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Ihe ritNOdOX Church In A} Pluralistic or
DYy Emmanuel Clapsis, Brookline

(reneral Remarks

One of the problems that the TINOdCdOX churches AdIC facıng In the modern
WOT. 15 understand what ıt be the Church of (10d In pluralıstiıc socl1ety OIICE

che affırms that the Church does NOT eX1ISst only for her members but for the salvatıon of
the ole WOT. How does the TINOdOX Church exerclIse her transformatıve role In
WOT. where dıfferent rel1210us, racıal, ethnıic, and cultural cCommunıt1es wıth dıverse
moral outlooks and WaYyS of ıfe demand publıc recognıtıon and opportunıties
inftluence the publıc sphere that they lıve In and chare wıth others?

In the past, partıcular culture had assumed hegemonI1c Pr1mMaCy In efinıng sOocCc1al
realıty, that 1S, the publıc realm BIE ıfe that people of dıfferent soc1al class, LACC, gender,
culture and relıg10N shared wıth ONMNC another. oday q1] these dıfferent COomMmMuUuUnNıtIES
aspıre contrıbute equalliy hapıng the nature of publıc lıfe, demandıng that the
NOTL only recogn1ze theır partiıcularıty, el whatever dıfferentlates them from the others,
but also rovıde for the protection of such partiıcularıty irom al poss1ıble threats of
alteratıon, Suppress10n, 0)8 OrCcCeIiu oblıteratıon. The problem has been exacerbated Dy the
Tact that diverse cultural, rel1210us, ethnıc SIOUDS, socıetles, and c1ıvılızations previously
L1NOTEC less 1solated Irom ONEC another aAaIc NO In egular and almost unavoıdable
Contact Ihe voluntary 0)8 OrC1ıbie mı1gration of dıfferent racılal, cultural and rel1210uUs
cCommunıiıtlies has led them sıtuation of harıng the SadIlle lıyıng by breakıng
down all the barrıers of COomMMmMuUNIıCaAtIıOoN that kept them from each other The
advances In I11ass transportatiıon and cCommunıcatıon have also contrıbuted the
COompress1ion of the WOT. and ıts transformatıon into »globa. village«. { hıs experlence
has sel In motion wo-Tfold sımultaneous-paradoxıical PTOCCSS by IC the iıdentities of
people and of theır communıtıies AIC relatıviızed Dy attenuatıng theır Qilferences., and In
reactiıon such effect PIOCCSS begıns for the preservatıon, (re)creatıion, and
stabılızatiıon of these vulnerable identities.‘ The Ifects of thıs wofold PTOCCSS aAarec that
people and communıtlies AICc increasıngly tolerant of diiterence. sensıitive the rıghts of
the »other«, 116e »trıbalısm« experlences TESUTSCHNCC In the form of natıonalısm,
racısm and rel1210us secular fundamentalısm.

What does all thıs 11CcAan for the ıfe and the wı1tness of the TIANOCdOX Churches? Ihe
TIAhOdOX urches, depending theır partıcular CONTLEXT, espond thıs modern
challenge dıfferently. For example, In the Unıited States the TINOdCdOX urches existing
In pluralıstic and 1beral desıire noTl only be recognızed and be respected Dy the
soclety al arge, but also contrıbute the o1fts of Orthodoxy for the development of the
COMMON 200d of the COUNIrY. As the PTOCCSS galns frul1tion for the full integration of

Peter eyer, elıgıon and Globalızatıon. London 994
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Greece.: Orthodox COUNITY, into the European communıty, federatıon of 1beral
democratıc and pluralıstic States, the role of the TINOdOX Church In modern Greece
inevıtably 11l have be re-configured that ıf Cal take ser10usly the 1IC  < soc1al
realıtıes. Perhaps the experience of the TINOdCdOX urchnes of the Dıaspora COU be
helpful thıs matter * If In multicultural setting dIC expecting the others a(0)1 only
recogn1ıze OUT in that soclety but qalsO ecelve the 1 BIR Urthodoxy and ıts
unıque interpretation of lıfe, how AdIcC dS TINOdOX prepared ecelve the o1fts of
others who have sımılar nOoO aspıratıons concernıng the o1ifts of theır partıcular culture,
rel1210uUsS, moral CHSisS In such sıtuatiıon of mutual enriıchment, rel1g10us,
cultural, racıal ethnıc communıty desıires lose COmMpromı1se 1ts partiıcularıty, but
yel ONEC INaYy that theır peacefu and interactıve CO-ex1istence In the publıc realm of
modern democratıc transforms theır understandıng and apprec1latıon of each other
wıthout oblıteratiıng theır dıfference In SUOILLIC instances, however, the dıfferent COMMUNI-
t1es INAaYy recogn1ıze the Incompatıbıilıty of theır partıcular phılosophıes of ıfe and moral
outlooks and choose dıstance themselves from ON another wıthout forcefully negatıng
the MNg of the others eXIst In theır partiıcularıty wıthın accepted paramelers of
democratıc

1S the PUTDOSC of thıs explore the publıc of the TINOdOX Church in
pluralıstic WOT. By »publıc TESCNCC« refer those aSpeCTIS of the TINOdOX

Churchs ıfe that Cal be SCCM and ear Dy everybody, havıng the wıdest poss1ble publıc
and., furthermore, whatever understand be the WOT. ıC 15 COMMNMON

all and 15 dıstınguıshed from OUT prıvate place In 1t.} wıll eg1in unfoldıng Y
Dy tryıng understand the publıc realm of ıberal democratıc sOc1letles that professedly
aspıre be secular and pluralıstic, Dy examınıng the hıghly contested meanıng of
secularısm and pluralısm and the role of relıg10N In that CONTeXT My aspıratıon 1S
demonstrate the ırreduCc1ıble pluralısm of the modern WOT. that INAaYy e1ıther ead contlıct
hrough the TESUTSCIICC of trıbalısm: relatıyısm and {ragmentatıon hrough the
exaltatıon of arbıtrary subjectivism; OT urther expansıon of OUT hor1izons of under-
standıng hrough transformatıve conversatıon wıth others. want In thıs
that OdOXYy for theologıca CaJsSsons Cannot embrace eıther trıbalısm relatıvıiısm. Ihe
TINOdOX understandıng of eschatology, the sanctıty of the human PCISOLL, the ımportance
of cCOommMunNnN10N and the unıversal dımens1on of the ffects of the Chrıstian gospel demand
the publıc of OdOoXy and 1ts contrıbution the advancement of the publıc
x00d, Aase‘ 1ts venerable tradıtiıon and conversatıon wıth others. The effectiveness
of such actıve depends noTt Only what Orthodoxy has er the
modern WOT. but also how the Orthodox urches interact and wıth the
WOT.

Metropolıtan John (Zizioulas), (C'ommunıon and erness, VIadımir s T’heological OQuarterlTy 38 (1994)
348, insısts that the mi1iss1ion of TINOdOX Church In the West 15 NOTL the COoNversion of estern Christians
OdOXY, but the much broader and essentıial ask be 1tNess f the specı1al ethos f TthOdOX tradıtıon In
the western WOT! Furthermore, the TIANOdOX churches In the West MUST interpret Western culture {O other
Orthodox churches lıving In other parts of the W OT becomıng bridges between hıstorical Orthodoxy and
Western chrıstianıty.

Hannah Arendt, The Human Condiıtıion, Chicago 1958, S()572
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Secularization and the Church

The publıc of the Ofhodox urcnes In pluralıstic WOTr. requıres
Oroug erıtical study and theologica aSsesSssSsmMeEeNT of the soc1al realıties that shape the
human experience and understandıng of thıs WOT. 0Ug the Church has been
instıtuted Dy the Incarnate Word of (10d and the Holy S pırıt, ıt 15 undoubtedly ITU: that
hıstorıcal contingenclies affect her abılıty rıghtly discern actıve wıthın
the ambıvalence of hıistory. 1e TIANOdOX theolog1ans CADICSS adequately the richness
of TIANOdOX tradıtion, they AL noTt always sulfıcıently nformed about the complexıities
of the modern WOT. that demand first be understood and then be theologically
interpreted. I ıt 15 NOT done, then the Church INAYy speak the WOT. and the WOTr. INAaYy
o0k for the Church, but they WOU be unable INeEeeEel and CommMmMuUnNICate wıth each other.

For the Chrıistian Church the total ex1istence of the WOT. 1S under the sovere1gnty of
(J0d The »Sacred« 1S actıvely present In al pheres of ealıty I hıs beliıef had solıdıthed
In the past the predomınance of the eccles1astıical institutions AS the agents of the sacred
ın determinıng the and patterns GT communal and personal 11e odernity,
spearheaded Dy the Protestant Reformation, the development of the modern market
eCOoNOMIES and SCIENCE, sefl In motion the dynamıc PIOCCSS of secularızatıon that radıcally
challenged the role of the »SsSacred« and of the eccles1astıcal institutions In the ıfe of the
world.> Secularızation changed the relatıon of the sacred and the secular In the human
definıtion of ealıty Ihe secular domaın laımed independence fIrom the sacred and the
WOT. wrested OMY Irom the control of the eccles1astical institutions. If before it
Was the rel1210uUs realm that appeared be the all-encompassing ealıty wıthın 16 the
secular realm oun Its PTODCTI place, 1O the secular sphere 1S the all-encompassıng
ealıty T the rel1210uUs sphere wıll have adap Ihe secular domaın, after 1t
gaıned 1tsVfrom the tutelage of the eccles1astical instıtuti1ons, Was ubject
internal DTOCECSS of dıfferentilation that DAVC 1r varıety of uUutonoOomous sub-domains
polıty, lawW, CCONOMYVYV, scl1ence, educatıon. art, health, Tamıly) that aspıre regulate theır
internal]l coherence wıth instrumental ratiıonalıty that each OMC has developed for ıts
OW needs Ihe and the market CCONOMY assumed preemminence OVCT all other
pheres of secular ıfe IC aspıre condıtıon the modern understandıng and
classıfıcation of the WOT. The individual In each of these sub-domaımns IS expected

In the Byzantıne empıre the sacred and the secular WCIC overlappıng realıtles. As Donald 1COl, Church
and Doclety In the Last Centuries of yzantıum, Cambridge 1979, 3 States »InThe Orthodox Church in a Pluralistic World  53  Secularization and the Church  The public presence of the Orthodox Churches in a pluralistic world requires a  thorough critical study and theological assessment of the social realities that shape the  human experience and understanding of this world. Although the Church has been co-  instituted by the incarnate Word of God and the Holy Spirit, it is undoubtedly true that  historical contingencies affect her ability to rightly discern God's active presence within  the ambivalence of history. While Orthodox theologians express adequately the richness  of Orthodox tradition, they are not always sufficiently informed about the complexities  of the modern world that demand first to be understood and then to be theologically  interpreted. If it is not done, then the Church may speak to the world and the world may  look for the Church, but they would be unable to meet and communicate with each other.  For the Christian Church the total existence of the world is under the sovereignty of  God. The »sacred« is actively present in all spheres of reality. This belief had solidified  in the past the predominance of the ecclesiastical institutions as the agents of the sacred  in determining the norms and patterns of communal and personal life.“ Modernity,  spearheaded by the Protestant Reformation, the development of the modern state, market  economies and science, set in motion the dynamic process of secularization that radically  challenged the role of the »sacred« and of the ecclesiastical institutions in the life of the  world.* Secularization changed the relation of the sacred and the secular in the human  definition of reality. The secular domain claimed independence from the sacred and the  world wrested autonomy from the control of the ecclesiastical institutions. If before it  was the religious realm that appeared to be the all-encompassing reality within which the  secular realm found its proper place, now the secular sphere is the all-encompassing  reality to which the religious sphere will have to adapt. The secular domain, after it  gained its autonomy from the tutelage of the ecclesiastical institutions, was subject to an  internal process of differentiation that gave birth to a variety of autonomous sub-domains  (polity, law, economy, science, education, art, health, family) that aspire to regulate their  internal coherence with an instrumental rationality that each one has developed for its  own needs. The state and the market economy assumed a preeminence over all other  spheres of secular life which aspire to condition the modern understanding and  classification of the world. The individual in each of these sub-domains is expected to  * In the Byzantine empire the sacred and the secular were overlapping realities. As Donald M. Nicol, Church  and Society in the Last Centuries of Byzantium, Cambridge 1979, p-. 3, states: »In ... the Byzantine world, the  distinction between things spiritual and things temporal was often blurred and seldom defined. Church and  Empire were seen as two elements of one society, the soul and the body. In the fourth century Eusebius of  Caesarea had declared that the Christian Roman Empire was the earthly reflexion of the Kingdom of Heaven.  Just as there was only one God in heaven so there could only be one ruler on earth, and that was the Emperor of  the Romans. The emperor was God's regent on earth, the visible head of the church and state, because the two  were interdependent.«  On the concept of secularization see Hans Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of Modern Age, Cambridge 1983;  David Martin, Secularization: The Range of Meaning, in: The Religious and the Secular, New York 1969; Peter  Berger, The Sacred Canopy, Garden City, New York 1969; Bryan Wilson, Religion in Secular Society, London  1966; Thomas Luckmann, Invisible Religion, New York 1967; Andrew Greely, Unsecular Man: The Persistence  of Religion, New York 1972.the Byzantıne WOT'| the
dıstinction between thıngs spırıtual and thıngs empora. W often blurred and seldom defined Church and
Empire wWeTe SsSCcCCMN as [WO elements of UOMC socılety, the Ssoul and the body In the fourth CENLUTY Eusebius of
Caesarea had eclare: hat the Christian Roman Empıre Was the earthly reflex1i0n of the Kıngdom of Heaven.
Just As there Was only ONE (G0d In heaven there COU. only be OIlC ruler ON earth, and hat the Emperor of
the Romans. The CINDCTOT W d> regent earth, the visıble head of the church and State, because the [WO
were interdependent.«

On the CONCeDL of secularızatıon i Hans Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of odern Age, ambrıdge 1983;
David Martıin, Secularization: Ihe ange of Meanıng, In The Relıg10us and the Secular, New ork 1969; Peter
Berger, The Sacred Canopy, Garden CACy, New ork 1969; ryan 1LSON, elıgıon ın Secular Soclety, London
1966: I homas Luckmann, Invısıble elıgıon, New ork 1967: Andrew Greely, Unsecular Man Ihe Persistence
of Religion, New ork Or
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function accordıng the instrumental rationalıty that regulates the ıfe of each Sub-
domaın. He MUST Dy the »rules of the SaMC« wıthout anı y personal ommıtment
convıctlion. Who PCISON 15 and what he does AdIiIc separated ASs utonOomous domaıns of

eing and actıng. elıg10n, aspırıng integrate and interpret holistically the ıfte of the

PCISON, loses ıts ımportance in thıs Casec and the influence of rel1210uUs institutions In

soclety 15 signıficantly weakened. Some interpret thıs phenomenon AS the beginnıng of
the eventual dısappearence of relıg10N irom the ıfe of the modern WOT.

The progressive shrinkage, declıne, and eventual oblıteratıon of relıg10n In the modern
WOT. became the prevaılıng interpretation of secularızatıon. Soc1lologısts egan
challenge the untested assumptions of the secularızatıon theory In the early sixties.® Ihey
egan dıfferentiate the 1deology of secularısm erıved from the Enlıghtenmen crıt1que
of rel1g10N from the theory of secularızatıon that descrıbes the modern DTOCCSS of dif-
ferentiatıon and of the secular (state, CCONOIMY and SCICNCE) from the sacred
and the tutelage of the eccles1astıcal institutlon. The of the secular form the
sacred and Its internal differentiation nto multıple UtONOMOUS sub-domains that COMN-

trıbuted the weakenıng of the influence of relıg10n In the ıfe of the modern WOT. does
nOoL necessarıly ead the progressive eros10n, decline, and eventual dısappearence of

relıg10n. Secularızatıon, accordıng I homas Luckmann, refers the loss of the tradı-
t1o0nal sOoCc1al and publıc function of relig10n.’ elıg10n in the modern soclety 1S privatızed,
sıtuated In 1fs differentiated margınal sphere of operatıon. Socı1al scJ1entists eheve that
secularızatıon ASs theory provıdes helpful for the interpretation of the modern
world.® It refers NCW sSystem of classıfıcatıon and differentiation of the secular and
the rel1210us. The VIEW that secularızatıon sıgnıNes the progressive decline 28 rel1210Us
ehefs and practices untıl theır total oblıteratıon 1S rejecCied d unfounded ideological
presumption. It 1S interpolatıon of mythıca understandıng of hıstory ASs the PTO-
orEeSSIVE evolutıon of humanıty firom superstition rCasSON, from behef unbelıef, irom

relıg10N science.?

The Fragmentation of Human COonsCLIO0uSnNesSsS

Individuals In A increasıngly pluralıstic modern socı1ety inevıtably wıll perform Man y
dıfferent and UtOoNOMOUS roles wıthout AIl y OT lıttle need connect theır performances
wıth holıstıc rel1g210us 0)8 secular understandıng and utlook of 1ıfe Ihey AdIC irreducıbly
confronted wıth multıple Opt1ons of poss1ıble COUTSCS of actıon and diverse Opt1ons of

poss1ıble WAaYS of inkıng about and actıng In the WOT. Ihey AIc challenged choose
In innumerable sıtuations of everyday ıfe how aCcT, what belıeve, and what values
and WOT VIEWS they mMust have. TIhe pluralıty, however, of elıefs, values and world-
VIeEWS, the multiplicıty of opt1ons that characterıze lıfe in modern WOT. and the PIG-

The 1IrS crıt1iques from the work of AVL Martın, Ihe Relıg10us and the Secular: and Andrew Greely,
Unsecular Man The Persistence of elıgı10n.

Thomas Luckmann, Invısıble elıgıon, New ork 967
OSEC CasanoVa, Publıc elıgıon ın the odern OI! Chicago 1994, 1720
Ibıd



The Orthodox Church In Pluralistic World 55

Carlousness of the modern socı1al institutions force INnd1ıvı1ıduals be 11NOITIC reflective than
Sp'  S In the PTOCCSS of makıng dec1s1ons al dıfferent levels of theır personal and
soc1al 1ıfe Thıs PTOCCSS of makıng dec1s10ons became LLOTIC complex wıth the iragmen-
tatıon and the weakenıng of conce1lvable belhef and value dependent UDON soc1al
uppOort that modernıty caused hrough instıtutional pluralızation.'” Ihus the plausıbıilıty
SITUCLIUrES that define ealıty In the modern socl1ety compared wıth those of premodern
times ALC unstable, unrelable, incohesive and fragmented. odernıty, as Peter Berger
States, lıberated human CONSCIOUSNESS from the Oppression of fate and Ifs CONSCqUENL
soc1al determıinısm and al the SaJmlle time ıf caused human alıenatıon, plantıng uncertaıinty
In human Consc1o0usness.!! Instiıtutional segmentatıon iragmented the CONSCIOUSNESS of
modern 1119  = The celf 1Ss eft free and alone fınd WAaYS o1ve coherence and meanıngz

ıfs ıfe I hıs Can be done eıther by reflective self-ınterpretation DIE ı1fe by
voluntary aSsoOc1latıon of the self wıth rel1210uUs OT nonrel1210us Communıty that offers
symbolıc representation and interpretation of 1ıfe In the WOT. In eiıther instance, the
human for meanıng In the modern WOT. 1S striıctly prıvate affaır Indıyvıduals dICc

theır OW patc together the iragments of theır exIistence Into subjective and
meanıngful ole W hether thıs Call be accomplıshed 1s NOTL relevant question Tor the
domınant eCONOMIC and polıtical institutions who exerclıse polıtical AAA long AS  S ıt
does NOTL adversely affect theır efficıent function. Instıtutional relıg10N for them 15 nNnoTt
needed and anı y WaY it Call longer integrate the increasıng functional dıfferentiation of
modern socılety. elıgıon, therefore. becomes de-polıticızed, eing ırrelevant and I1al-

g1na the Tunctioning of the modern soclety. Indıyıduals In the modern WOT. wıthout
AI1LYy interference from the State have choice be rel1210us, agnost1ics, unbelıievers OT
whatever else they choose be Freedom of cho1ice ea cConsumeriıst attıtude
towards rel1210us options. Indıyviıiduals confront wıde assortment of »religious« TC-
sentatıons, tradıtıional rel1g10us ONCS, Aas ell AS secular 11Cc ONCS, manufactures,
package: and sold Dy speclalızed ervıice agencles Out of IC they Caln CONSITTUCT OT
CONSIrucTt necessarıly precarı0us prıvate System of ultımate belıefs and meanıngs.
Christian urcnes In pluralıstic soclety AI NO and 11l continue for the foreseeabhle
future be In competition wıth other rel1210uUs and secular Opt1ons that desıre interpret
ealıty The critical nature of the publıc realm and the challenge the Church’'s role from
other rel1210us and secular communıties make the churches who desıre Communıcatıon
wıth the modern WOT. be sensıtıve theır publıc image. In the DIOCCSS of eing
connected wıth the publıc, the churches mMust rely prımarıly that ırreducıble aspect of
theır lıves that Justif1es theır exIistence In the modern WOT. dsSs unıque subsystem.

Peter Berger, Ihe Heretical Imperatıve: Contemporary Possıbilities of Relıg10us Aifırmatıon, GGarden CIty,
New ork 1979,

«1 ıberatıon and alıenatıon AIC inextricably connected, FG VGETSe sıdes of the ‚aAm COln of modernıty. 10 want
the first wıthout the second 18 OIC of the recurrıng fantasıes of the modern revolutionary imagınation; {O
perce1ve the second wıthout the fırst 15 the chılles heel of viırtually al] cConservatıve VIeWpOINtIS.« Peter Berger,
The Heretical Imperative: Contemporary Poss1ibilıties of Rel1g10us Affırmatıon, New ork 1979,
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Socı1al scJlent1ists, 1ıle they acknowledge the margıinalızatıon of relıg10N In the modern
WOT. continue debate about ıts HC  < soc1al locatıon. Depending theır under-
standıng of the nature and function of relıg10N SOMNC argued that relıg10N In the modern
WOT. has become »prıvate affalr«. Others maıntaıned that SOTIIC generalıze cultural
princıples of relıg10N that MOST people Cal remaın operatıve in the publıc ıfe
He the non-generalızable princıples become private. The generalıze princıples of
rel1g10N that al] Call provıde the basıc values NECCSSALY for the integration of

soclety. Such C1ıvıl relıg10N does noTt offend the pluralıstic sensıitivıtles of the modern
ıberal democratıc sStates that preclude Al y partıcular relıg10n from becomıing publıclhy
bındıng for ql the people 1V1 relıg10N has been er1itic1zed ASs whether ıt 15 adequately
rel1210us, wıth 1ts hıghly generalıze and undemandıng princıples, and whether 1t Cal be

substıtute In the publıc realm for the priıvatızed rel1210Ns SINCEe ıf MC alıy institutional
eXpress10n. Regardless of the Outcome of the debate concerning the soc1al locatıon of
rel1g10N In modern soclety, relıg10n, wıth ıts unıversal claıms of truth, 1S consıdered DYy
1beral democratıic polıtical theorıists be threat the MNg of PTLVaCY and the reedom
of cConsclence that all people ın democratıc States mMust have. In theır VIEW, relıg10N 1s
ocated ın the private sphere of 1fe because ıfs unıversal authorıtarıan claıms AdIC a(0)1

compatıble wıth the spırıt of tolerance that lıberalısm aqadvocates. Ihe relocatıon of
relıg10N from the publıc the prıvate sphere 15 alsSO avored DYy SOTINC endogenous forces
wıthın the churches that OptL for DIELY of indıvıdual salvatıon (T In the mıdst of such
iragmentatıon have opte safeguarı the coherence of the Chrıstian 116e refusıng

COIMNC terms wıth the fragmentatıon of the modern CONSCIOUSNESS. For such people
the modern WOT. 15 irredeemabily fragmentated, and the task 61 the Church 15 be
countercultural MOWV! and communıty wıth coherent moral Vv1isıon and A INCAanN-

ingful interpretatıon of ıfe in 60 opposıtion the predomınant fOorces of thıs WOT.
Thıs VIEW, despite 1ts appeal, 15 polıtical eXpression of the christolog1ical heresy of
Nestorianısm that denıies the of incarnatıon. refusıng aCKNnOwledge actıve

In and operatioh hrough and the WOT. and ıts hıstory
Should the Chrıstian urches accept theır relocatıon the prıvate sphere of TE The

ALISWECT thıs question ıll depend the understandıng of publıc and prıvate lıfe,
helpful and NECCSSAL y distinction for the PTOPCI classıfiıcatıon and order of human ıfe In
the modern WOT. Regardless the partıcular definıtiıon Dy 16 ascertaın SOMIC

aSpEeCIS of human ı1fe be prıvate and other be publıc, MuUuSst always remember that
the boundarıes of such dıstınctions always DOTOUS, hıghly contested and constantly
shıfting. AÄAs result of thıs the meanıng of such 15 constantly changing.‘“ The rOOL

Peter eyer, elıgıon and Globalızatıon, London 1994, 7T2—-73, describes In the followıng TIHNAanNnn the

complexı1ty of hıs mportant dıfferentiation of publıc and private: »Privatızation refers LO the fact hat relıg10n 18
matter primarıly of indiıyıdual disposıition. Indivıdual choi1ce, however, 18 NOL characterıstic of modernıty

only when ıt [O relıg10n, the famıly, and voluntary aSSOC1at10NS. Career cho1ces, eCcONOMIC
cho1Cces, and polıtical preference Iso atters of indıvıdual choice. The prıvate sphere, from hıs vantage
point, 15 evidently Iso vıtal part of the publıc sphere. Moreover, ıf hat 18 specıfic about the publıc sphere 1S
functional ratiıonalıty, then modern relıg10N and amıhes AIiIC also nOotLt wıthout publıc traıts56  Emmanuel Clapsis  The Public Role of Religion  Social scientists, while they acknowledge the marginalization of religion in the modern  world, continue to debate about its new social location. Depending on their under-  standing of the nature and function of religion some argued that religion in the modern  world has become a »private affair«. Others maintained that some generalized cultural  principles of religion that most people can agree on remain operative in the public life  while the non-generalizable principles become private. The generalized principles of  religion that all can agree on provide the basic values necessary for the integration of  society. Such a civil religion does not offend the pluralistic sensitivities of the modern  liberal democratic states that preclude any particular religion from becoming publicly  binding for all the people. Civil religion has been criticized as to whether it is adequately  religious, with its highly generalized and undemanding principles, and whether it can be  a substitute in the public realm for the privatized religions since it lacks any institutional  expression. Regardless of the outcome of the debate concerning the social location of  religion in modern society, religion, with its universal claims of truth, is considered by  liberal democratic political theorists to be a threat to the right of privacy and the freedom  of conscience that all people in democratic states must have. In their view, religion is  located in the private sphere of life because its universal authoritarian claims are not  compatible with the spirit of tolerance that liberalism advocates. The relocation of  religion from the public to the private sphere is also favored by some endogenous forces  within the churches that opt for a piety of individual salvation or in the midst of such  fragmentation have opted to safeguard the coherence of the Christian story while refusing  to come to terms with the fragmentation of the modern consciousness. For such people  the modern world is irredeemably fragmentated, and the task of the Church is to be a  countercultural movement and community with a coherent moral vision and a mean-  ingful interpretation of life in constant opposition to the predominant forces of this world.  This view, despite its appeal, is a political expression of the christological heresy of  Nestorianism that denies the event of incarnation, refusing to acknowledge God's active  presence in and operation through and the world and its history.  Should the Christian Churches accept their relocation to the private sphere of life? The  answer to this question will depend on the understanding of public and private life, a  helpful and necessary distinction for the proper classification and order of human life in  the modern world. Regardless to the particular definition by which we ascertain some  aspects of human life to be private and other to be public, we must always remember that  the boundaries of such distinctions are always porous, highly contested and constantly  shifting. As a result of this the meaning of such terms is constantly changing.!* The root  12 pPeter Beyer, Religion and Globalization, London 1994, pp. 72-73, describes in the following manner the  complexity of this important differentiation of public and private: »Privatization refers to the fact that religion is  a matter primarily of individual disposition. Individual choice, however, is not a characteristic of modernity  only when it comes to religion, the family, and voluntary associations. Career choices, economic consumer  choices, and political preference are also matters of individual choice. The private sphere, from this vantage  point, is evidently also a vital part of the public sphere. Moreover, if what is specific about the public sphere is  functional rationality, then modern religion and families are also not without public traits ... Institutions in theInstitutions In the
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of thıs dıfferentiatiıon orıg1nates in the dualıstic conception of the ancıent CIty into O1koOos
and DOLLS, and the dıfferentiation of indıvıdual and soclety. * »Private« prıimarıly refers
matters pertamıng the indıvıdual, especı1ally ın whatever aSpects of HIS OT her ıfe
cCannot be shared DY others. The »Public« sphere dSs described Dy Charles Taylor 15 » q

COININONMN In 178 the members of socı1ety meefl hrough varıety of media (print,
electron1c) and a1sSO face-to-face ENCOUNLeETS, discuss matters of COTINLTNON interest, and
thus be able form COITNMMON mınd about those matters«.1* The multiplıcıty of
dıfferent forums and eNCOUNTteETS In 16 MmMattiers of COIMNMON interest and GCGOMHNEGGIE dICcC

discussed In modern socl1ety constitute COINIMMON, SINCEe al] of them dIicC In princıple
intercommunıcatıng. { hıs publıc 1S central and cruc1al feature of modern
democratıc soclety. Such where people ireely form theır opınıon about mMmMattiers of
COININON COHNGETH and craft theır COTITLINON mınd 1S constitutive characteristic of free
and democratıc socılety. Ihe publıc opınıon that people develop In democratıc socıety 1S
nNnotL the ummatıon of the dıfferent VIEWS that people hold about 1SsSue. It 15 rather
reflective opınıon that CINCT SCS from crıtical delıberation that CNSASCS qll the cıt1zens
Concerning theır COINTNON 00d For thıs I1CAaSOT, 1t has normatıve value for those who
exercIise polıtıical W 16 the whose PULDOSC 1S accordıng democratıc polıty
SOVEIN Dy serving the COININON interests and of the people TIhe publıc
loses ıfs sıgnıfıcance and credıbilıty AaSs the locus of democratıc discussions about the
COINTINON X00d whenever ıt 15 controlled manıpulated either by OT the-
ment OT CVCMN by SOTIIC collusıve combınatıon of both must be always outsıde
of W whose PUrpDOSC 1S superv1se those In W Dy provıdıng definıtion of the
COINIMNON g00d Ihe puDOlLic Oopinıon about the COININON 200d In free democratıc soclety
1S substantıially dıfferent In three sıgnıfıcant WaYS Irom the ODINION of mankınd that
regulated the ıfe of the people before modernıty. » OPINION of mankınd 1S SCCH dS (1
unreflected, (2) unmedıiated by discussıion and crıt1que, and (3)) passıvely inculcated In
each SUCCESSIVE generatıon. Pubhlic OpPInNION Dy 1S (D be the product of
reflection, (2) CINCTSC from d1scuss10n, and (3) reflect and actıvely produce:
CONseNSuUS.«> It 15 111y Strong convıction that the church mMust resist sımultaneously her
relocatıon In the prıvate sphere and the temptatıon be iıdentified voluntarıly wıth the
W of the overnment OT of market CCONOINY. She mMust recogn1ıze her locatıon In the
»evıl SOCI1eLy«, the socı1al realm that 1n the prıvate and the publıc pheres of ıfe Ihe
C1vıl socıety 15 host Of voluntary aSSOCI1at10NSs of people that eXIsSts outsıde of the
polıtıcal realm, contrıbuting the Sustenance of communıty bDy rınging people together
for mMatters of COINLTNON CONCETN and affırmatıon beyond theır strictly prıvate needs and
NS Ihe importance of C1vıl soclety 1S such that » 110 soc1ety Can be called free In

publıc sphere ave prıvatized features; and those In the prıvate sphere ave publıc 181°N3J3 Such equıvocal
references make ıt dıfficult LO uUSec the public/private dıstınction In cCOonsıstent and clear WaYyY In h1s form, ıt 1S
therefore amb1igu0us and iıncomplete; but ıt 15 1a(0)1 useless.«
13 Hannah Arendt, The Publıc and the Private ealm, ın The Human Condıitıon, Chicago 1958, Z

Charles I aylor, Lıberal Polıtics and the publıc Sphere, 1n Phılosophıc: Arguments, Cambridge 1995,
Za

E 1bıd., 261 For etaıle« exploratiıon of hıs ımportant development SG the work f Jürgen Habermas,
Structural Iransformatıon, Cambrıidge 989
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IC these voluntary assoc1at1ıons dIC nNnOoL able function, and the pulse of reedom ıll
beat veCLY slowly where they dIC nNnOoL eing spontaneously formed« .16 Neıther the prıvate
sphere 11OT the publıc, especılally when 1t 15 understood In 1ts of eing
identical wıth the OT the CCONOMY, Can be the locus of the Church's operatıon In the
WOT. The Church ASs voluntary assoc1latıon of people wıth partıcular insıghts and
Vv1is1ıon about ıfe and the future of the WOT. mMust be involved actıvely In the publıc
debate concerning the COTLMNOIMN 900d The Church In her dialogical interactıon wıth
others In the publıc sphere offers her salvıfıc truth ql and al the SaJamıe tiıme, dsS result
of her 1alogue, has the potentıial become LHNOTC ULLY of her identity in the
present WOT.

How Can conceptually understand the place and the role of relıg10n In the hıghly
dıfferentiated and fragmented socı1al realıty? The functional dıfferentiation and pluralısm
of modern soc1l1ety does NnOT leave for anı y partıcular relıg10N be posıtıve force
of sOoc1al integration ASs in the past elıg10n In the modern WOT. lost ıts hegemoni1c place
In the publıc realm., but a(0)1 ıts publıc VOICe. odernıty ıtself does noL deny the publıc
role of rel1210N2, but ıf reconceptualızes the relatıon of the sacred and the secular hrough
the PTOCC5SS of dıfferentilation. In that CONTEXT, relıg10n CannotTt claım be recognized
have priOrL Al y predominance in the publıc domaın Dy vıirtue Öf ıfs authorıty but neıther
15 1t poss1ıble xclude relig10n's firom ıt Once relıgıon has accepted the
fundamental rıghts that democratıc staftes all cıtızens., specıfically reedom of
CONsSCIeENCE and rıghts PTLVaCY, ıf 1S possıble for relıg10N ASSUINEC publıc form.

elıgıon In the modern WOT. when 1t AdSSUINECS publıc form and CNCOC, must NOT

LIrYy do what SCIENCE, CCONOMVY, OT the 1S expecied do In the WOT. mMuStT,
rather, provıde the modern WOT. ervıice that not only and enhances the
rel1210us al of adherents but also have far-reachıng implicatıons outsıde the
rel1g10us realm. elıgıon Call be SOUICEC of inspıratıon and empowermen MOvements
of soc1al and polıtical transformatıon. Such MOovements Cal communıcate A partıcular
rel1210us Servıice NECCSSALY for that 15 nNnOoL the AS OT sımılar what
ifered,; for instance, Dy the eCONOMIC OT scl1entıifıc subsystem. elıgı10n offers un1ıquely

ıts followers narratıve that granits »ultımate meanıng« the lıves, »altrunlstic CONCETN

and love for the other«, »compensatıon for unavaılable rewards«, and »transformatıve
DOWCI« that theır lıves in hıstory elıgı1on Can partıcıpate actıvely In the
delıberations of the publıc sphere for the COTLMMNONMN 900d, defending rel1g10us fireedom.
human rıghts, and the vVery Ng of democratıc c1ıvıl soclety ex1ist agamınst A

absolutıist, authorıtarıan It Cal alsSO ralse questions concerning the claıms of the
the academy, and the market CCONOIMY operalte wıthout an Yy regard for values,

moral (0)  s human cons1ıderatlions. SSS 1n of intervention COUuU ralse the
CONSCIOUSNESS of the people, mobiılıze them agaınst all Oppressive and dehumanızıng
condıtıons that threaten the MT 1ıfe of the WOT. and foster publıc debate about such
1SSUeS. The impact of such criıt1que MUST nOoT be measured Dy the ecr1ıterıion of whether the
rel1210uUs communıtlies WeTITC successfull In ImpOoSs1ng theır unıversal claıms OT agenda
upop others, but from whether the intervention of rel1g10N In the publıc realm provıde

0258
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opportunıty question the normatıvıty of modern tacticıty and thus contrıbuted the
SUSteNAaNCE of c1ıvıl lıfe, the protection of people’'s rıghts, and the moral responsı1bıilıty that
people have for OIlC another.

The Function and Performance of Religion
Socı1al Sclientists have made d ımportant dıstıncection between the function of

subsystem that descr1ibes hOow ıt relate the soclety AS ole and 1fs performance that
refers ıts relatıonshıp other subsystems.‘ In the Case of relıg10n, function denotes al
aSpeCISs of devotıon, worshıp, pastoral CaICl, personal enlıghtenment, salvatıon. and all
DUTC »sacred« AaCTS and duties that ustify the of relıgı0n In the dıfferentlated
modern soclety. Performance, Dy descr1bes the Ifects of relıg10n other
subsystems addressiıng the unresolved 1SSues generated Dy them Such 1SSUEeS Can be
eCONOMIC VEeITY, polıtical oppress1ion, amıhla estrangement, envıronmental degradatıon,
human alıenatıon, CI Function and performance aAIe [WO inseperable aSpecCts that
characterıze the ıfe and relatıon of sub-system In the modern soclety. ecently
these [WO aSDECIS have been clearly dıfferentiated and CVCNMN conce1ved be utonomou
What thıs 111CAan 1S that, for instance, SCIENCE., CCONOMY and relıg10n primarıly PAaY
attention theır OW internal lıfe, function, wıthout recCogN1zZıng the need ConNnectT
function wıth pnerformance, theır ıimpact other subsystems. Ihıs approac ea
inevıtably iragmentatıon of the soc1al tabrıc, SINCEe each of these subsystems function
wıthout an Y reference other subsystems that ComprIise modern soclety. In reactıon
SOTIIC LIrYy redefine the function of subsystem from the perspective of ıts performance.
Such approac Carrıes In ıtself always the rısk of bypassıngz OT gnorıng ımportant and
functional elements of each subsystem that dılute 1ts internal cohes1on. How does thıs
appIYy relıg10n? It has been stated that »the functional roblem of relıg10N 1S actually
performance problem«.'® In other words ıf there 15 roblem for modern INan

partıcıpate In the Church's functional lıfe, ıf 15 because he OT che has lost the abılıty
discern the implıcatıon and importance of such partıcıpation for hıs/her ıfe In hıstory
Ihe MOoOSst approprliate of the Church modernıty 1S neıther LILLOTC emphasıs
her function 11OT her performance, althoug both aSpeCIs dIiIC COmMponents of
the Church'’'s viıtalıty. HH emphasıs only the Church's function Carrıes in ıtself the
danger of rel1210uUs isolatıonısm and comfTfortably Ocates the Church In the prıvate sphere.
On the aTrY, attention only her performance Carrıes In iıtself danger of de-
sacralızıng the gospel, reducıng Chrıstianıty Just of sSOoc1al and polıtical
transformatıon and surrendering the un1que and ıIrreducCcCıble aSDECIS of the gospel
Rejecting both opt1ons ead usSs In ITr poss1ıblen1C In Judgement 15 the
MOST promıisıng. Ihe church cshould fiınd INa Y dıfferent and efficıent WaYS
rTeconnecCT her function and performance. In theologıca. anguage, the Church 1S challeng-

Peter Beyer, elıgıon and Globalızatıon, London 1994, Ü: Nıklas Luhmann, TIhe Dıfferentiation of
Society, New ork 1982, AL DA.
| S Ibıd
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ed fiınd WaYys be sımultaneously mystıcal and prophetic, spırıtual and soclally actıve,
unıting eology wıth ethics, 1turgy wıth ıfe Such approach, 111e ıf reCOSNIZES the
ımportance of function and pnerformance TOor the vıtalıty and relevance of the Church's
hıfe, that only In theır unıty effective integration the Church WOU be able

her privatızation.”” Refusal Dy the Church aCcCcept thıs challenge 111 111Call

that che has Dassıvely accepted the iragmentatıon of modern socı1ety Into multıple and
unrelated SyStems of operatıon Dy lımıtıng her operatıon aspect of her eople's lıfe,
16 the rel1210usS, eing unable inform the rest of theır ıfe AS they partıcıpate In OT

perform In other subsystems of the modern soclety.
Ihe Jurıdıctional claıms of each subsystem unavoı1dably makes the integration hıghly

conflıctual. It Carrıes In ıtself the potential that the dıifferentiated ratiıonalıty of other
subsystems INaYy influence and alter function of the Church but al the SaJmne time the
performance of the church MaYy effect the function of these subsystems hrough the
thıcal restraınts and challenges that ıt INa Yy ralse for them.“© Ihe fear of the potential
danger that the functional ratiıonalıty of the other subsystems INAYy influence the function
of the church CannotTt be obstacle towards the effective integration of the Church'’'s

Ihe collaboratıve work Ecclesi0l10gy and Ethics between ar and er 0arı and nıt I11 ustice,
Peace, and Creation) of WCC 1S In jJudgement A attempt develop hıs kınd of theologıcal nd thıcal
1tness haft ave described ere See Thomas Best and Martın ra Ecclesiology and Ethics
Costly Oommıtment, Geneva, OT Councıl OT urches 1995; Thomas Best and estley ranberg-
Michaelson (eds.), Costly nıty Kolnonı1a and Justice, Peace and Creatıion, Geneva, OT'! Councıl of
urches 1993: a1l and er aper 110 ıS 1 Church and OT'! The nıty of the Church and the Renewal of
Human Communıity, Geneva, OT Councıl of churches 90972 For TINOdCdOX SCI  ® Ion Brıia, The
Liturgy after the Liturgy, (Geneva 996 George eMODOULOS (ed.), Y our Wiıll Be Done: Orthodoxy In Mıssıon,
(Geneva 1989:; SAvas Agourides, The Socı1al (’haracter OT Urthodoxy, The ree: OdOoxX I’heologica. Review

/7—20: Demetrio0s Constantelos, yzantıne Phılanthropy and Socı1al Welfare, New Brunswick 1968;
ıdem, Ihe SOcCc1al OS of the TINOdOX Church, 1ın (G0d and Charıty Images of FEastern TtNOdOX eOLI0g2Yy,
Spiriıtuality, and Practice, ed by FFrancıs Costa, Brooklıne 1979, 75—87; Paul Evydokimov, The Socı1al
Dımens1ıon of TINOdCdOX Ecclesi0logy, eolog2y Digest 18 (1970) 43—52; George Fedotov, The Church and
Socı1al Justice, Viadımır s Seminary Quarterly (1963) Georges Florovsky, Chrıistianıty and Culture, vol X
In the Collected Orks, Belmond, 1974 In particular the chapters ON »Faıth and Culture«, » Antınomies of
Chrıistian Hıstory Empıire and Desert«, »Chrıistianıty and Civılısation«, and » Ihe Socıal Problem In the Eastern
Orthodox Church«; Stanley Harakas, TIhe TthOdOX JTheologıca PPTrOoaC odern Trends., Vladımir s
I’heologica. QuarterlLy 13 (1969) 198—211:; idem, Ihe Church and Secular OI! ree. OdOxX I’heologica.
Review 1/ (1972) iıdem, TINOdOX Church-  ate Iheory and merıcan Democracy, ree: Orthodox Theo-
ogical Review JE (1976) 389—401; Georges OF, Christianıty In Pluralıstic OT| Sobornost, Ser1es 6, No
GE 1971, 166—174; ıdem, The Church and the OI! Viladımir s Theologica QuarterlTy 18 (1969) 33-51:
Georgze Mantzarıdes, I he Wıtness of OdOXYy 1{8 the Contemporary (0) w Viadımiur s I’heologıica
Quarterly (197/73) 170—180; 0S NISSIOTLS, Church and S5oclety In Tee) Orthodox eOlogy, In
Christian Soc1al Ethics In Changing W OT'| ed. by John Bennet, New ork 1966: John Romanıdes,
Remarks of Orthodox Chrıistian Relig10us Freedom. ree: Orthodox Theologica Review 26
12/—-132; iıdem, Ihe (Orthodox Urcnes Church and State Relatıons and Reliıg10us Lıberty, Journal of
Church and State (1964) 178—189; UMLEru Stanıloae, Chrıstian Responsı1bilıty In the (0)8 In I he
Tradıtion of Life, Studies Supplementary LO Sobornost, O ed Dy Allchıin, LOondon 197/1; Nikolai
ZAabolotsky, Dıakon1a and SOC1al Responsı1bilıty of the Church, The Journal of the Mooscow Patriarchate
(1980) O8

The multıitude of subdomaıns of the secular MUust 3(0)1 always be In conflict and In adversıal relatıonshıp
ıth the sacred. It 15 possıble LIOVEC beyond the polarızatıon of confhectual hıstorıcal condıtıons and critically
integrate the posıtıve contrıbutions f secularısm A ell f relıg10N ıle denounce the ıdeologıcal,
oppressive and alıenatıng abuses of both
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function and performance that have discussed. Ihe Chrıstian Church has the potentıal
lıberate herself from an Y poss1ıble alıenatıon fIrom her Irue eing Dy agaın and agaın

putting the totalıty of her 1ıfe under the Judgement of the gospel and the eschatologica
realhıties that che actualızes In her lıturgical 1fe

The Church INn Dialogzue
Chrıstian urches and other rel1210us cCommunıtıies have responded dıfferently the

challenge of modernıity and theır relocatıon the prıvate domaın. 5ome, ase theır
internal authorıty, have efused aCCept the modern dıfferentiation of socı1ety and
continue operate wıthout aı y recognıtıon of the 11C  < soc1a]l realıtıes optıng for total
separatıon fIrom the WOT. Others do noTt dıscern An Y Incompatıbility between the secular
and the sacred. Ihey aCCepL the modern dıfferentilation of soclety, respecting the N-
OIL1LY of each subsystem and eing able wıthout anı Yy dıffiıculty perform In each of these
sub-systems wıthout anı y substantıal contlhlet between the dıfferent functional ratiıonalıties
that regulate the ıfe of each of these subsystems. It 1S poss1ıble for instance for SOTIIC

people be g00d Christian Sunday, Marxısts In theır polıtıcal 1ıdeology, and
cruel capıtalısts In theır entrepreneurı1al adventures, and be all of these wıthout teelıng
the slıghtest Incompatıbiliıty that each of these performances INAY have wıth the other
Others have become infatuated wıth modernıty that they have adopted completely
»secular« value SySstem wıth SOTINC rel1210uUs Christian references. And ST1 others,
wıthout surrendering theır Chrıstian and rel1210uUs ıdentity because they have efused
be Iınded the NC soc1al realıties of the modern WOT. have accepted the challenge
reconfigure the publıc role of relıg10n In modern pluralıstic world.*! The optıon that
reflects SOTIIC continulty wıth the TIANOdCdOX ethos 1S the last ONGC, 1A6 In 11y opınıon 15
both intellectually honest and morally consIistent. ({ COUTSC such approac requıres
deep AWadTeNECSS of the complexıty of the modern WOT and faıthfulness the Orthodox
tradıtıon wıth wıllıngness Communıtıcate and rıng Odoxy into cConversatıon wıth
the modern WOT.

Chrıistians cshould be actıvely involved In the polıtıcal delıberations of the modern
pluralıstic soclety, offerıng the WOT. the truth of the gospel as 1t relates the
problems and 1fe sıtuations of the WOTr. Ihıs basıc Chrıstian affırmation does NOoTt
merely reflect aASpECTIS of the prophetic tradıtıon that fınd In Scripture, but 1t also

Christians In merica ave understood dıfferently the nature of the Church’s publıc respons1bıilıty. James
Reichley, In elıgıon In American Publıc LAte: Washington 1985, D discerns the following approacheshıs sıgnıficant mMmatter: »Separationists hold hat churches should confine themselves {[O nurturıng spirıtual and
moral values, ecavıng indıvıdual Church members {[O apply these values [O CONcreite publıc 1SSUEeS. Social
ACHVILSES hat Church and staftfe should be kept institutionally arale, but hat moral imperatives
springing Irom the udeo-Christian tradıtıon, 1C provıdes the COMMNMON rel1g10us erltage of IMOST Americans,
requıre hat rel1210uUs bodies work actıvely Promote VIrtuouUs Causes In publıc 1ıfe Accomodationists insiıst that
relıg10n should maıntaın al least symbolıc In IMOST A1ICd: of publıc ıfe and hat the Church should
help seli the moral diırecthion of C1ıvıl soclety. Direct Interventionists Tecommand that the Church, ([ al least 1ts
leaders, should plunge into he eals and Stratagems of practical polıtıcs, wınnıng for the Church and ıfs
Constitutions chare of the eneTl1ts hat 1SSsue for publiıc DOWCT.«



672 Emmanuel CLApSLS
reflects the ethos of the Church Fathers who d1ıd noTlt preach about eXotICc relıg10N but
SITOVeEe transtorm the Greco-Roman culture of theır time Dy the savıng INCSSaLC and the
1Ne  S ıfe that G0d ranted the WOT. hrough the Incarnate Word

Ihe pluralıstic democratıc cContexti of modern SOCI1et1es elevates 1alogue A the Oonly
optıon that people presently have persuade others concerning matters that affect theır
COTLLNOMN 1ıfe The basıc <o1l1 of such cConversatıon 15 the chared ommıtment of the inter-
locutors certaın thın polıtical and moral prem1ses that makes theır COIMN-

munıcatıon poss1ıble despıite theır dısagreement and confhet. ese chared grounds INAaYy
be INa y and quıte determımnate few and quıte indetermınate relatıve the 1SSUEeS.
1alogue has the potential further chared 11Cc  < prem1ses that reinforce the
communal ON of those involved In the 1alogue. Depending the SsOoCcC1al CIrcum-
tances., people hrough 1alogue eıther reaffırm what they hold In COTLLTNON and
reach CONSCIHSUS about 1ts embodıment In polıcıes they attempt dımınısh
poss1ıble dAissensus Or understand better the nature of theır dısagreement. Commıt-
ment 1alogue 1S polıtıcal and moral option that aspıres AS much d possıble
resolve conflıcts dıiscursıvely rather than manıpulatıvely, coercıvely and violently.
transcends both the skeptical VIEW expressed In the posıtıon »that there 1S pomt ıIn
g01Ng discussıng the 1SSUES that dıvyıde US« and alsoO the realıst posıtıon aC ASSUINECS

that contlıcts and dıfference IN people and communıtıies Call Only be resolved
hrough the UsSC ofW and COEeTrCION. It rather Ifırms that 1alogue 15 neıther tfutıle L1OT

conclusıve. but that ıt elps conflicting cCcCommunıtiıes sustaın theır unıty In the COIMN-

versatıon PTOCCSS. If the interlocutors In conversatıon do not resolve theır dıfferences
hrough the achlevement of agreement, they wıll reach poss1ble CONVEITSCNCC that
mediates theır conflıct al least temporarıly and enabhle them SCC theır conflıct from the
perspective, NOT of theır iırreconcılable dAifferences but from whaft they already chare wıth
each other. 1alogue advances the COTLMMNON 200d of g1ven soclety, provıde: that all ıll
be fIree partıcıpate In the PTITOCCSS of delıberation and contrıbute equalliy the
CONvergent express1on of the COININON 900d that 1N! people of dıfferent persuasıons
together. 1alogue Cannot resolve all the polıtical and moral conflhets that arıse In
pluralıstic soclety. Its basıc a1m and test of TCCEss 1S a(011 primarıly the achl1evement of
agreement but ıtfs abılıty sustaın and enhance communıty In the mı1ıdst of dıfferences
and conflıcts. It cCreates the In 1C cıtizens and communitlies meefl OIC

another In the publıc sphere for the PUTrDOSC of delıberating about theır COMMMON g00d and
about how ıf Cal be embodıie: In polıcıes that equıtably regulate theır polıtıcal ıfe

Ihe question that needs be addressed 1S whether the dıfferent Chrıistian urches,
rel1g10us moral cCOomMMmMUNITIES that CcomprIise the modern pluralıstic soclety chare
enough basıc ehefs make polhıtical and moral 1alogue realıstic possı1ıbıilıty. Despıte
the dıfferent outlooks ıfe that each cCommunıty INAaY have., ıt 1S ımportant
acknowledge the number of COINIMMNON ehefs, values, and attıtudes that each
chares and In COTLNMLLONMN wıth others. In the modern WOT. dıfferent cultures,
subcultures, and iragments of cultures constantly meeTt wıth ONEC another and exchange OT

modıfy practices and attıtudes. Consequently, there 1S vırgın culture. untaıned OTr
unaffected Dy the influence of the other. Fach culture, despite ıts dıfference, contaıns
elements that bınd 1t wıth other cultures. Furthermore the recognıtion that another PDCIrSON



The Orthodox Church IN Pluralistic World 63

despıte hıs OT her dıfference 1S genumne human DCISON OT that the 1fe of Communıity 15
eXpress1ion of artıcular culture mplies that recognI1ze In the other, PCETSON OT

communıty SOTIC shared elements of COINIMNON humanıty culture. TIThus In the modern
soclety there dIiIC ”ASs INAan Y contested ehefs A4s there dICc shared tacıt (1 explicıt AS-
sumptions. odern pluralıstic SOCc1ety 1s Just Aas faction-ridden dAsSs ıt 15 coherent. Ihe
coherent aspect of modern pluralıstic soclety becomes the basıc of the Overlappıng
CONSCHNSUS about the COIMNMON 200d that nables al] cCommunitlies delıberate about
polıcıes that reflect AS much d poss1ıble whatever 1N| them into cCommunıity of
COININON 1fe The COINMON g00d of such soclety 15 Trafted by drawıng insıghts from AI
SYSTems of belıef and ideologies wıthout eıng identified wıth an Y of them It 15 broadly
defined, ıt Can be maxımally inclusive and representatıve of all who Comprıise the
pluralıstiıc culture. Ronald Ihıemann rıghtly pOoIMNts Out that the conception of the
COINMMON X00d MUST NOT Only reflect the maxımum shared assumpt1ions of pluralıstic
socılety, but 1t MUuSt necessarıly nclude DrOV1IS1ONS respecting and safeguardıng the rıghts
of each partıcular Communıity, creatiıng for the eXpression of dıssent wıthın clearlyefined parameters.““ TOm polıtical perspective the coherence of g1ven socı1ety 15
relatıvely safeguarded Dy ıfs constitution that prescr1ibes how 1fe In COINIMNON 15 be
1ve'! Ihe constitutional NOTINS, despıite their contested interpretations In conflıctual
sıtuat1ons, provıde the mınımal fundamental ega and moral that regulate the 1fe
Ol polıtical cCommunıty.

Is there In the lıyvıng Conversatıons of the polıtical cCommunıity for the wıtness
of the Chrıstian urches 0)8 other rel1210us cCommunıties who aspıre speak about the
COIMMMON 1ıfe of the WOT. Dy usıng partıcular rel1g10us Janguage and symbols”
Furthermore, AdICcC the Christian urches OT other rel1210uUs cCommunıt1es adequately
prepare wıth sufficıent cConversatıonal skalls and mechanısms partıcıpate In d polıticaldelıberation that alms achleve CO  (0& the COINIMON g0o0od that pluralıstic
socıety Cal endorse? Lıberal polıtical tradıtıon. developed In the aftermath of the pPOSLT-reformation rel1210us In Europe, 1S negatıvely predisposed agaınst the admıttance of
rel1210us arguments nto the polıtical publıc realm. Lıberalısm 1S DartLy the
cruelty that intolerant people cCommıt In efense of theır iıdeological OT rel1210us reedal
Oommıtments:

»L1beralism's ONZ1INS dIC In the terrible ens1o0n wıthın Christianity between the
emands of reecdal 0)  Odoxy and those of charıty, between al and moralıty. The
cruelties of rel1210uUs WAals had the effect of turnıng Ian y Christians AWAaY from the publıcpolıcies of the urches moralıty that Sa  < toleratıon AS eXpress1ion of Chrıstian
charıty... Öthers, torn Dy confliıcting spırıtual ımpulses, became skeptics who put crueltyand fantıcısm al the VEIrIY head of the human VICES: In e1ıther CadsSc the indıvidual.
whether the bearer of sacred COoNscIlence OT the potentıial victım of cruelty, 1S be
protected agaınst the INnCurs1ions of publıc OppressionThe Orthodox Church in a Pluralistic World  63  despite his or her difference is a genuine human person or that the life of a community is  an expression of a particular culture implies that we recognize in the other, person or  community some shared elements of common humanity or culture. Thus in the modern  society there are as many contested beliefs as there are shared tacit or explicit as-  sumptions. Modern pluralistic society is just as faction-ridden as it is coherent. The  coherent aspect of modern pluralistic society becomes the basic of the overlapping  consensus about the common good that enables all communities to deliberate about  policies that reflect as much as possible whatever binds them into a community of  common life. The common good of such society is crafted by drawing insights from all  systems of belief and ideologies without being identified with any of them. It is broadly  defined, so it can be maximally inclusive and representative of all who comprise the  pluralistic culture. Ronald F. Thiemann rightly points out that the conception of the  common good must not only reflect the maximum shared assumptions of a pluralistic  society, but it must necessarily include provisions respecting and safeguarding the rights  of each particular community, creating space for the expression of dissent within clearly  defined parameters.” From a political perspective the coherence of a given society is  relatively safeguarded by its constitution that prescribes how life in common is to be  lived. The constitutional norms, despite their contested interpretations in conflictual  situations, provide the minimal fundamental legal and moral norms that regulate the life  of a political community.  Is there a space in the living conversations of the political community for the witness  of the Christian Churches or other religious communities who aspire to speak about the  common life of the world by using a particular religious language and symbols?  Furthermore, are the Christian Churches or other religious communities adequately  prepared with sufficient conversational skills and mechanisms to participate in a political  deliberation that aims to achieve a convergence on the common g0ood that a pluralistic  society can endorse? Liberal political tradition, developed in the aftermath of the post-  reformation religious wars in Europe, is negatively predisposed against the admittance of  religious arguments into the political public realm. Liberalism is partly a response to the  cruelty that intolerant people commit in defense of their ideological or religious creedal  commitments:  »Liberalism's origins are in the terrible tension within Christianity between the  demands of creedal orthodoxy and those of charity, between faith and morality. The  cruelties of religious wars had the effect of turning many Christians away from the public  policies of the Churches to a morality that saw toleration as an expression of Christian  charity... Others, torn by conflicting spiritual impulses, became skeptics who put cruelty  and fanticism at the very head of the human vices; ... In either case the individual,  whether the bearer of a sacred conscience or the potential victim of cruelty, is to be  protected against the incursions of public oppression ... liberalism's deepest grounding is  2 Ronald F. Thiemann, Religion in Public Life: A Dilemma for Democracy, Washington 1996, p. 125.lıberalısm's deepest groundıng 1S

27 Ronald I hiıemann, elıgı1on In Publıc Laitfe Dılemma for Democracy, Washington 1996, S
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In place irom the fırst, In the convıctıon of the earhest defenders of toleratıon, born In

horror, that cruelty 1S absolute evıl, ffense agaınst God OT humanıty.&L

The fact that modern soclety 15 irreducıbly pluralıstiıc 15 another StıronNg cons1ıderatıon

agamnst the acCceplance of the predomıinance In the publıc sphere of the behefs of AIl y

partıcular relıg10N2. The unıversal Juriıdıcal claıms of relıg10N about the WOT. and Itfs

PrOPCI order aAIrec ei1eve! be incommensurable wıth the need of the modern pluralıstıc
soc1let1es craft hrough delıberatiıon theır understandıng of COITNIMNOIMN g00d and the basıs
of Just polıcıes by drawıng insıghts irom all who cohabıtate theır Recognizing the

valıdıty of the expressed fears and objections agaınst the admıttance of rel1210uUs
arguments ın the publıc sphere, need study how Cal introduce rel1g10us
arguments In the publıc realm wıthout contributing factionalısm and c1ıvıl strıfe.

Theological Apprecıiation of »othernesSS«

Before roceed explore the language and the MCSSaALC that the Church brings
the publıc SUUAIC, mMust understand theolog1ıcally the Others wıth whom Christians AI

In conversatıon about the COMMOMN g00d of theır immediate WOT. TIhe un1ıqueness of the
Church's discourse In the publıc sphere depends her partıcular understandıng of and

relatiıonshıp wıth the others ase her basıc tenets of al' and lıturgical ıfe Ihe
ole doectrinal tradıtıon of the Church and lıturg1ical ıfe provıdes ımportant insıghts
how reconfigure and relate otherness and communı10n that the differentiatiıon that
ex1Ists In creatıon 1S NnOT the of divisıveness and fragmentatıon but
manıfestatiıon of dıverse blessings. The publıc and the prıvate relationshıp that
Chrıistians MuSst have wıth the others In order be un1ıque EeXpress10Ns of the TINOdOX
ethos mMust be prıimarıly reflections hOwWw the other 1S understood In the doctrinal and

lıturgical tradıtıon of the TINOdOX Church
Human ıfe ın hıstory 1S actualızed in the ensive relatiıonshıp of dıfference and

communlıty. W henever eıther dıfference communıty ATc xalted OT concel1ved
from each other, human soclety becomes eıther totalıtarıan In nature OT extremely
indivıidualıstic and fragmented. The celf and the other As well —  S) interaction that they
have wıth each other In the private publıc realm reflect extfent eXpress1ions of
theır historıical sıtuation. Neıther the self 190018 the other Can be understood ap from the
communıitıes of famıly, gender, FaCC, soc1al class,; natıonal, rel1210uUs AIl y other kınd of
assoc1latıonal belongıng that decisıvely formed theır respectıve identities. oday MOIC
than GVT have COMNNC recogn1ze the historicıty of the other well AS of the celf and
of theır mutual interdependence. Relationshıips constıitute decısıvely eople’s identities.
Thıs recogniıtion creates In the human conception of ealıty for differentiatiıon,
recogn1ızıng that people because OT dıfferent relationshı1ps, places, times, eXpeMENEES;
educatıon, gender, soc1al STatus and rel1ıg10N MaYy perce1ve ealıty dıfferently. Thıs In turn

ffects the formatıon of eople’s iıdentties that cannot 1gnore 0)8 misre;ognize wıthout

Judith Shklar, The Laberalısm of Fear, In Lıberalısm and the OTra LAfe, ed. Dy AanCYy Rosenblum,
Cambrıdge, 1989, RN
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inflıcting harm uUuDON them, the others, SINCE OUT relatıonshıps wıth them contrıbute the
formatıons of theır identities. Ihe C VGISe 1S also Irue that others hrough theır
relatıonshıp wıth usSs contrıbute the formatıon of OUT OW human ldentities and culture.
Thus, ıt 1s ımportant establısh the rıght relatıonshıps wıth the others In theır dıfference
and the others wıth IN SINCEe human ldentities dIC soc1al CONstructs, of COomMmMmuUunI1ON.
1Ie cCommunıties wıthout for dıfference, dıssent, and cConversatıon stifle human
creatıvıty and authentic personhood, 1t 1S ımportant recCognNn1ıze that socletles where
absolute dıfference 1S celebrated wıthout anı Y regard for the communıty suffer Irom
iragmentatıon, alıenatıon, and soc1al 3001 In both Instances, there 1S efusal
recogn1ıze the otherness of the er whether thıs otherness reflects the dıversıty of
people who lıve In such socletles the COINIMON X00d that 1N! dıfferent people into
lıving communıty. Ihe COINTINON denomiıinator In both instances 15 eneral fear of the
others EXCEPL ıf they dICc ıdentical sımılar wıth us The others wıth whom WOU ıfe

ıdentify relate MUST ın aGt: eheve and lıve In sımiılar OT iıdentical WAaYV A
do Whoever 15 NOT sımılar In APPCATCENCE, soc1al Status, ehefs and moral outlook, 1s
rejected sımply because he OT che 1S different, GV ıf that dıfference does NnOoT threaten us
In anı y WdYy Dıfference 1S identified wıth dıvısıon and »when dıfference becomes
d1ıv1s1on, COomMMmMUN10ON 1S nothıng but arrangement for peacefu CO-ex1istence. It lasts AS

long ASs the mutual interests last. and INAaYy be easıly turned into confhet and confrontation
aAaSs SOM AS these interests cComncıde« .*+ In other WOT. people relate others
Sımply because they dIiC 1ke them, and In thıs WAdYy they reveal theır dıstaste for others In
theır otherness. The other becomes frıend the extfenft that he OT che does nNnOoTt threaten
OUTr PI1VaCy and In far aSs he OT she contributes UT indıvıdual happıness.

How Can explaın theologıcally the fear of the others that characterizes ıfe In thıs
world? Metropolıitan John (Zızıoulas understands thıs fear and rejection of the other
be rooted In the human rejection of the Ultimate PE

> I1 here 1S ou that thıs 1S dırect result of what In theologıca language call the
of INa ere 1S pathology ul into the vVery of exıistence, inherıted

hrough OUTr 1r and that 1S the fear 0) the other
Ihıs 1S result of the rejection of the ernr Dar excellence., OUT Creator, Dy the tirst

Man, dam and before hım Dy the demonı1c DOWETIS that revolted agaınst Go0od The
SSsSCHGCceE of SIN 15 the fear of the eT. IC 1S part of thıs rejection. Once the affırmation
of the >self< 1S realızed hrough the rejection and nNOTL the aCCeptance of the er thıs 1S
what dam chose In hıs treedom do ıt 15 only natural and inevıtable for the other
become IM and threat.«?>

Ihe fear of the other 1S ımplanted pathologıical infırmıty that pervades human
understanding ds fear of al] otherness. Dıfference becomes SOUTCE of diıvisıveness and
contflıet. Dıfference (Dıafora), when ıt 15 perverted dıvıisıon (Diairesi«) Iragmen-
tatıon (Dıiaspası«), ultımately brings el the self and the others and LNOTEC broadly

authentic human COomMMUNIlON. Is there An Y poss1ıbılıty for humanıty transcend thıs

Ibıd., 350
Metropolitan John (Zizi0ulas), Communıion and Ütherness, Viadimir's I’heological Quarterly 35 (1994)

349
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pathologıcal condıtion? Ihe reconcılıatıon of otherness and communı10NnN 1S much LHNOTC

than moral roblem that Cal resolve hrough SOMNC thıcal princıples. As

phenomenon of the fallen WOT. ıt Cal only be hrough L1C W 1r
eccles1al ex1istence that reconcıles all wıth the Ultimate er and the ole of Creatıon.
Of COLNTSE thıs theologıca truth cCannotTt be SXGUSeC for the Church avo1d her polhıtıcal
responsı1bilıty ASs W and of reconcılıatıon and healıng In the fragmented
and conflıictual WOT. It rather strongly remınds the Church and all of us that In hıstory

aAaIc constantly ubject the rısk of reducıng dıfference divisıveness and irag-
mentatıon, and that OUT responsı1bilıty 1S help the WOT. and ıts people sustaın theır

relatıonalıty Dy instillıng In the WOT. the transformatıve W of the gospel
The unıty and the dıversıty that characterizes the Trınıtarıan ıfe of God, the relatıons

that Jesus establıshe' throughout hıs mInNIStry wıth the others, especlally the publıcans,
the Tax collectors, the harlots and the DOOL, the and operatıon of the Holy Spırıt
in the WOT. A of COomMMUn1ON, and the eschatologıical nature of the Christian
al rovıde ımportant insıghts hOwW conceılıve the reconcılıatıon of dıfference wıth
communilon.*®© Ihe trınıtarıan relatıons and unıty of the Father, the S5on, and the Holy
Spirıt become the basıs for posıtıve affırmatıon of otherness. The recognıtion of
dıfference 1S NECECSSALY precondıtıon for authentic Communion. It 1S In relationshı1ps,
In communıty, that the awWwareness of otherness CMECTSCS and communıty CCaSCcsSs ex1ist
when al otherness 1S educed Ihe incarnatıon of the eternal Word of G0d
and the 1fe of Jesus Chriıst reveals hOow (G0od communıcates and relates In love wıth the

totalıty of the WOT. Jesus Chrıst In hıs mInNIStrYy aCCEDIS and relates In love others ASs

they AIC and brings all the transformatıve love of (30d that eals theır infiırmıtıes and

changes them what they AdIiC Suppose be Such mode of relationsh1ıps however
cCannot be realızed wıthout the eXpeMeENCE of the It 1S only from the powerlessness
of the that Can communıicate the authentic love of God for the WOT. and be
credıbie eXpress10Ns of Hıs ın the WOT. The Holy Spirıt AS the actıve
of (0d wıthın hıstory and the WOT. makes all the differentiated aSpectIs and elements of
thıs WOT. relatıonal. It 15 only In relatıons that develop AWAaTrTeNCss of the specıfity
of OUT human identity and realıze the ullness of OUT humanıty. The Holy Spirıt Dy
rngıng the eschaton ıIn hıstory and Dy openıng the WOT. the eschatologica realıties
of future becomes the foundatıon of the Church's publıc wı1tness ASs SOUTCC of
renewal and transformatıon of the WOT. hrough the cComıng realıties of
future. In human relationsh1ps, Chrıistians because of the eschatologıca al relate
others a(011 the basıs of oONe’'s pasti but the basıs of ONe’'s future. »Every sother<« 1S In
the Spirıt potential saınt, CVOCMN ıf he aAaPPCAIS have been OT continues be
sinner.«*' Finally, ımportant 1Ssue that needs be ddress 15 whether the Church
excludes otherness in her eucharıstic commun1o0n of GVCH whether baptısm ıtself 1S aCT

of exclusıon firom Christ's body of the others who have a(011 yvet accept the gospel of Jesus

Metropolıitan John (Zizi0oulas In hıs artıcle »Communıion and (Otherness« (see Ote 25 has egun 1{6 reflect

thıs ımportant 1SSuUe. 1S however inherent weaknes In OdOXY the translatıon of such theologıca
princıples {[O practical aSpecCTIs f people’'s ıfe In hıstory althoug there In OdOX tradıtıon for

separatıon between al and lıtfe
Ibıd., 354
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Chrıst In eccelesi0logıcal terms, 1t 15 ımportant reflect whether the partıcularıty of
Chrıistian Church lımıts salvıfıc love only those who aIic aptızed. John
/1i7z10ulas WOU that »there 15 only ONC kınd of exclusıon that eucharıstic COIMNMN-
munıo0n permits; ıt 1S the exclusıon of the exclus1ion« .° The Church In hıstory oun

draw canonıcal boundarıes In Oorder safeguar' her partıcular under-
standıng 4E al wıth 210 ıfs practical implıcatiıons dAs ervıice the WOT and NOT
xclude the rest of the WOT. fIfrom the salvıfıc love of God When the partıcularıty of the
Church 1S dısconnected Irom the unıversalıty of love, the Church ser10usly dam-
dDCS the authenticıty of the Chrıstian gospel

The Public Discourse of the Church

The recognıtıon of the partıcularıty of rel1210uUs language Dy IC hıstorically
sıtuated cCommunıty wıth unıversal claıms OmmuUnıIlcates ıts ehefs about the WOT. 1S NOoT

agamınst ıts USC In the publıc Sphere. Every Janguage CADICSSCS partıcular
EXDEMNENCE, interpretation, and cCommunıcatıon of ealıty Dy hıstorically sıtuated
communıty. The poss1bılıty of unıversal language 1Ss delus1ıon. Rel1g10us cCommunıtles
bandon theır claım that theır partıcular and anguage ıllumınates human 1fe In the
WOT. whenever In theır anxıety cCommunıcate wıth others bandon the specıfıty of
theır language and symbols and egın use the »neutral« Janguage IC 1S PTC-
domınant In modern socılety. Relig10us cCommunıtlies MuUSsSst the publıc realm hrough
the p  1cularıty of theır stor1es and Janguage. IT rel1210us ehefs dIiICc NOL advanced In
polıtıcal that rel1210uUs communıty ralses then such argument 1S NOT
rel1210us and such belıefs do NOl affect the publıc realm have an Y rel1210uUs claım.*?
The potential of sectarıan exlusıveness and diıvisıveness of such Janguage 1S 1imıted Dy
the AWAaTreNCss that 1fs PIODCI role 1S prımarıly contrıbute ıts partıcular insıghts and
inform the soc1a]l debate ON 1SSuUEeSs of publıc polıcy and NOTL dıctate publıc polıcy
Relıg10us publıc In pluralıstic soclety intent contrıbute towards the
development of Overlappıng COMNSCHSUS that reflects the moral insıghts and belıefs of
all people and CommuUnıUNeSs who cComprIise the pluralıstic soclety. Ihıs overlappıng
CONSCNSUS becomes the basıs of the formulatıon of Just and faır polıcıes that regulate the
COINIMNON Iıfe of all people As John Coleman States » MOSstT ımportant place of
theologica symbols In publıc debate 1S INOTE dAS thıcal hor1zon and sef of value
preferences than In specıfic and polıcy diıscuss1ion.«0

The polıtıcal arguments of the Chrıistian Urches In the publıc realm of pluralıstic
soclety Must be orounde: the partıcular of the Chrıstian gospel and be

Ibıd., 356
Orthodox anthropology, the eology of personhood, WOU remaın prıvate belıef untıl egın 1{8 develop

polıtıcal argumentTts aseı the TINOdOX insıghts about the nature and the destiny of umanıty; the meanıng
of human suffering, COrruption, and ea the sıgnıfıcance of human relatıonships, creativıty and act1ons;
and hat A human beings and cCcCommUuUNnNIıtIES Can er {[O the WOT: and hat should EXDECI 18 recelve
from ıt.
3 John Coleman, An American trateg1c eology, 194195
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communtıicated rounds that others who AdIiC noTt members of the Church Call also
aCCcepL. Thus; the publıc arguments of the Church do NOTL exhaust the authorıtatıve
standards that regulate her internal ıfe In other words, 1E rel1210uUs communıtlies In
theır internal 1fe function wıth specıfic standards of authorıty when such communıties
iransgress theır boundarıes and perform In the publıc realm they adhere the polhıtical

wıthout these exhausting standards of moral and polıtical conduct 1
AL authoritatıve for them For instance, the transcendent dımens1ı1on Ol the Chrıistian al
1S catalyst agamınst al the self-enclosed SyStems and iıdeologıes that stifle the ıfe and
hought of the WOT. It ser10usly challenges al] the absolute claıms that sSOcC1a| SYStems
IA Yy claım have, ıt human creatıvıty from soc1al inertia and instılls In the
publıc 1ıfe of the WOT. of responsıbılıty and CaAalilc for the welTfare of the others.}!
Such attıtudes Call be advanced In the publıc realm hrough the narratıon of the gospel

and the dialogical explicatıon of 1ts sıgnıfıcance for the ıfe of others of dıfferent
rel1210uUs OT iıdeologıcal belhefs who cComprIise the pluralıstic soclety. TIhe Og1C that
elevates rel1210uUs al 0ONZ01INZ polıtical crıt1que emands that Chrıstian churches
mMust also be ubject self-crıitical reflectıve examınatıon, SINCE sacralızed STIruCLUres

IMaYy become ne1 and selfexaltiıng, stiıflıng the dynamısm of the Church's ıfe
In addressing controversı1al polıtical 1SSUES, the standards of Judgement of the polıtıical

communıty that the Church Must also aCcept Eg ıt desıires partıcıpate In the polıtical
delıiberations for the COTLINON go0d aAIc often indeterm1ınate. They Cannot resolve sOcC1al
confhets althoug. they provıde basıs for moral and polıtical rationalıty. H: such
standards dıd noTt eX1st ıt WOU noTt be poss1ıble artıculate GVEN elemental agreement OT

dısagreement AIl y 1Ssue of COITMNMON COMNCCIHN The indetermı1nate character of the
intersubjective crıter1a grounds of Jjudgement permıits PCISONS who submıt contending
interpretations partıcıpate, through the OPCH forum of publıc SYUUaArC, In the CONtINUOUS
reestablıshment of the values that stand aASs theır COTLLLTNOMN property and theır guarantee of
real (polıtıca. community.>“ For instance, ıf there 15 dısagreement concerning the ea
of tTreedom of relıg10n, ıt 111 NOT be poss1ble resolve it ıf only ONMNC of the partıes W as

commıtted the iıdea. 4aSse. the i1dea of rel1g10us freedom, governmental polıcıes that
requıre PDCISONS pledge allegı1ance rel1g10us doctrines that they do nOoL chare Call be
rejecfed. 1hıs INAaYy be the uncontested COTFE of the princıple, but In SOTIIC Circumstance
there 11l be disagreefnent Dy people who accept the princıple of rel1210us reedom AS

whether partıcular polıcy violates the princıple. In such CIrCcumstances the ea of
rel1210uUs treedom becomes the basıs and focus of 1alogue that a1mMS {O dımınısh the
confhet whenever such dıisagreement INAYy arl1se. Such 1alogue has the potentıial
enrıich the polhıtical communıty wıth chared interpretatiıon of authorıtatıve princıples OT

GVn contrıbute the development of al>  < prem1ses that strengthen the ON of the
polıtical communıty.
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The quality of 1alogue depends NnOoTt only ıts clear <goals and focus but also

whether the interlocutors aAIc ully and accurately ntTormed about the Varıo0ous arguments
and facts relevant the 1SsSue. IThey mMust have the cogniıtıve CompetenCYy before they
egın theır cConversatıon acquıre ıt ın the COUTSC of the 1alogue. Respect and emphaty
for ONe's interlocutors 1S also presupposed. As avı TaCYy eloquently sStates »Con-
versatıon IS Salnc wıth SOMMEC hard rules: Sa Y OnNly what YOU INCAanN,; 5SdYy ıt d accurately d

yOU Call: lısten and respecCtk what the others SaY, however dıfferent OT other: be wıllıng
COTTECI OT defend yOUTr OPIN10NS 8 challenged Dy the cConversatıon partiner; be wiıllıng

ıf NECCCSSATYV, confiront ıf demanded, endure conflıct, change yOUr
mınd ıf the evidence suggest 1t. « I hıs kınd of Conversatıon, 1T ıt 15 accepted ASs the mode
of the hurch's and partıcıpation In the publıc Conversatıon, that the
Church aCCEPIS the challenge reformulate OT CVvVecn urther develop her moral
beliefs.* 15 the vocatıon of the Church nNnOoTt only lıve the gospel but proclaım 1t
hrough Communıcatıon the WOT. In such dıalogical CONTEXL, ıt 15 poss1ıble eNv1Is1ON
possıbılıtıes of development In TIANOdOX moral understandıng Dy accepting dıverse
appropriations of the Chrıistian al complex and ambıvalent hıstorıical sıtuatlions. Ihıs
dıversıty INAaYy reflect dıfferent perceptions of the actual historical sıtuation, OT the Tact
that belıevers have chosen relate partıcular sıtuation wıth dıfferent elements of
Chrıistian al {Ihıs kınd of pluralısm 1S In IN Y opınıon unavoıdable STE 1S, however.
danger that thıs partıcularıty INAYy become SOUTCE of confusıon cConcerning the Church's
moral V1IS1ON. For TIANOdOX eology, the dıfferentiation that Teedom instılls In
human PCISON makes inevıtable the poss1bılıty that people 111 choose CXDICSS theır
al and who they AIc In dıfferential WAY reflecting theır un1que eXpress10N of being,
understandıing, and wıllıngness AB The parameters of such moral pluralısm, however,
ATIc set by the unıty of al that characterizes the ethos of the TIANOdOX Church In the
pastT, ıf W dS expected Irom the Church CXDTCSS magısterlally her VIEWS soc1al
problems. oday, ıt INe that the Church Must focus eiIforts towards the
development of moral habıts, Iindıng WaYS CoOoNnNecCtT ehefs wıth act1ons, insisting
the unıversality of the Chrıstian gospel that embraces and interprets the private AS ell as
the publıc dımens1ion of human 1fe In hıstory.

The Church Cannot partıcıpate In publıc delıberations offering her partıcular SLOTY and
moral utlook of 1fe by usıng esoter1ıc and obscure language 7 18 1S InCom-
prehensıble others. In the publıc SYUaATE of pluralıstiıc soclety the polıtical discourse
of the Church, as of other cCommunıty, MUuSst be attentive the cardınal virtues of
publıc intelligibility and accessı1bilıty. An 15 broadly intellig1ble and access1ıble
In the publıc SYUare when others who do NOT share the partıcularıty of OUT anguage and

33 AVL IraC Pluralıty and Ambıigulty: Hermeneutics, elıg10n, Hope, San Francısco 1987,
Ihe mınd f Chrıistian cCommunıty thıcal ISSUES Can be shaped DYy internal and external delıberation

An nternal delıberation of 1ts members who cshare the Sdamlle HE but dıffer In theır experiıence and perception of
the modern WOT. INAYy provıde A} opportunıity for the Church [O dıfferentiate WayS hat the princıples of the

faıth Can be applıed [O Teie ıfe sıtuati1ons. uC A} exXxercıse Can be furthered exXxpande: DY the Contact
and Conversatıon hat the Church INAaY ave ıth others who ddress the Samne socı1al 1SSUES but they do NOTL share
the Samnle al Ihey Can suggest nsıghts aASPECTIS of the 1Ssue hat COU NOoTt discern wıthout eIr
partıcular insight. Ihus, cConversatıon expands and transforms OUT understanding of socı1al realıty.
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the communal imagınary representation of ealıty AIC able discern ıts ratiıonalıty and

recogn1ze Its potential contrıbution matters pertainıng the COMMOIN ıfe of

pluralıstic soclety. Ihus, the Church Cannot contrıbute 1ts unıque insıghts ın the publıc
1ıfe of ıberal democratıic hrough ser1es of monologues In language that only
theolog1ans Can understand, premised orounds, PCISONS, institutions that others In

the publıc SYUAIC do nOoL chare On the In the ıberal democratıc soclety, hıgh
value 1S placed TOAa| access1bılıty of publıc arguments. As Ronald TIThıemann
states

»Arguments whose prem1ses ATrec OPCH publıc examınatıon and SCrut1ny contrıbute
the democratıc g0al of peacefu and reasonable resolution of conflıct and dısagreement.
Such arguments also contrıbute the mutual understandıng and respect essentılal
the development of the pluralıst cıtizen. Upponents who understand ONC another's
CcCasons INAYy nOoL be persuaded by them., but they AdIC LLNOTIC lıkely remaın In communal

solıdarıty wıth OIlC another than Oopponents who belleve they ATIC eing dece1ved OI

manıpulated. Consequently, publiıc access1bıilıty cshould be encouraged In all arguments
that seek contrıbute the democratıc PTOCCSS of ulldıng A overlappıng CONSENSUS.«>

Publıc intellig1bilıty and access1bıilıty AIc basıc communticatıve princıples that o1ve
argumen ıts publıc nature oOse who desıre be involved ın the publıc conversatıon

of ıberal democratıic mMust develop the of tryıng satısIy these ımportant
communicatıve princıples along wıth theır ommıtment remaın In 1alogue wıth the
others who cComprIise the pluralıstic soclety GVEH ıf dısagreements OVCI partıcular publıc
1ssue be insurmountable. 1S a1sSO ımportant recognıze that polıtical
arguments gaın credıbilıty In the publıc ıfe of democratıc socl1ety Dy the moral integrity
of ıts communıicators. Polıtical arguments mMust be CM in moral convıctl1ons and
NnOL In AL Y kınd of expediency. TIhe Janguage of arguments MUST be consıstent, regardless
of the context and the conversatıon FOor instance cannot spea about the
violatıon of human rıghts Dy other communiıtıes, states, rel1g10ns and simultaneously
USsSC dıfferent Janguage tryıng ustify poss1ıble violatıons of the Samnıec rıghts Dy OUT OW

relı210n, (1 communıity. Polıtical arguments wıll gaın the attention that they Aiserve
when the speech of the communtıicator 15 consıstent wıth hıs act10ns. It 15 also ımportant
for cıtızens appIy consistently theır moral princıples ACTOSS varıety of publıc 1SSuUeSs.
YOou Cannot, for instance, defend the sanctıty of ıfe In the crusade agaınst abortion and

simultaneously OPPOSC polıcıes that ıntend CNSUTIC the children's PTOPRCI feeding,
nurturiıng, and educatıon. ora integrIity emands that cıtizens seek CONsIstenCYy ın theır

specech, actıon and moral princıples.
Ihe 1alogıc PITOCCSS of resolving socı1al conftlıcts cannot take effect in anı y soclety ıf

tolerance does NnOL characterıze 1ts ıfe The ıfe of pluralıstic soclety 1S always pervade
wıth disagreements (QV61 1SSUES of publıc sıgnıfıcance. ese dısagreements have the

potential U be SOUTCC of violent conflıct, ıf the cıtızens do nNnOTL acquıre the habıts of the
heart DYy 1C they Opt resolve theır dıfference hrough nOoN-COerCIve and lıve

peacefully together when these dıisagreements cannot be resolved. Tolerance 1S vırtue
of the heart that CVCLY pluralıstic soclety needs cultivate in ıts CItIZeENTY. lalogue of

35 Ronald T’hiemann, elıgıon In Publıc Life: Dılemma for Democracy, Washıngton, 1996, 135
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mutual transformatıon and enhancement CannotTt if an Y of the interlocutors 15
intolerant, he OT che CannoT tolerate dıfference OT 1S NOT wıllıng recogn1ze the
poss1ıbıilıty that the other In h1ıs her dıfference has the potential enhance hI1s OT her
understandıng of ealıty J1olerance therefore 1S precondıtıon of an Y authentic
1alogue that requires people those wıth whom they dısagree the Sd1Ii1lec

cons1ıderatıon and respecCl that they themselves WOU hope rece1lve. >6 Thıs kınd of
toleratıon and mutua|l respecCtk that suggest mMust noTt be confused wıth relatıvısm, the
efusal make Judgements of ng and » Irue and alse, 00d and evıl about d
belıef act10n. On the CONILFrAaTrY, ıt entaıls the pOoss1bılıty of makıng such Judgements
(even publıcly) 1le al the SaJmıec time refraınıng from coercing others the basıs of
such Judgements and reiraınıng from the UuUsSscC of the apparatus for the realızatıon of
sSuch DULDOSC In other words ıt 15 poss1ible dıfferentlate thıcal objectivıty from
moral and thıcal authorıtarıanısm. ora objectivity and intolerance AaIc NOTL necessarıly
connected, and neıther 1S irue that only moral skeptic1ısm 15 conducıve tolerance. Ihe
AWAadiIC1I16S5Ss that human behef of actıon 15 sıtuated In coherent comprehensıve
System of belhefs 1C 1S hıstoriıcally sıtuated 1S nNnOoTL In defense of moral
relatıvısm. It 1S poss1ıble, 116e recogn1ıZze the hıstoricıty and communal GONIEXT of
partıcular moral belıefs, Judge such ehefs be ınadequate, Just AS others have the
MNg Judge posıtıvely OT negatıvely OUT OW. belhefs of act10ns. » coherentist
conception of rationalıty 15 In WAaY inconsistent wıth crıitical reflection the ehefs of
other DECTSONS, OT cCommunıt1es. Just ds OUT beliefs Can be inadequate the WOT. LOO
Can the belıefs of others be inadequate the world.«>/ Ihe publıc nature of such
Judgement In 1beral democratıc soclety oblıege people who denounce the possıbılıty of
usıng COeEerCIVve methods for the imposıtıon of theır VIeEWS UDON the others continue theır
COINIMON delıberation towards the formatıon of poss1ble CONVEILSCHNCEC that transforms
theır prev1ı0usly held understandıngs.

In modern pluralıstic soclety, ıt 15 NOTL realıstıc eheve that It 1S always poss1ıble
resolve OUT dıfferences hrough 1alogue, and there WOU be sıtuations that partıcular
eliefs OT act1ons 111 a(0)1 and MUST NOTL be tolerated. The basıc al COonNvıctions that
define the ıdentity of rel1210uUs people INaYy be In conflict wıth the emergıng CONSCHSUS of

1ıberal democratıc partıcular 1SsSue. The cConsclence of these people INAaYy
demand dissent Irom such CONSCHSUS Thıs dıssent IMNaYy be manıfested In varıety of
LTorms, from HICI eXxpression of diıssatısfaction actıve C1ıvıl dısobedience. Dıssent
dıctated by human CONsSCIeENCE 15 fundamental human ng that 1beral democratıic

granits Its cıtızen and ıt agaınst poss1ble infirıngements. It CADICSSCS the
moral integrity that A pluralıst soclety granits ıts Cit1zens. ose who exerclıse diıssent In

democratic soclety have the responsı1bilıty CommuUnıIcate the moral Cadsons behind
theır act1ons of dıssent the roader democratıc publıc. >Whıle they INAaYy v1igorously
OPPOSC the practices, behavıor and polıcıes of those wıth whom they dısagree, they
should aVO1d behavıor that denıies the moral ABCHNCY of theır Opponents. in dehumanıze
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one's OppOnents In the PIOCCSS of dıssent 15 undermıne the moral integrity of the VCLY
cCONsSCIeENCE that motivates these aCct10NS.«S Furthermore, ıt 1S imperatıve for those who
AL engaged In polıtics of dAissent be actıvely involved In the polıtical PTOCCSS. You
CannotTt ecritic1ıze somethıng that democratıc soclety has adopted wıthout YOUT actıve
partıcıpatıon and commıtment the polhıtical PTOCCSS. TIhe »c1alectic between cCOommı1t-
ment and crıt1ique 1S the ıdentifyıng feature that dıstınguıishes aCTIS of dissent that dısplay
genumne moral integrIity irom those that represent 1LLLOTEC expediency OT se]lf-interest.«?

Havıng allırme. the MNg of people diıssent agaınst DpOoNCIES, practices and behavıor
that contlıct wıth theır CONscCIeNCEe, IMUST reflect the crıter1a that cıtızens 0)8

communıitlies lıving in pluralıstic 111 USC Judge whether accept such dissent
OT instead COGTGE these people modify theır ehefs and behavıor by Lorcıng them
do somethıng that they do a(0)1 desıre do OT refraın from thıngs that they want do
everal cons1ıderations counsel agaınst the pursult of COerCcIve polıtical
princıpal cons1deratıon 1S the fact that human Judgement 15 As hıstory demon-
{rates; SOTNC moral Judgements that trıed enforce hrough coercion In the past
eventually proved be in COI OT unnecessarıly restrictive of the possıble approprlatiıon
of ea belhefs partıcular hıstorıical sıtuations. posıtıve appreclatıon of the pluralısm
that character1ızes the 1ıfe of modern soclety May be Stirong warnıng agaılnst the
proclhıvıty condemn cho1Cces, behavıors, and WaYy>S of ıfe that AdIC dıfferent from ONe's
OW. Opposıtion the USCcC of polıtical cCoOerc1on Tor the enforcement of OUT OW belhefs
and moral VICEW 1S also dıctated Dy the need protect OUT ( W self-ınterest In (ASe the
alance of polıtical W changes and others gaın control of the apparatus. It must

be forgotten Dy AaNYONC that extireme cCOerc1o0n CaUuUscs exireme suffering and
resentment that apart the fabrıc of publıc C1Vilıty, 417e 1S essentıal C1vıl polıtıcs.
It engenders alıenatıon from communlıty, ack of respect for 1ts Structures of authorıty and
Susp1c1on for the ıntenti1ons of Ifs polıtical leadershıp that ultımately ser10usly undermınes
whatever Coercı1on trıed

If adıcal intolerance In modern democratıc socletles 1S implausıble optıon, the
orderly function of such soclety emands the rejection of adıcal tolerance the VIEW
that cshould CO6G6IGE Polıtical cCoOerc1o0n 15 defens1ble when ıt
safeguard and enforce the mınımum moral code NECCCSSaL Y for the healthy functionıng of
the SOC1a|] order. In anı y pluralıstıc soclety, the boundarıes and the cContent of that mınımal
moral code 1S and wıll always be hıghly contested 1SSue, ubject revIis1ons
hrough polıtical delıberation. Rel1g10us communıtıes who aspıre have publıc

must actıvely partıcıpate In such delıberatıon, defending those human values
and agencles that sustaın and enhance the potential for all people actualıze the ullness
of theır humanıty.
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