The Deprivatization of
Modern Religion

he pre-text and point of departure of this study was the empirical
oposition that we are witnessing the deprivatization of religion in the
odern world. The impulse behind the study was the realization that
e dominant sociological theories of religion in the modern world and
e dominant liberal or civic republican models of analysis of the private/
lic distinction were of little help when trying to come to terms theo-
etically, analytically, and practically with this new, or at least newly
preciated, fact. Thus, there was a need to rethink systematically the
lationship of religion and modernity, and the possible roles religions
ay play in the public sphere of modern societies. This study has been
an attempt in this direction.

~ What are the conditions of possibility for modern public religions?
This is the fundamental question that was addressed systematically in
e first theoretical part through a critical reconstruction of the paradigm
secularization and through an analysis of various modes of conceptu-
ing the private/public distinction and their possible articulation with
e religious sphere. A series of related general theoretical-analytical
opositions are developed that are subsequently substantiated in the
ase studies.

- The paradigm of secularization has been the main theoretical and
alytical framework through which the social sciences have viewed the
ationship of religion and modernity. A central thesis and main theoret-
premise of this work has been that what usually passes for a single
eory of secularization is actually made up of three very different, un-
en and unintegrated propositions: secularization as differentiation of
the secular spheres from religious institutions and norms, secularization
decline of religious beliefs and practices, and secularization as margin-
zation of religion to a privatized sphere. If the premise is correct, it
should follow from the analytical distinction that the fruitless seculariza-
tion debate can end only when sociologists of religion begin to examine
and test the validity of each of the three propositions independently of
ch other.
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It is simply fallacious to argue, for instance, that m.:” permanence or
increase in religious beliefs and practices, and %.m continuous m_.%nnmo:no
of new religions and the revival of old ones in the United Emﬁnm OW
anywhere else, serves as empirical confirmation that the %noa\rc mmnm.
larization is a myth. It only confirms Hr..w need to refine the t mnoi : y
distinguishing between the general Em.ﬁo:n& mﬁEnE_.,m_ :Q.a. 0 m.mn_m_ mm_.
differentiation and the different ways in which different religions n: m
ferent places respond to and are affected by the Ho&mns structura _ﬂ.nm._._
of differentiation. Similarly, it is incorrect to claim that the role religion
has recently played in political conflicts ﬁr.nos.mrozﬂ the So_..E. serves to
invalidate empirically the theory of secularization. But no ﬂnm.m Enosm_.%-
ous is the position of those defenders of the n.rm.oQ of mmnc_m:wmmwm who
use the thesis of privatization to accuse nn__m_om of trespassing illegiti-
mately on the public %_rmnn or of crossing systemic boundaries by assum
i igious roles. |
EmHUHMMMMM__mewmmE:mu this work wm. not a n.o_.:?mrmsm?m or systematic
study of the theory of secularization nor is there any attempt Homgmﬂ
or validate conclusively each of the three different propositions of the
paradigm. The study’s main aim was to m?..&om an m.u@nom:.nmﬁn nwgnm._.
cal-analytical framework for the comparative historical study of pu _n_
religions in the modern world. Nonetheless, the study offers mo::w mmnnnmm
claims or hypotheses about each of the three msvﬁr.nmﬁ om. the theory o
secularization that later find at least partial substantiation in the compat-

ive historical studies. I
E:Moﬁ“”ﬂwm the first thesis, that of mmnz_mawm.mon as &m.ﬁm:zmsg, _.__n

is a central claim of this study that this remains the <m_.:_ core oM Mw e
theory of secularization. The &mﬂmﬂ_mﬂoz and emancipation o mn_
secular spheres from religious institutions and norms remains a .mm__unn
modern structural trend. Indeed, this &mn_.n.sﬁ._mmo: serves precisely as
one of the primary distinguishing characteristics of modern structures.
Each of the two major modern societal systems, Q.a state and ﬂrmmmnon...
omy, as well as other major cultural and Eﬁ::ﬁomm_ mwrwanm _o moE”
ety—science, education, law, mnﬂl.mwé_ovm its own institutional mcﬂ%m ..
omy, as well as its intrinsic functional n_w.:m_.:_nm. Religion :Mn.m is
constrained not only to accept the modern principle of structural di nM
entiation of the secular spheres but also to follow Ew same dynamic an
to develop an autonomous differentiated .m_urmnw of its own. ] .
This study is also not the place to explicate, illustrate, or M: mﬁmﬂzmﬁﬁa
this process of differentiation in each of the mvvnwnm. It has onumﬂﬂ..w
tempted to analyze some aspects of the process of m_.mn_..n:_“wwzon 0 4
religious and the political sphere, m_..mn.%no_qnnnm:% in the HM vmﬂ.. m
exploring the dynamics of differentiation of the religious and politica
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communities, and then in the case studies by analyzing different patterns
of separation of church and state. It is a central claim of this study, again
first elaborated theoretically and later substantiated in the comparative
historical studies, that established churches are incompatible with mod-
ern differentiated states and that the fusion of the religious and political
community is incompatible with the modern principle of citizenship.

This claim, however, is not new. It is as old as the Enlightenment
critique of religion in all its variants (American, French, or German),
and it became a central tenet of modern liberalism. It was also central
to the theological writings of the young Hegel and to the criticism of
religion of the Young Hegelians.? Through them it entered into Weber’s
church-sect typology. When a religion becomes disestablished, when it
loses its compulsory institutional character, it becomes a voluntary reli-
gious association, either a sect or a “free church.” Once freedom of
religion is established, moreover, from the perspective of the now secular
state all religions, churches, and sects turn into denominations. This
process—and this is another of the central claims of this study—is also
a modern structural trend that has the same kind of “providential® force
which Tocqueville attributed to democratization, or, one could add,
which Marx attributed to proletarianization and Weber to bureaucrati-
zation. These are all modern, in the long run irresistible, structural
trends.’

It stands to reason that churches may prefer to resist this trend, sects
may prefer to withdraw into separate fundamentalist isolation, and states
may still find it useful to master established religions for the sake of
integration of their political communities. In my view, the study offers
adequate empirical evidence in support of the claim that the long, pro-
tracted, and, in some places like Spain, tragically disastrous resistance
of the Catholic church to the modern structural trend of differentiation
of church and state, and of the religious and political communities, has
come to an end. The Catholic church’s declaration of religious freedom
at Vatican Il and the subsequent acceptance of the constitutional separa-
tion of church and state in newly established democratic regimes
throughout the Catholic world offer indirect and direct confirmation of
the “providential” character of this modern structural trend, at least
for the time being and for the area under study here, that is, Western
Christendom and its colonial outposts.

But the decline of religious beliefs and practices is manifestly not a
modern structural trend, although it is very clearly a dominant historical
trend in many modern Western, particularly European, societies. It is
this second connotation of the modern process of secularization that is
most questionable as a theoretical and as a general empirical proposition,
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and that has led many sociologists of religion to question uncritically
and unjustifiably the entire theory of secularization. Although the present
study does not attempt to validate or elaborate them systematically,
it presents a series of general propositions it claims can offer a better
explanation of the differential rates of secularization between, say, West-
ern Europe and America, or Spain and Poland, than traditional sociologi-
cal explanations in terms of the correlation between decreasing rates of
religious beliefs and practices and increasing rates of industrialization,
urbanization, education, and the like.

Some of the related propositions presented in the study are that the
thesis of religious decline has its origins in the Enlightenment critique of
religion; that this critique was not so much a theoretical statement or an
empirical proposition as a practical political program; that this practical
political program was most effective wherever churches had attained
caesaropapist establishment and were resisting the process of differentia-
tion and emancipation of the cognitive-scientific, political-practical, or
aesthetic-expressive secular spheres from religious and ecclesiastical tute-
lage; that in such cases the Enlightenment critique of religion was usually
adopted by social movements and political parties, becoming in the pro-
cess a self-fulfilling prophecy; that once in power those movements and
parties tended to translate the theory into applied state policies, in ex-
treme cases enforcing and administering through violent coercion the
process of secularization from above.,

In very simple terms it could be said that the more religions resist the
process of modern differentiation, that is, secularization in the first sense,
the more they will tend in the long run to suffer religious decline, that
is, secularization in the second sense. Since strictly speaking this is a
study of public religions, it says very little about the types and nature of
modern private religions, about the character and modes of self-
reproduction of the modern differentiated religious sphere. But tenta-
tively one could offer the related proposition that those religions, by
contrast, which early on accept and embrace the modern principle of
differentiation will also tend to accept the modern denominational prin-
ciple of voluntarism and will be in a better position both to survive the
modern process of differentiation and to adopt some form of evangelical
revivalism as a successful method of religious self-reproduction in a free
religious market. This, at least, seems to be the effective lesson of Ameri-
can religious “‘exceptionalism.”

The lesson of Polish exceptionalism, by contrast—Poland being like
the United States a highly industrialized, urbanized, and educated society
with uncommonly high rates of religious practice and belief—seems to
be that it is not resistance to modern differentiation per se which weakens

Deprivatization of Modern Religion 218

religious institutions but, rather, resistance from a position of political
or social establishment. When the resistance comes from a disestablished
hierocratic institution opposing a process of differentiation that is being
carried out by a state power which lacks societal legitimacy, then the
resistance to secularization may be associated with societal resistance to
illegitimate state power and such a resistance may actually strengthen
hierocratic religious institutions.*

Finally, with respect to the third subthesis of the secularization para-
digm, it is the major purpose and thrust of this study to show both
theoretically and empirically that privatization is not a modern structural
trend. In other words, this study has tried to show that there can be and
that there are public religions in the modern world which do not need
to endanger either modern individual freedoms or modern differentiated
structures. It is true that, like religious decline, privatization is also a
dominant historical trend in many societies, usually in the same ones
which experience religious decline, both processes being interrelated. But
privatization is not a modern structural trend but, rather, a historical
option. To be sure, it seems to be a modern “preferred option,” but it
is an option nonetheless.

Privatization is preferred internally from within religion as a result of
modern processes of religious rationalization. This preference is evinced
by general pietistic trends, by processes of religious individuation, and
by the reflexive nature of modern religion. Privatization is determined
externally by structural trends of differentiation which tend to constrain
religion into a differentiated, circumscribed, marginalized, and largely
“invisible” religious sphere. But equally important, privatization is man-
dated ideologically by liberal categories of thought which permeate not
only political ideologies and constitutional theories but the entire struc-
ture of modern Western thought.

For that reason, sociological theories and liberal political analysis
have found it difficult to conceptualize properly and to comprehend that
new phenomenon which I call the deprivatization of modern religion.
The explanations one usually finds of the public character of many reli-
gions in the modern world are of two kinds. There are, on the one hand,
utilitarian secularist explanations which reduce the phenomenon either
to an instrumental mobilization of available religious resources for non-
religious purposes or to an instrumental adaptation of religious institu-
tions to the new secular environment. There are, on the other hand,
secular-humanist explanations which tend to interpret religious mobili-
zation either as fundamentalist antimodern reactions of hierocratic insti-
tutions unwilling to give up their privileges or as the reactionary mobili-
zation of traditionalist groups resisting modernization. Undoubtedly,
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many contemporary forms of religious Bo_um:m.mﬂon may have mMnr M
character, but the deprivatization of modern religion cannot be reduce
to any of those significations. Indeed, such explanations prefer to ignore
the intrinsically religious character of the _u._._m:oando.: and the norma-
tive challenge it presents to residual Bmosm_a.r secularist s:amnmﬁm:&ﬂwm
of modernity. As will be shown shortly, a _..E:m_ type of explanation, e
“return of the sacred,” though more adequate in trying to come to terms
with the specific and permanent nature om. nn:mﬂo: as a mn_n._a vﬂn:an-
non, also fails to capture the particularly historical, noncyclical character
of the new phenomenon. . . . . .
The partly theoretical, partly typological discussion of private and
public religions in chapter 2 has been an attempt to develop a :m&m
analytical framework with which to ﬁmmr_m the historical %_..m.B_nm dw !
privatization and deprivatization of religion from a new perspective. M
analysis proceeds in four steps. First, .mHoE the perspective of a broa
historical sociology of religion it examines the built-in tensions vnﬁﬁnﬂ_
private and public religions by counterposing the UE.HWWQES: ?:nﬂom.-
alist perspective of social Enmmamﬁ._omu and the dq_w.wm:mb wrn_._onﬁmno owﬁ.
cal perspective of salvational meaning at three &mmnmﬁ levels of ana ¥
sis—the interactive, the organizational, and the societal levels. Hrn
analysis tries to show that religion cannot v..w _..nmcnmn.m to any .om the two
poles. Religion always transcends any privatistic, autistic reality, wngnum,
to integrate the individual into an Eﬁm_..,,.Ev_mnEﬁ public, and commun
“world.” Simultaneously, however, religion always transcends any par-
ticular community cult, serving to free the :..&AE:& from m:&@mnzn&m:.
“world” and to integrate that same individual into a ﬁ.nm:mmon_mr cosmic
reality. Goffman’s private/public distinction serves to illustrate the mw.,H.uw
tension, now from the perspective of mem:._ nn:m_o.:, v.m?qmw: the “in-
visible” religion of the self and mmmoamﬁ_nnm_ anﬁoa_anHOﬂmH_mﬂ. .
Next, the liberal and the civic-republican private/public m_mmunmwaum._
are counterposed to one another in order to show how wmn:. om.ﬂ em
alone is unable to categorize the new Euns.oa.m:om of deprivatization of
religion: the liberal perspective because it insists on the need to noammw
religion to a private sphere, fearing that vc_u_._n _.,mrm_.o:m must ﬁnnnmmm“w y
threaten individual freedoms and secular differentiated structures; the
civic-republican perspective because, .Sgn noﬂ.mnﬁg stressing the .qwﬁﬁ_uw
vance of public religions for Eﬁmnmnw_an:ﬁ .so_.,_dmﬁin.mﬂncnﬂcm.n_._ma ( i
common good”), for civic virtue, and ﬁo.rnnm_. participation, like mw
liberal perspective, it also conceives om.w.:v__n or n:.i religions in premod-
ern terms as coextensive with the political or manﬁ.m_ community.
The next step is the introduction of a .Imvnnn,.ﬁm_ws &mn:nm:mm EM&.
of the public sphere and of recent theories of civil society S?n% mﬁ,
incorporated reflexively the experience of recent transitions to democ:
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racy in Southern Europe, Eastern Europe, and Latin America and which
operate with a tripartite analytical division of the polity into state, politi-
cal society, and civil society.” This move allows both the construction of
a typology of public religions based on this tripartite division and the
conceptualization of a modern form of public religion characterized by
the public intervention of religion in the undifferentiated public sphere
of civil society. The result is a conception of modern public religion
which is compatible with liberal freedoms and with modern structural
and cultural differentiation.

Finally, the analysis incorporates Seyla Benhabib’s synthesis of a radi-
cal proceduralist discursive model of the public sphere with a feminist
critique of the privatization of gender and the feminine sphere.® Such a
move allows us to view the deprivatization of religion in analogical terms
4 an agonic resistance to attempts to confine religion and morality to a
private sphere (“home™) and as a normative critique of the amoral public
sphere of “work”—economic and state institutions. As in the case of
feminism, this dual normative critique leads to a dual challenge of estab-
lished boundaries. The deprivatization of religion has a double significa-
tion here in that it simultaneously introduces publicity, that is, intersub-
Jective norms into the private sphere (analogous to the feminist dictum
“the personal is political”), and morality into the public sphere of state
and economy (the principle of the “common good” as a normative
criterion).

Before indicating how this analytical framework for the study of pub-
lic religions is used in the case studies, a few methodological comments
are in order. As already mentioned, the case studies tell five different
stories of the transformation of public religions on the roads to moder-
nity. It is true that the comparative studies use the analytical framework
developed in the first theoretical part, serve to illustrate the typology of
public religions developed in chapter 2, and, in my view, serve to sub-
stantiate the main theoretical propositions concerning secularization and
deprivatization. Nevertheless, this is not the sole or primary purpose
of the comparative studies. On the one hand, the theoretical-analytical
framework, since it examines the general conditions of possibility for
modern public religions, is broader and more general than each and all
the particular case studies. These particular case studies cannot and are
not meant to prove any general theory. On the other hand, however,
each of the case studies transcends the theoretical-analytical framework.
In other words, the stories were not framed for theoretical-analytical
purposes. I have tried to respect as much as possible the complexity and
diversity of the different historical realities, avoiding the temptation to
impose any homogenizing interpretive scheme upon them.”

I do not view history or social reality as a source of data for theory
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building, as a field laboratory for theory testing, or as a means to the
advancement of scientific sociology. I view sociology, rather, as a source
of theoretical concepts and analytical tools for the comparative historical
interpretation of social reality and for the collective self-understanding
of the present. The aim of sociology is to understand ourselves—that is,
the historical actors and the practical contexts of individual and collec-
tive action—better. Consequently, the case studies were not constructed
in such a way that they would best confirm any theory or illustrate any
typology. They were meant to illuminate different contexts of action for
actors and observers alike. The ability to throw new light upon a known
reality [ consider the ultimate test of the relevance of this or any sociolog-
ical study. Typologies can be constructed from various points of view.
This study has constructed a particular typology of public religions using
the tripartite division of the modern democratic polity into state, political
society, and civil society. Since to each of these levels there corresponds
a different form of public sphere, there can be in principle public religions
at the state level, public religions active in political society, and public
religions which participate in the public sphere of civil society. As already
indicated, the purpose of this particular typology is to facilitate the analy-
sis of those forms of public religion which are compatible with modern
individual freedoms and with modern differentiated structures. Other
purposes would have required the construction of other typologies and
the choice of other case studies.

Some of the varieties of public religion illuminated by this typology
and illustrated by the case studies are as follows:

a) At the state level: established state churches, of which the Spanish
Catholic church may serve as the paradigmatic example, and national
churches in search of a state, of which the Polish church may serve as
an equally illustrative paradigm.

b) At the political society level: on the one hand, one may consider
the whole range of religious movements resisting disestablishment and
the differentiation of the secular spheres (e.g., the mobilization of Span-
ish Catholicism against the liberal revolution and against the First and
Second Spanish Republics; and the Protestant crusades to Christianize
the American Constitution or common law) or the mobilizations and
countermobilizations of religious groups and confessional parties against
other religions or against secularist movements and parties (e.g., Catholic
Action in Spain, Poland, and Brazil in the 1930s; the Catholic Electoral
League (LEC) in Brazil or the Confederation of Autonomous Parties
of the Right (CEDA) during the Second Spanish Republic; Christian
Democratic parties; American Protestant nativist parties and move-
ments; the electoral mobilization of Catholic immigrants; and the elec-
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toral mobilization of Protestant fundamentalism against “secular hu-
manism”); on the other hand, one could mention religious groups
mobilized in defense of religious freedom (Catholic mobilization in Com-
munist Poland); religious institutions demanding the rule of law and the
legal protection of human and civil rights, or protecting the mobilization
of civil society and defending the institutionalization of democratic re-
gimes (Catholic churches in Spain, Poland, and Brazil).

¢) At the civil society level: one may distinguish between hegemonic
civil religions (e.g., Evangelical Protestantism in nineteenth-century
America) and the public intervention of religious groups, either agoni-
cally (e.g., the anti-abortion movement) or discursively (e.g., the Catholic
bishops’ Pastoral Letters) in the undifferentiated public sphere of civil
society.

It has been maintained throughout this study that ultimately only
public religions at the level of civil society are consistent with modern
universalistic principles and with modern differentiated structures.
Strictly speaking, established state religions are “public” only in one
of three senses: (a) in the premodern medieval sense of “representative
publicness,” the public representational role of the Polish Primate as
Interrex or the role of the British monarch as head of the caesaropapist
Church of England being cases in point; (b) in the early modern etatist
sense of being an administrative appendage of the absolutist caesaropap-
ist state and thus partaking of the “public authority” of state insti-
tutions—here one could distinguish confessional states proper such as
authoritarian Catholic regimes and the established churches of noncon-
fessional democratic states such as the Scandinavian Lutheran churches;
and (c) in the sense of mobilizational religions taking over the modern
state and its legal framework and shaping it in a theocratic-totalitarian
direction, the fusion of clerical Catholic and fascist elements in the early
mobilizational phase of the Franco regime being a stunted prototype,
the Shi’ite hierocratic revolutionary regime in Iran being a more fully
developed type.®

The first two forms of “publicness,” the “publicness of representa-
tion” and the “publicness of administrative state authority,” do not con-
stitute 2 modern public sphere in the modern sense of a discursive or
agonic space in principle open to all citizens and all issues.’ The men-
tioned examples of the caesaropapist British monarch and the established
Scandinavian churches are rather residual anachronisms which are com-
patible with the separate institution of a modern democratic public
sphere. Mobilizational state religions, by contrast, are forms of deprivati-
zation of modern religion which create a totalitarian participatory pub-
licness that tends to destroy the very boundaries between the private and




220 Chapter 8

public spheres by infringing upon private rights (freedom of conscience
being the most sacred of private rights) and destroying public liberties
(freedom of speech being the constitutive principle of a modern public
sphere).

Practically all the examples of mobilized public religion at the political
society level mentioned above are transitional types. In the first group
belong all types of public religion mobilized either to resist secularization
or to counteract secularist movements and parties. This study contends
that the age of secular-religious cleavages, of struggles over the historical
process of modern secularization, has basically come to an end in the
historical area of Western Christendom. As the Catholic church has fi-
nally accepted the legitimacy of the modern structural trend of secular-
ization, that is, has accepted voluntarily disestablishment, and a mutual
rapprochement between religious and secular humanism has taken place,
the raison d’étre of this type of mobilized political religion tends to
disappear. As churches transfer the defense of their particularistic privi-
lege (libertas ecclesiae) to the human person and accept the principle of
religious freedom as a universal human right, they are for the first time
in a position to enter the public sphere anew, this time to defend the
institutionalization of modern universal rights, the creation of a modern
public sphere, and the establishment of democratic regimes. This is what
I call the transformation of the church from a state-oriented to a society-
oriented institution. Churches cease being or aspiring to be state compul-
sory institutions and become free religious institutions of civil society,
Insofar as the churches and their secular allies are successful in their
struggles against authoritarian states, this type of mobilized political
religion also loses its raison d’étre—unless the churches resist full secu-
larization and a new cycle of religious-secular cleavages, and mobiliza-
tions and countermobilizations begins. Of the case studies analyzed in
this book, today such a scenario seems plausible, although unlikely, only
in Poland.

The last cases of religion “going public” or taking a public stand for
the sake of defending the very right to a modern public sphere already
constitute examples of what I term the deprivatization of modern reli-
gion. As used throughout this study, the term deprivatization has three
different connotations, one polemical, the other two descriptive. The
term is used first of all polemically against those versions of the theory
of secularization and those liberal political theories that prescribe the
privatization of religion as a modern structural trend necessary to safe-
guard modern liberties and differentiated structures. This study has
shown that such an indiscriminate position against all forms of public
religion is unfounded, that there are some forms of deprivatization of
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religion which may be justifiable and even desirable from a modern
normative perspective.

I admit to a certain uneasiness in coining and using such a unrefined
neologism as deprivatization. But the barbarism may be justified as long
as the term maintains its polemical value, that is, as long as it is not
widely recognized that religions in the modern world are free to enter
or not to enter the public sphere, to maintain more privatistic or more
communal and public identities. Privatization and deprivatization are,
therefore, historical options for religions in the modern world. Some
religions will be induced by tradition, principle, and historical circum-
stances to remain basically private religions of individual salvation. Cer-
tain cultural traditions, religious doctrinal principles, and historical cir-
cumstances, by contrast, will induce other religions to enter, at least
occasionally, the public sphere.

Besides its polemical connotation, however, the term has been used
in this study to describe two different kinds of move or relocation of
religion. The active role of the Catholic church in processes of democrati-
zation in Spain, Poland, and Brazil marks the passage from a nonmodern
etatist (Spain), representational (Poland), or corporatist (Brazil) form of
publicity to the modern public sphere of civil society. In these cases the
descriptive connotation is somewhat misleading since we are not dealing
so much with a2 move from the private to the public sphere as with a
change in the type of publicity. The descriptive connotation of the term
deprivatization is properly speaking only appropriate for cases such as
the public mobilization of Protestant fundamentalism or the public inter-
ventions of the American Catholic bishops, both of which represent a
move by religion from the private to the public sphere.

Nonetheless, despite the possible misunderstandings that may result
from using the same term somewhat inaccurately for such different con-
notations, I think that it is appropriate and valid to maintain the term
in order to call attention to the fact that these three diverse connotations
of the term deprivatization may also be viewed as interrelated aspects of
the historically new phenomenon analyzed in this study. Namely, it is
my contention that the rejection by certain religious traditions of the
privatized role to which they were being relegated by secularist modern-
ization theories and by liberal political theories, that the role of the
Catholic church in processes of democratization, and that the public
interventions of religion in the public sphere of modern civil societies
can no longer be viewed simply as antimodern religious critiques of
modernity. They represent, rather, new types of immanent normative
critiques of specific forms of institutionalization of modernity which pre-
suppose precisely the acceptance of the validity of the fundamental values
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and principles of modernity, that is, individual freedoms and differenti-
ated structures. In other words, they are immanent critiques of particular
forms of modernity from a modern religious point of view.

As already mentioned, deprivatization in the sense of relocation of
religion from a premodern form of publicness to the public sphere of
civil society is a transitional phase which is conditioned by the very
success of the move. Paradoxically, once the move has succeeded with
the consolidation of a democratic regime, there is built-in pressure to-
ward the privatization of religion. As the analysis of the Brazilian transi-
tion has indicated, this pressure toward the privatization of religion
comes from four different sources:

a) There is a general trend toward the demobilization and privatiza-
tion of civil society once “the hour of civil society” and its mobilized
resistance against the authoritarian state passes and political society and
its forms of representation and mediation by professional political elites
become institutionalized.

b) Also noticeable are new Vatican directives and efforts to tame
and control the public interventions of national Catholic churches and
“progressive’” Catholic groups, to restrain and regain control of the pro-
cess of aggiornamento from above, and to remind pastoral agents of
their primarily “pastoral” professional tasks and duties. Naturally, this
is a particularly Roman Catholic conjunctural pressure, associated with
the so-called project of “restoration” of Pope John Paul Il and Cardinal
Ratzinger. Undoubtedly, the internal hegemonic struggles between the
Catholic left and the Catholic right are relevant in understanding this
pressure.!® But it is shortsighted to view the Vatican directives solely in
this ideological light. They are better understood if viewed from the
perspective of what John A. Coleman has called the institutional dynam-
ics of raison d’église, that is, by the “organizational imperatives and
predicaments” confronting a universal church which has finally accepted
the structure of the modern world.!! Surely, given the transnational,
hierarchic, bureaucratic, and centralized character of the Catholic
church, the Vatican attempt to regain administrative and doctrinal cen-
tralized control can easily be understood. But the Catholic church has
to face two additional organizational imperatives which are connected
with modern structural conditions and which also press toward pri-
vatization.

¢) Under conditions of modern religious freedom the Catholic church
is likely to face competition either from other religions or from secular
worldviews. In order to face this competition successfully the Catholic
church, while still counting on a large reservoir of traditional cultural
allegiance among large sectors of the faithful, will have to learn from
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the American experience, concentrate on its pastoral tasks, and develop
some form of voluntary, denominational, revivalist expression to repro-
duce itself successfully as a private religion of individual salvation. The
Spanish example shows that in some places it may be too late to learn
the American lesson, as Spanish Catholicism has joined general Western
European secularizing trends, that is, has undergone a sharp decline of
religious beliefs and practices.

d) Given modern structural conditions, if the Catholic church wants
to maintain its universalist claims as a church, it will have to learn to
live with social and cultural pluralism both outside and specially inside
the church. This means that to maintain its viability as a private religion
it will have to cater to the various pastoral needs of increasingly diverse
Catholic groups, while to maintain its effectiveness as a public religion
its public interventions will have to be and appear nonpartisan and non-
denominational; that is, they will have to be framed in a universalistic
language. This by no means precludes a “preferential option for the
poor” or a continuation of the traditional Catholic opposition to abor-
tion. On the contrary, it is the moral obligation to protect human life
and to demand universal access to discourse, justice, and welfare that
requires that the Universal Church take such a position or such an op-
tion. But most important, whichever position or option it takes, the
church will have to justify it through open, public, rational discourse in
the public sphere of civil society. Moreover, as the lesson of American
Catholicism indicates, the church will have to learn to let all the faithful
participate in the constant elaboration and reformulation of its norma-
tive teachings and allow for different practical judgments as to how to
interpret those normative teachings in concrete circumstances.

As already indicated, privatization and deprivatization are historical
options for modern religions. It has not been the intention of this study
to counter the general, teleological theory of privatization with a general,
teleological theory of deprivatization. To claim that we are witnessing a
historical process of deprivatization of modern religion does not mean
to imply that this is a new, general, historical trend. Indeed, it would be
foolish to attempt to predict how general and how permanent this histor-
ical trend will turn out to be. The inclusion of the study of Spanish
Catholicism, not intended originally, was meant to check any teleological
impulse from author or reader to conceive deprivatization as a general
historical reversal of processes of secularization. The Spanish lesson
seems to be that, in some places, traditional theories of secularization in
its triple connotation of structural differentiation, religious decline, and
privatization of religion are still empirically valid. The advantage of the
comparative historical analytical framework for the study of seculariza-
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tion developed here derives precisely from the fact that it is dynamic

and flexible enough to be able to account for very different patterns of

secularization and to be open to the varieties of ways in which different
religions in different settings respond to modern structural trends of
differentiation.

The claim that deprivatization is a historical option precludes the
possibility of predicting the way in which any particular religion is going
to respond. But on the basis of some evidence from the case studies and
on some general theoretical assumptions, one could at least infer some
of the conditioning factors that may be conducive to the intervention of
religion in the modern public sphere.

The first condition is almost tautological. Only those religions which
either by doctrine or by cultural tradition have a public, communal iden-
tity will want to assume public roles and resist the pressure to become
solely or even primarily private “invisible” religions of individual salva-
tion. Particularly, those religions which, after abandoning their identities
as compulsory institutions, maintain their identities as churches—in the
dual Durkheimian-Hegelian sense of ethical community and in the We-
berian sense of having universalist salvational claims—will tend more
likely than not also to claim the right and duty to assume public roles.
This tendency will be the more pronounced the more such religions have
a historical tradition of assuming prominent public roles.

The Spanish case shows, however, that neither doctrine nor historical
tradition are per se sufficient for a religion to be able to maintain an
effective public presence in modern civil societies, unless it is also able
to maintain a dynamic and vital profile as a private religion of salvation.
It is unlikely that a religion weakened by the process of secularization,
which has suffered serious decline, will be able to withstand the pressures
of privatization. This is the reason why cyclical theories of the return of
the sacred or cyclical theories of religious revivals are ultimately flawed.

The two best-known variants, Daniel Bell’s prediction of the return
of the sacred and Rodney Stark and William Bainbridge’s general theory
of secularization, revival, and cult formation, despite significant differ-
ences are both predicated on the assumption that functional need—in
Bell’s case the universal and permanent anthropological need for mean-
ing, in Stark and Bainbridge’s case the need for supernatural compensa-
tion—is the mother of religious invention.!? If the assumption were cor-
rect, the sacred should have returned and religious revivals or the birth
of new religions should have occurred there, where secularization had
gone the furthest and the absence of religion created the greatest need.
Accordingly, we should have witnessed religious revivals in highly secu-
larized societies such as Sweden, England, France, Uruguay, and Russia.
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Yet the public resurgence of religion took place in places such as Poland,
the United States, Brazil, Nicaragua, and Iran, all places which can
hardly be characterized as secularized wastelands. What we witnessed
in the 1980s was not the birth of new religions or the return of the sacred
where religious traditions had dried up but, rather, the revitalization and
reformation of old living traditions and the assumption of public roles
by precisely those religious traditions which both theories of seculariza-
tion and cyclical theories of religious revival had assumed were becoming
ever more privatized and irrelevant in the modern world.

There is a third conditioning factor which both facilitates and induces
religions to assume public roles, namely, the contemporary global con-
text of action. Under conditions of globalization religions will tend to
assume public roles whenever their identity as universal transsocial reli-
gions is reinforced by their actual situation as transnational religious
regimes. In the case of Catholicism, the interrelated dynamics of global-
ization and public involvement of the various national churches in their
particular societies has been obvious since the 1960s. Vatican II, the first
truly global council, made the Roman church aware of its global reach
and induced it to think globally. Simultaneously, however, the inner-
worldly turn of the Vatican aggiornamento led each national church to
greater secular involvement in its particular society and to translate the
universal Catholic message both literally and figuratively into the ver-
nacular.

Two interrelated, only apparently contradictory, processes became
noticeable throughout the Catholic world. There was, on the one hand,
a strengthening of the process of centralization of the Roman Papacy, a
long secular process which in its modern form has its origins in the
Vatican’s defensive response to the French Revolution and to the sub-
sequent liberal revolutions spreading throughout Europe and Latin
America. Vatican II produced not only administrative and doctrinal cen-
tralization but also the homogenization and globalization of Catholic
culture, at least among the elites, throughout the Catholic world. On the
other hand, Vatican I and the subsequent institutionalization of national
bishops’ conferences also reinforced a parallel process of decentralization
and “‘nationalization” of Catholic churches, that is, of centralization at
the national level, which in most places was begun by Catholic Action.

It was this combination of globalization, nationalization, secular
involvement, and voluntary disestablishment that led to the change of
orientation from state to society and permitted the church to play a
key role in processes of democratization. The national churches stopped
viewing themselves as integrative community cults of the national state
and adopted a new transnational, global identity which permitted them
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to confront prophetically both the national state and the given social
order. The study of American Catholicism indicated a similar transfor-
mation of identity from an affirmative, integrative American civil religion
to a new type of critical, globally oriented public Catholicism. It is the
new tension between a global orientation to human civil society and
public involvement in the public sphere of a particular civil society that
best explains the new dynamics of deprivatization.

Even in the case of Protestant fundamentalism one can observe a
similar dynamic combination of globalization, nationalization, and secu-
lar involvement. Fundamentalist global thinking had a dual source in
the global reach of evangelical missionary efforts and in premillennial
apocalyptic visions of Armageddon, both of which awakened a keen
interest among fundamentalists in American foreign policy and world
politics, now viewed from the biblical perspective of the history of salva-
tion. Underneath their sectarian rejection of modern America, fundamen-
talists had kept latent their intense Americanism and their faith in Amer-
ica’s millennial destiny. Thus, once it came, the call to national revival,
to turn America around and to become involved in a new Christian
crusade, was eagerly heard. The direction taken by deprivatization in
this particular case was a return from sectarian exile back to reestablish-
ment as the hegemonic American civil religion.

Roland Robertson has argued convincingly that ongoing processes of
globalization in the dual sense of the emergence of global humankind
and the emergence of a global system of societies entail the relativization
of the personal identity of the self in reference to humankind as a whole,
the relativization of membership in any particular national society by
reference to global humanity, and the relativization of particular national
societies from the perspective of the world system of societies.!?

Not surprisingly, global and transnational religions are well situated
when it comes to responding to the challenges or taking advantage of
the opportunities presented by processes of globalization. Perhaps the
most significant new global development of the last twenty years has
been the crisis of absolutist principles of state sovereignty and raison
d’état and the emergence of global dynamics of democratization. Among
some of the related developments are the collapse of the system of social-
ist states, the global defeat of national security doctrines, the crisis of
the established principle of noninterference in the internal affairs of
nation-states, and the crisis of state-led models of economic development
and societal modernization. New dynamics of civil society formation
both intrasocietally and globally have played no small part in those
developments, while churches and religious movements have played a
crucial role both in the revitalization of particular civil societies and in
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the emergence of a global civil society. It is not surprising that the crisis
of territorial state sovereignty and the expansion of a global civil society
offer special opportunities to a transnational religious regime like the
Catholic church which had always found it difficult to reconcile its iden-
tity as a catholic-universal church with the reality of the modern system
of territorial sovereign states.'* Paradoxically, the old gods and the old
religions, which according to Durkheim were on their deathbed, have
been revitalized by becoming the carriers of the process of sacralization
of humanity that Durkheim himself had announced.'

Only in a very broad sense is it appropriate to attribute the return of
the old gods to the crisis of their old enemies, Enlightenment rationalism
and secular modernity. It is at this level of analysis, however, namely,
in 'terms of a crisis of Enlightenment rationalism and of the idea of
progress, indeed as a crisis of secularity itself, that one may look for an
explanation of the worldwide character of the contemporary religious
revival across all civilizations.'® When secular ideologies appear to have
failed or lost much of their force, religion returns to the public arena as
a mobilizing or integrating normative force. But it is not religion in the
abstract which is returning, nor is it returning everywhere. At most, the
crisis of secularity can serve as a common conditioning factor that allows
certain religious traditions, which have not yet been weakened exces-
sively by processes of secularization, to respond in certain ways.

Moreover, the case studies presented here indicate that what seems
to precipitate the religious response are different types of state interven-
tion and administrative colonization of the lifeworld and the private
sphere. Such a response could be interpreted, therefore, as a defensive
reaction along lines similar to those used by Habermas to analyze the
“new social movements.”!” The mobilization of Protestant fundamental-
ism was clearly a response to state rulings coming from the Supreme
Court, the Internal Revenue Service, and Congress. Even in the Catholic
cases, where the internal reformation of the Catholic tradition associated
with Vatican II was crucial, the role of state penetration as a precipitating
factor in the transformations of Polish, Latin-American, and U.S. Cathol-
icism was equally important.

In Poland, Catholic resistance and church-state conflicts were part of
the struggle for the right to a private and social sphere free from totalitar-
ian state intervention. But the transformation of Polish Catholicism
marks the passage from a struggle centered around the corporatist inter-
ests of the church as an institution to a struggle first for human and
national rights and then, after the founding of KOR and the emergence
of Solidarity, for the rights of civil society to autonomy and self-
determination.
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In Latin America, the development of liberation theology was at first
primarily a response to processes of capitalist expansion and coloniza-
tion of the traditional lifeworld. But the radicalization of the church as
an institution and its confrontation with the state throughout Latin
America were a reaction to the institutionalization of the national secu-
rity state and its violent penetration of the lifeworld—to the indiscrimi-
nate violation of human rights, the widespread and systematic use of
torture, and the rapid increase in the number of “desaparecidos,” victims
of a new form of state terror.

Even in the United States, it was the 1973 Supreme Court decision
legalizing abortion by subsuming it under 2 woman’s right to privacy
that galvanized the American Catholic church into the political arena,
beginning the process that led the bishops to expand the principle of the
moral protection of human life and of the sacred dignity of the human
person to the two main subsystems, capitalist markets and sovereign
states.

Looking ‘particularly at those forms of religious intervention in the
public sphere which have emerged in an advanced modern society like
the United States, one could say that the deprivatization of modern reli-
gion has assumed three main forms. There is, first, the religious mobiliza-
tion in defense of the traditional lifeworld against various forms of state
or market penetration. The mobilization of Protestant fundamentalism
and, to a certain extent, the Catholic mobilization against abortion can
be seen as examples of this first form of deprivatization.

The argument presented here has been that even in those cases in
which religious mobilization could be explained simply as a traditionalist
response to modern processes of universalization, which are promoted
or protected by state juridical interventions and which disrupt, for in-
stance, the traditional patriarchal family or established patterns of racial
or gender discrimination, the deprivatization of religion may have an
important public function. By entering the public sphere and forcing the
public discussion or contestation of certain issues, religions force modem
societies to reflect publicly and collectively upon their normative struc-
tures. Naturally, one should not minimize the dangers a traditionalist
backlash or a fundamentalist project of restoration may pose to modern
normative structures. But in the very process of entering the modern
public sphere, religions and normative traditions are also forced to con-
front and possibly come to terms with modern normative structures.
Such a public encounter may permit the reflexive rationalization of the
lifeworld and may open the way for the institutionalization of processes
of practical rationalization.

A second form of deprivatization is manifested in those cases in which
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religions enter the public sphere of modern societies to question and
contest the claims of the two major societal systems, states and markets,
to function according to their own intrinsic functionalist norms without
regard to extrinsic traditional moral norms. By questioning the morality
of national security doctrines and the inhuman premises of nuclear de-
fense policies, based on MAD scenarios, ready to sacrifice immeasurable
numbers of human beings for the sake of state sovereignty and super-
power supremacy, religions remind both states and their citizens of the
human need to subordinate the logic of state formation to “the common
good.” Similarly, by questioning the inhuman claims of capitalist mar-
kets to function in accordance with impersonal and amoral self-
regulating mechanisms, religions may remind individuals and societies
of the need to check and regulate those impersonal market mechanisms
to ensure that they are accountable for the human, social, and ecological
damage they may cost and that they may become more responsible to
human needs. Moreover, transnational religions are in a particularly
advantageous position to remind all individuals and all societies that
under modern conditions of globalization “the common good” can in-
creasingly be defined only in global, universal, human terms and that,
consequently, the public sphere of modern civil societies cannot have
national or state boundaries.

There is moreover a third form of deprivatization of religion con-
nected with the obstinate insistence of traditional religions on main-
taining the very principle of a “common good” against individualist
modern liberal theories which would reduce the common good to the
aggregated sum of individual choices. As long as they respect the ultimate
right and duty of the individual conscience to make moral decisions, by
bringing into the public sphere issues which liberal theories have decreed
to be private affairs, religions remind individuals and modern societies
that morality can only exist as an intersubjective normative structure
and that individual choices only attain a “moral” dimension when they
are guided or informed by intersubjective, interpersonal norms. Reduced
to the private sphere of the individual self, morality must necessarily
dissolve into arbitrary decisionism. By bringing publicity into the private
moral sphere and by bringing into the public sphere issues of private
morality, religions force modern societies to confront the task of recon-
structing reflexively and collectively their own normative foundations.
By doing so, they aid in the process of practical rationalization of the
traditional lifeworld and of their own normative traditions.

If the thesis presented so far is correct, the recent transformations of
religion analyzed in this study are qualitatively different from what is
usually understood as “the return of the sacred.” The deprivatization of
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religion cannot be understood either as an antimodern or as a postmod-
ern phenomenon. None of the religious phenomena presented here can
be viewed meaningfully as instances of the kind of modern privatized
religiosity which, in my view, is the true harbinger of the postmodern
condition. All are grounded in that foundational tradition which Richard
Niebuhr called radical monotheism.'® All still publicly uphold universal-
istic normative and truth claims. The critique of Enlightenment rational-
ism and of the teleological grand narratives of progress and secular
redemption—a critique usually associated with postmodern discourse—
may have legitimated and facilitated, at least indirectly, the rehabilitation
of those religious traditions which had usually been the target of rational-
ist critique. Nevertheless, it would be difficult to find either direct links
or elective affinities between postmodernity and the public resurgence of
religion.'” As already indicated, it would seem more appropriate to view
the public interventions of religion analyzed here as immanent critiques
of particular forms of institutionalization of modernity from a modern
normative perspective.

If correct, and beyond the relevance it may have for the sociology of
religion, such an argument should have further implications for two
general areas of sociology. In the first place, it may have relevance for
theories of social integration by suggesting a specifically modern type of
social integration through the undifferentiated public sphere of civil soci-
ety. Such a model of modern social integration would present an alterna-
tive to the customary ways of conceiving social integration either through
administrative state coordination or through self-regulating market
mechanisms, through aggregated individual exchanges or through self-
regulating systemic differentiation. According to this model, modern so-
cial integration emerges in and through the discursive and agonic partici-
pation of individuals, groups, social movements, and institutions in a
public yet undifferentiated sphere of civil society where the collective
construction and reconstruction, contestation, and affirmation of com-
mon normative structures—‘“‘the common good”—takes place. Unlike
functionalist theories of normative societal integration, however, such a
theory does not conceptualize modern civil societies as a homogeneous
societal community sharing common norms and values but, rather, as a
space and a process of public social interaction through which common
norms and solidarities may be constructed and reconstructed. In other
words, common norms cannot be presupposed as the premise and foun-
dation of a modern social order but, rather, as the potential and always
fragile outcome of a process of communicative interaction. Through such
a process of communicative interaction in the public sphere of modern
civil societies, normative traditions can be reflexively reconstructed—
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that is, rationalized—and the differentiated subsystems of modern societ-
ies can be made responsible to a publicly defined “common good.” By
going “public,” religions as well as other normative traditions can, there-
fore, contribute to the vitality of such a public sphere.

It should be obvious that this conception is very close to the theory
of modern societies developed by Jiirgen Habermas and to theories of
civil society which build upon his theory.? Indeed, the main purpose of
this study has been not so much to revise old theories of secularization
as to examine the roles which religions and religious movements could
still play in furthering processes of practical rationalization. In his recon-
struction of Weber’s Protestant ethic thesis Habermas has postulated the
counterfactual hypothesis that, had the radical communitarian wing of
the Reformation been the one to gain hegemony instead of the ascetic
wing, perhaps instrumental rationalization would not have expanded so
one-sidedly at the expense of practical rationalization.?! Yet one of the
conclusions one could derive from the case studies presented here is that,
in the same way in which the deprivatization of religion raises questions
for functionalist theories of secularization, what could be called the prac-
tical-rational potential of those religious movements also raises similar
questions for Habermas’s secularist theory of modernity.

The relevant issue here is not whether Habermas himself should or
should not be interested in religious movements or in the role religion
could possibly play in the reconstitution of the public sphere. The prob-
lem is whether Habermas’s rigid theory of modern differentiation leaves
any room open for such an interest. If religion is only the unity of culture
before its modern differentiation into the cognitive, the moral-practical,
and the aesthetic-expressive spheres, then religion is only an anachronism
or a residue without much relevance or future. Religion may have a
relevant past, as shown by Habermas’s own counterfactual hypothesis
concerning the radical ethical visions of brotherhood, which were, how-
ever, excluded historically by the institutionalized selectivity of capitalist
modernity. Religion may even have a present in Habermas’s theory in
protecting defensively what little is left of traditional lifeworlds from
state administrative penetration and from capitalist colonization. But
religion has no future. In Habermas’s model, conventional religion ought
to be superseded by postconventional secular morality.

In addition to the obvious cognitive question concerning the empirical
adequacy of such a theory in accounting for ongoing historical processes,
there are two issues of practical relevance for those interested in advanc-
ing what Habermas calls “the unfinished project of modernity.” The first
issue has to do with the old problem of theory and practice. If, as Marx
put it, ““it is not enough that thought should strive to realize itself; reality
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must itself strive towards thought,” could it be the case here that “the
philosophical head” is not attentive enough to its own “heart,” to what
could become “its material weapon”??* Put in more Weberian terms,
there is a need to identify the historical carriers of processes of moral-
practical rationalization. Following Habermas’s critique of Weber's
nearly exclusive emphasis upon processes of instrumental rationaliza-
tion, one could say that Weber’s greatest contribution—the discovery of
the crucial historical relevance of the economic ethics of the world reli-
gions for differential processes of instrumental rationalization—may
have predisposed him to neglect the importance of the political ethics of
the world religions for processes of moral-practical rationalization. What
Weber said about “economic ethics,” however, ought to be applicable
also to “political ethics”:

This term does not bring into focus the ethical theories of theological compendia;
for however important such compendia may be under certain circumstances,
they merely serve as tools of knowledge. The term ““economic ethic” points to
the practical impulses for action which are founded in the psychological and
pragmatic contexts of religions.®

One should, therefore, distinguish between cognitive, intellectual con-
tributions to moral-practical discourse and the historical institutionaliza-
tion of moral-practical principles and norms. If Peter Brown was correct
in pointing out that, while early Christianity may have made almost no
innovation in moral matters, nonetheless it played a crucial historical
role by “democratizing” the philosophers’ upper-class culture and by
putting into practice “what pagan and Jewish moralists had already
begun to preach,”?* then one may offer the conjecture, partially sup-
ported by the case studies presented in this work, that today as always
religious organizations and religious movements continue to play similar
historical roles. In three of the five cases studied here, religious move-
ments and organizations played direct, immediate roles in processes of
democratization. In the other two cases, religion played some role in
enlivening the public sphere of civil society either directly, by raising
publicly normative issues concerning the systemic functioning of the ad-
ministrative state and the capitalist economy, or indirectly, by reacting
to processes of administrative or juridical penetration of the lifeworld
and, thereby, opening up for public debate normative issues concerning
the very structure of the modern lifeworld.

In principle, there is neither need nor reason to privilege religion as
the sole’or main, direct or indirect carrier of processes of moral-practical
rationalization. In the modern world, other secular movements and orga-
nizations have been, are, and will likely continue to be at least as impor-
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tant carriers as religion. Therefore, it is not necessarily the case that
without religion the public square must be “naked.”? But the actual
continuous presence of religion in most moral-practical struggles of the
modern world, frequently on both sides of every issue, tends to indicate
that there is also no reason, other than secularist or rationalist prejudice
and the conviction that there can be no such a thing as a “modern,” that
1s, postconventional religion, why in principle a theory of moral-practical
rationalization should systematically neglect religion.

This points precisely to a second practical issue, namely, to the danger
of elitist, rationalist bias. Although some recent trends in the self-
conceptualization of science and the self-understanding of professional
scientific identities tend to put into question any rigid separation even
at this level, nonetheless one could argue that at least when it comes to
the cognitive sphere, one still needs to maintain a clear and rigid separa-
tion between science and religion.?® For instance, there may be room for
“belief” in creation or for symbolic, even mythical, language concerning
the cosmos. But there can be no such thing as “creation science.” But
when it comes to the moral-practical and the subjective-expressive
spheres, one may wonder whether such a rigid, clear-cut differentiation
is possible, necessary, or helpful. One may justifiably question whether
a theory which so clearly privileges intellectual rational discourse and a
tradition of thought which so clearly privileges the aesthetic realm may
not be oblivious to the fact that for ordinary people in most societies
throughout the world religion and religious traditions continue to be an
accessible and legitimate vehicle for moral-practical reflection and for
mnnersubjective expression. In any case, before discarding contemporary
religious movements as either anachronistic or purely defensive reac-
tions, one would need to prove that ultimately there is incompatibility
between religion and modern structures of consciousness.

I would agree, of course, that only a religion which has incorporated
as its own the central aspects of the Enlightenment critique of religion
15 In a position today to play a positive role in furthering processes of
practical rationalization. Only a religious tradition which reformulates
its relationship to modernity by incorporating reflexively the three di-
mensions of the Enlightenment critique of religion—the cognitive cri-
tique of traditional religious worldviews, the moral-practical critique of
religious ideologies of legitimation, and the subjective-expressive critique
of religious asceticism and alienation—while upholding publicly the sa-
cred values of modernity, that is, human life and freedom, may contrib-
ute to the revitalization of the modern public sphere. But the very resur-
gence or reassertion of religious traditions may be viewed as a sign of
the failure of the Enlightenment to redeem its own promises in each of
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these spheres. Religious traditions are now confronting the differentiated
secular spheres, challenging them to face their own obscurantist, ideolog-
ical, and inauthentic claims. In many of these confrontations, it is religion
which, as often as not, appears to be on the side of human enlightenment.

Western modernity has lost some of its haughty self-assurance and is
beginning to manifest some doubts about its arrogant attitude toward
the other, precisely at a time when the attempt to transcend itself from
within through socialism has apparently failed. Meanwhile the two dyna-
mos of modernity, the capitalist market and the administrative state,
continue their self-propelled march toward a world system, wrecking
and challenging every premodern tradition and life form that stands in
their way. Some of these traditions accommodate and accept the private
niche reserved for them in the cultural marketplace, where they may
even thrive in the modern or postmodern pantheon.

Others, particularly non-Western traditions, emboldened by moder-
nity’s self-doubts, are able to reaffirm their own identity against the
modern West. If Weber was correct when he argued that ascetic Protes-
tantism played some role in helping to shape the particular historical
form which the institutionalization of modern differentiation and the
privatization of religion assumed in the West, theories of secularization
and modernization should be open to the possibility that other religions
may also play some role in institutionalizing their own particular pat-
terns of secularization.

Finally, there are those traditions which have maintained an uneasy
relationship with modernity, partly accommodating, partly recognizing
some of modernity’s values as their own but refusing to accept the claims
of the market and the state that moral norms ought not to interfere with
their systemic logic of self-reproduction through the media of money
and power. Through their ongoing critical encounter with modernity,
those traditions may be in a position to further both the processes of
practical rationalization and the unfinished project of modernity.

Western modernity is at a crossroads. If it does not enter into a cre-
ative dialogue with the other, with those traditions which are challenging
its identity, modernity will most likely triumph. But it may end up being
devoured by the inflexible, inhuman logic of its own creations. It would
be profoundly ironic if, after all the beatings it has received from moder-
nity, religion could somehow unintentionally help modernity save itself.
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