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political and moral conservatism. Some in the Conservative Jewish camp
would also align themselves in this way. See S. Heilman, “Orthodox Jews:
An Open or Closed Group?” in Uncivil Religion, ed. R. N. Bellah and F. E.
Greenspahn (New York: Crossroad, 1987), p. 130.

See Allen Roth, “Orthodox Jews Becoming a Major Force for Conservatism,”
New York Tribune, 24 October 1984. The picture accompanying this story
shows a sizable crowd of Hasidic Jews in the balcony of City Hall chambers
protesting the reintroduction of the Gay Rights Bill in the City Council.
See “First for Orthodoxy: Washington Bureau for Government Affairs to
Open,” in Coalition Tammuz (June 1988).

It is important to recall, however, that public culture is largely consututed
by the activities and pronouncements of elites. The key players, then, are
not so much the “rank and file” or the ordinary passive supporters of a
cause, but the activists or leadership. It is the ideological constructions of
elites that are most consequential and, importantly, it is here where the
ideological affinities are most clearly crystallized.

. The survey part of the Religion and Power Project funded by the Lilly

Endowment was conducted under the direction of the author by the Opinion
Research Corporation of Princeton, N.J. A sample of roughly 1,300 religious
leaders was drawn from the 1985 edition of Who'’s Who in Religion. After
deaths and nonforwarded mail were discounted, a total number of 791
individuals responded, represented a 61 percent response rate. Protestant-
ism, Catholicism, and Judaism were dichotomized into theologically liberal
and conservative camps in line with the present argument. The divisions
took the following form: conservative Protestants weré operationalized as

_ those who identified themselves as either an Evangelical or a Fundamentalist;

65.

liberal Protestants comprised the remainder. Conservative Catholics were
defined as those who identified their theological inclinations on the con-
servative side (4, 5, 6, and 7) of a seven-point liberal-conservative continuum
while liberal Catholics identified their theology on the liberal side of the
continuum (values 1, 2, and 3). The Orthodox Jews identified themselves
as such in the survey just as Conservative and Reform Jews identified them-
selves this way.

The question for this series of behaviors reads as follows: “Please indicate
how you personally feel about each of the following. Do you believe each
is morally wrong, morally acceptable, or not a moral issue?” On premarital

sexuality, the actual figures were as follows: Protestants: orthodox—97 per-

cent, progressive—59 percent; Catholics: orthodox—97 percent, progres-
sive—82 percent; Jews: orthodox—72 percent, progressive—31 percent.
Chi square, significant at .000 level. On premarital cohabitation: Protestants:
orthodox—95 percent, progressive—58 percent; Catholics: orthodox—93
percent, progressive—82 percent; Jews: orthodox—74 percent, progres-
sive—33 percent. Chi square, significant at .000 level.
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The pattern on pornography holds for Catholics but not as dramatically as
it does for Jews and Protestants. Catholics were a bit more uniform in their
opinion here. The actual figures were as follows: Protestants: orthodox—
95 percent, progressive—47 percent; Catholics: orthodox—87 percent, pro-
gressive—75 percent; Jews: orthodox—64 percent, progressive—15 per-
cent. Chi square; significant at .000 level.

On this question the actual figures were as follows: Protestants: orthodox—
68 percent, progressive—23 percent; Catholics: orthodox—57 percent, pro-
gressive—32 percent; Jews: orthodox—45 percent, progressive—8 percent.
Chi square, significant at .000 level. ‘

The pattern of response was similar when asked about authority in the
home—the theologically orthodox of each faith were more apt to agree that
“the husband should have the ‘final say’ in the family’s decision making.”
The actual figures were as follows: Protestants: orthodox—53 percent, pro-
gressive—10 percent; Catholics: orthodox—27 percent, progressive—8 per-
cent; Jews: orthodox—13 percent, progressive—4 percent. Chi square,
significant at .000 level. One of the more important tests of this authority
concerns the decision to bear children. Is it “all right for a2 woman to refuse
to have children, even against the desires of her husband to have children?”
The majority of progressive leaders in Protestantism and Judaism agreed
that it was all right compared to minorities in the orthodox side of these
faiths. The figures for agreement with this item were as follows: Protestants:
orthodox—49 percent, progressive—70 percent; Catholics: orthodox—8
percent, progressive—27 percent; Jews: orthodox—23 percent, progres-
sive—63 percent. Chi square, significant at .000 level. Progressive Catholic
leaders (18 percent) were more likely to agree with this statement than
orthodox Catholic leaders (11 percent) and yet the majority of both camps
disagreed with the statement. Few in either the orthodox or progressive
camps in Protestantism, Catholicism, and Judaism maintained an unqualified
traditionalism in family affairs. For example, only a very small number held
that a married woman should not work if she has a husband who could
support her, and just as few in either camp would agree that “women should
take care of running their home and leave the running of the country up
to men.” (The first statement read: “It is all right for a married woman to
earn money in business or industry, even if she has a husband capable of
supporting her?” Among all groups the number disagreeing with this state-
ment was under 5 percent. The same is true with the second statement with
the exception of conservative Protestant leaders, 18 percent of whom agreed
that women should take care of running their home and leave the running
of the country up to men.) Yet they disagreed sharply when responding to
the question of priorities. More than eight out of ten of the orthodox leaders
in these faiths agreed that “a woman should put her husband and children
ahead of her career” compared to only four out of ten of the progressive
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Protestant and Jewish leaders and six out of ten of the liberal Catholic
leaders. (The actual figures were as follows: Protestants: orthodox—86 per-
cent, progressive—40 percent; Catholics: orthodox—83 percent, progres-
sive—63 percerit; Jews: orthodox—80 percent, progressive—46 percent.
Chi square, significant at .000 level.) This general disposition extended to
attitudes about the mother’s relationship with her children. Leaders on the
progressive side of the theological continuum in all faiths were more inclined
than their theologically conservative counterparts to agree that “a working

‘mother can establish just as warm and secure a relationship with her children

as a mother who does not work.” Accordingly, they were disproportionately
more likely (twice as likely among Protestants) to disagree that “a preschool
child is likely to suffer if his or her mother works.” (For the first question
about mother-child relationships, the figures were Protestants: orthodox—
57 percent, progressive—81 percent; Catholics: orthodox—65 percent, pro-
gressive—77; Jews: orthodox—56 percent, progressive—82 percent. Chi
square, significant at the .000 level. For the second question, the figures (for
those disagreeing) were Protestants: orthodox—32 percent, progressive—
65 percent; Catholics: orthodox—41 percent, progressive—48 percent;
Jews: orthodox—46 percent, progressive—76 percent. Chi square, signifi-
cant at the .000 level.)

Roughly eight out of ten of the progressives in Protestantism (80 percent),
Catholicism (78 percent), and Judaism (88 percent) favored the passage of
the ERA compared to much smaller numbers on the orthodox side (Prot-
estants—31 percent; Catholics—42 percent; Jews—54 percent). On abor-
tion, progressives of all three faiths were significantly less likely to condemn
abortion as morally wrong, particularly within Protestantism and Judaism.
(The actual figures were as follows: Protestants: orthodox—93 percent,
progressive—41 percent; Catholics: orthodox—100 percent, progressive—
93 percent; Jews: orthodox—40 percent, progressive—8 percent. Chi
square, significant at .000 level.) So too the orthodox and progressive wings

. of these faiths were deeply split over the issue of homosexuality and lesbi-

anism—the former were between two and three times more likely to de-
nounce the practice of homosexuality and lesbianism as morally wrong than
the latter. Nine of ten Evangelicals, and eight of every ten Catholic and

~ Jewish leaders condemned homosexuality as morally wrong compared to

fewer than five of every ten mainline Protestant and liberal Catholic leaders
and fewer than three of every ten of the liberal Jewish leaders. The actual
figures on the question on homosexuality read as follows: Protestants: or-
thodox—96 percent, progressive—45 percent; Catholics: orthodox—81
percent, progressive—49 percent; Jews: orthodox—80 percent, progres-
sive—25 percent. Chi square, significant at .000 level. The responses to the
question on lesbianism were, within a percentage point, identical.

Once again, for reasons relating to the political and ethnic history of the
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Jewish community in America (such as their longstanding political liberal-
ism), the pattern is generally less distinct among Jewish elites than among
Protestant or Catholic elites, but the divisions there are still quite remarkable.
(On political party preference, the percent of those who identified them-
selves as Democrats were Protestants: orthodox—25 percent, progressive—
53 percent; Catholics: orthodox—46 percent, progressive—77 percent;
Jews: orthodox—38 percent, progressive—57 percent. Chi square, signifi-
cant at .000 level.

Those describing themselves as somewhat liberal, very liberal, or far left
were as follows: Protestants: orthodox—11 percent, progressive—60 per-
cent; Catholics: orthodox—12 percent, progressive—77 percent; Jews: or-
thodox—36 percent, progressive—67 percent. Chi square, significant at .000
level. ’
There was basic agreement among all parties on the basic functions of the
welfare state—that “the government has the responsibility to meet the basic
needs of its citizens, even in the case of sickness, poverty, unemployment
and old age,” and that “the government should have a high commitment
to curbing the economic and environmental abuses of big business.” At least
eight out of ten of all religious leaders regardless of theological orientation,
agreed with these statements. (The only exception was the opinion of Evan-
gelical leaders on the issues of governmental responsibility, 54 percent
agreed.) While there is basic agreement all the way around, there still are -
differences in the intensity with which the various factions agree. Catholic
and Protestant leaders on the progressive side were significantly more likely
to “strongly agree” with these statements. There was also a certain agreement
that “the government should work: to substantially reduce the income gap
between the rich and the poor.” The difference between liberal (76 percent)
and conservative (43 percent) Protestants is thirty-three percentage points
and between liberal (78 percent) and conservative (59 percent) Jews, it is
nineteen percentage points. Among Catholics, however, the difference is
only two percentage points (92 percent to 90 percent). Beyond this, the
agreement came to an end. As one might predict, the more progressively
oriented leaders in Catholicism and Protestantism were up to twice as likely
as the orthodox to agree that “big business in America is generally unfair
to working people.” Though not as striking the same general pattern held
for Jews as well (The actual figures were as follows: Protestants: orthodox—
27 percent, progressive—48 percent; Catholics: orthodox—39 percent, pro-
gressive—69 percent; Jews: orthodox—36 percent, progressive—42 per-
cent. Chi square, significant at .000 level.) Similarly, progressives in each
tradition were up to twice as inclined as their theologically orthodox coun-
terparts to disagree with the statement, “economic growth-is a better way
to improve the lot of the poor than the redistribution of existing wealth.”
(The actual figures of those disagreeing with that statement were Protestants:
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orthodox—14 percent, progressive—44 percent; Catholics: orthodox—23
percent, progressive—50 percent; Jews: orthodox—24 percent, progres-
sive—33 percent. Chi square, significant at .000 level.) A similar statement
was made about the application of this principle to the Third World: “Cap-
italist development is more likely than socialist development to improve the
material standard of living of people in the contemporary Third World.”
The ideological gap between the orthodox and progressive ranged between
twenty-four percentage points (Catholic) and thirty-four percentage points
(Protestant), with Jews in between, at twenty-eight points of difference.
When finally presented with the statement “The U.S. would be better off if
it moved toward socialism,” less than half of all the religiocultural factions
agreed, yet the pattern once again held true to form: progressives of all
traditions were up to three or four times more likely to agree than their
orthodox rivals. (The figures of those agreeing with that statement about
socialism were Protestants: orthodox—7 percent, progressive—33 percent;
Catholics: orthodox—13 percent, progressive—46 percent; Jews: ortho-
dox—8 percent, progressive—25 percent. Chi square, significant at .000
level.) .

For example, when asked whether they thought “U.S.-based multinational
corporations help or hurt poor countries in the Third World,” the orthodox
were substantially more prone to believe that they helped—at a ratio of 2
to 1 in Protestantism arid 3 to 1 in Catholicism. (The percentages of those
responding “helped” were Protestants: orthodox—76 percent, progres-
sive—38 percent; Catholics: orthodox—53 percent, progressive—16 per-
cent; Jews: orthodox—76 percent, progressive—53 percent. Chi square,
significant at .000 level.) On the political rather than economic side of this
concern the pattern again holds true. When asked whether they favored or
opposed the U.S. policy of “selling arms and giving military aid to countries
which are against the Soviet Union,” the orthodox of these three faiths were
more inclined to favor it by dramatic margins. The differences between the
orthodox and progressive in Protestantism were, respectively, 73 percent
and 35 percent; within Catholicism, 52 percent and 22 percent; and within
Judaism, 92 percent and 61 percent. The chi square was significant at the
.000 level. This was also the case when these leaders were asked about the
anti-Sandinista contras of Nicaragua. Only in the case of Evangelicals did a
decisive majority actually favor the policy of supporting the contras, yet the
ratio of those favoring to opposing the policy (according to theological dis-
position) within the other traditions was equally strong. (Those favoring the
policy were as follows: Protestants: orthodox—62 percent, progressive—14
percent; Catholics: orthodox—39 percent, progressive—5 percent; Jews:
orthodox—45 percent, progressive—18 percent. Chi square, significant at
.000 level.) So too, when asked about the relative “importance of Central
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American countries (such as El Salvador and Nicaragua) to the defense
interests of the United States,” nearly two to one of the orthodox in all
traditions were more likely to respond with “very or fairly important.”

" The now predictable configurations were generally borne out on nu-
merous other issues. The favorable responses for economic sanctions against
South Africa for its policies of apartheid were as follows: Protestants: or-
thodox—52 percent, progressive—87 percent; Catholics: orthodox—83
percent, progressive—90 percent; Jews: orthodox—47 percent, progres-
sive—78 percent. Chi square, significant at. .000 level.) The creation of a
Palestinian homeland in Israel brought favorable responses as follows: Prot-
estants: orthodox—42 percent, progressive—82 percent; Catholics: ortho-
dox—87 percent, progressive—85 percent; Jews: orthodox—3 percent,
progressive—20 percent. Chi square, significant at .000 level.) Europe’s
neutrality in the East—West conflict: (The responses favorable toward the
idea of Europe’s neutrality were Protestants: orthodox—26 percent, pro-
gressive—47 percent; Catholics: orthodox—20 percent, progressive—46

_ percent; Jews: orthodox—18 percent, progressive—27 percent. Religious

leaders were also asked whether they favored or opposed keeping U.S. troops
in Europe as part of the NATO commitment. The differences were not so
dramatic but they were in line with predictions: Protestants: orthodox—95
percent, progressive—80 percent; Catholics: orthodox—84 percent, pro-
gressive—70 percent; Jews: orthodox—95 percent, progressive—88 per-
cent. Chi square, significant at .000 level.) The policy of a “freeze” in the
construction and deployment of nuclear weapons was another issue. When
asked about a nuclear freeze for both the United States and the Soviet Union,
the differences flattened out considerably. When asked whether they favored
the implementation of the policy by the United States even if the Soviet
Union did not pursue it, striking divisions between the orthodox and pro-
gressive camps reemerged (The actual figures of those favoring a freeze for
both super powers were Protestants: orthodox—78 percent, progressive—
95 percent; Catholics: orthodox—95 percent, progressive—98 percent;
Jews: orthodox—92 percent, progressive—90 percent. Favoring the policy
for the United States alone [regardless of what the Soviet Union does] the
split resurfaced. Those in favor were Protestants: orthodox—16 percent,
progressive—52 percent; Catholics: orthodox—35 percent, progressive—
70 percent; Jews: orthodox—10 percent, progressive—29 percent. Chi
square, significant at .000 level.) (The question for this and the other issues
reviewed in this last section asked if the respondent favored or opposed the .
policy.) )

The attempt to dichotomize these religious leaders according to either an
orthodox or progressive theological inclination is admittedly forced. Dicho-
tomies may be more prone to develop in organizations but among individuals
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the distinction would seem artificial and perhaps unfair. Among individuals
intuition would suggest a continuum with orthodoxy and progressivism
being the two extreme poles. Undoubtedly this is true. Even so, at least today
there appears to be an increasing polarization among denominational and
para-denominational organizations. What is more, there may be a tendency
for the leadership to align themselves dichotomously as well. Would the
differences between orthodox and progressive camps in each religious tra-
dition have been as prominent if this were not the case? Though a dichotomy
may not adequately reflect reality, as an analytical exercise it has still proven
to be extremely instructive. The evidence pointing to a restructuring of
ideological affinities within America’s religious leadership would seem over-
whelming.

A reanalysis of the 1982 Roper Survey of Theologians (Protestant and Cath-
olic) showed that when analyzing the variation of opinion on such issues as
the spending priorities of the government, the evaluation of business prac-
tices, defense policy, moral behaviors (from homosexuality to abortion), and
nuclear policy, belief orthodoxy on average accounted for 45 percent of the
variation across tradition and an average of 33 percent of the variation within
traditions. See J. D. Hunter, J. Tucker, and 8. Finkel, “Religious Elites and
Political Values,” unpublished paper, University of Virginia, 1989.

P. L. Berger, “A Market Model for the Analysis of Ecumenicity,” Sociology
and Social Research 30 (Spring 1963): 77-93; S. Cavert, The American Churches
and the Ecumenical Movement 1900—1968, (New York: Associated Press, 1968);
and T. Parsons, “Religion in Postindustrial America: The Problem of Sec-
ularization,” Social Research 41 (1974): 193-225.

In addition to information provided by the Catholic League, I was greatly
assisted by a scholarly treatment of the League by J. Varacalli, “To Empower
Catholics: The Catholic League for Religious and Civil Rights as a Mediating
Structure,” Nassau Review 5, 4 (1988): 45—-61.

Hard Questions for the Catholic League (Milwaukee, Wisc.: Catholic League for
Religious and Civil Rights, 1982, p. 2.

This survey was conducted by the author during the first two weeks of
October 1986. The organizations included were drawn from the Encyclopedia
of Associations: The Catholic League for Religious and Civil Rights, Liberty
Federation, the Roundtable, Morality in Media, Eagle Forum, Prison Fel-
lowship, the National Right to Life Committee, the American Catholic Con-
ference, the American Catholic Committee, the American Coalition for
Traditional Values, Christian Voice, the American Society for the Defense
of Tradition, Family, and Property, Coalitions for America, Christian Cit-
izen’s Crusade, Conservative Caucus, the Foundation for Religious Action
in the Social and Civil Order, the Jewish Right, the National Pro-Family
Coalition, the National Traditionalist Caucus, the Order of the Cross Society,
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Parents’ Alliance to Protect Our Children, the Ethics and Public Policy Cen-
ter, the Institute for Religion and Democracy, Religious Heritage of Amer-
ica, Rock is Stoning Kids, Students for America, United Parents Under God,
American Life Lobby, Christian Action Council, Human Life International,

~Association for Public Justice, Voice of Liberty Association, Methodists for

Life, Catholics United for Life, Human Life Center, Pro-Family Forum,
Center on Religion and Society, American Pro-Life Council, the National
Federation for Decency, Americans for Life, Concerned Women for Amer-
ica, Fund for an American Renaissance, We the People, the Ad hoc Com-
mittee for the Defense of Life, the National League of Catholic Laymen,
the American Council for Coordinated Action, and the Black Silent Majority.
In all but a few cases, I undertook a telephone interview with a representative
of these organizations. In some instances, though, enough information was
provided in the description of the organization in the Encyclopedia of Asso-
ciations.

The American Family Association is located in Tupelo, Mississippi, and
Donald Wildmon is its executive director.

See the organization’s listing in the Encyclopedia of Associations. Much in keep-
ing with this effort, yet organizationally separate, is a journal founded in
1987 entitled Touchstone: A Journal of Ecumenical Orthodoxy. '
Consult the Encyclopedia of Associations for the relevant data on staff, budget,
membership, and other measures of communicative power.

Annette Daum, “Turning Point,” Interreligious Currents (A Publication of the
Department of Interreligious Affairs, Union of American Hebrew Congre-
gations) 1, 2 (Spring 1983): 1.

Telephone interview with an unidentified staff member of the Washington
Interreligious Services Council, 13 October 1988.

Tim LaHaye, The Race for the 21st Century (Nashville, Tenn.: Thomas Nelson,
1986) p. 109.

Franky Schaeffer, Bad News for Modern Man (Westchester, Ill.: Crossway
Books, 1984). Emphasis is in the original.

At the very least, conservative Catholics and Jews are reconsidering their
traditional posture toward Evangelicals—asking hypothetically, as one fea-
tured article in The Jewish News (Phil Jacobs, “Have We Been Misreading
Jerry Falwell?” March 21, 1986, p. 16) did. The general conclusion was “Yes,
the Jewish community has overreacted and Falwell may be a genuine ally
of the Jews.”

Telephone interview with Rabbi Kanett, director of the Washington, D.C.
office of Agudath Israel, 13 October, 1988.

Telephone interview with John Pantuso of the Catholic League, 13 October
1988.

Haberman quoted in The Religion and Society Report 5, 7 (July 1988): 5.
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CHAPTER 4: COMPETING MORAL VISIONS

One might just as well use the term “public theology” in this context. In the
late 1960s, sociologist Robert Bellah coined the term “civil religion” to de-
scribe these general, quasi-religious visions of public life. For Bellah and for
those who employed the term in the years to follow, however, civil religion
meant something very specific. It was “the religion of the republic,” a vague
but complex public myth whose symbolism was rooted explicitly in the bib-
lical tradition—derivative of all biblical faiths but embodying none in par-
ticular—that served to legitimate national life. Few have come to doubt its
existence but many have debated whether it is a positive or a negative cultural
force. For its proponents, this “civil religion” was a social glue that helped
to bind the country together. For its critics, it was a tool cynically used in
the rhetoric of politicians, a hollow ritual exhibited during times of national
celebration and grieving, and an idolatrous form of religious nationalism
that Fundamentalists were particularly prone to espouse. What all of those
who have used the term at least implicitly maintain is that nations (and
America in particular) have just one civil religion. In truth, however, every
religiocultural tradition can and usually does construct its own mechanisms
for legitimating national life. My preference is to call these “public theolo-
gies.” A complimentary view is offered by R. Wuthnow, “Divided We Fall:
America’s Two Civil Religions,” Christian Century 105 (20 April 1988): 395—
99.

. Rus Walton, One Nation Under God (Old Tappan, N.J.: Fleming H. Revell,

1975), p. 24.

. Peter Marshall and David Manuel, The Light and the Glory (Old Tappan, N.J.: .

Fleming H. Revell, 1977). Taken from the dust-jacket and developed
throughout all 384 pages of the book.

. George Otis, The Solution to Crisis-America (Old Tappan, N.J.: Fleming H.

Revell, 1972), p. 53.

. From the Constitution and By-Laws of the Christian Citizens Crusade, Inc.— .

Article IV, number 4.

. John W. Whitehead, The Separation Iilusion (Milford, Mich.: Mott Media,

1977), p. 13.

. Tim LaHaye, The Battle for the Mind (Old Tappan, N.].: Fleming H. Revell,

1980), p. 37.

Ed McAteer, “Is There Not A Cause,” a brochure published by the Religiouis
Roundtable.

LaHaye, The Battle for the Mind, p. 39.

Whitehead, The Separation Illusion, pp. 23, 18.

John Eidsmoe, “Creation, Evolution and Constitutional Interpretation,”

Concerned Women for America 9, 9 (September 1987): 7.
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See C. Taylor, “Religion in a Free Society,” in Articles of Faith, Articles of
Peace: The First Amendment Religion Clauses and the American Public Philosophy,
ed. J. D. Hunter and O. Guinness (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution,
1990), pp. 93-113.

Michael Novak, The Spirit of Democratic Capitalism (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1982). In 1945, Reverend Carl MacIntyre wrote that “the Bible
teaches private enterprise and the capitalistic system, not as a by-product
or as some side line, but as the very foundation structure of society in which
men are to live and render an account of themselves to God...in the
maintenance of the system of private enterprise [is] the very life and liberty
of the church itself.” Carl Maclntyre, The Rise of the Tyrant (Collingswood,
N.J.: Christian Beacon Press, 1945), pp. xiii, xv.

Jerry Falwell, Wisdom for Living (Wheaton, Ill.: Victor, 1982), pp. 102, 131.
Likewise, the Christian Citizens’ Crusade holds that “the American system
of private enterprise [was established] in accordance with the clear teachings
of Scripture.” Without it, “our form of government, our way of life . . . could
not exist.” From the Constitution and By-Laws of the Christian Citizens
Crusade, Inc.—Article IV, number 5. '

Jerry Falwell, Listen America! (New York: Doubleday, 1980), p. 13.

Pat Robertson, The Secret Kingdom: A Promise of Hope and Freedom in a World
of Turmoil (Nashville, Tenn.: Thomas Nelson, 1982), pp. 151-52.

This was reported by Russell Chandler, “God as Capitalist: Seminar Pro-
motes Religion and Riches,” Los Angeles Times, 1 June 1981, .p. 3.

Ronald Nash makes precisely this argument in “The Christian Choice Be-
tween Capitalism and Socialism” in Liberation Theology, ed. Ronald Nash
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Books, 1987).

This argument is made in great detail in R. J. Rushdoony, The Politics of Guilt
and Pity (Fairfax, Va.: Thoburn Press, 1978), chapter 8, “Liberty and Property.”
Reported by Chandler, “God as Capitalist: Seminar Promotes Religion and
Riches.”

Gilder is quoted in an interview from Christianity Today in Wuthnow, “Divided
We Fall: America’s Two Civil Religions.”

Rushdoony, Politics of Guilt and Pity, p. 130. Chapter 5, “The Meaning of
Justice,” is very eloquent on this point.

From the pamphlet “Christian Voice: Preserving a Free Society,” Christian
Voice, brochure.

LaHaye, The Battle for the Mind, p. 37.

Students for America statement of principle, from a brochure.

Pat Robertson, America’s Dates with Destiny (Nashville, Tenn.: Thomas Nelson,
1986), p. 297.

Reported in Broadcasting Washington, D.C., 10 February 1986.

Falwell, Listen America, p. 17.
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Mary Peek, “What Every Teacher Should Know about the New Right”
(Washington, D.C.: National Education Association Task F orceon Academic
Freedom, n.d.), p. 7.

See the insightful essay by G. Wills, “The Secularist Prejudice,” Christian
Century 107 (24 October 1990): 969-70.

Paul D. Simmons, “A Theological Response to Fundamentalism on the Abor-
tion Issue” (Washington, D.C.: Religious Coalition for Abortion Rights Ed-
ucation Fund, n.d.).

See Taylor, “Religion in a Free Society,” pp. 93—-113.

This remark was made by bell hooks, quoted in Common Ground—Dgfferent
Planes: The Women of Color Partnership Program Newsletter (April 1988).
Norman Lear, “The Search for Stable Values,” in Values, Pluralism and Public
Education (Washington, D.C.: People for the American Way, 1987), p: 42.
Brochure, People for the American Way, Washington, D.C.

“RCAR Has No Pictures in This Brochure,” Religious Coalition for Abortion
Rights, brochure.

Aaron Anderson and David Anderson, “A Minimum Wage for a Mini-
mum Justice,” Christianity and Crisis 48 (6 June 1988): 195-96. In a direct
mail advertisement, the journal claimed: “Justice for the oppressed, and
hope for the suffering. It’s a simple message at the core of the Christian
faith.”

From a newsletter published by.the Religious Network for Equality for
Women, sent to the author in June 1988.

Membership brochure published by Clergy and Laity Concerned
Brochure announcing Peace with Justice Week, 1988.

“What Does the Lord Require of You?” National Impact, brochure.

This survey was introduced in the last chapter in note 64.

The question read, “Do you think the United States has a special role to
play in the world today or is it pretty much like other countries?” Nine out
of ten of the religious leaders in all categories (with the exception of the
liberal Protestants for whom eight out of ten) chose the former.

The question read, “Do you think the United States should aspire to remain
a world power or should it aspire to become a neutral country like Switz-
erland or Sweden?” Between 86 and 100 percent of all religious elites chose
the former.

The actual figures of those saying “not very much” or “none at all” were as
follows: Protestants: orthodox—21 percent, progressive—50 percent; Cath-
olics: orthodox—25 percent, progressive—60 percent; Jews: orthodox—21
percent, progressive—45 percent. Chi square, significant at .000 level.
The majority of liberal Jews (71 percent) also agreed that the United States
was “a force for good” but the gap between progressive and orthodox was
still twenty-one percentage points.

The question read, “As a nation, do you think we treat people in the Third
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World fairly or unfairly?” The actual figures of those saying that America
treats the Third World “unfairly” were as follows: Protestants: orthodox—
27 percent, progressive—71 percent; Catholics: orthodox—50 percent, pro-
gressive—87 percent; Jews: orthodox—19 percent, progressive—39 per-
cent. Chi square, significant at .000 level.

The question read, “How would you characterize the competition between
the U.S. and the Soviet Union? Is it fundamentally a struggle in power
politics or is it fundamentally a moral struggle?” The actual figures of those
saying that it was a moral struggle, were as follows: Protestants: orthodox—
43 percent, progressive—14 percent; Catholics: orthodox—39 percent, pro-
gressive—14 percent; Jews: orthodox—46 percent, progressive—21 per-
cent. Chi square significant at .000 level.

This is the 1988 Roper Study of Theologians. Catholics were included in
this survey but not easily divisible into orthodox and progressive camps. For
this reason, the results for Evangelical and liberal Protestants are reported.
R. Wuthnow conceptualizes the debate in this way in his book The Restruc-
turing of American Religion (Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton University Press, 1988).
References to these “communities of faith” can be found in virtually all of
the literature produced by these coalitions. :

For an elaboration of these points, see R. Merleman, Making Something of
Ouxrselves: On Culture and Politics in the United States (Los Angeles and Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1984), p. 30. See also the essay by R. N.
Bellah, “Competing Visions of the Role of Religion in American Society,”
in Uncivil Religion, ed. R. N. Bellah and F. E. Greenspahn (New York:
Crossroad, 1987), p. 221.

Within orthodox Protestantism, see J. D. Hunter, American Evangelicalism:
Conservative Religion and the Quandary of Modernity (New Brunswick, N.J.:
Rutgers University Press, 1983). Within Orthodox Judaism, see S. Heilman,
“The Many Faces of Orthodoxy,” Modern Judaism 2, 1 (1982): 23-51; and
S. Heilman, “The Many Faces of Orthodoxy, Part I1,” Modern Judaism 2, 2
(1982): 171-98.

Almost any issue of Free Inquiry and The Humanist reflects a particularly
venomous opinion of orthodoxy, particularly of Evangelical Christianity, As
for the general secularist public, . D. Hunter, The Williamsburg Charter Survey
on Religion and American Public Life (Washington, D.C.: Williamsburg Charter
Foundation, 1988), demonstrates the greatest popular hostility toward or-
thodoxy of all Americans who reside in this sector of the population.

See J. J. C. Smart, Our Place in the Universe (Oxford, Blackwell, 1989), for a
cogent statement and summary of this view.

Rosemary Radford Ruether in an essay in Homosexuality in the Priesthood and
the Religious Life, ed. Jeannine Gramick (New York: Crossroad, 1989) quoted
in “Homosexuality and the Churches,” by Richard John Neuhaus, First
Things 1 (May 1990): 68.
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As stated in a booklet published by People for the American Way, “Coha-
bitation is just one of the ways that people are adapting to the changes, the
stresses and complexities of modern life. It will neither replace marriage
nor occur in every person’s path through life. However, those who do choose
it should be free to do so without government-inspired fear, guilt or dis-
crimination against them.” Bob Frishman, American Families: Responding to
the Pro-Family Movement (Washmgton, D.C.: People for the American Way,
1984), p. 32.

See the discussion of Merleman’s concept of “tight-boundedness” in Bellah,
“Competing Visions of the Role of Religion.”

Perhaps the best discussion of the concept of isomorphism is made by George
Thomas in his book Revivalism and Cultural Change (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1989).

Falwell, Listen America, p. 167.

From a brochure, “Please Don’t Pretend,” published by the Christian Action
Council, Washington, D.C.

This comes from a Religious Coalition for Abortion Rights brochure tltled
“A Theological Response to Fundamentalism on the Abortion Issue,” p. 9.
The brochure contends, “No one would deny the continuum of human
development from fertilization to maturity and adulthood. That does not
lead to the assumption, however, that every stage in the continuum merits
the same value as ‘life’ or constitutes the same human entity.”

Ibid., p. 11.

. These quotations come from the Religious Coalition for Abortion Rights

pamphlet entitled, “Abortion: Why Religious Organizations in the United
States Want to Keep It Legal.” This is also the position of the Americans
United for the Separation of Church and State, as articulated in a friend-
of-the-court brief filed with the Supreme Court on the famous Webster v.
Reproductive Health Services case of 1989. Referring to the Missouri law’s
assertion that personhood begins at conception, the brief states, “Such an
inherently theological, but controversial, determination violates a core pur-
pose of the establishment clause of the First Amendment—that is, the ab-
solute prohibition against government preference of one religious sect or
denomination over another and the placing of the state’s imprimatur on a
particular religious dogma.” Reported in Christian Century 106, 14 (26 April
1989): p. 440. :
Falwell, Listen America, p. 181.

The executive secretary of the Presbyterians for Lesbian and Gay Concerns,
James Anderson, put this view forward in a telephone interview, 13 October
1988, when he said that “people can develop good, loving relationships with
other people regardless of sexual orientation.”

Telephone interview with Edward Young, the former secretary for Integ-
rity, the Episcopalian gay and lesbian group, 3 October 1988. Second quo-
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tation from a letter written by a Ph.D. candidate at Union Theological
Seminary, published in Christianity and Crisis 48 (1 February 1988): 22.

A. Maclntyre focuses on the issues of war, abortion, and justice and freedom.
See After Virtue (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1984),

. pp. 6-8.

CHAPTER 5: THE DISCOURSE OF ADVERSARIES

. M. Shipley, The War on Modern Science (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1927),

p- 3.

. Anticlericalism and general opposition to rehglous institutions and sensi-

bilities were both extreme and violent in France after the Revolution and
the Jacobin seizure of power. Americans who heard about the terrors of
French republicanism in the 1790s (associated with and sometimes attrib-
utable to the success of the doctrinaire secularism of the Enlightenment)
feared that the French experience might be replicated in America. Many
(including George Washington and John Adams) voiced fears of a conspiracy
emanating from France designed to undermine the American democratic
experiment. By the end of the eighteenth century these concerns developed
into a popular Evangelical outcry, in the form of belief in the “conspiracy”
of the Illuminati. This secret Masonic organization was reputed to oppose
religion and clerical authority and many believed that the Illuminati were
committed to a plan to transform America, through evil machinations, into
a secular state. In the mid-1770s an anticlerical Enlightenment organization
called the Illuminati had been formed in Bavaria. The number of its mem-
bers never exceeded a few thousand and within ten years it had been of-
ficially suppressed by the local government. But rumor attributed far more
power to the organization than it ever held in reality. Fears of a conspiracy
by the Illuminati and its supporters in the United States contributed to the
passage of the Alien and Sedition Act, designed to protect the country against
both the foreign and domestic supporters of Jacobinism. The language of
the act gave the president the authority to deport all aliens “he shall judge
dangerous to the peace and safety of the United States, or shall have rea-
sonable grounds to suspect are concerned in any treasonable or secret mach-
inations against the government” (emphasis mine). Quoted in S. M. Lipset
and E. Raab, The Politics of Unreason (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1970), p. 37. Belief in the Illuminati plot found its most fertile ground among
the New England clergy. The plot’s most prominent detractors included
Timothy Dwight, president of Yale. They accused Jeffersonian Republicans
of being “the dupes and accomplices of this . . . pernicious organization.”
One Federalist even claimed that Thomas Jefferson himself was “the real
Jacobin, the very child of modern illumination, the foe of man, and the
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enemy of his country.” Supporters in Europe and America were called
“wicked and artful men,” “impious conspirators,” “the enemies of human
happiness,” and were accused of “corrupting the principles and morals of
our youth,” of promoting promiscuity, of “propagating falsehoods,” of con-
spiring to gain “control of all such cultural agencies as the schools, literary
societies, newspapers, writers, booksellers, and postmasters”; of spreading
“infidelity, impiety and immorality,” of secretly plotting “to root out and
effectually destroy Religion and Civil Government.” These epithets were
made by a variety of New England clergymen in sermons and tracts. These
are quoted in V. Stauffer, New England and the Bavarian Illuminati (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1918), p. 283. See also Lipset and Raab,
The Politics of Unreason, pp. 35-39.)

. Specific fears of the Illuminati faded away, but hostility to liberal religion

and irreligion did not. In the wake of the Second Great Awakening, these
fears evolved into animosity toward Freemasonry. The Masons, a secret
organization, was founded in the early eighteenth century in Britain, and
spread to Europe and North America. A superb history of anti-masonry
can be found in P. Goodman, Towards a Christian Republic (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1966). I draw from this book heavily. While Masonry bor-
rowed symbols and rituals from a variety of ancient sources, it owed most
of its identity to the spirit of the Enlightenment. The Masons’ essential
doctrines reflected what they considered to be the best of the modern sen-
sibility: a commitment to the principles of natural religion—a nonsectarian
and deistic faith that had distilled the moral essence of revealed religion but
had abandoned obscurantist theologies. Thus God, the Great Architect, was
a benevolent power whom one could understand and approach through
reason and the practice of charity, tolerance, and brotherhood. Masons also
believed that science had the capacity to promote human happiness and to
advance the cause of civilization. By the first quarter of the nineteenth
century, there were well over 1,000 local lodges and about 100,000 members
drawn from a variety of denominations. Masonic membership was domi-
nated, however, by the Episcopalians, Unitarians, and Universalists. At the
heart of anti-Masonic opinion was an Evangelical resentment. Ronald For-
misano observed, in a study of the formation of political parties in Michigan,
that a “Unitarian-Orthodox division often was the essence of Masonic-Anti-
masonic polarity.” See R. P. Formisano, The Birth of Mass Political Parties in
Michigan, 1827—-1861 (Princeton, N.].: Princéton University Press, 1971).
For Evangelicals, Masonry was associated with “deism, radicalism and ter-
rorism” and was the force behind the French Revolution and the Jacobin
assault on Christian faith. Yet, opposition to Masonry would have probably
remained at a fairly low intensity had it not been for the kidnapping, dis-
appearance, and alleged murder of William Morgan in 1826. Morgan had
been a member of a Masonic order in western New York. But over time he
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became disaffected with the organization and decided to violate his oath of
silence by publishing an exposé of the secrets of Freemasonry. Though it
was never proven, his misfortune was widely attributed to the Masons as an
act of revenge for his treason. The event “dramatically demonstrated” to
Evangelicals “that when men no longer feared God, whatever their formal
religious professions, they lost all restraint.” Goodman, Towards a Christian
Republic, p. 79. Morgan’s disappearance immediately precipitated a national
movement to destroy Freemasonry. By 1830, the anti-Masons not only
claimed to have begun 124 papers dedicated to educating the public about
the evils of Masonry but could also boast of their own.distinct and powerful
political party. Lipset and Raab’s research shows that Masonic power was
concentrated in the northeastern states. By 1928 anti-Masonic politicians
had been elected to numerous positions (from governor to state senators
and assemblymen) to the state governments of Vermont, Massachusetts, New
York, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island. See Lipset and Raab, The Politics of
Unreason, p. 41. At heart, anti-Masonic opinion recalled the fears of the
Illuminati plot. Masonry was said to be “corrupt,” for it “encouraged sen-
suality, overeating, drinking, ribaldry, indecency and disrespect for women,”
its oaths were “blasphemous” and its rituals “barbaric,” and it was committed
to “spreading infidelity, despotism and misery throughout the earth.” One
Massachusetts minister claimed, in 1832, that Freemasonry was “the darkest
and deepest plot that was ever formed in this wicked world against the true
God, the true religion and the temporal and eternal interests of mankind.”
These views are quoted in Goodman, Towards a Christian Republic, chap-
ter 4.

. A hostility toward traditional religious faith was plainly in evidence by the
founding of the American republic. The fiercest critics of orthodox religion
were the disciples of the “cult of reason” in France and in the United States.
For a useful summary of Enlightenment rationality in the United States
from the late eighteenth century through the first three decades of the
nineteenth century, see J. Corrigan, “The Enlightenment,” in The Encyclo-
pedia of the American Religious Experience, vol. 2, ed. Charles H. Lippy and
Peter W. Williams (New York: Charles Scribners and Sons, 1988), pp. 1089—
1102. Thomas Paine, author of Common Sense and The Age of Reason, went
to great lengths to debunk revealed religion in general and biblical revelation
in particular. He claimed, for example, that the Pentateuch was not written
by Moses but by “very ignorant and stupid pretenders” centuries later, that
the Hebrew prophets were either “impostors or overrated eccentrics” and
that Christianity was “the strangest system of religion ever set up” because
it committed a murder upon Jesus in order to redeem mankind for the sin
of having eaten an apple. See H. M. Morais, Deism in Eighteenth Century
America (New York: Columbia University Press, 1934), p. 125. Labeled “a
filthy little atheist” (in fact, Paine was a deist), Paine was the most famous
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detractor of orthodoxy and perhaps the most committed to undermining
clerical authority, but he was certainly not alone. Elihu Palmer, Joseph
Priestly, Thomas Cooper, Ethan Alien, among many others also launched
vigorous, even bigoted attacks on the “superstitions” of the past. Popular
support for an enlightened faith was slim then, since the deists tended to
appeal to a better educated, more cosmopolitan, and sometimes slightly
eccentric following. Compared to the Evangelicals, they had relatively little
institutional power as well: they were primarily a loose group of unaffiliated
deists, the “religiously irreligious,” Unitarians, Universalists, liberal Con-
gregationalists, Episcopalians, and Masons. Deistic and freethinking societies
such as the Druidical Society of Newburgh founded in about 1788, the
Universal Society of Philadelphia founded in 1791, the Deistical Society of
New York in 1794, the Society of Theophilanthropy founded in both Bal-
timore and New York in 1808, and a few periodicals such as the Temple of
Reason, the Theophilanthropist, the Rights of Man, Prospect, or View of the Moral
World, Western Examiner, and the Inspector also promoted Enlightenment
ideas. Although small in number and fairly weak in power, this loose coalition
did offer a distinct and conspicuous cultural voice through the early nine-
teenth century. Their distinctiveness was largely defined by relentless ridi-
cule of Christianity. Elihu Palmer called the Christian scheme of salvation,
“nonsense and irrationality,” and the Bible, “a book, whose indecency and
immorality shock all common sense and common honesty.” G. Koch, Re-
publican Religion: The American Revolution and the Cult of Reason (New York:
Henry Holt, 1933), p. 64. The Temple of Reason, 17 January 1801, p. 84,
called the epistles of Paul “pompous and declamatory bombast,” “ha-
rangues,” and “the enthusiastic ravings of a madman.” The social problem
with “Christian superstition” was that it “creates intolerance, and persecu-
tors, who are much more injurious to society than the most abandoned
debauchers.” Temple of Reason, 24 January 1801, p. 91. In the 29 November
1800 issue, the periodical editorialized: “We see the priests praying for the
power of the Inquisition against the Temple of Reason—we hear the female
bigot [the Church] giving vent to her rage, and in the true spirit of Christian
superstition, invoking all powers of hell on the devoted head of him, who
ventures to differ from her in opinion. Such is the folly, such is the madness,
such is the wickedness of those, who are blinded by superstition. It is a
consolation, however, in these latter days, that the tender and friendly hand
of philosophy is removing the veil from the eyes of this superstition” (p.
29). Christian ministers and missionaries were regarded as “moral vermin”
and “mental imbeciles,” accused of everything from swindling people to
sleeping with slaves. D. Doepke, “The Western Examiner: A Chronicle of
Atheism in the West,” The Bulletin 30 (1973). The Temple of Reason, 13
December 1800, editorialized, “Our experience tells us that the greatest
rogues are geneally concealed under the robe of religion; and that those
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who repeat the most prayers are pretty expert at cheating their neighbors,
and that they who are most devout in public are the greatest reprobates in
private” (p. 41).

. S. Warren, American Freethought 1860-1914, (New York: Columbia Univer-

sity Press, 1943), p. 213.

. The Catholic Church took a “wait and see” position on the subject of evo-

lution, but the 13 July 1925 edition of the New York Times (p. 17) reported
that prominent Catholics could be found on both sides of the issue.

. From a resolution of the Fourth Annual Convention of the World Christian

Fundamentalists Association, 1 July 1922.

. Emphasis in the original. The author was Reverend Charles F. Bluske, of

Asheville, North Carolina. His concern was to “exposfe] the fallacies of the
evolution hoax.” Quoted in M. Shipley, The War on Modern Science (New
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1927), p. 100.

. Ibid., p. 40.
10.
11

Ibid., p. 240.

Quoted in James D. Bernard, “The Baptists,” American Mercury 7, 26 (Feb-
ruary 1926): 136.

J. W. Butler, “Fights Evolution to Uphold Bible,” New York Times, 5 July
1925, pp. 1-4.

Reverend Earl Dretzschmar quoted in Shipley, The War on Modern Science,
p. 162.

L. P. Ribuffo, The Old Christian Right (Philadelphia: Temple University Press,
1983), p. 92.

Ibid., p. 85. t

Carl Maclntyre, Twentieth Century Reformation (Collingswood, N.J.: Christian
Beacon Press, 1944), chapter 1.

See Warren, American Freethought, for a review of free thought in the 1800s.
J. E. Kleber, “‘Pagan Bob’ on the Comstock: Robert G. Ingersoll Visits
Virginia City,” Nevada Historical Society Quarterly 22 (Winter 1979): 243-253.
Robert G. Ingersoll, “Thomas Paine: With His Name Left Out, the History
of Liberty Cannot be Written,” in The Gods and Other Lectures (Washington,
D.C.: C. P. Farrell, 1878), PP 157-58.

Ibid., p. 158.

The years following World War I were years of general discontent among

- American intellectuals. Some attributed it to the war, some to the decline

22.

of capitalism, others to the growing mass culture of modern democracy, but
whatever the cause many took it out on the rural and generally religious
culture of conservative Protestantism in particular, and the South in general.
See H. F. May, The Discontent of the Intellectuals: A Problem of the Twenties
(Chicago: Rand McNally, 1963).

These were taken from Shipley, The War on Modern Science, from the In-
troduction and pp. 369, 373.
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Ibid., p. 3.

Ibid., p. 28. Shipley also commented, “This final objective is subjugation of
our state and national governments, a virtual union of church and state
under sectarian—Fundamentalist—domination” (p. 26), and, “The Fun-
damentalists are determined to overthrow our (secular) civil and political
institutions and substitute for the government founded by the Fathers of
the Republic a theocracy” (p. 26)

Ibid., p. 15.

Ibid., p. 369.

From C. Bode, ed., The Young Menchen: The Best of His Work (New York:
Dial, 1973), pp. 369-70.

From Mencken’s Prejudices: Fifth Series, quoted in May, The Discontent of the
Intellectuals, pp. 26, 27.

Obadiah Holmes, “The Threat of Millennialism,” Christian Century 39 (28
April 1921): 10; and (5 May 1921): 16—17; “The Capitalists and the Pre-
millenarians,” Christian Century 38 (14 April 1921): 3.

Harry F. Ward, “Fascist Trends in American Churches,” Christian Century
70 (15 April 1953): 490-92.

Editorial, “Blueprint for Discord,” Christian Century 71 (30 June 1954): 782—
83; and Ralph L. Roy, “Ministry of Disruption,” Christian Century 70 (8 April
1953): 410-14.

Address by A. Bartlett Gramatti, president of Yale University, to incoming
freshmen, August 3, 1981. The Dallas Morning News, 6 May 1981.

ACLU direct mail appeal, quoted in “lowa Fall Out,” Wall Street Journal, 18
February 1988.

A version of this section appears in J. D. Hunter, “The Liberal Reaction to
the New Christian Right,” in The New Christian Right: Mobilization and Legit-
imation, ed. R. Liebman and R. Wuthnow (New York: Aldine, 1983).
From a speech by Reverend Timothy Healy, president of Georgetown Uni-
versity, September 1981, Washington, D.C.

Quoted in an editorial by Frank Creel, “A Liberal Sandpaper Job on the
Rev. Jerry Falwell,” New York Tribune, 20 October 1984.

Paul D. Simmons, “A Theological Response to Fundamentalism on the Abor-

_ tion Issue” (Washington, D.C.: Religious Coalition for Abortion Rights Ed-
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ucation Fund), p. 14.

ACLU mailing, New York, no date. ADA brochure, Washington, D.C., no
date. People for the American Way pamphlet, Washington, D.C., “Q & A.”
Public broadcasts of Jimmy Swaggart, 13 and 14 January 1987, reported in
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Ed McAteer, “The Intellectual Barbanans,” Religious Roundtable, Mem-
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Tim LaHaye, The Battle for the Mind (Old Tappan, Nj Fleming H. Revell,
1980) p. 57.

The Voice of Liberty Newsletter 22, 1 (March 1982).

From a direct mail solicitation, Planned Parenthood, Washington, D.C., no
date, and one from the Catholic League for Religious and Civil Rights,
Milwaukee, Wis., no date.

An attorney for the American Jewish Committee (AJC) commented, “There
is a danger . .. that [the religious right] may succeed in legitimating and
legalizing the notion that the Constitution and the political process may be
used to institutionalize Christianity in the nation.” “AJC Speakers Fearful
of Efforts to Institutionalize Christianity,” Washington Post, 22 May 1981.
People for the American Way proposal for funding (Washington, D.C., no
date), and “Interreligious Currents,” 3, 1 (1984): 1.

Reverend Charles Bergstrom, introduction “The Witch Hunt Against Sec-
ular Humanism,” People for the American Way, Washington, D.C., no date.
Mary Peek, “What Every Teacher Should Know About the New Right”
(Washington, D.C.: NEA Task Force on Academic Freedom, no date).
From People for the American Way report, “Secular Humanism Attacks on
Public Schools: 1982-1987,” quoted in Springfield News and Leader, 14 March
1987.

“Preserving Liberty: The First Five Years, 1980-1985" People for the Amer-
ican Way, Washington, D.C., no date, p. 16. In a press release dated 5
October 1986, the ACLU said that the right labeled “everything about con-
temporary life they object to” as “secular humanism.”

David Bollier, “The Witch Hunt Against Secular Humanism,” People for
the American Way, Washington, D.C., no date.

Pro-choice groups are particularly troubled by the power of the Catholic
Church in defense of the pro-life cause. The Religious Coalition for Abortion
Rights alluded to it in a brochure: “Laws proposed by anti-choice organi-
zations would . . . establish religion by making one—and only one—theo-
logical view about ‘personhood’ the only law of the land.” In another of the
group’s brochures, entitled “Theology and Politics,” John Swomley makes
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continue to campaign for passage of an amendment to the Federal consti-
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pressive of intelligently satisfying human living. The distinction between the sacred
and the secular can no longer be maintained.

Beyond this, Ethical Culture has since 1887 described itself as a “religious
fellowship” as has the Fellowship of Religious Humanists (since 1963).
The inclusion of theists in this description is not arbitrary, for the case was
defined as a class action suit on behalf of “all theists.” Other support for the
Board of Education came from the pro bono assistance of Hogan and Hart-
son, a large law firm from Washington, D.C.

Smith v. Board of School Commissioners. 827 F.2d 90. I was one of the expert
witnesses called to testify in this case. In addition to examining the social
studies textbooks for their treatment of the role of religion in American
society, I also wrote a theoretical document entitled, “Humanism and Social
Theory: Is Secular Humanism a Religion?” A popularized version of this
was J. D. Hunter, “America’s Fourth Faith: A Sociological Perspective on
Secular Humanism,” This World 19 (1987): 101-10.

31. ‘The most interesting of the repudiations was made by an expert witness,

Paul Kurtz, an apologist for the secular humanist movement, who claimed
that secular humanism was not a religion—in open contradiction to con-
tentions he had made earlier, advocating that it was in fact a religion. In
chapter 13 of his 1983 book, In Defense of Secular Humanism (Buffalo, N.Y ..
Prometheus Books), based on an article originally published in The Humanist
(November—December 1964), Paul Kurtz writes:

“Religion” for the humanist refers primarily to a quality in human experience. It is
centered around man and his concerns. It is, as Tillich suggests, the expression
of our “ultimate concern,” the basic ideal ends to which a person is committed—
the confession of which may call forth a stutter, a smile, or a blush. Thus we have
a “religious experience” when we are aware of our basic values and aims.

In what way does this differ from philosophical awareness? Philosophy is
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cognitive and rational, religion affective and attitudinal. Science describes for us;
religion profoundly moves us. A philosophical position is converted into a religious
position only when the philosophy is given the strength of passionate devotion
and conviction. Religion thus goes beyonid thought to stir our irrational natures.
Under this definition the communist would be religious in his devotion to the aims
of dialectical materialism, as would the Epicurean, the Buddhist, the Taoist in
their devotion to other ideals. Here faith does not involve belief in the alleged
reality of an unseen being, which is independent of, or contrary to, reason and
experience; but it is a conviction that an ideal can be achieved. Religion in this
sense is a serious and compelling commitment to a way of life; it gives direction
and form to our energies and activities.

There are thus two main characteristics of this humanistic definition of reli-
gion: (1) its reference to fundamental and basic ideals and values, and (2) its reference
to attitudes and feelings. One’s values, however, are not held in isolation from one’s
general cognitive beliefs about the world and one’s place within it. Indeed, one’s
world view, whether naturalistic or theistic has some effect upon the general
attitudes and responses that one takes toward the world in general and other
human beings. Yet it is the prescriptiveness and the expressiveness that a system
of beliefs may arouse that is the distinctive religious quality of experience. So far
as persons are aware of their basic values, and as these have some controlling
emotive power in their lives, they may be said to be “religious.” When someone
becomes concerned attitudinally with his ultimate principles, he is functioning

- religiously. (p. 116, emphasis in original)

Both in his 1986 testimony and in an issue of Free Inquiry (Winter 1985—
86) Kurtz argues the opposite view, that humanism is not a religion.
Washington Post columnist Colman McCarthy, who typically aligns himself
with progressivist causes, found himself unable to support the detractors of
the plaintiffs and Judge Brevard Hand’s decision in Smith. In the Washington
Post 5 April 1987, p. F2, McCarthy wrote: “There’s one hitch on all this:
the actual 111-page decision of Judge Hand. It is not another spray of right-
wing dye meant to color the debate with the biases of backwoods Bible-
toters. A careful reading of the decision, as against a skimming of news
accounts of it, reveals that Mobile families had a fair grievance: That what
was taught in classrooms about religion was impeding the teachings of moth-
ers and fathers at home about religion. What's wrong with that complaint?”
Koch, Adrienne, and William Peden, eds. The Life and Selected Writings of
Thomas Jefferson (New York: Random House, 1944), p. 381.

Everson v. Board of Education, 330 U.S. 1 (1947).

To be sure, on some of these cases, orthodox and progressivist forces line
up on the same side. In 1983, for example, both the reverends Jesse Jackson
and Jerry Falwell came to the defense of seven Christian Fundamentalists,
who were jailed in Nebraska because the Christian school their children
attended had defied state laws regarding the certification of teachers. In the
same year, Rev. Joseph Lowery, the leader of the Southern Christian Lead-
ership Conference, along with other liberal and conservative religious lead-
ers came to the defense of Rev. Sun Myung Moon, who had been convicted
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of income tax evasion in connection with the finances of his Unification
Church. So too religious leaders of many confessions supported the free
exercise rights of Captain Simcha, an ordained rabbi and clinical psychologist
at March Air Force Base who wanted to wear his yarmulke while in uniform
(in Goldman v. Weinberger, 106 S. Ct. 1310 [1986]). In many, if not most
cases, however, the legal dispute finds the orthodox favoring legal principle
while progressives support total separation. Part of the muddying impulse
comes from religious and theological heritage on this issue. The mainline
Protestant and Catholic positions are not always so strongly separationist
because, like their orthodox counterparts, they represent a distinctly reli-
gious voice in public discourse and have an interest in not remaining se-
questered in the private sphere. At the same time, the historical position of
the Baptists. (even orthodox Baptists) has been to favor strict separationism.
In the eighteenth century, Baptists were at a distinct disadvantage against
the Congregationalists in New England and the Episcopalians in the South.
Separationism méant a freer competition with their rivals. Though the orig-
inal rationale no longer applies, Baptists have remained committed to that
tradition.

36. J. D. Hunter, The Williamsburg Charter Survey on Religion and American Public

37.

38.

39.

Life (Washington, D.C.: Williamsburg Charter Foundation, 1988). The fol-
lowing review of the Williamsburg Charter Survey data was based upon the
author’s reanalysis.

Among all rabbis, 15 percent of the more Orthodox (measured by the
professed observance of kosher rules) favored the accommodationist posi-
tion compared to none of the liberal rabbis.

The majority of mainline ministers agreed with this statement but not nearly
so unanimously—70 percent. Conservative and liberal Catholic priests were
comparable at 83 percent. The majority of rabbis rejected this statement
yet with different intensity—43 percent of the Orthodox agreed while only
32 percent of the liberals agreed.

Eighty-three percent of the Evangelicals agreed that “it is a good thing for
sporting events at public high schools to begin with a public prayer” com-
pared to 62 percent of the mainline Protestants and 34 percent of the
secularists. Among Catholics, 61 percent of the orthodox believed it was a
good thing compared to 46 percent of the liberal Catholics. Among the
leadership, 84 percent of the Evangelical leaders agreed compared to 48
percent of the mainline Protestant ministers, 23 percent of the secular media
elites, and 12 percent of the academic elites. Among Catholics, 64 percent
of the conservatives compared to 56 percent of the more progressive agreed
with the statement; and again, rabbis disproportionately opted for the sep-
aratist position yet by different margins. Nearly one of every five of the
observant rabbis agreed compared to only 4 percent of the liberal rabbis.



40.

41.

42,

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.
_ 97 percent; media elites, 91 percent; orthodox Protestant clergy, 68 percent,

NOTES 383

Eighty-seven percent of the Evangelicals, 85 percent of their ministers, 81
percent of all Catholics, and 89 percent of their priests agreed that “it’s ok
for a City Government to put up candles on government property for a
Jewish religious celebration.” On the other hand, 66 percent of the secularists
agreed with this statement. Jews remained consistently separationist on this
issue but in a pattern that has become predictable. Nearly 20 percent of the
more observant rabbis agreed that a manger scene and Menorah candles
could be put up on government property, compared to only 4 percent of
the less observant.
Compared to the 89 percent of the Evangelicals who agreed with thlS state-
ment were 78 percent of the mainline Protestants, and 60 percent of the
secularists.
The actual figures on the question about a moment of silence were as follows:
Protestants: orthodox—89 percent, progressive—78 percent; Catholics: or-
thodox—86 percent, progressive—75 percent; Jews: Orthodox—28 per-
cent, progressive—8 percent. Chi square, significant at .000 level.
Over three-fourths (77 percent) of the Evangelicals favored equal access;
two-thirds (66 percent) of the mainline Protestants favored it. Liberal and
conservative Catholics favored it comparably at about 72 percent, and just
over two-thirds of the secularists favored the policy. Among elites there was
a similar pattern: Protestants: orthodox—79 percent, progressive—70 per-
cent; Catholics: orthodox and progressive both at 83 percent; and Jews:
Orthodox—32 percent, progressive—16 percent. Ch| square, significant at
.000 level.
Of course, the Catholic hierarchy has a long history of support for this policy
and therefore it is not surprising that there is no difference of opinion
among orthodox and progressive Catholic priests (both at 16 percent) and
Catholic laity (both at 40 percent).
Seventy-two percent of the academics and 57 percent of the media elites
agreed with that statement. ‘
The actual figures for these leadership groups were as follows: academics,
75 percent; media elites, 71 percent; orthodox Protestant clergy, 85 percent;
mainline Protestant clergy, 78 percent; orthodox Catholic priests, 88 per-
cent; progressive Catholic priests, 70 percent; Orthodox rabbis, 77 percent,
and progressive rabbis, 56 percent.
Although there is clearly no love lost between progressives and the Moral
Majority, roughly two-thirds (66 percent) of the academics, 63 percent of
the media elites, 51 percent of the progressive ministers and priests, and
47 percent of the progressive rabbis disagreed that “the Moral Majority
should stay out of politics.”
The actual figures for these leadership groups were as follows: academics,
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mainline Protestant clergy, 72 percent; orthodox Catholic priests, 70 per-
cent; progressive Catholic priests, 83 percent; and Orthodox and progressive
rabbis, 81 percent each.

The actual figures for these leadership groups were as follows: academics,
87 percent; media elites, 81 percent; orthodox Protestant clergy, 69 percent;
mainline Protestant clergy, 75 percent; orthodox and progressive Catholic
priests, 73 percent each; progressive Catholic priests, 83 percent; and Or-
thodox rabbis, 80 percent, and progressive rabbis, 66 percent.

The review that follows has drawn heavily from D. L. Beschle, “The Con-
servative as Liberal: The Religion Clauses, Liberal Neutrality and the Ap-
proach of Justice O’Connor,” Notre Dame Law Review 62 (1987): 151-91.
The statute was upheld because the Court classified the benefits that par-
ochial students and their parents enjoyed as part and parcel of the benefits
provided to all citizens of New Jersey, regardless of their particular religious
affiliation.

Everson v. Board of Education, 330 U.S. 1 (1947).

McCollum v. Board of Education, 333 U.S. 203 at 212 (1948).

Engel v. Vitale, 370 U.S. 421 (1962): Abington Township School District v.
Schempp, 374 U.S. 203 (1963).

Epperson v. Arkansas, 393 U.S. 97 (1968).

Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602 (1971). In one of these programs the state
of Rhode Island paid teachers in parochial elementary schools a supplement
to their salary; Pennsylvania reimbursed parochial schools for the cost of
books and teacher salaries in mathematics, foreign languages, the physical
sciences, and physical education.

Stone v. Graham, 449 U.S. 39 (1980).

United States v. Lee, 455 U.S. 252 (1982).

Goldman v. Weinberger, 106 S. Ct. 1310 (1986); Edwards v. Aguillard, 482 U.S.
578 (1987). :

Zorach v. Clauson, 343 U.S. 306 (1952); Braunfeld v. Brown, 366 U.S. 599
(1961); McGowan v. Maryland, 366 U.S. 420 (1961).

Board of Education v. Allen, 392 U.S. 236 (1968).

Walz v. Tax Commission, 397 U.S. 664 (1970); Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 U.S.
205 (1972); Wolman v. Walter, 433 U.S. 229 (1977).

McDaniel v. Paty, 435 U.S. 618 (1978).

l

Marsh v. Chambers, 463 U.S. 783 (1983).

Lynch v. Donnelly, 104 S. Ct. 1355 (1984); Bowen v. Kendrick, 487 U.S. 589
(1988).

See Beschle, “The Conservative as Liberal: The Religion Clauses, Liberal
Neutrality, and the Approach of Justice O’Connor.” Beschle goes on to say
that “the very fact that the Court has framed two separate sets of rules has
led to an obvious tension between them—to strengthen the mandate that
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government not aid religion may be to weaken the principle that it may not
interfere with religious practice. This tension has given critics of the appli-
cation of one clause ammunition to attack the Court drawn from the Court’s
own treatment of the other clause.” (p. 164).

. L. Levy, The Establishment Clause (New York: Macmlllan, 1986), p. 163.
69.

See Justice Lewis Powell’s separate opinion on Wolman v. Walter, 433 U.S.
272 (1977).

Fink, “The Establishment Clause According to the Supreme Court: The
Mysterious Eclipse of Free Exercise Values,” pp. 207-62. See also D. Dreis-
bach, Real Threat and Mere Shadow: Religious Freedom and the First Amendment
(Westchester, Ill.: Crossway, 1987).

R. ]J. Neuhaus, “The Pfefferian Inversion,” paper presented at the Williams-
burg Charter Conference on Religion and American Public Life, University
of Virginia, Charlottesville, Va., April 1988.

In most cases the attorneys representing orthodox interests have not had
the organizational mechanisms that the ACLU or the People for the Amer-
ican Way have had for promoting to a large audience their perspective on
the cases. Concerned Women for America (which supported the plaintiffs
in Mozert v. Hawkins County School Board) possesses those mechanisms. The
orthodox admit, in private, that they sense that the media bias is so strongly
“liberal” and therefore opposed to their interests that the most they can
hope to accomplish is “a correction of some of the distortions of the truth.”
From a telephone interview with a spokesperson from the legal division of
Concerned Women for America, 14 October 1988.

Dean Kelley also cites an increasingly dense population and a culture of
litigiousness as still other reasons why we can expect more litigation on this
issue (personal communication).

CHAPTER 1 1: ELECTORAL POLITICS

. Some interesting developments are taking place within political science. See,

for example, the work of Paul Kleppner, The Cross of Culture (New York:
Free Press, 1970).

. Quoted in the New York Times, 19 October 1980.
. Paraphrased in part from a Reagan news conference in Los Angeles, and

reported in Howell Raines, “Reagan Reiterates Warning on Schools,” New
York Times, 14 October 1980, p. D22.

. Reagan said this in his debate with candidate John Anderson, quoted in

Adam Clymer, “In TV Debate, Reagan Counts on Presence—and Absence,”
New York Times, 21 September 1980, p. El. «
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. All of these statements were made in the Reagan—Anderson debate reported

in ibid.

. Ibid.
. These statements by Carter and Mondale were made on the last night of

the Democratic National Convention and reported in the Hedrick Smith,
“Mondale on Ticket,” and “Transcript of Mondale’s Address Accepting
Renomination for Vice Presidency,” New York Times, 15 August 1980, pp.
Al, B4.

. Quoted in New York Times, 27 September 1984 “We Will Lift America Up.”
. From a speech in Cleveland, Ohio, reported in “Mondale Moves to Shore

Up Base,” New York Times, 26 September 1984, p. D23.

From a speech in Tupelo, Mississippi, reported in Bernard Weintraub,
“Mondale Defends Himself on Religion Issue in South,” New York Times, 14
September 1984, p. A18.

“Archbishop Contends Abortion is Key Issue,” New York Times, June 25,
1984, p. D13.

Compare J. K. White’s analysis in his book, The New Politics of Old Values
(Hanover, N.H.: University of New England Press, 1988), p. 2. See Paul
Erickson, Reagan Speaks: The Making of an American Myth (New York: New
York University Press, 1985), p. 115.

See the campaign video, “Pat Robertson: Who Is This Man?” Eagle Media
Group, 1988. The Robertson quotes in this paragraph are from John Don-
ovan, Pat Robertson: The Authorized Biography (New York: Macmillan, 1988):
esp. chapter 9, “The Body Politic.”

The Jackson quotes in this paragraph are from Roger Hatch and Frank
Watkms, eds., Reverend Jesse L. Jackson: Straight from the Heart (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1987), p. 4.

From the Bush—Dukakis television debate, reported in E. J. Dionne, Jr.,
“Bush and Dukakis with Anger Debate Leadership and Issues from Abortion
to Iran-Contra,” New York Times, 26 September 1988, p. Al.

From Bush’s nomination acceptance speech, reported in R. W. Apple, Jr.,
“Bush, in Rousing Finale, Vows More Jobs but Never a Tax Rise; Backs
Quayle Despite Dispute,” New York Times, 19 August 1988.

From the Bush—Dukakis television debate, reported in Dionne, “Bush and
Dukakis with Anger,” p. Al.

The first statement is from the Dukakis acceptance speech at the Democratic
National Convention. The second is from the Bush—Dukakis debate, re-
ported in Dionne, “Bush and Dukakis with Anger,” p. Al.

Dukakis nomination acceptance speech at the Democratic National Con-
vention.

The key measure here for Catholics is belief orthodoxy as defined in this
book, not measures of ‘piety such as church attendance. The patterns do
not show up at all on the basis of church attendance.
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Archbishop John F. Whealon, “The Democratic and Repubhcan Platforms,”
Crisis (October 1988): 36-37.

Ibid., p. 87. See Peter Occhiogrosso, “Born Again Politics: Why a Cathollc
Housewife is Organizing the Midwest for Pat Robertson,” Crisis (February
1988): 19-24.

See Gerald Capers, Stephen A. Douglas: Defender of the Union (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1959), p. 187.

See Don E. Fehrenbacher, Abraham Lincoln: Speeches and Writings, 1859—
1865 (New York: Library of America, 1984), p. 137.

The Cockran speech is contained in Robert McElroy, ed., In the Name of
Liberty: Selected Speeches of Bourke Cockran (New York: Putnam, 1925).
The Bryan speech is contained in The Annals of America, Vol. 12: Popu-
lism, Imperialism, and Reform (Chicago: Encyclopedia Britannica Company,
1976).

See Allan J. Lichtman, Prejudice and the Old Politics: The Presidential Election -
of 1928 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1979), and Henry
Pringle, Alfred E. Smith: A Critical Study (New York: Macy Macius Publishers,
1927).

This entire section of the chapter draws very heavily and directly from the
insightful and eloquent work in J. W. Ceaser et al., “The Rise of the Rhe-
torical Presidency,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 11 (Spring 1981): 158-171;
J. K. Tulis, The Rhetorical Presidency (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press, 1987); and J. W. Ceaser, “The Rhetorical Presidency Revisited,” in
Modern Presidents and the Presidency, ed. Marc Landy (Lexington, Mass.: Lex-
ington Books, 1985). Conversations with Jim Ceaser of the Department of
Government and Foreign Affairs at the University of Virginia have also
contributed to the argument presented here.

The speaking tour of Andrew Johnson in the summer before the 1866
elections was the only real exception. Yet Ceaser et al., in “The Rise of the
Rhetorical Presidency,” argue that this campaign strategy not only failed, it
was considered highly irregular (p. 234).

Ibid., p. 237.

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 234.

Ibid., p. 234.

Kiku Adatto, “The Incredible Shrinking Sound Bite,” New Republic, 28 May
1990, pp. 20-23.

See Ceaser et al., “The Rise of the Rhetorical Presidency,” p. 242. The
consequence of this was summed up by Patrick Buchanan. Editorializing in
the Washington Times, Buchanan stated that the “modern media—with its
insatiable appetite for drama, conflict and controversy—have made the pas-
sive presidency a museum piece” (13 March 1989).

The extensive data reported in L. Sabato, PAC Power: Inside The World of
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Political Action Committees (New York: Grove Press, 1985) document this point
adequately up through the mid-1980s.

An empirical study documenting this trend was reported in Ceaser et al.,
“The Rise of the Rhetorical Presidency,” p. 245.

The major polling agencies missed the boat on this one. See Fred Barnes,
“Abortive Issue,” New Republic, 4 December 1989, who reports on the
CBS/New York Times exit poll. This pattern was shown in a poll conducted
by the Center for Survey Research at the University of Virginia just before
the November 1989 election. The abortion issue overrode party loyalty, race,
and every other factor in its influence on people’s vote. There was, according
to polister Steven Finkel, “substantial cross-over voting based on people’s
abortion views; this [was] especially noticeable in'the numbers of pro-choice
Republicans who currently prefer [the Democratic candidate]. From a press
release from the Center for Survey Research, 4 November 1989, pp. 10—
11.

See Ceaser, “The Rhetorical Presidency Revisited,” p. 32.

Wilson quoted in Ceaser et al., “The Rise of the Rhetorical Presidency,” p.
239.

Tim LaHaye, in the October 1988 issue of Capital Report, made a call to this
effect in stating, “It’s time more Christians realize they can serve both their
God and their country by running for some of the 97,000 elective offices
in this nation” (p. 3).

CHAPTER 12: MORAL PLURALISM AND THE DEMOCRATIC IDEAL

. The question may be moot if there is, by chance, a national economic col-

lapse. Seymour Martin Lipset is probably correct in arguing that the politics
of culture and status characterize times of plenty, while times of poverty are
marked by the politics of social class. Thus a deep recession, an economic
stagnation, even depression might moderate hostilities considerably.

. Sean Wilentz, “God and Man at Lynchburg,” The New Republic, April 25,

1988, p. 30.

. LaHaye quoted in Kim Lawton, “Whatever Happened to the Religious

Right?” Christianity Today 33 (15 December 1989): 44. See “Robertson Re-
groups ‘Invisible Army’ into New Coalition,” Christianity Today 34 (23 April
1990): 35.

. Indeed, the COR steering committee reads like a Who’s Who in the Evan-

gelical world. Harold O. J. Brown, Robert Dugan (of the Washington Office
of the National Association of Evangelicals), Duane Gish, D. James Kennedy,
Tim LaHaye, Beverly LaHaye, Harold Lindsell, Ed McAteer, Josh Mc-
Dowell, Bob Mumford, Gary North, J. I. Packer, R. J. Rushdooney, Edith

Schaeffer, Franky Schaeffer, Congressman Mark Siljander, John Perkins,
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Brother Andrew, and Donald Wildmon are only a few of the names listed.
The quotation is from a COR letter and brochure dated 26 February 1990.

. Ibid.
. In the late 1980s, Concerned Women for America, for example, changed

much of its organizational strategy by placing priority on the development
of local prayer/action chapters. The National Organization for Women has
also been very effective at mobilizing at the local level. According to John
Buchanan, chairman of People for the American Way, “It is certainly easier
to do battle with a nationally televised prominent person . .. than it is to
fight state-by-state and locality-by-locality battles . . . but this is where I think
the battles are going to be.” Quoted in Lawton, “Whatever Happened to
the Religious Right?” p. 46.

7. Jeffrey K. Hadden and Anson Shupe, Televangelism: Power and Politics on

10.
11.

12.

13.
" Mutual Life Report on Values in the 80s,” conducted by Research and

14.

God’s Frontier (New York: Henry Holt, 1988), pp. 286, 19.

. Ibid., pp. 286-97.
. This passion also translates into an indigenous grass-roots organization,

namely churches, parishes, and synagogues, which can be enormously ef-
fective in mobilizing mass support. One study showed, for example, that
over 95 percent of the pro-life activists were religiously active compared to
only 2 percent of the pro-choice activists. See Kristin Luker, Abortion and the
Politics of Motherhood (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984).
From the COR brochure and letter, 26 February 1990.

See, for example, Fritz Machlup, The Production and Distribution of Knowledge
in the United States (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1962), and
Michael Rogers Rubin and Mary Taylor Huber, The Knowledge Industry in
the United States, 1960—1980 (Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton University Press,
1986).

Rubin and Huber, The Knowledge Industry in the United States, 19601980,
chapters 1 and 10.

Fairly comprehensive evidence for this can be found in the “Connecticut

Forecasts in 1981. The opinions of the general population on a wide variety
of social, political, and moral issues were compared to the opinions of nine
categories of elites (in religion, business, voluntary associations, military,
education, government, the news media, science, and law and justice). An-
other important study showing these patterns can be found in S. R. Lichter,
S. Rothman, and L. Lichter, The Media Elite (Bethesda, Md.: Adler & Adler,
1986).

One review of these data can be found in James Davison Hunter, American
Evangelicalism: Conservative Religion and the Quandary of Modernity (New
Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 1983), chapter 5. See also the
Gallup Reports on Religion in America (Princeton, N.J.: American Institute
of Public Opinion, annual).
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The survey was conducted by the author based upon the 1988 edition of
the Encyclopedia of Associations. The organizations used in this survey were
selected if they promoted an identifiably liberal or conservative point of view
on domestic policy issues relating to the culture war. '

In his Prison Notebooks Gramsci states, “One of the most important charac-
teristics of any group that is developing towards dominance is its struggle
to assimilate and to conquer ‘ideologically’ the traditional intellectuals, but
this assimilation and conquest is made quicker and more efficacious the
more the group in question succeeds in simultaneously elaborating its own
organic intellectuals” (p. 10). The illustration he uses is the French Revo-
lution, where the conflicts between the organic intellectuals of the bourgeoi-
sie and the church led to various compromises and eventually to the Dreyfus
affair, which signaled the final victory of anti-clerical forces against the
powerful alliance between the clergy and monarchy. Antonio Gramsci, Se-
lections from the Prison Notebogks of Antonio Gramsci, 1st ed. (New York:
International Publishers, 1971). See also L. Salamini, The Sociology of Political

" Praxis: An Introduction to Gramsci’s Theory (London: Routledge and Kegan
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Paul, 1981), p. 110.

See James Davison Hunter, Evangelicalism: The Coming Generation (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1987).

One of the most powerful arguments for this idea is made by A. Gouldner,
The Future of Intellectuals and the Rise of the New Class (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1979).

N. Anderson, Desert Saints (Chlcago University of Chicago Press, 1942), pp.
290-91.

Reynolds v. United States, 98 U.S. 145, 166—167 (1879).

Davis v. Beason, 133 U.S. 33, 342—-43 (1890).

From a Religious Coalition on Abortion Rights pamphlet, “Abortion: Why
Religious Organizations in the United States Want to Keep It Legal,” Wash-
ington, D.C., no date.

Ibid.

This is the closing epigram of ibid.

From an organizing packet for state and local activists for the National Day
of Mourning for the Right to Privacy, 30 June 1989, a protest against the
Supreme Court decision in Bowers v. Hardwick.

“Reductio Ad Absurdum,” Crisis (November 1988): 7.

Thus the opposition to these behaviors is a measure of intolerance and
hostility toward democratic pluralism. This is to say that anyone publicly
opposing these things displays both “intolerance” and a “flagrant disregard
for personal liberty.” See Bob Frishman, American Families (Washington,
D.C.: People for the American Way, 1984), p. 78.

One of the most fascinating popular apologies for moral pluralism came in
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the form of a series of thirty-second “public affairs announcements” run by
the People for the American Way in the mid-1980s. In each, a dozen or so
people were interviewed about their preferences in eggs, music, and sports.
In each case each interviewee expressed a different opinion. For example,
in the commercial that played off sports we heard:

“All sports have something to recommend them. but, uh, actually I enjoy swim-
ming.”

“I really like basketball.”

“People think that because I'm tall, I should like basketball. But I hate it.”
“I like to watch baseball, if there’s beer.”

“Boxing.”

“Surfing.”

“Football’s the real sport.”

“Too bloody.”

“So violent.”

“Now you're talking my language.”

The tag that followed this and all of the other announcements read: “Free-
dom of thought: The right to have and express your own opinions. That’s
the American Way.” Though the explicit message concerned the “freedom
of thought,” the visual and discursive message was more encompassing.
Because the references are made to actual behavior (“I enjoy swimming,”
“I love western omelets,” “I love the discothéque”), the commercials become,
at the very least, opaque apologies for a broader conception of pluralism.
Attributed to Martin Peretz of the New Republic, in Focus on
the Family’s Citizen 3 (February 1989): p. 11.

This statement is from the organizing packet for the National Day of Mourn-
ing for the Right to Privacy, 30 June 1989.

J. W. Butler, “Fights Evolution to Uphold Bible,” New York Times, 5 July
1925, pp. 1-4.

From Christian Voice pamphlet, “Christian Voice: Preserving a Free Soci-
ety.”

“No Time to Compromise,” an editorial in Independent Voice 35, 7 (no
date).

Robert L. Houbeck quoted in R. J. Neuhaus, “The Abortion Debate: The
Next Twelve Years,” The Religion and Society Special Report (July 1985): B5.
This is from the Marquis de Sade’s Juliette (New York: Grove, 1968), part
4, pp. 605-7 .

A. Maclntyre, After Virtue (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame
Press, 1984) p. 263.

This is paraphrased from Jeffrey Stout, Ethics After Babel (Boston: Beacon,
1988), from his insightful chapter 9, “Virtue Among the Ruins.” :
See Richard Madsen, “Contentless Consensus: The Political Discourse of a
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NOTES

" Segmented Society,” in Alan Wolfe, The Recentering of American Society (Berke-

39.

ley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1991).
Stout, Ethics After Babel, p. 212.

EPILOGUE: DEMOCRATIC POSSIBILITIES

. Cf. George Weigel, “The Requirements and Limits of Civility: How We

Contend,” paper presented at the Williamsburg Charter Conference, “Com-
mitment and Civility: The First Amendment Religion Clauses and American
Public Life,” 11-14 April 1988, Williamsburg, Virginia; Steven M. Tipton,
“The Church as a School for Virtue,” Daedalus 117 (Spring 1988): 163—175;
and The Williamsburg Charter (Washington, D.C.: the Williamsburg Charter
Foundation, 1988).

. A. Maclntyre, Whose Justice? Which Rationality? (Notre Dame, Ind.: University

of Notre Dame Press, 1988).

. This is perhaps the central argument of R. Bellah et al., Habits of the Heart

(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1985).

. The word comes from the Greek prefix idios, meaning personal, private,

separate—as in idiomatic, idiosyncrasy, and idiom. The idiot was the private,
ill-informed person, one off on his or her own.

. Alan Wolfe makes the most recent and forceful case for this position in his

important book, Whose Keeper? Social Science and Moml'Obligation (Berkeley
and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1989).

. The possibility is kept alive by such efforts as the Williamsburg Charter

Project. The Williamsburg Charter was an officially recognized commem-
oration of the bicentennial of the U.S. Constitution (see the Journal of Law
and Religion, July 1991). Published in 1988, it celebrates religious liberty,
sets out the place of such liberty in American public life, and reaffirms the
place of such liberty for people of all faiths or none. In doing so it reforges
a vital but controversial part of the American public philosophy, or the |
common vision for the common good. Here lies its importance for the
culture wars. Moving beyond historical commemoration to reaffirmation
today, it brings American first principles to bear on the knottiest problems
of the universities, the public school classrooms, and the law courts. The
most practical outcome of the Williamsburg Charter is a new curriculum on
religious liberty in a pluralistic society. It has been introduced in many public
schools and is making an important contribution to the education reform
movement and to the maintenance of a responsible, civil society. See Living
with Our Deepest Differences: Religious Liberty in a Pluralistic Society (First Liberty
Institute at George Mason University, 1990).
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