a liberal society should not prohibit such action, or punish it zealously. Yet, a liberal society does require two important things from those who engage in civil disobediece in order for their action to have moral legitimacy. The first is that the civilly disobedient be willing to take the legal consequences of their actions. This means that they recognize the moral claim of the law to regulate their conduct.
 It also means that (unlike the conscientious objector), their moral commitments are not offered as something that shields them from the duty that everyone else faces. They accept both the fact of the conflict between their views and those of the state, and the right of the state to punish them for conduct that they take on behalf or their moral views that violate the law.

The second is that the civil disobedience be non-violent in its character. As a legal principle, this idea could be subsumed under the first principle, since liberal societies ban the use of violent means to accomplish political purposes, and therefore expose anyone who relies on such tactics to criminal prosecution. But, as a moral matter, it is worth emphasizing non-violence as a distinct requirement. iSnce the central point of civil disobedience is political persuasion, and a liberal  society cannot tolerate force and violence as a form of persuasion, there is a special obligation on those who wish to claim political legitimacy for illegal acts that they not rely on violence to accomplish their means. Such a rule may unfairly handicap some minority groups whose rights have been systematically violated by majority whose violent means of exercising control over public policies have been cloaked in the legitimacy of the law, and the power of controlling economic assets. But to claim that rights have been systematically violated is to say that a liberal state has not been established. And in that case, depending on one’s political philosophy, one may have a moral obligation to seek to establish a liberal state. But once a liberal state exists, the use of violent means of civil disobedience becomes morally as well as legally questionable.      

With these two conditions, liberal democratic theory often embraces conscientious objection and civil disobedience.  When those actions are inspired by religion, they do not become persuasive in the political arena unless they are, able to persuade through reason as well as through divine inspiration. That is the price of living in a pluralist democracy in which participants do not all share the same religious reference points, much less the same beliefs.  This demand that the mode of persuasion use forms of reason accessible to those outside the religious tradition is probably  the toughest claim that secular humanists make on religion, for it requires those who are religiously inspired to speak in a potentially unfamiliar or inadequate language and make arguments that may not express the adherents own self-understandings of their motives and commitments.. The demand of public reason can make the process of participating in democratic policy-making feel dissatisfying, non-expressive, and inauthentic to believers, since the real reasons for their commitments cannot be the compelling ones in this debate. It is the last revenge of the secular humanists. But it is the price of living in a society where religious pluralism prevails, where one of the most important religions is the religion of secular humanism, and where the requirements of liberal democracy are more consistent with the principles of secular humanism than with those religions that accord relatively little room to reason and secular experience in helping individuals find the true path. For those religions that do accept an important role for both practical experience and rational reflection on that experience as a route to religious wisdom, the tension is much less acute, but still present. [Martha: note that there is an important relationship between this view of politics as depending on a kind of rational, secular discussion and the changes I made in the text earlier where you were noting important points of tension between the "views of a particular religious tradition" on one hand, and "the larger society" on the other. It was kind of funny, because ordinarily I am more willing than you to talk about the larger society as though it had values and purposes, but in that section, you were suddenly disqualifying the views of particular religious groups because they were inconsistent not with the views of a particular group of secularists -- but were suddenly imputing those views to "the larger society." (Incidentally, I think it is precisely that moment that you are also beginning to discuss the flash points between particular religious traditions and liberalism, and get disconcertingly close to the idea that both the theologies and ecclesiologies of different religious traditions -- however confused -- nonetheless have central tendencies that make them more or less congruent with democratic liberalism. Some religions will suffer fewer bruises in their collision with liberal democracy than others. And the bruises will differ not only from religion to religion, but also from issue to issue. That was what the original list of flashpoints was trying to show.) The issue here I think is whether and how we can get past a kind of simple-minded pluralism; or, put somewhat differently, to what extent do our prospects for a deliberative democracy depend on us agreeing to the secular language of reason, of consequences, of rights and extinguishing "god talk," and to what extent does 'god talk" actually help with our deliberations.
 The last criterion we might use to gauge the impact of religion on the quality of democratic governance is closely related to our discussion above. It has to do with whether religion helps individuals develop the arts of leadership, negotiation, and compromise that are so essential to democratic decision-making in a pluralistic, morally diverse world. This, again, probably depends a great deal on the particular religious traditions. Those that hold fundamental views, and place a great deal of trust in some authoritative sources that are accepted by them but not others will often create obstacles to reaching agreement in democratic settings. They will be forced either to retreat from the world to avoid contamination, or to seek to dominate the world by insisting on the truth of their approach. Neither response helps a liberal democracy function well, to say nothing of fully exploiting the potential of a liberal democracy for enlarging individuals' imagination and sense of empathy. On the other hand, those religions that are less absolutist and more conflicted in their views, and that view experience with the world and reason as important guides to what is not only just and virtuous but also holy will find it much easier to engage in the give and take deliberations that form the heart of a liberal democracy.

So it seems that different religions at different times have made contrasting contributions to make to the quality of democratic governance. It is an important engine for civic engagement. It has been an important instrument for raising the voice of the poor and powerless. It has brought an important moral dimension to policy debates and political discourse. 

On the other hand, religious organizations differ about whether they should encourage their members to bring their religious views to the civic and political parts of their lives.  Religious organizations have sometimes acted to legitimate an unjust status quo or to actively suppress certain groups. And while they have sometimes brought an overlooked but important moral value to consciousness and significance in policy debates, they have also sometimes distorted policy debates by focusing attention on only one largely symbolic value at the expense of other equally important and more concrete values. They have also sometimes contributed to the polarization of policy debate that led to stalemate, when the price of inaction on many important values was greater than the price of an action that seemed compromised to religious believers. 

In these respects, religious organizations are not much different from other kinds of special interest groups participating in the political process. The good news, is that they get people involved, including in particular those who would otherwise not have a voice. They also contribute a great deal of information to the policy-making process -- information about important values at stake as well as empirical information about the size of various problems and the likely consequences of particular policy initiatives.  Yet some people may be deterred from political engagement due to religious messages or practices.  And others may be only too inspired to influence politics; they may be uncompromising zealots who are great at raising issues, but not much use when it comes to reaching an agreement about how to move forward on contentious issues.  Then they join the many secular interest groups who also have their own fixed ideas, immune to reason.  Religious or secular, these represent a problem for democracy. 

Note that in discussing the role that religious spirit and religious assemblies might play in enhancing the quality of democratic governance we explicitly introduced the idea that religious traditions might well differ on dimensions that mattered a great deal in terms of how compatible they might be with the requirements of liberal democracy. Specifically, we noted that religions might differ with respect to the kinds of social capital they tend to create, with respect to their enthusiasm or reticence in involving themselves and their congregants in political issues, with respect to their ability to engage and speak for the poor and the powerless, and with respect to their openness to reason and the opinions of non-believers, and with respect to their willingness to compromise in the making of agreements which allow us all to live together. This might not be an accident. The differences might be systematically related to either the doctrines of the religion, or to the ways that religious organizations are organized and governed. To the extent that the ideas of liberal democracy make claims on how individuals should think about themselves, govern themselves, and search for guidance as to the right way to live as individuals and as a collective, it is easy to imagine that some religious traditions would find themselves more compatible with the requirements of liberal democracy than others, and some will find themselves more adapted to secular, commercial culture of the contemporary U.S. than others.  We will return to this issue in the last section of the paper where we look for potentially important "flash points" that spark conflict between religious organizations and the institutions and processes of liberal democracy if diverse religious voices more forcefully enter political debate.  [Whoops! I see that you anticipated some of the points I raised in the long parenthetical discussion aboveok!]

E. Religion as a Socializing Force for Law-Abiding, Responsible Peolple

        A secular liberal democracy wants not only engaged participants in governance but also sufficient social order, promise-keeping, and respect for the rule of law to permit the society to proceed constructively.   Many claim that religions help people internalize norms enforced by law and also connect to a notion of integrity and duty more personal commitments to abide by promises, to fulfill obligations as parents and citizens, and so forth.  These features, if true, would be beneficial not only because they help people pursue their own chosen journeys of development and not only because they assist the operation of the democracy, but also because the strengthen the predicates for an orderly society.  Whether religious doctrine, faith, or practice has these effects remains an empirical question that may well vary by generation, religious group, or even more particular features.

F. Religious Organizations as Efficient and Effective Providers of Social Services

       Perhaps the most frequent secular inquiry into the value of religion in recent years has addressed the capacity of religious organizations to provide basic subsistence support, job counseling, substance abuse treatment, and other social services.  In a period of federal devolution to state and local governments, and privatization of public services through contracting out, vouchers, and simply downsizing public commitments to people in need, much attention turns to religious institutions.  Can they deliver services more efficiently and effectively?  Can they offer better, deeper solutions to the problems of substance abuse, poverty, child abuse, homelessness?   Many politicians argue that religious groups offer a special power in these realms because they address the human spirit, because they offer community and fellowship, because they inspire people to change themselves, because they draw on cheaper, volunteer labor, or because they tap into other reaches of private resources.  

       There are distinguished records of success and perseverance by religious organizations providing basic subsistence support, job counseling, substance abuse treatment, and other social services.  But there is not yet the kind of rigorous evaluative research that would allow for reliable judgments about the comparative efficiency or effectiveness of religious as opposed to secular providers.  In addition, such rigorous evaluation research will be difficult if not impossible fully to complete.  There are “contamination” problems, as many individuals who work through secular providers are themselves religious.  The very definitional problem is different, as the contrast between religious and secular organizations looks much more like a finely-graded spectrum than a dichotomy.  Some religions support separately organized non-profit agencies that employ people regardless of their religious affiliations or practices; some religions infuse their social services programs with religious doctrine and practice; some provide social services as an integrated part of their worship activities.  

     Assertions of greater efficiency by religious providers of social services often reflect assumptions that these providers, unlike secular organizations, can rely on volunteers rather than employees.  Again, there are great variations along this dimension.  Moreover, scale-up and expansion will not work the same way when volunteer rather than employee labor lies at the heart of the work.  Moreover, the ready assumption that volunteers are better than professionals misses the important advances achieved by professional standards of practice and knowledge in areas such as child abuse and job training.

     Nonetheless, there are good reasons to explore the possibility that social services provided by individuals who are guided by a religious commitment may be delivered with more care, more respect for recipients, or more sustaining commitment than other kinds of delivery.  In addition, the possibility of offering individuals fellowship and communal ties along with food, or career counseling, hold possibilities for instrumental benefit as well as the intrinsic value of those ties.  Even if religious social provision is simply as good as secular work, or good in different ways, society as a whole could be better off with more religious social provision.  Further research is needed but there are already reasons to support the conclusion that religiously-provided social services are valuable to the society, even if the comparative assessment of alternative provision is not yet available.

V. Predicting the Flash Points When Religion Enters the Public Square


The goal of this paper has been to identify in terms recognizable to secularists, concerned with social welfare, how the value of religion in general and faith-based social service initiatives in particular might be assessed.   Thus far, we have not spent much time discussing the negative effects of religion or religiously inspired services, although we identified the risks that religiously inspired participants in public debate may not speak or listen in terms responsive to secular argument.  We also identified the risk that religious action and practice—and government assistance to religiously inspired programs—might exacerbate distrust or hatred across groups.   Like the assets and contributions of religion to collective life, these risks are fully comprehensible to the secular liberal.  So is a further danger: that greater religious presence—in political debate and social programs—could engender serious and perhaps irresolvable conflicts over the particularities of religiously-inspired views and over whether secular liberalism can make room for religion in any realm but that of private life.   Although liberal democracy calls for and depends upon some degree of intellectual and ideological pluralism and conflict, there is a danger that some religious views may question tenets and constitutive practices of liberal democracy itself.   Worries about such risks may be overblown and reflect hypervigilance by secularists against anything that sounds religious—but worries about such risks may also stem from memories of toxic religious conflicts or predictions that indispensable energy and attention will be diverted into reassertions of already-established separations of church and state.

     These are matters that ultimately will have less to do with how policy wonks and talking heads in the mass media argue than with the perceptions of citizens and residents about which religious ideas -- as they are preached and practiced in the nation's churches, temples, and mosques -- are congruent or incongruent with our current understandings of the requirements of a liberal democracy. It is hard to make this judgment since neither part of this equation is well defined: religious views are not always well defined, nor are ideas of liberal democracy.  Both are moving targets; both are constituted and reconstituted by actual practices that shift over time.   It may be difficult to know when and  whether they are in conflict with one another because they are often in conflict with themselves. 

     Still, it is possible to predict some important "flash points" for discussion: that is, places where debate will break out about the compatibility of one or another religious idea with one or another tenet of liberal democracy.   Some of these flash points have already sparked; others are on the horizon.  They involve not just ordinary disagreements but the kinds of conflicts reach deep into what individuals and groups take to be serious convictions and assumptions, without obvious paths for reconciliation.

         A point of profound conflict arises over the role of religion in the public square—in politics, in public debate, in civic leadership and action.   Some argue that religious voices have retreated too much, leaving thin and unmoored rhetoric and aspirations in public life; others argue that bringing explicitly religious arguments into political life jeopardizes the essential freedom and equality of the polity.  This conflict runs all the way through pictures of the person engaged in political life, for many religious individuals would argue that a whole and integrated person cannot and should not segregate religious spirit, language, and vision from secular views or actions while others stress that only by striving to keep religion and other personal views private can people act responsibly in a diverse society.   Disagreements about the conception of the person can extend into notions of responsibility and agency, with potential consequences for the kinds of social programs people are willing to support or for the posture toward human weakness that people assume in debates over policy.

        Differences about sources of moral authority and personal fallibility can trigger enormous disagreement and mutual suspicion.  Does authority come from one’s own ideas, from group traditions, for majority rule, or from Divine inspiration?  The perceived source may well link to the tone—passionate or calm, insistent or reasonable—that people use and to the criteria and time frame they deploy for determining success and failure.

         Perhaps the most heated differences will emerge over what defines just relationships between and among people.  When is a mode of leadership proper authority and when is it oppressive?  What should be the role and status for women, and who should decide?  Should the conception of individual freedom and equality apply to women identically as they apply to men, and similarly to children?  Should views of authority, participation, gender equality, and children’s status as developed and practices in democratic institutions match those in religious settings, or should different notions govern in each sphere?  

       Religious and secular views may well collide over defining to whom we—as individuals, communities, and as a nation—owe obligations.   Christians, Jews and Moslems often use the locution of who is my neighbor, or who is my brother.  They may disagree about the answer; secularists may disagree with the form of the question or about what kinds of things anyone should owe to anyone else.   Further deep disagreements could pit notions of obligation versus discretionary beneficence.  If these disagreements occur as religious people think of converting or condemning the secularists—or as secularists imagine that religious people intend to convert or condemn them—flashpoints of difference could produce volatile and disruptive exchanges. 

          It is on these potential points of intense disagreement that secular liberals and religiously-inspired individuals may not merely disagree, but may also lack any shared points of departure or resources for working through, or despite, their disagreements.   Know this, and inviting people to map the flashpoints today and in the future, we nonetheless suggest the importance of enlarging the capacity of secular liberal democrats to value religion.   That enlarged capacity must remain in secular terms, but closer understanding of religious undertakings can enrich those terms.

VI. Next Steps

One way to view this paper is an act of translation: we have identified the criteria of value predominant among secular thinkers into lenses for viewing religious activities, and we have translated religious activities in terms that are familiar and compelling in the secular world.  Our own conviction is that the translation project is worthwhile and feasible even though, like all acts of translation, it risks distortion or misstatement.  We hope for both greater appreciation of the promise of religious action in a secular liberal democracy and more focused attention to particular concerns or dangers.   In a profound sense, the project calls American liberal democracy back to its roots in pluralism, nurtured by and conditioned upon guarantees of individual freedom and equality.  That pluralism made American a haven for the persecuted; can it be a resource now for sustaining imaginative responses to human hopes and needs?  Religious and ideological pluralism require protection against governmental establishment of religion; it should also afford perspectives enabling critiques of government and markets.  A robust independent sector and vibrant religious communities are worthwhile not only for their own purposes and for the immediate good they do for others, but also for nurturing values and relationships of care and responsibility, cooperation and mutual aid, within and across communities.

We hope two further stages of analysis will follow this initial effort at translation.  Empirical assessments, deploying the kinds of lenses we offer in close examination of actual religious contributions to society in specified times and places would be the first.  The second would join with people knowledgeable about and interest in particular religions to refine, reassess, or reject the terms for valuation we offer here.  In both enterprises, there are promising avenues for learning about the value of religion to society and about religious and secular modes of determine what and how to value.

� Bane and Coffin, Who Provides. 


� Broad reach of religion


� Marc Chavez


� This is the concept used by evangelical churches. See book by Ryan Streeter


� Omar McRoberts


� DiIulio Challenge to Evangelical Churches


� Evidence on poverty of inner city churches


� Bane and Coffin?


� Religious intolerance outside us recent


� Religious intolerance in us history


� Separation of church and state


� Need Discussion and references to these concepts?


� Reference to this view?


� Any Public Opinion Survey Data on this issue?


� See, e.g., Susan Friend Harding, The Book of Jerry Falwell: Fundamentalist Language and Politics (Princeton University Press: Princeton, N.Y. 2000).pp. 60-81, 153-181. 


� Profoundly influenced by Ron Thiemann's pathbreaking work on religion in public life.


� Prophetic Role of Religion


� Peter Dobkin Hall


� Rights as non-instrumental. Relgious rights as fundamental in liberal society


� Principle of Utilitarianism and Welfare Economics. 


� Development of Underlying Social Values: Salamon?


� For a vigorous defense of a non utilitarian way of viewing religion, see Ammerman in this volume


� Even the selection of terms can be tricky.  “Faith-based” may not seem a synonym for religious to those whose religious commitments focus not on faith but on text or tradition.  Nonetheless, others may find the use of “religious” rather than “faith-based” inadequate to describe what to them seems essential.  So we will rotate between the terms, even while remaining aware of the difficulties presented by each.  


� If one pushes, one can create issues even here. All religious organizations have to generate sources of revenue to keep themselves in existence. Increasingly, they turn to business methods to do so, blurring the distinction between faith-based orgs and businessess. They also resemble government in their use of authority -- particularly those that are hierarchical.


� This is a move in the direction of communitarianism


� See Michael Sandel


� Mansbridge, Beyond Self-Interest, Robert Bellah, Habits of the Heart, James Q. Wilson


� For the economists, important difference between u of u, and u of social outcomes.


� This doesn't mean that they aren't normatively important or behaviorally powerful. Quite the contrary, we understand that informal but tacitly understood relations are very important in shaping individual and social behavior -- so important that they often dwarf the power of formal relationships in organizations. 


� Of course, not all relations are formalized in institutions. And there are many institutions where the relations among members are held in place only by thin bonds of commitment. So, we cannot assume close relationships among members of formally constituted groups.


� Salamon


� Berger and Neuhaus, Intermediate institutons


� These ideas are often conflated. They are certainly related. If I am going to live in relationship with others, it seems likely that I would form views about what those relationships would be, and hope that they would be shared. I might also want to know what we are trying to achieve together. But the important point here is that they are not the same sort of thing. I could have the political idea that we should live as indepedently as possible. That is the idea of libertarianism. I could have the political idea that we ought to have an educated society, and not necessarily recognize that such a goal might be based on or have consequences for ideas about relationships.


� Role of church in African American society and in So. Africa.


� Need a discussion of the difference between a constitutional right and a public policy?


� Example of so. African "townships."


� One can also visit societies in which which these rights are not explicitly developed, but where the state, and the politics that guide the state have not been so radically separated from one another as in liberal states. In Japan, or China, for example, many of the things that would be seen as separate and apart from the state in liberal societies are joined to the state in connective tissue that links all of society to the state.


� Marion Fremont-Smith


� Evidence on this Point?


� Reference on tax exemption


� Reference on tax expenditures


� Reference on tax deductibility of charitable contributions


� Might be important to distinguish a kind of support that goes to these organizations qua organizations (i.e without interfering with their right to establish their own purposes), from that form of support that goes to them simply as a device the government uses to accomplish its own purposes.


� (Note that "society" here could be understood either as a collection of individuals each with his or her own views, or as a political community that has reached some tentative, more or less widely understood and shared idea of a public purpose. Which view one takes of society has an important effect on the accounting scheme or metric one uses to value the impact of the third sector, or indeed, anything else in society. If one takes the view of society as a collection of individuals, each with their own inalienable right to value things, then the state of society can only be evaluated against those individual views. If one takes the view of society as a body politic capable of forming a tentative and imperfect view of a public interest or a common good or a public value that emerges from their deliberations with one another, then the normative impact of the voluntary sector can be judged against that collectively established social utility function, not just through the summation of individual utility functions.).


� An important question concerns the relationship between rights on one hand, and individual satisfaction on the other. First, the enterprises within this sector enable expression of individual rights: rights of speech, rights of association, and rights of freedom of religion.  In doing so, they also act as a bulwark for the protection of these rights into the future. One might think that insofar as they allow for the expression of individual rights, and insofar as individuals enjoy doing so, this effect should be tallied along with the idea of individual satisfactions. Yet, it is worth noting that to describe something as a right in a society is to say that it is something that the collective values for individuals, even if the individuals do not particularly want it or use it. We give people a right to vote, but then we make it inalienable so that the individual cannot convert this right to something that would be more valuable to them individually. We do this partly to avoid corruption in politics, but also because we hope that people will feel the obligation to do their duty and vote in the fact that the right was collectively established. In short, rights involve collective valuations as well as individual valuations.


�  For obvious reasons, these organizations are called "member-serving organizations," and are accorded fewer public supports in American public policy than other more "charitable" organizations, presumably on grounds that these enterprises both need and deserve less public support than their more noble brothers.)


� Distinction between member serving and other serving organizations


� We introduced this idea above when we proposed the idea that there was an extra dollop of social benefit to be given when a service helped serve a social goal as well as an individual satisfaction.


� Putnam references


� Samson, collective efficacy and its impact on reducing crime.


� This might be a legitimate concern with resource rich nonprofits such as foundations, or large national organizaitons, or heavily endowed and publicly supported institutions such as universities and hospitals. But for the vast majority of the nation's voluntary organizatoins, which are financed primarily with sweat equity, and have minimal cash resources, these concerns are exaggerated. 


� Religious Exceptionalism


� Anthropology on the interrelatioin of religion with other institutions that are now differentiated.


� To see how this was conscioulsy thought about and organized in early American history, see Peter Dobkin Hall's essay in this book


� Grateful to our colleague Peter Dobkin Hall for emphasizing this point.


� For a sustained discussion of the voluntariness of religion, see Ammerman in this volume


� Reference to economic theory of religion


� Sociological data on religion switching


� Salamon, America's Voluntary Sector


� History of religion in American public life


� Religioius rights as a precursor to rights of associatoin


� . (In actual constitutional practice, issues of social welfare do reappear in counterarguments about compelling state interests that warrant burdens on particular exercises of fundamental rights—but that detail belongs in a separate inquiry about the actual implementation of deontological rights in our constitutional system).


� Ammerman, this volume


� Estimates of the Consumer Value of religion


� This is the paradox that Thomas Schelling explored from an economists perspective in an influential article focusing on "self command" in which he posited an unintegrated self with conflicting desires rather than the usual assumption of integrated individuals with coherent and stable desires.


� References to Rawls and Sen


� Putnam?


� Reference to Moore on market and forum. Note debt to Elster.


� Comment on Putnam's social capital maps which find the south without much because he excludes religion


� [is it so different over time in Asia, Africa, South America?]


� See Thiemann discussion of Lutheran doctrine in this volume


� Verba et. al on religion and poltiical participation


� histories of civil rights and christian right


� {n.b. what about noncitizens, especially immigrants?}


� Reference to deliberative democracy


� It also may be simply impossible, for it is precisely when religious dimensions may seem least. visible in the public square that they may most fully saturate public language and assumptions.





� See William Sloane Coffin, Jr., and Morris I. Liebman, Civil Disobedience: Aid or Hindrance to Justice? (American Enterprise Institute: D.C. 1972); Raghavan Iyer, The Moral and Political Thought of Mahtama Gandhi ((Oxford University Press: New York 1973); David R. Weber, ed., Civil Disobedience in America: A Documentary History (Cornell University Press; Ithaca 1978).


� See Henry David Thoreau, Civil Disobdience, in A Yankee in Canada, with Anti-Slavery and Reform Papers (Tichnor and Fields: Boston 1866), pp. 123-151.


� See David R. Weber, Preface, in David R. Weber, ed.,, Civil Disobedience in America: A Documentary History 11, 12 (Cornell University Press; Ithaca 1978). 


� Michael Walzer, The Obligation to Disobey, in Michael Walzer, Obligations: Essays on Disobedience, War, and Citizenship  (Simon and Schuster: New York 1971), p. 3. 


� This may lead the government to justify punishment—as protection for the rule of law that the protester himself ultimately should also want assured.  Thus, in upholding a contempt citation against  Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., and others who disobeyed a court order in order to proceed with a nonviolent march in Birmingham, Alabama, protesting against racial segregation and police brutality, a majority of Supreme Court justices warned that approving disobedience here would embolden those who opposed school desegregation orders that King and his movement wanted enforced.   Walker v. City of Birmingham, 388 U.S. 307 (1967). 


� Some who engage in civil disobedience count upon the state’s enforcement and even hope for over-enforcement in order to mobilize popular sentiment or overwhelm the police, courts, and prisons. Others try to use the courtroom as a forum to discuss and gain attention for their views in public.  See Steven E. Barkan, Protesters on Trial: Criminal Justice in the Southern Civil Rights and Vietnam Antiwar Movements (Rutgers University Press: New Brunswick, N.J. 1985).


� See Martha Minow, Partners, Not Rivals: Privatization and the Public Good 114 (Beacon Press: 2002). 
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