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This project focuses on the potential for Ameriddreralism to enable the
undermining of its own political foundations. Fhet, this project investigates the role
that different approaches to knowledge, religiond atherwise, play in the formation of
political knowledge that may exploit this instatyilin the American democratic project.
Many Americans assume a salutary influence on the of religion on American
political life. | argue that the assumption ofsttbenefit without regard to religion’s
specific effect on political knowledge formation ynexacerbate the ability of various
sorts of belief to destabilize political democracyAmerica. Insofar as that is the case,
an ironic tension develops in the American systdniiberalism whereby the liberty
enacted by American politics enables and may eveowage the development of
approaches to political knowledge that eats awdlgeapolitical premises upon which the
liberty that allowed the development of said beliefas in the first place premised. To
conclude, | consider what lessons this insight sidtdl our beliefs, for liberty, and if the

insight does not itself suggest an appropriatecaagr to political democracy.



To this end, | first develop an understanding otkeds theory of liberalism and
the role for religion therein. Next, | explain hawe liberal political system of the
American founding deviates from Locke’s theorizgdtem and what potential that holds
for the role of religion in an historical developmt& context. To further such an
investigation, | look at the operation of Ameriadg@mocracy and the function of religion
as observed and theorized by Tocqueville, and domsider the subsequent theological
developments in mainline American Protestantismwgrg out of the Second Great
Awakening. By looking at the social Darwinists ahd Social Gospel movement, | then
illustrate how new epistemological developmentsimerican thought, as manifested by
the cross-pollination and melding of scientific ioaality and normative spiritual
thinking, come to validate a new ontological corimepof the individual's relationship
to society. Finally, | consider the ramificatioothe acceptability in American public
discourse of a rationally individuated spiritualpapach to the world for democratic

politics.



DEDICATION

In memory of
Wilson Carey McWilliams
whose spirit guides these pages.

We will never recover his loss,
though happily he teaches us we will yet endure
for democracy teaches us we need not heroes ammisav
when we have friends and loved ones, if only
we find the courage to allow it.

P.S. Hi Mom!
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INTRODUCTION : FOR GOD AND COUNTRY
Religion and Politics in American Liberal Republican
Democratic Practice

Not even Americans, subjected unto a Christianceriare to be punished
either in body or goods, for not embracing ourhfahd worship. If they
are persuaded that they please God in observingitég of their own
country, and that they shall obtain happiness by fteans, they are to be
left unto God and themselves.

John LockeA Letter Concerning Toleratién

Learning Liberty

The purpose of this project is to investigate thxtemt to which American
democratic liberalism may allow, or even encouraye, development of beliefs that
undermine the very political foundations of libésal itself, and to what extent, if any,
modes of religious and spiritual thought may exaats this phenomenon. From the
origins of the theory of political liberalism asoposed by John Locke and across
Tocqueville’s famous observations on the need toderamte the freedom of the
democratic soul in America, many thinkers have egped concern as to the dangers that
individual liberty may pose to society with respexthe potential for free individuals to
cause disruption in civil society. In consideratiof this concern, many theorists have
discussed the potential for religion to serve adsnal of corrective to this disruptive
potential, asserting that the search for morahtwithin at least the Abrahamic religious
tradition will have a salutary effect upon the gelus believer, rendering her state of
freedom not only not dangerous to, but even prodeidor the good of society. Others,
though, have suggested that religion may have algmatic relationship with

democracy, the very basis of our political libeiitysofar as religious faith may motivate

2 Locke, JohnA Letter Concerning ToleratiorEd. lan Shapiro. (New Haven: Yale University Bres
2003). 237



people to seek to enact their religiously motivgtettical preferences without regard for
democratic procedures. Beyond such disagreemettieopart of democratic theorists,
however, Americans themselves have long expresseldlief that religiously informed
values are vital to health of American society @agttendant politics. Such an effect on
the part of religion, however, ought not to be assd, as while religious belief, at least
in the Western tradition, may be faith in God, tctice of religion is a human
endeavor and, as such, may often prove an inapptembject of faith. To understand
the real impact of America’s experience of religicand spiritual belief on American
politics, then, requires first an understandingAofierican democratic liberalism in the
context of the theory as proposed by Locke, as fieoldin its Madisonian incarnation,
and as observed by Tocqueville, as well as thatsiin and of religion therein. Then,
once such an understanding has been establishadl, ltlecome necessary to undertake
an historical investigation into the sorts of bieigstems that have developed in America
and how they have influenced the political attitidend positions of the people within
that system. Ultimately, | will argue that Amerigaexperience with religion has
allowed—and even encouraged—the development aéfsalat undermine the political
foundations of democratic politics in America. Sifieally, although not all Americans
adhere to such beliefs, American political disceuescepts as legitimate, under the
sanction of religious or spiritual validation, le#§ concerning the deficiency or lack of
fitness of the holders of dissenting viewpointg#sticipate in democratic politics. To
this end, | will demonstrate how certain approactee&knowledge that are relevant to
politics, both religious and otherwise, some seglyiidiosyncratic while others more

mainstream, can be seen to embody a more genaetgpted conception of the



relationship between the individual and societyt thadermines the democratic basis
upon which our liberalism, including our freedombefiief, rests.

First, an understanding of Locke’s theory of ldexm must be developed along
with the function within it which Locke understoddr religion. | begin with Locke
because he in large part initiated the project oflenn liberalism, so it is critical to
understand not only why he believed individual fitpeto be justified but also how he
believed it would work in terms of its efficacy aitd safety as a political system. The
American founding did not, of course, enact Lockeystemper se® Locke’s theory,
though, can be considered on the one hand as tim @odeparture such that the
Americans could believe that the founding of arn#besystem was both feasible and right.
On the other hand, Locke’s liberal system may kertaas an important juxtaposition and
point of reference for understanding how the Anmriexperience has deviated from
Locke’s vision as well as for clarifying the probis, if not impossibility, for
contemporary theorists who would urge a “returnatmle for religion in our democracy
more like that envisioned by Locke. In effect, ewee understand how Locke thought
political liberalism would work, we can then look American liberalism to see how it
differed from Locke’s proposed system and how tta@s/ incarnation might be expected
to work or not work on its own terms.

Locke departed from his historical predecessorscdaytending that individual
liberty, as distinguished from the liberty of a pkn was not only not necessarily a threat
to society but actually would serve the common gddmkralism would be consistent
with republicanism. Rather than requiring an okeheng and potentially overbearing

coercive force, society could be held together erigpby people pursuing their self-

% Not any more than it did Herbert Spenc&tswial Statics



interest insofar as they recognized the gains a@bbsbving. Certainly, inconveniences to
social life and its attendant systems of exchangstexl, and from that state of affairs
Locke derived the mandates to engage politics. tivee politics, as per above, need not
be all controlling precisely because people coutdenstand how best to pursue that
which is good, both for themselves and for the jguinterest with which their personal
good happily coincided.

In this context, personal morality would not needbe controlled but in fact,
according to Locke, such control would actuallyenfére with the development of a
virtuous citizenry. Observing the social strifedaattendant political instability over
matters of religion, Locke urged a policy of tokwa. Far from exacerbating conflict
over matters of religion by allowing for dissentingligious practices, Locke held that
toleration would enable the civil peace that iresise on the established church so clearly
had failed to create. In response to the arguiietallowing such dissent would fail to
safeguard against the predations of the morallyitdés Locke argued that toleration, in
allowing the free pursuit of religion, better effed the moral purposes of religion by
allowing the individuals of society to come to aader understanding of the moral
authority that ought to guide their behavior in thalm of freedom. In this sense, liberty
would not be disruptive of civil peace by fosterimglefactors but would rather enable
the development of a more sincerely virtuous popsilthat would both bolster civil
peace and promote the common good through theeficent ways.

Such a system whereby religion becomes a buttcetiset common good that is
activated by liberty differs in certain significargspects from the system developed in

the American founding. In the American system dlitigal liberalism, no such



purposive moral function was attributed to liberfgather, far from being the freedom to
pursue some divinely authoritative good, libertyamethe freedom to do as one wished.
The task for the founders, then, was to construgblaical system such that, first, the
freedom enacted therein did not threaten the systemliberty would be safe with
respect to the system of government, and secord, sifstem would not itself
illegitimately infringe upon the liberty of the pge, or, rather, individual persons, which
may be another matter entirely.

In such a liberal system, religion may well perfottmee salutary function
envisioned by Locke, but it by no means must. Tbkato say, while the founders
implicitly accepted arguments such as those madédake that civil authority must
not—indeed, cannot legitimately—govern mattersefpnal religion, they did not insist
upon a conception of freedom that led to religiquactice in conformity with the
common good. The founders would claim to estaldisépublic, but their understanding
of republicanism was to serve the interests obglallowing them to live freely rather
than to encourage, must less demand, that the @eophe together in public projects.
The common good might still be supported, but thisuld be a common good
understood to emanate from the actions of indiMsleaercising their freedom as each
saw fit rather than from a political decision tovdlp something in common. Such
common projects would still be possible, of coulset were in no way required and,
quite possibly, as shall be seen, might be disgmaaby the many and myriad
developments in American thought allowed by thistem.

Critical to assessing the possible functions dfmeh in the American system of

democratic liberalism is the modern realizationt tfedigions evolve. Locke’s role for



religion was premised upon the adoption of religadna certain type. Moreover, the
types of religion Locke considered assumed withigirt systems of thought a personal
mandate to pursue an understanding of moral atyhexternal to the self; the religious
believer would seek to do God’s will on earth. Werk of Max Weber and subsequent
thinkers, however, has demonstrated that religionange over time, often, if not

generally, in conformity with other ways of compeeling the world. In this way, the

beliefs enshrined within a system of religious tifiumay adapt over time to shifting
understandings about society, economics, politincs @/en physical or material reality.
As such, especially given the freedom to develop@dd be found in the relatively thin

institutional space of America, religions may notrsliably be taken as fixed guides to
objective truth insofar as it will have a tendernoydrift as it incorporates within itself

new views of the world; the sheer scope of thenfraigtation of Christianity into so many
sects in America emphasizes the prevalence optiesomenon.

Thus, to understand the function religion has playe American politics, it
becomes necessary to develop an historical undeistpof religion’s actual function in
American political liberalism and its influence political thought. To this end, | look
first to Tocqueville’s still famous observationstbé functioning of American democracy
and his discussion of the role of religion thereBpecifically, Tocqueville’s work offers
the opportunity to see to what degree religion abtufunctioned as theorized by Locke
and as allowed by the system of the American fotsmadén other words, | will examine
Tocqueville’s observations because they offer engsie of how the American liberal
democratic system, as adapted from Locke’s theatyally functioned in America and

what role the various theoretical pieces (e.ggiet, individual freedom, the production



of the common good, etc.) actually played in thequefollowing the system’s political
enactment; American politics and beliefs have cbkdrgyeatly over time, so Tocqueville
offers us an important insight into the degree toclwv American politics functioned in
conformity with or in deviation from how Locke armMdadison respectively envisioned
the operation of a liberal system of politics. rrdahere, we may then follow the
subsequent developments in what would be considacedptable forms of spiritually
based thought and what sorts of knowledge abouwtnkl would thereby be accepted as
legitimate within American public discourse. By acting the path of religious
development in political thought and examining aertspecific manifestations of this
thought, | seek to demonstrate that the free sfrackelief established by the Founders
allowed for the development of a conception of ribl@tionship between the individual
and the rest of society that differs markedly frdmt envisioned by Locke and which
holds the potential to undermine the premises ofeAcan democratic politics.
Significantly, and perhaps ironically, this potahtierosion of the very political
foundations of liberalism that allowed the freedombelief in the first place can, far
from being stymied by religion, occur through thehicle of religion which Locke, and
many theorists since, proffered as the best hapsafieguarding political liberalism.
What Tocqueville actually observed about politiogl @eligion coheres quite well
with the theory of Locke’s liberal system. NotgbRocqueville argued that American
religion was critical to the functioning of Ameritalemocracy by virtue of its ability to
foster mores appropriate to democratic politicsor Focqueville, the political system
required a certain type of character for peoplgaaticipate in politics properly and

religion, in combination with other American sociastitutions such as the family and



the ubiquitous voluntarist associations, servelbtm the moderate character appropriate
to an individual who would be at once at libertydaalso a participant in democratic
politics. By informing people with respect to thewn self-interest rightly understood,
Tocqueville held that religion checked individuaeddom and guided its exercise
towards the common good which was understood tfothe benefit of not only all, but
of each individual as well.

Tocqueville was acutely aware, however, of the ibdgy that religion might not
be well suited to the continued performance of thigtion. Tocqueville was especially
careful to note that even religion found itself blelen to and required to conform to
certain attitudes attendant a free people. THajioa would need to follow the lead of
other attitudes clearly calls into question itsligbito guide these self-same attitudes.
Indeed, an examination of the religious experiesfaie Second Great Awakening of the
early nineteenth century, a social phenomenon dbatirred during Tocqueville’s visit
and came to define the direction of much of Amaericaligious thought subsequent to
that period, exemplifies this tendency of religiorevolve to accommodate other beliefs.
Specifically, the nineteenth century exhibited @agrincrease in the rational individuation
of culture in America. The previously dominant @aist theology increasingly failed to
resonate with a worldview whereby one would seesarty to benefit one’s own
situation by the rational pursuit of self-interestends. Over time, American mainline
Protestantism developed an emphasis on the individsl both the means and ends of
understanding salvation. Although the purposesbdion with respect to the salvation of
individual souls remained unchanged, this purposmildv come to be understood

increasingly as accomplished through the ratiorsdlf-interested pursuits of the



individual as he understood them. In effect, midy alid the appropriate choice of means
to salvation fall upon the individual in this neeligious formulation, but so too did the
appropriate approaches to knowledge informing ¢hatce.

In this way, for many Americans, the appropriateuk of knowing moved away
from external authoritative criteria and moved irtee individual self. By a right
connection with God, the individual could claim tegmty in what to pursue with her own
life and the right means by which to do so; autiyorémained divine, but it would be
accessed by the heart. Thus, an effectively sédf-ential approach to knowledge, both
of ends and means, became considered legitimagecmunt of this apparently subjective
approach being sanctioned as religious in natimeofar as that which someone would
consider to be an appropriate or plausible poligcel or project will be bounded by the
kinds of understandings of right and wrong devetbpethin religious faiths, the
acceptability of this approach to knowledge oughhave significant ramifications for
politics. This impact on Americans politics woultdturn be intensified by the folding of
scientific knowledge into this epistemic approatiattbegan in the late nineteenth
century. Lacking the history of an oppressive chuhat marked European’s experience,
Americans felt no need to jettison religious apples to knowledge in favor of the new
scientific rationality born of the EnlightenmerRRather, Americans incorporated this new
approach to knowledge into their existing viewstlodé world, allowing for a kind of
cross-pollination between scientific rationality darthe normative prescriptions of
religious belief and the consequent developmergnoflgamated strains of thought that

incorporated each and both.
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This combined—not to say conflated—approach ofeth and science in alleged
concert can be found as emblematic of otherwisesegy disparate political positions
and beliefs. To illustrate how this approach teowledge, which underscores the
underlying conception of the individual as an ajppiate locus of knowing, I look to the
politics of the social Darwinists of The Gilded Aged the progressive response to these
politics of the Social Gospel movement. Despitehealaiming the mantle of the
betterment of the human race, in terms of politipakition, these two camps could
scarcely be further apart. The disciples of Willi&raham Sumner (and Herbert Spencer
before him) argued for a policy tdissez-faireto allow the less fit individuals to fail in
competition, thereby producing better individuats the benefit of the species and,
therefore necessarily, the benefit of the commardgehich they would then produce by
their qualitatively superior efforts. The Sociab$pelers, on the other hand, in keeping
with their lead theologian Walter Rauschenbusckiesd saw society as an organic
whole which could be improved by the collectiveoetf$ of all to the great benefit and
advantage of each. Despite such antagonisticyppliescriptions stemming from such
disparate political positions, each movement iske@dby an expression of politics that
collapses normative and instrumental reasoning ayswemblematic of the cross-
pollination of scientific and religious thought apted as legitimate in American public
discourse. Not uninterestingly, each movementséelappropriate Darwin’s then new
theory of evolution—a theory, it should be notéwttis entirely materialistic in scope—
to demonstrate the scientific nature of their ndiweaconclusions. Inquiry into each
approach to politics shows how, on account of eaxitluding—erroneously by today’'s

analytic understanding of the different modes alutjht—that normative or moral truth
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would necessarily have to conform to scientific emsthndings of reality and,

correspondingly, any mode of inquiry into the whag tvorld runs, scientific or otherwise,
would necessarily be expected to produce conclssabout normative truth. Despite the
apparently different purposes of the approachésdavledge, on account of a collapsing
of the discourses, for many, the knowledge of egstem of thought would be expected
to cohere.

This is not to claim that all Americans approaclowledge—political, religious,
scientific or otherwise—in this manner. Rather tiaim is that such approaches to
knowledge are considered, at least implicitly, tiegte in American public discourse
and may even be encouraged on account of the démaimas preference of so many
Americans that values, political and otherwise rélegiously informed. To the extent,
then, that religion is perhaps uncritically invitbg Americans to form the basis for
political viewpoints and positions, political knaydge developed by way of this
collapsed or amalgamated approach to knowledge sidflilarly be accepted as a
legitimate basis for political views. Yet | wilrgue that this approach to knowledge is
itself a manifestation of a conception of the indixal and her relationship to society that
may itself be problematic for democratic politicsSpecifically, the self-referential
approach to knowledge that gives rise to these rapfg disparate politics similarly
allows the discrediting of individuals who disagieseunfit for democratic participation;
in effect, the fact of disagreement becomes itseiflence that the person holding the
dissenting viewpoint has an inappropriate relatigmso knowledge, to the process of
knowing itself, that calls into question the relld of any views he might hold. To this

end, | examine certain specific and allegedly nraigor fringe forms of thought such as
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Scientology, the Objectivist philosophy of Ayn Rarahd other related individualistic,
therapeutic self-help systems of thought and ghxblematic ramifications for politics in
order to show how, while they might initially appediosyncratic, they are in fact
similarly products of the aforementioned amalgawhapproach to knowledge. To the
extent that these seemingly more socially divisipproaches to knowledge may be seen
to have arisen from and been facilitated by movdémenthought that are fundamentally
religious in nature, | call into question an uricet belief that religion will necessarily
serve as a corrective to potential problems in deaim liberalism. This is not, of
course, to say that religion cannot serve the repubwhatever form republicanism may
be understood to take—even that of people beirtgidetheir own devices—but rather
that the function of religion in the American libérsystem must be examined and
understood with respect to its operation on acphaditical commitments and not as a
magic salve that will cure even the most Panglossfawounds in our society and our

politics.
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CHAPTER 1: A DEMOCRACY ON A HILL ?
The Functionality of Evolving Religion Within a
System of Democratic Liberalism

Philosophy’s quarrel with democracy was that demogrtaught men in
childhood to be “free,” and hence legitimated th@mivate emotions and
desires. Democracy failed partly because it didati@mpt to develop the
awareness of imperfection in knowledge and virtu&he humbling

awareness created a bond among those who partidipatit and freed

them from the tyranny of the emotions. It is vit@alremember that Plato
saw Sparta, no less than Athens, as in error: &péke so many
traditional societies, believed that fraternity cée taught, can be
embodied in iron rules of custom and ritual. Spadnstrained men only
externally; if Athens encouraged men to seek pleasbparta could not
train them to resist it. Neither saw the neces$ity desolation, for

destroying pride of custom and pride of self as fingt step toward

instilling a vision of a higher authority which widuallow pleasure to take
a necessary if lesser place in the scheme of hiifean

W. Carey McWilliams;The Idea of Fraternity in Ameriéa

Introduction: Religious Functionalism in American Liberal Democracy

A proper understanding of the liberal democratistam, as conceived by the
state builders in America, reveals the potential d&osignificant function for religious
belief towards supporting the system. Specificahg Lockean liberalism that served as
the jumping off point for American liberal democyaassumed that a sincere religious
faith was critical to moderate what were considepetentially detrimental and even
debilitating effects of unchecked individual freedmn the polity; religion worked to
prevent liberty from becoming dangerous licensethé@ory of American politics, then,
requires insight into the development of Americamitiality; the understandings of the

evolution of spiritual systems that attend charigagbe social and economic structure of

* McWilliams, W. CareyThe Idea of Fraternity in AmericgBerkeley, CA: University of California Press,
1973). 28
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society must be addressedSuch changes result not merely in a differencetated
belief, but are themselves manifestations of aieatation in fundamental ways of
looking at and understanding the world; that iss&y, religion is often the vehicle
through which changing approaches to knowing on&Hdd and ways of thinking about
knowledge itself occur. In the American experiemedigious changes often followed the
rationalization and individualization of culturedi theorized by Max Weber, which have
important ramifications for a theory of the repehh political goals initially envisioned
for the country at the time of the founding and wiha& role of democracy is in effecting
those goals.

That these reformulations of what can be known lama occur through religion
create an ironic tension for religious functionalis That is to say, if religion is taken
seriously as having a function within American podl institutions, then that function
may be expected to change should the approachawl&dge that a religious system
represents chandesMoreover, the legitimacy of spiritual belief asten founded upon
claims of providing knowledge of fixed truth abatle world. Such truths, for the
believer, would necessarily inform choices conaggnthat which is both politically
possible and appropriate. In this vein, it becomrétscal to develop a theory of what
such understandings of epistemological developmewés time within religious and
spiritual belief mean for the American liberal répa. Specifically, there exists an ironic

tension within Lockean liberalism whereby the systealidates belief systems that

® Weber, MaxThe Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of CapitaliStnanslated by T. Parsons. (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1958); Tawney, RRé&ligion and the Rise of Capitalisfi.ondon: Hazell,
Watson & Voney, Ltd., 1944); Robertson, H. M. J.Gflapham, edThe Rise of Economic Individualism: A
Criticism of Max Weber and his Schofambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1933)

® Cf. Berger, Peter LThe Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Sociological ThebReligion (Garden City,

NY: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1967)
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undermine the very underpinnings of the theoresgatem that allowed the freedom of
the belief systems in the first place. The formsvhich religion and spiritual thinking in
America manifests itself depend upon the freedomebgion articulated in American
liberalism, which in turn rests upon and emanatemfthe democratic liberal republic
that guarantees said freedoniThis freedom, however, may allow the developrant
approaches to knowledge that allow for the rejectibthe very theories upon which the
liberalism that allowed and encouraged these dewabmts in thought was in the first
place premised.

To be sure, the notion that liberalism may allow éxistence of illiberal elements
within the polity is not a new observation. Theldem becomes much greater, however,
when it is understood that the American liberaltesys may allow, or even, as we shall
see, invite the formation of not just political gass that are illiberal, but approaches to
knowledge that undermine the very basis of the deamy upon which that liberal
system rests. The tension becomes ironic when iealized that the very types of
religious and spiritual thought to which many poét theorists turn to safeguard the
system may actually serve as the vehicle by whiotus the undermining of American
theories of democracy and republicanism. Suchraterstanding creates problems for
more commonly held views of the place of religisnAmerican politics, as with the
concerns such as those voiced by Alasdair Maclhtia America’s political woes stem
from a drift of our collective morals away from theriginal religious foundations; such
points are rendered moot if we learn that it islihsic spiritual thinking within the mode

of religious belief that has set the polity adrifRather, we need a new theory of the

" Though this freedom, of course, has its own boriega
8 MaclIntyre, AlasdairAfter Virtue: A Study in Moral ThearyNotre Dame: The University of Notre Dame
Press, 1984)
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interplay between spiritual values and our undediteg of American liberalism to more
properly interpret what America—and Americans—whiotn and can achieve through
politics. To this end, we must first understancckess theory of liberalism which so
influenced the American political founding and ttede of religion within the liberal
system as Locke understood it. Once such a the@stablished, we can use it as a point
of reference to view the alterations and adaptatioh that theory in the American
founding and the potential significance of the fimt of spiritual thought within the
American institutional apparatus. From there, way/rthen consider the ramifications of
religion’s situation and historical development @merican politics, as well as its

prospects for the future.

Lockean Liberalism: The Freedom to Do Good

Lockean liberalism, as initially conceived and thadapted for American
government, is not best understood as a complitediyidualistic laissez-faireeconomic
system of freedom. Rather, the individual libeidyaccumulate property prescribed by
Locke functioned to allow greater development e tommon good by increasing the
value of the resources provided by God. Differshgrply from Hobbes’s concerns of a
war of all against all, Locke quite differently seleuman beings as attracted to living in
society with one another. This understanding afppes though still motivated by self-
interest, holds that they enjoy living together andre readily perceive the benefit of
society:

God having made Man such a Creature, that, in Wis dudgment, it was not
good for him to be alone, put him under strong @dilons of Necessity,
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Convenience, and Inclination to drive him into ®bgj as well as fitted him with
Understanding and Language to continue and enjoy it

Of course, people still have desires and aversioh&gh motivate them to work towards
their own self-interest. However, Locke does matrfe this drive as one of unbridled
competition against other humans who are an indalid foes, but rather part of the
common endeavor granted by, “God, who hath giveriWorld to Men in common, hath
given them reason to make use of it to the besarstdge of Life, and convenienct,”
People’s hedonistic motivations move them to médeerhost of living in this world, in
which each is an executor of the “Law of Naturdg preserve the rest of Mankintf,”
for the greatest enjoyment of all people. To leegoy this world, though, requires work
on the part of the people. This work gives ris¢h® ownership of private property, as
one who works on a part of nature, “hath mixed ltabour with, and joyned to it
something that is his own, and thereyby makessitfibperty,*2>. Moreover, this effort
of appropriating property to oneself, which an undiual engages in from his or her own
self-interested inclination to make a better lifdges not lessen but increase the common
stock of mankind*® because, “labour makes the far greatest part ef vilue of
things,™®. Thus, the natural desire of people to fulfileithown individual self-interest
actually brings about an improved state of affeorsall the individuals in a society.
However, although the benefits from working onunatmay accrue to the whole

population of the world, an individual still engage this work first out of self-interest; a

° Locke, JohnTwo Treatises of Governme€ambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1988p-
319

1%1bid. 286

" bid. 271

% bid. 288

' Ibid. 294

* Ibid. 296
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human being works to improve his or her own lifelowever, as this work creates
property for the individual:
The enjoyment of the property he has in this Stateery unsafe, very unsecure.
This makes him willing to quit this Condition, whi©owever free, is full of fears
and continual dangers... to unite [with others] fog thutual Preservation of their
Lives, Liberties and Estates, which | call by ttemeral Name, Property.
If, in the state of nature, each man be executdth@faw of nature, then each is also his
own judge, which is never understood to be an #fecform of dispute resolution
among human beings. The lack of security to alctvithis implies hampers the benefits
that accrue to all when people feel certain they gmabout their work unhampered, as
this work benefits all. The reasonable solutionoading to Locke, then, is for each
individual to resign his right as executor of tlavlof nature to a common power, a
government, which may act as umpire, “to restragpartiality and violence of Mer®
In this way, “Civil Government is the proper Reméddy the Inconveniences of the State

of Nature,*’.

Thus, a common power enables people to apptepeajoy safely, and
thereby be more likely to work to increase the gadfitheir own property which furthers
the common good for all members of society. Acowly, “in Governments the Laws
regulate the right of property, and the possessibtand is determined by positive
constitutions,*® so that each individual might pursue their owri-Berest in a way that
benefits every member of the society.

Under this conception of Locke’s of the role oivgmment in human affairs, the

people establish government to accomplish more vasipect to their self-interest than

they could without it. People are reasonably éiffecin pursuing their own interests

15 1bid. 350
18 1bid. 275-276
7 bid. 278
18 1bid. 302
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without governmeni?, but by using reason they can create an arrangeiimanis even
more effective at furthering their interests. slin the effort to improve their lives beyond
a certain level, then, that government becomescassdy. The implication here is that
government is an instrument empowered by the petuplgerve the people for their
greater good:

Political Power is that Power which every Man, Imgvin the state of Nature, has

given up into the hands of the Society, and theteithe Govenours, whom the

Society hath set over itself, with this expresstagit Trust, that it shall be

employed for their good, and the preservation efrtRroperty?

The actions of government consequent to its estabkent are then valid only to the
extent that they fulfill their duty of promoting ehinterests of the people; in effect,
liberalism is justified on account of its effectiogrepublicanism. In such a formulation,
governmental action cannot be considered apart fterpurpose of furthering people’s
aims.

Political power as such is not absolute, but ca@nt upon promoting the welfare
of the people; “The public good is the rule and suea of all law-making. If a thing be
not useful to the commonwealth, though it be ewemndifferent, it may not presently be
established by law?*. Government arises from the effort of the pedpléurther their
own self-interests with the benefit that, under ggowent, the benefit of all can be
promoted more effectively than by individuals waidkion their own. Therefore, there
are standards for evaluating what government may dmr example, because the

securing of property is held to be necessary tath@ncement of the lives of the people,

“no Body hath a right to take their substance, oy part of it from them, without their

19 Zuckert, Michael PLaunching Liberalism: On Lockean Political Philosop (Lawrence, KS: University
Press of Kansas, 2002). 375

% Locke.Two Treatises of Governmes81

2L | ocke. A Letter Concerning Toleratior233
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own consent; without this, they have no Propertglgt®’. Indeed, the consent of the
governed becomes pivotal, as, “Every Man beindnaasbeen shewed, naturally free, and
nothing being able to put him into subjection to d&uarthly Power, but only his own
Consent,®. A government that attempts to act contrary ®ehds consented by people
is actually itself in a state of rebellion; a gawaent that attempts to exert force without
this consent is at war with the people: “Who shal Judge whether the Prince or
Legislative act contrary to their Trust?... The Peoghall be Judg€* Government,
given Locke’s understanding of how people pursueirtinterests, is necessary to
advance the welfare and enjoyment of the peopleormbya certain point not
surmountable without it.

Critical to this theory, then, is the understanditngit liberty is largely an
instrumental good that is justified on the basistbier ends. Liberty effectively exists, or
rather, must be established, to allow for greatessibility and development in the
common project. This purpose for liberty deperitlsrefore, on Locke’s requirement
that we understand liberty in its proper conception

Absolute liberty, just and true liberty, equal angpartial liberty, is the thing that

we stand in need oNow, though this has indeed been much talked dgulbt it

has not been much understood; | am sure not agragdtised, either by our
governors towards the people in general, or bydissenting parties of the people
towards one anothér.

Historically, the concept of liberty as conceivasl individual freedom developed as a

necessary counterpart to the notion that indivisluakre responsible for their own

salvation; any restraint on freedom that would wmilee the individual's ability to

22| ocke.Two Treatises of GovernmeB60

% |bid. 347

% bid. 426-427

% Locke. A Letter Concerning Toleratior213
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pursue his or her own salvation could not posshi#ylegitimate or contain any real
mandate for the believer. As such, liberty is isseey for ideas of justice or morality to
have any real meaning; as Hobbes points out:

To this war of every man against every man, the & consequent: that nothing

can be unjust. The notions of right and wrongtigesand injustice, have there no

place. Where there is no common power, there idamo where no law, no

injustice®®
Without government, individuals live in the realhsimple necessity in following their
mandate of self-preservation, and an individualingctunder necessity cannot be
considered unjust. Liberty becomes vital, them, doy project concerning the moral
development of humanity. Certainly, liberty maypesued by a political system as an
ends in itself, as the failure to do so may undeerthe actual enactment of freedom.
However, the point is clear that the basis for ledskvision of society remains firmly
constrained by higher mandate, as indicated byganeeption of humans being, as noted
above, “under strong Obligations of Necessity, Garence, and Inclination to drive him
into Society,?’.

Thus, while liberty is emphasized in the Lockeastasm, it is not liberty for its
own sake or for the enjoyment of the individual—bb such enjoyment will also

occuf®—but rather as a vehicle for other efdisThis conception of liberty forms the

criteria for evaluating the construction and linofghe Lockean system:

% Hobbes, Thomag.eviathan: Parts One and Tw(Eaglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, Inc., 195808
" Locke.Two Treatises of Governmeftl8-319

28 At least, it will if all goes well, notwithstandinthe utter misery so many people perpetuate upein t
own lives by the exercise of their freedom. Despiich pains, it may still be well argues thatrlipés a
precondition to achieve a happier state of affaiven if it includes the potential to at times makieash of
things.

% |bid. esp. chapter 5
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Law, in its true Notion, is not so much the Limitat as the direction of a free and
intelligent Agent to his proper Interest, and prédss no farther than is for the
general Good of those under that L¥w.

Liberty held value for Locke so long is its exeecisupported the common good.

Accordingly, Liberty is good so long as it is cordd by the public interest.

Knowing (How to Be) Good

Of course, the regulation of the exercise of foeedhat Locke envisions does not
necessarily require religioper se it is certainly possible to imagine a state damé
whereby people subordinate their liberty to the swn good for non-theological
reasons. Indeed, given the alleged happy confeuehthe pursuit of self-interest and the
common good, appropriate behavior might be foundcdtcdme easily to people in a
Lockean world, thereby obviating the function ofigien in a liberal syster: As
Michael Zuckert states:

According to Locke, Hobbes is most mistaken indwfig that the good of each
can be accomplished only through the in princiglmplete substitution of public
will for the private wills of citizens. The demdretion is largely the
achievement of his analysis of property, on the baed, and religion, on the
other. The reservation of property and libertyhtsgbeyond anything Hobbes
would admit derives from Locke’s reanalysis of tbke of material conditions in
human existence and the insight that privatelyedilproductive activity (labor,
profit seeking) does not disrupt but rather knigether society by creating
interdependence and wealth. Moreover, in his L&@ncerning Toleration and
other places, Locke shows that a privatizing sotutio the religious problem,
religious toleration, also better serves the cafsgghts-securing than does any
kind of public solution. Religion is no longer be the cement of society; the
mutual interdependence of the division of labor #mel joint subordination to
secular but rational authority is, for the mosttptar serve the function inste&d.

%0 |bid. 305

31 Cf. Block's discussion of the defeat of self-authation through education in accepting universahms
and ends. Block, James B. Nation of Agents: The American Path to a Modegelf &nd Society.
(Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard Ursitgr 2002). 155-160

%2 Zuckert.Launching Liberalism305
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In this view, religion’s social function is usurpest, perhaps more accurately, preempted
by the normal behavior associated with a liberahemy.

Such a view, however, misunderstands and, perlia@®fore, neglects the
conception of religion and its relationship to ager understanding of human conduct
that Locke holds. In many respects, Locke seégioalas not merely a faith in a divine
creator, but also as a self-conscious statemdatawledge of how one ought properly to
behave. Religion, then, is both epistemologica antological for Locke: it contains a
self-conscious understanding of the nature of tbddyhow it can be known, and what is
known about i> Thus, religion is itself the project of understany how one should
behave in the world—which is a necessary compoakhbcke’s liberal system—given
Locke’s basic approach to what he termed, “humaterstanding.”

According to Locke, there are no universal trutiisinnate principles resident
within the human mind* As such, innate principles of the world and hiimgs ought
to be cannot be discovered by reason alone. Utadeliag is, rather, a matter of
perception and reason is the human ability to mdaip ideas symbolically. This anti-
essentialist position yields the conclusion thatrahgrinciples must similarly not be
innate, but rather a set of conventional rules Watunderstand because they are useful.
God may, in the final accounting, justify the adoptof certain moral principles, as shall
be discussed below, but this fact does not thusentfad ideas held by humans innate in
any way. What humans consider to be their undeigtg is the apprehension of ideas

through some means of perception and the subsemaampulation of said ideas through

33 Cf. the similarity of this conception to the coptien of religion developed by Bergdte Sacred
Canopy Also, it should be pointed out further that Bergetes that many belief systems, even allegedly
secular ones, may also take on this characteligfaas belief systems.

34 Locke, JohnAn Essay concerning Human UnderstandiBdited by Peter H. Nidditch. (Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press, 1975). Book 1
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the faculty of reason. As such, truth is not bairan arrangement of ideas as such a truth
would be contingent upon the abilities of the indiaal knower and his or her proficiency
at reasoning. Accordingly, even the inability toudt something cannot be taken as
dispositive of a belief being innately true.

Real knowledge for Locke must therefore arise flonmanity’s experience in
nature; that is to say, the knowledge of the natiréhings depends upon a person’s
engaged understanding of the experience of naluveke’s conception of knowledge of
truth, while empirically based in this way, did rdgmand the radical skepticism of, say,
Hume, though. Instead, Locke believed that whikré¢ were not innate truths within the
human mind, such truths could still be deduced—ihbsy required an engagement with
experience to provide the materials from which oeasiay make further deductiofrs.
Thus, for Locke, the belief that understanding cermem the manipulation of concepts
in no way suggests the absence of real moral textesnal to human thought. While the
only truth that men may know intuitively is theiwn existence, attempts to grasp further
the truths of reality must depend upon demonstratonsidered to be no less definitive
than truth known intuitively® For Locke, the most important of these truthschhinen
can know demonstratively is the existence of &aaltruth inherently bound up with the
moral nature of the world and focuses the problérknowledge upon, “Morality and
Divinity, those parts of Knowledge that Men are mosncern’d to be clear if® As

Ayers points out:

% Ayers, Michaell.ocke — Volume I: Epistemology-ondon and New York: Routeledge, 1991). 14-15
2: Dunn, Johnlocke (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1984). 52

Ibid. 77
3 |ocke.An Essay concerning Human Understandihiy(13-14)
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There is no doubt that the tone of much of Loclke&'sount of belief is moralistic,
sometimes intensely so, but that is also true afesof the things he had to say
about knowledge, or rather about our failure tou@regjt when it is to be hat.

Accordingly, even though right and wrong are nofprapended directly through
observation of nature, understanding the natuneality necessarily entails knowledge
of morality and hence, of right conduct. IndeexiDainn explains concerning “ideas that
shape action™

It is easy to be confused about moral issues dimee is no palpable external
standard, given by the senses, which men musttegaktch and with which their

ideas can readily be compared. But the moral iddash men consider simply

are the realities about which they are attemptindhiokk. Because there is no gap
in this sense between what Locke calls their ‘n@ngssence’ and their ‘real
essence’, ideas about morality can be understothdaatlarity which ideas about
nature necessarily lack. This is why Locke supgod®at morality could be

demonstrated, and continued to suppose so long l#tehad abandoned the
attempt to demonstrate it hims&if.

An objective moral assessment of human conductossiple because there is an
analogous congruency between the physical anda¢ti@alms for Locke; just as the laws
of mechanics operate as they do because of howntaog matter, substances and such,
so to are the laws of nature, as they pertaintticgtimmutable as they emanate from the
nature of how God made humans and the wbrlds Ayers explains the theory:

In theEssaysdt was asserted categorically that the Law of Natloes not depend
on an unstable and mutable will, but on the eteondér of things, and it was in
this context that moral principles were presentedanditional:

certain duties arise out of necessity and cannobtber than they are.
And this is not because... God... could not have cdeatan differently.
Rather, the cause is that, since man has been snatieas he is, equipped
with reason and his other faculties and destinedhis mode of life, there
necessarily result from his inborn constitutionsneodefinite duties for
him, which cannot be other than they are. In itasgéems to follow just as
necessarily from the nature of man that, if he mamn, he is bound... to

39 Ayers.Locke — Volume. 105 — 106
“0Dunn.Locke 83
1 Ayers.Locke — Volume I
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observe the law of nature, as it follows from tla¢une of a triangle that, if
it is a triangle, its three angles are equal to twht angles, although
perhaps very many men are so lazy and so thoughthes for want of
attention they are ignorant of these truths.
Not only was the analogy with geometry alreadyhils early passage, but we can
see a link with Locke’s later treatment of the lasiphysics. The necessity of
the law is hypothetical, but hard: God was freevib what laws he liked in that
he was free to create what things he liked, butré&ating free and rational beings
capable of pleasure and painipso factowilled a certain law for those beings;
just as, in choosing to create matter, he chogainarecessary laws of motiéh.
While anything would be possible for God, in esbhg the system of what is real,
God has simultaneously established the fact ofotibje standards of moral condft.
This fact turns the endeavor of human understanidito a purposive project. As
Locke puts forth, on account of the nature of tgalnd its attendant laws, “Our Business
here is not to know all things, but those whichamn our Conduct;®. Knowledge is
itself a moral endeavor inherent within natureDimnn’s words:
What the state of nature is for him is the conditio which God himself places
all men in the world, prior to the lives which thieye and the societies which are
fashioned by the living of these lives. What itdissigned to show is not what
men are like but rather what rights and duties theye as the creatures of G6d.
The specific mechanics of the relationship betwettics and nature, in addition to the
relationship between humans and knowledge of ttreies necessarily informs Locke’s
conception of the proper pursuit of religion ansl iace in politics. For instance, as
Ayers notes, “a conviction arrived at early in Letklife, and natural enough in the

circumstances, that dogmatic and arbitrary clamdivinely instilled religious and moral

knowledge constitute a danger to political stapitind order;*®. In effect, both politics

*2 |bid. 189-190.

3 |bid. Part Il.
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and religion would need to conform to right undansling of the nature of the world and,
if they so conformed, there ought to be little trato fear tension between the two and,
conversely, such tension might be considgygcha faciaevidence of either politics or
religion inappropriately pursued, for, “if eachtbEm would contain itself within its own
bounds, the one attending to the worldly welfaréhef commonwealth, the other to the
salvation of souls, it is impossible that any discsehould ever have happened between

them,™’.

This belief of Locke’s solidifies the relationghbetween, or, perhaps more
accurately, the designated spheres appropriateeligion and civil governané® that
gives rise to Locke’s famous call for religiouset@tion, as, “The one only narrow way
which leads to heaven is not better known to thegisti@ate than to private persons, and
therefore | cannot safely take him for my guidepwhay probably be as ignorant of the
way as myself, and who certainly is less concefoedhy salvation than | myself ant®
Moral mandates exist within and emanate from natiself and not from civil
authority—cases where the moral mandate suggestslimite to civil authority
notwithstanding. As obedience to God is therefaeessarily prior to the establishment
of civil authority which is conducted properly only conformity to the Laws of Nature,
then legitimate civil authority must never intedewith religious obligations on conduct
and people’s pursuits thereof:

Whatsoever is not done with that assurance of,fatimeither well in itself, nor

can it be acceptable to God. To impose such thithgsefore, upon any people,

contrary to their own judgment, is, in effect, tonumand them to offend God;

which, considering that the end of all religiontasplease him, and that liberty is
essentially necessary to that end, appears tosaedabeyond expressidh.

“" Locke.A Letter Concerning Toleratior251.
“8 cf. Block.A Nation of Agentsl52
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Religion thus performs a vital function within Laxk theory of politics and governance.
While the notion that people ought to be good mail e tautological in many theories
of politics, Locke establishes the means by whiwdt good is pursued as separate from
civil authority. Any potential dangers of such apmnt freedom from civil authority,
though, are stymied (in theory) by the prioritytloé religious mandate that serves as both
the authority for individual behavior as well as tbe establishment of political and civil
authority. The religious mandate both demandstuttn of and solves the problems of

liberty through its nature as a guide for whataowndth liberty thus instituted.

A Liberty Bound by Faith

More specifically, religion solves many of the guatial problems of Lockean
liberalism by instilling within the individual thaotion that there are certain ways that
they ought to behave and by allowing them the méadsscern what those ways are. As
Dunn states for human beings, “Their most fundaaiemght and duty is to judge how
the God who has created them requires them toitivine world which he has also
created. His requirement for all men in the stdteature is that they live according to
the law of nature®. In this formulation, liberty is important preelg because it frees
people to pursue an understanding of how they otaglwe; this liberty invokes a duty,
in turn, to learn what other duties we hold.

This duty, of course, raises the question as toWwe may best discern what these

consequent duties are. Locke believed that bystrmee use of reason that allowed

51 Dunn.Locke 47
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humans both, as Ayers puts it, to, “infer the etiste of a creator whose will or law it is
our duty to obey,?® as well as the Laws of Nature themselves:
Yet God had, by the Light of Reason, revealed ltd/ainkind, who would make
use of that Light, that he was Good and Mercifdle Bame spark of the Divine
Nature and Knowledge in Man, which making him a Msimewed him the Law
he was under as a Man; Shewed him also the waytohiag the merciful, kind,
compassionate Author and Father of him and his@eumen he had transgressed
that Law. He that made use of this Candle of thed]so far as to find what was
his Duty; could not miss to find also the way tocBeciliation and Forgiveness,
when he had failed of his Duty: Though if he usetl s Reason this way; If he
put out, or neglected this Light; he might, perhae® neithet®
However, as Dunn points out, “although Locke wasptie convinced that human beings
have the duty to understand this law and both titg dnd the capacity to observe its
requirements, he was by the early 1680s far fronfident of how exactly they held and
ought to exercise the capacity to understanditéspecially in light of the problem of
differentiating between the necessarily contingeejudices of their own society and the
more fundamental laws derived from nature. Thigsiomoof method is critical to
understanding the role for and function of religion Locke’s political philosophy.
Although reason can serve as an effective vehal@pprehending freedoms and duties
attendant human life, these same freedoms andsdate determined by the Law of
Nature, knowledge of which is fundamentally thevimoe of religion; i.e. authoritative
knowledge of the nature of human liberty is religie-hence Locke’s famous

proscription against atheism in his theorized ggciéAn atheist might retain the use of

reason—although the atheist’s failure to discemrtiigious nature of reality might hint

2 Ayers.Locke — Volume. 14

3 Locke. “The Reasonableness of Christianity, aivBeed in the Scriptures.” Idohn Locke: Writings on
Religion.Edited by Victor Nuovo. (Oxford: Clarendon Pre2802). 189
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at defective faculties on the part of the atheasthis regard—but atheism serves as a
ground for amoral action without linmt:

Lastly, Those are not at all to be tolerated whoydée being of God. Promises,
covenants, and oaths, which are the bonds of hwsuaiety, can have no hold
upon an atheist. The taking away of God, thoughdwen in thought, dissolves
all. Besides also, those that by their atheism umohee and destroy all religion,

can have no pretence of religion whereupon to ehg# the privilege of a

toleration. As for other practical opinions, thougbt absolutely free from all

error, yet if they do not tend to establish domorabver others, or civil impunity

to the church in which they are taught, there aandreason why they should not
be tolerated®

Lacking religious authority, the atheist's conceptiof his or her liberty would be
unbounded. As such, insofar as liberty is judifie Locke’s system by the individual's
pursuit of knowledge of the Laws of Nature and ¢basequent, “right and duty of each
man to seek his own salvation, it is not a rightiovhany atheist can consistently
claim,””.

Locke’s sense of religion extended, then, far Inelya simple set of proscriptions
and requirements—not to say commandments—but tond@ns of knowing what rule of
conduct is right. Man'’s ability to reason is irctfaself part and parcel of understanding
that there is a moral nature and law to the wordctv can be understood by that same
reason:

It was such a Law as the Purity of God's Natureired, and must be the Law of

such a Creature as Man, unless God would have mad@& Rational Creature,

and not required him to have lived by the Law ofag®n, but would have
countenanced in him Irregularity and Disobediereehiat Light which he had;
and that Rule, which was suitable to his NatureidWhvould have been, to have
authorized Disorder, Confusion, and WickednessisnQreatures. For that this

Law was theLaw of Reasanor as it is called oNature we shall see by and
by: and if Rational Creatures will not live up teet Rule of their Reason, who

% Or, conversely, atheism may be understood astibenae of any grounds for moral action, or at least
any necessary mandate thereof.
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shall excuse them? If you will admit them to forsdkeason in one point, why not
in another? Where will you stop? To disobey Godumy part of his Commands
(and ’tis he that Commands what Reason does) estdiRebellion; which if
dispensed with in any Point, Government and Orderaaan end; And there can
be no bounds set to the Lawless Exorbitancy of ofwed men.The Law
therefore wasas StPaul tells us,Rom VII. 12. holy, just, and goodand such as
it ought, and could not otherwise He.
Reason tells us that we can use reason to figurdnau we should live, a possibility
manifested by the fact that God’s authority islftseasonable. This approach informed
Locke’s concern with epistemology in the effort doasp accurately the rules people
ought dutifully to seek. Indeed, his separationeotlesiastical authority from civil
authority and the institution of individual libertgrise not from Locke’s distrust of
political powerper se but rather from that fallibility of humans to gmatheir dependence
on God and His law; even the commands of the LaivMSlature to develop political
bonds in no way imply a blind faith on the parthoimans but rather an understanding of
the Creator’s divine will (and even then, it woskeem, faith ought be not blintf). Thus,
Locke’s attempt to identify and understand theaasiforms of error in the use of human
reason can be seen, as Ayers puts it, as, “refpdibth his consuming concern for
religious toleration and freedom of thought, ansl ieed to feel that everyone has (or, if
not, should be given) enough leisure ‘to think of 8oul, and inform himself in matters
of Religion’ and morality,*®; “Praises and Prayer, humbly offered up to thetyDeias

the Worship he now demanded; And in these every wag to look after his own

Heart, And know that it was that alone which God hegard to, and acceptet,”

%8 | ocke. “The Reasonableness of Christianity.” 96
%9 Dunn.Locke 53
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Religion, then, would need to supply the remedytiie defect of human reason.

Certainly for Locke, as Ayers points out, “the mideav can be known demonstratively,

by the natural light, and that we are free to acbar knowledge without extraordinary

grace,®”. Given the problems inherent in following thehligof reason, though, Locke

understood God as having made allowances for hunfamity by way of the law of

faith:

This is the Law of that Kingdom, as well as of lslankind; And that Law by
which all Men shall be judged at the last day. Qhlyse who have believa@sus
to be theMessiah and have taken him to be their King, with a siedéndeavour
after Righteousness, in obeying his Law, shall hae& past sins not imputed to
them; And shall have that Faith taken instead oéddnce; Where Frailty and
Weakness made them transgress, and sin prevaikrdCdnversion in those who
hunger and thirst after Righteousness (or perfetediznce) and do not
allow themselves in Acts of Disobedience and Rébellagainst the Laws of that
Kingdom they are entered intd.

Through religious faith, humans have an opportufatyobedience to religious authority

even when reason fails to inform with respect teddnce to the moral law. In effect, as

Block describes it:

The goal of these discourses is to explain howtrtites of liberal agency emerge
from natural and religious experience. By meansthed two experiential
directives operating jointly, “reason,” being “nedlirevelatiorf that “God has
implanted,” and “revelation,” which is “natura¢éasonenlarged,” the individual
will have self-evident if not innate access to tiveclinations of the appetitéo
good.” These, which “never cease to be the conhsfanngs and motives of all
our actions, to which we perpetually feel them rsgtg impelling us,” will direct
them confidently toward the good. These are thg reconstructivevirtues now
returning as “natural tendencies,” the desire dfivilduals to achieve universal
knowledge, moral certainty, and virtuous conduct,’keep their compacts,” to
“endeavor after a better state” and employ theiletits” in “their labours®

62 Ayers.Locke — Volume 11134
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In this vein, Locke understands there to be a lohdgymbiotic relationship between
reason and revelation; indeed, given his conceptibrreality, it could hardly be
otherwise.

Given the demonstrability of the moral law, Lockeferred reason to revelation
and understood that revelation ought be subjeatedctutiny by reason, and while
revelation could serve as a corrective to the @aiies of reason, it could reveal nothing
that could not be similarly known through use oés@’> “Tis no diminishing to
Revelation, that Reason gives its Suffrage todw¢oTruths Revelation has discovered.
But 'tis our mistake to think, that because Reasomfirms them to us, we had the first

certain knowledge of them from thence, and in ttlear Evidence we now possess

H6

them,™. Still, religion becomes absolutely critical foocke’s liberal system given the

uncertainty of success through reliance on reakoreas:

The greatest part of mankind want leisure or capdor Demonstration; nor can
they carry a train of Proofs; which in that way ale depend upon for
Conviction, and cannot be required to assent ltohtdy see the Demonstration.
Wherever they stick, the Teachers are always paoh tgroof, and must clear the
Doubt by a Thread of coherent deductions from tis¢ Principle, how long, or
how intricate soever that be. And you may as sogpehto have all the Day-
Labourers and Tradesmen, the Spinsters and DairyidsMaperfect
Mathematicians, as to have them perfectEthicks this way. Hearing plain
Commands, is the sure and only course to bring tioe®bedience and Practice.
The greatest part cannot know, and therefore thaystnbelieve. And |
ask, whether one coming from Heaven in the PowerGof, in full and
clear Evidence and Demonstration of Miracles, gjvplain and direct Rules of
Morality and Obedience, be not likelier to enlighten thik lnfi Mankind and set
them right in their Dudes, and bring them to dorthéhan by Reasoning with
them from general Notions and Principles of HumReason? And were all the
Duties of Humane Life clearly demonstrated; yet dndude, when well
considered, that Method of teaching men their Butweould be thought proper
only for a few, who had much Leisure, improved Ustendings, and were used

8 Ayers.Locke — Volume Il
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to abstract Reasonings. But the Instruction ofReeple were best still to be left
to the Precepts and Principles of the GoSpel.

The pivotal issue here is that reason and religioeigef are important for the same
reason: each works towards knowledge of the rulegyot conduct and the necessity of
liberty to pursue said rules. It is for this remsbat Locke distinguished the significance
of religion as quite distinct from the activitiekarganized religion:
The business of true religion is quite anotherghihis not instituted in order to
the erecting an external pomp, nor to the obtaiwingcclesiastical dominion, nor
to the exercising of compulsive force; but to tregulating of men's lives
according to the rules of virtue and piety. Whoswewill list himself under the
banner of Christ, must, in the first place, andvaball things, make war upon his
own lusts and vice¥.
Essentially, religion is about learning how to baha Not uninterestingly, humans must
learn how to behave precisely because they hawestyiband their liberty itself is a
product of the religious mandate to pursue the LafMdature as set out by God’s plan.
Thus, as described by Ayers:
The pursuit of happiness is limited or, ratheredied by our conceptions of right
and wrong. Where later utilitarians have beenimed to define the ‘right’ course
of action simple as the one with the best foredeeabnsequences, Locke
proposed a rather less direct connection betweead’gand ‘ought’. What is
‘right’ or ‘wrong’ is what is in accordance with @ontrary to, law. The idea of
law involves the idea of a law-maker with the righitlegislate and the power to
enforce law with punishments and rewardsglorally Good and Evilthen, is only
the Conformity or Disagreement of our voluntary iBos to some Law, whereby
Good and Evil is drawn on us, from the Will and Rowf the Law-maker?®
Humans must be free, and therefore, be they guite@ by revelation or reason, they
must have—not to say find—religion.

Thus, for Locke, liberty is by no means licensedtoas an individual sees fit.

Rather, liberty is constrained by authoritativeidfel of how the individual ought to

®7 |bid. 200
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behave and what ought to be done. Liberty, bheéiag embedded in morality, becomes
public spirited in character. Real liberty is untis and obeys the Law of Nature which,
recalling Locke’s argument in thBwo Treatisesrequires not just a personal ethic of
piety but also drives men into society and demdhdserection of legitimate sovereign
power. Given Locke’s understanding of divine auitlyp liberty necessarily has a

political character, or, more specifically, a refpedn character insofar as the political
exercise of freedom in conformity with the LawsN#dture will lead to the development
of a sovereign power designed to effectuate thenommngood.

It is for this reason that, according to Lockdye'‘tcare of souls cannot belong to
the civil magistrate®. First of all, such care is unnecessary wherrtljbis properly
understood and embraced—recall, again, that asheist excluded because they
potentially lack the possibility of this understamgl—as individuals may be expected to
behave in ways consistent with the common goodishihie justification for the authority
of the civil magistrate in the first place; religgly speaking, the civil magistrate would
have no grounds to demand anything of the inditidhat the individual would not
already hold a mandate and impetus for from a high#hority. Moreover, because
Locke claims that, “true and saving religion cotssis the inward persuasion of the
mind, without which nothing can be acceptable tadGand such is the nature of the
understanding, that it cannot be compelled to #iebof any thing by outward forcé}”
intervention by the magistrate in matters of religimight actually undermine the
common good. By interfering with the religious unat of liberty, the civil magistrate

would stymie the very process through which peddeover and bind themselves to the

% Locke.A Letter Concerning Toleratior219
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moral law which makes their freedom both approprifdr and contributory to the
common good. For Locke, this is precisely why émgoing phenomenon of conflict
between church and state is so “unhappy,” a paitéd above but which here bears
repeating: “if each of them would contain itselthin its own bounds, the one attending
to the worldly welfare of the commonwealth, the esthio the salvation of souls, it is
impossible that any discord should ever have haggpdretween them’® In Locke’s
theory of liberalism, then, the notion that libertysocially dangerous reverses itself;
liberty is demanded by, makes possible the pueswitdiscovery of, and encourages the
adoption of the divine moral authority by which tbemmon good is promoted and,
perhaps even made possible in the first pldc®olitically speaking, the argument for
religious toleration could scarcely be more obvjots eschew toleration, far from
safeguarding the polity, is to thwart the very msses by which people might best be
expected to become public spirited and establiskowereign power that is itself

legitimate.

American Democracy: Quo Libertate?

Using Locke’s liberal system of a guide, we mawntrn to developing an
understanding of the function of religion within &gnican politics by noting first how the
American liberal system deviates from that theatiag Locke. The critical focus here is
on the conception and character of freedom as iem&d and institutionalized within the

American founding. As seen above, freedom wasnetiely bound up with religious

72 H
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authority in ways that made it political for Lockén fact, the political justification for
liberty stems from true liberty’s linking of morsjli and republican politics. Human
beings may properly discern the Laws of Nature thetate their moral behavior and
push them into society and politics to the greatelfie of the common good. Moreover,
the common good in turn demands a politics thalt @gtablish and guarantee this same
liberty. Ultimately, liberty and politics (and theoral implications of each) exist in a
symbiotic relationship whereby free people will ls¢ée develop political structures into
which that liberty may be embedded for the promotd the common good to the great
benefit of each and all.

The American founders—many of them, anyway—saer @ifferent relationship
between liberty and politics. As W. Carey McWitha points out, “Although the framers
appealed to ‘republican’ ideals, they meant ‘remubh a special, modern sense. Their
real concern was liberty, not republican governmant they set as the ‘first object of
government’ the protection of the ‘diversity in tfaeulties of men,™. If this be the
case, then the founders saw the value of liberty adferently than did Locke, with
important ramifications for politics. In Locke’sew, government ought to protect liberty
to be sure, but in large measure because libertijdyaromote legitimate politics and its
common good ends; politics are intrinsic to thevéats of a people who, by virtue of
their liberty, follow the divine mandates that drithem into political life.

The common good is similarly invoked in the arguatseof the founders, but in
ways that give liberty a decidedly different ca&@overnment is deemed legitimate when

it works only for the common good, but it is lessanmon good formed by people at

" Mcwilliams, Wilson Carey. “Democracy and the Giiz Community, Dignity, and the Crisis of
Contemporary Politics in America.” IHow Democratic is the Constitutiondited by Robert A. Goldwin
and William A. Schambra. (Washington, DC: Ameridarterprise Institute, 1980). 86
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liberty to follow their sense of a moral authorihan one that prevents free people from
subverting the government to their own privatefistelends. The famous checks and
balances of the American constitutional system tmecaoot merely a restriction on
government power over the individual, with whichcke might well approve, but the
critical importance of preventing the governmeranir doing that which is not in the
common interest stems from fears that individuafeiencing the government apparatus
cannot be trusted in their moral or republicanudrtas “neither moral nor religious
motives can be relied od>”

For Madison, then, liberty and republican politesuld require protection from
one another. Lacking a theory of authoritativelydgd liberty of the kind conceived by
Locke, Madison sought to situate the justificatioh legitimate political power in
structures that do not harm and are not harmedhdyraintenance of liberty. Madison
identifies liberty as problematic in terms of ientlency to bring about political faction
and therefore not politically desiraljper se but as a means towards the development of
a common good that is in many ways external totipsjihis political system is justified
not because it enacts the common good directly rdttier because it does not unduly
interfere with the liberty of the people. For Msal the political project consequently
shifts to how to restrict free people from selfaid tyrannical political interference with
the commonwealth:

The inference to which we are brought, is, thatdhases of faction cannot be

removed; and that relief is only to be sought ie theans of controlling its

effects... When a majority is included in a factiahe form of popular
government on the other hand enables it to saeriftc its ruling passion or

interest, both the public good and the rights dkotitizens. To secure the public
good, and private rights, against the danger df sukaction, and at the same time

> “Federalist 10.” Hamilton, Alexander. Madison, JmJay, JohiThe FederalistEdited by J. R. Pole.
(Indianapolis, IN: Hackett Publishing Company, |r2005). 51
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to preserve the spirit and form of popular govemines then the great object to
which our entreaties are directed... Either the eris of the same passion or
interest in a majority at the same time, must lBv@nted; or the majority, having
such co-existent passion or interest, must be reddéy their number and local
situation, unable to concert and carry into effettemes of oppressidh.
Madison here implicitly anticipates J. S. Mill'stiwe formulation that individual liberty
is justified on account of the creative energiasiieashes for the betterment of sodiety
and not for any more intrinsic reason that mightessitate investigation of the soul of
the free individual.

That Madison explicitly sought to design a systéat tvould not fail even in the
hands of less enlightened statesmen underscoreshtbat of liberty to republican
politics. Indeed, as Madison wrote, “if men wemg@ls, no government would be
necessary’® on the contrary, the building of quality governthé@ecomes the highest
calling for man by the divine precisely because menlikely to seek power to infringe
upon the liberty of the people for their own séifisterests. For Locke, insofar as the
freedom embraced in the liberal project would éritee freedom to be bad—indeed, to
undermine the social contract itself—individuals ulb need to believe in divine
punishment should they sever the bonds of socifbaitons. The founders, while
invoking much of the same language concerning tberty and the common good,

sought not a system that would ensure the goodokes$ise people but rather would

safeguard the liberty of the people even in [igbf their propensity to be bad.

® Madison, “Federalist 10.” 45-46
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The prioritization of the safeguarding of freed&mom politics in this way, i.e. by
insisting upon the development of a system whidhfumnction without depending upon
the normative quality of individuals’ freedom and exercise thereof, reveals a very
different ontological conception of the individuahd society than that found in Locke.
Although certainly modern in his emphasis on thiviual, liberty, and the justification
of republican government—of the commonwealth—inmierof its benefit for the
individuals that comprise the peoffe.ocke continues in the classical vein of politics
see even the free individual as morally imbedded society and, indeed, a polity, by
virtue of the authority that politically protectéberty allows the right minded individual
to embrace.

The Madisonian system, however, suggests a diffesguation of the free
individual in relation to politics. In this momodern conception, liberty is not premised
upon or justified by the political project but rathis protected from politics by the
restraint, through its institutional arrangemertt,tlee government’s ability to intrude
upon the freedom of the individual. Of specialn#figance is the absence of any
expectation or requirement of virtue on the parthef individual; the people are not free
because they rightly pursue a right politics atocke, but rather they are free because
they are left alone, safe from any demands on ttweiduct, political or otherwise. Such
a situation, as McWilliams explains, departs sigaifitly from the classical view of
liberty in which politics and virtue are necessanixed: “Civic virtue is reemphasized
by the consequences of political liberty. Aristobleserved that the democratic stress on

political liberty—freedom to participate in publide as part of the whole— suggests a

80 | ocke.Two Treatises of Governmeriilote especially the radical nature of Lockeguanent for
legitimate rebellion if the sovereign fails to prota the common good. Book II. Ch. 19.
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second form, individual liberty—‘living as one li&eas though onevere a whole,®".
Though this liberty be salutary, it provides thesgbility of mistaking this freedom, in
reality a symptom or product of political factofer the liberty proper that comes with
involvement with public affaif§, i.e. the democracy, that made the freedom of the
people possible. “Democrats ‘say,’” Aristotle conmteel, that liberty must involve
‘living as you like,” because slaves do not livetlasy like. This argument by democrats

is evidently fallacious: ‘That which is not slavis not an adequate definition of ‘a

free person,®.

In this way, the more contingent freedom becomesripzed over the more
fundamental liberty that made the former possiltlal As McWilliams argues, this
results in the political nature of liberty becomingscured in the face of the more
immediate experience of freedom, resulting in atodied understanding of the
appropriate relationship between the individual #relpolity where people would foster
a free society:

There is a second error in the democratic argunietrdinary terms no one lives
as he “likes.” The slave is not defined by livingder a rule but by having no say
about that rule. Voicelessness, not restraint ésrnttark of a slave. This second
mistake is possible only because the good citizebeing ruled, feels he thoing
as he likes. So he may be. The public-spiritedzemitj ruling, acts for the
common good; and being ruled is liberating in parhce it allows a
greater attention to one’s own good. This is egbgctrue if my rulers are no
worse than | am, and | expect them to be guidedcbsmmon principles.
Aristotle’s argument suggests that patriotic and-#biding but unphilosophic
citizens come to believe that freedom is “livingase likes,” an error that does
little damage so far as they are concerned. Alestmointed out, however, that
this idea leads to the claim of freedom from anyegoment or, indeed, from any
restraint at all. The children of public-spiritedtizens, taught the mistaken
“second principle” of democracy, become privatearedgng individualists. They
may accept democracy as a second best substiggec{ally since democracy

8 Mcwiilliams. “Democracy and the Citizen”. 81
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does not ask us to be ruled by anyone in particiar it will be only that. “In

this way,” Aristotle observed guardedly, the sec@mnidiciple “contributes” to a

“system of liberty based on equality.” Preferring lie free from all rule, the

individualist supports democracy from weaknesslaoll of spirit, but he is not a

democrat. His attitudes will be partisan or evenmenmarrowly concerned with his

own interests. If he obtains office, he will notbsudinate his private will or

interest to the good of the community, since tostoin his eyes would be

slavish®
Although in the classical sense, personal freed@® mecessarily the product of political
involvement, the argument here is that the freedame to be prized more than the
politics that were necessary for its establishmentdeed, this second face of freedom
would entail a freedom from politics, even if sdobedom created an ironic tension such
that freedom becomes alienated from that which makepossible. According to
McWilliams, it was exactly such freedom that theriders sought to enact: “Their aim
was private rather than public freedom; they eleda@ristotle second principle to the
first place in political life,®.

The character of the conception of liberty in sachystem differs significantly
from that understood by Locke in both quality amedtion. The Madisonian system
does not require that people obey moral authodiyine or otherwise, to produce a
legitimate system of politics. The political systés legitimate because liberty is safe.
To be sure, the political system will have to rastrliberty in many ways, but these
restraints are justified by the production of a gownent that will not impede upon the
liberty of the people further than is necessargafeguard that freedom, a protection that
occurs by staying out of the way as much as passibhus, though liberty be restrained,

it is not a moral restraint on the individual exsecof liberty such that people do right,

but a general restraint to ensure that libertyaie &ind effective. Absent civil authority

84 bid. 82
8 |bid. 89
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derived from the need to make liberty safe bothdid from government, there is no
further authoritative restraint upon individualdity.

Again, this conception of freedom deviates radljcltbm more classical notions
of a liberty firmly entwined with and embedded ionceptions of authority. In the
classical sense, this authoritative nature thaegoy “true liberty” occurs on account of
liberty being necessarily embedded in the polityiclwhnecessarily obliterates the
possibility of liberty being freedom from all resint®®:

Whatever democrats “say,” democracy does not pefiidng as one likes.” Its

aim is self-rule. Autonomy is possible for humaimigs only as parts of wholes,

in which our “partiality” and the things to whicheware “partial” are recognized
as secondary, though important. In essential wayitigs frees us. In the world
of the tribe, most citizens do similar work; in thiy, we work at what we do
best. In the clan, custom and blood-law reguldée As a child, | am hopelessly
dependent, and | value the rules of custom andlpnsvhich tell my parents that
they must care for me. As | approach adulthood, dwan this choiceless
automation comes to seem impersonal, if not opm&sshe polis allows me to
find friends who choose me (as | choose them) lsecdley like me, not my
genealogy. In this sense, the polis is naturallyofp to the individual, because
the human being as an end presumes the polis agmasth
This sort of liberty assumes authority and restramintrinsic to the possibility of liberty
itself. Political life cannot exist without resitna as the requirement of working with
one’s fellows necessarily places limits on the eiserof autonomy. If liberty, even in its
second image, is subject to political enactment thigerty is necessarily subject to
authoritative restraint. A tension occurs pregidetcause the two views of liberty are
related in one point of view, yet that relationsigprejected as antithetical to liberty by

the other. The pivotal nature of this tensionakrliocqueville in his investigations into

American democracy where, even in the society thateloped subsequent to the

8 cf. Dunn’s discussion of Locke’s belief of the déer restraint on men’s appetites to make so@egn
possible. DunnlLocke 70
87 Mcwiilliams. “Democracy and the Citizen.” 83.
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American founding he saw resonances of the cldsama of liberty emanating from the
country’s pre-liberal legacy, as when he cites Jdhnthrop’s speech:

Concerning liberty, |1 observe a great mistake an¢buntry about that. There is a
twofold liberty, natural (I mean as our nature aswncorrupt) and civil or federal.
The first is common to man with beasts and otheatcres. By this, man, as he
stands in relation to man simply, hath liberty towhat he lists; it is a liberty to
evil as well as to good. This liberty is incompédiband inconsistent with
authority, and cannot endure the least restrainthefmost just authority. The
exercise and maintaining of this liberty makes mggw more evil, and in time to
be worse than brute beasts: omnes sumus licent&iates. This is that great
enemy of truth and peace, that wild beast, whithha&l ordinances of God are
bent against, to restrain and subdue it. The dthet of liberty | call civil or
federal; it may also be termed moral, in referetacéhe covenant between God
and man, in the moral law, and the politic covesaartd constitutions, among
men themselves. This liberty is the proper endabjdct of authority, and cannot
subsist without it; and it is a liberty to that ynhich is good, just, and honest.
This liberty you are to stand for, with the hazat only of your goods, but of
your lives, if need be. Whatsoever crosseth tkisiot authority, but a distemper
thereof. This liberty is maintained and exercisedai way of subjection to
authority; it is of the same kind of liberty wheriéwChrist hath made us fré@.

Of special relevance here is Winthrop’s belief ttheg nature of liberty cannot help but
affect the moral development of the individual.tHé nature of the freedom experienced
by an individual necessarily shapes the persoresacher, then there can in reality be no
such thing as freedom absent normative assessm@at;son free from moral authority
will become a moral degenerate and can be expedctegercise their freedom in
accordance with their morally degenerate charadtethis view, freedom from authority
does not only allow an individual to behave badiyt in fact all but ensures that the
person will behave badly by virtue of the developtr& bad character that such freedom
fosters.

These bad folk would not be a problem for Madisosystem, of course, as his

only concern was with constructing a system thas effiective even when the people

8 Tocqueville, Alexis deDemocracy in AmericaEdited by Phillips Bradley. Translated by HenmgeRe.
(New York: Everyman'’s Library, 1994). 42-43
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were free without regard to the normative charasties of the people at liberty. The
concern for the classical view of liberty, of coairss that by not regarding the character
of the freedom guaranteed, the system actually ptesnthe evil from which it would
safeguard itself by failing to incorporate noticofsappropriate normative restraint. A
more classical political view, as that espousedMpWilliams, believes instead that
restraint is inherent within any meaningful conceptliberty insofar as it is inherent
within the politics that makes that liberty real:

In summary, democracy claims to be a regime chaniaed by liberty, but it
depends on restraint. It requires citizens who witeng to sacrifice for the
common good and, correspondingly, a restraint ef passions. Even those
concepts that educate the passions gently, like sthall state and relative
economic equality, require restraint on privateirges Democracy depends on
some knowledge of the limits of personal libertyl dluman nature. It hopes that
citizens will see the law and nature not as conginprisons in which the self is
trapped, but as boundaries which delineate the Betf another way, democracy
aims at the governance of body by soul. That aiauacious. In the best of us,
the body's obedience is imperfect; democracy isangbvernment by the best.
Citizens cannot be assumed to have the Faith oaitssar the reason of
philosophers. Democracies rely on true opinionheathan knowledge, and on
piety, rather than revelation. These lesser exuele, nevertheless, depend on the
greater. Ordinary citizens need the example ofost human beings in order to
imitate, as part of the exacting regimen of civiltieation, the reverence for law
and nature which, in the best, emanates from freeofche spirit®

Of course, this vision of the individual constitsitentologically a very different situation
for the individualvis a vissociety—and, therefore, politics—than that perediby the
framers of the Constitution. Here, the individuas, conceived of as separate from the
social and political structures in which he or steveloped, is at best a misleading
abstraction, for even the most excellent humangdyéiwould recognize his debt to the

city and know that his freedom involves obligation®reover, the most fully self-ruled

89 Mcwiilliams. “Democracy and the Citizen.” 85-86
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men realize that the thing they rule, the selfjas something they make. My nature sets
the limits to my rule,*.

In this way, ontologically speaking, the individlean only be understood by way
of an understanding of the polity in which the wndual came into being and of which
she is a part. This social nature of the individaecritical for understanding Locke’s
system of liberalism as, obviously, the ramificagoof liberty for an individual will
depend upon what the individual is. Block chanazés this issue in Locke as very
explicitly developing a theory of the nature of thdividual:

With parental authority and its conduct internalizeéhe individual self is

effectively renaturalized. Locke, who has shapednaividual “so contrary to

unguided Nature,” continually fashioning its “whalatward Demeanor,” signals
its success by confidently redefining the sociaizelf as the authentic self.

Authenticity he now distinguishes from hypocrisie tindividual with “natural

Coherences” from one with “counterfeit Carriaged dissembled Out-side.” The

former, a triumph of educational artifice, has “Habwoven into the very

Principles of Nature®
Locke, naturally, would say that he did not brihgstsituation about or invent the theory
so much as discover it, the theory being mere geguor, conventional though it may be,
of the way of the world. The key point to realizere, though, is that this ontological
conception of the individual as embedded in theitypokuggests the related
epistemological necessity of authority which wedfin Locke’s system. In other words,
the nature of the human being entails a related efaynderstanding that nature on the
part of the individual. In Locke’s understanding,becomes incumbent upon the

individual to learn about his relationship to th@ity of which he is necessarily a part in

order to understand his duties and opportunitiestighto say, how he ought to behave

% |bid. 83
1 Block. A Nation of Agentsl75
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given this situation. The moral nature of libersyembedded in the nature of being
human.

From this state of affairs arises naturally the @i religion within Locke’s theory
of liberalism. The nature of being suggests appatg means of knowing that nature,
just as different approaches to knowing, i.e. défe¢ epistemologies, will offer different
kinds of knowledge about its object, in this cafiee ontological situation of the
individual. For an individual seeking to understdhe rights and duties of her situation
as product of and participant in a polity, thisst@mology will necessarily be normative
in texture; the matter at hand concerns that wiidathically appropriate, hence the role
for religion in Locke’s system. Anticipating mom@ntemporary notions of belief
systems by decades, if not centuries, Locke uramistthat moral epistemologies might
be obtained by revelation or reasén.Indeed, for Locke, that there would not be
different means appropriate to the differing faesltof men is inherent within his
understanding of a nature where people are mandatearsue the knowledge that leads
them into the polity that symbiotically demands tthadividuals pursue said
understanding:

God out of the infiniteness of his Mercy, has death Man as a compassionate

and tender Father. He gave him Reason, and w#hLdaw: That could not be

otherwise than what Reason should dictate; Unlessshould think, that a

reasonable Creature, should have an unreasonalile Bat considering the

frailty of Man, apt to run into corruption and migehe promised a Deliverer,
whom in his good time he sent; And then declaredlitdlankind, that whoever
would believe him to be the Saviour promised, ake thim now raised from the
dead, and constituted the Lord and Judge of all,Membe their King and Ruler,
should be saved. This is a plain intelligible Psijon; And the all-merciful God

seems herein to have consulted the poor of thiddiand the bulk of Mankind.
These are Articles that the labouring and illiteristan may comprehend. This is a

92 See: BergerThe Sacred Canopy
9 For a discussion of the English origins of thetkgsis of liberal voluntarism and adherence tonthieof
a loving God, see Blocl Nation of Agentsr9



48

Religion suited to vulgar Capacities; And the stateMankind in this World,
destined to labour and travél.

Reason and revelation are each appropriate mearppthending the authoritative
moral laws for the same reasons that the moral lexvst; the laws of conduct are
inherent within the nature of human being and herefore immutabf8—so long as
human beings remain human anywayAs such, correctly employed reason will reach
the same conclusions yielded by religion’s cormgmatlerstanding of revelation as they
both seek the same unchanging truth.

The individual, as conceived by the apologistshaf American Constitution on
the other hand, required no such specific epistegichl engagement of the normative
demands on the individual. This lack of need foderstanding moral authority stems
from the ontological freedom of the individual. W@liams, pointing toFederalist 33,
shows, this ontological conception of the individwehen he points us to how the
founders thought that liberty could be safely fostieby their political system: “Free
government aims to minimize coercion, but the masscan be disciplined without much
direct force,?®. For a human being that understands himselftaissitally (a) part of a
polity, such minimization of coercion might well lo®nsensical as the polity is part of
the structure of reality; the notion of less beisgas incoherent as being less, and
minimizing the demands of politics and governmentld be tantamount to a reduction

of the nature of being itself. People who wouldkst avoid the polity, then, may fairly

% Locke. “The Reasonableness of Christianity.” 209

% |t should be here emphasized that while they neayrmutable, they are rather formal rules and may
take on differing substantive manifestations irfiedifnt social contexts. The key issues, beginmiitly the
mandates that lead to the formation of a societlypolity though, for example, remain unchangedneag&
that society may take different forms.

% For a wonderful discussion of what it is to be lammsee again: Bergéfhe Sacred Canop$ -19

9 “The reason of man, like man himself, is timid amaitious when left alone; and acquires firmness an
confidence, in proportion to the number with whicis associated.”

% Mcwilliams. “Democracy and the Citizen.” 90
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be assumed not to see it as intrinsic to their reatthey understand themselves on
different ontological terms. The very project ofatdlson’s constitutional system
emanates from and embraces this notion of ontadbgeparateness in its effort to
safeguard the liberty of the people from governm#r establishment of a government
such that the liberty of the people is safe isfant, a further ramification of this
understanding as the great threat of the libertyhefpeople is that some part of them
might take control of the apparati of governmentnfoinge upon the general liberty of
the people for their own selfish ends. If the ttpeof the people is a function of being
left free of government intervention, it can hartly the case that the polity forms the
ontological situation of the individual except, lpaps, as a force corrosive of
authenticity.

Yet in the Declaration of Independence, the fousidigke Locke in his treatises,
invoke “the Laws of Nature and of Nature's G8YAas the guiding authority in the
establishment of the new polity and its subseqgenernment; the founders cannot be
rightly understood to have eschewed all notion wharity with respect to politics?
Rather, the authoritative dictates concerning gowent depart radically from those of
Locke on account of the different ontological cqutaens of the human being and the
epistemological structures through which it is usteod. In the classical view, the
individual’s liberty is highly structured by autlityron account of the ontological nature
of the human being as part of the polity:

Self-rule requires, then, that | be free to do whatccording to nature. No barrier

in my environment or in me must stand in the way.h€lp me toward self-rule,

democracy must provide me with an environment Lzt resources enough to
permit me to live in a fully human way. It mustuedte me so that my soul will

% The Declaration of Independence
199 ynless, of course, they were lying. But that fimkty falls outside the scope of the work at hand
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be free to follow nature. For its own health, demagy must try to teach me that

human freedom is possible only when | act as aqgfatwhole and that my good,

the good of a part, depends on that of the whbYle.
Ontologically linked, the individual understandsdedf as immersed in the authoritative
normative structure of the politics and the pofityst in turn maintain this structure for
its own well-being. When this link is severed,veith the more modern conception of
liberty of the founders, the nature of liberty reses itself; politics can at best create
policies that impede the liberty of the individweathich is understood to be ontologically
prior to the polity. Thus, though Locke and therrfders agree upon an authoritative
political mandate concerning liberty derived frohe tLaws of Nature, for the founders
this mandate manifests itself as a divine requirgrte protect liberty from government;
the rights of liberty are not the product of paktiand it is, “to secure these rights, [that]
Governments are instituted among Méf,” This ontology contains an authoritative
political mandate to maintain the liberty of huntangs, but the authority stops short of
making claims upon the individual with respect towhto approach his or her conduct;
that is to say further that there is no epistemiokigrequirement with regard to
understanding how to conduct oneself in libertytlere is in Locke’s theory. Those
people who voluntarily choose to pursue an undedatg of moral virtue might be
considered praiseworthy by their fellows, but thisr@o political requirement that they

do so.

Losing Religion? Moral Mandates in Political Contex

191 Mcwilliams. “Democracy and Citizen.” 83-84
192 The Declaration of Independence
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Such an approach to politics necessarily invokesegy different sort of
commitment to the project of politics. In Lockdiberal system, though liberty is
emphasized, moral political conduct on the parthefpeople is implicit in the nature of
that liberty. As seen, therefore, Locke can agvitle the founders thatAbsolute liberty,
just and true liberty, equal and impartial libertig the thing that we stand in need of,”
yet hold that, “though this has indeed been mulstedbof, | doubt it has not been much
understood*¥*XXXXX. Ontologically embedded in the social fahriequality and
liberty, while apparently simple quantities, taken @ rich texture that requires
explanation. Lacking this ontological formulatidhe framers can refer to the equality of
men and the liberty therein derived as “self-evitiémiths the grasping of which requires
no complicated epistemological approach, religioasonalistic or otherwise.

As such, the political nature of these authontagoods is substantially altered in
the modern American view. In classical politicBoth the majority and the minority
must regard the principles of civic equality andia@gparticipation more strongly than
their partisan creeds and their private intereSfs,"That is to say, equality is an active
principle requiring active commitment. In this senpolitical equality is work to be sure,
as it will at times require personal sacrifice tbe preservation of the polity which
protects the principle upon which it, in turn, gest

Why would a strong minority settle for so little @i force might give it so much

more? The strong minority bends to majority ruldyamhen it accepts the

principle—the political equality of all citizens—eim which that rule derives. |
can believe that all citizens have an equal sh&jastice without believing that

193 | ocke.A Letter Concerning Toleratior213. It is worth noting that statement occurhiasntroduction
to his readers; in full: Absolute liberty, just and true liberty, equal aimapartial liberty, is the thing that
we stand in need ofNow, though this has indeed been much talked afpubt it has not been much
understood; | am sure not at all practised, eitheour governors towards the people in generabyor
any dissenting parties of the people towards on¢han.”

194 Mcwilliams. “Democracy and the Citizen.” 81
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the majority is always right. You and | can be daqral ignorant when it comes
to astrophysics yet | can insist that my opiniorcagrect no matter how many
equally ignorant people share yots.

In contemplating behavior, even the self-interestedlvidual must here consider the
impact upon the principle of political equality; ignore the active maintenance of
political equality would be morally irresponsiblerfone who would hope—not to say
demand—that the polity protect her liberty. FothaMhe disappearance of a belief in
equality, the requirement of equal liberty wouldedy vanish and unequal liberty cannot
be meaningfully be considered true, a fact uponclwvhihe founders and Locke would
surely agree.

Such active political engagement, much less comamt, is, perhaps not
surprisingly at this point, something that Madis@ny specifically avoided. McWilliams
states, “Madison rejected a system of representdatitended to convey confidence,
public-spirited support for the common good, indaef representatives who can provide
the consent of a ‘numerous and changeable’ muiiifaal majority,™®®. The self-
evidence of equality means that the equality isanpblitical product but an existential
fact, one that politics can only abridge:

Political education in an established polity dokshet it need or should do when

it persuades us to consent. Political participati®muite needless if we are

persuaded that government protects our privatdsrighd interests: public spirit,
in any strict sense of the term, usdesirable Government is always to some
degree oppressive, since we give up to it someeofiberty that is ours by natural
right. We ought to surrender such liberty grudgmghd watchfully; whatever
civic duties our consent entails, we should perfavith an eye to our private

liberties. The "consent of the governed” does remjuire democracy, and it
discourages citizenshif’

105 pid. 81
108 |phid. 93
07 1pid. 87
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The politics of the American founding, then, lagkeequirement of political commitment
or even engagement; other people are a social Batta politically annoying on&°
Commitment to the polity, then, is mundane at béstpt mediocre. Whereas Locke’s
theory contained authoritative divine command wiéispect to political engagement,
political commitment requires little, if anythingyore than a benign acknowledgement of
the principle of equality. The founders and Lock& agree that the equality of all men
is providential, but the ramifications for politice@ehavior could scarcely be more
disparate.

The absence of an ontological mandate for an esp@ibgical engagement of
moral authority does not, of course, mean that dglaill undertake such investigations
on their own. In fact, the very agnosticism wigspect to how individuals ought to
understand how they ought to think about how theyht behave—or even if there is any
normative reason to think that people ought to behm one way as opposed to
another—underscores the freedom of people to chttwse own moral epistemology.
The Lockean commitment to religious toleration herefore retained in the American
system, albeit for different reasons. In Lockeiswy religious toleration is required
because people ought to pursue knowledge of righdlead, they must, which is why
Locke contends that interference with said pursewgn for religious reasons, is itself

blasphemous® Accordingly, religious toleration is enjoyed Hyetvarying sects who

198 Even the fact that other people are desirablesipswhat add meaning, purpose and value to humves li
becomes perceived as an annoyance, as observgdvalentine’s Day when autonomy must be sacrificed
to preserve the happiness of others of significamzbthe happy condition of many other dipolar
relationships. That people do such a poor job @htaining peace and happiness in even these shafle
social units, despite the massive media onslaugteiévision, movies and radio of instructions anho
avoid this annual set of tragedies, may reflectpitevalence of the above set of ontological beldigch,
perhaps ironically, are held by way of instructimnthe polity in the face of the overwhelming evide

that the experience of being in a relationship fgres.

199 Dunn.Locke 13
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will avoid pursuing government control of religiofhecause they can hope for nothing
better than what they already enjoy; that is, amegondition with their fellow-subjects,
under a just and moderate governméft,” In the American system, it would seem that
religion is tolerated because failure to do so wdé to impede upon the freedom of the
people to behave and to believe as they will sgylas it is compatible with the
governmental structures that allow the freedonmhefgeople to behave and to believe as
they will. Small surprise, then, should be evinéexin the observation that to this day,
Americans disagree about the meaning of the digpdoamulations of free exercise of
religion and lack of establishment of religion iretFirst Amendment to the Constitution
and what this means for the place of religion i plublic square; ontologically speaking,
the social theory upon which Madison’s documentpredicated may well allow
disagreement and even agnosticism on this isstieebfpunders themselves.

To take seriously the function of religion in Angan politics, then, requires an
understanding of this specific context of the rieeligion in American political thought
in addition to its institutional context. In Locke liberalism, a religious—or at least a
guasi-religious—approach to understanding the aitétive constraints and duties
attendant liberty was integral to politics itsefks such, the salutary moderating effect of
religion on social and political life could be exped as it was an inherent fact of the
system. Such influence cannot be taken for graritedever, in the American system
that does not depend upon or require that appraacmy other normative epistemology
for that matter, to understanding appropriate bigiaso long as the approach does not
undermine the government—‘Do not engage in tredgsrg minimalist political ethic,

to say the least. Granted, in theory, Locke didlaomsider religion necessapgr se as

19| ocke.A Letter Concerning Toleratior248
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reason could discern just as effectively how a freeson ought to exercise his liberty.

Religion is a realistic necessity, however, givea general failure of people to employ

reason, even to the point that it was rejectedighttby some persons of religious faith

who failed to understand the true and proper naifiteeir enterprise™:

Though the Works of Nature, in every part of thenfficiently Evidence a Deity;
Yet the World made so little use of their Reastiat they saw him not; Where
even by the impressions of himself he was easibetdound. Sense and Lust
blinded their minds in some; And a careless Inagwey in others; And fearful
Apprehensions in most (who either believed thereeyer could not but suspect
there might be, Superior unknown Beings) gave tlhgninto the hands of their
Priests, to fill their Heads with false Notionstbé Deity, and their Worship with
foolish Rites, as they pleased: And what Dread mftGonce began, Devotion
soon made Sacred, and Religion immutable. In théte sof Darkness and
Ignorance of the true God, Vice and Superstitiold iee World. Nor could any
help be had or hoped for froReasonwhich could not be heard, and was judged
to have nothing to do in the case: The Priestsyawbere, to secure their Empire,
having excludedReasorfrom having any thing to do in Religion. And ineth
croud of wrong Notions, and invented Rites, the M/tiad almost lost the sight
of the One only True God. The Rational and thinkagt of Mankind, ’tis true,
when they sought after him, found the One, Suprdawisible God: But if they
acknowledged and worshipped him, it was only inrtben minds. They kept
this Truth locked up in their own breasts as a&ecaror ever durst venture it
amongst the People; much less amongst the Prikste wary Guardians of their
own Creeds and Profitable Inventions. Hence wetlsstdReasonspeaking never
so clearly to the Wise and Virtuous, had never Atiti enough to prevail on
the Multitude; and to persuade the Societies of Meat there was but One God,
that alone was to be owned and worshipféd.

Reason, for Locke, is insufficient for most peopdeunderstand and thereby confine

themselves to the standard of right conduct. Téeessity of religion to buttress the

deficiencies of reason further underscores the sséigethat all members of the polity

engage in a thought process that addresses thlese neligion becomes vital precisely

because it offers an authority for guiding condhet may be accessible to all.

1 Eor Locke, this must have been an observationazculable irony, if not perfidy.
12| ocke. “The Reasonableness of Christianity.” 19P-
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Locke’s liberal system is thereby predicated oaiteenry of well intentioned
people. Though people, imperfect creatures theat #re, will inevitably at times fail in
obedience, they will at least agree upon the needafmoral authority beyond what
persons, even persons of great intellectual capsctiappen to think:

What would this amount to, towards being a steadlgRA certain transcript of a

Law that we are under? Did the sayingAuistippus or Confutius give it an

Authority? Was Zeno a Lawgiver to Mankind? If not, what he or any

other Philosopher delivered, was but a saying ®f Mankind might hearken to it,

or reject it, as they pleased; Or as it suitedrtheerest, passions, principles or
humours. They were under no Obligation: The Opiniofhthis or that

Philosopher, was of no Authority?

Religion moves people beyond the motives of then @reference and makes them
aware of the authority appropriate to a life o€lity.

Yet the American political system not only offers such theory of moral
authority on personal conduct, it implicitly rejedhe possibility of such an overarching
authority by allowing individuals their freedom Buch matters. This system is not
characterized by the absence of a normative thebrgolitics, but the authoritative
political norm here is that the government oughpteserve the rights of the people;
rights are a normative theory for states, not &seasing individual action. The political
freedom from any conception of authority, or evenclaim the absence of any such
authority, while presumptively agnostic on the mgtis functionally equivalent to the
rejection of the notion that any such authoritysexito control the individual behavior of
individuals. To believe that such authority exiatal yet still fail to invoke it implies a
lack of belief that the authority is binding, renidg it no authority at all.

It is critical to here note the distinction betwebe political system imbued with

this indifference to the nature of personal motdharity and the notion that such a view

1131bid. 196
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might be held by the American people, which isag persons. Echoes of the Lockean
sentiment concerning morals still abound in theartgmce Americans place on holding
strong moral values while placing far less emphasisthe specific origins of those
values, though the strong preference that the sakiem from religious origins is
retained:'* Just as Locke did not stipulate that the citiaéa liberal republic has to be
Christian—the emphasis on following law in IslamHindu, for example, would more
than suffice—Alan Wolfe has shown that Americandl ¥&nd to accept just about any
system of thought that produces the values thaneehat about which being American
is.''> Effectively, the belief remains that the libepabject works because the religious
faiths of the people create a sort of plausibifityucturé®® to what the individuals are
likely to do with their freedom and, indeed, whia¢y consider the appropriate scope for
exercising that liberty. In the language of thecdssion above, religion ontologically
constrains the political attitudes and behaviorscéntain ways that allow the liberal
republican system to work to the benefit of the own interest.

Yet this emphasis on having “good values” maylfitise symptomatic of the lack
of real political commitment to—as distinct fromcsal preference for—moral authority
governing individuals. To value a thing is notrémuire the thing or even demand it.
Values are negotiable. If one value is pursueds iecause it is deemed preferable to
other values; should something of greater valueeapghe former might well—and, in

the parlance of competing values, should—be abadidor the latter. A moral

H4\wolfe, Alan.One Nation After All(New York: Viking Penguin, 1998)

115 See Morone'slellfire Nationfor a thorough discussion the history of how mewmdlies and political
demonization have been employed to define whodpgrty American and consequently to guide policy
development. Morone, JamesHAellfire Nation: The Politics of Sin in Americandtbry. (New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press, 2003)

118 See: Thomas, George Revivalism and Cultural Change: Christianity, NatiBuilding, and the
Market in the Nineteenth-Century United Sta{€hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989)



58

discourse of religious values therefore carriehiwiit a hidden tension, as the values are
dictated by an authority considered immutable—retig-yet are themselves negotiable.
This view of religious morality further suggestsitione may believe in a moral authority
and prefer that people consider themselves bounit] lpgt not require that they do so,
recreating in the people the same tension in the@af any alleged authority, a tension
established by the agnosticism of the governmemards the concept of moral authority.
Those who would look to religion to safeguard tlepublic must therefore
consider the character of religious belief in Aroarias well as how people actually
consider its dictates in governing their behavi@bviously, religious toleration exists in
America, both enshrined in the government and wittie general attitude of the
people!’” Religious toleration, though, only creates thesituility that religion may
serve the purposes of moderating the risks and edanigherent in a freedom and
safeguarding the republic from liberty’s excessé3f course, that assumes that such
safeguarding is even necessary, which is anothétemaltogether. For our present
purposes, suffice to say that many theorists hadeda look to religion to perform this
function, echoing Tocqueville’s sentiments, as Mi¥Ms notes:
Tocqueville saw several barriers to tyranny of thejority. Religion taught
Americans a law beyond the will of the majority aad¢ode of morals at odds
with calculations of utility. It commanded love asdcrifice, the moral signs of
nobility. Divine monarchy restrained and elevatedutar democracy, especially

since the loneliest American could seek asylum ftbentyranny of the majority
at the feet the king'®

"7 Though the candidacy for the presidency of Ba@bkma has complicated the celebration of a general
religious toleration in America. It may well beattthe diffusion and fragmentation of contemporagdia
has allowed less tolerant portions of the Amerigapulace to remain obscured from mainstream view.
Yet this very fragmentation of media and of audene. the people, may itself be a product ofsidris in
what people consider to be a proper American tbatiothrough the vehicle of religion, which will be
discussed below.

18 Mcwilliams. “Democracy and Citizen.” 97-98
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It is precisely the nature of religious mandataas-negotiable that makes the impact of
liberty on politics more certain and therefore,dfinition, less risky. Even if religiously
guided behavior were not morally pure, such belrawvmuld at least be predictable and
more manageable with respect to efforts to presgodgy. That religion supplies
certainty concerning right behavior would seemnsuge against behavior on the part of
the religious adherent that might prove detrimetdathe polity, as such harm would
necessarily be immoral and antithetical to thesitad understanding of religion.

The form of toleration in America, then, by allewi but not requiring or
assuming religious endeavors on the part of theplpempens up the possibility that
religion will not serve that function as envisionadhe thought of Locke. Religion may
even perform other functions with different unaipated effects given its different locus
within the structures of politics and engagementthsy people. The key to religion’s
function in Locke’s system was religion’s abilitp tmove the individual beyond
contemplation of mere preference by conformityriceaternal and absolute authority.
For Locke, this shift towards an external authomitgkes religious virtue superior even to
the wisest contemplation of principles of behavior:

'Tis not enough, that there were up and down seattsayings of wise Men,

conformable to right Reason. The Law of Nature, tes Law of Convenience

too: And ’'tis no wonder, that those Men of Partsgd atudious of Virtue; (Who
had occasion to think ;: on any particular paritpghould by meditation light on
the right, even from the observable Convenience beduty of it; Without

making out its obligation from the true Principles the Law of Nature, and
foundations oMorality. But these incoherent apophthegms of Philosoplaai,

wise Men; however excellent in themselves, and weéinded by them; could
never make a Morality, whereof the World could loewinced, could never rise
up to the force of a Law that Mankind could withrteenty depend on.

Whatsoever should thus be universally useful, siiadard to which Men should

conform their Manners, must have its Authority eitirom Reason or Revelation.
"Tis not every Writer of Morals, or Compiler offitom others, that can thereby be

19DPunn.Locke 21, 84
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erected into a Law-giver to Mankind; and a dictatbRules, which are therefore
valid, because they are to be found in his Bookdpu the Authority of this or
that Philosopher. He that any one will pretendaoup in this kind, and have his
Rules pass for authentique directions; must shéwat either he builds his
Doctrine upon Principles of Reason, self-evidenthemselves; and deduces all
the parts of ir from thence by clear and evidennhalestration: Or must shew
his Commission from Heaven; That he comes with Atty from God to deliver
his Will and Commands to the World. In the formesiywno body that | know
before our Saviour's time, ever did; or went aliowdive us avorality. 'Tis true
there is d.aw of Nature But who is there that ever did, or undertookitegt us
all entire, as a Law; No more, nor no less, thaatwyas contained in, and had the
obligation of that Law? Who, ever made out all piaets of it; Put them together;
And shewed the World their obligation? Where wasréhany such Code, that
Mankind might have recourse to, as their unerringeRbefore our Saviour's
time? If there was not, 'tis plain, there was neédne to give us suchMorality,
Suchlz% Law, which might be the sure guide of thwaise had a desire to go
right;

Locke regards reason as generally insufficienthto task of establishing the necessary
authority for individual conduct because it migimdf the right rule but for the wrong
reasort?* In other words, the rule might be discovered foibwed because it seems
reasonable to do so, and not because it is anwbsahd inviolable instruction in and
guide to the good inherent within the divinely ¢egbstructures of reality.

Here again, for Locke, religion supplies the reynémt the defect of reason. If
reason always led to correct judgment concerningdgehen many of the potential
problems attributed to liberty might well be rereitmoot. Arguably, however, even
then, reason is still not binding on the individual assign to reason the status of moral
authority is to situate authority within the indival, a clear violation of the maxim
acknowledged by Locke that no man ought be juddeisrown casé®? Thus, religion

outperforms reason by reorienting the individuaksy notion of preference by freeing

1201 ocke. “The Reasonableness of Christianity.” 196
21 \which, of course, leads to the greatest treasosp @ has been argued.
122| ocke.Two Treatises of Governmeook II. Ch. 5
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the individual from having to discriminate betwettve rule of reason rightly employed
and mere preference which is a fallible guide wetbpect to righteousness.

The alleged congruence between the knowledgenattdiy the right exercise of
reason and religious revelation here becomes a jpbigreat import. Assuming that
religion provides knowledge of the good, what i®djowhat is good to do, and what
good behavior is, then the notion that reasonnifleyed correctly, would yield the same
knowledge may be considered tautological. Insafrreason may be considered of
instrumental utility, then religion will necessagrghare this character, as Locke points out
when he says of divine command, “to shew how muhshin earnest, and expects
Obedience to these Laws; He tells thieakeVI. 3 5. That if they obeyGreat shall be
their REWARD:; they shall be called, The Sons oftighest’**. Religion will show the
individual how to achieve his or her greatest sdkrest. If religion concerns knowledge
of what is good and how to attain it, then to dehg observation that religion will
promote self-interest would be to strain the veefirdtion of good or, conversely, to
decree the religion to be by definition false. Unpsisingly, in Locke’s view even the
messiah may be framed for people in self-interestehs, as, when he states that, in
addition to the benefits of the received moral 1&Wg these | must add one advantage
more we have by Jesus Christ, and that is the peomi assistancé®®. Religion is
good, and therefore it is to the advantage ofridevidual.

Yet this advantage obtained through religion stdrosn the requirement of
conformity to external moral authority; the religgoadherent will attempt to pursue the

religious mandates without personal discretion.thifithe American system of politics

123 | ocke. “The Reasonableness of Christianity.” 177
124 ocke. “The Reasonableness of Christianity.” 204
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though, the choice of such pursuit is itself disoreary. That is to say, Americans in
liberty are not required to seek such authority foe exercise of their freedom.
Americans may choose to bind themselves by relidion if and only if they choose to
do so. In this way, adherence to religious lawop@es a product of the preference of the
individual and divine authority becomes subordintdethe reason of the individual
making the choice.

As such, the locus of religion in American libethbught does not necessarily
function to provide a standard of conduct beyondemgersonal preference as Locke
sought. Religion then, while it will have some ¢tion for and within politics so long as
people continue to observe it and it informs thevs, ought not be expected to perform
the same functions as Locke foresaw in his polisgatem. In Locke’s system, religion
governed a set of commitments, including politicammitments, on the part of the
members of the society at liberty, not the leastvbich was a recognition of human
equality. In the American system, religion coulidl provide binding commitments, and
a commitment to human equality is clearly statedgcamong the premises upon which
the justification of the American political enteig® rests, but the recognition of both
depends upon the reasoned judgment of the fre@idlodil. Nothing in this system
requires that religion—or anything else for thattera—play the role of orienting people
towards the public good as traditionally understootb any common political project at
all, save, perhaps, the promotion of liberty agd@m from restraint. The very notion of
republicanism invoked by the founders takes on ededly different cast in such a
situation, referring not to a public project purdu@rough politics, but to the idea that

everyone’s interests are best served by freedomm fray moral authority over their
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individual conduct barring the minimal commitmerdt no destroy the government that
allows this freedom. Again, this view is, in faatnormative position: people ought to be
as free as possible from governmental enacted aiyth&uch a system will necessarily
oversee a very different set of political behavittyan the liberal system envisioned by
Locke as religion does not play the same role sumsg morally upright behavior or
strong political commitments which would be consadethemselves divinely enacted
moral duties. Thus, while the American systemway of religious toleration, retains a
significant place for religion, merely to hope thaligion will perform the salutary
functions once assumed is to engage in the kind‘gafbled romanticism” that
McWilliams saw as associated with the defeat of dider notion of democratic

politics 1%

To understand the role of religion in AmericanlifEs requires a more
thorough investigation of its actual function withthe American democratic liberal

regime.

Religious Change: An Evolving Ethos

Locke’s argument that religion would temper théeptial problems of freedom
requires a corrective statement; the religion tactvh_ocke understood a reasonable
person of his time and place would ascribe wouldienate the behavior of the believer
to make the believer's exercise of liberty consist®ith the purposes and goals of the
common good. However, religion and religious elee not static phenomena; in
today’s parlance, religions evolve. As such, adeaustanding of religious development
in America, given the function religious sentimeoitys in informing belief and

motivating behavior in a democratic context andrienting people politically within the

125 Mcwilliams. “Democracy and the Citizen.” 96
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liberal system, becomes vital for understanding Aca@ liberal democracy.
Specifically, the notion that religious belief halsanged in America suggests that the
impact on the liberal system will have similarlyaciged, resulting effectively in a
different system. To understand the system, ttezpuires us to understand how religion,
broadly speaking, has changed in America. Obwousich an inquiry will require a
certain amount of generalization. For example, WMsbll recently counted over 400
distinct sects of Christianity alone and, furthereyalemonstrated that the various sects
followed very different trajectories in response ttee free institutional space they
encountered in early Ameri¢& As such, the point here is not to argue thatilis
experience in America changed in some homogenoys Wather, the goal here is to
understand how certain specific changes that artepéed as legitimate in the American
conception of religious experience might create giarations or tensions for American
liberal democracy, particularly in informing potiéil views that are deemed legitimate
precisely because they stem from sincere religialief.

Most significant among these changes is the radigg@ction of Arminian
thinking—notions of a human being’s ability to iaie and participate in the process of
salvation—into American Protestantism. The Cabtirdoctrine that dominated early
American Christian thought emphasizes God’s gracgalvation—the foundation of the
theory of the “elect"—and the inability of humanimgs to change their own fate.
Related to this is the concept of the “calling” abwhich Weber makes so much ddb.
The “calling” or vocation exhorted individuals todertake their daily work with a sense

of divine purpose. Thus, the role one plays irietge—one’s job, if you will—becomes a

126 Noll, Mark. The Old Religion in a New Wotl¢Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2002)
127\Weber.The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism
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duty from God and, therefore, an opportunity, dll@inormatively mandated one, to
glorify God!?® For Weber, this sacralization of work leads ® development of modern
rationalistic capitalism through the laying down afdivine ethos that gives rise to a
spirit—and perhaps a belief system—that allowsoretiistic capitalism to develop and
flourish.

Weber, of course, acknowledged the difficultiesoirred in defining the “spirit of

capitalism,**,

Moreover, some commentators of the burgeoningelfg¥ Thesis
Controversy”—a veritable cottage-industry at th@np—have pointed out that it is far
too simplistic to claim that Calvinism caused calsm. Weber is better understood as
emphasizing the link between the Protestant etiicthe spirit of capitalism rather than
the economic system itséf? In other words, if we take seriously that pecgteon their
beliefs, it stands to reason that the behaviordribmting to modern capitalism would
require beliefs consistent with and contributorygtch conduct in economic affairs, a set
of beliefs and general “spirit” which Weber iderg# in Calvinist thought. While Weber
acknowledges that the desire towards increasetisave to puritanical protestant society,
he argues that modern rationalized capitalismneva and different beast altogether, and

further:

As far as the influence of the Puritan outlook agesd, under all circumstances—
and this is, of course, much more important tham ritere encouragement of

128\Weber to some degree over-emphasizes the relaifpaswork to divine calling at the expense of all
aspects of one’s life in society. Such emphasig ginze an inaccurate coloring of an emphasis on the
redemptive engagement of the individual to charig@hher own life at the expense of a more thohoug
understanding of the socially conservative aspktttie doctrine. See Robertsorhe Rise of Economic
Individualism “The Puritan Doctrine of the ‘Calling.” 1-33

129\Weber devotes all of Chapter 2 of The Protest#nitEo it. WeberThe Protestant Ethic and the Spirit
of Capitalism.47-78

130 5ee: Little, DavidReligion, Order, and Law: A Study in Pre-RevolusipnEngland (New York:
Harper & Row, 1969); Green, Robert W. "Protestanti€apitalism, and Social Science: The Weber
Thesis Controversy." Ifthe Weber Thesis Controvergglited by R. W. Green. (Lexington, MA:
Houghton Mifflin, 1973)
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capital accumulation—it favoured the development eofrational bourgeois

economic life; it was the most important, and abalethe only consistent

influence in the development of that Iif&.
To this day, those looking for the villain that bgiht about the dislocations and problems
of modern capitalism find it in a puritanical anct@ntially repressive religious theology,
direct from central casting.

In hindsight—20-20 as always (allegedly)—Webensight ought to be properly
considered more as an historical correlation—aetation of somewhat narrow historical
placement, in fact. The problem with focusing uponl searching for the causal theory
is that it undermines the more valuable insight&\a&hber’s genius into the relationship
between religion, economics and society. Webeeld@ed a social theory whereby a
developing religion held a set of mores that seetoddstify the new operations of the
system of modern rational organization of the @distic enterprise. Any jump to
causality seems much more problematic once we wg#ieef into the scope of history,
vision we may well gain from standing on Weber'sriaable shoulders.

Weber keenly seized upon the notion of callingaasable vehicle for capitalist
enterprise. That one would go about their businegh a heightened sense of
diligencé®? when demanded to do so by God rather than meredesqcy nearly goes
without saying. So the calling becomes integrab&ing a good puritan. As Weber
states, “[a] man without a calling thus lacks tlgetematic, methodical character which
is, as we have seen, demanded by worldly asceti¢i&in Insofar as religious life is
important, so is that calling. However, Weber'grntfication of the function of the

calling may be time-bound. That is to say, he &bkt what the calling appeared to be at

131 Weber.The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalisiii4
132 Not to say “enthusiasm” or even “zeal.”
%3 bid. 161
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a certain point in time—particularly England duritige rise of its perhaps not so
coincidental capitalist explosion—and did not cdesiits previous origins. Others have
argued that the “calling” is better understood gsséfication for the maintenance of the
medieval order in the wake of the disruptive foradsschism during and after the
Reformation and the rejection of traditional ec@sscal authority. As Robertson states:

Nothing could be further from the truth than to goge that the ‘calling’ was an

invitation to amass and continue to amass grelag¢sic It was an invitation to live

the orderly and settled life ordained for one bydGand to perform all the duties
pertaining to it:**
In this sense, the “calling” calls upon everyonegto about doing that which they are
supposed to be doing in the preordained realm. frbar exhorting people to engage in
the radically transformative operations attendantenn capitalism, “[i]f it encouraged
industry, it did so to a much smaller degree thamliscouraged covetousness and
ambition—the ambition which made men break ouhefrt‘calling,”**.

These differing conceptions of the calling woufzgpbear to derive from different
views of the calling at different points of histdiy The failure to grasp the historical
contingency of the protestant “calling” may stenonfr Weber's method which is
sociologically impressive if perhaps lacking in read historical insight. In effect,

Weber begins with the phenomenon which he wishestterstand psychologically (i.e.

modern rationalistic capitalism) and works backwatttrough the historical setting to a

134 Robertson. “The Rise of Economic Individualism1” 1

%5 bid. 14

13¢|t is a problem of historical scholarship withpest to religion to so often forget that religialmctrine
changes radically. This problem is likely rootadar at least related to, the fact that adherehtsligious
movements, especially at the times of the mostehdiansformations, so often insist in the traxitl
roots of their practice. This invocation of traalit, if taken at face value, masks the fact of fisgadical
innovation and reconstruction taking place wittiia theology and practice of the movement. See esp.
GeorgeRevivalism and Cultural Chang#2-14; Niebuhr, H. Richard;he Kingdom of God in America
(NY: Harper & Row, 1937). 164-198
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practicing mindset®” Weber first concludes that modern capitalism appén the
Occident and not the Orient, and therefore mustaberoduct of something in the
Occident!® Weber goes on to observe where capitalism see¢heedhost successful,
and examined the psychic underpinning of the weiddv held in those regions at that
time. What he found was Puritanism and identifieelethos of the calling as the culprit.
Given this sociological treatment, he failed totidiguish the religious practice from its
situational and adaptive context within economiciety. As Robertson writes:
Owing to his unhistorical treatment he has not aeati the change in the
conception of the “calling” from an antidote agairt®vetous ambition to a
comfortable doctrine suitable for a commercial peop He has treated the
doctrine as having been the same for all time; thedadherent of the school of
“economic determinism” may be excused if he ciats Weber for neglecting the
converse study of the influence of capitalism anPhotestant Ethit®
This failure to consider the possibility of mutuafluence in historical inter-development
between the religious practices of Calvinism irpacsfic locale and the local economic
practices are considered in Tawney’s introduct@niMeber’s Protestant Ethic and the
Spirit of Capitalism when he writes:
It is the temptation of one who expounds a newfamtful idea to use it as a key
to unlock all doors, and to explain by referenceatsingle principle phenomena
which are, in reality, the result of several comireg causes?*
The impressiveness and importance of Weber's de&sgodo not detract from the
conclusion that he may have believed he found ri@e he ought.

The significance of an understanding of dynamiange in religious thought in

tandem with economic and social changes can sgabpeemore significant for a view of

137\Weber.The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitaligntroduction. 13-25

138 A quick scan of Weber’s discussion suggests thelb&¥, despite his own attitudes concerning the
problems of modern capitalism, held some very sstiplideas about the differences between Westedn a
Eastern thought suggestive of an authentic ca¥éestern-centric bias so often decried today.

139 Robertson. “The Rise of Economic Individualisms’ 1

140 Tawney.Religion and the Rise of Capitalisih.
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politics that assumes the influence of religionf pivotal importance for the Lockean
liberal system is the potential for identificatioh the pursuit of private ends with the
development of the common good. As Protestantieueldped, the worldly success of
the individual increasingly served as a proxy foderstanding the person’s intrinsic
goodness which, on its own, would be obviously \dfffcult to measure. In a sense, the
religious mission to do good in this world remaifts. However, insofar as pursuit of
one’s own interests became increasingly sanctdged proxy for measuring the extent to
which one was doing God’s will, if we continue &ké as given that God’s will is for the
common good, then it must be concluded that pursuindividual success is in the
interest of the common good. That religion is n@ndated but a matter of reasoned
choice would only be expected to exacerbate thiseeving tendency as religions
existing in such a free space would, according @teiPBerger, be expected to market
themselves to the discriminating preferences oféfigious consumét? a phenomenon
in turn exacerbated by secularization, the seedshith may be contained within the
Western religious tradition itself> Perhaps paradoxically, given the above developed
understanding of Lockean liberalism, there is angivmandate to pursue one’s own
personal interests; self-serving behavior becoraestsied on the basis of God’s will
that all people pursue the common good.

In this way, religion becomes a vehicle througholtthe Lockean justification
for liberty allows for beliefs that undermine it&o basis. Liberty is necessary for people

to pursue the divine mandate in the common good.this conception, liberty and

141 The pervasiveness of this sense is perhaps umdedsby the spell-checker's exhortation to chahge t
word “good” to “well” in this sentence.

142 Berger.The Sacred Canop{31-140

3 bid. 110
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religion are indelibly linked, as liberty makespibssible to pursue religious ends, while
religion makes it possible that free individualse-iindividuals at liberty—will behave
properly with their freedom. A change in religicoslief, then, changes the very idea of
what freedom is for, or more precisely, the contdrthe ideas of what one ought to do
with freedom; the idea of towards what ends a ineévidual ought to direct his or her
actions becomes altered.

In the American experience, this alteration mangf@stself as a justification to
look inward to one’s own life and interests rattiean to consider the broader interests of
society or the polity at large. In this way, peopgle justified on religious grounds in
believing that they need not consider the publiodgm terms of a common political
project—save the institutionalization of libertysetf—in the exercise of their own
freedom, a belief which lies in fairly direct vidilan of the initial theoretical justification
for that freedom, at least as developed by LocKbis tension is nominally resolved by
believing—again, on religious grounds—that the pitref individually selected ends is
most consistent with the common good. While Loskleory of property as vital for the
benefit of the common good certainly involves induals pursuing their own ends by
virtue of the greater creation of value of the psx; the theory operates on the
assumption that people would properly select goondsebased upon their religious
convictions; religion would guide the choices oé timdividuals in conformity with an
authority that demanded a certain kind of politipatticipation. With the reorientation
within the religious ontology in America, the catisa is nearly the opposite: whatever
the individual wishes to pursue is assumed to lénely ordained as, assuming the

individual is choosing that which they understaade in their self-interest, it must be
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good. Thus, rather than serving as a guide forpitoper use of freedom, religion

becomes the justification for whatever a personhiniigeely choose to pursue. Religious
good becomes self-referential and freedom theredtiestively becomes an end in itself
rather than the instrument of the greater gi86d.

Such a development has obvious implications for twivdl be considered
acceptable political goals in American politicsidéed, this altered conception of liberty
completely reconfigures the concept of republicanis America. Far from the virtues
of public service and duty endorsed by the morssital conception of republicanism,
republican value in this view devolves into atomsishdividualism!*> A person ought
still to be good, of course, but what is good issping one’s own economic self-interest;
there exist little or no ethical grounds for tejfjipeople anything that they ought to do
with their lives beyond that which they already gtyend. Perhaps most fascinating
about this turn of events from a theoretical per8pe is how this radical change
occurred through the vehicle of religious beliefiethis generally understood by
believers to be the holder of immutable truths falet, it would seem that religion, again
ironically, remains fixed with respect to the méstmal of truths—that one should be
good, for example—while actually facilitating a rability to the content of those
truths—What is it to be good?—suggesting a truftexible at any given point in time,

but dynamic and flexible across historical time.

1441t must again be noted that the religious ontolagsumes that thisill work out for the common good.
However, looking to the texture of the religiouvel@pment, this seems largelypast factqustification to
reconcile the radical deviation from the religiqusposes of freedom, i.e. unrestrained freedom serse
the public good because it was already decidedtiaatvas the kind of freedom God willed for human
beings.

143t is worth here noting, for reasons that showdddme clear, that the term “individualism” wastfirs
coined--—or, perhaps, as Dennis Bathory has suggdediscovered—by Alexis de Tocqueville through his
observations of American democracy.
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Again, there are strong normative defenses of siemy that allows each to
determine what to do with their own freedom, mahyvhich are not dissimilar to even
the Lockean defense of religious toleration. Asgi®ve, Hobbes tells us that there is no
sense in speaking of morality when people havahetiberty to make choices to make
the concept meaningfif® To believe, though, that the requirement of aritative
religion in Locke’s liberal system can be repladedthe reality of free choice with
respect to conduct, normative or otherwise, withemy change in the operation of the
system as a whole is to assume that which museb®austrated. Such an assumption
does not take seriously the notion that religiohicl is to say a self-conscious statement
on the part of the believer concerning the ontolagg appropriate epistemology of both
the empirical and normative dimensions of humaa, Will influence conduct and the
very mores that Tocqueville, as shall be seen,tiiiksth as the foundation of American
political life. Indeed, as McWilliams proffers:

In many ways, American political history can bedes a conflict between the

institutional design of the Constitution, reflegithe framers’ “new science,” and

public mores, habits, and beliefs. Alexis de Tomgle2gave his opinion that the

“‘manners of the Americans” were the “real cause’oaf ability to maintain

democratic government. However, George Clinton wasect: “Opinion and

manners are mutable,” especially given the “pragscommercial society”; in
the long run, the government “assimilates the memrend opinions of the
community to it.” Clinton's observation suggestsaamnendment to Tocqueville:

The manners of the Americans are more importamt tha laws, but, in the end

the laws transform manners in their own imatfe.

Any change to how people approach the beliefsftrat their mores or, more precisely,

any change in the structures within which peoplectigp these beliefs, will necessarily

have important implications for politics.

14®Hobbes. Leviathan. Ch. 13
147 Mcwilliams. “Democracy and the Citizen.” 95-96
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Reason, Revelation, and an American Belief System

Subordinating religion to reason by way of makih@ function of free choice
alters the fundamental relationship between thethab Locke initially theorized for his
liberal system. While Locke believed that reasaopprly executed would yield a
product the same as proper religious belief, tbedathis congruence depended upon the
fixed truth of revelation. Reason, then, couldeassevelation at best, but never deny it.
The loss of a requirement of religion meant thatftiee choice to follow religion would
demand that religion conform to the reason of tdividual for its validity. Such a
process would make individual reason legitimatedeed, sanctified by religious faith.
In effect, the product of human reason becomesfalgifiable, at least from the point of
view of the individual holding whatever beliefs @éped through this process. With
this intermixing of reason and religion comes, &sallsbe seen, a strange dynamic
whereby reasoning ought to be good for the sowl, sgoiritual thinking out to be useful;
that is to say, insofar as reason and religion garklue knowledge of truth, truth must
necessarily then be that which is useful to théviddal—truth effects self-interest.

Perhaps one of the greatest embodiments of thisnmssmt comes in Benjamin
Franklin, the very man whom Weber identified as tireatest manifestation of the
Puritan “calling” in capitalist thinking. Thoughr&nklin offers great exhortation and
instruction on the propriety and usefulness of appg always economical and efficient,
the emphasis must remain upon the connection batvpeepriety and usefulness.
However, while Weber did well to note the link betn piety and economy in Franklin’s
work**® he fails to see that Franklin does not unify thiemhis thought so much as

demonstrate the usefulness of each to the otlmehislautobiography where he describes

148 \Weber.The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalisrsp. 48-56
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his decision to use a rational design to attainanperfection*’, Franklin discloses his
conclusion that:

Though certain actions might not be bad becausg there forbidden by

[Revelation], or good because it commanded therh,pyabably those actions

might be forbidden because they were bad for ugoommanded because they

were beneficial to u§?

This formulation on the part of Franklin cannot $een merely as an understanding of
religious belief to mandate rational behavior, the religious mandate contains the
Arminian aspect of what working for oneself canauoplish with respect to the religious
structure; certainly this is not plain Calvinismtlsomething that developed—evolved, if
you will—from that belief system. Weber soughtunderstand Franklin through an
appreciation of the religious mandate to ratioragitlistic behavior and said behavior
manifesting the divine calling. Franklin, howeves,well aware of the utility of the
religious mandate for the individual, which doe$ fitowell with the implied ontology of
Weber’s analysis.

To be fair to Weber, he may also not have beerreattat Franklin often speaks
tongue in cheek. Franklin’'s autobiography is atyua very elaborate lie—he was a
womanizer and often a drunk—and may better be degbas an aesthetic demonstration
of his point of the utility of the appearance obtastant virtue. Indeed, the book
becomes a sort of explanation of the applicatiosantific reason to the development
of the place of piety in his socio-economic milighat his method becomes thereby

justified by his success in life only underscores tinderlying issue of the relationship

between religious piety, rationalized thinking awdrldly success. Of even greater

149 Eranklin, BenjaminThe Autobiography of Benjamin FrankligMineola, NY: Dover Publications,
1996). 67
%1bid. 44
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significance in this vein is his description of tleationship between the individual and
the public good:
That while a party is carrying on a general desggth man his particular private
interest in view... That few in public affairs dobm a meer view of the good of
their country, whatever they may pretend; and, ttigit actings bring real good to
their country, yet men primarily considered thagithown and their country's
interest was united, and did not act from a pritecigd benevolenc&*
Franklin, then, in his treatise on the relationgbgbween piety and economics highlights
the dissonance between the alleged religious wréunel the real worldly activities of his
fellow Americans. An understanding of religiousokition, though, leads us to expect
that a new reformation will need to occur to realihe beliefs of what is considered
acceptable behavior, morally speaking, and thetie=sabf life in American society. It is
precisely such a reformation that the revivalisnth&f Second Great Awakening entailed

and to which, in the hopes of furthering our untierding of the true impact of religious

belief in American democratic politics, we now turn

51 pid. 73
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CHAPTER 2: GoD ELECTS THOSE WHO ELECT THEMSELVES
A Reorientation of Religious Functionalism for Ameican
Democracy in the Second Great Awakening

The old idea of American Christians as a choserplpeswho had been
called to a special task was turned into the nobbra chosen nation
especially favored. In Lyman Beecher, as in Cotitather before him,
we have seen how this tendency came to expresdianthe nineteenth
century went on the note of divine favoritism wasreasingly sounded.
Christianity, democracy, Americanism, the Engliahduage and culture,
the growth of industry and science, American instins—these are all
confounded and confused. The contemplation of twh righteousness
filled Americans with such lofty and enthusiastiensments that they
readily identified it with the righteousness of God

H. Richard Niebuhrkingdom of God in Ameri¢&

The Individualistic Ethic and the Purpose of Goverment: A Reorientation

Drawing upon Weber’s sociological work on the tielaship between ontology
and material practice within the individual in setgi as described above, some
ontologies or world views will tend to resonate lwworldly practice more than others;
this certainly was the case with revival religiamdaa world characterized by effective
individuation. Such similarity of structures, whby one might be understood to
function consistently in principle—not to sdgel more consistent—with another is
known in sociology as “isomorphism.” In this temalogy, Weber’s crucial discovery
lies in the importance of isomorphism between relig belief and economic reality.
While the claim that a set of religious beliefs Ivdhuse a new economic reality may
overstep the appropriate boundaries of an invdsiigénto social development, religion

does play an important function insofar as it mests itself as the vehicle for an

152 Niebuhr.The Kingdom of God in America79.
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ontological adjustment to render new economic auiak realities valid and legitimate.
The perception of effective individuation—the masifed relevance of individual agency
in real world outcomes—attendant the increasingketgenetration experienced in early
nineteenth-century America gave rise to dissondm@een religious belief and the
perceived possibilities of the individual in ecoriorsociety. The reality of the individual
as a locus of personal success and achievement dwardly be discounted, so
reconciliation between belief and reality requiraa ontological reorientation of the
individual’s understanding of his or her place e world. This reconciliation occurred
through the vehicle of religion in the revivalisni the Second Great Awakening.
Theoretically speaking, as the new economic realitf the industrial age reorganized
American culture, so too would a new rationalizatiof the authority structures of
capitalism and the state be required; for many Acaes, this new ontological
formulation restructured culture around an “innerdly practical rationality”
providing, in effect, an almost metaphysical fourmta for increasing levels of
rationalization of culturé>®

Intriguingly, this new epistemological nexus betwe&merican political and
religious thought, while intrinsically linked to mhaet capitalism, deviates radically from
the Calvinism that Weber saw as the underpinninghoflern capitalism. As shall be
seen, the American religious reconceptualizatiohswang acceptance and, indeed,
promotion, of American capitalism bear little redsdamce to the Weberian cultural seeds
of capitalism. This observation underscores theesgty for understanding the
concurrent development of thought and political andial activity to understand fully

the implications of each and both. To begin suchnguiry into the development of

153 ThomasRevivalism and Cultural Chang22
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religious thought in America, it seems appropri@degin with the rise of revivalistic
religion that marks and drives the deviation notydnom Weber’s vision of capitalist
development, but also from Tocqueville’s view digen in America and its function for
political life. The revivalism that grew out ofdtSecond Great Awakening poses a stark
contrast to the Calvinism that permeated Ameriedigious life before it, stemming from
the much heralded (First) Great Awakening. Thehoe@tf the revivals appeared similar
to those of the First Great Awakening, and the ebsiemphasis on the place of religion
in social life cannot be missédf. However, the essentials of the religious sentimen
expressed in these revivals deviate markedly ftoenGalvinist doctrine promoted by the
First Great Awakening> a departure constitutive of changes in the mligiexperience
and understanding of the individual that have irtgoar ramifications for political and
social life in America.

Specifically, changes in American religious thoughtthe nineteenth-century
altered accepted notions of knowledge and authority keeping with the prevailing
Jacksonian spirit of rejecting elitism and authgrimovements sprung up all over
America to reconsider, and in many cases, recdptui@ the people the authority to
make claims about fundamental truths absent thedtapn guidance of clergy or the

stifling aspects of orthodoxy and doctrine. Unlike intellectual experience attributed to

154 Of interesting note here is the claim of Americealigious historian Joseph A. Conforti that thesEir
Great Awakening is actually a construction inverttgdhe activists of the Second Great Awakening to
establish a traditional basis for their new methbresolving conflicts in religious thought. Sé&onforti,
Joseph AJonathan Edwards: Religious Tradition and Ameri€uidture (Chapel Hill, NC: University of
North Carolina Press, 1995)

155 Despite the Calvinist rhetoric, the social impafcthe First Great Awakening (if there were sudhiag,
in deference to Conforti’s thesis) set the stagehe fragmentation of religious authority and spa
Arminianism that characterizes the Second Greatk&nimg. Indeed, the two awakenings are arguably
really just parts of a single movement in thouglatt twvas merely punctuated by the American Revatutio
158 Though whether or not “the people” had truly peasly held such standing remains debated and
debatable, the invocation of fidelity to a noblesrmpristine past, bearing with it the languageestoring
the rightful political traditions of the republi@he great currency in American political discoursrhaps
in no small part owing to the nation’s religiouslasubsequently, political jeremiadic tradition.



79

Europe, reason did not displace religious thinkimghe American Enlightenment but
rather became a tool, among others, for understgnatie’s world. Within this context,
in a period of religious reorientation whereby timelividual becomes the locus of
understanding the world, as was the case duringéwend Great Awakening, different
approaches to knowledge may be combined in a $@malgamated world view. The
combination of the different strains of thoughtasts which might reasonably be seen as
analytically distinct types, led to the generat@dmew conceptions of what an individual
might claim to know and how the degree of certaoftthe knowledge could be properly
established. Such new bases for knowledge—newoappes to “knowing” itself—
necessarily affect political knowledge, both imtsrof political ends and of appropriate
means; scientific rationality and normative truthymbecome inextricably bound together
with pervasive effects on what an individual migbhsider to be an appropriate political
choice.

None of this is to say that the political views alf Americans are religiously
motivated, or that there exists an “American mittf8éwith a distorted sense of the
scientific method. However, insofar as religioubhsed value systems are accepted in
American political discourse—and, indeed, oftencemaged®®>—then such amalgamated
political arguments tend also towards acceptanceAberican democracy. The
acceptance of such arguments becomes criticallpiitapt to understand insofar as their

acceptance in turn affects the political outcomet American democracy.

157 Not to say, God help us, an American Zeitgeist.

158 Consideration of the Presidential campaign of 2@@dticularly John Kerry's decision to begin
attending mass, shows the resonance of this vighidalay. The discussions of Barack Obama’s
religion—both the controversy surrounding his Ciksdlack theology and whether he has been truthful
about his Christian faith—underscore the signifa@placed on the relationship between one’s realigiad
what it means really to know who somebody is.
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Comprehension of many of the seemingly odd, idiosatic, or even allegedly irrational
outcomes of American politics might be improved donsidering the acceptance of
political epistemology that makes not the fine iddions of knowledge between the
scientific and the religious or the normative ahé empirical in consideration of the
political good that might be obvious to purportggeaalists®>® To demonstrate this

phenomenon, | shall first consider the functionrefigion in American democracy
observed by Tocqueville in the early nineteenthiagnwith an eye to the specific
mechanics of the relationship between the belistesy and democracy in order to
consider how changes in said beliefs might alterdperation of American democracy.
Next, | shall describe the historical experience soime of the transformations of
American Christianity during the Second Great Awakg with an emphasis on the
epistemological shifts within the belief systemging the period. Following that, the
implications of said epistemological shifts and tittmate reorientation of the individual
in society as an acceptable locus of knowing altbet world will be explained,;

significantly, such movement alters the boundaréswhat might be considered
politically plausible, necessarily altering theigoal viability of different political goals.

In this way, | hope to demonstrate how the impacttiee underlying epistemological
foundations of religious belief attendant the dcastocial reorganizations of the
nineteenth-century has led to an individuation dwledge itself that has allowed for a
kind of fusion between normative and empirical kimig which, in turn, affects

acceptable arguments about specific political gpadsl even who’s opinion might be

considered relevant in such matt&ts.

159 E g. scienticians and philosophists.
160 gpecific political manifestations of this impabisl then be explored in subsequent chapters.
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Tocqueville’s America and the Function of Religiorfor Political Life

Religion’s function as both basis and protectorAafierican democracy deeply
impressed Tocqueville during his much heraldedt.visThough he stopped short of
embracing the desirability of such an arrangementhsa role for religion would be
“heretical” to the French thinkers of the titte—Tocqueville nevertheless saw potential
lessons in the way religion functioned to defendiagt political devolution towards
tyranny. Tocqueville speculated that religious pveaer the souls of people might
perhaps be all the more necessary when peopleegeals when he famously observed:

Religion in America takes no direct part in the gmment of society, but it must

be regarded as the first of their political inditas; for if it does not impart a

taste for freedom, it facilitates the use of idéed, it is in this same point of view

that the inhabitants of the United States themseloek upon religious belief. |
do not know whether all Americans have a sinceith fa their religion—for who
can search the human heart?—but | am certain they hold it to be
indispensable to the maintenance of republicantimisins This opinion is not
peculiar to a class of citizens or to a party, ibbelongs to the whole nation and
to every rank of societ}f?

In a sense, Tocqueville can be understood to haneemwDemocracy in Americéo teach

democratic statesmen and moralists how to makeiagali serve democracy in an

increasingly secular age that put more traditiamdceptions of authority into question

and disarray®

161 Strout, Cushing. 1980. "Tocqueville and the Rejoabl Religion: Revisiting the VisitorPolitical
Theory8 (1):9-26. 11

162 Tgcqueville.Democracy in America/olume I. 304-305

153 essler, SanfordTocquevilles’s Civil Religion: American Christiapiand the Prospects for Freedom.
(NY: State University of New York Press, 1994). 18
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Tocqueville was struck by the democratic tenor led tountry that seemed to
permeate all things, emanating from the basic éyuséemingly recognized by &if:
“The social condition of the Americans is eminerdmocratic; this was its character at
the foundation of the colonies, and it is still matrongly marked at the present d&,”
To Tocqueville, whether such equality would progebe a good thing for human kind
was of secondary importance to its apparent hggtbrnevitability, an inevitability that
he perceived as part of a divine plan and largggnmgt from normative assessment on
his part anyway:

The gradual development of the principle of eqyast therefore, a providential

fact. It has all the chief characteristics of sadact: it is universal, it is lasting, it

constantly eludes all human interference, and alints as well as all men

contribute to its progreg§®
The pervasiveness of such a principle that chaiaetke the Jacksonian age obviously
posed important complications for notions of autlypin a situation of equality, many of
the traditional reasons regarding why one persaghbto obey another fall away. For
Tocqueville, such social condition would necesgdorm the foundation for politics as,
“once established, it may justly be consideredissfithe source of almost all the laws,
the usages, and the ideas which regulate the comdutations: whatever it does not
produce, it modifies*®’. The relatively thin institutional space in whiphblitical life in
America, in combination with the general distru$taoithority of the age—a distrust

surely enabled by that same institutional thinnesgant that if there were to be any

perceived limits on notions of what the people dugtdo with their freedom, they would

184 The distinction between everyone actually beligvimthis equality as opposed to Tocqueville
observing that everyone seemed to do so is impptiahfor the present purposes it suffices totbay it
appeared to Tocqueville that equality was a unalbraccepted fact.
155 Tocqueville.Democracy in Americavolume 1. 46
166 [|a;

Ibid. 6
%7 bid. 46
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have to come from elsewhere than the political sph&herefore, as Tocqueville viewed
the state of affairs:
Religion is much more necessary in the republicctvithey set forth in glowing
colors than in the monarchy which they attacksitmore needed in democratic
republics than in any others. How is it possiblattisociety should escape
destruction if the moral tie is not strengthenegbrioportion as the political tie is
relaxed? And what can be done with a people whdlesie own masters if they
are not submissive to the Deit§?
To be a democracy, the people would have to behasta people. Lacking the tradition
of static social place and the traditional autlade structures that dictated said places
that characterized Europe, the Americans would rseedething else to bind them and
define them as a people. Tocqueville is clear \eanjy that he understands this role to
be played by religion, noting that, “The readerlwihdoubtedly have remarked the
preamble of these enactments: in America religonhe road to knowledge, and the

observance of the divine laws leads man to ciekefiom,°°,

Equality problematizes
civil authority, but so long as the nature of egyah America is understood to be an
equality under God, then the defect of civil auityormay be easily remedied by
recognition of the divine authority from which tleguality of all humans under God
flows™"°.

The providential nature of equality therefore cesatn authoritative mandate for
democratic politics:

If the men of our time should be convinced, byratte observation and sincere

reflection, that the gradual and progressive degraknt of social equality is at

once the past and the future of their history, th&overy alone would confer

upon the change the sacred character of a diviceeeeTo attempt to check
democracy would be in that case to resist theafilbod; and the nations would

158 Tocqueville.Democracy in Americavolume 1. 307

%9 1hid. 6

170 Recall also Tocqueville’s reference to John Wiathconcerning his speech on true liberty, as nisted
the previous chapter.
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then be constrained to make the best of the sdciabhwarded to them by
Providencé’*

To be more precise, the authoritative mandate reguhe rejection of any form of

politics that would fail to recognize the equaldf the people, thus giving democracy
alone the sanction of the divine among politicateyns. However, though God clearly
favors democracy, the very nature of democracy@a&mgment by the people implies

that the politics, even though they be divinely oeted, depend ultimately upon human
effort; politics is a function of work, choice, ajutigment on the part of humatfs.

The political form this equality would take, be despotic or democratic,
ultimately then becomes the product of human eftort, therefore, design. The
egalitarian character of American society would, notTocqueville’s mind, inevitably
manifest itself as democracy. Tocqueville belietreat while, “There is, in fact, a manly
and lawful passion for equality that incites merwish all to be powerful and honored,”
that, “tends to elevate the humble to the rankhef great,” there, “exists also in the
human heart a depraved taste for equality, whighelmthe weak to attempt to lower the
powerful to their own level and reduces men to errefquality in slavery to inequality

with freedom,*’3,

The political impetus arising from conditions efjuality is not
salutary of necessity; “From the same social pmsjtthen, nations may derive one or the
other of two great political results; these resalts extremely different from each other,
but they both proceed from the same cad$g,’In point of fact, far from the inevitability

of a glorious future for American politics, Tocquky feared the possibility of a

continuance of the abuses of history merely takimg new guise:

" pid. 7

172 Or instinct on the part of bees, but | digress.
13 Tocqueville.Democracy in Americavolume 1. 53
1% bid. 8
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If the absolute power of a majority were to be siilted by democratic nations
for all the different powers that checked or regardbvermuch the energy of
individual minds, the evil would only have changgtaracter. Men would not
have found the means of independent life; they disuhply have discovered (no
easy task) a new physiognomy of servitude. Therarid | cannot repeat it too
often, there is here matter for profound reflectiothose who look on freedom of
thought as a holy thing and who hate not only teepdt, but despotism. For
myself, when | feel the hand of power lie heavyroy brow, | care but little to
know who oppresses me; and | am not the more dispitospass beneath the yoke
because it is held out to me by the arms of aenilthen:’
Whether American governance would advance towahds denevolent or devolve
towards the despotic would depend upon the dinediiowhich the American people
channeled the energies of their enthusiasm forligua
This direction would in turn depend upon the teriles of the people, or rather,
of the individuals living in the circumstances afuality. The varying directions that
Tocqueville thinks a politics born of equality ctake derives from what Tocqueville
understands to be the influence the state of d@guadis on a human being, as when he
states, “In the principle of equality | very cleadiscern two tendencies; one leading the
mind of every man to untried thoughts, the othehijiiting him from thinking at all**°,
Thus the problem facing this new human project ge®rfrom the fact that the
democratic soul brought about by equality is, keftits own devices, fundamentally
unstable. This instability may lend itself towamifferent types of propensities for the
democratic soul; Tocqueville sees the democratit s@cording to Joshua Mitchell, who
takes Tocqueville very seriously as a religiouskbr in the Augustinian vein, as having

tendencies towards withdrawn atomistic individyaind, conversely, towards overly

energetic outwards activity:

17> Tocqueville.Democracy in Americavolume Il. 11-12
% bid. 11
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Tocqueville understood that human beings are nasemially, rational

maximizers; nor are they agencies of a dialectitisfory that will lead to the

New Kingdom. Rather, they are beings capable ofleration provided that
certain institutional mechanisms are in place teisaghem; they are, as well,
beings capable of bearing the responsibilitiesvirid) in a history the contours of
which are defined by the movement toward equality.this history humankind

has been granted the opportunity either to livelfrer amid servility. We may
freely choose—at least for a tim€.

Insofar as politics manifests from the mores okeagbe and the mores, in turn, from the

social condition, these social tendencies havetigali consequences for the fate of

democracy. With respect to the perils of an immatedemocracy, Tocqueville is quite

clear:
I am convinced, however, that anarchy is not thecjpal evil that democratic
ages have to fear, but the least. For the princgfleequality begets two
tendencies: the one leads men straight to indepeedand may suddenly drive
them into anarchy; the other conducts them by gdonmore secret, but more
certain road to servitude. Nations readily disctra former tendency and are
prepared to resist it; they are led away by theedatvithout perceiving its drift;
hence it is peculiarly important to point it ot#.

The individual in democracy might tend either todgathe centripetal or the centrifugal,

allowing the individual to become complacent witlihre system on the one hand or

antagonistic to the very system that enacted bestly on the other.

Guiding the Soul to Democracy

Liberty conceived as independence, then, is teebeefl according to Tocqueville
as unfettered freedom might make the individudéaegesto his own passions:

Materialism, among all nations, is a dangerousagiseof the human mind; but it
is more especially to be dreaded among a demogquatiple because it readily
amalgamates with that vice which is most familiar the heart under such
circumstances. Democracy encourages a taste feigathgratification; this taste,

177 Mitchell, JoshuaThe Fragility of Freedom: Tocqueville on Religi@emocracy, and the American
Future.(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 199b).
178 Tocqueville.Democracy in America/olume II. 288
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if it become excessive, soon disposes men to leelieat all is matter only; and

materialism, in its turn, hurries them on with madpatience to these same

delights; such is the fatal circle within which deeratic nations are driven round.

It were well that they should see the danger ard hack> "

A successful democracy, then, requires propertitgtns to moderate the democratic
soul which, if left to its own devices, might becemotally immersed in its pursuits to the
point that, though it “would not corrupt,” couldlstenervate, the soul and noiselessly
unbend its springs of action® to the detriment of the political life needed testin
virtuous democracy.

It is politically vital for Tocqueville, then, tordw the democratic soul out of
itself. The importance of religion is its functiamlimiting and moderating that outward
movement and activity:

The chief concern of religion is to purify, to régte, and to restrain the excessive

and exclusive taste for well-being that men feelperiods of equality; but it

would be an error to attempt to overcome it congyeor to eradicate it. Men

cannot be cured of the love of riches, but they rbaypersuaded to enrich

themselves by none but honest me&hs.
Tocqueville is quite clear that religion is not meéa make human beings something
different from what they are—a belief system thauld deny the appetites altogether is
inappropriate to human life—but to temper the dnwvéh which humans pursue their
desires. Both the workings of the market and theofien celebrated civil society,
manifested and maintained by the voluntarist ogions discussed in Tocqueville,
cannot effectively order American society withooadividuals properly developed for the

project. Hence, the project requires institutiomslevelop the democratic soul necessary

to its purposes: politics to draw the soul out loé tcentripetal effects of too much

179bid. 145
180 hid. 133
181 1pid. 26
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individualism; religion and the family to attenuate destabilizing effects of too much
motion and engagement with the public spH&reReligion here stands as one of the
pivotal resources available to develop the propeisiic minded individual because:
The greatest advantage of religion is to inspigaditrically contrary principles
There is no religion that does not place the obggamnan’s desires above and
beyond the treasures of earth and that does notatigtraise his soul to regions
far above those of the senses. Nor is there anghatibes not impose on man
some duties towards his kind and thus draw hinnag from the contemplation
of himself. This is found in the most false andgkmous religions®?
Interestingly, this function of religion rests nopon its truth or falsity, but upon the
function it plays in molding an individual fit fatemocracy, as:
Most religions are only general, simple, and pcattmeans of teaching men the
doctrine of the immortality of the soul. That isetlyreatest benefit which a
democratic people derives from its belief, and leebelief is more necessary to
such a people than to all others. When, therefarg,religion has struck its roots
deep into a democracy, beware that you do not rthisty but rather watch it
carefully, as the most precious bequest of ariataxrages. Do not seek to
supersede the old religious opinions of men by oees, lest in the passage from
one faith to another, the soul being left for alesitripped of all belief, the love
of physical gratifications should grow upon it kit wholly.
With individuals properly developed for Tocquevilemodel, the social associations
which Tocqueville describes assume a pivotal mlaliowing democratic souls an area
of activity that draws them outside of themselhaegplace where they can recognize their
interdependence while staving off declension inghly centralized government which
may otherwise occur by way of the effort to preseavpervasive state of equality, a
“solution” to the equality “problem” that can afid easily result in despotism. Only the

proper set of institutions—political, religious afaimilial—can establish the appropriate

182 Mitchell. The Fragility of Freedomniz
183 Tocqueville.Democracy in America/olume 1. 22
% |bid. 26
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space for moderate social activity that will allodemocracy to function effectively and
maintain a well ordered civil society.

One need not share such an Augustinian conceptitire anstability of rationality
in an immoderate self as Mitchell descritiégo understand Tocqueville as a strong
religious functionalist who took seriously the iyilreligion provided for democracy.
Freedom can be dangerous; freedom in the new somméxt of equality then found in
America may be even more dangerous given the wobrtof authority in the new
social alignment8®® The point for Tocqueville’s purposes is to untzmd what
authority will be operative within the new situatio

A principle of authority must then always occurdanall circumstances, in some

part or other of the moral and intellectual wolitd.place is variable, but a place it

necessarily has. The independence of individuadmimay be greater or it may
be less; it cannot be unbounded. Thus the queijamt to know whether any
intellectual authority exists in an age of demogrdaut simply where it resides
and by what standard it is to be measuféd.
The weakening of traditional authority, as Tocqllewinderstands it, will not result in a
general decline of authority over the people, latiher a shift towards other forms. For
democracy to run smoothly in such a system, as wWibcke’'s understanding of
liberalism'®® there need be some mechanism to dispose the menfteociety to behave
appropriately, a task for which religion seemedIwseited; whether they be correct or

not, according to Tocqueville, American republicatset a high value upon morality,

respect religious belief, and acknowledge the erist of rights. They profess to think

185 Mitchell. The Fragility of Freedonmb

186 Hatch, Nathan OThe Democratization of American ChristianifNew Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 1989). 22

187 Tocqueville.Democracy in America/olume Il. 9

188 Dunn.Locke 46; Block. Nation of Agents. 157
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that a people ought to be moral, religious, andpenate in proportion as it is fre&®.
Again, the role played by religion here hinges leg®n gaining access to truthful
answers to questions of life so much as the ansheing) authoritative, which is to say,
settled:
The first object and one of the principal advansagé religion is to furnish to
each of these fundamental questions a solution ithatt once clear, precise,
intelligible, and lasting, to the mass of mankifitiere are religions that are false
and very absurd, but it may be affirmed that arigie which remains within
the circle | have just traced, without pretendioggd beyond it (as many religions
have attempted to do, for the purpose of restrgiron every side the free
movement of the human mind ), imposes a salutatyai@t on the intellect; and
it must be admitted that, if it does not save nmeariother world, it is at least very
conducive to their happiness and their greatnegsst®
Ultimately, democracy’s success would hinge up@ndhitivation of the proper mores of
the people, and, as Mitchell puts it, “[r]eligios ¢onsidered the guardian of mores, and
mores are regarded as the guarantee of the lawshangledge for the maintenance of
freedom itself,*®*. Thus could Tocqueville say that religion’s irdit influence on
American politics was even more profound than ited effects, as, “it never instructs
the Americans more fully in the art of being frdgan when it says nothing of
freedom, %2
In this way, religion functions to place limits avhat the members of society
might do, or rather, think it appropriate to doftwiheir freedom. Certainly, the people
are free politically, but that freedom is circumbed by epistemological limits, limits

derived from religious faith, as to what is accejga

In the United States the influence of religion & nonfined to the manners, but it
extends to the intelligence of the people. Among HAnglo-Americans some

189 Tocqueville,Democracy in Americavolume 1. 416
199 Tgcqueville.Democracy in America/olume 1. 21
191 Mitchell. The Fragility of Freedon26
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profess the doctrines of Christianity from a siecbelief in them, and others do
the same because they fear to be suspected ofiefnliehristianity, therefore,
reigns without obstacle, by universal consent,dbrsequence is, as | have before
observed, that every principle of the moral world fixed and determinate,
although the political world is abandoned to théates and the experiments of
men. Thus the human mind is never left to wander @avboundless field; and
whatever may be its pretensions, it is checked ftiore to time by barriers that it
cannot surmount. Before it can innovate, certaimgry principles are laid down,
and the boldest conceptions are subjected to nefidains which retard and stop
their completion'*®

Religion governs behavior from the position of auity that speaks directly to the minds
of men, instructing them in what is and is not @ible conduct. As Sanford Kessler
explains:

The nerve of this argument is that only religiom ¢aster the mores needed to
insure that free institutions function properly. heBe include the character-
strengthening virtues which indirectly guard freedas well as certain beliefs
regarding the sanctity of rights which protect #lem directly. Religion,
according to this argument, also gives freedomsitipe dimension reminding us
of our social duties and our spiritual needs. Hmn# teaches that the poor, the
marginal, and the vulnerable require protection mspect>*

According to Tocqueville, “When there is no lon@ery principle of authority in religion

any more than in politics, men are speedily frigktk at the aspect of this unbounded

185

independence, Broadly speaking, Tocqueville rejects the notibat human beings

can be completely free in the abstract sense etltm not just from restraint but from
any notion of authority. As he explicitly states:
For my own part, | doubt whether man can ever stppb the same time
complete religious independence and entire polifiedom. And | am inclined

to think that if faith be wanting in him, he must bubject; and if he be free, he
must believe®®

193 1bid. 304
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If some form of authority be necessary in this wtyen any weakening of its civil
manifestations would have to be accompanied byagexk strengthening of adherence to
religious authority®” Such boundaries of good conduct established bgliaf system
appropriate to a free and equal people would prertit healthy civil society necessary

for democracy to flourish’®

God Helps the Democrats Who Help Themselves

America, then, with its free institutions and applace having “admitted the

principal doctrines of the Christian religion withtanquiry,™

offered great promise and
possibilities for democracy absent from Europe @toant of differing historical
experiences with class and religion. Specificaflyperica did not experience the same
form of the Enlightenment as did Europe, in larget pbecause Americans did not feel the
stifling institutional effects of the (well-)estadihed church in a tight institutional space.
Rather than feeling the need to divest themseliesligion altogether to free themselves
from the social constraints of the church, as didoge, Americans could understand the
rational impulse of the time as a directive to aeul religion from paternalistic
authority?® In Europe, on the other hand, the spirit of ihees called for a rejection of

what was understood as an instrument of socialrabfdr the narrow gain of the elite

few without any loftier purpose. The flourishing democracy, then, would be the

197 0r, as Bob Dylan would later write, “You're gorimave to serve somebody.” Dylan, Bob. “Gotta Serve
Somebody.’Slow Train ComingSpecial Rider Music, 1979.

198 |n a sense, this argument runs analogously—artthpsmot coincidentally—with an understanding of
Adam Smith’s work in hi§'heory of Moral Sentimen{&759) which, invoking the necessity of “sympathy”
as the basis of a functional society, may be se¢helarger context within which the “pursuit effs
interest” of his more celebrat&tlealth of Nationg1776) would function.

199 Tocqueville,Democracy in America/olume Il. 6
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Religion in a New World



93

remedy for both the problems of aristocracy anttitgonal Christianity, necessitating a
turn away from botf®* Such a move held great peril if, as Tocqueviléigved, “Men
cannot abandon their religious faith without a kofdaberration of intellect and a sort of
violent distortion of their true naturé® Yet the severing of the institutional link
between the civil and the religious allows for theependent development of the virtues
of the various spheres; only through the oustingebfiion from the political forum could
the virtue of Christianity be rescued to servela no buttressing democratic practice. As
such, Tocqueville saw great possibilities for Aman democracy by virtue of this
peculiar historical circumstance so potentiallydiaable to the precise mix of institutions
necessary for effective democratic government.

Religious sentiment in America, then, is essemntiatht a separate phenomenon
from American politics, nor is one epiphenomenath® other. The point here is not the
importance of devout religious belief for its owaks; in Kessler’'s view, “Tocqueville
was convinced that good democratic citizenship dépe more on teaching people that
‘individual interest is linked to that of countrihan on widespread religious beliéf?
Indeed, if personal preference and the common gaod to meet in happy coincidence,
then liberty would hold little if any danger foritigs of political concern. In the effort to
avoid, when at all possible, any tension betweeerty and polity, Tocqueville said with
respect to the Americans:

They therefore content themselves with inquiringethler the personal advantage

of each member of the community does not consigtoirking for the good of all;

and when they have hit upon some point on whickiapei interest and public

interest meet and amalgamate, they are eagerrtg ibiinto notice. Observations
of this kind are gradually multiplied; what was yr single remark becomes a

201 Mitchell. The Fragility of Freedoml4
202 Tocqueville Democracy in Americavolume 1. 310
203 K esslerTocquevilles’s Civil Religionl57
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general principle, and it is held as a truth thanmserves himself in serving his
fellow creatures and that his private interesoidd good™®

The operations of civic virtue may be expected heagsumed, on the part of Americans
because the promotion of such occurs by way ofglaihat they wanted to do anyway,
even absent reference to the common good or thacpblramifications of their acts.
Civic virtue and personal preference are esseytiddservationally equivalent; it may not
be clear if the individual undertakes her condocttfie one reason or the other and, in a
larger sense, it does not matter as the outcomhe isame.

In this way public and private goods and individaald social inclinations are
combined in Tocqueville’s famous acknowledgementhef principle of “self-interest
rightly understood”:

The Americans, on the other hand, are fond of exiplg almost all the actions of

their lives by the principle of self-interest rightunderstood; they show with

complacency how an enlightened regard for themseateastantly prompts them
to assist one another and inclines them willinglgacrifice a portion of their time
and property to the welfare of the stéte.
The principle of self-interest rightly understoodwid seem to obviate the development
of moral virtue or public spiritedness as the commeal benefits from individual agents
who seek to promote public purposes for their owdse People may debate the other
benefits of the elevation of the individual spikyt it is unnecessary to public purposes if
the will to promote said purposes arises spontasigan the minds of the citizens.

The principle of self-interest rightly understoadriot a lofty one, but it is clear

and sure. It does not aim at mighty objects, buatiains without excessive

exertion all those at which it aims. As it lies kit the reach of all capacities,

everyone can without difficulty learn and retainBy its admirable conformity to
human weaknesses it easily obtains great dominmar; is that dominion

204 Tocqueville Democracy in Americavolume II. 121
29 |bid. 122
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precarious, since the principle checks one persiotalest by another, and uses,
to direct the passions, the very same instrumenttekcites theri®®

No subordination or suppression of desires or #ggedbf the individual would be
required, as, “No one abjures the exercise ofdasan and free will, but everyone exerts
that reason and will to promote a common undertgiiH.

Given the priority in importance of people undansting that their individual
interests are linked to that of their country ahdirt fellows that Kessler identifies, the
issue of authority—and therefore, of religion—wousgem of at best secondary
importance. If people think that even their moe#ish interests are best served by the
promotion of the public interest, then no additiomathoritative constructions are
required to bring their actions into conformity withe commonweal. The problem of
obedience would seem to drop out altogether:

Why, then, does he obey society, and what are #teral limits of this

obedience? Every individual is always supposed d¢oab well informed, as

virtuous, and as strong as any of his fellow citizeHe obeys society, not because
he is inferior to those who conduct it or becauseshess capable than any other
of governing himself, but because he acknowledbesutility of an association

with his fellow men and he knows that no such assion can exist without a

regulating forcé°®
In Lockean terms, reason would here be sufficienturb the potential problems of
individualistic liberty without requiring religionto repair its defects if, “A man
comprehends the influence which the well-being isfdountry has upon his own; he is
aware that the laws permit him to contribute ta fv@sperity, and he labors to promote

it, first because it benefits him, and secondlyase it is in part his own work%. Note

that, again, there is no denial of the self-intem@snature of human kind in this

2% pid. 122-123
27 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 1. 198
208 H
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formulation: “They therefore do not deny that evergn may follow his own interest, but
they endeavor to prove that it is the interestvefine man to be virtuous*®. The point is
that the naturalness of the pursuit of self-intenegd not be subordinated if acts of virtue
coincide identically with those of self-interest @vhsaid interest be rightly understood,
thereby giving even “selfishness” an “enlightenebaractef**

It is important to note, however, that Tocquevilidicates not only the possibility
of the coincidence of private and public interest turther emphasizes that its practice
entails a kind of civic education in and of itself:

The principle of self-interest rightly understootbguces no great acts of self-

sacrifice, but it suggests daily small acts of-gelhial. By itself it cannot suffice

to make a man virtuous; but it disciplines a numbermersons in habits of
regularity, temperance, moderation, foresight,-sethmand; and if it does not
lead men straight to virtue by the will, it gradyalraws them in that direction by
their habits:*
Thus, one of the advantages of the principle ofpimg self-interest rightly understood is
that while its practice may not require a sensehbadience in its performance, yet it still
functions to train the individual in a kind of obedce of self-rule. The focus for
Tocqueville remains on the development of the maw$able for democracy and to
subordinate oneself to the principle of self-insereightly understood, while self-
interested, is still to bind oneself to a certasyvof life; the fact that people do it because
they think it is of some benefit to them does natke the principle thereby less
authoritative:

After the general idea of virtue, | know no higheinciple than that of right; or

rather these two ideas are united in one. The adeight is simply that of virtue

introduced into the political world. It was the &ef right that enabled men to
define anarchy and tyranny, and that taught them tioobe independent without

29 Tocqueville Democracy in America/olume 11, 122
1 bid. 123
#2bid. 123
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arrogance and to obey without servility. The marovdubmits to violence is
debased by his compliance; but when he submitkabright of authority which
he acknowledges in a fellow creature, he rise®mesmeasure above the person
who gives the command. There are no great men utitvidue; and there are no
great nations—it may almost be added, there wowdnb society—without
respect for right; for what is a union of ratioraadd intelligent beings who are
held together only by the bond of foré&?
Rather than making it less authoritative, Tocqueviiplicitly stresses the utility of
authority, not just because of the utility of thetsaperformed in deference to authority
but also for the respect for right that it incuksat As with the observations on religion
noted above—that religion is understood to be gagulies that it is advantageous—so
too is the utility of authority important beyondetlexecution of a single command. It is
not surprising, then, that Tocqueville observest, thlh such a man believes in the
religion that he professes, it will cost him butld to submit to the restrictions it may
impose. Reason herself counsels him to do so, amishalready formed make it
easy,**

Authority and politics form a critical nexus hei@ the individual. As stated,
authority might at first blush seem antitheticalthhe pervasive sense of equality felt by
Americans. As Tocqueville points out though, “Oe bther hand, in a state where the
citizens are all practically equal, it becomes idift for them to preserve their
independence against the aggressions of powernd@mong them being strong enough
to engage in the struggle alone with advantagd)imgtbut a general combination can

15 Even though the Americans prize the liberty ftisatheir right

protect their liberty,
by its derivation from the premise of equality,stihight may still be properly understood

to require political enactment and defense thereof;

#3Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume |. 244
24 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume II. 126
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All this is not in contradiction to what | have dabefore on the subject of
individualism. The two things are so far from comnfg each other that | can see
how they agree. Equality of condition, while it negak men feel their
independence, shows them their own weakness: tleejree, but exposed to a
thousand accidents; and experience soon teachestlita although they do not
habitually require the assistance of others, a aimost always comes when they
cannot do without if*®
Realization of the weakness of the individual alésiof politics—that “In ages of
equality every man naturally stands alofi€2~explains why Tocqueville would believe
that a free person would still “obey sociefy™as per above. By the rule of self-interest
rightly understood, according to Tocqueville, a nmay obey society where, “He is a
subject in all that concerns the duties of citizensach other,” and yet:
he is free and responsible to God alone, for all toncerns himself. Hence arises
the maxim, that everyone is the best and sole juddd@s own private interest,
and that society has no right to control a mart®@s unless they are prejudicial
to the common weal or unless the common weal demhisdhelp. This doctrine
is universally admitted in the United Stafé$.
Each individual is at liberty to conduct oneselfr@sor she sees fit. That the individual
might freely judge that his or her self-interestbisst promoted by participation in a
political project that protects that liberty—evdnparticipation requires adherence to a
rule outside of the self—poses no contradiction niteis considered that the very
condition of equality that gave rise to the righfreedom imperils the individual outside
of politics.

In effect the principle of self-interest rightly derstood recreates Lock&$

mandate to enter politics, a mandate emanating thenmatural condition of humanity as

218 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume II. 175
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at liberty. As with Tocqueville, Locke does noesecontradiction between freedom and
submission to rules of conduct:
Mankind, who are and must be allowed to pursue theppiness; Nay, cannot be
hindred; Could not but think themselves excusednfr@ strict observation of
Rules, which appeared so little to consist withrtbhief End, Happiness; Whilst
they kept them from the enjoyments of the Life; Ahdy had little evidence and
security of anothe?*
Liberty effectively implies certain obligations isuch formulations. In order to be
effective, freedom to pursue self-interest stilljuees—whether one agrees with what
Tocqueville may imply by his terms about externalorah authority—a right
understanding of that interest; the statement mely/bve true by definitiod?> Therefore
freedom, as with Locke, becomes a political man@tatéhe religious reasons fostered by
and constitutive of that self-same liberty:
Religion perceives that civil liberty affords a mekexercise to the faculties of
man and that the political world is a field preghby the Creator for the efforts of
mind. Free and powerful in its own sphere, satistigth the place reserved for it,
religion never more surely establishes its emgientwhen it reigns in the hearts
of men unsupported by aught beside its native gtheR®
In this way, legal disestablishment in America pded a foundation of individuals
possessing strong moral sentiments for a polifgalem of governance that therefore did
not have the responsibility for providing that sewnt, a task for which the founders
suspected government was particularly poorly siufftéd

Legal disestablishment increases the correctiveipidies of religion towards

political practice by moving it outside of politiceontrol. The freedom, to Tocqueville

221) ocke. “The reasonableness of Christianity.” 202

222 Eor many, the issue that to pursue self-intergtires a right understanding of that self-inteessn
for oneself raises fundamental questions aboualiigy of the self to know what it wants in autlien
fashion that will not be addressed by the authohismwork nor, hopefully, ever.
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sensible in the very air of America, came bound pad parcel with the religious nature
of the citizenry. Locke, of course, endorsed relig toleration precisely because of the
essential role that freedom played in religiousspits, as:
Whatsoever is not done with that assurance of,fatmeither well in itself, nor
can it be acceptable to God. To impose such thithgsefore, upon any people,
contrary to their own judgment, is, in effect, tonamand them to offend God;
which, considering that the end of all religiontasplease him, and that liberty is
essentially necessary to that end, appears toshedabeyond expressiéfr
So too did Tocqueville discern in American life tpart that the civil freedoms of
religion played in support of religion—a part whibbk claims surprised him as he found
it unexpected to see that a people free of comstimould seek religion of their own
volition:
To each of these men | expressed my astonishmehexplained my doubts. |
found that they differed upon matters of detailn@oand that they all attributed
the peaceful dominion of religion in their countmainly to the separation of
church and state. | do not hesitate to affirm thaing my stay in America | did
not meet a single individual, of the clergy or thgy, who was not of the same
opinion on this point?®
If right knowledge—and knowledge of right—is regadrfor a right understanding of
self-interest and religion freely pursued providesh knowledge, then the apparent
paradox of a free people engaging in a religiousiytured politics becomes quite
sensibleé?’ Noting the invocation of Christianity on politidasues, Cushing Strout puts
forth that:
These facts illustrate [Tocqueville’s] major poibout American society. Its
citizens, at first seeming to lack any common etleasept a “refined and
intelligent selfishness,” actually looked at refigi“from the same point of view,”
shared similar ideas about freedom and equalitiiews in enlightened self-

interest and human perfectibility, and exulted &am ‘immensely high opinion of
themselves.” The result was a novel combination‘teb perfectly distinct

225| ocke.A Letter Concerning Toleratior233
226 Tocqueville Democracy in Americavolume 1. 308
227 This conditional nature of this statement is, @firse, very important.



101

elements which elsewhere have often been at wér avie another but which in

America it was somehow possible to incorporate ieéxh other, forming a

marvelous combination” dthe spirit of religionandthe spirit of freedom??®

In this way, “The Americans combine the notions Gfiristianity and of liberty so
intimately in their minds that it is impossible nmake them conceive the one without the

other,??°.

The Tie that Binds?

Much as in Locke’s liberal theory, the dangersreefiom are mitigated not only
by the constraining force of religion on individuaghavior, but also through liberty’s
promotion of the pursuit of religion. Thus, Tocyille observes:

The sects that exist in the United States are irmmaibie. They all differ in respect

to the worship which is due to the Creator; butyth# agree in respect to the

duties which are due from man to man. Each secteadihe Deity in its own
peculiar manner, but all sects preach the samelagvan the name of God. If it
be of the highest importance to man, as an indalidiat his religion should be
true, it is not so to society. Society has no fatlitle to hope for or to fear; and
provided the citizens profess a religion, the pecuknets of that religion are of
little importance to its interests. Moreover, thié sects of the United States are
comprised within the great unity of Christianitynda Christian morality is
everywhere the sanf&’
The ultimate situation that this embrace of relgiarings about is one such as Locke
would endorse where liberty is not only safe fod &énom politics—as similarly hoped for
by Madison—but is in fact actualized as morallyhtidpy its submission to religious
authority. According to Tocqueville, rather thastleewing it as a limiting authority that
necessarily restricts freedom, “Liberty regardggreh as its companion in all its battles

and its triumphs, as the cradle of its infancy d&he divine source of its claims. It

228 Strout. “Tocqueville and the Republican Religi®evisiting the Visitor.” 14
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considers religion as the safeguard of morality] arorality as the best security of law
and the surest pledge of the duration of freedtth,”

Strout, however, wonders if Tocqueville would alkes view of the function of
religion in America should he have seen a diffefestorical slice. To say that religions
functioned in a certain salutary way in a certdace and time is not to say that religion
can be relied upon always to play this role or edjeeven that it is necessary. As Strout
notes:

For Tocqueville American religion, whether civil denominational, played a
moderating role, but he came to America before Fiidm and Baptism became
the majority churches and before Catholics, Mormodews, blacks, and
nonbelievers made their voices heard. Tocquevhleught that democratic
people would “laugh at modern prophets” becauseemodnen would find the

arbiter of their beliefs within themselves... In aeyent it was the “born-again”
religions of Baptism and Methodism that capturediielievers for Christianity.

Furthermore, Tocqueville could not see then how hmihe symbiosis between
religion and freedom was going to feel like a shmanket on a large bed during
winter when Protestants discovered that celibaterdaan priests promoted their
own parochial schools or when Mormons producedr tbgmn revelations to

autocratic prophets who practiced polygamy. Thewduld become apparent
how much most Protestants smugly assumed thatatindyf the public-school,

and even the republic were their institutions taclhhmmigrants should be made

to conform?%?

Strout goes on to suggest, accordingly, that thigioes dimension of Tocqueville—
which he terms the “fifth Tocqueville”—may not be aseful for understanding the
operation of American political institutions as ethparts of his analysis, such as the
investigations into civil associations. Insteade ublic associations and institutions
such as decentralized administration and a freespngight offer more leverage with
respect to how we think about our common projestutar “civil religion” and trends in

other areas of thought offer more hope for Strauhp concludes that, “[p]olitical

31 |bid. 44
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religions and civic piety have done much to jusilfigcqueville’'s view of history, but
neither the color nor the history has been asdibas Tocqueville’s ‘new science of
politics for a new world,®. It would seem then, for Strout, that the futaféAmerican
democracy lies in a tension between the institstitrat so many Americans hold dear
and those who might not so embrace them, rather ithaome general acceptance of
religious piety.

However, in coming to this conclusion, Strout,il§do take seriously enough the
fifth Tocqueville.”?** Tocqueville certainly noted the importance ofifocal practice,
as in town meetings, to the training in libéfyand emphasized education more
generally as the key to the American conceptioseif-interest>® To then claim the
obviation of religion, though, is to miss entirehe confluence of religion and education
in the pursuit of right knowledge. In Tocqueviievords:

it is by the mandates relating to public educatioat the original character of

American civilization is at once placed in the cé=t light. “Whereas,” says the

law, “Satan, the enemy of mankind, finds his stestigveapons in the ignorance

of men, and whereas it is important that the wisdafmour fathers shall not
remain buried in their tombs, and whereas the dtucaf children is one of the
prime concerns of the state, with the aid of thedLa” Here follow clauses
establishing schools in every township and obligimginhabitants, under pain of
heavy fines, to support theft.
To attempt to emphasize the political educatiordigtinct from religious authority in
Tocqueville is to fail to understand their insefmlity as vehicles of pursuing right

knowledge. If religion did, in fact, play such ale in American democracy as

Tocqueville observed, then a change in the operaifareligious sentiment of the kind

233 gtrout. “Tocqueville and the Republican Religi®evisiting the Visitor.” 23
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that Strout notes—and, for that matter, notes Tloaqueville may have foreseen—does
not then suggest that some other vehicle for palitmoderation and liberal politics
ought to be, or necessarily will be, found. Rathlke proper question becomes: Given
this function of religion in American democracy, atthas the impact of the change in
American religion been on American politics?

Indeed, as Kessler points out, “Tocqueville was emaritical of American
Christianity and more pessimistic about its futtitan is generally recognize&® The
importance of religion’s function for democracy doeot mean, for Tocqueville, that
religion could maintain its salutary force on thaimenance of the democratic soul
indefinitely; Tocqueville had great fears that thecularization of the age would lead
those in a state of equality to seek a centralaaityharound which to define their status.
Such devolution of political institutions would cenmabout precisely because of the
resituating of authority away from the divine amdoi the realm of unassisted human
knowledge:

I have shown in the preceding chapter how equalitgonditions leads men to

entertain a sort of instinctive incredulity of teepernatural and a very lofty and

often exaggerated opinion of human understandihg.mien who live at a period
of social equality are not therefore easily leghkace that intellectual authority to
which they bow either beyond or above humafiity.
Even though religion be more appropriate to thk tdsnaintaining the social conditions
necessary for democracy, Tocqueville already heldcerns that the substitution of

human understanding was being substituted for ebedito God, noting that, “religion

itself holds sway there much less as a doctrinew#lation than as a commonly received

238 KesslerTocquevilles’s Civil Religiord3. Strout does not himself appear to make theésatke, of
course, as he takes care to note that “Tocquehkitieght that democratic people would “laugh at mmode
prophets” because modern men would find the arbiténeir beliefs within themselves.” Strout.
“Tocqueville and the Republican Religion: Revigitithe Visitor.” 17
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240 and feared that, “faith in public opinion will l@ne for them a species of

opinion,
religion, and the majority its ministering proptét! a state of affairs he associated with
despotism in democratic form through the tyranny tbé majority®*>  Given
Tocqueville’s aforementioned views on the necessaigtence of some conception of
authority in human affairs, such epistemologicattsiwould not be seen by Tocqueville
as a reduction in the role of authority but ratheran alteration in the nature of the
authority which would necessarily have implicatidas American politics given the role
played by authority therein. Thus, the concermsustraises about religious practice in
America do not obviate religion for democracy asqueville understood it, but rather
underscore the potential for crisis. Even if Armaris truly God’s country, a proper
institutional arrangement would need to be founoleditizens.

The apparent paradox of Tocqueville viewing theehlicen people as at once
instinctively religious while also wary of overaiof, supra-human understandings may
be reconciled by understanding the situation ofigi@ in Madison’s system.
Specifically, the transfer of emphasis in religiawhority as inherently good in and of
itself to its appropriateness for a life of libepsedicated on its usefulness may be seen as
symptomatic of religion’s becoming subject to tresessment of human reason in the
liberal thought of the American founding. As sthti religion be true, then it would be
expected to be advantageous to the believer asti@msic characteristic of it being true
religion. Subordinating religion to reason, thougVill mean that the perception of
legitimacy of a religion will depend upon the reasd assessment of utility on the part of

the rational self-interested individual, an assesgnthat reaches fruition in the doctrine

24%bid. 10-11
41 bid. 11
%42 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 1I. Book 12-16
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of self-interest rightly understood of which rebgi is a part. In this way, duty is

undertaken not because it is authoritatively conaednbut rather because, being in the

self-interest of the individual as she understaihdthe individual prefers to act in that

manner for her own welfare:
The lower orders in the United States understaedrtfiuence exercised by the
general prosperity upon their own welfare; simpettas observation is, it is too
rarely made by the people. Besides, they are ammest to regard this prosperity
as the fruit of their own exertions. The citizenks upon the fortune of the public
as his own, and he labors for the good of the ;stadie merely from a sense of
pride or duty, but from what | venture to term alifyi.**®

A conception of duty predicated upon preferencessts a weaker form of the notion, in

keeping with the weaker political commitments aindeed, public-spiritedness we have

seen associated with the Madisonian republic.

Help Yourself to Anything with God

Granted, the individual may continue to understinedduty as necessary, but it is
deemed necessary based on the individual's undédiataof the state of affairs and the
fact that, given said state, the act in questidhbei advantageous to the individual:

In the United States hardly anybody talks of thebg of virtue, but they

maintain that virtue is useful and prove it eveaydThe American moralists do

not profess that men ought to sacrifice themsefeestheir fellow creatures
because it is noble to make such sacrifices, bay tholdly aver that such
sacrifices are as necessary to him who imposes them himself as to him for
whose sake they are matfé.

While the duty may remain intact as a mandate ofssohe mandate flows from an

epistemologically different understanding of theritdhan that put forth by Locke. As

23 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 1. 243
%44 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 11. 121-122
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Tocqueville points out, “Argument is substitutedr ffaith, and calculation for the
impulses of sentiment®,

Tocqueville does suggest that while Americanse fand of explaining almost all
the actions of their lives by the principle of sielferest rightly understood* they may
still yet retain more traditional notions of theoghbin their assistance of their fellows:

In this respect | think they frequently fail to deemselves justice, for in the

United States as well as elsewhere people are soageseen to give way to those

disinterested and spontaneous impulses that aneahtd man; but the Americans

seldom admit that they yield to emotions of thiskithey are more anxious to do

honor to their philosophy than to themsel¢¥s.
The very fact, though, that this is, in fact, thehilosophy and that they, “endeavor to
prove that it is the interest of every man to uaius,®*® is itself instructive. That the
demonstration here, occurring through argument reotdfaith, is one of reason reveals
that the justification for the rules of conduct—theaties of the individual—is derived not
from its status as commanded by God but from rati@alculus. It is telling that
Tocqueville puts forth that, in a time when, “rédigs belief is shaken and the divine
notion of right is declining, morality is debasaaahe notion of moral right is therefore
fading away,” in order to assert the proper seffisgbt in the people:

If, in the midst of this general disruption, you dot succeed in connecting the

notion of right with that of private interest, whigs the only immutable point in

the human heart, what means will you have of gdugrthe world except by
fear??4°

245 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 1. 246
246 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 11, 122
247 bid. 122
2% |bid. 122
#9Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 1. 246
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For Tocqueville, right is virtue in politics, andlgical rights themselves offer training in
right2° In this formulation, then, the foundation for amitment to virtue is considered
to be fixed and certain, but not because of iteadpspurced in divine authority but rather
in private interest.

Rather than inculcating an authoritative sense idtier into the mores of the
American people, the religious belief of Americaabgns itself and comes into
conformity with what Americans think. Tocquevillémself situates this phenomenon
into the political nature of America, suggestingt{iThe more the conditions of men are
equalized and assimilated to each other, the muopsitant is it for religion, while it
carefully abstains from the daily turmoil of seaquddfairs, not needlessly to run counter
to the ideas that generally prevail or to the perena interests that exist in the mass of

the people*.

In this way, self-interest rightly understoodcbmes a kind of quasi-
religion in and of itself. Again, religion will tel necessarily to have the character of
serving self-interest by virtue of its relationsh@the good; even Locke points to the,
“great advantage received by our Saviour, is theEatgncouragement he brought to a
virtuous and pious Life: Great enough to surmobatdifficulties and obstacles that lie in
the way to it; And reward the pains and hardshipshose, who stuck firm to their
Duties, and suffered for the Testimony of a goochsetence,®2 Religion, in this
formulation, is necessary precisely because, asrobd above:

Mankind, who are and must be allowed to pursue theppiness; Nay, cannot be

hindred; Could not but think themselves excusednfr@ strict observation of
Rules, which appeared so little to consist withrtbhief End, Happiness; Whilst

»0see: Ibid. 244-246
51 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 11, 26
%2 ocke.A Letter Concerning Toleratior202
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they kept them from the enjoyments of the Life; Ahdy had little evidence and
security of anothet™?

In effect, the Messiah is necessary precisely itogketbout a sense of conformity between
the obligations of religion and self-interest whiatherwise might be lost on people left
to their own devices in pursuit of their bliss. cfoeville, though he been shown to
contend that he does not believe this to be thg i@alson that people adhere to religion
and conform to its dictates, points out that, “Fbenders of almost all religions have
held to the same language. The track they pointmutan is the same, only the goal is
more remote; instead of placing in this world teevard of the sacrifices they impose,
they transport it to anothef>. Yet this American quasi-religion of religicas self-
interest rightly understood does not produce thisaatage or promotion of self-interest
by correcting people’s sense of what that intemestact is so much as endorse the
existing interests as already perceived by the lpedRather than pointing the believer to
the good, whatever a person thinks is desirable amégmatically be concluded as in his
self-interest and worthy of pursuit because higyieh tells him that these two qualities
must necessarily coincide. It should come as nprise, then, that “to touch their
congregations,” the clergy, in Tocqueville’s wordalways show them how favorable
religious opinions are to freedom and public tralityy and it is often difficult to
ascertain from their discourses whether the praicgbject of religion is to procure
eternal felicity in the other world or prosperitythis,?*°.

The dependence on promoting the self-interestéefv@f the Americans should

thus drive theological formulations of religion, laast for some. Recalling that the

%3 ocke. “The Reasonableness of Christianity.” 202
4 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume II. 125
2 bid. 127
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situation of religion in the liberalism of the An@an founding allows the possibility that
the practice of religion will proceed as Locke ttieed but does not and cannot guarantee
that it will do so, it must be considered how thatigion will function given its
evolutionary nature and the imperatives placed upby the beliefs of Americans. As
Berger theorizes and as the American historicakegpce of Christianity in the United
States shows, the rational pursuit of religion fepdople to select the religion that seems
sensible to them and, in turn, leads religious répreneurs” to make available new
theologies; to survive, a religion would need twaat adherents, and to do so, it would
need to resonate with their experience and viewpdih Obviously, considerations such
as tradition and socialization into a faith by fgnplay a role in the determination of
what faith, if any, an individual will accept andrgue. Yet religious liberty still allows
the individual to reject or accept the faith of leisoosing; more traditional notions of
religious membership become a mere part of theativealculation.

Of critical interest, then, for the religious vieaipt in America is the viewpoints
that emanate from the condition of human beingsguality to which religion would be
reasonably expected to speak. As has been seenature of the polity as emanating
from the social condition of the people suggestgartant ontological ramifications for
the conception of the individual. Specifically, &scqueville sees it, “Aristocratic
nations are naturally too liable to narrow the scop human perfectibility; democratic
nations, to expand it beyond reasé™,” Tocqueville understands this belief in infinite
perfectibility to arise very directly from the expance of human beings in a situation of

political equality:

%6 gee: BergefThe Sacred Canopyt31-140; HatchThe Democratization of Christianity
%7 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume II. 34
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In proportion as castes disappear and the clagseeceety draw together, as
manners, customs, and laws vary, because of theltwoas intercourse of men,
as new facts arise, as new truths are broughtgtd, les ancient opinions are
dissipated and others take their place, the imdgmadeal but always fugitive
perfection presents itself to the human mind. Guai changes are then every
instant occurring under the observation of everynyrthe position of some is
rendered worse, and he learns but too well thapewple and no individual,
however enlightened they may be, can lay claimmtallibility; the condition of
others is improved, whence he infers that man goeed with an indefinite
faculty for improvement. His reverses teach himtthane have discovered
absolute good; his success stimulates him to tkierrending pursuit of it. Thus,
forever seeking, forever falling to rise again, eaft disappointed, but not
discouraged, he tends unceasingly towards that asumed greatness so
indistinctly visible at the end of the long trackish humanity has yet to tredtf

An understanding of religion as a vehicle subjextontological validation for the
reconciling of norms and material experience suiggdst, in a situation where religion
is subject to rational assessment, religion wowdddnto speak to this new ontological
conception of the individual.

The error Strout makes in discounting the sigaiiime of religious functionalism
in Tocqueville’s view of American institutional deeracy, then, comes from essentially
homogenizing religion and its function in and ortisty. Clearly, there are different
religions and religious behaviors; the concerrhesitmpact, perhaps at times deleterious,
that some religions have had on American socialpatidical life. That concern, then, is
a more serious consideration of Tocqueville’s fifimension. As James Block points
out:

The replacement of voluntarism for external coercigas not to accentuate

individualism but to have it “mitigated” though “eonitment to new forms of

community,” to contain “antinomian license” with tfiet adherence to the

rigorous terms of... church covenants,” mutual, aotability, the new
internalized forms of conviction and conddtt.

% |bid. 34
#9BJock. A Nation of Agents221
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Such a view underscores the need not to speculatehat might knit American society
together in the place of religion, but rather taderstand and trace the actual function that
new religious formulations and their effects onizeibh behavior will have on the
operation of democracy in America.

Arguably, that, as Strout points out, the historgs not been as liberal as
Tocqueville might have concluded comes as a produtte fact that American religion
has changed so dramatically. What Tocqueville infgtve foreseen for religion in the
new world, though, is hinted at in his discussibthe press and majority opinion: “when
no opinions are looked upon as certain, men clinghe mere instincts and material
interests of their position, which are naturallyrentangible, definite, and permanent than
any opinions in the world?®®. Given a society characterized by uncertain aitthand
religious views subjected to human judgment, Toedleemight well have predicted the
kind of rational individuation of religious beliefhich, as we shall see, occurred in
America. Furthermore, it must be again emphasthatl Tocqueville was aware, and
himself concerned, with the different effects diffiet religious viewpoints had for
democracy. For example, Tocqueville noted:

If Catholicism predisposes the faithful to obedinit certainly does not prepare

them for inequality; but the contrary may be said Rvotestantism, which

generally tends to make men independent more tbarertder them equal.

Catholicism is like an absolute monarchy; if theveseign be removed, all the

other classes of society are more equal than inbiigs 2

Because Tocqueville took seriously his belief ttied politics that develop out of the
social conditions of America may take either lofty debased form, the nature of the

mores of the people—mores inculcated in part bigimml—becomes critical to the

%0 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 1. 189
%1 |bid. 301
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gualities of the politics that will emerge. It gecisely on account of the differing
tendencies of different religions that Tocquevifteund the religious orientation of
Protestants less salutary for democracy than, teay,of Catholic$®* Richard Niebuhr

has similarly observed:

Was not the Catholic critic again right in his jantgnt that Protestantism stated

the alternative erroneously when it offered men tigice between an

authoritative church and the religious anarchy id wectarianism in which every
group and every individual could claim to speak@md?°
Given Tocqueville’s own awareness of religious idigtons and their impact upon the
operation of American democracy, a more nuancecerstahding of religion and an
historical understanding of how religious thoughs lieveloped in America should then
yield valuable insights into contemporary Amerigantitical culture.

Specifically, what the history of American thougkweals is how the common
religious project drops out, in a sense, of Amaeripalitical consciousness. Politically
speaking, while the language of common good repabism is retained, many
Americans came to see that common good as opettétiaggh the individual pursuing
his or her own utility rather than through peopkeing driven to work together on
projects of common purpose. This change in atitymkrhaps ironically for those who
search for a return to a more classical republioam through a return to religion, results

largely through developments in religious and quekgious or “spiritual” thought.

Change in Christian thought in America, much ofjitite radical, had begun in the

%2 Of course, Tocqueville’s own Catholic faith maggispose him to find Catholics better suited for
providential government. That said, Mitchell of¢hat, in Tocqueville’s theory, “There is, howeer
certain disposition that plagues the Protestant soe that is absent in the Catholic. To putidy, the
Protestant is more independent than the Cathalt cansequently more likely to be drawn toward lan a
powerful state. The theological pattern of theadityiof all under the One (without mediators) liabtes
the Protestant mind to think in terms of the p&yaof utter independence and resolute subservienttee
One—in its political form, the state—and to ostéldack and forth between these two poles.” Mitchel
The Fragility of Freedoml121

%3 Niebuhr.The Kingdom of God in America4
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decades prior to Tocqueville’s visit—change whids Isince altered the landscape of
what is understood to be American Christianity; deville himself noted that,
“Equality begets in man the desire of judging oémthing for himself; it gives him in all
things a taste for the tangible and the real, aeropt for tradition and for form&®.
This change, involving not only the substance diebéut also a reconceptualization of
how such substance is discovered and even howtiahitg may understand itself, has
reoriented views on the individual and the indidtiel place in society. More
specifically, history has seen a reorientationowhhe individual thinks about his or her
place in society, with obvious political ramificatis. As Tocqueville foretold:
As social conditions become more equal, the nurbgrersons increases who,
although they are neither rich nor powerful enotmhbxercise any great influence
over their fellows, have nevertheless acquirecetained sufficient education and
fortune to satisfy their own wants. They owe noghio any man, they expect
nothing from any man; they acquire the habit ofaajs/considering themselves as
standing alone, and they are apt to imagine ttet Whole destiny is in their own
hands™®
The historical progression of this ontological shof the place of the individual has
changed the function of religion in the lives ofliiduals and even the way they think
about their religious and spiritual lives. In effethat forms of thougft® ought to
benefit the individual, rather than some sort ofmowon good, becomes emphasized in

the history of American thought and discourse—tbeiad arrangement of institutions

becomes a means to the ends of the individualréthe ends in themselves that benefit

%4 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 1. 41

259 |bid. 99

%6 My use of the expression “forms of thought” iseintionally robust in its understanding of the mgria
ways in which beliefs that inform political behavimay be generated. What | mean by this is thexeth
are many ways of thinking about or approaching ph&mna in the world, religion, spirituality, reason,
logic, science, etc. Given the increase in sucms$oof thought, people have effectively developed
dispositions to forms of thought, as a concepgieneral, though they might not use such abstract
terminology. It is precisely the blurring of thdgfdrences between various forms of thought thatill
argue, leads to an understanding of some of thalipaties of American political discourse.
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the individual—with important ramifications for dewratic politics. This very
phenomenon, in fact, framed, to a degree, Tocde&purposes: “I HAVE shown how
it is that in ages of equality every man seekshferopinions within himself; | am now to
show how it is that in the same ages all his fegsliare turned towards himself alorf&’”
Religious purposes are basically assumed to camrito the common good without a
real engagement of how best that ought to be aetlievhatever individuals “improved”
by their religious experiences are doing is assutodx contributing towards progress to
a better world. Certainly, the belief that the coom good will be achieved remains, but
with a complete rearrangement of the mechanics—rtieans and the ends—of the
interaction between religion and other American tiingons. Ultimately the
development of religious and spiritual thought glahese lines demonstrates—in a
sense, can be understood as symptomatic of—thdatialn of a world-view that re-
emphasizes individualism. Yet such world-viewsatgpupon and emanate from a sense
of liberty without the constraining framework thatade the liberty of the individual
desirable and, indeed justifiable, within the lddesystem as theorized by Locke which
established said liberty in the first place. A<lsuwe must now turn to America’s
experience of religion and the role it plays in litseeral system as distinct from the

function asserted and hoped for by Locke.

A Reorientation in Faith: The Second Great Awakeniig

While much remains to be learned about the phenomé¢hat has been termed
the Second Great Awakening, it is clear that Anaeexperienced an upsurge in religious

activity in the early nineteenth-century, espegiai the manifestation of the ecstatic

287 Ibid. 98
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camp-style meeting termed the revival. The worl/firal,” though not used early in the
movement, denoted a restoration of spiritualitydweld by many at the time lost in the
new America, particularly the frontier and the $ouMany orthodox believers had been
close to despairing of the loss of religion, whilere liberal proponents of religion, such
as Thomas Jefferson, hoped that a moderate fotdmitdrianism would rise to a place of
dominance in America. To the surprise of manytheeiof these occurred but instead, a
massive upsurge of religiosity began to sweep uarfmarts of the nation. Yet this wave
of religiosity must be recognized as relativelytidist from the more traditional worship
of the churched, and in many cases the revivdlsisd themselves opposed by the more
established churches. While there is much deladetaa proper understanding of the
causes and effects of these religious movementst wbes seem clear is that early
accounts claiming that revivals were either a raspdo the loss of community attendant
a newly sprawling population that lacked commuratd churches or, alternatively, a
kind of patch for a new materialistically orientadquisitiveness attendant the declining
normative social controls of such a situation, gnessly inadequate. Such simple views
of social causation fail to account for the ricltiabtransformations of the time, both in
terms of a reconfiguration of the economic statuthe individual within society, and of
a general reconceptionalization of authority witaimew context of social equality; the
American religious revival of the time cannot bederstood as mere geography and
emotion?®®

First, the new expressions of religion must beatéd into a broader social history

of the period. As Joyce Appleby explains, antiigliJeffersonian ideas combined with a

%8 See Boles, John BThe Great Revival, 1787 — 18Q&exington, KY: The University of Kentucky
Press, 1972). 1-11
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new social situation after the American Revolutitan produce a new view of the
individual in the econom$f® This view motivated the Republican electioneegfigrts

of the early nineteenth-century to overthrow triadial elitist control. Rather than
sustaining the myth of the noble agrarian as thablst ideal of Jeffersonian
Republicanism, Appleby emphasizes the role of tteaton and propagation of new
ideas about equality and freedom that brought abewt alliances and which altered
American politics. The Jeffersonians believed tAatericans had severed the link to
their dependence upon the past and could look rieva future with a radical creative
hope of reshaping a new world without the oppressnstitutions asserted as necessary
by the dominant classes of society—the past coeldsthed safely, and to do so was
necessary for the success of the new democratieriexgnt’’® Free and independent
men could make their own decisions and need netr dethierarchical elites; class would
be irrelevant in this new world. Appleby furthesipts to a newly conceived conception
of virtue as the pursuit of self-interest by indivals capable and worthy of making their
own political and economic choices (as opposed tmose public focused, classical
conception of virtue, where the common good wasuyed largely unmediated by a view
to the good of the individual; the individual beited from the pursuit of the good, and
not the other way around) as the ideas and bealiefising a new vision of society that
held together the new national Party. Accordindhge concept of a self-regulating
market guided by Adam Smith’s invisible hand whegrgdsosperity was achieved by
individuals pursuing their own economic self-intsreerved as a justification sufficient

to eschew the authoritarian and controlling rolmmternment of the past, the mode of

29 Appleby, JoyceCapitalism and a New Social Order: The Republicésion of the 1790gNY: New
York University Press, 1984)
2% bid. 79
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government advocated by the Federalists. In thay, wew understandings of the
economy undermined the rationale for elite govemtneentrol by bolstering the role of
individuals pursing their own self-interest, econcatly, morally and politically, all in
convenient coincidence.

This theme of democratization, argues Nathan Hagatritical for understanding
the development of American Christianity after tRevolution; popular religious
movements did more to Christianize America more thaything else before or sint@.
The broader crisis of authority that dominated papwulture before and during the
revolution led to a related and analogous strufmieeligious authority’’?> Despite the
apparent authoritarianism of some of the most fetatligious revival movementé® the
rise in religious entrepreneurs and the receptigftyan anti-clerical message endorsing
the independence of religious consciousness antlyihg of virtue to the ordinary and
common clearly resonated with and mimicked theatetof the Revolution; though
perhaps initially conceived as propaganda to mteigarebellion against Britain, the idea
that people ought to be able to think for themselwas being taken seriously by
Americans and they were applying the idea in watgreviously imagined.

In this way, the movement of the Second Great Awadgetakes on a decisively
egalitarian cast as common people and untutoretttedecome actors in and agents of
religion during, and on account of, the burgeordegate over the purpose and function
of the church in American life. For Hatch, thepase strong continuities between this

religious message and the contagious new democratiabularies and impulses that

27! Hatch.The Democratization of American Christianigy

2 |bid. 22

273 For example, consider John Smith’s Mormon movemehich sought to use centralized authority to
enforce equality among men and empower regular iwgitlass people.
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were sweeping American popular cultdfé. Of critical importance here is that in
America, one need not choose between being radicllyal to the church; the lack of
alliance between the church and government leadtonmon people not throwing off the
yoke of the church as unjust imposition but rattiaiming the right to interpret truth for
themselves as a tool for criticizing arguments dastocracy and elitism in their many
and myriad forms.

This reassertion of the common people as viableadhelinterpreters of the world
brought with it the idea that “regular people” abylidge for themselves on matters of
divine importance. Moreover, this new disposittowards truth, coming as it did at a
time of widespread concern on the part of the ialig and the clergy about religious
declension in the south, motivated many individdalgio forth and attempt to rekindle
the embers of faith in the country. The perceptadndivine mission of these new
religious entrepreneurs led them to take the stegessary to re-imagine the faith in a
way that could bring about a religious movemens JAhn Boles states:

There was an overwhelming, devastating, oppressmse of the current failure

of Christianity to prosper. The more they becamvara of the problem, the more

severe it suddenly became. Out of this dominegymegccupation with a mission
seemingly gone awry emerged an intense introspectidnthropologists have
shown that quite often when a society’s traditiordgals, or hopes seem

threatened, the severe anxiety results in the ptibdy to what Anthony F.C.

Wallace has termed a revitalization movement. &ha® attempts to “create a

more satisfying culture” by purposely reviving realidealized conditions of the

past, especially those traditional customs thateapmear extinction. The
southern conditions at the end of the eighteentitucg and the stance of the
concerned clerics make it possible to see whatoi@td as a powerful
revitalization movement. It was this very despaitruded through their belief

system, that ultimately produced the intellectuahausions conducive to a
regional revival of startling intensify>

274 bid. 7
25 Boles.The Great Revival, 1787 — 18(Z3-4
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Given the nature of the perceived religious crithg, motivation of clergy and the new
class of itinerant preachers of the time was, fastl foremost, to win back—or win
anew—new members for the chur®A. This motivation led to the preaching style—and,
at times, new sort of “orthodox§/—that focused on individual conviction to bring
about conversion. Thus, religion became highlyiviidialistic and personal, tailored
towards achieving conversion and placing any squasibilities for religion or church in
a distant secondary position.

This attempt thereby to increase religion in tleercry—to fight declension—
altered the religion itself in important fundaménteays. Explicit decisions to alter
theology were not necessarily made by preachersewvalists, but as the mode of
preaching became tailored towards maximizing caigas, combined with the self-
selecting nature of so many of the revival preaghttte message itself morphed. The
new message had as a goal to speak directly totdteonverts, thereby emphasizing
the increase of individual Christians rather thary anore substantive message of
Christian faith; certainly, the goal was a Chrisized social order, but insofar as the
applied means of preaching was intended to infldmesoul, the communal aspects of

t>’® In a sense, the

the word became subordinated to messages of pérgopac
religious message became retrofitted to what thaplpewanted, or expected, to hear.
Orthodox Calvinism would hold little sway to thoset trained in logic or theology yet

who now considered themselves able judges of gioak message; the debate as to

278 The church meaning, broadly, Christian communibe;role of, say, physical architecture, or lack
thereof—not to speak of orthodoxy—in fact, couldumelerstood as emblematic of the new shifts in
religious approach.

2T The very concept of an orthodoxy being new is levharadoxical, a common facet of religious
revitalization movements, as the new religiouseprEneurs claim to represent the purer form of iprs
of the past, even as they recreate the new fortnthisship will take. See: NiebuhFhe Kingdom of God
in America Boles.The Great Revival, 1787 — 1805

?’®Boles.The Great Revival, 1787 — 180825
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whether or not the theology represented elegart logabstruse obfuscation mattered
little to those who could not make sense of it wag or another. Given the emphasis on
conversion, then, such theological niceties and plimations were abandoned for a
message to which people—individuals—had real andningful access. Yet this tactic
transformed certain fundamentals of the faith beedte message chosen would be that
which most resonated with the people, and perhap®lbgically, such would be a
message that confirmed that which they alreadyghbtihey knew. In effect, the religion
preached would not be so much a new plan forlite¢,a retroactive sanctification of that
which the people already believé&d.

Such preaching that spoke to the beliefs of tlupleelent an eclectic character to
the new faiths; even, for example, in the preacluhthe relatively theological Lorenzo
Dow, Jeffersonian and religious arguments commihgiie Confusion led many to pick
up the Bible and decide its meaning for themsebad then, once the individual had
figured it all out, often tell others of the newdftd way—or, as was often the alleged
case, the newly recovered way. Perhaps ironicallyhis manner, the attempt to avoid
religious confusion led to greater and greaterviidiation and its consequent diffusion
of belief; if Calvinism was confusing, the proli&ion of people claiming to understand
the true, pure faith did not lead to greater cetyathrough the common acceptance of
any given rendition of the divine:

With the cessation of the movement and the tuindtitutionalism the aggressive
societies become denominations, for that peculmstitution, the American

279 Eyen many of the more orthodox preachers in tmsexvative churches in the south found themselves
retrofitting their orthodoxy to fit the new era@ason sweeping the region; even orthodoxy wowe la
conform to the new public engagement of rationalBee: Hollifield, E. BrooksThe Gentlemen
Theologians: Americans Theology in Southern Culfiu#@5-1860(Durham, NC: Duke University Press,
1978)

280 Hatch.The Democratization of American ChristianiBs
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denomination, may be described as a missionaryr avieeh has turned to the
defensive and lost its consciousness of the ineigitholic church. These orders
now confused themselves with their cause and béggoromote themselves,

identifg/gi{\g the kingdom of Christ with the practscand doctrines prevalent in the

group:
This new pluralistic confusion led more to try tartsmatters of truth out on their own,
who could then, in turn, lend their own voices te treligious cacophony, further
confounding others who would often recreate thegss of similarly working things out
on their own.

Theologically speaking, this new approach to faitrolves a subtle, unconscious
shifting of the locus of knowing about the worlddrthe individual. Hatch’s democratic
interpretation of the American Christian revivaltwidthstanding, the shift in religious
view emphasizes not a democratic society, but te of the individual, which is far
different in its ramifications for political demawy. Revivalist style religion offers a
divine foundation—or, perhaps, rationalization—#operson to believe that to which he
or she was already predisposed. As Kessler petsniitter, breaking from traditional
Calvinism, “[rJather than condemning self-interestpost American clergymen
encouraged their congregations to be religioussédfish reasons?®’. Though Kessler
may be correct in arguing, then, that Tocquevidédved that:

[Dlemocratic religion should emphasize moral bebaever doctrinal orthodoxy,

which has little appeal to the skeptical democratind. This emphasis will

strengthen religion while serving the causes adrtoice and civic peace. To be
effective, however, religious morality must accondai itself to the passion for
self-interest, ‘the only stable point in the hunfaart.?®

yet accommodation does not necessarily imply tbltisterest, even rightly understood,

ought to become the central tenant of the religeysdem. Such a shift clearly alters the

21 Niebuhr.The Kingdom of God in America77
282 K essler Tocquevilles's Civil Religior5
23 |bid. 47
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possibility of the religious faith to restrain thrdividual’s self-directed actions. Thus,
the religion, while still ostensibly Christian, mépse the institutional ability to moderate
the direction of the democratic soul in the manmkich Tocqueville had hoped. In fact,
this new focus on the individual within the faithattended by a strong Arminf&fstrain

of thinking, as shall be seen below, which leads tiendency to instrumentalize even
religious belief for the goals of the individuallt would seem that, though post-
conversion behavior was obviously policed by pekttte virtue would be supplied by

this approach to religion unless it were alread3rehin the first place; how convenient
that the belief that virtue naturally resides iredd common people arose to fill the
breach.

A general overview of the time period of and follogythe American Revolution
thus shows the rise of a forward-looking attitudat tgranted people the faith to hope for
a new social order severed from traditional coertiierarchy:

The modern concept of self-interest gave to all rtie: capacity for rational

decisions directed to personal ends. Conservaticksowledged the growth of

self-interested actions, but in an elegiac spideffersonian Republicans seized
upon the liberating potential in this new conceptixd human nature and invested

self-interest with moral value. Self-interest—received—turned out to be a

mighty leveler, raising ordinary people to the leekcompetence and autonomy

while reducing the rich, the able, and the wellrbtar equality?®
In the process of rethinking the individual’s plaoesociety, Jeffersonian Republicans
invested the pursuit of self-interest with a norretexture. The institutional view they

held was one whereby centralized authorities hagtezkin the past to exploit rather than

assist the people; the false sense of dependeaicpeabple felt for these systems could be

284 Recall that “Arminianism,” previously a Christiieresy, was the belief that an individual couldiaié
her or his own salvation; that is to say, it wastirm denoting that concept before the belief imeca
adopted as one of the cornerstones of Americarstdmity, a change which thereby greatly reductag i
perceived heretical nature through the ideatioregimof religious “restoration.”

8% Appleby.Capitalism and a New Social Ord&7
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discarded under a new theory where the greatest game from individuals pursuing
their own self-interest as they themselves undedsib This new normative system was
taken seriously enough by people such that itsesespanded to all areas of social and
intellectual life; this time period saw the risesahisms in many classes of knowledge as
many people rejected much of the professional clastuding lawyers and doctors—
even practices known as “sectarian medicine” beqaopelar’®®

These new norms, having sufficiently permeatednton, effectively became
sanctified in a new religious movement, ultimatelystallizing into a reconceived
religion, though one still bearing the name of Gtanity (albeit under many new
sectarian names). While effective for founding tieev anti-elite conception of society,
the retrofitted religion invested individual judgmewith a certain kind of divinity, or at
least implicit conformity with such, thus linkinge moral and instrumental judgment of
things political by sanctifying the individual aket locus of right knowledge; the
viewpoint of the common individual and the religsocritique of hierarchy became fused.
Once the individual becomes emphasized in this weayeover, much knowledge—even
knowledge of spiritual matters—may become instruisdezed towards the purposes of
the individual, resulting in a reconfigured notiohthe good as being consistent with the
goals of the individual rather than the common gaddthe society at large as an
unmediated end in itself. As shall be seen, teiw Bvangelical epistemology, yielding
its newly reshaped ontology necessarily reconcesveks reconfigures that which would
be considered politically plausible; a new underdiiag of the good brings about a new

politics and, as such, new ways of talking aboigt plolitics.

288 And, of course, continue in their popularity téstday. Watching millionaire athletes wearing metim
necklaces—magic beads—to improve performance agigatone pause in considering what precisely the
legacy of the Enlightenment has been in America.
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Faith in the Individual

Ironically for Weber's conclusions concerning thelationship between
Puritanism and capitalism, Calvinist doctrine camée rejected in America by the very
sort of bourgeois element that Weber envisionedhasreligion’s offspring. Instead,
Calvinism came to seem incoherent as an explanafitme observable operations of life
in early nineteenth-century America. Increasingrket penetration and integration
across America caused an individual's personaluf@$—economically and socially
speaking, that is—to appear increasingly linkethtbvidual effort and to an increasingly
distant, nationalized economy/. Effective individuation, whereby one thinks ofeth
individual self as the center of activity and thereesponsible for attendant success or
failure, increasingly marked early nineteenth-centédmerican society. As such,
Calvinist teaching of divine control over humanrgpal destiny must have lacked
resonance with the rising entrepreneurial classs Weber himself points out in his
footnotes, “[tlhe analogy between the unjust (ado@ to human standards)
predestination of only a few and the equally unjusit equally divinely ordained,
distribution of wealth, was too obvious to be esth5®® In the new American system
that exhibited far greater class, economic andasoeobility—coupled with the belief in
the propriety of the egalitarianism of such a soctatext—the observation of personal
control over one’s apparent material destiny wosggm to weaken the coherence of

Calvinist predestination.

287 Block. A Nation of Agents374; ThomasRevivalism and Cultural Changesp. 34-65
288 \Neber.The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitali€81 (Ch. 5, fn. 102)
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As George Thomas explains, were an early-ninetemitury denizen of much of
America to listen to a Calvinist theologian and avialist preacher, the former’s
metaphysical claims would seem largely unfoundedamspared to the latter's, whose
words would resonate with the experience of Amerilife.”®*® The obvious effective
individuation of life made the sort of religioudimiduation inherent within Arminianism
seem the more accurate theology on account opjarant conformity with the actual
experience of daily life. Accordingly, revivaliscan be understood as an attempt to
reconcile the religious view of life with reality-eif surely divine truth cannot be
mistaken. Thus:

As social life was stripped of traditional rulesitimaintained communal relations

and group boundaries, everyday life became orgdriigenew interpretive rules

built on rational calculation, individualism, andationalism. Revivalism

institutionally framed these rules by locating thema larger ontology. It built a

sociopolitical universe within which individuals piiaipated in a national market

and a national polity. It above all was concermeth ontology, defining the
nature of the individual, nation, and action. Realism was rooted in the rational
organization of everyday life and had importanttpa! implications, which were
expressed in moral reform, the abolitionist movetnmand then later in support of

Republican nationalisAt®
Proper conduct in worldly affairs must then be aatdd within the new “plausibility
structure” of right action implied by this new olatgy. Within these new structures,
social and democratic institutions embodying rigttion become means to the end of the
effects on the individual, not proper ends in ahthemselves.

The rise of a new conception of the individuaksationship to his or her own
destiny manifests itself as the resolution to thgsonance between religious belief and

material reality. Revivalism brought about an eased emphasis on the individual and

the individual’s role in salvation with its Armimastrain of thought. The Holy Spirit, in

289 ThomasRevivalism and Cultural Change
2% |pid. 146
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this conception, desired the sanctification of sdluls; what remained was for the
individual to seek out this blessing and becomeritagain” into a proper understanding
of and relationship to God, thereby finding a rigkiationship with society. The point of
religious life here moves from a predefined orde6God imposed upon the people to an
emphasis on the individual figuring out how to dight to better his or her own soul;
understanding religion as an ontological understandf one’s world®, the social and
political implications can scarcely be more sigrafit. The reconceptualization of
religious society and the purpose of religion bréagd implications into sharp relief. The
basic purpose of Christian religious life, in thgstays the same: the work of human life
was to do God’s will in all its glory. However, airding to the understandings of
revivalist religion, the new earthly order that Godill implied would be accomplished
by the individual moral action of persons perfedi@@ugh sanctification. In effect, the
improvement or, more precisely, purification of iebg would not be pursued directly in
a “macro” or holistic sense, but would rather ocasarthe inevitable result of a godly
society being made up of individuals perfected oy pursuit of personal, inward piety
and private perfection; such a social vision becamierent in the “theology of
individual conversion 2%
Thus, the only problem facing society—preventingisty from becoming

perfected—is that not all individuals have yet beenperfected. Accordingly, there

exists little reason, in this view, to consult leasociety and social interests as criteria

291 See: Berger, Peter L., and Thomas Luckmaie. Social Construction of Reality: A Treatisehia t
Sociology of KnowledgéNew York: Irvington Publishers, 1980); Bergeet& L. and S. Pullberg.
"Reification and the Sociological Critique of Coimatsness.History and Theory(1965): 196-211;
George M., John W. Meyer, Francisco O. Ramirez,Jotuh Boli.Institutional Structure: Constituting
State, Society, and the IndividuNewbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, 1987)

292 Boles.The Great Revival, 1787 — 18085
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for evaluating the morality of such an individua$ social improvement comes from the
actions of these individuals in the first placehisTis not to say that social norms would
not adhere; as Block notes:

Protestantism and liberalism reconciled throughivedism. The individual

experiences a psychosocial reversal in freely ahgntarily turning towards God,

thereby voluntarily taking on the religious normmsthe new characterological
formation. While revivals appeared to be freeifnsbns, they were exercises in
collective pressure. Revivalism is the vehiclesnthfor the formation of new
liberal agency institutions whereby the habits aelf-discipline of the converted
promote social cohesidit®
This reconciliation allows, rather than the rejectof social norms, for the norms to take
on a kind of tautological truth; local mores becosaactified precisely because they are
the norms held by people—by collections of indiatto whom a personal religious
message of divine connection was crafted.

Of course, as shall be seen in the historical yarslof the burgeoning Social
Gospel movement to come, there remains the pasgibr debate and disagreement
about how the spiritual regeneration and salvatibthe individual will is best enacted.
At the dawn of the twentieth century, many spiflifuaninded people discovered the
great possibility of social and environmental fastin the debasement of humanity,
which suggested to them the need for reform to wensuch impediments to salvation.
However, in the absence of such a socialized visiohumanity, the problem remains
largely personal. As H. Richard Niebuhr puts it:

It is a mistake to regard the individualistic visiof the end and the individualistic

hope as detrimental to the sense of social respititsi. Yet it does appear that

under the influence of the hope of individual stitwa society was conceived in

rather static terms—as an affair of institutionsl déaws rather than as a common
life with a grand destiny comparable to that of linenan souf®*

293 Block. A Nation of Agentst18
294 Niebuhr.The Kingdom of God in Americ429-130
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As noted, the institutional structures of the polise their status as goals of the common
good. Politics, for many, becomes the clichéd ssaey evil for an imperfect world—or,
more precisely, for a world of imperfect people.

This new orientation of the relationship betwees itidividual and the social and
institutional world attendant a new religious oot becomes increasingly clear through
Thomas’s demonstrations of the significant crogsetations between economic
individuation, revivalism, and the rise of the Rbjican Party. Since the Republican
Party is commonly seen as the party of the ruggdd/idual and nationalism, that the
GOP would similarly be strongly linked to a cultwephasizing the role of the effective
individual in national markets should seem obviand requiring little or no explanation.
Thomas’s empirical work suggests, though, thatithebetween Republicanism and this
economic culture is actually largely mediated blgreus views. Specifically, while
revivalism is strongly linked to effective individtion of culture and Republicanism, the
effective individuation and Republicanism are lesmngly linked®® This finding
suggests that the changes in social organizationgaglace in American society did not
result directly in a new plan of political actios aight be expected by theories of
politics focusing on the rational economically selierested utility-maximizing
individual. Rather, only once a new ontology wasveloped through religious
revivalism that legitimated new relations betwedea individual and broader society did a

new program of political action come to Iff&.

29% ThomasRevivalism and Cultural Chang&03-137

296 gych findings further explain the seemingly statdlenection between belief in the propriety of
economic individuation, nationalism, and religia@ues that color the Republican Party to this day—
constellation that would not otherwise seem to oofunecessity.
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Given these relationships, it becomes vital toansthand the shifts in world-views
underpinning the religious development of this péri The mechanics, so to speak, of
revival religion have profound implications for andividual’s sense of self and attendant
relationship to society. The very individuality @fiis conception is the key; the
individual is evaluated not based upon criterigudlitative social standards but rather on
the fact of religious conversion itself. Use oteriteria raises—and perhaps begs—the
guestion: How does anyone know for sure that anyelse has truly experienced
conversion or, for that matter, how can one be sti@e’s own conversion? Thus, the
epistemological problem of understanding conver§iecomes one of authenticity in the
context of a personal pietistic theology develop@gursue personal connection to the
divine?” In this vein:

The authenticity of conversions was not judged bgtiine as was insisted upon

in the eighteenth-century, but by the intensity apdlity of the experience.

Thus, the increase in individual autonomy and redity coincided with

emphasis on morality and, counterintuitively, sabjety.?%®
In fact, Barton Stone, organizer of the famous (anéxpectedly large) Cane Ridge
revival of 1801, was a self-proclaimed, if somewkatde, practitioner of Baconian
science who wrote a treatise attempting to des@ystematically the various emotive
gestures, gyrations and utterances performed byewigalists. Such a blending of
religious experience with Baconian science anéntphasis on direct observation of fact
in nature and their attendant categorization umdees the directness of the
epistemological understanding of this conceptiorsmifitual life. The goodness of the

individual comes from his or her relationship witie divine and not from an engagement

with society deemed appropriate; proper society wéd defined by having proper

297 Boles.The Great Revival, 1787 — 18085
28 ThomasRevivalism and Cultural Chang@0
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individuals, and individuals will not be defined bgherence to social norms, though, as
per above, the tautological logic of sanctificatsumggests all shall happily coincitfé.
In such an epistemological context, subjectivityl arbjectivity become conflated, as
Niebuhr bemoans:
But what ethical construction was possible to anfalism which proclaimed,
“Obey God, love God and do what you please™? Vdeadinite counsel could be
given to the man who sought perfection when pddacivas defined not as a
matter of behavior but as an affair of faith andgeloneither of which was subject
to man’s control? The Protestant principle waspkerslid critical device for
deflating the pretensions of moralism, for protegtiabout legalism and for
showing that no particular vocation of man brougimn nearer to infinite
goodness. It released the laity from the inhibgioof a spuriously bad
conscience, which had afflicted it with a sensé®oinferiority to contemplative
monasticism. But it seemed to lack all the quadithecessary for organizing the
lay life. There was no precision in it; it offered standard whereby men could
make choices between relative goods and relatius; évgave them no scale of
values whereby their interests could be harmoneed the higher be made to
control the lower®
If the individual is properly converted—that isgay, has the proper orientation to his or
her soul following conversion—then the actions wéls a person must be morally good
and further, said actions must be properly in kegpvith the betterment of society. The
actions of a converted individual are essentiadifireed as such; the sanctified individual
knows what is right. God may work in mysteriousysjabut the converted revivalist
knows for a fact that his or her actions contribigdehe divine plan. Happily for the
convert, since truth is that which leads to thecsfoation—and success—of the
converted individual, truth will tend to be that il is instrumentally beneficial to that

same individual.

299 At least in the view of the perfected soul whowsmn divine authority that the relationships ame,
fact, proper.
309 Niebuhr.The Kingdom of God in America1-32
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In this way, knowledge of appropriate modes of bedra of means, becomes
located within the individual as well. Counteriniteely, instrumental reason must then
be a consequence of proper religious experientt@srworld view despite the inherently
non-teleological nature of what is considered insgntal reason. Though Tocqueville
may have been impressed by an American emphasipramtical experienée, the
emphasis on practical experience over more sclofarms of understanding would
seem to arise now in am priori faith that the individual knows what needs to loael
and how to do it. Knowledge of right practice cemigom within, not from an
engagement with the world outside; in many wayss thansformed Christianity has
turned Tocqueville’s purpose for religion on itabe As Mitchell explains,

Unlike Aristotle, for whom participation in the p®loffers a site at which men

may be who they are qua human, or Arendt, for wipaifitics is the site where

heroic action and utterance may break in upon &niaad society in order that
immortality may be achieved, for Tocqueville, piokt offers a forum that may
draw the self out of its self-enclosed worlds antbuhe domain of direct hands-

on experience that is so necessary for the suamestemocracy. Politics is

crucial here because it offers a site for the dgwekent of a certain kind of

knowledge®*?

In the post-revivalist conception of the world, rin@emains little if anything to be
learned from political activity; the individual de@ot rely on experiences with others to
learn what is right and how the good ought to bawplished, for that knowledge stems
directly from religious faith. The locating of “kwing” in the individual through
religious sanctification effectively removes thespibility of external points of evaluation
of what is known; the holy individual—who, in faetias enhanced into his or her holy
condition by the right connection to knowledge—kisowhat to do and how to do it.

Moreover, the collapse of emotional connection—aldy necessarily subjective—and

301 Mitchell. The Fragility of Freedoml12
302 Mitchell. The Fragility of Freedoml 14
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rationality through this evangelical approach t@owkfedge of the world, personal and
social, provides the epistemological and ontoldgizsis for the sorts of politics that

may be considered acceptable to this context.

Religion and Science, Reason and Politics: A GreAimerican Melting Pot

Through the collapse of knowledge into the indiakuthe possibility, if not
probability, of a kind of cross-pollination of efgmological approaches occurs. Insofar
as truth lies in the individual, truths ought tdhece; that is to say, truth will equal truth,
even if, as shall be seen, they be products of wiight analytically be considered
different kinds of truth. Analogously, instrumentationality becomes collapsed with
knowledge of normative ends, as anything that datdenefit the good individual must
not be true as it would be inconsistent with theolmgy of a personal religion of
conversion. This amalgam of religious and ratiosalentific thinking, with roots
reaching back to Weber's puritan capitalist paredleace, then, can similarly be
expected to be found working itself out through #aeious political movements of the
nineteenth-century in America. Before the Civil Whoth Temperance and Abolition
had their roots in the strong moral overtones djget revivalist religion. Again, the
insight gleaned from Weber's work retains its digance in terms of the relationship
between ontology and material practice within théividual in society. As described
before, some ontologies or world views will tendrégonate with worldly practice more
than others, as in the case of revival religion andorld characterized by effective
individuation. Significantly, many important Amean social and political movements

can be seen as attempts to reach a social strutiome isomorphic—more reasonably



134

consistent, so to speak—with revival religion thgbupolitical meansd®® For example,

temperance, for some, would be consistent with ébenomically rational effective
individuation through increasing the efficacy oé tivorker. Abolition would remove the
barriers to effective individuation, and, cotermisty, individual salvation, imposed by
slavery.

As such, the important political movements of therigd subsequent to the
Second Great Awakening—indeed, even some implicatetthe advance towards the
Civil War itself—can be found enmeshed in a mandateolitical action directed by the
ontological world-view of the Second Great AwakeninOf key importance, though, is
not to make the error so often, if improperly, iatited to Weber and assign causation of
the social movements to religigrer se Rather, shifting social ontologies arising from
the interplay of religious beliefs and socio-ecorahcondition brought certain political
attitudes and their consequent plans for politazdlon greater or lesser validity. Thus,
the social landscape affects religious views, #igioes views serve to validate action
that in turn legitimize the reshaped social langsca

The interjection of a national program of scieradter the Civil War in many
ways actually solidified the relationships betweational and religious thought in the
American psyche. This phenomenon can be traceitheohistorical development of
scientific institutions in America and how sciertoek hold in the American imagination.

Before the Civil War, America had been a great seuof data for scientific

303 This phenomenon may sound circular, but giversgmebiotic nature of such reorientations of thought
and practice, this is necessarily the case. Theligjon is changed to bring it into better confagmwith
practical reality, and then the structures of pcatteality in turn are affected by people workimgder the
influence of the new religious beliefs about theldioand so on.
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experimentation, but real scientific analysis wandicted in Europ&* The experience
of the Civil War motivated the government to deyeindigenous scientific institutions,
as wars are apt to do. To this end, to gain puhifport for scientific programs, science
was pitched as not only an attempt to understaadmbrid but as something that could

benefit the individuaf®® As Gail Hamner explains:

[Nt was not until the period of Reconstruction atme beginning of the second
wave of industrialization that increasingly persigt calls for public (that is,
government) funding [for science] arose. Theseealgppwere fueled by well-
attended public lectures given by successful ssisntwho effectively disturbed
the European image of the scientist as “expert” lbaagan to portray scientific
guestions as ones of general interest and practadale both for individuals
(especially entrepreneurs) and for the nation... [Elcturers were able to depict
science as not simply predictive but also inheyeptirposive. The emphasis on
purpose in science aided the formation of a pedyliAmerican disposition
toward science as at once a specialized knowledaegenerates technological
advances and as an application of common sensetkatrages efficiency and
discipline. A paradox is embedded in this dispositfor it suggests that
investigations are properly theoretical only if yhproduce visibly practical
results, and it suggests that common sense isanttgrtied to quite uncommon
notions about the way a self acts in the wotfd.

Not just rationality, then, but notions about fotreaientific thinking—the very scientific
method—became intertwined with normative—recall toaflation between what is in

one’s interest and what is good—and, therefore ss=ady, religious approaches to

%04 Hamner, M. GailAmerican Pragmatist{NY: Oxford University Press, 2003). 5

305 Tocqueville foresaw this phenomenon as well, obegrthat:
The greater part of the men who constitute thesmneare extremely eager in the pursuit of
actual and physical gratification. As they are alsveissatisfied with the position that they occupy
and are always free to leave it, they think of mahbut the means of changing their fortune or
increasing it. To minds thus predisposed, every mathod that leads by a shorter road to wealth,
every machine that spares labor, every instrumeatt diminishes the cost of production, every
discovery that facilitates pleasures or augmergsittseems to be the grandest effort of the human
intellect. It is chiefly from these motives thatdemocratic people addicts itself to scientific
pursuits, that it understands and respects thenariftocratic ages science is more particularly
called upon to furnish gratification to the minay democracies, to the body. Tocqueville.
Democracy in Americavolume 1. 45

That Tocqueville held that religious views would@emanate from and need to align themselves tth t

social condition of equality makes suggests thelillood of normative implications for such a vieW o

science, as shall be explored below.

308 Hamner American Pragmatisn®
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understanding the world; new notions of enlightentrand scientific rationality become
incorporated into existing approaches to the pratgproblems of the world. Within

American political discourse, then, reason, sciaratknowledge are intrinsically bound
up with morality, politics and religious purpose.

This amalgamated conception of knowledge with doai$ of knowing contained
within the individual provides great leverage indarstanding the reformulations of
religion, science and politics during the refornripe of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth-century in America. That the source nbkledge lies within the individual
becomes critical to understanding the reciprocabmstructions of political, scientific
and religious knowledge in this period. Indee#etaon their own as analytically distinct
systems of knowing the world, science and religth have traditions accepting
incompleteness of comprehension, be it throughitisempleteness of data and the
limited scope of theories in scientific thought torough the ancient doctrines of the
mysteriousness of God in the religious traditiolVithin a given knower, however,
incompatible knowledge would seem to demand reisoluand, hence, the drive to
further develop the knowledge systems towards i@ gf reconciliation, especially
within an epistemological context where such resai) and even a beneficial impact of
the knowledge upon the knower, is held as necedsarhe knowledge to be properly
considered true.

Specifically, new resolution of truths, within tkentext of the locus of knowing
being within the individual, could come about thgbua kind of mixing or cross-
pollination of aspects of different systems of kimayv To understand this process, it is

useful to disaggregate what is meant when refetorggsystem of thought, be it religion,
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science or otherwise. Indeed, the labels of “r@fiand “science” often refer to very
different aspects of the body or system of thegpeetive modes of thought (e.g. the
content versus the method) thereby exacerbatinfusimm as to that which is being
discussed and, analogously, difficulties in homight be discussed properly. A system
of thought may be roughly divided into its ontolpgyhich sets the bounds of what can
be known, its epistemology, that which is considettee proper way of knowing that
which can be known, and the actual content of thewkedge from the system, that
which is actually known (or, at least, believed®known).

In reality, of course, these parts are all mutudiypendent, as that which is held
to be known must necessarily be the conclusiore mfoperly executed epistemological
approach, and the propriety of the approach i#f ilpendent upon a sense of what are
the knowable things in order to determine the bilitg of the aforementioned approach.
Historically speaking, the basis for what we coasitimodern science” began with the
scientific revolution initiated in Europe in thext@enth and seventeenth centuries which
overturned the deductive Scholastic approach tensiic knowledge in favor of the
more inductive, data and hypothesis driven modakafnce more closely resembling the
contemporarily accepted scientific method. Thisvement saw an ontological shift
away from the Aristotelian notions of causes asgyples of essences within things
towards a mechanical view of the world where basgterials lacked intelligent or
emotional propensities and rather acted accordinghéchanical principles. Such an
ontological shift dictated a corresponding shiftdpistemological approach, whereby
instead of a purely Cartesian deducing of outcofnes) the essential properties of

matter, the inductive empiricism of observation—ewnemphasis on perception over
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deduction—of repeated physical processes becameadbepted scientific mode of
investigation. While it is obvious that such afeliénce in scientific approach will yield
very different knowledge conclusions about wortdsicritical to note the influence that

these conclusions to a large extent led to thegdmim ontology and epistemology.

A 4 A 4

Ontology Epistemology Knowledge

In other words, the systematic investigations afaday thinkers such as Copernicus,
Galileo and Bacon yielded facts inconsistent witle tcontemporary ontology—for
example, the data leading to the heliocentric modelthe solar system—and
epistemology, thereby forcing an alteration in stifee thought whereby the data
simultaneously confirmed the reliability of the uddive approach (epistemology) and a
glaring inaccuracy of the premises of science (ogtg.

Given a religiously sanctified epistemology thatdted the point of knowledge
within the individual, however, a new kind of amahgated discourse, as seen above,
became acceptable in America in terms of how besinderstand social, political and
even spiritual problems. As will be shown, Amenisdelt comfortable with synthetic
approaches to problems developed from combinatibtize ostensibly differing forms of
thought; in effect, cross-pollination of religiosgience and politics became legitimate in
America. Of special note, then, is the fact thamiging and matching of method may
occur across ideas. For example, conformity mayléireanded between an empirical
truth predicated upon repeated observation andraative truth based upon intensity of

emotional experience without any seeming contraatictif both methods are considered
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legitimate approaches to knowledge, than mightmteexpect a congruence of results?
Again, this is not to say that such an approadectsf how all Americans approach their
lives, political or otherwise, but rather that kredge vyielded by such synthetic

approaches became accepted as legitimate in Amepidalic discourse.

Once so accepted, such amalgamated approacheddrstamding life, social and
otherwise, can be seen manifested in seeminglindisnovements in American thought.
That is to say, apparently different and highlytidid movements of American thought
can be rendered coherent as having a common resomath this amalgamated public
discourse respecting religion, science, and thabkand political problems such forms of
thought might seek to address. Obviously, one @v@xpect to see the instrumental
reason of science brought to bear on public problexa well as expect to find religious
ideals guiding the conception of public goals ia #piritually inclined. The distinctness
of the American approach is how the instrumentadityl spiritual understandings are
combined and even, at times, conflated, mutualfjuémcing one another to find a
coherence across otherwise analytically distincstesys of thought to allow
reconciliation of knowledge within the individuahdéwer.

To demonstrate this cross-pollination of religisnience and politics, | now turn
to two case studies that manifest the combinatainscience and spiritual thought and
normative and instrumental reason and how the agaibns in turn manifest themselves
as politics. To this end, | have chosen to lookhatlaissez-faireand social Darwinist
theories stemming from the new theory of evoluteord the Social Gospel Movement
which also had important theoretical roots in theory of Darwinian evolution. Both

cases emerge in the period after the developmangsiénce in America following the
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Civil War and therefore offer a view of how Amemsawould integrate new scientific
understandings of the world into their thinking.h&Y the cases will reveal is how, given
the inherent relationship between instrumental aeawith political means and of
religious thought with the normative ends of po#tithe collapse of instrumental reason
with religiously textured thought yields resultBiuthat analytically distinct approaches
to knowledge take on the texture of one anothgr,ascientific view of society takes on
the character of religion and vice versa, undeisgahe amalgamation of the strains of
thought. The fascinating insight gained here is low religious and scientific thought,
in the American social setting, each manage to rbecpart of activities not normally
considered part of their respective spheres ancelligemutually influence both one
another and real political activity. Once thisighg is established, | will then conclude
by analyzing what the acceptance of such approachiesowledge mean for democratic
politics in America, especially with respect to htws approach may serve to undermine
the ontological conception of equality that fornte tbasis of American democratic

liberalism.
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CHAPTER 3: AN EVOLVED SocIAL CONSCIOUSNESS
Science, Evolution and a Secular Faith
in Social Progress

Sumner's synthesis brought together three gredititnas of western

capitalist culture: the Protestant ethic, the does of classical economics,
and Darwinian natural selection. Correspondinglythe development of
American thought Sumner played three roles: he wagreat Puritan

preacher, an exponent of the classical pessimisRiazrdo and Malthus,

and an assimilator and popularizer of evolutions $bciology bridged the
gap between the economic ethic set in motion byRé&@rmation and the
thought of the nineteenth century, for it assumieat the industrious,

temperate, and frugal man of the Protestant dealtlhvaequivalent of the
“strong” or the “fittest” in the struggle for exesice; and it supported the
Ricardian principles of inevitability and laisseairé with a hard-bitten

determinism that seemed to be at once Calvinistcszientific.

Richard HofstadtetSocial Darwinism in American Thoudft

A Scientific Basis for Social Theory

Given the acceptance of linkages between instrtehand normative thinking in
American discourse, we would expect to see an ase interest in scientific approaches
to social reform and political policy following th@ivil War. In fact, beginning in the
1880s America saw a great increase in demand fsocgél science foundation for
programs of reform’® This new focus on science as a tool for dealirith wocial
problems ought not appear surprising due to itsse&tion to the public as a
fundamentally useful field of knowledge creatiomvel science’s apparent usefulness,
surely it must offer keys to building a better tgi Science became a key weapon,

therefore, both for those who advocated for refamad those who wished to prevent

307 Hofstadter, Richardsocial Darwinism in American ThouglfNew York: George Braziller, Inc., 1955).
51

308 Hopkins, Charles Howar@he Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protéistan 1865-1915(New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1940). 54
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reform or other forms of institutional developmeritthe government in general. Of
critical note, given the intermingling of what weght now consider more “subjective”
notions of truth associated with more normativecemions of political goals and the so-

called “objective®®

attendant the American approach to politics, isvh® single
scientific theory could, and would, be appropriai@dolster opposing political positions
concerning the desirability and viability of refarm

Perhaps the examppear excellenceof the opposing possibilities of a scientific
theory comes in the form of Darwinian evolutionheTaforementioned increase in the
popularization of science along with the subsequesrease in demand for a scientific
basis for social policy coincided with the key foational moments of the development
of evolutionary theory. Insofar as the developmanévolutionary thought occurred as
nothing short of a scientific revolution not onlyrfbiology but in the ongoing effort to
apply these new theories to the fields of the $sti@nces, these scientific developments
further fueled an increasingly intense interessarence and “the new rationalism” in
approaching social policy, an interest fueled biersive coverage in the public sphere
through newspaper articles and public lectdt@s.

This interest in science, especially given itsatiehship to practical purposes
developed in American discourse, led Americanseasingly to accept its claims both
for personal life and for social policy. The newestific approach offered the promise
of being able to get policy right with a degree cefrtainty never before considered.

Social science would validate this confidence m sbcial prescriptions by offering

models to which human effort could attempt to comfoas stated by William H. Brewer

30%lore accurately, one should think of them as thpigoally verifiable findings of scientific ratiotiy,
though people often assert, however improperly, ttiet makes the knowledge “objective.”
319 HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Thougi4
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of Yale University, addressing the National Confexe of Charities and Corrections in
1895 on the subject of “The Relation of Universti® Charity and to Reformatory
Work™:
The universe is governed by law. Science invesfgdihe ways of nature, and
deduces the laws governing her work. These lawsGaé's laws; and man's
work, to be successful, must be in accordance whiam. The closer the
accordance, the more effective the work. As regardsphysical work, no one
disputes this; but all do not yet see that it istrage of work in charity and
correction as it is in engineering, manufactures, agriculture’™
While the scientific theory of evolution led sone urge that social life ought not be
interfered with by the government—evolutionary afgamust be allowed to occur on its
own—others saw in it an instruction manual for maémtionist policy. All told, over
time Americans began to feel persuaded by the nkwng of science even for
fundamental alterations in their daily lives, asndastrated by the pervasiveness of
scientific claims in the temperance and prohibitmavement, eventually even eclipsing
religious appeald'? In fact, in keeping with the collapse of the g&us and the rational
in American culture, Brewer could go on to contémat:
The most characteristic features of our modern <@hn civilization,
distinguishing it from that of the previous cenés; are those which have been
stamped upon it by modern science. The applicaifastientific methods to the
solution of economic problems constitutes the wigatishing feature of the
industries of to-day as contrasted with their ctiadi a century ago, and the
growth of the physical sciences constitutes thdindiive feature of modern
intellectual progres¥"®

Indeed, as shall be illustrated in the next chapgtEence’s stature and credibility grew to

the point that even religious claims could be sciiejé to critique by its rational standard;

311 Brewer, Williams H. “The Relation of Universitiés Charity and to Reformatory WorkProceedings

of the National Conference of Charities and Con@tiat the Twenty-Second Annual Session held in New
Haven, Conn. May 24-30, 189Roston: Boston Press of Geo H. Ellis, 1895). 243-

312 Timberlake, Jame®rohibition and the Progressive Movement, 1900-19R@w York: Atheneum,
1970). 2-3; 40

313 Brewer. “The Relation of Universities to Charitycato Reformatory Work.” 144
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that is to say, a religion unfit to meet the densaofithe new age of industry and science
could not be considered properly ethical, and, efwgr not true religion rightly
understood™*

To understand how such a bold position as to ddméreligion conformity with
science could be made requires an understandihgvefsocial science was envisioned at
the time. Not merely a set of observations, omgwenciples, but rather a set of laws on
a par with Newtonian mechanics was sought by tbhaqars of this new field. A proper
social science would provide the basic mechanicessary for engineering social reform
with the authority of a very complete, not to safedministic, understanding of human
social relations. In detailing the new programthe 1894 National Conference of
Charities and Correction, acting chairman of thefeence Daniel Fulcomer of the
University of Chicago offered this overview of thiate of the field of social science:

Professor Peabody, of Harvard, who has for manyrsydseen the most
prominent instructor in social reforms, says: “®t@gy is a much larger subject
than the practical problems of charity and refolfnit. can be taught at all, it may
be taught quite apart from these. It is the phidbgo of social evolution.”
Professor Henderson, the author of the best worlclarities and correction,
defines sociology in the larger sense as “the swidgigh seeks to co-ordinate the
processes and the results of the special socah@es. It aims to consider society
as an organic unity; to study its movement as aleviits purpose, the conditions
of progress. It aims to show the legitimate place dignity of each department of
social investigation by, considering it as a vifdrt of a vast and uniform
movement of thought.” One of the foremost professirsociology, Giddings, of
Columbia College, says: “Sociology is not an inplas it is the fundamental
social science. It studies the elements that maksouaiety . . . and the simplest
forms in which they are combined or organized,bfLxomposition (family, clan,
tribe, nation), (2) by constitution; that is, inuatary organizations for co-
operation ordivision of labor.” The most agree ioalling it *“a
comprehensive science, including politics, econsmietc.” Others call it “a
science of sciences”; “the study of the social se#uat underlies the various
phenomena that are included in the various depatsred social science;” “it is

314 Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Proteistan59
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the philosophy of all”; “it treats of the evolutioof society in its broadest
sense

In such a conception, anything true for or aboutiety, be it empirical or normative,
religious belief or instrumental rationafity, would necessarily lie in conformity with the
lessons of social science.

If science could be a tool to understand evemigali and its august conceptions
of social purposes, it must necessarily also bech to guide social policy for the
improvement of a society so often understood ims$epf religiously textured goals;
acceptance of science inherently invoked its ytfbir social purposes. Again, as shall be
seen, there existed great disagreements as to ledsdns science held for society.
Nonetheless there existed a growing consensus th®atfuture of society and its
improvement lay with the new scientific approachutalerstanding the world. Such a
scientific social consciousness, according to Breweilding upon the scientifically
discovered laws governing society invoked abovedeeed such problems as crime and
pauperism in terms of population ratios, of whilkh tincrease will only be checked by a

more rational and scientific treatment of the peoi/*’

in an effort ultimately even to
find a plan for prevention of such social ills.
Stated alternately, if society were to be expedtednprove, it would have to

conform to the laws and processes understood thrgogence. As William Graham

315 Fulcomer, Daniel. “Instruction in Sociology in titetions of Learning.” IrfProceedings of the National
Conference of Charities and Correction at the Twefitst Annual Session held in Nashville, Tenn. May
23-29, 1894 Edited by Isabel C. Barrows, Official Reportettioé Conference. (Boston: Boston Press of
Geo H. Ellis, 1894). 72-73

318 This juxtaposition is not meant to claim a lackationality on the part of religion, but ratheeth
different types of approach to knowledge denotethieyterms.

317 Brewer. “The Relation of Universities to Charitydato Reformatory Work.” 148
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Sumner, an early proponent of the study of sociplag a “hard®® science and the
godfather of what has come to be called social asm in America explained, even the
first lessons of a sociology in its infancy annoemth@ natural operation to society that
would be scientifically determinable:
It must be confessed that sociology is yet in datére and inchoate state. All
that we can affirm with certainty is that socialepbmena are subject to law, and
that the natural laws of the social order are @rthntire character like the laws of
physics. We can draw in grand outline the fieldsotiology and foresee the
shape that it will take and the relations it witlaw to other sciencés’
In this view, any attempt to govern society outohformity with these laws is doomed
to failure and, even worse, the detriment of thena race. Thus, even moral knowledge
must be subordinated to and brought into conformiityr the new social science, lest
society be led astray by an unrigorous, unsciendifiproach:
That sociology has an immense department of humégreists to control is
beyond dispute. Hitherto this department has ledoded in moral science, and
it has only been confused and entangled by dogneagwoe of which are
consistent with each other, but also it has be¢howt any growth, so that at this
moment our knowledge of social science is behimddémands which existing
social questions make upon 8.
What is striking about this bold collapsing of theral prospects of society and its
scientific basis is that more religiously inclingdnkers, though often disagreeing with
Sumner’s prescriptions, could easily share hisfaitthe need for scientifically grounded
approaches to society.

So scientific a project was society that even tlbe @& social work in the

settlements could be seen as the inductive datdede#o inform the science, as

318 «Hard” here is meant, of course, to denote thecoete nature of the science’s knowledge claimsrand
difficulty of comprehension.
319 Sumner, William Graham. “Sociology” as foundSncial Darwinism: Selected Essagslited by
;/;/Oilliam E. Leuchtenburg and Bernard Wishy. (EngleddCliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963). 28

Ibid. 28
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underscored by the National Conference of Charéres$ Corrections invitation of a Hull
House worker, Julia C. Lathrop, to speak on théctopthe settlement as a sociological
laboratory®?* Thus, according to Brewer’s grand plan for théversity’s assistance of
social work and charity:

The efficient and economical management of chariaed correction on the
scale we have now to deal with must be conductehagpplied science, founded
on natural laws]...] In the development of this nesiesce the universities and
their professors can aid. But, as an applied seieymu, not the professors, are in
charge of the laboratories where the material dpdrapon exists, and where the
observations go on and are recorded. The variogan@ations for dispensing
charity, the schools for instructing the negleceedl defective, the places of
correction, are all laboratories of investigationthis new science|...] Charity is
the lowest section of this department. It begar witmanity itself, and its work
has been the most widely and most crudely carmedat it is by no means the
simplest, although some of its results under crmééhods have been brilliant as
well as beneficent. But it never before has coretlicn such a stupendous scale
nor under such social and political conditions asv,mor where misdirection
would produce such wide-spread evils. It must lbectied along lines marked by
the fixed laws of nature, that the lower stratanainkind may be bettered as well
as helped; that the instinct of charity may nopleyversion become a curse to the
race, increasing its lower stratum at the expefsigedbetter part of mankirtf?

The careful reader, of course, will note the mowveinfeom helping people, commonly
understood to be persons, to the broader view,igtens with the best scientific thinking
of the period, of enhancing the race. Althoughhsacshift reflects a broad moral
reconceptualization, this change can be well cohmrded by seeing how the new
scientific vision, specifically with respect to thewly dominant evolutionary theories of

the time, becomes folded into the social visionalihwould yield such morality.

321 “Minutes and DiscussionProceedings of the National Conference of Charitied Correction at the
Twenty-First Annual Session held in Nashville, Téviay 23-29, 1894Edited by Isabel C. Barrows,
Official Reporter of the Conference. (Boston: BosRyess of Geo H. Ellis, 1894), 313. Lathrop’s
comments on the subject speak to the ambitiousfabe scientificization of the project even in its
infancy insofar as she opened her talk by notiagj she really had little idea of what the subjddhe talk
meant or why she had been invited to give it.

322 Brewer. “The Relation of Universities to Charitydato Reformatory Work.” 147
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Evolution: Science and Social Science

With the understanding that the pursuit of sociadgpess, both material and
spiritual, would need to be scientific, the newmneence of Darwinian evolution in the
scientific developments of the time necessitatedvilew that evolutionary theory must
yield lessons for policy. Insofar as Darwinian keNion attained a central position in the
biological sciences, any adhered to truth, be igndific, political, or even religious in
origin, that might concern social organization mustcessarily conform to an
understanding of Darwinian evolution. Similarlyaivinian evolutionary theory must
necessarily yield the same truths for a societykisgeto apply the lessons of both
religion and science to its processes and congidasaof reform. That is to say, since
social policy would need to be consistent with tbatieved to be known about the
universe, to the degree that an individual mighkt teat knowledge about social purposes
should come from both religion and science, thaviddal should pursue conformity
between these sets of knowledge. On account ofpithetal nature of Darwinian
evolutionary theory in science, social reformersildalemand the development of social
laws to allow a scientific basis for the classifioa of groups within society. Consider
Franklin H. Giddings of Columbia University’s expktion concerning the question, “Is
the Term ‘Social Classes’ a Scientific Category?tha National Conference of Charities
and Correction in 1895:

If, then, we are to reduce to scientific order tlzst mass of observation and

statistical material which is now at our commandd aich is yearly

accumulating, if we are to derive from it true sdogical generalizations and
make it available for the verification of sociologi law, we must begin to ask
ourselves the question, Which, if any, of thesergjely confused statistical
groups are true social classes? By this | meanchyhi any, of these groups

correspond to actual social differentiations of gugulation? The conception of
evolution has given to the natural sciences aprueiple of classification. If we
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expect to make real progress in sociology, we radsipt the same principle in
our own investigations. That is a true class inolhobjects or individuals are
grouped with reference to some characteristic thas been produced by
evolutionary differentiation. Unless this genetestt is applied, we constantly
mistake temporary, adventitious, or non-essenti@lations of phenomena
for permanent and essential ones, as did the Istéamind zoologists before

Darwin3#

In this way, Darwin’s methodology in his theory @folution must necessarily be the
appropriate methodology for any properly scientiiivestigation concerning living
organisms.

Of course, the theory of evolution was, and fort thmatter still is, a work in
progres¥* though Darwin is rightly considered the propesgenitor of what we think
of today as evolutionary theory in biology—indeed, there exists a rich history of
different views of how evolution might occur thadl the scientific community to
conclude for a time that Darwin was mistaken, aiwl\lead to further discoveries that
ultimately vindicated his initial theories—evolutiary thought had already received
some consideration before Darwin’s publicatiombé Origin of Species 1959. By the
early 1800's, Jean-Baptiste Lamarckkilosophie zoologiqydfirst published in 1798,
and its theory of acquired hereditary charactesstiad garnered much interest despite its
flagrant heresy that species changed over timerakelfze alterations of flora and fauna
occurring by specific acts of creation. Buildingon this work, Herbert Spencer in 1851

published hisSocial Statics where it was that he, not Darwin, first coinee term

“survival of the fittest.” This survival, he argiieoccurred through the retention in

323 Giddings, Franklin H. “Is the Term ‘Social ClassasScientific Category?” IfProceedings of the

National Conference of Charities and Correctiortreg TwentySecond Annual Session held in New Haven,
CONN. May 24-30, 189%dited by Isabel C. Barrows, Official Reportettloé Conference. (Boston:

Boston Press of Geo H. Ellis, 1895). 112

324 Being, as it is, a scientific theory and such ‘taaural work in progress” status being a charadieris
quality of scientific theories (thus far, at least)

325 And, thereby, possible biological bases of somiml cultural evolution.
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society of the fittest traits and the culling oéthnfit, handed down through a Lamarkian
evolutionary process that manifested itself as humegress which Spencer saw as
maintaining human qualit}?®
Of course, in a thought process that allowed tHEpse of, or even demanded
conformity of, the empirical findings of sciencedanormative theory, quality would
have a moral connotation as well. The Darwinianthog@ology allowed the
aforementioned Giddings to feel comfortable abduidthg up society into ostensibly
value-laden categories, yet imbue them with théustaf each being “a true scientific
category®*".
How shall we name and characterize the four trieabelasses? | should call
them respectively the social, the non-social, theuposocial, and the anti-social,
these terms denoting the gradations of social eafline social class is made up
of those whose dispositions and abilities enabteiarpel them to make positive
contributions to that sum of helpful relations arattivities which we
call society*?®
Perhaps most striking about this assertion is #ot that the collapsing of normative
quality with scientific classification is assertegl one involved in the study of social
work, whereas Spencer’s beliefs of the normativaliu of evolution led him to
advocate for eschewing interventions into socidttygather; in his attack on the efforts
of Benthamites for legislating social reform, Spambeld that his, “ultimate purpose,
lying behind all proximate purposes has been tldinding for the principles of right

and wrong conduct at large, a scientific ba3f&,”While reaching very different notions

of policy, the underlying theme of the day concedriibe necessary confluence of

3261 arson, Edward Evolution: The Remarkable History of a Scientifie®ry (New York: The Modern
Library, 2004). 185

%27 Giddings. “Is the Term ‘Social Classes’ a Sciéat@ategory?” 116

328 |bid. 115. It is worth here recalling that Giddings vepecifically concerned with how, in the absence
of rigorous scientific analysis, “we constantly talee temporary, adventitious, or non-essentiatioeia of
phenomena for permanent and essential ones.” 112

329 HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American ThougHi
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normative prescriptions and empirical rationaliy, in the parlance of Professor Arthur
T. Hadley, an economist who would later become igeed of Yale, “Science and
Sentiment”:

The application of Darwinism to social phenomenafigreat help to teachers
[‘to train people to reason without teaching themnunderrate sentiment and
emotion”]. As long as the moral sentiments werated as intuitions of absolute
truth, there was no middle ground on which intuitgd and empiricist could meet.
Either sentiment was absolute and science mustomonfto it, or science
was absolute and sentiment must get out of the BatyDarwin has shown how
the authority of sentiment and the authority ofesce rest on the same
fundamental basis. To a Darwinian the existenca oforal sentiment furnishes
the strongest presumptive evidence of its righexist. If we instinctively look at
things in a certain way, it is because our ancestwmive experienced the
preservative power of looking at things in that wand not in another.
Those who did so survived, those who did not donsoe destroyed. But the
Darwinian also sees, especially in modern timesp dess marked preservative
advantage to the man or to the race which can leddcthe consequences of its
action. This habit of calculating consequences, civhconstitutes reason, is
justified by the same kind of criterion as the halfiobeying unselfish impulses,
which constitutes morality. When the results of impulse and the calculations
come into conflict, as they occasionally do, weéavmeans of finding, on this
basis of preservative power, a common ground forparing their respective
merits. The subject-matter of these conflicts iscemplicated that we cannot
always hope for agreement even after the fullestugision; but we have at any
rate a basis on which an approach to such undédistais possible, instead of
a war of eternal cross-purposes.

Given such an approach to science and moralitysanieof attempt that Spencer made to
glean normative prescriptions for empirical sogalicy from the theory of evolution

would hardly be considered aberrant. For the mepmf this project, it must be noted
that though Spencer was actually English, his idg@ised much greater traction in

America than in his own country and in Europe, aliy on account of the folding of

339 Hadley, Arthur H. “Science and Sentiment’Rroceedings of the National Conference of Chariied
Correction at the Twentgecond Annual Session held in New Haven, CONN2Mis80, 1895Edited by
Isabel C. Barrows, Official Reporter of the Confeze. (Boston: Boston Press of Geo H. Ellis, 1823}..
One wonders if the human moral sentiment foundatifying to learn that it had a right to exist.
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moral development into an ostensibly materialistieory of development; as Richard
Hofstadter explains Spencer’s theory:
While the moral constitution of the human racetiié idden with vestiges of man's

original predatory life which demanded brutal sedGertion, adaptation assures that

he will ultimately develop a new moral constitutibtted to the needs of civilized

life. Human perfectability is not only possibletoevitable®!

Accordingly, a moral teleology becomes imposed upoiman development by the
assigning of deterministic laws to social evolutiomder the authority of science. This
inevitable progress of human improvement was seipeh by advocates tdissez-faire
in America to develop a scientific basis for goveamt non-interference in social affairs.
Although the survival-of-the-fittest concept cafrmam Spencer, it was very easily
located in—not to say imposed upon—Darwinian evohis understanding of “natural
selection.” Darwin’s elegant explanation of a @es whereby traits within a population
that were more adapted to an organism'’s survivaldd to be more likely to be passed
on to successive generations or “survive” seemecadincide with the notion that
competition drives human progress which had by I#te nineteenth century had a
significant developmental history. Applying a n@tme imprimatur on the process,
Darwin was understood to demonstrate how the Hestemts of a population endured.
Rising to prominence with the much heralded worlddam Smith’sWealth of Nations
the idea that competition for scarce resources foeist driving force in the progression
of civilization**? became increasingly sophisticated with the dissetitin and analysis

of Thomas Malthus’s work on population and growtial #he impact that would have on

3! Hofstadter. Social Darwinism in American Thougtd.

332 Though it should again be noted that Smi#'sinquiry into the Nation and Causes of the Weafth
Nationscame after his writing ofhe Theory of Moral Sentimentdich asserts human sympathy to be the
basis of human civilization, providing a rich sda@antext for the much more often quoted pursugelf-
interest which Smith describes\iviealth of Nation$1776).
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said competition. Darwin’s theory seemed to resonath the kind of “struggle for
existence” these views had engendered in Ameridaamited with the teleological faith
in human progress with which science was mixedidgik an evolutionary model of
morality. Darwin’s expression “natural selecticaCtually proves more accurate in our
modern understanding of evolution, as it connoteselgction that occurs naturally.
Many struggled, however, as many still do, to ustisrdselectionwithout an apparent
selectoror agent conducting the selection—evolution isuhbsiatistical residuals and
people tend to think in terms of agency—and “swalviof the fittest” became the
preferred termi>®> In such a model, for thiissez-fairetheorists, the morality that
stemmed from human progress must arise from theecai that progress which,
scientifically speaking in the temper of the timajst be evolution. Putting his faith in
evolution Spencer and his disciples eschewed alemunent interference in economic
and social affairé®* In the words of Spencer's greatest and mosténfial American
intellectual adherent of the time, William Grahaomther:
The only social element, however, is the competitb life, and when society is
blamed for the ills which belong to the human ibts only burdening those who
have successfully contended with those ills with thrther tasks of conquering
the same ills over again for somebody else. Hehberty perishes in all
socialistic schemes, and the tendency of such seheésnto the deterioration of
society by burdening the good members and reliethegbad ones. The law of
the survival of the fittest was not made by man eawhot be abrogated by man.
We can only, by interfering with it, produce thendual of the unfittest>°
Almost paradoxically, human progress had made ssitde for the unfit to survive and

multiply, so human effort must be undertaken toidany programs that would allow

this to continue to occur.

333 Darwin, himself, originally acquiesced to the tetlrough came to reject it when he saw how it ted t
perverted understanding of evolutionary theory.

334 Larson.Evolution 187

335 Sumner. “Sociology.” 16-17
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The desire to benefit or improve society througtystem of politics could now be
considered to have a scientifically founded guide the direction of public policy.
According to Sumner, science had offered a guidenderstand the consequences of
different sorts of social contr6f and, consequently, a template for what could and,
perhaps more importantly for Sumner, could not baedwith social arrangements to
improve the lot of humans:

Sociology, therefore, by the investigations whithpursues, dispels illusions

about what society is or may be, and gives inskesavledge of facts which are

the basis of intelligent effort by man to make thesst of his circumstances on
earth. Sociology, therefore, which can never agsm anything more than to
enable us to make the best of our situation, véitar be able to reconcile itself
with those philosophies which are trying to find tiow we may arrange things
so as to satisfy any ideal of sociéty.
Social science could offer the knowledge of socalse and effect brought about by the
use of various policy levers. Any inclination tawa seeking a better world ought
therefore to seek the guidance of social scienemtierstand what would and would not
be possible.

In a purely empirical sense, science can only mfoas to the material
consequences of an action; material science caarimulate whether or not such
consequences ought to be sought or not. For Suymoeever, evolutionary science had
shown that the improvement of the human speciesesdnom evolution itself and not
from democratic attempts at reform; indeed, sudortsf could only interfere with

evolutionary improvemefit®

As time goes on we can win more, but we shall wioniy in the same way, that
is, by slow and painful toil and sacrifice, not &gopting some prophet's scheme

338 persons, Stow. “IntroductionSocial Darwinism: Selected Essagnglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1963). 8

337 Sumner. “Sociology.” 17-18

338 persons. “Introduction.” 4



155

of the universe; therefore we have a right to ask &ll social propositions which
demand our attention shall be practical in the Besise, that is, that they shall
aim to go forward in the limits and on the linessoluind development out of the
past, and that none of our interests shall be pyéopardy on the chance that
Comte, or Spencer, or George, or anybody else blasds the world-problem
aright. If anybody has a grievance against théatocder, it is, on the simplest
principles of common sense, the right of busy méiose attention he demands
that he shall set forth in the sharpest and prscisanner that it is; any allegation
of injustice which is vague is, by its own tenandeserving of attentioft’

For Sumner the moral tenor of social non-intenanis clear: as human progress to a
better future can only occur in conformity with tlseientific laws governing that
progress, claims of a moral imperative for soamivention are rendered nonsensical.
This view meant that for Spencer, social scienagdcnot guide the evolution of society,
but rather held only negative practical conclusidms the projects of social reform,
which is to say, social science demanded that furofects, no matter how well
intentioned, ought to be abandoned as at beskefatid at worst posing deleterious
consequences for human improvement, social andvaige"°
Progress is a word which has no meaning save im gfehe laws of population
and the diminishing return, and it is quite natutiaht anyone who fails to
understand those laws should fall into doubt whiety progress points, whether
towards wealth or poverty. The laws of populatoa the diminishing return, in
their combination, are the iron spur which has eiithe race on to all which it
had ever achieved, and the fact that populatiomr edvances, yet advances
against a barrier which resists more stubbornivaty step of advance, unless it
is removed to a new distance by some conquest of ovar nature, is the

guarantee that the task of civilization will nev®r ended, but that the need for

more energy, more intelligence, and more virtud mélver cease while the race

lasts>*!

Human progress occurs, certainly, but only withie timits of the process that yields
improvement—evolution. To meddle with evolutionfdan would be not only

misguided, but wrong.

339 Sumner, William Graham. “The New Social Issudcial Darwinism: Selected Essag$4
340 HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American ThougHi3-44; Persons. “Introduction.” 4
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This negative moral evaluation of the impulsedocial reform by interventionist
policy occurs through the conflation and collap$é¢he categories of the scientific and
the moral. For Sumner, science tells us what hap@ecording to the laws of the
cosmos, which then must be good. Thus, in hisye§$he Concentration of Wealth: Its
Economic Justification,” Sumner could argue thatces we obviously know that the
concentration of wealth occurred, its occurrencelmaconsidered evidence of the justice
of the occurrence:

Now whenever such a change in the societal orgamizbecomes possible it also

becomesinevitable because there is economy in it... we see that iheeht

degree of organization which is possible is the thag offers the maximum of
profit; in it the economic advantage is greateShere is therefore a gravitation
toward this degree of organization. To make aifi@al opposition to this
tendency from political or alleged moral, or retigs, or other motives would be
to have no longer any rule of action; it would amioto submission to the control
of warring motives without any real standards stg&"
To assign normative opposition to a social prodesgonsiders inevitable the status of
being artificial and therefore void can only be dered coherent if the so-called
“natural,” which is to say, that which is not atiél, is necessarily good. Such defining
of the good in terms of natural properties and @sses, an act which G.E. Moore in
1903 would later term the “naturalistic fallacy” s Principia Ethica would not be seen
as either tautological or fallacious in terms ota@nception of knowledge where the
scientific and the normative were, in fact, unitedhus, the concentration of wealth
under alaissez-faire system could not be critiqued normatively becaitsenust
necessarily be good on account of its occurrenddowi intentional assistance or

interference, signifying its conformity with a pexs of evolution allegedly understood

by science to improve the race:

342 Sumner, William Graham. “The Concentration of Wealts Economic Justification Social
Darwinism: Selected Essayk54
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To a correct understanding of our subject it iseesal to recognize the
concentration of wealth and control as a univesatietal phenomenon, not
merely as a matter of industrial power, or socaltsnent, or political policy...
Stated in the concisest terms, the phenomenomi®fta more perfect integration
of all societal functions. The concentration ofmgo (wealth), more dominant
control, intenser discipline, and stricter methads but modes of securing more

perfect integration. When we perceive this we 8e# the concentration of

wealth is but one feature of a grand step in sak@tolution®*®

For Sumner, critiquing, much less criticizing, thesocial operations that occurred
naturally, i.e. without human opposition, would &lén to objecting to the operation of
gravity on moral grounds.

Similarly, humanitarian concerns about poverty—#rake persons who suffered
from impoverishment—while perhaps a credit to thmgathetic individual, could only
skew one’s approach for the worse should such coackead to positive efforts to
alleviate the poverty; not only was the road tol lpalved with good intentions, these
intentions themselves were in fact the map and ess\wf perdition. Evolutionary
progress was one of competition and struggle, amdam progress, a fundamentally
moral progress, could only occur according to thes#-same processes. If moral
progress consisted so largely of, “the accumulatbneconomic virtues,” then the
impoverished are the natural casualty of this beles, if unforgiving, competition:
“Let every man be sober, industrious, prudent, w&is®, and bring up his children to so
likewise, and poverty will be abolished in a fewngemtions,®**,

Moreover, assistance of the obviously less fit, vikable by their lack of
prosperity owing to a failure to compete effectiyelould generally come at a cost to,

and therefore by penalization of, the more sucaéssf

343 Sumner. “The Concentration of Wealth: Its Econoduistification.” 151
344 HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Thouglél
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But nearly all the schemes for “improving the cdiwth of the working man”
involve an elevation of some working men at theesyge of other working men.
When you expend capital or labor to elevate somsops who come within the
sphere of your influence, you interfere in the dbods of competition. The
advantage of some is won by an equivalent losdhadrs. The difference is not
brought about by the energy and effort of the pesshemselve¥®
Such schemes, given the normative evaluations efstitcessful and the unsuccessful
and the fact that their divergent fates must necégsstem from the possession or
absence of moral economic virtues, would requirgitg the good to benefit the bad,
thereby interfering with the overall progressionéods the good. The worst schemes
would actively pursue social declension. Evenrtiest benevolent of intentions could
hardly justify such a moral calamity.
Rather, benefits to society would accrue not fiotarvening against the hardship
of the poor, but by embracing the positive impdcthe free operation of the economic
virtues of the rich. In effect, these economit¢ugs are not only why captains of industry

are well paid, but also why they should be so vpaiid3*

Little surprise may be
forthcoming to learn that many of the rich embratted articulation of their social worth
and the justness of their gains as a product afget plan, however one so conceived it.
As stated by John D. Rockefeller:
The growth of a large business is merely a surnavahe fittest... The American
Beauty rose can be produced in the splendor amyuainae which bring cheer to
its beholder only by sacrificing the early buds ethgrow up around it. This is
not an evil tendency in business. It is merelywueking-out of a law of nature
and a law of God?’
Such a positive, not to say lofty, self-image mighsily be mistaken for simple conceit

from the unscientific point of view. Yet Rockefalls inherent worth as one enriched, so

345 sumner, William Graham. “The Forgotten MaBdcial Darwinism: Selected Essagg1
348 HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Thougsi8
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to speak, by the proper execution of a divine phaght not be mere arrogance should the
conformity of his role with the laws of nature—dyrehe product of God—be
demonstrated scientifically. Sumner’s theory @tejust such a basis:

The millionaires are a product of natural selectiacting on the whole body of

men to pick out those who can meet the requirerokenertain work to be done.

In this respect they are just like the great stagss or scientific men, or military

men. It is because they are thus selected thathaeboth their own and that

instrusted [sic] to them—aggregates under theids&t

The wealthy are wealthy on account of the operatbrthe economic virtues that
developed, part and parcel, with the competitiothefbusiness world, a competition the
place of which in the order of things was sandiiftey the understandings of how the
fittest survived such competition in evolutionagyence. Such competition, as acted out
by the industrialists and other business men, gikltie progress that society sought and,
as such, well meaning democratic politicians carty undermine this progress through
misguided pursuit of unscientific ideologi&s.

Far from being crass and inhumane, this view ofmi&r and his disciples
embodied, in their minds, the most disciplined apph to morality yet undertaken in
history. Far from the rejection of moral purposegolitics, Sumner’s purpose was to
find a scientific morality for the greater benefitman in general:

The law of the conservation of energy is not simgplaw of physics; it is a law of

the whole moral universe, and the order and trdithllothings conceivable by

man depends upon it. If there were any such ltestthat of doing as you have a

mind to, the human race would be condemned to &stérh anarchy and war as

these erratic wills crossed and clashed against eéher. True liberty lies in the
equilibrium of rights and duties, producing peameler and harmony. As | have
defined it, it means that a man's right to take @oand wealth out of the social

product is measured by the energy and wisdom whélhas contributed to the
social effort®>°

348 Sumner. “The Concentration of Wealth: Its Econoduistification.” 157
349 person. “Introduction.” 5
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Such an argument against interventionist sociakigsl comes as no mere apology for
robber baronism. Rather, Sumner’'s argument rdigesssue of by what criteria social
decisions ought to be made should different moravpoints conflict with respect to
their social prescriptions. For Sumner, if one ahafiew can be scientifically proven
whereas the other cannot, than that view point rhastorrect and the one upon which
people ought to act. If such a scientifical defeation were possible, as believed by the
thinking of the time, then it would be morally réepd; how could there not be a moral
obligation to make sure that one’s morals are ah ¢arrect?

Of course, such a conclusion depends upon thehildgghat morality could be
proved as a function of scientific law, a possipiiaken for granted by the collapse of
normative and scientific reasoning. This visionnodrality, while creating in some a
pessimistic view of the possibilities of politics @ocial reform to do good in the world,
could at the same time excite its adherents withmogtic visions of a more moral future.
As the leading social reformer Charles Loring Brpagit, “For if the Darwinian theory
be true, the law of natural selection applies kohe moral history of mankind, as well as
the physical. Evil must die ultimately as the wealelement, in the struggle with

351

good, Such a statement reveals the utter faith thaemah progress must be good,
yet attributes that conclusion to the understargliofyscience itself. In fact, science
describes the principles by which material thingpgen; faith that that which happens
must be good must be supplied from some other sourc

Yet such faith in progress ought not be surprism@ thought process that not

only fails to differentiate but may even demand tenformity of normative and

%! Quoted in HofstadteSocial Darwinism in American Thought6
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empirical truth. If the truth could be good, andterial progress proceeds by scientific
laws which are by their nature true, then how copldgress not likewise be good?
Sumner’s social science offered a system as elegamtwas intuitive to the closely held
beliefs of the time such that its truth may welv@aeemed self-evidef?> Sumner’s
pessimism in political policy interventions in sekyi can be understood, in effect, as a
byproduct of his faith in a greater order of things
Inasmuch as this would call reason and consciertogpiay, there might really be
some hope that we might gain something toward dawagy with social war; but
that democracy can solve the antagonisms in theestearder of things, can
adjust the rights of the contending interests [sem@es of “ethical” decisions, or
that it can, by siding with one party, give it @tary over the other, and thereby
found a stable social order, it is folly to beli¢@
For Sumner, to meddle with natural processes foram@asons could only serve to
undermine those self-same purposes. As shall & $iee idea that human agency can
only interfere with evolutionary progress, rathéart manifest itself as an outcome
thereof, may well be and was debated. Americastohy of using Darwinian evolution,

rightly or wrongly, as the basis for social and ifcdl policy, however, cannot be

gainsaid.

Scientific Humanity: Eugenics and the Progress ohie Race

Debate about the proper way to implement knogéedgleaned from
evolutionary theory notwithstanding, it ought not lbe surprising if we expect that
scientific means ought to promote moral ends. difitecal concept to be here grasped,
then, is how the scientific understanding becomedetstood to influence the moral

conception not just of the ends of social poliayt of humanity itself. The confluence of

%2 Not to say apodictical.
33 Sumner. “Social War in democracysbcial Darwinism: Selected Essagd.
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a new scientific basis for understanding society e materialistic progression offered
by the theory of evolution lent itself quite eaditya theory of the betterment of society
through the betterment of the human race as a mlatgrantity. That is to say, through
science, society would be improved by an improvanodérthe human stock, to which
political policy would necessarily need a voice.

In this vein, it was Francis Galton, Darwin’s cmyswvho first coined the term
“eugenics” in his 1883 booknquiries into Human Faculty and Developmeruilding
on his belief of the general inferiority of blactes whites in terms of both “intelligence
and other hereditary traits fitted to civilizedelif>* Galton had set about nearly two
decades before publication what he believed tdhbetience of human breeding denoted
by the ternt> Moreover, Galton was not alone in his investigagi of the hereditary
nature, and hence biological basis, of the propepgmsities in people supportive of
civilization. In America, 1877 saw the publicatiai the social reformer Richard
Dugdale’s study of “the Jukes” which, in investiggtthe causes of crime, concluded
that degeneracy runs in famili&s.

For Galton, an understanding of the biologicali®as$ the traits most conducive
to civilized life meant that human effort could ifdate the process—“what Nature does
blindly, slowly, and ruthlessly, man may do provitg, quickly, and kindly,”—and even
improve upon and replace it: “I conceive it to falell within his province to replace
Natural Selection by other processes that are mmeiful and not less effectivé™.

Interestingly, such optimism for the possibilitesence offered for the betterment of the

354 Larson.Evolution 154
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race failed to color Sumner’'s own thoughts on theten. Though in agreement that
evolution held the key to the progress of civiliaaf Sumner stressed the “negative”
eugenics of permitting the demise of the inferiartipns of society. Rather than
cultivating the superior classes of people andgatotg them from regression as Galton
sought to do, Sumner looked to evolution to cudl ittherently uncivilized:
Vice is its own curse. If we let nature alone, shees vice by the most frightful
penalties. It may shock you to hear me say itywhen you get over the shock, it
will do you good to think about it: a drunkard hetgutter is just where he ought
to be. Nature is working away at him to get hinh @uthe way, just as she sets up
her processes of dissolution to remove whatevaffasiure in its line®®
In this way, though agreeing with Galton that ¢aation depended upon traits hereditary
in origin, Sumner located beneficence in the ndfuracesses of evolution rather than the
buttressing of such heredity by human design. dp=hthe departure rests in an
American adherence to egalitarianism; whereas Gatmught the segregation of the
good from the bad for the good of the reproductbsociety—and the good for society
that an appropriate selection of who does and amdsget to reproduce provides—
Sumner looked to evolution to provide for the gahemprovement of the race by
leaving behind those who would prove unfit:
The sociologist is often asked if he wants to &fflcertain classes of troublesome
and burdensome persons. No such inference follicams any sound sociological
doctrine, but it is allowed to infer, as to a gresny persons and classes, that it
would have been better for society, and would havelved no pain to them if
they had never been boti.

This understanding of racial improvement, of coursguired a sincere faith in progress

or, more precisely, faith that progress was go8gecifically, though, it required a faith

38 Sumner. “The Forgotten Man.” 122
39 Sumner. “Sociology.” 25
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in the natural element of progress—that is to ghgt progress occur by nature—
rendering the possibilities of policy to uplift tepecies generally moot.

Although Sumner’'s own social Darwinism eschewediaointervention in its
myriad forms, the general thrust of his view eneged others that, if civilization could
not be improved by social policy directly, it mighktill be possible to catalyze the
evolutionary process by speeding the destructiothefunfit. In an ironic embrace of
natural progress at once elegant and grotesquatimegeugenics seemed to allow a
social intervention that remained consistent wit@ hatural process of evolution; what
could be more natural than preventing the unfitmfneeproducing—is this not precisely
how evolution operated anyway? Accordingly, eveda reformers and social workers
interested themselves in the relationship betwe&lody and heredity; in his
aforementioned speech in 1895 on “The Relation afivéfsities to Charity and
Reformatory Work,” William Brewer could state caiéntly that:

As applied to the breeding of our domestic animals, have laws formulated

and reasonably well understood. And these same &ppdy to mankind. As

regards the defective, the matter is already wetleustood by the expert. As |
listened to your discussions over the feeble-minded the sad facts relating to
their origin, | was impressed anew by the facts stated.

There are breeds of men as truly as there are d@feldorses; and much, if not

indeed most, of your work relates to the care amdihg of the poorer breeds of

mankind. Of the ninety-six thousand idiots and feehinded in our country, an
enormous proportion are so by heredity, have beet $o from idiotic and weak-
minded parents. It is not an uncommon thing in paorhouses to find idiot
paupers of two, three, and even four generatiorsith. A wider diffusion of
scientific knowledge and a more enlightened pusdictiment will greatly reduce
their number in the coming centuf?f.

The rediscovery of Mendel’s law in 1900 only botstk the popular faith that humans

could at least prevent the transmission of unwatrats into future generations: “More

360 Brewer. “The Relation of Universities to Charitydato Reformatory Work.” 148
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children from the fit, less from the unfit, becartiee motto of a new generation of
eugenicists **, Indiana became the first state to pass aigtidn law in 1907 and by
1915 twelve states had adopted such laws; moretheefNational Conference on Race
Betterment in 1914 shows how thoroughly eugenialitté@d gone in medicine, colleges,
social work and charitable organizatioi®” “The Jukes,” Dugdale’s study of the
hereditary basis of crime was revised and reprimed915 by The Eugenics Record
Office at the Carnegie Institution’s Cold Springrbiar genetics lab and there were even
proposals for state programs, “to sterilize onethtenf the population of every
generation*>  To popularize the issue, Wiliam Randolph Heapsbduced a
propaganda film calledhe Black Storkn 1917, rereleased in 1927 Ase You Fit to
Marry?, in which a mother, struck by visions of the liéé poverty and illness that
awaited her newborn infant on account of the unkmbereditary taint transmitted by her
husband, makes a plea for the doctor to euthahieechild to save him from such a
fate 304

For many, this evidence of heredity as the key@generacy swamped other
possible causes. As Hofstadter notes, “Karl Peasttributed 90% man's capacity to
heredity. Henry Goddard attributed to feeble-mdress the responsibility for paupers,

criminals, prostitutes and drunkard§> Ironically for a movement stemming from

Sumner’s faith that evolution led naturally to timeprovement of human society, the

1| arson.Evolution.184

362 HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Thoughi62
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%4 The film was based on the real life refusal ofgibign and eugencist Harry J Haiselden to administe
care to a boy he judged to be defective.
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eugenics movement behaved as though immediatenagice needed to avoid the crisis
posed by degeneracy:

Early eugenicists tacitly accepted that identifmatof the “fit” with the upper
classes and the “unfit” with the lower that had rbebaracteristic of the older
social Darwinism. Their warnings about the muitation of morons at the lower
end of the social scale, and their habit of spepkinthe “fit” as if they were all
native, well-to-do, college-trained citizens, sustd the old belief that the poor
are held down by biological deficiency instead oivieonmental conditions.
Their alImost exclusive focus upon the physical mredlical aspects of human life
helped to distract public attention from the brgadblems of social welfare.
They were also in large part responsible for theleamsis upon preserving the
“racial stock” as a means of national salvation—esmphasis so congenial to
militant nationalists like Theodore Roosevelt. ¥hdiffered, however, from
earlier social Darwinists in that they failed toadr sweeping laissez-faire
conclusions; indeed a part of their own programedelpd upon state action. Still,
they were almost equally conservative in the gdn®as; and so authoritative did
their biological data seem that they were convigem men like E. A. Ross who
had thoroughly repudiated Spencerian individuaft&n.

So great became the certainty, not to say faitlihénscientific basis of a more perfect
society that eugenics could be considered parthef mormal approach to social
regulation. By 1935, thirty-two states had compuyssterilization laws and nearly every
state instituted programs to segregate those wetleditary defects from the general
population; more than sixty-thousand people wouddskerilized under these laf¥.
Famously, the practice of eugenics as policy faryoreceived sanction from no less
than Oliver Wendell Homes, Jr., in the cas8otkv. Bell:
The attack is not upon the procedure but upon abstantive law. It seems to be
contended that in no circumstances could such @er dre justified. It certainly is
contended that the order cannot be justified upgmn éxisting grounds. The
judgment finds the facts that have been recited thiatl Carrie Buck “is the
probable potential parent of socially inadequatspsing, likewise afflicted, that
she may be sexually sterilized without detrimenti¢o general health and that her
welfare and that of society will be promoted by btarilization,” and thereupon

makes the order. In view of the general declaratiohthe legislature and the
specific findings of the Court, obviously we cansal as matter of law that the

368 |pid. 163-164
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grounds do not exist, and if they exist they jystife result. We have seen more
than once that the public welfare may call uponltést citizens for their lives. It
would be strange if it could not call upon thoseovdiready sap the strength of
the State for these lesser sacrifices, often niotdde such by those concerned, in
order to prevent our being swamped with incompedeticis better for all the
world, if instead of waiting to execute degeneraftspring for crime, or to let
them starve for their imbecility, society can pretvéhose who are manifestly
unfit from continuing their kind. The principle thasustains compulsory
vaccination is broad enough to cover cutting th8opmn tubes.Jacobsonv.
Massachusettd97 U.S. 11. Three generations of imbeciles aceigh®®®
It is perhaps unfair Holmes has been unfairly nmadyas a eugenicist himself for this
infamous decree which, rather than instituting eucgepolicy merely, as per the powers
of the court, upheld its constitutionality. Thegd¢ nature of the ruling, though,
underscores the prevalence of the acceptance ofdimeative claims of the science of
the times. Specifically, in noting that the clagoncerns substantive due process, the
Court rejects the notion that eugenic policy mustessarily be deemed invalid on its
face, that is to say, that there could be no prey@sr of instituting the policy; regardless
of whether or not such a ruling constitutes an esmloent of eugenics, it implicitly

accepts the premise that such policy may possibbympte the social good and is

therefore a valid exercise of the legislative pawer

Darwinism as Discursive Plane for Social Theory

That the survival of these alleged mysgonic nsgfiight actually indicate fitness
in the progressing society by virtue of their suaviitself, of course, was not considered
in this initial analysis of social evolution asewte®®® Contemporary understandings of

Darwinian evolutionary theory suggest great flelidypiin the possible modes of

interaction between organisms and their ecologiiahes in a dynamic symbiotic

%8Buckv. Bell, 274 U.S. 200 (1927)
369 Larson.Evolution.187



168

relationship. Those who insisted that Darwiniamletton demanded certain specific
policy prescriptions failed to recognize that thegd supplied the normative texture of
the theory. In the progressive isomorphism of aoicieas and structures, people often
interpret ideas through the lens of their undeditam of their social structure, and the
case of Darwinian evolution is no differéif. Working backwards, those who advocated
conservatism on evolutionary grounds were insistived, because they knew what was
right, and because evolution was true, evolutiostrsuientifically support and therefore
conform to their normative vision of society. THatto say, the true science must
necessarily align with true morality, and vice erand both should yield the same
policy prescriptions. In this case, on accounthaf disciples of Spencer reversing their
understanding of “natural” to mean that which tlanpady understood to be rigf the
social theorists of the time would claim that nothless than the structure of the cosmos
supported their belief in the correctness of thpproach to social policy:
The essential elements of political economy arg colollaries of special cases
of sociological principles. One who has commantheflaw of the conservation
of energy as it manifests itself in society is afns once against socialism,
protectionism, paper money, and a score of othenauic fallacies. The
sociological view of political economy also incledahatever is sound in the
dogmas of the “historical school” and furnishes ttrat school is apparently
groping after’?
In this view, the operations of society stem frdme taws of physics themselves, and
insofar as these can be understood, we ought ti pabcy in conformity with said laws.
This insight apparently means that there shouldsbktle active or interventionist policy

as possible, as policy manifests itself as interfee with these laws which bring us

optimal improvement through evolutionary progré¥ge do not need to resist all change

379 HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Thoug03-4
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or discussion—that is not conservatism. We mawedwer, be sure that the only possible
good for society must come of evolution not of fetion,”*">,

What came to be seen by some as a critical enrdhis approach was that it
assumed that human beings could somehow operase®udf these natural laws and
could resist the natural process. From anothemtpiiview, our social behavior might
well be understood to be part of our nature aseaisp, and as such, a part of nature and
its attendant processes. This insight, howeves, wed lost on a later generation of social
“progressive” reformers who insisted upon reappedjrg science and for their own
normative goald’ In contradistinction to Sumner, who insisted tatial evolution left
to its own devices must necessarily yield a noweatjood, John Dewey suggested that
human normative ends need not and do not confoitimetéstruggle” aspect of evolution
but actually stand opposed to it:

The position taken by [noted social Darwinist] Hexl so far as it concerns us

here, may be summed up as follows: Take of the cosmic process is struggle

and strife. The rule of the ethical process isggtny and co-operation. Tlead

of the cosmic principle is the survival of thedt; that of the ethical, the fitting

of as many as possible to survive. Before thecathribunal the cosmic process

stands condemned. The two processes are not oobmpatible but even
opposed to each oth&r,
For Dewey, then, the accomplishment of normativalggoust come from active human
effort. Interestingly, though, this does not |é2ewey to move normative theory outside
of the evolutionary process. Reconceiving humanmiithin the evolutionary context,

Dewey instead reinserts human effort back into ghecess by which that which is

favored is selected:

37 Sumner. “The New Social Issue.” 163

374 An effort which, as shall be seen, suffers fromshme normative flaws as does Sumner’s attempt to
ground morality in the logic of science, precisegcause of the inherent problems attendant melding
rational and normative conceptions of ends.

37 Dewey, John. “Evolution and EthicsSbcial Darwinism in American ThougHhi80
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We reach precisely the same conclusion with resjpetdelection” that we have
reached with reference to the cognate ideas—*“fif &truggle for existence.” It
is found in the ethical process as it is in thentios and it operates in the same
way. So far as conditions have changed, so féneagnvironment is indefinitely
more complex, wider, and more variable, so far efassity and as a biological
and cosmic matter, not merely an ethical one, tihetfons selected difféf®
In this view, if humans behave in the ways thatytde because they are found to be
preferable for ethical or other normative reasdinen that, in itself, does not disqualify
them from being deemed fit by the operation of@a. If ethical principles lead more
people to survive, that does not mean that evaiutias been subverted, but rather that
that for which the operations of evolution are stdd has been altered by the fact of
human ethical principles; there is nothing in theary of evolution that justifies moving
the processes of human thought, normative or oteervoutside of the system as the
social Darwinists appear to do.

Reversing the argument of the social Darwinistslevhetaining the authority of
evolutionary science, Dewey identifies the flaw tlme removal of human activity,
including social and political intervention, fromhet is considered the natural
evolutionary process:

In other words, the chief objection to this “natigtic” ethics is that it overlooks

the fact that, even from the Darwinian point ofwjethe humananimal is a

humananimal. It forgets that the sympathetic and ddastincts, those which

cause the individual to take the interests of atHer his own and thereby to
restrain his sheer brute self-assertiveness, aréithest achievements, the high-
water mark of evolution. The theory urges a syst&mrelapse to lower forgone
stages of biological developmett.

As such, human ethics are part and parcel of huevatution. Accordingly, human

behavior and social policy motivated by said etlwcthe name of human norms can, and

% bid., 193
3" Dewey. “Self-Assertion.Social Darwinism in American Thoughi97
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perhaps must, be selected for—or rather, those sxamd attendant behaviors that are
selected by the process of evolution must be eioolatily fit.

Of special note here is the fact that the Progressdid not reject evolutionary
theory when it was alleged to oppose their normeatioals, but rather sought to
reappropriate the science for their own social véewd ends. One could easily imagine a
rejection of a scientific theory that seemed to aggpwhat the Progressives felt to be
right. Similarly, Dewey could have persisted ie #@rgument that norms are something
quite different from material processes. Howewera move analogous to that of the
social Darwinists, the Progressives sought to usewian evolutionary theory to
demonstrate that their normative social theory s@sntific. The Progressives did not
dispute the scientific criteria of evaluation, oathrer, justification for normative
viewpoints and consequent policy prescriptions fputh by the social Darwinists, but
rather embraced it as justifying their own posisiohat the viewpoint in question might
be considered nearly diametrically opposed to thahe laissez-fairesocial Darwinists
simply underscores the popular perception thatasdiceory had to be scientific. In fact,
Robert Bannister has argued that the progressitvsaecused their opponents of being
social Darwinists were every bit as guilty of enigggn practices that could be dubbed
socially Darwinistic, if not even more so given hawey argued that Darwinian
evolutionary theory suggested a social organismt tfemnanded a more integrated,
interpersonal social theory as the basis of squlity.>’® Bannister goes even further to
argue that social Darwinism is a misnomer, insefit was simply an epithet used for

political purposes to discredit one’s opponents ok of the participants seemed to be

378 Bannister, Robert GSocial Darwinism: Science and Myth in Anglo-AmeniGocial Thought
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1979)
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articulating an accurate understanding of the neiense anyway. This contention,
however, misses the point of the epithet itselit the political discourse of the time was
such that the scientific theory was wielded in tiane of normatively directed social
policy. As such, while holding substantially diéat views on policy, both thiaissez-
faire social Darwinists and the Progressives shareditw that science and normative
truth must coincide in yielding political policygscriptions.

It is the juxtaposition of divergent purposes ealdiming, apparently, the same
scientific truth for foundational support that lgsminto sharp relief the commonality of
the belief that Darwinian science must yield nofweatconclusions for policy; the
disparity in what ought to be identical is strikinghat such different social prescriptions,
be it the law of tooth and nail in the struggle &mds progress for the Sumnerites or the
progress of the social organism as a collectivigitye for the Progressives, raises the
possibility previously posed that these prescrigiovere read onto the theory rather than
deduced there from. While scientists may disagpen the product of their method, the
scientific method itself contains the means of k@sg conflict between competing
claims. That no such grounds for such resolutiere lexist suggests that the conclusions
came from outside the system of thought, whichoisay that the conclusions are not
properly speaking scientific. For each camp, tigulge apparent conformity of science
and policy prescription brought the certainty toslpupolitically for the respective
platforms. Not uninterestingly, each approachdegr with scientific fact, advocated
rather callous treatment for those understood—stimailly understood—to be socially
undesirable, an advocacy shielded from both symypatid regret as only possible

through the machinations of moral certainty.
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The approach of the Sumnerites located the goothennatural, the natural
understood to be that which existed on its own.atTthat which existed must then be
good, and to call into question the sufficiencynooral stature of the way things were
would be tantamount to an indictment of existenselfi

“Poverty belongs to the struggle for existence, aed are all born into that

struggle.” If poverty is ever to be abolishedwill be by a more energetic

prosecution of the struggle, and not by social aphkor paper plans for a new
order. Human progress is at bottom moral progeass,moral progress is largely
the accumulation of economic virtues. “Let everanmbe sober, industrious,
prudent, and wise, and bring up his children tdilsawise, and poverty will be
abolished in a few generation¥?
The issue of desirability, much less the point adw of the different locations of
members of a society, becomes irrelevant to uraledsig the civilization and its future.
This process must necessarily be considered gesaijch is the way of the world.

The objectives of the social reformers, therefa@tradicted the nature of the
world. Conflict, in Sumner’s terms, is not a sbgaoblem but rather an ontological
reality: “[W]henever you talk of liberty, you mukivetwo men in mind. The sphere of
rights of one of these men trenches upon that e@fother, and whenever you establish
liberty for the one, you repress the oth&,” Attempts to alleviate poverty made the
mistake of thinking that conflict, the process biietr there come to be winners who
prosper and, more to the point, losers who succtonpoverty, is something to be
corrected fails to grasp the social calculus intieire such efforts:

In any case the right to the full product of labesuld be contradictory to the

right to an existence, for, if the full productlabor of some falls short of what is

necessary to maintain their existence, then thest mcroach upon the full labor

product of others, that is, impair the right of tatter>3*

379 HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Thouglt (citing Sumner. “The Challenge of Facts” and
“Essays 1”)

380 sumner. “The Forgotten Man.” 115

3! Sumner. “Some Natural RightsSbcial Darwinism: Selected Essag8
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Intervention into social struggle manifests itsait as bringing aid to the suffering, but

taking sides in a competition that is both necgsaad good.

Moral (of) Evolution

More specifically, attempts at social reform notyotook sides in the battle for
the future of civilization, but took sides agaitigt economically virtuous upon whom the
future hopes of society hingé¥f. The appeal of this progress-by-struggle theory of
society to the efforts of society’s winners to ceme laissez-faire requires little
explanation. Yet beyond the palliative that thisw of Darwinian evolution offered to
the harsh reconciling of fellow humans to hardsl@pmner lent the rejection of social
intervention a moral imperative: to intervene wobklto intervene in that which makes
for good in this world. For Sumner, the sourceggodd for humans in society was those
economic virtues that were recognized to contrilboitguccess:

The only two things which really tell on the welanf a man on earth are hard

work and self-denial (in technical language, latod capital), and these tell most

when they are brought to bear directly upon theretb earn an honest living, to
accumulate capital, and to bring up a family ofdrtein to be industrious and self-
denying in their turii®®
The success, and therefore demonstrable fithessuadf virtuous folk ironically draws
the focus of political policy not only away frometim as the crux of social welfare, but
also at specific expense to them:

Such is the Forgotten Man. He works, he voteseggly he prays—but he

always pays—yes, above all, he pays. He does aot &an office; his name never

gets into the newspaper except when he gets mamiedies. He keeps

production going on. He contributes to the strbraftthe parties. He is flattered
before election. He is strongly patriotic. Hewanted, whenever, in his little

382 persons. “Introduction.” 7
383 Sumner. “Sociology.” 24
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circle, there is work to be done or counsel to verg He may grumble some
occasionally to his wife and family, but he does$ filequent the grocery or talk
politics in the tavern. Consequently, he is fotgot He is a complacent man. He
gives no trouble. He excites no admiration. Henisio way a hero (like a
popular orator); or a problem (like tramps and asts); nor notorious (like
criminals); not an object out of which social capitmay be made (like the
beneficiaries of church and state charities); noobject for charitable aid and
protection (like animals treated with cruelty); ribe object of a job (like the
ignorant and illiterate); nor one over whom sentitabeconomists and statesmen
can parade their fine sentiments (like inefficiarrkmen and shiftless artisans).
Therefore, he is forgotten. All the burdens fadllam, or on her, for it is time to
remember that the Forgotten Man is not seldom aavdft

Politics becomes morally perverse in Sumner’s regndeof progress by channeling

goodwill in ways that harm the source of good ftsel
Every particle of capital which is wasted on theimis, the idle, and the shiftless
is so much taken from the capital available to mewthe independent and
productive laborer. But we stand with our backsthe independent and
productive laborer all the time. We do not rementiien because he makes no
clamor; but | appeal to you whether he is not thennwho ought to be
remembered first of all, and whether, on any sasowial theory, we ought not to
protect him against the burdens of the good-fohimot>®°

If policy is intervention and society is struggielicy can only help one competitor

against another. Insofar as the assistance musé¢ ¢brough costs imposed upon the

other, then only two political choices besides ntenvention are available: help the poor

at a cost to the successful, or help the successfal cost to the poor. In Sumner’s

formulation, the former does harm to the good paortif society, which is a contradiction

for the morally inclined, and the latter is unneszey by definitior?® A moral politics is

384 Sumner. “The Forgotten Man.” 132

% bid. 119-120

386 Cf. this statement, attributed to Rush Limbaughici is tongue in cheek to be sure, but just aslgaf
common ancestry: “We must tax the poor. This ishastihearted and mean. It is axiomatic that if you
subsidize an activity or condition you get morétpif you tax it you get less of it. Obviously, weant to
eliminate poverty, and there is the one methodhhatnever been tried: tax it. The poor repreaent
promising new revenue stream. More money to thasing, and the lessening of poverty at the same
time.” Retrieved on October 802008 fromhttp:/www.rushonline.com/topics/r25.htm
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the politics that stays itself from causing wellentioned harm; the moral policy is no
policy at all.

The only appropriate politics for a society thabuld choose to live well as
opposed to merely live, as per Aristotle’s underdiiag of politics, is that which allows
the good to go about their proverbial busin&ésNote the distinction between allowing
people to do their work freely rather than, sayal@img them to do so, as such people
require no such support. “Civil liberty is thetsof the man who is guaranteed by law
and civil institutions the exclusive employment af his own powers for his own

welfare, 8

The good needs little politics because the gmothat which survives
naturally under normal competition. What littlelipoal activity upon which the good,
embodied by the successful people of society, restBe prevention of threats to fair
competition:
We see that under a régime of liberty and equalktpre law, we get the highest
possible development of independence, self-reliamedividual energy, and
enterprise, but we get these high social virtuesthat expense of the old
sentimental ties which used to unite baron andnetamaster and servant, sage
and disciple, comrade and comr&dfe.
Laissez-faire then, would maintain the freedom and fairnesshef competition which
naturally, as known by Darwin’s theory of evolutjiatevelops the best individuals who
best benefit society by those selfsame traitsrtiadte them the product of the process of
evolution and wellspring of progress. By intervenin favor of the inferior individuals

at the expense of the successful, efforts at soefakm not only stymie progress, but

worsen society by enhancing the prospects of imfaridividuals, identified as having

387 Again, note the failure to recognize that to lateall is to survive and qualify by definition asif
evolutionary terms, if not the normative view oéttimes.

388 Sumner. “The Forgotten Man.” 116

%9 bid. 117
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inferior social and economic traits by virtue oéithfailure to succeed, and allowing them
to thrive. The fostering of a society increasingbmprised of inferior members could

hardly be seen as an appropriate moral undertaking.

Evolution of Morals

The approach of the Progressives, on the otheal,Haoked at the environment
not as merely a cause of the evolution of individuia society, but also as the product of
human action and something that could be positiwapipulated™® As Dewey put forth
concerning the place of the human with respecttare:

Thus considering the illustration, the thought ssig itself that we do not have

here in reality a conflict of man as man with hitiee natural environment. We

have rather the modification by man of one pathefenvironment with reference
to another part. Man does not set himself agairesstate of nature. He utilizes
one part of this state in order to control anotbemt. It still holds that “nature is
made better by no mean, but nature makes that ine&ine plants which the
gardener introduces, the vegetables and fruitsibbes to cultivate, may indeed
be foreign to this particular environment; but thage not alien to man's
environment as a whole. He introduces and maisithiy art conditions of
sunlight and moisture to which this particular pddiground is unaccustomed; but
these conditions fall within the wont and use dinaas a whol&”*
If the environment that spurs the evolution of mamot exogenous in its form and
function but rather a function of human behavibgrt any good (or harm) brought about
by evolution must necessarily also be a functionhafman undertaking. In this
formulation, then, if progress occurs by strugglesaciety it is not because that struggle
is naturalper sebut rather because humans structured societyainviy. For Dewey,

then, the principle upon which evolution rests nseant that, left to its own devices,

399 HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Though23-124
31 Dewey. “Social Darwinism.” 181
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evolution will select traits of intrinsic merit, bthat what is fit is itself a product of the
contextual social environment of human constructfon
When Huxley says that “the macrocosm is pittedragidhe microcosm; that man
is subduing nature to his higher ends; that theohisof civilization details the
steps by which we have succeeded in building upréficial world within the
cosmos; that there lies within man a fund of enenggrating intelligently and so
far akin to that which pervades the universe th& competent to influence and
modify the cosmic process,”—he says to my mind thah is an organ of the
cosmic process in effecting itsvn progress. This progress consists essentially in
making over a part of the environment by relatihgniore intimately to the
environment as a whole; not, once more, in manngetiimself against that
environment®?
In this way, Dewey attempts to bring a new etharaler to the apparent conflict between
morality and scienc®* Dewey’s effort brought him not to label scienceraily inert,
but rather to identify society as a kind of largemanism itself the product of
evolutionary forces. In this way, Darwinian evabut lends Dewey’s pragmatism a kind
of moral gravitas by disallowing the political abdication of respimnkty for the
environment through which evolution will occur antbuing this normative formulation
with the certainty of scienc&’
Although Dewey himself opposédissez-faire these new movements in thought
did not discredit the theory in the minds of mabyt rather led to a reconsideration of

the role of human effort in maintaining condition$ competition (e.g. preventing

monopoly)®**®  Yet such a view inherently contradicts the nottbat the competition

392 That the criticism of the social Darwinists thavzey makes here so closely aligns itself with Besge
definition of alienation, i.e. that alienation feetfailure to realize that we are made for the diarst as the
world as made for us (and by us, of course), iguctve to the religious texture to the argumeatisut
evolution in question. BergeFhe Sacred Canop-28

393 Dewey. “Social Darwinism.” 182

394 HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Though38-139

39% Hofstadter notes, in fact, that Dewey attributeel development of instrumentalism in his thought to
ideas that emerged from his attempts to reconttiiealy the seemingly differing aims of moralitpc
science.
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valued by Americans was itself natural. RatheAniericans wished for those with the
traits well adapted to economic competition to seckthen they must craft political
policy and institutions to favor such individualsThis new view, though embracing
Sumner’s conservative policy allegiance, sought plodicy in question through an
understanding of politics more similar to Deweynstihat individual success would be a
product of social situation, itself a product ofnan effort and design. Ironically,
though, this politics of Dewey’s was itself basg@bn his understanding of Darwinian
evolution, just a very different understanding thiat held by Sumner. In this socially
dynamic understanding, that which is fit is notatel precisely because of the social

nature of the context:

Just because the acts of which the promptingsrapdises are the survival, were
the fittest for by-gone days they are not the ditteow. The struggle comes, not
in suppressing them nor in substituting somethinge eor them; but in
reconstituting them, in adapting them, so that thdlfunction with reference to
the existing situatior?’

If that which is fit is not static but a product thie social environment, then the fit will
change as society changes. Therefore, progres$estaras the changing characteristics
of what is fit:

That which was fit among the animals is not fit agduman beings, not merely
because the animals were nonmoral and man is nirahecause the conditions
of life have changed, and because there is no wagefine the term “fit’
excepting through these conditions. The environtnemow distinctly a social
one, and the content of the term *fit" has to bedemavith reference to social
adaptation. Moreover, the environment in whichmev live is a changing and
progressive one. Every one must have his fitnedgegd by the whole, including
the anticipated change; not merely by referenceht conditions of today,
because these may be gone tomorrow. If one elfgtmply to the present, he is
not fitted to survive. He is sure to go under.pdt of his fitness will consist in
that very flexibility which enables him to adjusiiself without too much loss to
sudden and unexpected changes in his surroundikigs.have then no reason
here to oppose the ethical process to the natwwaéps. The demand is for those

397 Dewey. “Social Darwinism.” 187-188
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who are fit for the conditions of existence in @mase as well as in the other. It is
the conditions which have chang&d.

Any hope for progress, in this view, requires thia¢ ethical be resituated within
evolutionary thinking. As Dewey states, the preessof the ethical and the natural are
not opposed, nor could they be. The ethical psmref society demands the
development of circumstances that make the etfitcal

Of course, this formulation, though perhaps everaecurate rendering of the
progression civilization and culture, obscures timknowability of the good through
material science in its recognition of the necgsit the good, if it is to be realized, to
become a product of evolutionary process. Thusydyeemploys Darwinian evolution to
demonstrate that for society as a whole to progressrds good, this progress must
occur through active political involvement in camsting the society that is both cause
and effect of evolution. From there, Dewey quiésily asserts the ethical mandate to
pursue the good in this way. What the theory laskihe criteria for determining how
society ought to direct its efforts. A scientiBgplanation of the progression of forces
contains nowhere in its theory or approach to kedgé of reality a reason for joger
se Newton’'s Laws are not cause for celebration—tjusyare. Conversely, though he
asserts a basis in science, Dewey’s pragmatismale\ae large measure of faith in
progress itself; without such teleological faithatthprogress will find the good, such
instrumental experimentation on society—on peopledid easily be considered terribly
callous. In fact, in keeping with the historicedrid, the Progressive Age saw Darwinian

arguments concerning a vision of the social orgaras bolstering policy for eugenics as

3% |pid. 184
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a means of safeguarding society’s collective dgsiimd imperial expansion as a product
of group survivaf®®

Ultimately, the collapse of science and human \&lsebrought into sharp relief
by the fact that, once science increased in promeeit was felt that social policy must
necessarily conform to its dictates. As Darwingaolution took its place at the pinnacle
of the biologically oriented sciences, so then widbhke moral, the ethical and the political
be required to conform to its principles, regarsllethow tortuous the imposition of that
apparent conformity might in retrospect seem. Arandeveloped understanding of
science might suggest that science does not haveative dictates, but rather
understandings of processes. One may decide tadt which is scientifically
observable—reality itself—is good, but that is amative assessment from outside the
system and, arguably, an element of f&ith.Taking the various political combatants as
an aggregate, the striking feature common to th&iking is that a scientific approach to
politics will necessarily yield the proper ethicallution—an is from an ought that might
make Hume quit philosophy in concession of defeé&t such thinking is not odd in the
American context where faith and rationality magxist and even coincide rather than
necessarily collide, yielding even a faith rationality and the demands for a rational
basis for faith. Sumner himself, who argues theremtness of his normative
prescriptions based on the neutrality of his sa@entas been seen to collapse the
approaches. As Hofstadter puts it:

| have said that social Darwinism was a seculgpisiiosophy, but in one

important respect this needs qualification. FociaoDarwinism of the hard-

bitten sort represented by men like Sumner embadiei$ion of life and, if the
phrase will be admitted, expressed a kind of seqoikety that commands our

399 HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Thoughf72
490 cf, Judaism.
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attention. Sumner, and no doubt after him all ¢ha$o at one time or another
were impressed by his views, were much concernéac® up to the hardness of
life, to the impossibility of finding easy solutisrior human ills, to the necessity
of labor and self-denial and the inevitability afffering. Theirs is a kind of
naturalistic Calvinism in which man's relation tature is as hard and demanding
as man's relation to God under the Calvinisticesyst This secular piety found its
practical expression in an economic ethic that seeto be demanded with
special urgency by a growing industrial society ebhivas calling up all the labor
and capital it could muster to put to work on igstunexploited resourcé¥.
Indeed, it is perhaps through the sheer intelléctoce of the proponents that the
guasi—or in some cases, explicit—religious or thgaal roots of the theories drop out
of focus. These theories look to a scientific ustéding of the development of human
beings from nature and the development of socieityh \an eye to progress and,
especially, for Dewey, “growth.” To use Dewey asexample, his call to think about
political problems through empirical scientific appches on account of the fact that,
“[tlhe formation of states must be an experimeptaicess,**? must be seen within the
context of his utter faith in progress, an almedigious teleology. Such experimentation
with the policies that affect people’s lives mightsome seem callotfs, but not so if
colored by a sincere belief that the progressionthafse experiments will lead to

advancement of the nation—and humanity in its etyto some yet undiscovered

good.

Postscript To Darwin in America: Evolution and Socal Truth

0! HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Thoughi0. It should be noted, though, that Hofstadtay m
himself be buying into a somewhat perverted undadihg of Calvinism as per the distortions of Wéber
theory of Calvinism as intrinsically causing a lg&toil and capitalism as such. This view of Gaism,

for example, notably lacks any conception of Gatace. That such conflations occur so easily aada
widely and easily accepted, though, is a large gfarthat | assert as a problem for American dentacra
politics.

02 Dewey, JohnThe Public & Its ProblemgAthens, OH: Ohio University Press, 1954). 33

03 Of course, that the states of the union oughettidboratories of reform” has been articulated by
Justice Louis Brandeidjew State Ice Ca. Liebman 285 U.S. 262 (1932) among others.
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As has been seen, the deployment of Darwinian @waolin politics can manifest
itself in opposite directions. For some, the mexgfescience and normative theory led to
the embrace of evolutionary concepts; the notiora diumanity continually evolving
towards greater perfection provided the ultimaté& between scientific understanding of
the world and the quest for the good. Yet, as nenk religious belief has also given
rise to opposition to the teaching of evolutionhaT evolution might be opposed on
religious grounds due to inconsistencies with thig@eBis obvious. However, less well
known are the broader utilitarian arguments thamnéx much of the initial foundations
of the resistance to Darwinism, as Eric Larsonféectvely describes irsummer of the
Gods?®* Rather than the knee-jerk reaction against inenimnt science, which is the
common presentation of the anti-evolution positidrihe famous Scopes Monkey trial,
the opposition stemmed from a much more nuances that evolutionary theory could
not be true, because nothing true could be as lbasfthe consequences of an embrace
of Darwinism appeared to be.

Rather than the defense of scientific thought asjaioppressive religious
bigotry—though this is what it meant to Darrow dfidncken and, indeed, has been the
trial's legacy—Larson draws out the origins of tii@l as embedded in an ACLU test
case for individual liberty against simple majaigaism. Much of the controversial
nature of evolution in America was not just thatm afoul of the Christianity—in fact, a
theistic form of evolutionary thought that held ttlaod directed evolution dominated
much of the period—but rather that belief in evintled to bad morals and bad social

policy, exemplified by eugenics, the robber bardissirvival of the fittest” defense of

04| arson, Edward Bummer of the Gods: The Scopes Trial and Amer@arginuing Debate Over
Science and ReligiofiNew York: Basic Books, 1997). 318
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their business conduct and the alleged ramificatioh “Nietzschean” philosophy on
morals and public polic§?®> As Larson points out, with respect to eugenics:

Some antievolutionists denounced eugenics as thenalsle consequence of

Darwinian thinking: First assume that humans ewblirem beasts and then breed

them like cattle. Bryan decried the entire prograsn“brutal” and at Dayton

offered it as a reason for not teaching evolutidgverywhere the public debate

over eugenics colored people’s thinking about ety of human evolutioff®
Accordingly, many people—often religious liberalseaght to enact laws preventing
their tax-dollars from going towards the teachifig.aheory that they did not agree with
and did not think ought to be taught; from the poihview of the religious, it was unfair
that they could not teach their creationist belibigt these other people could teach their
evolutionary belief§®’

The case itself came from an attempt by the ACliéntseeking its first legal
victory, to find a volunteer for a test case agaimslennessee law that misguidedly
applied a penalty to the law forbidding the teaghai evolution in public schools—a
measure which William Jennings Bryan in fact oppgos€he main point and purpose of
finding such a case became effectively hijacked, amdetrospect, irreparably altered,
though, when some town leaders in Dayton figuresly tbould parlay the case into a

national reputation and make a good deal of mooeytie town. Because the town did

not actually care about prosecuting the case, tteld® Christian Fundamentals

%95 Nietzschean philosophy was roughly, and improperyated with egotistical nihilism (if that even
makes sense) by many at the time. Indeed, Clafeac®w, who becomes important for understanding
this issue as party to the defense in The Scopek @efended the then famous “Leopold and Loeld t
murderers who sought to demonstrate their stattsugermen” by committing the perfect crime and
getting away with it. Arguing that they could i held accountable because they had been soriofide
by the philosophy of Frederich Nietzsche that thag learned at the University of Chicago, Darrow
eschewed the expected insanity defense, had tresad glilty, and had them exonerated. The nexus
between knowledge, socialization and morality ikistg, as is the conception of the effect on the
individual.

% bid. 27-8
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Association (WCFA) asked Bryan to help with thegaeution, whereupon the virulently
agnostic Clarence Darrd%—against the intended purposes held by the ACLU in
retaining his services—eagerly involved himselfiight with Bryan, thus transforming
the case into one where religion was on trial, auéting in the famous cross-
examination of Bryan by Darrow as to the literaltlr of the Bible. It should also be
noted that this trial did not signify the end ohflamentalism as many thought at the
time, but may have been instrumental in fundamematurning inward and working on
its own people; it appeared to disappear from #tenal scene, but actually continued to
grow as a vibrant force in its own territories armimmunities. The case, ironically,
pretty much evaporated in the appeals process.

The degeneration of the case into a battle of c#yepersonalities on the matter
of religion aside, the more nuanced position of ldn&'s supporters—through Bryan
especially—is a fantastic case study of the comp&ationship between science, religion
and politics in the American mind, or, more acceisgtin the minds of many Americans.
Evolutionary science is opposed because it leatbmdiomorals and bad social policy; in
effect, then, truth is evaluated through the lehg#soperceived usefulness and utility.
Consider the idea of an idea or an action beinghtri The complication arises insofar
as we employ the word “right” in both empirical amdrmative contexts. In the
application at hand, the consequences of evolutyotfzeory, such as eugenics, are

clearly wrong—they are not right. As such, evalotry theory must not be right either.

08 As Larson explains: “[Darrow] called himself amagtic, but in fact he was effectively an atheist.
this he imitated his intellectual mentor, the nasgtth-century American social critic Robert G. rsgd,
who wrote, ‘The Agnostic does not simply say, “Imtmt know [if God exists].” He goes another stapd
he says, with great emphasis, that you do not knotte is not satisfied with saying that you do not
know—he demonstrates that you do not know, andiveslyou from the field of fact.” Ibid. 71
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The unspoken converse, of course, may be thairipsrtant to believe the Bible is true
because it is beneficial or useful to do so; ir&fftruth and utility are collapsed.

In a very real sense, adherents of this positiatha@time did not care that some
people thought that the science of evolution is twkeally happens; it is wrong on its
face. Absent in this view is any need for refeeetcan idea about a method; the issue is
what ought to be taught in public schools, whiclaigeen to be a democratic issue to be
decided by majorities. Indeed, the legal posibbthose against the teaching evolution,
as stated in the brief on appeal was that justuseca group of self-styled intellectuals
who call themselves scientists believe somethingsdaoot mean that the legislature
cannot forbid the teaching or practice of somethimat the legislature may conclude
inimical to the general public welfaf& That the antievolutionists did not seek to teach
creationism in the schools is noteworthy for itsitcibbution to understanding what they
think education ought to be about; material ougHie taught not based on some sense of
objective truth, but rather based upon whetherairihis a good idea to teach them.
Granted, this is a rather simple view of democrabgsic majoritarianism—~but it raises
what appears to be a much more complicated pomitathe relationship between truth
and politics than is initially apparent. Scienseniot good unless it is useful—even
though, of course, that which is considered udsfalsubjective human judgment outside
the field of scientific inquiry—especially with nesct to moral behavior. Politics ought
to be about people doing what is good for theme \dry notion here that evolution may
be true—meaning it is what really happens—becomekevant; truth must lead to good,

so if evolution leads to bad, it cannot be thehtrut

409 |pid. 213
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CHAPTER 4: GOD IN THE MACHINE
The Social Gospel and a New Scientific
Faith in Progress

The Church is not connected with the State andtstainted, as in
Europe, with the reputation of being a plain-clstipeliceman to club
the people into spiritual submission to the rulpmyvers. The churches
of monarchical countries have preached loyaltyhe monarchy as
an essential part of Christian character. The Chur
America believes heartily in political democracyutBa Church which
believes in political democracy can easily learbéteve in industrial
democracy as soon as it comprehends the connelttleas one foot in
the people’s camp. The type of Christianity premgilin America was
developed in the Puritan Revolution and has reththe spirit of its
origin. It is radical, evangelical, and has thestr bent toward politics
which Calvinism has everywhere had. American mansstnaturally
take a keen interest in public life, and, as weltleey know, have tried
to bring the religious forces to bear at least omes aspects of public
affairs.

Walter RauschenbuscBhristianity and Social Crists®

Introduction: A Society of Science

The rise in a scientific understanding of sociatg @ collapse between this
new scientific approach and personal, spiritualragghes to knowledge eventually
led to the religious reconceptualization within Shanity known as the Social
Gospel. In effect, the Social Gospel manifestlfitas a reaction to the incongruity
between the new conclusions for normative politipalicy alleged by the new
scientific view of society and the religious priples and values of so many
Americans. This religious portion of American Preggivism finds its roots in the

early period of the Gilded Age as a holdover ofdbeninant social and humanitarian

19 Rauschenbusch, Waltéhristianity and the Social Crisi§London: The MacMillan Company,
1920). 323.
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concerns before the Civil War. Indeed, the waelitsvas in many respects a
manifestation of what for many was a religiouslgdd humanitarian concern against
slavery, specifically the fact that so many induats were denied the opportunities to
pursue their own spiritual lives and the attendamnce at redemption. With the
conclusion of the war, previously submerged soc@icerns took on a renewed
importance as the nation’s reformers turned thigenéon to the well-being of the
freedmen and, in turn, to the state of all freeviiials in American society*

Within this context the burgeoning field of socigloconceived of itself as
understanding society as governed by laws no lessic or fundamental than the
law of conservation of energy itselfi—that “the matuaws of the social order are in
their entire character like the laws of physf¢é=and, as such, claimed a scientific
basis for political non-interference in social aaand the non-equality of men.
Given the perception of legitimacy in American pabtliscourse of a collapse
between scientific and religious knowledge, a dertort of cognitive dissonance
may well be expected in the consideration of a aoor political plan should
scientific and religious beliefs fail to cohere.hél Social Gospel movement and its
attendant programs for knowledge creation, propdgamd political action can be
well understood as a reaction to a felt need t@neite the apparently differing
conclusions of the different systems of knowledfighe day. At the turn of the
twentieth century, a religiously minded approach golitics would need to
reconceptualize either religious belief or the stiee understanding—or both—

through which society, at the time, was conceivddhat is to say, should religious

! Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protéistan12
12 Sumner. “Sociology.” 21; 28.
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thought and politics be brought together, givenapparent cross-pollination of, not
to say confusion and conflation between, the epistegical approaches possible in
American thought, a new synthetic approach to kedgé would likely be
forthcoming; the disparate elements would be coetbim new ways, developing
new approaches to knowledge. In the Social Gogpakrica finds not only a new
scientific understanding of religion dictated by theed for a religiously scientific
response to the scientific understanding of society also a new demand for new
social science appropriate to the political godlthe new religion. Thus, a religious
view of politics yielded a new scientific undersdarg of the social world.

To appreciate how a vision of what God wantedtter world would require
conformity with the new social sciences—or rativeinat people believed the social
sciences declared—this theological response musitiigted within the exceedingly
robust claims of sociology of the day. Again, gust-bellum period saw not only a
great expansion of industry and its attendant saltséocations in America, but also
the increased development of science in all its iady-if at times poorly
conceived—forms. Both the newness of the scienéifideavor in America and the
propensity towards its pragmatic aspect in Amerithought led to a dynamic
approach towards application, even at the expehtieeoretical perversioft® As a
result, by 1894 The National Conference of Charit@d Corrections was holding
discussions of the expansion of the field of saggt—noting that the colleges
engaged in its instruction had quadrupled in thes fyears leading up to the

conference, and perhaps even doubled in that fieaf'*—and of the possibilities

13 As illustrated by, among other things, the appidces of Darwinian thought in America.
1% Fulcomer. “Instruction in Sociology in Institutisrof Learning.” 68.
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this new field held for their work within societyGiven the acceptance of collapse
and conflation between empirical rationality andmative reasoning, a course such
as “Ethics of Social Reform” could be held to be triginal class on sociology, and
yet sociology could still retain its character dsaad science.

Indeed, though such a course might be consideliégral arts course within
today’s academic curriculdilt, given the all-encompassing purview of the
understanding of the proper approach to governigakrelations, an understanding
uniting both empirical and normative components—uderstanding that a hard
science would not only require adherence to ethigs incorporate them within
itself—becomes necessary to the project. The afentioned acting chairman of
Daniel Fulcomer the 1894 National Conference of rllilea and Correction was
confident to go so far as to say that, “educatidhssme day be considered the most
important function of society and the study of madkthe most important part of
education,”®in his description of the bold view of sociologysing from his polling
of leading educators in Amerié&. From this perspective sociology in a very real
sense would become politics, or at least displdoe meed for independent
deliberations and formulations of social policyucB displacement becomes possible
and, indeed, the most humane approach to socistfanas the correct mode of
behavior towards society—how best to treat humangse—would be a matter of

scientific knowledge.

*150r, perhaps more accurately, a contextual or ciweeaddendum alongside the classes more
focused on the mechanics of the discipline, as withass on business ethics in a business cumiculu
Of course, the continued debate over whether ottreosocial sciences are “real sciences” underscore
how much greater was the certainty of the knowledgbe field then as compared with today.

*°bid, 79.

“7 See: Chapter 3
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Any approach to social reform would obviously anecessarily become
assimilated under the banner of sociology in théwof knowledge. Arguably, if
this reasoning were correct, it would be crass tootet one’s conclusions for
reform—or lack of reform, as has been seen to be#lse for some sociologists—be
so dictated by such a comprehensive science. feigmily, much of the social
discussions of the time concerned the potentialaonore harm than good through
social work, from the possibilities of creating dagency on charity to propping up
the perpetuation of degenerate racial stock; ewvethe National Conference of
Charities and Correction concerns existed of thdirfite possibilities of mischief®
implicit in social interference. Yet devotees tmetsocial cause need not fear
callousness on their part, for even their emotesponse to the plights of those whom
they would seek to help could be incorporated thits great social theory, recalling
that:

The application of Darwinism to social phenomenafigreat help to teachers

in this matter. As long as the moral sentimentswesated as intuitions of

absolute truth, there was no middle ground on whigtuitionist and
empiricist could meet. Either sentiment was absoduntd science must
conform to it, or science was absolute and sentimmerst get out of the way.

But Darwin has shown how the authority of sentimendtl the authority of

science rest on the same fundamental basis. Towirdan the existence of a

moral sentiment furnishes the strongest presummiidence of its right to

exist. If we instinctively look at things in a cairt way, it is because our
ancestors have experienced the preservative pdweolang at things in that

way, and not in another. Those who did so survitiedse who did not do so
were destroyed'®

*18 powers, Professor H. H. of Smith College, North&mpMASS. “Sociology in Schools and
Colleges: Its Feasibility and Probably ResulBr6ceedings of the National Conference of Charities
and Correction at the Twenyecond Annual Session held in New Haven, CONN2K&30, 1895
Edited by Isabel C. Barrows, Official Reporter log tConference. (Boston: Boston Press of Geo H.
Ellis, 1895). 127

19 Hadley, Professor Arthur T. “Science and Sentiniericonomic Policy.” 121.
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Of course, as the good Professor Hadley would gdooexplain, the outcomes of
these worthwhile sentiments also require rigoraweyais, lest some unforeseen and
unintended deleterious consequences undermineotiie purposes of those engaged
in charity. Hence, a mandate for those activdnénwork of charities and corrections
to understand how best to achieve their goals unsntally through the
understandings available by science meets the lgqualportant mandate of
sociologists to reach out to those engaged in bagigk to maximize the social utility
of the science, or, in Professor Hadley’s words:
The teacher is learning that his conclusions arditté value, and their
practical applications dangerous, unless he inglutie whole man in the
scope of his study. His work is less abstract artigd than it was a
generation ago. On the other hand, the philantktapilearning that obvious
results and intentions are not the most importaimgs to take into account;
that he must use scientific methods and followindirect results, unless he
would have his work superficial or self-destructives a representative of
economic science, | welcome this meeting of thef@emce of Charities and
Correction under the shadow of university walleadblematic of the growing
union between two classes of workers for the samde who have sometimes
stood in apparent antagonism in the past, but @meng together to-day, and
must continue to come the past, but are comingthegeo-day, and must
continue to come more closely together for all tifffe
This happy convergence of theory and praxis allsagal work to be done faithfully
and without fear, as the pervasive harm of whichritles and corrections were
deemed so prone could be rationally assessed aideav

There exists an inherent tension, however, in ddwwhere the work at the

Hull House social settlement could be discussed “ciological laboratory** in

420 |

Ibid. 122.
421 One “Miss Julia C. Lathrop” was invited to the #8®ational Conference of Charities and
Corrections to give a talk on just such a mattemadter which, as she indicated her opening remarks,
she lacked any qualifications for proper evaluatishich may offer some consideration as to thelleve

of scientific engagement of the contemporary sos@lkers as well as the extent of the overreaching
on the part of the science itself.
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subordinating sentiment to science in an epistegylehere the truth of sentiment
may be given equal weight to scientific knowledge, in the sort of epistemology
validated by the Second Great Awakening. As intditawhen science is understood
as an external body of thought—a system of obsedatd and rational analysis of
material circumstances—and, similarly if not analegly, morals and norms are
teased out of theological manipulations and fortegic, contradiction between
conclusions of each system of thought need notdmsidered cause for concern,
owing to the separateness of the spheres of kngeled The possibility of
contradiction does certainly exist for materialiris of religious thought, such as the
age of the worltf?, the special creation of speci&sthe hairiness of Es&ti, and so
forth. Similarly there may be disagreement betwrermative speculation on the
one hand and specific dictates of religious teasswith continued debates about the
normative texture of homosexual relations, the lklamy between religious and
political authority and the eating of shellfish. hé is at issue here, for the purposes
of the following discussions of the Social Gospalvement in America, is how it
may become seen as legitimate by the American petipldemand coherence
between normative and material systems of conjektinought which would not
normally, analytically speaking, seem to overlap.

To answer this riddle, it is useful to see politassthe search for appropriate
social ends and the appropriate means to those. erfslitics, then, may be
understood as a vehicle for accomplishing normateeial ends and as the

discernment of the appropriate means of those e@dswing interest in the scientific

422 Genesis 2:2
423 Genesis 1:11; 1:20-1:27
424 Genesis 25:25; 27:11
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investigations of the world brought about a seceddion of thought that led the more

liberal theologians to a consideration of sociasiions*

Whereas theology had, in
the eyes of many, grown abstruse in its manipulatifor the consideration of the
salvation of each soul, a scientific understandfigsociety resituated the human
being, and hence the soul, into its social cond#tio For members of the Social
Gospel movement, then, religious norms must nedgssancern themselves with
social conditions. As Walter Rauschenbusch, teempinent theologian of the Social
Gospel, would write in 1907, “We have seen that riflegious concern in politics
ceased only when politics ceasétf”

In the spirit of the times, to establish a religiazoncern in politics meant an
engagement with the new science of society. F@iSibcial Gospelers, the scientific
understanding of the biological person and of sgcgipported—and to a large
extent brought about—their burgeoning ideas for“doeialization of Christianity.”
As shall be seen, the evolutionary perspectiveisibty offered a new foundation for
the inexorable progression towards the establishroérihe Kingdom of God on
earth??’ Faith notwithstanding, science would come to oéf@ew reason to believe
in and do God’s work. Yet such a situation woulcho way surprise the believer, as
the happy coincidences of truths should be seem a®incidence at all and, in fact,
might well be deemed implied by the term “truth8elf. That in the Progressive
Age’s reaction and rebuttal to thHaissez-faire arguments of the Gilded Age,

evolutionary science offered what appeared to beew science of progress—a

progress believed, it should come as no surprsbetmoral—towards the Kingdom

2% HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Thoughi07
426 RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisig?2
42T HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Thoughi08
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of God merely confirmed that science had progresskedirably as it had managed to
prove what had already been known in and by faith.

The sanctification of the work predicated on thesiences would obviously
prove inevitable. As stated by Frederic Almy, ®¢&ry of the Charity Organizations
Society of Buffalo at the National Conference of@ties and Correction in 1911:

Modern social work is also vitally religious, thdugt has neglected the

religious appeal. It is in fact religion applied life. Its success depends

largely in my opinion on whether it can reach tleats as well as the heads

of the American people; upon whether it can getlfitsdopted by the church

in every hamlet and cross roddg.
The confluence of normative and instrumental reastimsic to social work resides
in and resolves the apparent paradox of how semak could be religious and yet
fail to acknowledge the mutual manifestation; stfenwork, if properly scientific,
will conform to religion just as religious work damds science to assure the success
of its endeavors. Because social work was scieniif would be religious, and
because it was religious, it would be based inngge This identity of means and
purposes in social work would be further articullage the conference the following
year where Rauschenbusch would deliver its anneah@n, which included his
pronouncement to the participants that:

Your work is religious work. Let no man rob you tbiat conviction. God is

working through you to heal and redeem humanitg, when you work with

Him, you have this great opportunity of experiegchis loving power and so
entering the religious fulfillment of your own [ifé°

428 Almy, Frederic, Secretary Charity Organizationsisty, Buffalo, “The Value of the Church to
Social Workers."Proceedings of the National Conference of Charides Correction at the Thirty-
Eighth Annual Session held in the City of St. LoMs., June 7-14, 1911Edited by Alexander
Johnson. (Fort Wayne, Ind.: Press of the Archeartipg Company). 255

429 Rauschenbusch, Prof. Walter, of Rochester ThemhbgSeminary. “Conference Sermon.”
Proceedings of the National Conference of SociatkMBormerly, National Conference of Charities
and Correction at the Thirty-Ninth Annual SessioeldHin Cleveland, Ohio June 12-19, 191Fort
Wayne, Ind.: Fort Wayne Printing Company, 1912). 19
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In this view, religious work extended beyond peedardemption to all social efforts,
a view that would require a whole new conceptiontladt effort and its proper
conduct.

Conversely, if social work be religious work, thiemvould be the business of
religion generally and the churches—and, for thattem, the churched—to engage in
social concerns and work pursuant to those endthoudgh the salvation the soul, a
work that can only happen within an individual, kbumever be displaced as the
churches’ primary concern, we shall see that tlegasconcern came to become the
context of that effort which required the engagentdrthe churches in social work.
This shift in focus is underscored by Rauschenbudwn he points to the Methodist
Convention’s establishment of its Bill of Rights fmembers of society, an inherently
social and, for that matter, political declaration:

The Bill of Rights adopted by the Methodist Convemtwas presented with
some changes and adopted without the slightestoslisgn to halt it at
any point. The following declaration, thereforeststood since 1908 as the
common sense of the Protestant churches of America:

“We deem it the duty of all Christian people to cem themselves directly
with certain practical industrial problems. To @sseems that the churches
must stand —

For equal rights and complete justice for all meali stations of life.

For the right of all men to the opportunity for fselaintenance, a right ever
to be wisely and strongly safeguarded against actroents of every
kind. For the right of workers to some protectigaiast the hardships often
resulting from the swift crises of industrial chang

For the principle of conciliation and arbitrationindustrial dissensions.

For the protection of the worker from dangerous mrery, occupational
disease, injuries, and mortality.

For the abolition of child labor.

For such regulations of the conditions of toil fawsmen as shall safeguard the
physical and moral health of the community.

For the suppression of the ‘sweating system.’
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For the gradual and reasonable reduction of theshollabor to the lowest
practicable point, and for that degree of leisuredll which is a condition of
the highest human life.

For a release from employment one day in seven.

For a living wage as a minimum in every industmyd dor the highest wage
that each industry can afford.

For the most equitable division of the productsnofustry that can ultimately
be devised.

For suitable provision for the old age of the waeskeand for those
incapacitated by injury.

For the abatement of poverty.

To the toilers of America and to those who by oiged effort are seeking to
lift the crushing burdens of the poor, and to redtle hardships and uphold
the dignity of labor, this Council sends the gnegtf human brotherhood and
the pledge of sympathy and of help in a cause wibétbngs to all who follow
Christ.”*°

The aforementioned religious concern with polites scarcely be more clear and, as
shall be seen, would be built upon as the socighglonovement progressed.

Such exhortations for social intervention and ineohent come as a far cry
from the dire warnings against such acts and paslotynded by the Social Darwinists.
Remarkably, the self-same basis for the socialopbphy of non-intervention
championed by Sumner, Darwinian evolution, would/ees the science by which
Social Gospelers demanded not just a new polificoial intervention, but a new
theological formulation the better to comprehené tiew socialized ethics this
science to them suggested. That is to say, ieyhe of the Social Gospel movement,
the science of Sumner was not sufficiently Chnstisso he must have
misapprehended Darwin’s theory or it was no scieaxtcall. Once the science was
understood, however, and its ethical content etddadt would become apparent to

these religious progressives that their own refigi@s not up to the task of creating a

439 Rauschenbusch, Waltehristianizing the Social OrdetLondon: The MacMillan
Company,1919). 14. (Referencing "The Social Crdeti@Churches," edited by Harry F. Ward,
an exposition of the planks in this platform.)
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more ethical society, a society such as the Kingdb&od must certainly be, and so
these devout souls would develop a new theology Sthcial Gospel, to incorporate
the updated scientific understanding of the worldot uninterestingly, this new
socialized Christianity would spur an attendant dedhfor a more robust social
science to effectuate its religion and translaseidieals into a material, religious

reality.

The Social Gospel: A Scientific Christianity for aNew Social Order

A new understanding of an ethical society andviled-being of Americans
would have to be understood in a markedly new secatext. The Civil War had
seen the beginning of what had, and would contioubecome, a process of rapid
industrialization and urbanization. In the peribdm 1870 to 1890, America
experienced a radical change in its demographicerugkas the population living in
cities rose from one-fifth to one-third of the topopulace. This urbanization and
industrialization, coupled with a period of intensamigration of mostly European
peasants, put new strains on America’s social ¢abnd its attendant system of
values. The postwar moral reaction to this sthtaffairs revealed severe strains on
the traditional ethical and social standards agisiom what seemed to be increasing
prevalence of government corruption and the simelbas decline of business

ethicg®?

a problem exacerbated by the social Darwinisttification of laissez-faire
that did not merely accept brutal competition aseessary evil but rather embraced
it as the natural order of things. As such, thei@dsospel constitutes a response by

American Protestantism to these new challengesmbie modern industrial, urban

3! Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protéistan11
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and pluralistic society—a response embraced bytipedly all Protestant Christian
denominations, but especially Unitarians, Congiiegatists and Episcopalians, the
three American religious bodies inheriting staterch traditions of responsibility for
public morals*?

As might be expected given the religious natureso€ial discourse in
America, the rise of Progressivism brought withetv religious ideas; in the context
of the amalgamated discourse of science, religiwh @olitics in America it would
seem scarcely possible to find such political shdbsent new developments in
religious thought®® Specifically, there developed a new, terrestitaiception of the
Kingdom of Heavert** Given the evangelical heritage of looking to deinitiative
for revolutionary change in the crises of humae, ld new Christian solution to the
new practices of modern capitalism would have tomoeeked out, resulting in the
socialization of much of American Christianity.

Again, this is not to say that all Christianity, @ven all Protestant
Christianity, underwent such socialization. Prtatesorthodoxy tended to steel itself
against reforms deemed unnecessary to, and pedispEcting away from, the more
important regeneration of individual souls, and Beman Catholic Church had a
very different understanding of the relationshipaeen religion and culture owing to

their recognition of Papal authority. Still, thectal Gospel can be understood as a

classically American solution in its melding oficatal and spiritual principles and

32 Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Proteistan318

33|t should be here reemphasized that these idegsvee necessarily universally held. Rather, the
point to be here gleaned is the fact that the absingthoughts often come in constellations, so to
speak, which underscore their epistemological cotimein the view of some Americans and the
acceptance of such views in mainstream Americaitigadldiscourse.

3% Timberlake Prohibition and the Progressive Moveme3#-36
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the evangelical tradition of looking to divine imsgion to meet perceived crisis in
order to meet the changing needs of Americansriavaperiod of history>> In this
case, the crisis manifested itself as the poteldsa or destruction of the traditional
American middle-class values. This threat to timeefican way of life appeared both
from above, in the deterioration of the fair systeiheconomic competition, and from
below by labor unrest among the lower classes hadrtroduction of immigrants
who did not necessarily share a commitment to Acaerivalues.

A deterioration of free competition constituted, the American psyche, a
threat to national greatness from the demise oélegpportunity and the competitive
system that served as the foundation of Americassairstrengtf®® Classic middle-
class American values were understood to be mdbgetthe economics of America;
the system of free and fair competition inculcat&therican virtues such as
industriousness, sobriety, thrift and others of sloet so famously endorsed in the
American psyche since Benjamin Franklin’s praise-rat practice—of the good,
hard-working American way of life. Similarly, th@sn possession of these virtues
would be rewarded in the market, thus uniting eatincsuccess and moral rectitude
in these self-same virtues and establishing a adipual both able and worthy with
respect to participation in a political democrady feee, equal and respectable
citizens. Robber-baronism, trusts, monopoly arfterouncompetitive and corrupt

business practices threatened the viability oféhagues, making them not merely

3% The writings of Jim Wallace and the founding of broup “Sojourners” offers a contemporary
incarnation of this approach, whereby the Exodag/stames debate on how we think of social
problems in America. See: Wallis, JiltWho Speaks for God? An Alternative to the ReligRight--A
New Politics of Compassion, Community, and Civililyew York: Delacourt Press, 1996); Wallis,
Jim.God's Politics: Why the Right Gets It Wrong andltb& Doesn't Get It at Al{San Francisco:
HarperCollins Publichers, Inc. 2005); Guttermaayid S.Prophetic Politics: Christian Social
Movements and American Democraithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2005).

3% Timberlake Prohibition and the Progressive Movemeh®0-101
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sins in themselves but actual assaults on the rbasa$ of America. In this view, the
social crisis is simultaneously, and perhaps necigsreligious and political. Given
the interplay of the instrumentality of religiousda political purposes, economic
change would require that religion offer a socik#dry to maintain the political
situation necessary to achieve the religious p@apa$ American life.

A corollary threat arose with these economic clearig the dissatisfaction of
labor among the lower classes and the potentiatdoflict between these workers
and the newly ascendant monopolistic and oppressipéal, as presaged by modern
socialist theory®” Much of the urban lower class that comprised l#®rers was
made-up of immigrants, likely peasants, who did sbare American values of
competition, self-help and personal success. Ndr sich a class of people
necessarily hold dear the American ideals of soom@lbility and political equality and
could not therefore be counted upon for effortsaxls reforming government into a
positive moral force for buttressing a system thatild protect said ideals. As such,
these immigrants often clashed with “old-stock” di&lclass reformers when these
charitable souls tried to assimilate and morallfifughe masses against their
wishes?®®

Thus, in the period of the late nineteenth andyeaventieth century, the
traditional-value-mindeti® middle class looked at American society from ttassic

evangelical view point of crisis, both from abouedabelow; such is a crisis that

3" Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protéfstan53, 117

38 Timberlake Prohibition and the Progressive Movemeht6-117

3% Note, of course, the irony that the values invokedraditional are, as is so often the case, of
relatively recent origin, invoking the claim of arpr previous pre-declension tradition to validate
themselves for their new social function.



202

forms impetus for political action, as the Progresshistorian James Timberlake
sums up the situation:

In addition to the threat from big business, miedkss Americans were

haunted by the danger of lower-class unrest andodisnt. Labor and

agrarian upheavals in the late nineteenth centadydiready frightened many
middle-class Americans. Although the farmers atmbiers had gone down to
defeat, the middle classes continued to be appsélenseeing in the rapid

growth of monopoly and the lessening of opporturaty ever-increasing

source of revolutionary danger. This apprehensioreased as they watched
the rapid growth of organized labor, the rise & Bocialist party, and the
revolutionary activities of the . W.W. Fear of tlmver-class unrest, together
with a genuine desire to eliminate the inequitied ajustices of the social

order and to improve the lot of the underprivilegpbpelled many middle-

class Americans into the work of refoff!.

One form this work of reform would take, as shaldeen, would both influence and
grow out of the socialized Christianity that theansocial context instigated.

As a response to this crisis in American life, 8wcial Gospel viewed these
social and economic problems as religious concerMgriting in 1907, Walter
Rauschenbusch describes the new fragmentation efidam society:

The inability of both capital and labor to understathe point of view of

the other side has been one chief cause of troable,almost every honest

effort to get both sides together on a basis o&kiyuhas acted like a

revelation. But that proves how far they have begeart™**

As noted above, such divisions threaten the freleegual society that was held to be
the necessary economic precondition of the syntiatiationship between the

democratic and moral natures of the American politAccordingly, by 1912

Rauschenbusch would argue that, “the relation beEtwihe two great industrial

*%bid. 101
4! RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisi®52



203

classes, the class of the owners and managerseoanth side and the class of the
industrial workers on the other, is the great mprablem of our age**2

The new socialized Christianity that emerged, askeeping with the
intellectual trends of the age, took on a decidgalggressive cast with a view
towards the redemption of American culture overhitsgeoning corruptidi® in
Walter Rauschenbusch’s terms, “Progress is more ilagural. It is divine*. As
such, the progress of history could not rightfullg left to merely materialistic
processes of arbitrary moral and spiritual valtrethis new Christian understanding,
morality now had an economic cast that requiredwa analytical focus on economic
competition, as when Rauschenbusch asked, “Isutmegiual struggle between two
conflicting interests to go on forever? Is thisaogrity the best that the working class
can ever hope to attaif?®. In this climate of economic concern, a social
Christianity would combine religion and views fragocialism, initially rejected in
the 1880s but later widely accepted among the SGmapelers, to form a view in
contradistinction to and against a materialisticialoorder that pursued profit through
competition without reference to or regard for #thical and spiritual values that
Americans felt their social order must be arranigeeffectuaté*® To do God’s work
in the world, Christian thought would need to urstiemd the new situation of human
life in society and not just in relationship to ttigine:

In the same way the situation is changed when tigalsrelations are

dominated by a principle essentially hostile togbeial conceptions of Christ.
Then the condition is not that of a stubborn ravwemal yielding slowly to the

42 RauschenbusciEhristianizing the Social Ordefl93
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higher fashioning force, but of two antagonisticrisp grappling for the
mastery. The more such a hostile principle domsasecular society,
the more difficult will be the task of the Churchhen it tries to bring the
Christ-spirit to victorious ascendenty.
If it would engage the soul, Christianity would dee do so in its social context, and
to do that, Christianity would need to understand become relevant to that context.
To this end, Social Gospel thinking began to re@mriswhat the problems
arising from the rationalization of competitive ugttures of the American economy
meant for the relationship between the church kageopl&™
It cannot well be denied that there is an increaghienation between the
working class and the churche3hat alienation is most complete wherever
our industrial development has advanced farthebtlas created a distinct
class of wage-workers. Several causes have cotadbivlany have dropped
away because they cannot afford to take their shargdhe expensive
maintenance of a church in a large city. Othersabse the tone, the spirit, the
point of view in the churches, is that of anothescial class. The
commercial and professional classes dominate tiigush atmosphere in the
large city churche$*
Here the Progressive vein of thought fostered fa iwards “this worldly-sentiment”
in American religious thought® This new emphasis made it possible for the Social
Gospel to view those who had strayed from religasnproduct of a social situation
that the church had neglected rather than mereljade beings with unregenerate
souls.
This relationship with respect to the social sigaifice of the church becomes

critical insofar as Americans viewed the churchdepository and steward of social

values, especially given the emerging anxiety thie church had lagged in

47 RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisi809
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causes of this alienation see Richard Health’s ti®aCity of God."”
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addressing the concerns of a new age. The Sooshéb began to understand that
Christianity had failed to become relevant to fked so many people lived; in effect,

Christianity in America had allowed itself to beatimvented, eschewed or otherwise
rejected from large portions of life as Americaived it, as Rauschenbusch points
out in the economic sphere’s rejection of Chrispanciples:

As soon as the competitive philosophy of life entets an opposing
philosophy in socialism, it is angrily insistent @a own righteousness. The
same is the case when any attempt is made to lieg€hristian law of life as
obligatory for business as well as private life.ofit mix business and
religion.” “Business is business.” These commonimax express the
consciousness that there is a radical divergenteeba the two domains of
life, and that the Christian rules of conduct wouldrbid many
common Transactions of business and make succé&ssipossible. Thus life
is cut into two halves, each governed by a law spdao that of the other,
and the law of Christ is denied even the opporyundt gain control of
busines$>*

Given the relevance in American thought of econowrities to moral ones, or even
an outright comingling or collapse of the two, ari€fmanity that spoke not to
business practices was a religion that neglectedrian values itself.

Such religion almost by definition failed the pemph its mission in the
Progressive view; to Progressives, religion woutedto be able to address social
relations to do its religious work. If a Christiamy of life was to be sought, of what
significance could Christianity be if it neglecteemmerce and industry when:

It is in commerce and industry that we encountez treat collective

inhumanities that shame our Christian feeling, sashchild labor and the

bloody total of industrial accidents. Here we fitlek friction between great
classes of men which makes whole communities htit srmoldering hate or

sets them ablaze with lawlessness. To commercendodtry we are learning
to trace the foul stream of sex prostitution, poyeand political corruptio>?

45! RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisi813. That an ethic of competition would itself
compete with other ethics ought perhaps not berisimg—though to demand that the other ethics are
not allowed to organize to compete effectively seenbit like cheating.
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Viewing moral problems as social problems led tbei& Gospel to reconsider the
work of the salvation of souls. In this new visidhere appeared a disconnection
between asking people to be good Christians anohgsde it that they led good
Christian lives. If Christianity were not sociken Christian principles would not be
applicable to the lives of would-be Christians,aglycomplicating the possibilities of
Christian life:
Whoever declares that the law of Christ is impratile in actual life, and has
to be superseded in business by the laws of Cioitalto that extent
dethrones Christ and enthrones Mammon. When we tdrykeep both
enthroned at the same time in different sectionsuoflife, we do what Christ
says cannot be done, and accept a double lifeeasattmal morality for our
nation and for many individuals in it. Ruskin said: know no previous
instance in history of a nation's establishing stesyatic disobedience to the
first principles of its professed religioh**
If American Christianity could not speak to the Shanization of the new ways of
life emerging in America, then a new theorizatioaswequired to make Christianity
relevant to the souls with which the religion wasma@erned. In fact, the reformers
Col. Robert G. Ingersoll and Henry George oftenrigelcthe “unethical character of
an otherworldly religion unfit to meet the demarmdghe new age of industry and
science,” and would demand that, “a socially inetffee Protestantism show ethical
cause for its continued existendd” In the words of Rauschenbusch,
“Religious individualism lacks the triumphant faith the possible sovereignty of
Jesus Christ in all human affairs, and therefolacis the vision and the herald voice

to see and proclaim his present conquest and eveiment,*>>,

53 RauschenbusciEhristianizing the Social OrdeB22. Internal footnoté: “Unto this Last,” p. 88
5% Quoted in: HopkinsThe Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protéstan59; 55
5% RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisi838
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This view that a religion would require an ethigadtification—especially one
that involved a demonstration of instrumental pedit and social relevance—
reflected the contemporarily developed ruling tbgaal ideology that held that an
evolutionary Kingdom of God was to be built as paft humanity’s inevitable
progress—a divine progress—on earth by men of gatd*® A new theory of the
immanence of God developing through the work of seh society—grew out of
the naturalism that accompanied the new biologscances which led the more
liberal clergy, “to turn from abstractions of thegy to social questions?”. In fact,
the new theology itself was reconfigured to incogte and encapsulate new
scientific understandings of the world, particuathe newly ascendant theory of
Darwinian evolution, accepted by progressive Anaritheologians as evidence of
God'’s purposes unfolding on eaffi. Far from being envisioned as a spiritually
devoid conception of material biology, Darwiniarokusion was considered by Social
Gospelers to be among the greatest religious desas/of all time: the notion that
material processes could eventually bring aboutessingly complex life forms and
forms of consciousness served to reveal God'’s diglan.

Understanding Darwinian evolution as evidence ofti'G divine plan meant
that religious thought must necessarily accommotteg¢heory. Insofar as the divine
plan must be true, a theology that did not accéamor conform to the material data
of this plan could not be valid. Religious thougfmrefore had to develop itself into
a theology that could account for the new sciemtiinderstanding of God, as

Rauschenbusch noted when he stated:

56 Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Proteistan121-122
5T HofstadterSocial Darwinism in American Thoughi07
58 Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protéistan320
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The spread of evolutionary ideas is another markadern religious thought.

It has opened a vast historical outlook, backwand farward, and trained us

in bold conceptions of the upward climb of the rabieere is no denying that

this has unsettled the ecclesiastical system afghtpy much as the growth of
tree roots will burst solid masonry. But it haspaeed us for understanding
the idea of a Reign of God toward which all creat® moving. Translate the
evolutionary theories into religious faith, and ybave the doctrine of the

Kingdom of God. This combination with scientific @utionary thought has

freed the Kingdom ideal of its catastrophic settamyd its background of

demonism, and so adapted it to the climate of thedem world**®
Incredibly, the apparent scientific proof of Godwimstrated in the eyes of the Social
Gospelers the error and omission in the previodstyinant Christian theology even
as it proved the rightness and, for that mattepigoal accurateness of the Christian
religion as a whole. Thus, the Social Gospelensldceet about a new religious
formulation with the confidence made possible hgrste and faith united.

Of course, this new understanding of the plan o¥gience offered—as is so
often the norm in American thought—an attendantasdbeory. Of special note is
that while embracing Darwin’s theory of evolutiar fts organic view of society as a
social organism, in a radical departure from khissez-fairepromulgators of the
social application of evolutionary theory, the Stb¢sospelers understood this vision
as demonstrating a solidaristic vision of socf&y. This accommodation of
Christianity to the macroscopic view of society gligd by evolutionary theory,
“produced three clearly related ideas that togetioastituted a logical and unified
frame of reference for social Christianity. Thegere the immanence of God, the
organic or solidaristic view of society, and thegence of the kingdom of heaven on

#61

earth, The nexus of these ideas suggested not onlyd#serability of the

59 RauschenbusciEhristianizing the Social Ordef0
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solidaristic model of society but, in drastic deper from the laissez-faire
applications of evolutionary theory, its possililénd, indeed, its inevitability.

Such harmonization through the immanence of Godthadbuilding of the
kingdom of heaven on earth in the stead of the eitige struggle for existence
radically altered further still the social locatiofh the soul and the possibilities and
approach to salvation:

The conception of the Kingdom of God will also demidhe development of

a Christian ethic for public life. We have none n@®wr religion in the past

was a religion of private salvation; consequently developed an

effective private morality. It had no ideal of satiwn for the organic life of
society; consequently it developed no adequate iQubtorality. The
conclusive proof of this assertion is the fact thia¢ Christian Church
during the  nineteenth  century allowed a huge systewof
mammonistic exploitation to grow up which was destive of
human decency, integrity, and brotherhood, andCimerch did not realize its
essential immorality until its havoc had become aldvwide scandal which
even the most blunted conscience could comprel@tner-worldly religion
was sensitive about anything that endangered tletgm of the soul, for that
was its one great object. The virulence of sins waeasured by their
influence on the soul of the sinner rather tharhieyr effect on societ§f*
The society as a whole would necessarily becomeltfext of Christian efforts. The
goal of the regeneration and salvation of individe@uls would not change, but the
Social Gospel would understand that these indiVidwals exist within a social
context. Therefore, society as a whole must necdgde addressed, which is to say,
Christianized, for that regeneration to occur.

Thus, scientific and religious understandings of thorld were not only

perfectly consistent, but each produced a moreusstive@ understanding of the other.

This synthesis yielded a new social ethics that regsired by a religious mandate

that was scientifically demonstrable; indeed, ike of the Christian religion became

62 RauschenbusciEhristianizing the Social Ordef.00
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part, parcel and product of the evolution of hurhaniThe reshaping of the ethical
world, then, rested upon the necessity of divink and evolutionary science, each
and both being the same.

In addition, this new reconceptualization of theowledge of religion by
science and science by religion in the Social Gogpeerated a religious mandate for
social and economic reform. Previously, the so@akwinists had argued that
evolutionary theory demanded social non-interfeeeas the natural order of things.
Yet, “Christianity,” wrote the Rev. A. J. F. Behmds, ‘cannot grant the adequacy of

the ‘laissez-faire’ philosophy, cannot admit thHa perfect and permanent social state

1463

is the product of natural law and of an unrestrdinempetition, In effect, the

fact that social Darwinists advocattaissez-faireserved as evidence that they had
misapprehended the science for, by definitionhteduld not conflict in such a way
with Christian ethics; the religion and the scienugst coincide, as must the vision of
society said coincidence would promulgate:

If the Church cannot bring business under Chritdlw of solidarity and
service, it will find his law not merely neglectéd practice, but flouted in
theory. With many the Darwinian theory has provedeicome justification
of things as they are. It is right and fitting tithbusands should perish to
evolve the higher type of the modern business mhose who are manifestly
surviving in the present struggle for existence camsole themselves with the
thought that they are the fittest, and there iootradicting the laws of the
universe. Thus an atomistic philosophy crowds dwg Ghristian faith in
solidarity. The law of the cross is supersededeylaw of tooth and nalil. It is
not even ideal and desirable “to seek and to dagdast,” because it keeps
the weak and unfit alive. The philosophy of Nietesc which is deeply
affecting the ethical thought of the modern wosldputs the Christian virtues
as the qualities of slavég’

463 Quoted in HofstadteSocial Darwinism in American Thoughi08
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The policy prescriptions of the social Darwinistailel correspondingly be dismissed
as inappropriate on account of their falsity. Theentiments were echoed by
Washington Gladden’s assertion that, “The princigiecompetition, the survival of
the fittest, is the law of plants and brutes andibin men, but it is not the highest law
of civilized society. The higher principle of goadll, of mutual help, begins to
operate in the social order, and the struggle X@tence disappears with the progress
of the race**. The prominent collapse of the empirical reaktyd normative
prescription in Gladden’s use of the word “law” pign underscores the happy and
inevitable coincidence of right and reality; asféssor George Herron would state in

A New Redemptigtithe Sermon on the Mount is the science of sggi&Y.

A New Christianity of Social Reform

In the Social Gospel the work of social reform nfmmnd itself not just an
outgrowth of charitable inclinations worthy of Cétrancaritas but a part of the core
mission of Christianity. Science, by altering aockating new conceptions of
civilization and providing the tools to create théuad similarly made possible new
religious projects not previously conceivable. &@ivhe norms of the Social Gospel,
these religious projects become more than an aplproa spirituality but, rather,
constitute the remaking of the world in the newicgthvision of social Christianity.
In effect, Christianity in the Social Gospel, in myavays an altogether new form of
Christian practice, became a work not merely smtitin the traditional personal

sense but intrinsically economic and, therefordiipal.

%% Quoted in HofstadteSocial Darwinism in American ThougHhi09
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This new engagement with politics and economiases&tated by the new
social understanding of religious purposes was mthded in the solidaristic views
of society gleaned from science, especially evoiytiand made possible by the
scientific advances that made a more active creatiosociety, particularly with
respect to the economy, itself possible. ReveFgadk Oliver Hall noted the change
in his talk entitled “The Influence of the Churcht the 1911 Annual Session of the
National Conference of Charities and Correctionmaxishing the church for not
accommodating the newly understood social realifeging:

But recently the world has taken on a differenteasp Life for the first time is
worth living. Humanity is getting enough to eatldmas tasted freedom and
education. Life is interesting and not horribldlen begin to see that the
world is not a wreck but raw material out of whiwlke may build such a ship
as never sailed the seas. Men are beginning éofirt time to realize what
Jesus meant when he taught us to pray, “Thy Kingdome on earth.” So
instead of the interest of humanity being centenedome other sphere it is
being focused here. But the church for the mostipsstill talking about the
other world, still seeking to save souls from catgghe in another sphere of
existence. The hymns that we sing are about “aérs our happy home,”
rather than about a happy New York or Boston ota@kiphia. Salvation
means going to heaven rather than building heaweeasth. The strongest,
bravest and wisest men of our time are intenselgrested in social
improvement and to that extent are not interestetheé old-time message of
the church. That is one reason why the messagewankl of the church
seems less vital to-day than formefiy.

New possibilities meant the viability of new rebgs practices. Moreover, if there
were religious work that could be done, then thatikkought to be done, necessitating
a change in religious practice. Theologically &p@g a new conception of salvation
meant, in turn, that a new way of considering QGiamsty had become not only not

heretical but appropriate:

8" Hall, Rev. Frank Oliver, D. D., Pastor of the Gttuof the Divine Paternity, New York. “The
Influence of the ChurchProceedings of the National Conference of Charitied Correction at the
Thirty-Eighth Annual Session held in the City ofl8uis, Mo., June 7-14, 191&dited by Alexander
Johnson. (Fort Wayne, Ind.: Press of the Archertidig Company). 230-231
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| believe that the time is ripe for the reorganmatof the forces of

Christendom and the harnessing of the tremendoeigemepresented in the

churches of the world for the performance of thekatat Jesus wanted to

have done. For the first time since Jesus diethdionanity the whole world is

astir with the hope and confident expectation ¢érsgid things that are going

to happen soon and happen Héfe.
Such a call is not a rejection of the old missibsaving souls; call for renewal given
new religious discoveries is certainly consisterithwthe prophetic or jeremiad
tradition of Christianity. In this instance, thesue is the direction and technique to
which Christian energies shall be applied, spedlifichere to the regeneration of
society as a whole, making the approach inhereplitical insofar is it requires a
program of economic and social reform.

Conversely, proper social and economic reform wa®calling
Rauschenbusch’s sermon to the™3®lational Conference on Charities and
Corrections in 1912 noted above, religious work—knaccomplishing the bidding of
God. The new conception of the kingdom of God tieat emerged since the Second
Great Awakening came to mean not “the reign of @atin men’s hearts"—though
such reign could be expected as a product of the soeial effort—but rather the
spread of God’s words and the Christian practideedio all the people of the world,
a redeemed social ord®€f. The building of such a kingdom required not jtrss
personal connection with God on the part of indiald Christians seeking to
regenerate their own souls but the active workngfaging all of society. In this way,

the Social Gospel manifested itself as a new “$bcether than individualistic

theology:

% bid. 231
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The conception of race sin and race salvation becoomprehensible once
more to those who have made the idea of sociallaiy in good and evil a
part of their thought. The law of sacrifice losesarbitrary and mechanical
aspect when we understand the vital union of athdmity. Individualistic
Christianity has almost lost sight of the greataidef the kingdom of
God, which was the inspiration and centre of theugit of Jesus. Social
Christianity would once more enable us to undedstae purpose and thought
of Jesus and take the veil from our eyes when ae tlee synoptic gospei&’

The ethical concern of Christianity or, more actelsa of a good Christian, could no
longer simply be personal in the concern for onakn soul, but, insofar as a
religious adherent would consider that ethics nemaform to the dictates of God,
social, in keeping with the new social Christianifijhus the Social Gospel sought the
ethicalization of American society as a correctagainst the “otherworldliness”
inculcated by the conservative orthodoxy’s indiatistic approach to the salvation
of souls?’*

The Social Gospel would therefore take up causegiqusly excluded from
the concerns of mainline American Protestantishsotiety were to be Christianized,
due consideration and, indeed, ethical theorizatibthose areas of society not in
conformity with Christian principles would have be conducted. In the context of
the Gilded Age, the new social Christianity wouldl\nevaluate American capitalism
according to Christian standards, an area of lite Rauschenbusch found ethically
lacking in juxtaposition with Christianity:

Christianity teaches the unity and solidarity ofnm€apitalism reduces that

teaching to a harmless expression of sentimentphitisg society into two

antagonistic sections, unlike in their work, thieicome, their pleasures, and
their point of view.
True Christianity wakens men to a sense of theirthwdo love of

freedom, and independence of action; Capitalissedaon the principle of
autocracy, resents independence, suppresses eéhgtdtof the working class

7% RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisi840
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to gain it, and deadens the awakening effect thaesgout from

Christianity:"?

This critique finds the exclusivity of the matermbfit motive as ethically subversive
and producing competition at odds with Christiaveld™® The Social Gospel found
modern capitalism to embody principles insufficigngéthical and even hostile to
those of Christianity and therefore unworthy of fl@@ple of the kingdom of God:
A subject working class, without property rightstle instruments of their
labor, without a voice in the management of thepshim which they work,
without jurisdiction over the output of their pradion is a contradiction of
American ideals and a menace to American instisticAs long as such a
class exists in our country, our social order i$ cloristianized. Civilization
has now reached the point where power must sbif fthe ruling class to the
people in industry as it has shifted in the paditiconstitution of States. We
need industrial democraéy’
If America would be Christian, then it must recalesiits economy. Similarly, Rev.
Gladden argued that if Christian law could solvehsoonflict, then there was a duty
to regulate the economy in conformity with that &% This argument demonstrates
the intrinsically political nature of the theology the Social Gospel: the kingdom of
God would have a Christian economy, and so to kbt kingdom would require the
active construction of the economy, an inherentitigal act, in accordance with
Christian principles.

Thus, Christianity turned its eye to policy ané thovement for reform. As

the kingdom of heaven became conceived as a pedféctman society that brought

472 RauschenbusciEhristianizing the Social OrdeB21.

"3 Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protéstan325. The fact that the
Christianity that Weber theorized supported andetigped capitalism could eventually develop in
ways that critiqued and condemned capitalism footfiormity with Christian principles underscores
the dynamism of the relationship between economnickreligion. That the mainline of Christianity of
today tends to embrace capitalism only further usclres the point.
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together the spiritual goals of both the individaadl the social organistf, so would
the society need to be remade:
The chief purpose of the Christian Church in thet pas been the salvation of
individuals. But the most pressing task of the @néss not individualistic.
Our business is to make over an antiquated and ralreconomic system; to
get rid of laws, customs, maxims, and philosophésrited from an evil and
despotic past; to create just and brotherly refstibetween great groups
and classes of society; and thus to lay a sociahdation on which modern
men individually can live and work in a fashion tthdll not outrage all the
better elements in our present task deals withetgabur present task deals
with society’"’
More than a jeremiad excoriating society on itdirfgs, social Christianity must
become a theory of the institutional processesgbaérn societal relations and a plan
to build them in a Christian manner. This shiftle theory, though, is of the kind
that requires an associated shift in its theorypmaictice. As the Reverend Owen
Lovejoy, General Secretary of the Child Labor Comteeiin New York would say in
his 1920 National Conference of Charities and Quioa Presidential Address, “The
Faith of a Social Worker”: “Perhaps the most ursedlly accepted belief is belief in
the Kingdom of Heaven: What is there then in thlisai of the Kingdom of Heaven
that has taken possession of the world? Is there s@me conception which will

4’8 A Christian concerned

shape the whole trend of a man's life in sociaviser
with the salvation of his or her own soul can practhat Christianity within. A

social Christianity, on the other hand, must eaigiside of the self in society, which

*°bid. 109
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is to say, through social practice. Accordinglgcial Christianity demanded a new
form of Christian service in society:

Christianity bases all human relations on love, ahis the equalizing and

society-making impulse. The Golden Rule makes thit snstincts of self-

preservation a rule by which we are to divine wivatowe to our neighbor.

Anything incompatible with love would stand indidte Christ's way to

greatness is through preeminent social service.fd8alopment is

desirable because it helps us to serve the b&tefar as the influence of the

Christian spirit goes, it bows the egoism of thdividual to the service of

the community. It bids a man live his life for tkiegdom of God'"®
Note that in Rauschenbusch’s formulation the soeigtivities of this Christian
practice benefit the individual practitioner; theligious goals of the individual are
not subordinated or cast aside. Rather, the gdalacial Christianity are synthesized
with the goals of the individual into a sort of dyistic relationship in accordance
with the solidaristic theory of the social organitmat is to be Christianized.

Thus we see that in the Social Gospel the work lmis@ianity becomes the
work of making a society or, quite literally, sdci@ork. Rev. Gladden states this
premise quite clearly in a report entitled “The Ewon of the Church in Social Work:
Should it Inspire, Guide or Administer it?” in higport of the Committee “The
Church and Social Work” at the National Conferent€harities and Correction in
1911. Noting that, despite references to churettggevious conferences, until that
meeting the churches had, “not had any integralipahe program” of designing the
philanthropic work, Gladden explained the Sociasa vision of social work:

“The Function of the Church in Social Work” is atveme for the hour. It is

quite possible that to some ears this may soureddiklisturbing innovation.

“What business has the church with social work@ytiwill be asking. “Let

her stick to her proper vocation of teaching religand saving souls.” Others

may be quite differently affected. To them it nappear that the church has
no other function than social work; the questiorymaund like discussing the

" RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisi809
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function of the loom in weaving cloth, or the fuioct of the bee in making
honey. We shall not try to mediate between thesrs; but to those who

believe the business of the church is the estabksih on earth of the
Kingdom of God, the latter conception may, perhgeem a little nearer the
truth. To anyone who is familiar with the narratiof the first three Gospels,
it appears strange that there should be any queatdo whether the church
which assumes to represent Jesus Christ is investiec social function; and
to those who have studied the Hebrew prophetsputidvbe equally clear that
the religion of which they were the expounders veageligion whose

credentials were found in its fulfilment [sic] afaial functions'®

Gladden makes a point of acknowledging the disagee¢ among viewpoints on the
proper role of religion in social life, even amo@gristian believers. He is quite
clear, however, that his position on the matteedsgthat the social work he discusses
is not only consistent with the meaning of Chrisitia and therefore appropriate, but
that social work is that faith in practice, indible from the faith itself.

This understanding of social work would become wsthblished in the years
to come. Whether or not social work was a protest in its own right was first
asked at the 1915 National Conference of Charéreb Corrections; this discussion
had been ongoing as to the place of philanthrofiorte in the lives of the
practitioners. Yet by 1920 the conference wasmaththe National Conference of
Social Work, a work that J. B. Mitchell would therlaim explicitly to be the work of
the Christian Church given a proper understandirigpeoKingdom of God:

This emphasis on eternal life with the belief i tspeedy return of Christ

gave to the early church an erroneous idea of thgdém of God. Under this

ideal the kingdom was God-made and handed downeto, ihwas the New

Jerusalem coming down out of Heaven. The work efctiurch was merely to

prepare men for the coming kingdom. She was nobtaern herself so much
with evil institutions, political and social injusge, slavery, etc. Men were

80 Gladden, Rev. Washington. “The Function of therchiin Social Work: Should it Inspire,
Interpret, Guide or Administer it.” IRroceedings of the National Conference of Charitied
Correction at the Thirty-Eighth Annual Session helthe City of St. Louis, Mo., June 7-14, 19E&rt
Wayne, Ind.: Press of the Archer Printing Compd®g,1 214

81 As distinguished from some non-remunerative “nglfi
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rather to bear these conditions looking for relaagée glorious life to come.

Her ideal was individualistic, not socialistic; $ave individuals out of society

rather than to undertake to revolutionize socféty.
While such criticism of the older approach to satwa and the theory of the
millennial Kingdom of Heaven does not solve theiéssf professionalismer sé
it certainly suggests an increased centrality of #fforts to the lives of the
practitioners. In the old way of thinking aboutrShianity, an approach whereby the
concern for the regeneration of souls emphasizatsetich ought to seek to redeem
his or her own soul, charity work would be a peedarhoice on the part of those
inclined to try to alleviate the suffering of oteera noble concern, but certainly a
concern within this world of the flesh quite armif to the greater issue of salvation
in the Kingdom of Heaven. In the view of socialriShanity, however, philanthropy
is not merely a noble hobby but the practical wofka Christian befitting a
civilization of souls redeemed by social redempt¥nAs John Glenn would suggest
at the 1913 National Conference of Charities and&ctions, “social service is the

practical, inevitable, necessary consequence amgpleonent of true spiritual belief.

They are mutually essentiaf®.

82 Mitchell, J. B. “The Relation of the Church andc@b Work.” Proceedings of the National
Conference of Social Work, Formerly, National Coafee of Charities and Correction at the Forty-
Seventh Annual Session Held in New Orleans, Lowasipril 14-21, 1920(Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1920). 55

83 Though below it will be explained that this newgi®us mandate for social work produced a
related mandate for the development of sciencéditer to effectuate said efforts, an effort which
would be expected to professionalize the endeavor.

84 This final statement is not as redundant as indsu Indeed, the precise shift in thinking that
manifests itself in the Social Gospel is the linkad the redemption of the soul with the redemptibn
society.

“8%Glenn, John M. “The Church and Social WorRrbceedings of the National Conference of Social
Work, Formerly, National Conference of Charitiesla@orrection at the Fortieth Annual Session Held
in Seattle, Washington July 5-12, 191Bort Wayne, Ind.: Fort Wayne Printing Comparny13). 146
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Mitchell further notes that the very practical andtrumental possibility of
this new work in the name of religion is itself @ence of the truth of this
understanding of Christianity:

But today, stimulated by the discoveries of scieacd aroused by the crying
need of the changing social order, the church hagetl back to study anew
the teaching of her Master. She has discovered vilile Jesus spake of
eternal life as a reality, a consummation to betemplated and devoutly
sought, yet far more of his teaching relates te life. She has discovered that
while a man’s relationship to God is personal, hidationship to his
fellowman is social. She has discovered that theg#om of God is not an
institution divinely made and handed down, but tihas to be built by us,
God'’s Spirit working through us. She has discovehed the kingdom relates
to this world as well as to the next, and thatlates to men's bodies and
minds as well as to their souls. She has discowbadthe kingdom is a
kingdom of conservation as well as a kingdom ofaabn; that the same
teacher that said “The Son of Man came to seekt@arsdve that which was
lost,” said to the church, “Ye are the salt of #ath.” Salt is a prophylactic,
not therapeutic; a preventive, not a curative. 3@ discovered that
the kingdom is revolutionary as well as regeneeatithat it stands for

regeneration of individuals but also for revolutioing of society"*®

Thus, in the larger scope of Christianity becomiagsocial project, the new
possibilities afforded humanity by developments daience allowed this new
normative development in Christianity. Scienceugttt to Christianity not only a
new way of understanding society—specifically, asofdaristic organism—and a
correspondingly new vision of its purpose withindaior that society, but also the

instrumental knowledge by which to enact these geals.

Social Science: Practical Religion and a New Sciemof Christian Love

This program of reform to further the religious poses of Christianity in turn
requires the work of science that makes it possibiea sense, the synthetic approach

to knowledge whereby religious and scientific aggttes conform to and collapse

488 Mitchell. “The Relation of the Church and SociabW.” 56-57
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within one another, takes on a kind of symbiotiarelcter within the Social Gospel
movement. On the one hand, new science demandedatigion, or, stated more
accurately, new theories and understandings ofnseieequired new theological
understandings to allow Christian comprehensiothefworld to coincide with the
truths newly provided by science. On the otherdhao too did the new social
Christianity not only influence the interpretatiof the social meaning of the new
scientific discoveries but also demand new devetgmin the science the better to
serve the social ends that could be known to betrtkee purposes of a normative
project of knowledge, a project developed preciselyaccount of the synthesis of the
disparate modes of knowing the world. Science ga@hestianity a new social
mission, and part of that mission became for seemed religion to develop the
means of effecting their goals; in effect, sciehad gained a religious calling.
Indeed, the coincidence of the joint advent ofribe/ scientific and religious
understandings reinforcing one another, in comimnawith other events such as the,
“‘increase in democracy, increase in religious typelincrease in science and
technology, increase in Christianity in Asia andiéd, broadening of intellectual
horizons, increase in social conscience in prizaté public philanthropy, political
and economic and social refornf§™was widely accepted as evidence to Protestants
of the coming of the kingdom. In the Social Gos@#ristianity could be understood

as a natural religion, the product and indeed auditnon of natural processes bringing

about a humanity that could know and love its areahd understand the divine will

“87 Timberlake Prohibition and the Progressive Movemes
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as the crown of creatidff® An important part of this culmination entailecethew
scientific approach to religious work:

In the prescientific age men lived in that fashweith Nature, taking her

blessings and her blows as they came, and coopgratth her in a

feeble and half-comprehending way. Science hasngisgedirective powers,

and we can now make Nature make us. As we are @mapding the great
laws of social life, the time for large directivetian is coming, and we shall
make Society make its members. My appeal is tosBan men to use the
prophetic foresight and moral determination whieéit Christian discipleship
ought to give them in order to speed and dired pinocess. If any one thinks
it cannot be done, let the unbeliever stand asmdegive place to those who
have faith. This thing is destin%;)God wills it. \AtHs morally necessary, must
be possible. Else where is GO+
Science has made possible new religious achievemamd as they became possible,
so too did it become necessary by religious managenploy science to those ends.
The Social Gospel apprehended new possibilitiesdiigion in a society of science
and industry, possibilities that allowed for a geeacontrol of society towards
religious ends; as Rauschenbusch pointed out, “We Mmave such scientific
knowledge of social laws and forces, of economios, history that we can
intelligently mold and guide the evolution in whiake take part;*°.

In the view of the Social Gospel, religion woul@ed a more realistic
appraisal of the task of salvation, an appraisate® in a richer and more
comprehensive understanding of the situation ofsthe gleaned from sociolody*
Although the knowledge did not come from more tiadal religious means of

learning, once known by the religiously motivatedividual, it would need to be

incorporated into the understanding of what, int,faeas the religious work of the

“88 Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Proteistan125
89 RauschenbusciEhristianizing the Social OrdeB31

*90bid. 40-41
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world. Just as social work, as noted above, woalde to be seen as religious work,
so too would religion become social work, both tlee salvation of all souls and for
the individual religious practitioner. Recallingaéschenbusch’s 1912 conference
sermon at the 39National Conference of Charities and Correctiod912 where he
told attendees that their work was religious waidktoo did he note the fusion of the
traditional view of individual salvation with theew social vision:
This, then, is one of the elementary doctrines lafisfianity, that love to God
must have its immediate result and counterpoisevia to men, and it must be
love that will cost something and will link us withe death of Christ. But
there is an even closer relation between religiod ethics, between love of
God and love of man. It is by loving men that wéeemto a living love of
God. Social work may be a gateway to religftn.
Here, then, social work becomes not only the wdrkaailitating the salvation of
other souls, and one’s own, through the amelionatib degraded social conditions
that impede said salvation, but also an increagiogtical part of one’s own pursuit
of salvation. Thus, despite the emphasis on tloplpeas parts of a social organism
and the social factors affecting salvation, thei@dBospel does not depart from the
fundamental contention that, as Hopkins puts lie“social crusade began in and
existed for the individual?®. In the words of Rauschenbusch:
If then we honestly call on God to help us saveygrocomes to us in the
night. Social work becomes the gateway to religlBy.loving men we learn
to love God, and then by that warm, sweet love ofl @e come to love men
still better.
This is one of the tests of our social work. Isringing us that insight?
Is it working out wonder and reverence, tenderraess awe in us? Has our
work for men quickened our sense of God? If it haswrought any of these

things in us, our work has not done much for usgl iams questionable if we
have done much for othef¥!

492 Rauschenbusch. “Conference Sermon.” 15
9% Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Proteistan321
4% Rauschenbusch. “Conference Sermon.” 17-18
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What had changed, then, was not the emphasis osatixation of the individual, but
the belief of how individuals achieve salvationhelief altered by an understanding
of the relations of individuals developed througiesce. In this new approach to
salvation, the efforts to save one’s own soul afermed by sociology’s lessons that
the souls are inextricably socially linked; thugjts not a man’s business to save his
own soul, but to save somebody else’s sdUl,"By sociology, not only could social
Christianity see that an individual could facilgenother’s efforts to save his or her
own individual soul, but because that individualidodo so, he or she had a religious
requirement to do so under the mandates of Chriktize.
Within the new mandate, the very concept of theisiian good becomes
irrevocably social, collectivist and community oried:
All human goodness must be social goodness. Matundgamentally
gregarious and his morality consists in being a dgagnember of his
community. A man is moral when he is social; hanimoral when he is anti-
social. The highest type of goodness is that whids freely at the service of
the community all that a man is and can. The highgse of badness is that
which uses up the wealth and happiness and vifttteeccommunity to please
self. All this ought to go without saying, but iact religious ethics in the past
has largely spent its force in detaching men frbairt community, from
marriage and property, from interest in politicatiasocial task&>°

In this vein, the socialization of the Christiarodgplaces a new emphasis on service.

Certainly, Christianity had long included notionsservice, yet those notions often

95 Stelzle, Rev. Charles. Supt. Department of CharahLabor, the Board of Home Missions of the
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. “The PreparatibNlinisters for Social Work.Proceedings of the
National Conference of Charities and Correctiortteg Thirty-Eighth Annual Session held in the City
of St. Louis, Mo., June 7-14, 19Hdited by Alexander Johnson. (Fort Wayne, IndesBrof the
Archer Printing Company, 1911). 233. Stelzle wabetating upon understanding of Gladden’s
theology as: “In one of Dr. Gladden's recent boblksguotes those who say that ‘the message of
Christianity is to the individual.” ‘Yes,’ Dr. Gtllen replies, ‘but here's the message:--you are not
strictly an individual any more than your handiisiradividual. You do not live for yourself. If yo

try to save your life you will lose it, but if yaare willing to forget your individuality you will &
saved.”

498 RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisis67
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had tended to devolve towards service to the chilogk of God meant to serve Him
through His appointed churéfl! Yet if that love becomes broadened in scope, then
both the concepts of Christian goodness and itsitegpart, sin, would necessarily
become recontextualized:

Social religion, too, demands repentance and faghentance for our social

sins; faith in the possibility of a new social ardas long as a man sees in our

present society only a few inevitable abuses awsdgmizes no sin and evil
deep-seated in the very constitution of the preseder, he is still in a state of
moral blindness and without conviction of &fi.
To try to live as a moral individual in a sinfulcety without working to redeem it
would be itself sin.

In a very real sense, then, the religious becopwtical. As Christian
religion proceeded rationally to analyze societyl ats problems in terms of its
ethical position, it became a kind of political gram in and of itself, a part of the
new faith in progress inculcated in the Progresgige’® In his 1914 President’s
Address to the National Conference of Charities &uatrections entitled, “The
County—A Challenge to humanized politics and vodentco-operation,” Graham
Taylor made clear his belief in the mutual intemlegience, if not identity, of the
church’s mission and its politics:

There is at last a growing conviction that even ¢harch cannot succeed if

the community fails, and that the community cansatceed if the church

fails. The citizen is feeling his need of religian “facing all that is
disagreeable and problematic in democracy, comggatiothing, blinking

nothing away, and at the same time, keeping hilssivibng and temperate, so
that its edge will never turn.” For the citizen ‘fieeet all his social obligations

497 Of course, historically this service could oftendiverted towards the sovereign as well, through
the magic of the established church.

*%%|bid. 349
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properly, to pay all his political debts joyoushgver to throw a glance over
his shoulder to the monastery—this is a mighty slayork.””

Religious work, social work and political work heat converge in developing both
the ethical ends to be effected in society andntkans to produce them. Insofar as
the new scientific developments of the period bhawpout this convergence, it may
be no great exaggeration to say that, for the $d&&aspelers, sociology brought
about a new science of Christian love; as Lymanodblould explain, “The object
of Christianity is human welfare; its method is @wer building; its process is
evolution; and the secret of its power is God,”

This new practical approach to Christianity andietyc of course, meant a
new role for Church and clergy. As evangelicalt®tantism increasingly tended
towards a progressive desire to overcome corruptiothe world with the end of
Christianizing society, the attendant Christianydiot use secular power to transform
culture® created a very different sense of purpose forctargy. In other words, a
new definition of sin meant a new definition of thale of the church. As the
Reverend Charles Stelzle put it:

We are told that “it is the business of the Chumchonvict men of sin.” True,

but this refers not merely to sin in the abstrdttmust have reference to the

sin of child labor, the sin of the sweat-shop, $ire of under-pay and over-
work, the sin of insufficient protection from fine a shirtwaist factory, the sin

of killing little children with a tenement-houséetsin of an economic system
which deprives men and women of their rigtfts.

0% Taylor, Graham. “President’s AddresProceedings of the National Conference of SocialkiVo
Formerly, National Conference of Charities and Gantion at the Forty-First Annual Session Held in
Memphis, Tennessee May 8-15, 19Fbrt Wayne, Ind.: Fort Wayne Printing Company14). 14

0! Quoted in HopkinsThe Rise of the Social Gospel in American Proteistan130. (Cited: “What

is Christianity?” Arena 3 (1891). 46)

02 Timberlake Prohibition and the Progressive Movement

*03 Stelzle. “The Preparation of Ministers for SoaMbrk.” 233
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This religious project was a project of societyt aoly individuals seeking absolution
or avoidance of their own sins, and that shift meha project extended far beyond
the membership of any given chur®@. More than a social project, the Social
Gospelers steeled themselves to face the projedandty itself.

Moreover, this project meant that the clergy oughtpromote the earthly
happiness of all mankifi®> Traditional theological admonitions that too much
concern with earthly things would lead people asfram the proper contemplation
of a pious relationship with God would no longetdhgiven a social conception of
sin:

We are warned that social service will interferahwihe preaching of the

Gospel, that it contains too much thought for wigrldelfare, that in working

for material decency it will lose its spiritual w08, will lessen its communion

with its God, will become a mere social agency. I@anything be farther
than this view from the teaching of Moses and lsad Jesus and Paul?

These great leaders and lovers of men were fulteafl for the temporal

welfare of men. They emphasized not only individabedience to the law

and the commandments, but they make it clear thakisg the temporal
welfare of men is an essential part of righteousnas essential part of any
gospel that would lay claim to being God-inspiréd.
Far from concerns of worldliness imperiling the Isaum inadequate engagement with
society would not sufficiently address the problefrsin once that sin was situated
within social conditions. No longer could a Chastremain “right with God,” so to
speak, without involvement in the world, an invohent guided by his or her
Christian faith. As Rev. Gladden put it in his cuoitiee report, “The Church and

Social Work,” “It seems very clear that the prograh Jesus Christ did not

contemplate any such separation between religidrpaitanthropy; one does not like

0% Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protéistan125
% bid. 84
%® Glenn. “The Church and Social Work” 141-142
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to think of what His judgment would be upon thiadency, to exalt sentimentalism
and undervalue servicé?.

As for the question that he was immediately addngs$§The Function of the
Church in Social Work; Should it Inspire, Interpr@uide or Administer it?” Gladden
noted, “I am rather inclined to change ‘or’ to ‘amatid answer ‘Yes It should do all
these things as soon as it is qualified and as ageil can,*®®. That final qualifier is
telling as to Gladden’s attitude with regard to thadequacies of the clergy to the
new task for the church at that time. The methents tools needed to counsel one
who was concerned with the sin within his heartldonot be expected to be
sufficient to deal with a whole new conception of, particularly one that assayed
the individuals’ influence on the potential for sm the community. The Social
Gospel’s “discovery” of the proper Christian missiand, therefore, the proper role
of the church in society meant that the church idlergy would need to develop
new competencies to meet what was now considessdabpropriate tasks.

Accordingly, the fact that the church had not presly prepared and
positioned itself for this role could only be sesna failure on the part of the church.
Unaware of the true nature of sin and the socialreaof redemption, the church had
not developed the capacity or propensity to integielf with the political project
that the Social Gospel conceived for Christiani§s such, in the eyes of the Social
Gospelers, the church, though well-meaning andeniwbits intentions as befitting an
institution of divine service, was deficient as sw@wa&d by the newer, worldlier

conception of Christian ethics:

507 Gladden. “The Function of the church in Social WoR16
%8 |bid. 216
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One of the keenest satires on the failure andtjutf much church work to
meet the demands of the times, ends with this &sin&nfession of the need
of it in a democracy, and this noble insistencenugh@ dependence of social
justice upon religion: “Nothing but a church wilb dAll the other schemes of
democracy come to naught for want of that. Theukectplatform is no
substitute for Sinai. Democracy is a religion othmog, with its doctrine, its
forms, its ritual, its ceremonies, its governmestaachurch—above all, its
organized sacrifice of the altar, the sacrificeseff. Democracy must get rid
of the natural man, of each for himself, and hawew birth into the spiritual
man, the ideal self of each for all. Without rebigi how is man,
the essentially religious animal, to face the mastmendous of all
problems —social justice?®
Previously, the Church’s appropriate role would éndeen to prevent, or at least
mitigate the dangers of such worldly engagemettieperil of risk to one’s soul. In
such a social scheme, wandering from the churclddtaelf be considered sin on
account of the failure of the individual to maimtaiesponsibility for the proper
contemplation of God worthy of His Grace. A soddristianity, though, could hold
the Church responsible for not being relevant ® dhtual social nature of sin and
demand that it reform itself to the real needdefdalvation of the race.

As the Social Gospel movement matured, then, ttemee to be an increasing
interest on the part of ministers not just in sb@aues but also an increase in the
teaching of social science in theology schools @mmferences!® Building on, and
past, the Bill of Rights referenced by Rauschenbuabove, most churches of
evangelical Protestantism set up social servicenugsions and nearly all adopted
the Federal Council of Churches’ Commission on @eirch and Social Service’s

Social Creed™ drawn up in 1912, the presentation of which maeftont page of

The New York Times

09 Taylor. “President’s Address.” 14
*1% Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Proteistan149
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CHICAGO, Dec. 3. -- The Commission on Church ancti&oService
presented its report through the Rev. Frank MasonthiNo-day at the opening
meeting of the Quadrennial Conference of the Féd€wuncil of the
Churches of Christ in America. It included a newocial creed” for the
churches. Some articles in this creed are:

Protection of the family by the single standardfarily, uniform
divorce laws, proper regulation of marriage, anappr housing.

The fullest possible development for every chiégdpecially by the
provision of proper education and recreation.

The abolition of child labor.

Such regulation of the conditions of toil for womas shall safeguard
the physical and moral health of the community.

The abatement and prevention of poverty.

The protection of the individual and society fréime social, economic,
and moral waste of the liquor traffic.

The protection of the worker from dangerous maetyinoccupational
diseases, and mortality.

Suitable provision for the old age of the workensd for those
incapacitated by injury.

Release from employment one day in seven.

The gradual and reasonable reduction of the hotidebor to the
lowest practicable point, and that degree of leidar all which is a condition
of the highest human life.

A living wage as a minimum in every industry, ahé highest wage
that each industry can affortf

The methodology of enacting so ambitious a sodiafyam required more than the
formal logic of theology but rather “a wider studiyman” in the every-day processes
of humanity>*® By 1913, Frank Tucker noted in his National Coefiee of Charities
and Corrections presidential address, “Social destthat:

This National Conference had reached the stage ptementive philanthropy
became its dominant note. It had reached the sthge its formulation of the
causes of poverty and crime became much more tefWhen the causes of
poverty and crime had been crystallized as ineffici and dishonest
government, inefficient education, exploitationlafor, exploitation of the
physical and economic necessities of everyday ligxploitation of
weaknesses of character, for which causes someedbdst and some of the
worst of our countrymen from captains of industrp the ward

®12«gocial Creed for Church; Commission Presents fisweg to Federal Council In Chicago.” New
York Times 4 DEC 1912. Page 1
*13 From HopkinsThe Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protéfstan62
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boss controlling organized vice, were equally guithe men and women of
this Conference began to search for remeties.

If this preventative angle be the approach to $ae@k and if the church were to
retain its legitimacy in the view of social Chrastity, the church would need to
become part of the program, so to speak. And iogrta program it was, entailing
efforts not just to offer succor in the traditionabys of Christian charities but to
intervene against problems that were increasingtieusstood at the institutional level,
for it was newly understood to be the work of Cimisity to consider: “What are
some of the problems which are restraining merntgugity that the church might be
attacking with reasonable hope of succe¥s?”

This need to meet social conditions head on andaoething about them
constituted a significant break in the Church’s ensthnding of society. Obviously,
the jeremiad tradition historically has more thalfittéee to say about the decadence
and degradation of mainstream culture and its emfte on the spirit, but rarely, if
ever, had it adhered to an institutional prograinNow, though, the Church would
need to understand not only how society distractexifrom the proper contemplation
of God that led one to right action, but also @sdencies to inhibit the development
of the individual to choose such contemplation:

Underlying all Catholic sociology is the fundameémtactrine that, having

from God a soul endowed with intellect and will bivag him to know and do

good and avoid evil, man is responsible to Godefegry thought and deed
concerning his fellows and himself, and that withainis sense of

responsibility and consequent responsiveness I, nigp external law can be
effective. Hence man’s right to life includes tlght to be born well of clean

1% Tucker, Frank. “President’s Addres®toceedings of the National Conference of SociafkWo
Formerly, National Conference of Charities and Gantion at the Fortieth Annual Session Held in
Seattle, Washington July 5-12, 19{Bort Wayne, Ind.: Fort Wayne Printing Comparg13). 4
*1>Glenn. “The Church and Social Work.” 142

*1® The notion of Constantinian Christianity as a titi enterprise notwithstanding.
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and moral parents, and the right from parents asdety to full mental,

moral, and physical development, and opportunityit® decent continuance

in liberty and the pursuit of happiness, God-givaghts which no majority

may alienate”’.
Again, it must be emphasized, as did Rev. Michaehn¢ in his talk on “The
Relation of the Church to Social Work,” from whicame this Christian sociological
doctrine that the engagement of the material carditof life were not to come at the
expense of ignoring the spiritual element of redgomp “true happiness can never be
attained by individual or nation unless the purstiilows the Ilines of
righteousness stamped by God on the human heaittanthed and deepened by the
church,®®8 Yet sociology had informed Christian doctrinetioé notion of material
social preconditions for salvation. No longer wbitlbe sufficient for the Church to
exhort people to turn their eyes to God, but rathevould need to undertake the
work of empowering the people to seek salvatiowogk consistent with the newly
understood belief that social work comprised al\p@t of an individual's efforts
towards the same.

Given the attitudes of the progressivism of thmeeti this new role for the
Church meant that the Church would have to acins@imlly in society. As Jane
Addams put it in her 1910 National Conference ofaf@i and Corrections
presidential address, the different factions of Pregressives, whom she calls

broadly “the charitable” and “the Radicals,” hadreoultimately to converge on, “the

conviction that the poverty and crime with whicteyhconstantly deal are often the

17 Kenny, Rev. Michael, S.J. Professor of Sociologg aurisprudence, Loyola University, New
Orleans. “The Relation of the Church to Social WoRroceedings of the National Conference of
Social Work, Formerly, National Conference of Clias and Correction at the Forty-Seventh Annual
Session Held in New Orleans, Louisiana April 14-292Q (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1920). 53
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result of untoward industrial conditions,” and algwt, “if they would make an
effective appeal to public opinion they must uélicarefully collected data as to the
conditions of the poor and the criminal®®. In effect, the realization that individual
fortunes depended so heavily upon structural astesyic concerns was derived from
science and would hence require science to denab@gtre insight to others in order
to gain political support for the reforms such izgion implied was necessary:

Moreover, modern charity, continually discoverirgnobligations, has been

obliged to call to its aid economics, sanitary scee statistical research, and

many other agencies as the program of this Conderawill testify. It has
therefore through dire need, been forced to reaegtiiat charitable effort is
part of the general social movement; somewhat s $duart Mill, when he
was hard pressed by the problems of life, restp@dical economy to its
proper place as a branch of social philosophysimgj that it was not a thing
by itself, but was an important part of the grehble>*°

If the Church would be part of the social moveméniould have to embrace all of

it, the scientific approach included.

The Christian love of the Social Gospel, then, mdéaat if Christians were to
love rightly, which is to say socially, they woulelquire science. Such a combination
would not be difficult, though, given the expeatatiof conformity between religious
and scientific truth. Some might consider it a fhapoincidence that goodness is
useful to society and that that which is sociallgeful is good, as when
Rauschenbusch observes:

Cooperation is not only morally beautiful, but econcally effective. The

great achievements of modern life are almost whalig to the application of

this principle. Progress consisted in learning t@amd the size of our
cooperating groups and to make all the parts mtkrimore smoothly. The

1% Addams, Jane, of Hull House, Chicago. “PresideAtkiress: Charity and Social Justice.”
Proceedings of the National Conference of Charitesl Correction at the Thirty-seventh Annual
Session held in the City of St. Louis, Mo., May 18t26th, 1910Edited by Alexander Johnson. (Fort
Wayne, Ind.: Press of the Archer Printing Compd®4,0). 1
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triumphs of applied science are due to the shawinigtellectual results and
methods?!

On the other hand, the confluence of instrumemédl rrormative efficacy might well
be seen as a kind of epistemological necessityéf lolds that scientific and moral
knowledge, rightly understood, each flow from agi&nwell-spring of truth. To the
extent that the different approaches to knowledgeeapected to cohere, then what
some would attribute to coincidence is actuallyrction of reality.

Religious work, given this comprehension of rgaliwould need to be done
scientifically to be done well. That is to saythe religious problems of the world
observed by social Christianity could be understsontifically and if scientific
investigation could offer methods for social wodkfind solutions, then Christianity
would have to be scientific in its approach. Huwr Social Gospel, this approach was
not a departure in the history of Christianity bather a natural development given
the progression of the state of knowledge, a pssjpe in which science was
intimately involved:

The millennial hope was the modern social hope auththe scientific

conception of organic development. The Church Fathesre lacking in the

historical sense for development. The educated aneng them had been
trained in the Roman rhetorical schools, and thecational system of that
day was almostuseless for producing historicaligiis The air of
the miraculous which hung about Christian thougbivial to modem times
was also directly hostile to any scientific commesion of social facts. When
all things happened by devils or angels, how coun&h understand the real
causes of things%

In this formulation of Rauschenbusch’s, what miggem to be a break in tradition to

some is in reality just an updating of doctrine astount of new discoveries—in

effect the scientific method applied to theologyf the scientific method is an

2! RauschenbusciEhristianizing the Social Ordef.70
®22 RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisid.96
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appropriate method for discovering truth and thera moral mandate to understand
religious truth, then the scientific method woukks appropriate to the theological
task.

In this way, religious progressives came to hold Church responsible for
social science. Social science was deemed negdsstre effectuation of a moral
world, so if the Church would retain—or, as someuldoarticulate the notion,
regain—its moral stewardship in America, it reqditbe tools of social science. The
clergy would need social science because their waksocial work. In the words of
Rev. Stelzle, “But why hold the theological semiynaesponsible for the situation?’

somebody may ask. For the same reason that | woolld the medical school

responsible if physicians were improperly traineor ftheir life's work,®%

Accordingly, the church would need to become inedlin the project itself, as when
Glenn offered his list of “Practical Methods to Axdbin his remarks on “Church and
Social work” at the 1913 National Conference onriies and Corrections:

How can the churches as churches deal with socizblgms? It is not
possible to map out a definite program that wiplggpuniversally. Each
church must make its own program according to #eda of its community
and the instruments at its command. But it is gmedio make some general
suggestions applicable to any church.

1. A church's members should study community prableand carefully
consider what are the wisest methods of attackiegnt so as to destroy the
bad and build up the good.

2. A church should co-operate with all intelligamid well administered social
agencies, public and private, getting the benefittheir knowledge and
experience, and leaving to them everything thay thee equipped to do -
within their respective spheres.

3. A church can provide for its members, young aid, elementary
instruction and courses of study in social questi@amd it can bring those who
need further instruction or training into touch lwinstitutions and agencies
that are equipped to teach and train.

23 Stelzle. “The Preparation of Ministers for Soalbrk.” 235
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4. A church can insist that theological seminagball give courses dealing
with social questions, and training to their studehrough direct contact with
the poor under trained social workers, so that theiduates may lead wisely
in healthy, sound social progress.

5. A church can make its influence felt in politiog insisting on pure and
honest administration in government and on theaghoif clean, strong men
for office, in local government at least; and bypmssing itself clearly and
publicly as to legislation and policies which wdllearly aid or hinder social
righteousness, according to the church's concepfidin Its members should,
collectively as well as individually, constantly prss their sympathy with
honest and wise officials and speak their mindskisato selfish and careless
ones. Incidentally, a similar policy should be me&d toward owners and
managers of newspapers, which should be looked egsentially as public
agents, not merely as private critics.

6. A church can federate with other churches tothegse and other things
where the power of combination is necessary togbgood results more
speedily>

To take seriously the religious mission meant thatChristian church ought not only
to learn to understand itself better through neigrdgdic knowledge and reconceive
its purpose and function through the same, but ialsbould learn from science the
knowledge necessary for a good society and dem@eidpblitics incorporate this

knowledge in public administration.

A Science of Christianity

Ultimately, the extension of the reasoning thatenthe Church feel the need
for science meant that the Church ought necessarbgcome a part of the process of
science itself. Christianity for the Social Gospatl become scientific in a very real
sense. Moreover, the idea of an institution bé®gentific’ carries with it two
common connotations, referring at once to a methifoahderstanding and also to a
method of accomplishing goals; both here apply. ti@none hand, the theology of

the Social Gospel had been shaped by the new #icatiscoveries of the time,

524 Glenn. “The Church and Social Work.” 144
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especially evolution, which seemed, on accounthef dcceptance of a collapse of
normative and empirical thought, to demand thatisfianity reform its ethics to
address the reality of the people for which it wasant. On the other hand, as the
Social Gospel learned about society through sciegseéoo would it require scientific
approaches to solve the social problems that itddbihe establishment of the
kingdom of God on earth and the salvation of alllso Thus, in the Social Gospel,
Christianity became itself a kind of science of tedemption of society.

Once Christianity adopted a sociological view afkcisty and, therefore,
salvation, such theological development may hawoine inevitable. As early as
1885 a group of Social Gospelers, led by Profes&ohard T. Ely founded the
American Economic Associatioft specifically in response to a demand for social
science to fulfill the religious goals of which tiegy alone proved incapable and
which required the science of economics to move thia direction of practical
Christianity,®®® the church was charged with its overemphasis dhelogical
compliance with the First Commandment as a failarestudy the social science
necessary to fulfill the Commandment of love foresnfellow mar?’ For this
reason, Prof. Ely asserted the need for the soathkr than individual gospel on
account of the Church having lost its leadershipnmaterialist views. Similarly,
Newman Smyth would claim that, while the clergy bugot teach economics, they
should “apply economics in their teachings anddive the needs of men in this

present life,>%,

2% yes, the same one that puts outAmeerican Economic Review'm serious.

26 Quoted in HopkinsThe Rise of the Social Gospel in American Proteistan116
%27 |bid. 106; 149

528 Quoted in: Ibid. 90
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Sociological reasoning combined with the histdrio@thod had itself forced
progressive theologians to situate their societgiuiding culture, religion, economics
and so forth, within larger historical forces. tlatwas required, then, to follow the
reasoning of the interdependence of the developraswhen Rauschenbusch notes:

So religious frugality laid the foundations for @apsm and put civilization

on its legs financially. Now capitalism is disintating that virtue in the

descendants of the Calvinists and persuading thenbuy baubles that
capital may make profit.

How deeply our standards of morality are affectgccommercialism
probably no man can estimate. Not only the prachaéthe theory of honesty
is weakened?®

Religion influences the mores of a society. Theeaanfluence development of the

economics of the society. The economics theniin &lter the mores. While such

insight might be commonplace today, this new cofm@nsion introduced a whole

new conception of the ability to control the sogabcesses shaping human life, the
kind of control that made the organization of tleecés of society towards the

building of a terrestrial kingdom of God appear, tfee first time, feasible:

To undertake the gradual reconstruction of soci# tonsciously and

intelligently would have required a scientific corapension of social life

which was totally lacking in the past. Sociologyssll an infant science.

Modern political economy may be said to have beguith Adam

Smith's “Wealth of Nations,” which was publishedlifi76. Modern historical

science, whichis interpreting the origins and thevelopment of social

institutions, is only about a century oftf.
If Christianity had only recently accepted the tdrade of making a more perfect
world for the salvation of all, it could surely lexcused for its previous failure on

account of the fact that not only were the mearsvaitable, but so too was the

knowledge that such a goal was even possible.

29 RauschenbusciEhristianizing the Social Orde212
3% RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisid94
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Once such a religious possibility was realizedyéner, it became imperative.
To these ends, then, it was necessary to develepsdtence through which this
purpose could and would be enacted. In this \&gience was believed to provide
access to hitherto impossible comprehension of sksunessage. This
comprehension was utterly new to the nineteenttucgecause, as Rauschenbusch
elaborates, “The first scientific life of Christ wawritten in 1829 by Karl Hase.
Christians had always bowed in worship before tiMaster, but they had never
undertaken to understand his life in its own histdr environment and his
teachings his hearers® The Social Gospel, because it engaged Christiani
scientifically, was a more true Christianity. Tieason for this, as understood by the
scientific approach, was that Christianity was litse science, for, “Jesus had the
scientific insight which comes to most men onlytkgining, but to the elect few by
divine gift. He grasped the substance of that ldvorganic development in nature
and history which our own day at last has beguelaborate systematically®.

In principle, according to such a formulation asuBchenbusch’s, the
Christian message—the Gospel—was itself the knaydecbntent of science. As
such, it is clear that in this view, science hasmadive content. Moreover, part of
that normative content is to engage in more scietie better to enact the goals
illuminated by the normative content. The disc@vlrat Jesus spoke on matters
relating to everyday life created a demand for sesiion Jesus’s social utterances and
his social teaching®> Similarly, some theological schools began to ptce

responsibility for the sociological education okithclergy and there was seen the

%1 |bid. 46
%32 RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisi§9
33 Hopkins.The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Proteistan213
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development of biblical and Christian sociologiegoying a methodology based on
the life and words of Christ?

Obviously, gleaning techniques from science cdwdconsidered useful to
many, if not most, endeavors, religious or othegyisne uses whatever appropriate
tools are availablg®® The specific texture of the Social Gospel, thquglearly
indicates an embrace of not only the continuitydktnd of integrity of religious and
scientific approaches to knowledge. That sociaWi@sm had, for some, become a
kind of religion was certainly not lost on Rausdbesch who observed:

For a century the doctrine of salvation by compmtitvas the fundamental

article in the working creed of the capitalistictioas. It was the “natural

theology” of industry, and no political economy waghodox that did not
preach it. Governments felt it would be a sin toteifere while
competitors were having a Donnybrook Fafr.
While problematic, such a social theory was noteasonable, as science properly
employed would yield the path to truth; the problesith this view was not one of
method, but of incorrect conclusions. Converstigough the Social Gospel a more
correct—or corrected—science would be the vehictettie new Christianity of the
future:

We have the new sciences of political economy aibkgy to guide us. It

is true, political economy in the past has mislsdfien, but it too is leaving

its sinful laissez-faire ways and preparingto serve the Lord and
human brotherhood. All the biblical sciences arevnasing the historical
method and striving to put us in the position of driginal readers of each
biblical book. But as the Bible becomes more lieliit becomes more social.

We usedto see the sacred landscape through alelganterpretation as

through a piece of yellow bottle-glass. It was vgoyden and wonderful, but

very much apart from our everyday modem life. Thiel8hereafter will be
“the people's book” in a new sense. For the firsietin religious history

% |bid. 167-168
3% \What constitutes “appropriateness” is, howeveottaer story altogether.
%3¢ RauschenbusciEhristianizing the Social Ordel.77
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scientific knowledge that a comprehensive and oootiis reconstruction of
social life in the name of God is within the bourmdsiuman possibility>’

In no way would this mean to imply, however, thateace had replaced religion.
Rather, science was knowledge of truth, meaning, thathis view anyway, the

project of science and religion were properly cdasd one and the same.

3" RauschenbusciEhristianity and the Social Crisi209
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CHAPTER 5: GOD ONLY KNOWS?
Problems of Conflating Epistemological Approachesa
Political Knowledge for American Democracy

A Political Era—orthe political era—in American history is ending.
Earlier, Americans knew or felt that when liberalisnd modernity failed
them, there was another world to which they codpair. Made most
visible by the churches, the ethnic groups, andsthall communities, it
was what Americans meant when they spoke of “honts.invisible side,
the values and symbols and the culture these teflebelped intellectuals
to organize and clarify their own discontent amdpolitics, allowed them
the warm illusion of a fraternity between the exigdd and the alienated.
Now, however, the groups which supported that ti@diare dead or
dying, as liberal society becomes more and monesemble that blank
sheet which its great prophet asserted was theatdiaginning of men.
And the ideas which our older culture reflected &apt partly alive have
been banished by fashion to odd corners—to dustyvat and the minds
of the eccentric or fortunate—and have become miistam the life of
men.

W. Carey McWilliamsThe Idea of Fraternity in Ameri¢&

Epistemological Collapse and the Instrumentalizatin of Spiritual Thought

By now | hope | have conveyed how a seemingly ameolicy choice might be
comprehensible through an understanding of the ryidg religious and scientific
epistemology of the policy’s proponents. That stiee and normative reasoning might
intermingle in the realm of politics is, in a seneet so surprising considering the role
political policy plays in society. Policy must diedth the world as it is, and endeavor to
make the world as we would like it to be. Accoghn instrumental reason must be
employed to achieve conceptions of the good insadawe believe them to be possible
through political activity. Indeed, American pragtism itself—considered by many to
be America’s unique contribution to philosophy—eents the philosophical merger of

the scientific method with teleological notionsasf explicit or quasi-religious type that

38 McWilliams. The Idea of Fraternity in Americ#18
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analytically has no real place in contemporary ustdedings of “pure” or “hard”
science. In effect, even many of the more scienéipproaches to politics and thought
can be found to share the special texture of Araartbought’s tendency to incorporate
spiritualism and religiosity into empirical debatey need is felt to separate what some
would argue are analytically distinct elements. Fshard Rorty states, in attempting to
explain his own philosophic views:
The American pragmatist tradition, by contrast, haamde a point of breaking
down the distinctions between philosophy, sciemme@olitics. Its representatives
often describe themselves as ‘naturalists’, thotigdy deny that they are
reductionists or empiricists. Their objection tatbtraditional British empiricism
and the scientific reductionism characteristicheff Vienna Circle is precisely that
neither is sufficiently naturalistic. In my perhagsuvinistic view, we Americans
have been more consistent than the Europeans. feriéan philosophers have
realized that the idea of a distinctive, autonomoaclitural activity called
‘philosophy’ becomes dubious when the vocabularyctvthas dominated that
activity is called into questiotf’®
An anti-foundationalist such as Rorty, of courgavkes out religion in his assessment of
this mindset** However, as has been made clear above, Amerighticpdiscourse
allows as legitimate, if not encourages, argumavith a distinctly religious texture,
even, if not especially, when considering practipabblems of social and political
importance.
This discourse contains within it new and disivetconceptions of democracy

and republicanism. That is to say, American pmditare understood by the people to be

democratic and republican, but the beliefs conogrmihat makes the country a republic

3% Rorty, interestingly, though a self-proclaimeceitectual disciple of Dewey, expressly rejects any
foundations for his own brand of pragmatism. Tjsction may prove problematic for a politics of
growth in the American world-view insofar as litdéstinction can be made between the good of the
individual versus the good of the community, adidleexamined. Rorty, RicharBhilosophy and Social
Hope (New York: Penguin Books, 1999).

>4 bid. 17

*#! The avoidance of religion is an interesting hisa@rpoint as he was the grandson of Walter
Rauschenbusch.
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and what the point of democracy is departs grefatyn the classical understandings
invoked, perhaps misleadingly, by the founderse @lamocracy that John Dewey saw as
characterized in America’s imagination as “neitheform of government nor a social
expediency, but a metaphysic of the relation of raad his experience in naturé?
entailed a collective vision of the good to be sudccordingly, as James Morone has
found, “Precisely when American politics grows masintentious, Americans look
beyond adversary democracy and expect to find semus about shared interests
residing in the people. A Rousseauian common gaauns to beckon from beyond the
Lockean status quo™® Popular contemporary imagination on the rolehef individual

in American life notwithstanding, Morone demonstgtthat institution building in
America has proceeded with the invocation that i&itutions will embody this
metaphysic of democracy—the democratic wish.That the common good, which will
tend towards the greatest good for individuals al, wften coincides with government
establishment—or preservation of, depending upouar ymwint of view—of freedom
ought not to distract from the main issue that pet is still held to be this greater
common good. There is an interesting tension wilRbusseau’s theory of the common
good, though, where he states, “This presupposéged, that all the qualities of the

general will reside in the majority: when they ee#&s do so, whatever side a man may

*4?Quoted in: Mitchell, Charles Endividualism and Its Discontents. AppropriatiorfsEmnerson, 1880-
1950 (Amherst, MA: University of Massachusetts Prd€97) . 110 (Citation: Dewey, John.
"Maeterlinck's Philosophy of Life.The Middle Works of John DewdZarbondale, Ill.: Southern lllinois
University Press, 1979) Vol. VI). According to ®ey, only Emerson, Whitman and Maeterlinck had
made this realization.

43 Morone, James AThe Democratic Wish: Popular Participation and thmits of American
Government(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1998). 6

>4 Morone also effectively demonstrates that whetheiinstitutions so formed do indeed promote said
democracy is another matter altogether.
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take, liberty is no longer possibl&'®. The puzzle of what to do when the common good
is not manifested in the will of the majority endsrfor democratic theory, and most
probably drives the interest in this irresponsiglenius. The competing visions of
American democracy and its appropriate scope irgong—in commanding—the wills
of individual people and what best constitutes praiotes a republican common good
might be understood as mirroring this never solpezblem of locating, in practice, the
Rousseauian common good.

To understand how these politics are understoad pamsued in the American
context it becomes necessary to consider more ulgbip the operation of the
legitimated plausibility structure—i.e. that whidkmericans consider the appropriate
scope for political action—in terms of the contemgpy relationship between the
individual and society. Stated more succinctlypwiedge of how Americans understand
the relationship between the individual and socvetyinform an understanding of what
Americans believe to constitute legitimate politicsAs seen above, the popular
understanding of this relationship has changed dtiaally from America’s puritanical
roots. Moreover, the various waves of immigrati@ve radically changed the source
populations in America—in many ways the currentaleb about immigration can be
seen to mirror the theoretical notions of whethernot “these people” share “our”
American values such that they may rightfully papa@te in the American enterpris®.
For present purposes, leverage on this matter eagaimed by investigating the sorts of

spiritual and quasi-religious belief and thoughsteyns that have risen in twentieth

%% Rousseau, Jean-JacquBse Social Contract and Discoursdsanslated by G. D. H. Cole. (London:
Orion Publishing Group, 1999)

48 \Whatever the hell that is—a point debatable andimiebated and, in many ways, the impetus behind
this dissertation.
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century America. What will be shown—I hope—is hamrecent times, Americans have
embraced forms of religious and spiritual thinkthgt, in keeping with the acceptance of
epistemological collapse between instrumental amamative thinking, radically
emphasize the utility and instrumental use of stidught to the ends of individual
utility. These movements of course do not necédgszause the corresponding political
ramifications discussed, but rather can be seesymaptomatic of the reorientation of
what are considered to be acceptable politicatudiés away from the common good
thinking of traditional republicanism described eb@nd towards a focus on the pursuit
of personal goods.

The reorientation discussed, of course, is clogelynd up with the rationalization
of society and the individual's place in it, as dheed by and since Weber.
Rationalization seems almost necessarily at timgdace the emphasis on the individual,
the holder of the reason by which society is trams&d:

As both the sacred (the cosmos) and nature arelifgdpand made abstract,

society is desacralized. Social structure, exchaagd authority lose ultimate

value and are no longer taken as ends in themsdluésather as means to the
attainment of value exogenous to them. Socialrorgéion becomes profane and
is rationalized as a set of interrelated means-ehdms. With the transformation
in the external cosmos and nature, the ends oé ttlegins becomes located in the
abstract individual, who is now the primordial énthat anchors this ontolog$’
Yet what often falls out of such discussions is ¢tharacter of such an ontology when
religious sentiments concerning the phenomenorredened. As such, rationalization
does not necessarily dominate or exclude the tesfefigith, but rather may work with

them to reform ontologies to structure and legitenaertain kinds of behavior and

approaches to politics. Such observed ontologiey mhen serve as vehicles for

*#" ThomasRevivalism and Cultural Changg1
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understanding the mind-set of the individuals haddihem and how they work out their
normative relationships with society.

What a viewing of post-World War 1l America reve#sa rise in the acceptance
and popularity of spiritual and quasi-religious raments that emphasize utility to the
individual. Whereas religious forms of thought wéreld, in the classical theory of
liberalism, to define and justify social obligat®oand even the very structure of society
and the mandate to participate in it politicallycrieasingly we see that such thought has
become a tool for personal development. This esipl@n be observed in the character
of the rise, development and acceptance of centdinidual-oriented strains of thought
that have become increasingly popular. Such newveldpments can be seen in the
movements of Objectivism—based upon the philosophy®yn Rand, the religion of
Scientology—not recognized as a religion in manyeotcountries outside the United
States, Est or the Landmark Foriiinthe bastardization in American thought of many
eastern religious philosophies—particularly Buddhigmeditation) and Yoga, and
arguably the self-help industry and its sometimiesoat cultish adherents. Of course,
adherents of some of these systems of thought eawdige would certainly balk at the
association with some of the others. The contaritgre, however, is not to derogate any
of these practices in and of themselpes se®*° Rather, the goal is to underscore certain
shared features that suggest not only that thesetipes are of a kind, but that they

conform to and may be understood as manifestatibttee amalgamated epistemological

**8 The group’s name was changed when it changedinléne midst of law suits about abuses conducted
by Est, including even non-consensual hypnosis.

*9yoga, for example, has a very salutary effect amyrmodern practitioners despite their failurettmyg

the yogic scripture developed over hundreds, ifthotisands of years to guide the practice.
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approach accepted as legitimate in the Americarnstahding of the proper relationship
of individual and society.

These common approaches often lead to similar adstlof coping, or even
exploiting, aspects of the aforementioned socikdtienship. Obviously, religious and
spiritual thought is a purposive sort of enterprigart of the religious impulse is to place
oneself in the world, the universe, the cosmos—terce. “What is the meaning of
life?">*° “What are we here for?” “What amhere for?” And of particular political
importance, “What, if anything, should | be doingPhe answers to these questions will
necessarily evolve with a changed understandingnefs place in the mix and, indeed,
what the nature of that mix 18 As seen, the model of Lockean liberalism, rightly
understood, places the individual within the cohtebparticipation in the achievement of
the common good and a mandate for liberty and muohltics that are essentially one
and the same. This relationship remains religiousexture while at the same time
allowing for great breadth in religious ethics. uShthe religious foundations with their
attendant common good reasoning justified greartiyjpand personal freedom. As the
religious underpinnings of liberty and the commaodg) justification change or fall out,
then freedom may become characterized as a lafikeafness in society rather than the

bedrock of virtue envisioned by Locke.

59T grasp how insipid this question is, one nedsl pitk up a rock and ask, “What is the meaninghef
rock?” “What is a rock good for?” “Can | use ttoek?” “How did the rock come to be here?” or eVin
there a reason this rock is here?” are all muctebgtiestions. This is not to suggest a foundation
metaphysic for evaluating such questions so mucb psint out that the original question, “Whatlig
meaning of the rock?” has no real meaning at alfai$ to engage what is meant by “meaning,” asdtbn
Dworkin so effectively points out in his evisceaatiof Justice Scalia’s treatise on “the plain megraf
the constitution.” See Dworkin’s “Comment” Scalfmtonin. A Matter of Interpretation: Federal Courts
and the Law(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1997)

! See especially Berger's discussion of the humkamtioaship with a culture that is product of human
activity yet appears to be an exogenous, objeftirae exerting a perhaps unwanted influence on the
individual which, ironically, was formed within itontext. BergerThe Sacred Canop$-28
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As Luckman and Berger have shown, personal idebétomes more precarious
in industrial and post-industrial sociel. Paradoxically, this precariousness grows even
as personal identity moves to the center of theerstdnding of social relations’
Modern rationalized capitalism has been charaadrizy mobility, the blurring of class-
structure and other criteria for locating sociatsgs, a relative uncertainty concerning
status location and status inconsistency due tatipteilvariable criteria for status
ranking. In essence, the rationale of productrombdern society shifts emphasis from
ascribed to achieved bases of status placemerntordiagly, the standards to live by are
no longer defined by traditional status groups.thBg standards are defined by groups
for which membership is sought through personakratdtion. While voluntary
participation in such secondary associations cse#ite potential for more authentic
validation and meaning for the individt] if these standards can become self-
referential to the individual as per a metaphysigalerstanding centered on the self, as
Tocqueville observed for people in a social conditof equality®>, no clear horizon
exists for achievement. Consequently, individumésy face a persisting sense of failure

in their lives and seek solutions—solutions, ireeff to their lives.

An Individualistic Solution for the “Problem” of Self in Society

*2Berger and Luckmanhe Social Construction of Reality

%53 |bid.;Weber.The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of CapitalisSfhomasRevivalism and Cultural
Change.Though it may well be contended that is only eadax if it is believed that investigation
necessarily leads to greater clarity, a belief ¢hatirsory examination of the history of philosophight
easily deny.

54 McWilliams. “Democracy and the Citizen.” 83. Iayrhe forgives me for using the term authentiaity i
relation to any of his thought. I find it usefidrde precisely because it underscores the indetaoyiof
meaning that a rootless interaction can createpesed to the more grounded sense of identity fachv
he searched through the acceptance of politicahditrmrents and obligations, an identity founded in
intentionality. Carey was fond in his impish waf pointing out, of course, that nobody who wenilso
searching ever “found themselves,” as the expragpies, “in Cleveland,” so | think he would underst
and, | hope, agree with the basic thrust of thattdath | am here getting.

5% Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume II. 34
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The movements in thought described above sharge af solution for this
modern existential quandary. The solution hingasnunotions of how the individual can
succeed within the constraints of the world in vahiee live. Bryan Wilson has termed
such movements, “manipulationis® This reference to manipulation refers to the
attempt to find a way to manipulate existing rgald the benefit of the individual—not
to any propensity of proprietors of such systemghofight to manipulate the practitioner
or consumer, though that may sometimes unfortupdiel the case as wéfl’ What
these movements offer is:

Rather than a means of escape from the world, w@inatg other-worldly

salvation, or of achieving a radical transformatadrthe prevailing society, they

offer the believer some superior, esoteric meansuoteeding within the status

quo. They offer knowledge and techniques to endi#eindividual to improve

his ‘life-chances’; the means of achieving the edlgoals of this world®
Different systems of this kind will tend to work tothe solution in different ways. In
many respects, this is on account of radically edéht philosophic, theologic, or
scientific foundations for the different system$§Vhat is striking, in fact, is how the
various systems take pieces of science, or philos@p economic systems of thought
and convert them into a sort of working metaphysictheology, and yet how such
systems may resonate so similarly with a commoretyidg purpose of promotion of
self-interest and self-referential virtue. Twotb& most easily apparent illustrations of

this phenomenon in highly developed form that aigely enjoyed in America exist in

Objectivism and in Scientology.

¢ \vilson, Bryan RReligious Sects: A Sociological Stu@yondon: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1970)

71t may be fairly suggested, though, that peopékisey out such movements may be somewhat
susceptible to such manipulation for the same reatwt they came to the movement in the firsteglac
This in no way excuses those who would prey uperettistential uncertainty and angst of these truth
seekers—although the epistemological confusion mldifficult to discern the predator from theeru
believer, greatly complicating any assessment ofimar ethical blame, much less the assignmentaahh
*8\Wallis, Roy.The Road to Total Freedom: A Sociological Analg$iScientology(New York: Columbia
University Press, 1977). 4
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Beginning with Objectivism, what we are presemth is a vision of human
beings—Ayn Rand speaks of “man”—as justifying ac#ipe social order. Specifically,
the purpose offThe Fountainhead™—Rand'’s first articulation of her philosophy in
novelized form®®—is to present the vision of the perfect man. eimis of how this man
is perfected, it should be noted that at least Wksley had a method for achieving this.
Rand’s vision though has a loftier purpose, thoulgan to worry about the imperfect and
the potential means that might be available to tf@ntheir own self-improvement. For
Rand, the importance of understanding the perfemst i that it implies and justifies a
vision of the best society. The best society wdagdhat which allowed the perfect man
to emerge. Obviously, for Rand, thidasssez-fairemarket capitalism.

In terms of a system of belie—as that is what thj entailing quasi-metaphysical
standards of evaluation for the individual and syei-Rand’s system is man worship.
Distinctly man worship, it is not men worship, dretworship of humanity or any
common purposes potentially lying therein. Theze Within Rand’s vision no project of
making anything greater than man—patrticularly,he tase of the perfect man, a man
who already exists. As David Kelley explains, f[igthics, [Ayn Rand] said that the
good is, ‘an aspect of reality in relation to man.Ayn Rand held that values are rooted
in the fact that living things must act to mainté#ieir own survival ***. Here, concepts

of the good are fused to rather thin understandaig3arwinian evolution to justify the

actions of great individuals. Politically speakirtige problem becomes how to get such

9 Rand, Ayn.The FountainheadIndianapolis, IL: Bobbs-Merrill, 1968)

%%t was through the task of identifying the undartyphilosophical concepts held by her individuitis
fictional heroes that Rand developed her philosagh@bjectivism. Some might argue, then, that
Obijectivism is a quest to discover what makesdiwil heroes so great without considering as a Iplessi
answer: “the fiction.”

! Kelley, David.The Contested Legacy of Ayn Rand: Truth and Tdteran Objectivism(Poughkeepsie,
NY: Objectivist Center, 2000). 19
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individuals to work on any sort of political profecTo the contrary, there exists only
justification for the smallest possible politicalterprise imaginable. As Ronald Merrill
put it:
Rand’s ‘limited government’ is consistent with hepproach to epistemology.
Justice is objective and knowable. Man can, bycaiganalysis, determine what
justice is and construct a government which wifioece it. What is missing—and
it is a crucial omission—in the Objectivist polgids a positive theory of the
origins of government. What is government? Whatifies it? Why should
rational men submit to it? How does it, or shotjaiiginate?®*
Through this heightened emphasis on the individaalifics effectively drops out. From
Rand’s point of view, politics are constrained byadion of ethical egoism—society can
count on right minded individuals. Yet this theagmpels Rand to take the position that
no conflicts of interest will exist among rationalen. While such politics may take
credit for it elegant parsimony, it seems somewdoaibtful that Mr. Madisot?® would be
similarly impressed®
Rand’s solution to this quandary is to fall backtbe Aristotelian notion that man
is social. In Rand’s conception of this insightarmgives up nothing by entering into
society; society itself is simply for pure profit the individual. Thus, Rand’s “Utopia of
Greed.”® Such a society would only be implementable ifgheiety is made up only of
rational men, ethics being assumed as a key featlireuch rational beings. The
underlying theory here is that political systemsngtdute mere reflections of the
individual beings making it up. This theory nug any possibility of seeing the
political project as an attempt to improve humdaigjtuation in the world, much less to

inculcate and foster a better humanity.

%52 Merrill, Ronald E.The Ideas of Ayn Ran(lLaSalle, Ill.: Open Court, 1991). 142
%63 As distinguished, perhaps, from the Presidenthatould become.

%4 See: Madison. “Federalist 10.”

*%°Rand, AynAtlas Shrugged(New York: Dutton, 1992)
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Granted, this is Rand’s own specific view on soamltters. Yet it is usefully
illustrative of the ramifications for political aoch to which such individualist reasoning
leads. The individualist purpose becomes surviedined to fit the needs of the given
society the individual lives in. An irony arises Rand’s specific vision in that she
advocated a society that would allow the expressibrthe ideal man—an end in
himself—yet lay out no means for the achievemerduwh a society. The ideal society
that allows ideal men can only be achieved by ideah that can only emerge in the ideal
society. Given this paradox, the perfect manfistétego about his business and, it would
seem, hope for the best. Fortunately for him, Riste as that in which he may
confidently place his faith.

In this way, ethical egoism must necessarily degse into the self-centered
egotism which Rand claimed to eschew. If one ia ftawed society and knows that he
or she is objectively right, then the rightnesshait person’s opinion of their own action
cannot be evaluated or even questioned by theatdsdf that society. Accordingly, the
individual becomes justified by this philosophydo anything he wills—the justification
for liberty devolves into license. How then, carcls an individual be obligated to do
anything, or even to obey, except by use of foréd® individual thinks he is right—
indeed, one might argue that that is what it meartkink or believe somethiA}—and
the Objectivist has a philosophical foundation tgect any duties or obligations
externally imposed. This view, then, creates #opbphic tension between the individual
and the fundamental nature of democratic politicsimdeed, authority in any form

beyond the will of the self. For example, rechk tension in politics in the concept of

%66 Ayers discusses this problem of knowledge andebatilength as central to problems in Locke’s
epistemology with which Locke wrestled at lengtld amtimately, failed to resolve. Ayersocke —
Volume |
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the existence of the Rousseau’s “general will” thais raised above concerning the
impossibility of liberty if the majority is not chacterized by alignment with the general
will.  With Objectivism, the general will becomesgelevant except insofar as society
becomes composed only of perfect men, whereupoprtfject of politics for which the
general will operates becomes similarly irrelevant.

That initial belief that notions of the good art tvalues of man are related to
survival is similarly the central principle @ianetics®’, the foundational book of the
religion of Scientology. That a super-rationallpbdophy supporting a socio-economic
system embraced by so many Americans and a trashscemeligion explaining the
scientific means of individual perfection—a religjoit bears repeating, that is barely
recognized institutionally as such outside of theitéd States—should share a core
conception of value should not at this point corseaasurprise. What Scientology
attempts to do is extrapolate out of this insighth® centrality of survival to human
existence a theory of how to maximize individuaiétal.>®®

Problematically for Scientology, this notion of “riaizing survival” has no real
meaning in the anthropological or socio-evolutignaiological literature that thinking in
this way about survival must necessarily invéKe.Fitness and survival in this sense—
the scientific sense—is based upon propagatingmifig—everyone alive is proof that
their parents were to at least some degree figjiglris a binary proposition here—a

person lives or she does not. Moreover, the histbranthropologic studies has by and

" Hubbard, L. RonDianetics: The Modern Science of Mental Hea{ttos Angeles: Bridge Publications,
2000)

%68 A far cry from, among others’, Twain’s implicatiomat there are conditions under which life is not
worth living. Twain, Mark. “The Turning Point of Miife.” In The Complete Essays of Mark Twain
Edited by Charles Neider. (Cambridge, MA: Da CapesB, 1963)

%9 ilson, Margo and Martin Dalydomicide (New York: A. de Gruyter, 1988); Trivers, RobeStcial
Evolution (Menlo Park, CA: Benjamin/Cummings Publishing Cl®85)
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large demonstrated—and done so scientifically—thmanan cooperation on common
projects may be the greatest adaptation towardsvsiir’°

Yet for the Scientologist, social existence is tak&s given, and legitimate
leverage on the individual by society is oblitecathrough a somewhat complicated
understanding of the cosmos, which requires sorpaeation. Scientology’Bianetics
is a handbook on techniques to improve individuaktfioning—in society, the world, the
universe, the mind, whatever. Essentially, theeeproblematics, called “engrams” that
adhere intd’* what may be called the life-monad. These engieap us from being all
that we could be in our true nature; engrams aoekialges of the flow of human
possibility. If the human being is properly “awtit” these engrams can be processed out
of that being to the radical improvement, if notday perfection, of that being. In
keeping with the discussions of an amalgamated teep@dogical approach to
understanding humanity, the infusion of scientificatyled psychological thinking into a
religious conception of the universe that comesigtine the relationship between the
individual and society is striking.

The religious element enters the system of thoutghttake care of the
aforementioned problems in the foundations of theoty. As already mentioned,
sociologically and anthropologically—historicallyven—the greatest achievements

benefiting the individual have been cooperativeterd, the development of systems of

570 A popular set of forums on college campuses tadeaygerns whether or not humans’ brains are wired
for altruism. The answer to the question is auading, “That question is a red herring.” Theréestxa
vast consensus, however, on the notion that attrissentirely consistent with the theory of evabati even
to the point that martyrdom may be selected f@ofar as cooperation is conducive to the survial o
individuals working in cooperation such that thegynibe more likely to pass on their selfish littengs.

*"! Given the ontological formulation of Scientologgclissed below, it is not entirely clear to me what
appropriate preposition is for the relationshignfram to whatever it is people were before thegveed

up sufficiently to become such.
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cooperation may be the greatest achievements .8falff the basis of value is to find
itself in individual survival, some theoretical wayound this social state of affairs must
be found. Such a solution comes to Scientologynfwwhat appears to be a posited
assumption’® individuals are perfect if and when regresseth@r original state. The
belief, then, is that all limitations felt by huméeings are in some way self-imposed.
The techniques of Scientology center on how tooresthe individual to her—"His"?
“Its"?—original capabilities by the removal of theanifestations of these limitations, the
engrams, limitations which are actually self-impbse they must be, given the perfect
nature of the beings in questidf. Accordingly, Scientology has its own cosmology
emphasizing the role and agency of the individeshdy:

The thetan is immortal, ‘omniscient and omnipoterithe true self of each
individual, which has existed before the beginnafignatter, energy, space, and
time. These latter are merely creations of thebamed with their existence. ‘Life’
Hubbard assures us, ‘is a game’. To enliven the egathetans permitted
limitations upon their abilities. They began to atee matter, energy, space, and
time (MEST), to form universes and worlds with whi@and in which, they could
play. These worlds might take any variety of forrogt gradually the thetans
became increasingly attracted by the universes Hael created. Progressively
they became absorbed into the games they werenglayermitting further
limitation of their abilities, imposing limitationspon other thetans, forgetting
their spiritual nature, and becoming more dependpot the material universes
they had created. While the MEST universe begaheagpostulation of thetans it
gradually acquired an overwhelming sense of realltye thetans became so
enmeshed in their creation they forgot their osgamd true status, lost the ability
to mobilize their spiritual capacities, and camédétieve that they were no more
than the bodies they inhabit&@.

"2t is all well and good to point to Michaelanged®avid on the one hand, but quite another to point to
the Florentine Republic of the Medici’s; to menti@hristendonis to enter into another conversation
altogether.

"3 The adherent of Scientology might claim that th&m is not a posited assumption but rather an
observed phenomenon, or even one experiencedhe lalbisence of one who has achieved such a state and
the ability to even comprehend the nature of tlettidy however, that claim would itself have to &leen

on faith, which would pose certain fundamental tgpiwlogical problems for the alleged scientificibax
the religion.

*“That is to say, us.

"% Wallis. The Road to Total Freedom03-104 | rely heavily on Wallis's account as tBaurch of
Scientology has been very resistant to allow syatmmstudy of their beliefs or practices. Wallis's
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Scientology in this way gives its adherents a ntetajgal justification for rejecting the
conventional norms of society. Granted, there bmyeasons to follow social norms, but
there is not only a fundamental unreality to thdmi their existence is a sort of
pernicious effect upon the thetan soul, though alieheffect is caused by the individual
itself.

The underlying norm in this system of thoughthiattexperiences in society—the
world itself—is what makes a mess of people. Muweepit is not just one form of
society or another that creates these problemstheutreality of contemporary social
life—of what we term reality, really—itself. Expence, as experienced by human
beings, holds the individual back. Accordingly, Ry Wallis observes:

The social involvement of Dianetics was severefyited by its individualistic

character and monocausal theory. Dianetics wasitedeto the alleviation of

social and economic ills by individual improvemeather than social or political
change. The root of man’s social, economic andipalimisfortunes was held to
lie in the formation of engrams which led individsta-politicians in particular—
to acts that were detrimental to the survival @& thdividual and society. Erase
the engrams, and social and political ills andstiges would disappeaf®
Again, as seen in Objectivism, the goal is thevmtlial fulfillment of potential that
occurs explicitly outside of and independent of @eynmon social project. A perfect
society can only occur when the individuals eadicigared, a project to which society is
fundamentally part of the problem. Accordinglyaege part of the identity and efforts of

the Scientologist must be to reject any form oftogrsaid society has on the individual

self:

sociological study may well be unique in this veifor the record, Wallis is not a Scientologistd an
apparently there were some negotiations as to wtdtl be in the book. Some may find it amazing tha
some of the passages found in this piece are athosg agreed upon.

> bid. 74
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One aim of Scientology is therefore to increase ttietan’s ability to
control the body it inhabits and its environmentpe willing to have and
‘not-have’ MEST, postulates, facsimiles, etc. Tigtto overcome the
stimulus-response reaction and increase the stfsdmism of the thetan;
to restore its ability to be ‘at cause’ over itvieonment>’’
Scientology offers control of one’s own destinygdam absolution from responsibility for
any personal failings, pinning those on experiencesociety itself. Certainly, the
individual should be good, but the potential apilib do the good will depend mostly

upon the individual and his or her own ability tonk out the problems imposed upon the

soul by society.

Social Ramifications for Dealing with the Other

Perhaps the most intriguing element of the comspariof Objectivism and
Scientology is how they take essentially the saostipn on human value and ultimately
form very similar views of the relationship and pessibilities of the individual to
society through apparently divergent reasoning. je@Qlvism forges a philosophy of
radical individualism through an alleged rationatlarstanding of man and society and
employs that understanding to develop a normatheory of society. Scientology
develops a religious vision of the cosmos that wélve as a guide for the rational
techniqgues of human perfection. Yet both systetrares the intermingling of such
analytically distinct ways of thinking about thgseblems as found in science, reason,
philosophy, religion and economics. Of specialenst that both systems come to a
similar conclusion about people who do not adhetéé¢ respective philosophies.

“They don't get it.”

577 Ibid. 109
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This characterization and relegation of the urated—members of the “out-
group®”®—to epistlemological insignificance can be easilgaged from a syllogism
central to Scientology:

» Knowledge is certainty.

» Certainty is sanity.

> Reality is Agreement.
One does not have to be an expert in logic to bag ff one does not agree with
Hubbard’s knowledge, then he must be out of touith veality; he who does not agree
does not live in reality’® Should this poor soul then argue that this charation of
his life—his lack of engagement with reality—canrm known for certain, he is
rendered insan&’® Implicit within this world-view is that people whdo not agree or,
indeed, believe in the theory, the philosophy, réflegion, can be safely disregarded and
dismissed. This ceases to be true only upon ceimrerwhich would be to adopt the
system of thinking itself.

This divide between the in-group and out-groupgetting it” is made even more
explicit in the teachings of the Landmark Fortith. “The Forum,” a Large Group
Awareness Training seminar arose out of the “estatirl for “it is”>**—technologies
purchased from Werner Erhard by his brother. Tigamization offers people who can

afford the courses the opportunity to change tins through communication and life

"8 Hardin, RussellOne for All: The Logic of Group ConflitPrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1995)

" Or, perhaps, the person lives in a reality misgiged and false.

%80 Eor some reason, MS Word thinks this sentencelghend in a question mark. | find this fact
hysterical.

%81 A surprisingly thorough description of the histarfyest and The Landmark Forum can be found on-line
at theSkeptics Dictionary retrieved October 2 2008 from: http://skepdic.com/landmark.html

%820, for that matter, “she is” or “he is.”
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skills obtained through the study of philosopfy. The organization and its previous
incarnation both have sordid histories of law sgsicerning fraud, manipulation and
even non-consensual hypno®is. Perhaps most interesting is the standard of atiahu

of success on the part of the individual—the indlisl is asked if she gets it. If she says
yes, she is ready for the more advanced coursghelbays no, she is informed that that is
the very essence of the point: there is nothingetp and therefore she gets®R. Such a
program has the great advantage of invoking a tetal validation of the individual,
largely through the distinguishing of the individiyeersonality from the uninitiated and
unenlightened, while being accessible to anyShe.

Again a sort of class-hierarchy of enlightenmentieated, this time through a
self-help seminar that, like Objectivism and Sadody, merges elements of rationality,
philosophy and metaphysics to establish a belisfesy that validates the individual in
separation from society and its mores. The essmase systems of thought share goes
on to implicitly invalidate claims of responsibjlito social or political action. Perhaps
more importantly, these ontologies reinforce avoa#a in political discourse by
privileging the beliefs of the adherents over tho$eothers. Ontologically speaking,

there is no basis for refutation or negotiatione ttorrectness of a view point is

%83 Notably through books, some of which have beehénpublic domain for millennia and are freely
available at any public library worthy of the name.

%84 Of course, it is not abundantly clear that peagle be hypnotized against their will, which genigral
involves consent. Suffice to say that the very fhat such allegations comes up may serve to esiggha
the alleged sordidness of the proceedings.

%85| am drawing heavily upon personal conversatioitk graduates and recruits for this portion of ‘thet
it” dialogues. Given the extreme value of thisoimhation, apparently, it is not always freely aable.

%8¢ On this point, it should be noted that one ofdtitical texts often used in the first stage of toerrse is
“The Allegory of the Cave,” found in PlatoRepubli¢ available, as pointed out above, both on-lineiand
any decent library. Furthermore, in employing diegice of distinguishing oneself as understanding
something through the realization that there iimgf to get, the teaching turns Socrates on hid,lesathe
Oracle at Delphi's message was not that Socratesniggest, but rather that there was no one more wis
than he, implicitly suggesting the total failurelefmans to hold wisdom which is properly the proeiof
the divine and not, therefore, to be gotten by mswraalthough, it would seem, that might be the great
thing to be gotten, or not gotten, as the caselmeay
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determined endogenously to the individual, by tekeb system held by the adherent and
the fact of the individual holding it, and politladiscourse must be either teleological or
irrelevant. In the case of an individual who isaskd, or gets it, or is morally perfected
or already perfect, &c., that individual knows foertain, within and justified by that

person’s belief system, that what that person thipélitically is correct. A political

discussion that does not conform to that which sugerson already believes by his or
her own natural disposition, but rather which isated by politics, simply cannot be

correct.

Spiritual Mastery and the Negation of Equality

Once again, this is not to say that these moven@nsystems of thought cause
the avoidance in political discourse descriped se they may well be better considered
symptomatic, existing on account of being legitiatatby a political discourse that
accepts and even encourages such spiritual andioredi underpinnings within its
structure. Again, the Weberian point is not onesiaiple mechanical causation but of
resonance and articulation. What the systems dbbow us to understand the underlying
ontologies with which these systems of thought mat® and within which they may
successfully develop. Nor would it be right toiiahat individuals ascribing to these or
similar modes of thought will not act in ways beaied to society and even to politics.
The importance of this analysis is that if suchivithals do so, it will be contingent on
their understandings of what they ought to do famselves and not as part of a larger
responsibility to and respect for the importancéhef project of politics for the common

good. This manifests the shift from a system djligwirtue to one of holding values;
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what is desired is not that people fulfill civic lgations, but that they value certain
things deemed salutar$/’

In effect, any benefit to a notion of the commordavould come incidentally
through the individual doing what is good for héfrseshe need not consider any
common good beyond that which is understood asgrisom individuals pursuing their
own goals, for the consistency of benefiting thié wéh the progression towards a better
society is inherently assumed. Thus, a coherentntan project that originated in
religious mandates has dropped out of the Amenmalect, ironically, largely through
the developments in religious and spiritual thilgkinrhe irony of course is that it was for
the purpose of achieving the common good that ¢figious foundations of liberalism
were initially validated. The progression towatde common project and the goal of a
perfect society became assumed over time, or ratidsumed into the priority of the
individual to the exclusion of consideration of @tlgoods. Through this process, the
rightness of individualism and the individual contlof good people became assumed—
how could a good person do anything detrimentaloety in pursuing their own good?
American thought is now, in effect, left with thedividualism of Lockean liberalism, yet
without the constraining framework of authority thastified in the first place that liberty
in the name of the good.

Spiritual thought may no longer be counted on tadlsociety together, or, if it

does, that effect will be ancillary to the purposéshe individual. In fact, it is not clear

%87t is in this vein that conservatives are oftelit ietween preferences for Americans possessioggsr
virtue as opposed to possessing the proper vahetha relationship between the two concepts. See:
Maclintyre.After Virtue Arkes, HadleyFirst Things: An Inquiry into the First Principles Morals and
Justice (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 198&aver, Paul and Irving Kristol, e@ihe
Americans, 1976: An Inquiry into Fundamental Conseg Man Underlying Various U.S. Institutions
(Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1976); Niebuhr, iRkold. Does Civilization Need ReligioNew
York: MacMillan Company, 1927); Niebuhr, RichaRiadical Monotheism and Western Cultufidew
York: Harper and Row, 1970)
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that society should be bound together at all urtlessociety serves said purposes, a fact
which cannot be counted upon in these new epistagied of the individual and the
good. Thus, concerns such as those held by M@#ii that politics will cease to
ennoble the human being are rendered moot. Cardic/illiams’s observation that:
The citizen finds little in public life to elevates spirit or support his dignity; he
finds much that damages both. Political partiesicivbught to connect private
feelings with public life, are waning along withettommunities that were their
foundation. Increasingly, the citizen retreats itite “solitude of his own heart,”
denying the country the allegiance it needs to egklfooming crises and himself
those possibilities that still exist for friendskipd freedoni®®
That which McWilliams argues “ought” to occur ispfititly, or even explicitly, denied
by the theories of good that exclude the possyhihiat therein lies the purpose, value or
meaning of human life. Far from worrying over gessibility that, “Democracy has few
footholds in modern America. Strengthening demticide is a difficult, even daunting,

®89 an adherent to a

task requiring sacrifice and patience more tharzldag exploits,
rationally individuated spiritual system may fingniself free of such work that, far from

lifting his spirit, merely encumbers his efforts tioe detriment of his own personal

development.

Critical to this reconceptualization and rejectajmpolitical enterprises is that this
view of public life is essentially nonnegotiable byrtue of its derivation from an
epistemology that is non-falsifiable. Given theawdcter of what may constitute
legitimate belief in American public discourse,h&@s been seen, intensity of feeling may
serve as grounds to allege certainty. As the latushowing is in the individual, that

one may be certain that what he is feeling is yeathat he is feeling, the grounds of

certainty become self-referential; one knows theg seally knows what she thinks she

%88 Mcwilliams. “Democracy and the Citizen.” 100
%% |bid. 100
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knows because she knows it. With profound implocet for the politics of liberalism,
such a construction of knowledge in forming theibdsr understanding right conduct
manifests itself as almost precisely that which Heofeared and sought to deny in his
own theory of knowledge. As Ayers points out, “keovould have liked to believe that
human beings are automatically rational, only weeme of the evidence is not before
them, but he could not ultimately reconcile thigdis with his actual experience of
irrationality,” and because of this, “Influenceddne particularly, by the “enthusiasm” of
the Puritan sectaries’ he was ‘gradually drive iatnew picture of belief, in which it is
no longer a weaker form of knowledge, but rathem.atiempt to remove uneasiness, to
satisfy our inclinations,®°. Ayers explains in great detail the significaméeeason in
Locke’s system as critical to preventing the vaiata of mere self-referential notions of
interest by locating an external authoritative refiee point of right knowledge:

Rather like Kant's ‘sense of duty’, the ‘love ofitin’ is a respect for reason for its
own sake, not itself one of our ‘inclinations’ gpassions or interests’, but

explicitly opposed to them. The enthusiast lacksviiether or not his beliefs are
true. Those beliefs themselves Locke went on talascnot to the conventional

passions or desires (the enthusiast’s beliefs @relassed with the lover’s belief

that his mistress is true), but to the imaginatiimey are ‘the ungrounded Fancies
of a Man’s own Brain’, it sets up ‘phancy for owpseme and sole Guide’

[698,22; 699,27; 703,7]. As such, it is an ‘inténmapulse’ which

Like a new Principle carries all easily with it, & got above common
Sense, and freed from all restraint of Reasoncaedk of Reflection, it is
heightened into a Divine Authority, in concurrenegh our own Temper
and Inclination. [699,32]

‘Inclination’ and the conventional ‘passions’ entkis story at a rather late stage:
because it ‘so flatters many Men’s Laziness, Ignocegaand Vanity... when once
they got into this way of... certainty without Proafjd without Examination, ‘tis
a hard matter to get them out of it’ [700,4]. Itnst an unreasonable passion
which was Locke’s fundamental target, but a miseption; and his argument
runs on familiar enough lines. When men believenigelves divinely inspired,
‘Does it not stand them upon, to examine upon v@raunds they presume it to

%99 Ayers.Locke — Volume. 111
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be a Revelation from GOD?’ [702,4] The passionsigehe way of this duty of
examination, but are not responsible for the osbgonceits™

The purposes of reason and religion alike, givesirtrelationship in Locke’s theory of
knowledge and its implications for social and pcdit conduct, are to avoid believing
that one’s own inclinations are right just becatisey are strong, which ultimately
devolves into a relationship to knowledge wherepbeare “sure because they are
sure.™? Thus, in order to be sure in knowledge, precibelyause humans hold passions
which might sway their inclinations, the unreasdébalief “must pay its tribute to reason
in the form of rationalization,” as “Motivated belj for all that it owes to emotion or
interest, must also be a part of our intelligenue powers of interpretatiort®®.

Locke’s role for religion in his liberal systemniged upon its role in orienting
people to authoritative beliefs about their conduacsociety. Rationally individuated
spiritual systems, however, allow authority to deeointo the validation of personal
inclination. In a very fundamental sense, thiserses the orientation of the soul for
which Tocqueville believed was required the modegatguidance of religion in a
democracy and its underlying conditions of equalitfo longer is each individual an
equal under an overarching authority to which pee@plliberty will learn of their need to
conform. Given acceptance in American politicacdurse of such views as legitimate
religious systems of thought, people may consikdeir town inclinations as authoritative
guides to knowledge and conduct. Whatsmore, tbisom of authority, rather than

establishing a belief in the providential naturehaman equality, may actually serve to

91 Ayers.Locke — Volume. 111
92 bid. 124-127
%93 Ayers.Locke — Volume 11148
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undermine the very ontological conception of trguadity upon which the liberal system
was initially premised.

In sanctioning the pursuit of the purely perscemlan authoritatively right guide
to conduct—by making Tocqueville’'s self-interestghily understood into the
righteousness of self-interest—rationally indivitedh spiritual thought can effect an
ontological rift between the individual and the exthndividuals that compose society.
As foreseen by Tocquevifi® and observed in the emergence of contemporary
approaches to knowledge of the self, America hag slke emergence of beliefs in the
perfectability of the individual human being. Mower, by their self-referential approach
to authority stemming from the locus of knowing nmay into the individual, these
thought systems tend to loosen any requirementeéthod towards the ends of attaining
human perfection and establish said perfection pie@xisting state awaiting realization
by the individual. Insofar as knowledge of thisrfpetion cannot be denied, any
invocation of authority, moral or otherwise, updr tindividual necessarily reveals the
imperfect state of she who would assert such aifyhom effect, ontological separation
is established between persons on account of ésagnt concerning the nature and
dictates of authority; to disagree shows that alividual lacks the knowledge that flows
naturally from a right understanding of realityyealing that individual’s ontological
imperfection. Spiritual epistemologies of this dithus hold the power to obliterate the
ontological equality of all human beings, for wisatt of equality can exist between the
perfect and the imperfect? Arguably, political alijy—an equality of rights, for
example—could still be retained. However, politieguality necessarily emerges from

the commitments to polity that are, in the cladsimaderstandings of liberalism and

94 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume II. 34



267

democracy, themselves actuated by mandates frorapmegically grounded authority
facilitated by the liberty to pursue knowledge #wdr Yet it is religious thought itself
that now allows the denial of the authority of tmandate, thereby creating the potential

for the rejection of equality and its ramificatidios what are considered right politics.

Social Virtue and Material Calculation

For reasons that shall become clear—if they hatveameady—this reorientation
of the concept of virtue and its potential impacséever the bond between individual and
society has a close analog to the concerns, prelyialiscussed, that emerged from the
Gilded Age. Of specific concern was the fear thatforces of industrialization and the
rising dominance of commerce—forces made possipkbad burgeoning development of
scientific progress and the rationalization of ertdt—was undermining the social fabric
of American culture. Indeed, the Progressive Eia@s viborn as a reaction to the
subversion of morality, of the perception that theew economic forces would subvert
the possibility of benefiting from living a gooddias traditionally understood by good,
hard working, God fearing Americans. The appareptacement of the American value
system by these forces led the Progressives, im toitry to re-harness these rationalized
forces and develop their own science of societye&ssert moral control over society, an
effort that may be seen as characterized by arfdrsng from many of the problems of
the admixture of scientific and moral reasoningdssed herein.

The problem, as understood by witnesses of thestimwas that these new forces
that increasingly seemed to be driving society atgel under their own logic.

Problematically for human life, the logic seemedgdnore and, worse still, undermine
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and even subvert the possibility of human goode approached from the perspective of
these rational forces, an approach perceived toelbessary to achieve any modicum of
success in this brave new world, obliterated thie between traditional notions of right
conduct and the utility to the individual; tradi@l virtue seemed not only not to
guarantee success, but even impede it.

This social crisis is perhaps appreciated nowheyeemagnificently than in the
autobiography of Henry Adam$he Education of Henry Adamg3o tell this story of the
clash between the forces unleashed by rationalireuind the enduring American quest
to be a moral people and, significantly, the poditiimplications of this showdown,
Adams presents an account of his own odyssey nclsed a set of general principles by
which to live in a society characterized by therujiging forces of its own evolutiofi®
His search for the right way to live leads Adambdétieve that the flow of history itself
will ultimately yield the truth he seeks, only tewblve into the conclusion that the flow
is merely motion unto itself—and, problematicalty Adams, little virtue is required to
understand flow, which is rather a matter for sceenio understand. The force of
progress, well beyond the control of those seekingrapple with it, forms the very
principles one must employ to follow it; the oradémature yields chaos to he who would
harness it. Yet despite the maelstrom the propagaif forces creates in the world,
Adams may still conclude—as he understands hieptohe must—that there is a place
for right thinking within the insurmountable tidd tme>®® That the totality of the
circumstances of life cannot be harnessed in itisety does not mean that one cannot

find a niche within the chaos to order one’s ovi@.liThe trick of the matter, then, is not

%9%| apologize in advance for making what vtilin into, given the subsequent discussion, a pun.
98 \Where he will locate the authority and guide fus right thinking, of course, carries shades ef th
orientation of authoritatively constrained libettyvat underlies the Lockean liberal project.
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to exhaust one’s energy in trying to learn how to the game, “of which neither he nor
anyone else back to the beginning of time knewrtifes or the risks or the stakes?”
Rather, right effort is revealed to direct one takaoneself fit for something that society,
or the game itself, might find of use.

Born in 1838, young Henry Adams’s initial formagiinfluence derived from the
fixed Puritan morals of Quincy, in stark contrastthe moneyed forces of the financial
center of State Street in Boston. Quincy, for Adanepresented a citadel for the good
fight:

For numberless generations his predecessors haeédithe world chiefly as a

thing to be reformed, filled with evil forces to ladolished, and they saw no

reason to suppose that they had wholly succeed#tkeiabolition; the duty was

unchanged. That duty implied not only resistancevig but hatred of it>®
Good, for Adams, was a knowable truth that sensetha standard in combat against the
veritable army of the nighf® The unquestioned proper purpose of a life riglitigd
was to become an instrument for the improvemeiatwbrld filled with moral corruption
and bring about the right way of living for all sety. Of course, the precondition for
such a task lay in a proper understanding of theeige principle of goodness to which
one must direct him or herself; in effect, Adamguieed an authoritative guide for his

conduct, the existence of which he took for granteddid not immediately apprehend.

His own education, therefore, became the all comsgintask of young Adams, for,

%97 Adams, HenryThe Education of Henry Adam©xford: Oxford University Press, 1999). 9

%98 Adams.Education.12

%99 gignificantly, Adams seems not unaware of the fgrab implicit in his belief being closer to an
assumption rather than demonstrable knowledgegleigmn central, of course, to Locke’s grappling with
his theory of knowledge. Ayerkocke — Volume. 124-127. 142-150
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“education was divine, and man needed only a cobrkeowledge of facts to reach
perfection,®®°.

That such an endeavor must take precedence dwhalt labor served as a point
of dogma for young Adams, not to say a religionstds Tocqueville understood that the
form and normative quality of democracy could tdiféerent forms depending upon the
mores and efforts of the peofite so too did Adams understand that the world might
have the potential to be a moral place, but it waelhuire the imposition of the general
principles such morality entailed to become suktdeed, to Adams, despite the obvious
existence for ready perception of a right standdrdonduct®® the country was run by
guestionable, not to say shady, men, such that, étlem most troublesome task of a
reform President was that of bringing decency hadke Senate®® to speak nothing of
the suspect character of most Presidents themseliegender—or, more wistfully, to
restore—the affairs of the governance of the lasdhey rightly ought to be would
require a drastic reordering of the system. TloeegfAdams understood he must educate
himself, for:

This problem of running order through chaos, dioecthrough space, discipline

through freedom, unity through multiplicity, hasvalys been, and must always

be, the task of education, as it is the moral 6§ien, philosophy, science, art,
politics, and econom$P*

Education, then, would provide Adams with knowledfiboth the ends and the means to

direct properly his efforts towards a rightly oreérsociety.

699 Adams.Education.33

€01 ¢f, Mitchell. The Fragility of Freedom

802 A possibility for moral knowledge which Locke wisth existed, but could not support. Aydrscke —
Volume |1 51-76; 141-150; 172; 253

893 Adams.Education.220
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The dilemma that emerged for Adams lay in the toralcproblem of establishing
the moral order. Although he was exposed to anr@mwent that claimed to hold the
keys to the kingdom, he saw little attempt at eegagnt with the world to bring its
vision to earth:

That the most intelligent society, led by the miogglligent clergy, in the most

moral conditions he ever knew, should have solviédha problems of the

universe so thoroughly as to have quite ceasedngatself anxious about past
and future, and should have persuaded itself thaha problems which had
convulsed human thought from earliest recorded,tingze not worth discussing,

seemed to him the most curious social phenomenomaleto account for in a

long life 5%

For Adams, his education must be a practical onehere seemed little point in
understanding how the world ought to be if it yeeddno formula for the enactment of
that vision. However, the political arena, thatwgeation by which humans order their
society, seemed to require subversion in practidceeovery principles he would seek to
enact in a morally ordered world. To achieve amdid right did not appear to share a
common bond, much less relationship to the knowdedgeded for each respective
pursuit. Adams’s earliest lesson in practical izdj concerning the noble effort towards
abolishing slavery—a practice which, “drove the VehBuritan community back on its
Puritanism,®*®—required a moral compromise to gain office for hignd, Charles
Sumner. Adams could not question the proprietyhefends for which the election of
Sumner to the Senate was instrumental, yet thigopommise in principle represented:

The boy’s first lesson in practical politics, andglzarp one; not that he troubled

himself with moral doubts, but that he learned nlagure of a flagrantly corrupt

political bargain in which he was too good to tgeet, but not too good to take

profit... As a politician, he was already corruptdadre never could see how any
practical politician could be less corrupt than $@ffi®®’

505 |pid. 34
508 1pid. 46
507 |pid. 46-47
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The dissonance between the enactment of interesth@moral could scarcely be more
clear—what hope could remain for a world that reeglicorruption to end corruptiot??
Paradise, as Adams understood it, could have nbk daar. Accordingly, Adams, as a
moth drawn to the light, dedicated himself to hisnceducation as the means to find the
way of proper conduct in a world that seemed tcatthwne’s best intentioned efforts.
Being a sensible man, Adams pursued a practicadagn in the actual practice
of society, observing and participating in soci@ty a life of Harvard, diplomacy,
journalism and government. Yet though he everyehswught to learn of general
principles of rightness, he saw only conformitypractical rules of society for society’s
sake; the basic rationality of culture dominatddatial practice. The lack of an ordered
purpose to these societies—that they be properbctid towards chosen ends—even
those in whose occupation it lay to order soci¢te, eventually drove Adams to seek
out science for an answer to the practical endproper organization. “The kinetic
theory of gases, and Darwin’s Law of Natural Setegtwere examples of what a young
mind had to take on trust®. In science Adams found the logic to the actiérihe
world, an end to which the forces of the cosmosveoged, that the arbitrary mores of
people in society conspicuously lacked. “Naturale$tion led back to Natural

Evolution, and at last to Natural Conformity... It svéne very best substitute for religion;

%8 \wWolin, of course, offers a moralistic account o&dhiavellian politics in his discussion of an eamyo
of violence. For Wolin, insofar as power is a pmedition to accomplish the good, even seeminglyraino
or even immoral political practices take on anrafitive moral dimension depending upon the ends to
which the efforts are directed. Wolin, SheldirP8litics and Vision: Continuity and Innovation ineéfern
Political Thought (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, Inc., 196095-238. Adams, however, though
certainly having had read his Machiavelli, founi thllegedly necessary subordination of the mooaldg
to rational calculation disturbing.

809 Adams.Education.190. Nota benethe impish implied discussion of the relationsb@gween science
and faith in the consideration of knowledge appaiprto purposive ends.
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610 Darwinism offered

a safe, conservative, practical, thoroughly Comraw- deity,
the promise that only those fittest for this wonduld prosper, and at last, survive. “It
was a form of religious hope; a promise of ultimaerfection,®®’. That Charles
Sumner, whom Adams as a youth had seen as, “thestigroduct of nature and aft?
would be sullied by these processes only followexnf the irrefutable logic of this
working order for the universe, the self-same reabat the other Sumner of note here,
William Graham, sought to embed normative sociaictsires in an inviolate and
unchanging theory of natuf&®

Such a system bounded headlong and strong, thdaeglond his hopes for the
formal education which society offered, a systenoséhfaults Adams felt, “could lead

only to inertia,®* “or, in plain words, total extinction for anyomesembling Henry

Adams,®*®

In the principles of scientific evolution by thaws of natural selection
Adams saw an order to the progression of histoigremhe saw a progression of history
to order, an order which could only conform to itos-clad law of selection of the fittest

which bound the progression. With the knowledgat the world headed towards its

right ends, all Adams needed was, “a historicamida that should satisfy the conditions

610 bid. 191

®11 |bid. 196

2 bid. 31

13 That, as has been previously discussed, theseeuinorals may, can and often did devolve into
grotesque social, economic and political practaaght not detract from what may be understood as a
noble attempt to safeguard morality against histem by rooting them in something more enduring, a
practice at least as old as recorded history itsEffis may be seen as another big win for googhitibtns—
the wariness of which, of course, is what led \&itli Graham Sumner to seek to embed morality in the
security of science and safe from such falliblemtions in the first place.

M bid. 254
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of the stellar universe®*®.

With such a formula, Adams could anticipate ¢sda their
appropriate destination, and so he:

Wanted only to chart the international channel fifty years to come; to

triangulate the future; to obtain his dimensiond dix the acceleration of

movement in politics since the year 1200, as hetwasg to fix it in philosophy
and physics; in finance and forZe.
Because science yielded confidence that the futeaeled in the right direction—to lack
a faith in nature itself would be, of course, tee the Creation with which would vanish
the sort of authoritative good which directed hisf—Adams needed only to find the
future®® There was no reason to worry if a moth couldreath the light it sought, for
the progression of time would yield a better mathof the task.

Unfortunately for Adams, he could not make hiscpcal education conform to
the scientific. The very logic of his evolutionabgliefs suggested—demanded—that
society yield people, leaders, fit for the taskboinging about the rightful order. In
consequence, the election of what Adams could aroysider a sub-mediocre
Presiderft*? in the form of General Grant:

Irritated him, like the Terebratula, as a defiaédirst principles. He had no

right to exist. He should have been extinct fagsagThe idea that as society grew

older, it grew one-sided, upset evolution, and nmefdeucation a frauf°

No system of mechanical improvement over the agesdcaccount for such a moral

deficiency of rule. Indeed, the institution of\gtay, the source of the abolitionist seed

®1%bid. 314

®17bid. 353

18 The dangers of belief that a predetermined futumg be identified with moral truth has been shown b
history to be among the most dangerous moral faatiouls for political practice. On the other haifithis
conception of authority is real, the question remeacould things be otherwise? Accordingly, imiplic
within Adams’s analysis is the preeminent imporeantunderstanding the proper epistemic relation to
authority for a politics that would be moral. Tiaet that the implications may become so imminently
creepy only serves to complicate but not relieeeittdividual of responsibility of its comprehension
190 tempora, 0 mores!
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from which Adams’s desire to order society againjststice had grown, manifested itself
as all too peculiar in the context of a coherengpession of improvement to be ignored.
Even the general organization of society seemefiy the rule of survival of the fittest:

“as far as he knew, no one, seeking in the labaketaever so much as inquired about

%21 |nstead of a

their fitness... The labor market of good society \ilasrganized,
moral order, the irresistible force of progressnsee to yield only a progression of
forces, propagating more forces still. Rather tlbanvergence to coherent principle,
these forces, in multiplying themselves, multiplfedther the problems of principle for
which Adams’s scientific education had promisehatson:
His morals were the highest, and he clung to thepréserve his self-respeq;
but steam and electricity had brought about newitipal and social
concentrations, or were making them necessary & lthe of his moral
principles—freedom, education, economic developmamd so forth—which
required association with allies as doubtful as depn IIl, and robberies with
violence on a very extensive scif@.
Even that bastion of Puritan morals, Minister Addrmself, had needed to resort to the
force of will with England, making the Union’s witlf force clear: to keep England from
recognizing the slave-holding South’s right to skce
Even the forces of the forces prevailed in Adamesld. The banking crisis
showed how, “blindly some very powerful energy veswork, doing something that
nobody wanted doné®. The notion that money, purportedly instrumetahe ends of

man, could hold its creator captive flew in theefarf any reasonable attempt to order

society by force of reason. What good could edasat concept predicated on human

821 |bid. 204
%22t is not clear from the text as to whether or hethad any guns to which to cling.
623 |

Ibid. 75
2% 1bid. 283. In retrospect, given the enduring oltgmasperity that the nation has shown, it maylwel
said that the fundamentals of the economy weregtréVe the people, however, are not an economy. O
perhaps more poignantly, we are naty an economy.
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reason, be when, as in the case of one who seemedbjectively fit as the financial
speculator Clarence King, ruin and demise lay prstund the corner, as manifestly
evidence in the collapse of King’s fortune in theck market crash of 1893: “the result
of twenty years’ effort proved the theory of sciBateducation failed where most theory
fails—for want of money®>? The increasing multiplicity of forces working eaciety,
birthed by the very progression of society, werehstnat, “the movement of the forces
controls the progress of his mind, since he camknothing but motions which impinge
on his senses, whose sum makes educatfén,”

The education which Adams had undertaken in otddind the principles by
which to order the world had led to a scientificueation of progress. Yet a right
understanding of this progress had revealed tothahthe progress overwhelmed any
attempt to form or maintain a constant and endusegof principles with which the
progress, itself, might be dealt. Adams’s questitraught him to science with faith that,
“the object of education for [the] mind should Ibe tteaching itself how to react with
vigor and economy®’, to the forces that surround it in society in dforé to control
these forces to impose proper direction. Yet theéeustanding of the forces at work in
society yielded only the conclusion that, “sociésyimmoral and immortal®*® and

mocked any hope of such subjugatiéh. The one underlying constant that could be

625 |bid. 290.

620 |bid. 395
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829 Similar conclusions led to the establishment efiscovery Institutethe progenitors of Intelligent
Design Theory to combat what they perceive to keatimihilation of the possibility of moral meanitog
human life implicit in acceptance of the theorysofentific determinism. They discuss their theanyg
purpose in, “The Wedge Document: So What?” a pdgeussing and explaining their controversial
“Wedge Document” that was attacked for allegedyingy to undermine science. For themselves, they
claim rather: “Far from attacking science (as hesrnbclaimed), we are instead challenginigntific
materialism—the simplistic philosophy or world-view that clarthat all of reality can be reduced to, or
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gleaned was that of reproduction, that, “societisch violated every law, moral,
arithmetical, and economical, not only propagatadheother, but produced also fresh
complexities with every propagation and developeassnwith every complexity’®.
Society tended to gain momentum—it accelerateddidtnot make sense to fight the
future, even if a sense of morality demanded thahsa fight be joined. Yet this
acceleration showed no clear plan, and indeed,eratomplicated the project of
generating an enduring set of norms for behavidhiwiit. Society, for Adams, moved
steadily onward without providing for the improveme-the increased fithess—of its
components. “All he could prove was change. Quualer alone asserted evolution—of

power—and only by violence could be forced to asselection type .

Progress did
not produce a moth any more efficient or effeceettaining the light; it only changed

the color of the piltdown motff?

derived from, matter and energy alone. We beltbaéthis is a defense of sound science.” 2. In
commenting on the original document, this intemathange is informative:

“Yet a little over a century ago, this cardinakal[that humans were created in the image of Gailec
under wholesale attack by intellectuals drawindhendiscoveries of modern science. Debunking the
traditional conceptions of both God and man, thialgich as Charles Darwin, Karl Marx, and Sigmund
Freud portrayed humans not as moral and spiriteialgs, but as animals and machines who inhabited a
universe ruled by purely impersonal forces and whoz=havior and very thoughts were dictated by the
unbending forces of biology, chemistry, and envinemt.’

“Comment: This statement highlights one of the aing concerns of Discovery Institute Center for
Science and Culture: the worldview of scientificterelism. We think this worldview is false; we tki
that the theories that give rise to it (such Darsvim Marxism and Freudian psychology) are demohbtra
false; and we think that these theories have hdaet®ous cultural consequences. (Consider, fomgie,
the eugenics crusade pushed by Darwinist biologity in the twentieth century or the present dleoii
personal responsibility endemic in our legal sys&erd therapeutic culture). 6.

“The Wedge Document: So What?” 2. Feb. 3, 2006ri&etd October 30 2008 from
http://www.discovery.org/scripts/viewDB/filesDB-daipad.php?id=349

830 Adams.Education.294

%31 |bid. 195

632 The piltdown moth is considered a classic cas#ysiunatural selection. In the mid*18entury
England, 98% of piltdown moths were light in cold@ue to the progression of the industrial revalntin
England, enough coal soot was produced to bringtabe selection of darker colored moths that could
more easily blend into its darkened surroundingscordingly, by the mid-20 century, 98% of piltdown
moths were dark in color.
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However, this onslaught of progress did not mdéanAdams, that a practical
education was a lost project. Rather, it ultimafetced a reassessment as to the proper
ends of a practical education. Though Adams’'swgitedo educate himself as to how to
force an order of general principles on the pragrek society might have failed, it
eventually revealed to him the proper way to betgral to society. One could spend an
eternity trying to grapple with the forces of pregs, or one could more simply and
appropriately become a part of the project itself:

Education should try to lessen the obstacles, damithe friction, invigorate the

energy, and should train minds to react, not ahhagard, but by choice, on the

lines of force that attract their world... The moislstentorian. £ Only the
most energetic, the most highly fitted, and mostofad have overcome the
friction or the viscosity of inertia, and these eaetompelled to waste three-
fourths of their energy in doing it. Fit or unflienry Adams stopped his own
education in 1871, and began to apply it for peattiises, like his neighbot.
Indeed, Adams’s education, while perhaps yieldingag insight into the motion and
forces of progress, by the sheer time and energgreded on its attainment, disqualified
him from participation. At one point, “Adams woulthve liked to help in building
railways, but had no education. He was not®fit,” Properly directed effort of a person
in society, then, ought to be, “to make the pdiitimachine run somehow, since it could
never be made to run wefi*. Oftentimes throughout his life, Adams had tentked
deplore the way in which, “all the dogmatic statidn life have the effect of fixing a
certain stiffness of attitude forevet” Yet only after much search of a practical

education that yielded no useful practice, couldbserve that this fixedness, this inertia

of behavior, served to create a niche that one tmigake some sense of to live

633 Stentorian is a word of great complexity, meaniwgry loud.”
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comfortably, profitably, and usefully for societyn this way Adams shifts his
identification of the authoritative guide to contlfiom the moral to the utilitarian, as
defined by the rationale of science which Adamsesako be the driving force of
progres€® Given the failure of moral authority to guide gress, one could not order
the chaos by education, but one could still pertegcate oneself well enough to create
a pocket of order in the chaos to go about hisoblsiness.

There is an irony to Adams’s conclusion, in thatrblates that he recognized at
its inception that, with respect to his effort t@mhgulate the future of progress, “to the
practical man, such an attempt is idiofic>” As a young man, Adams had eschewed
inertia as the death knell of a progress necedsarthe proper ordering of man. Only

later did he recognize the, “bourgeois’ dream afeorand inertia®®.

Living as one
must in the wake of tremendous forces of changkyiglefinition unsettling, against
which one must learn some way to steady ones@lf.ABams, “his artificial balance was
acquired habit®’.  Ultimately, Adams found he could find motives @rhich to
maneuver within the sheer inert momentum of pragrées long as these motives were
habitual, and their attraction regular, the conseguesult might, for convenience, be
called movement of inerti€*. The project of society did not require that cle¢ermine
if it brought about people who were fit, but rather
The new Americans, of whom he was to be one, mustther they were fit or
unfit, create a world of their own, a science, aisty, a philosophy, a universe,

where they had not yet created a road or evenddamdig their own iron. They
had no time for thought; they saw and could se¢hing beyond their day’s

%38 He did not, however, as did L. Ron Hubbard, detideelebrate this act and found a religion araitind
To some extent, though, the Progressives may b&idened forbearers of Hubbard’s approach.

%39 bid. 330
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work; their attitude to the universe outside weast tf a deep-sea fish. Above all,
they naturally and intensely disliked to be toldaivko do, and how to do it, by
men who took their ideas and their methods fromath&tract theories of history,
philosophy, or theology. They knew enough to knbat their world was one of
energies quite ne{??
Essentially, Adams’s lesson learned was to yielth&flow of history. “Thus far, since
five or ten thousand years, the mind had succégsidcted, and nothing yet proved that

it would fail to react,®**

For society at large, as with the problem of tmasked for
forces of money, “the public had no idea what pcattsystem it could aim at, or what
sort of men could manage it. The single probleforeet was not so much to control the
Trusts as to create a society that could manageértrets,®*°. The task then of education
was not to learn to control history, but to keepaaih it such that one might play a useful
part. If the moth were given the power of reasmre should expect it to conclude that
the light is unreachable, that the light would sbort upon attainment, and that its
energies might be better suited finding an operdainto the outside where it might find
other moths with which to reproduce and keep that §h mothiness alive in the world.

In sum though, Adams’s understanding of a humamgie place in the
progression of history does not result in a stasildas measure of society. That one must
fit oneself to the forces operating on his or herspn simply shows that one ought to

educate oneself ways to be practically useful ® fgloject of society. Moreover, all

ought to be given their due chance to find theirywa the world to this end.

%43 bid. 203. Cf. Tocqueville’s observation that peoliving under condition of equality, “commonlgek

for the sources of truth in themselves or in thewke are like themselves. This would be enough toer
that at such periods no new religion could be distadd, and that all schemes for such a purposédimsu
not only impious, but absurd and irrational. It neeyforeseen that a democratic people will notlegsie
credence to divine missions; that they will laugimadern prophets; and that they will seek to disc¢he
chief arbiter of their belief within, and not beybrihe limits of their kind.” TocquevilldDemocracy in
America Volume Il. 9

844 Adams.Education 414

%4 bid. 416
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Accordingly, even a very young Adams failed to coamgnd an education that told of
the arbitrary subjugation of one to another agdimstforce of reason. “The more he was
educated, the less he understood. Slavery strimckrhthe face; it was a nightmare; a
horror; a crime; the sum of all wickedness! Contaade it only more repulsive. He
wanted to escape, like the negroes, to free 88il,” The bondage of the negro, for
Adams, was as the bondage of himself. The enormaousunts of effort and energy
required to maintain such a state defied the lagiprogress itself. If anything, the
education of Henry Adams taught that friction oughtoe reduced, that society might
flow better with the momentum of history. Accorgiy, “the Southerner, with his slave-
owning limitations, was as little fit to succeedtlve struggle of modern life as though he
were still a maker of stone axes, living in cav¥s,” The logic of evolution, even
understood on modern terms, favors finding a nichevhich life may flourish. To
struggle to maintain artificially a niche againise tintractable forces of history is to defy
history, and the effort is doomed to fail, withresoich energy wasted in the futility of the
attempt. The effort of society in America, thenaymbe judged in the creation of a
society that promotes the ability for each to fthdir best use in the project, as opposed
to other attempts to control the situation by foagminst force itself for selfish or even
pernicious purposes. Indeed, Mr. Bright understthosl in making the speech cited by
Adams, declaring that, “privilege has shudderedlat might happen to old Europe if
this great experiment should succe&t,” The logic of evolution might be one tending
towards chaos. Yet reason may still retain a stahtly which to measure the workings

of a society to that same logic. The moth maytdiuabout in random paths, defying

548 Ipid. 42
547 Ibid. 53-54
548 Ipid. 161
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rhyme or reason, thwarting its own best intentiqmeshaps even burning itself in the
light. Still, the terebratula that defied Adams’sderstanding in its apparent refusal to
change with the times sits slowly beneath the deeaffected by the forces of evolution.
With his reference to that which endures eveniwithe ever dynamic system of
evolution that led to a society characterized syuptive rational forces, Adams implies
that there may still remain the possibility of fixieven if he fails in its comprehension.
Yet even in shifting his focus to the developmehtaoniche for the direction of his
worldly efforts, Adams demonstrates the ultimaitifa of his moral search. Essentially,
Adams falls back on rationalizing the fitness ofrality rather than using reason to
seek—to justify—morality as his guide. This fadun a certain sense mimics the falling
short of similar goals for knowledge experienced_bgke. As Dunn explains:
Initially he had hoped that an explanation of mgmdsver to know would show
themwhy they should try to live as he supposed they shdsid the theory of
knowledge which he constructed proved to show ngthof the kind. In
consequence his theory of practical reason (of wieat have good reason to do)
was from his own point of view a disastrous failfffe
So too does Adams find that the niche, the locusvofutionary pressure, must define the
direction of his exertions. Adams’s pursuit of iknedge of the good led him to conclude
that his notions of right conduct must conform e dictates of the rational forces to
which he was subject.
Thus, the age of science did appear to necesgseatilgfit the very concept of
human virtue and demand conformity to its ratiotiatates. The standard of behavior
would then become not that which was good, butwiath worked, which would then

be called the good. In effect, normative assessmwould be subject to the rational

assessment of utility. Utility is, of course, dfseferential norm; who is to say what is

549 Dunn.Locke vi
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useful to whom? And useful to what ends and intwhay? If interests were served,
then it would be fair to say that that which servieel interests succeeded—it worked—
and that which works is good. In this same veimnynProgressives would follow
Dewey in declaring growth to be good, engaging ikiral of complacent faith in the
direction of history, a history driven by the saerupon which this faith would therefore
rest.

Acceptance of the principle, however, in no wagses the fact of the subversion
of traditional notions of good. That this solutiom the moral problem of merely
reforming one’s thinking about morality served, kast, to circumvent the fact of
subversion was not, unsurprisingly, lost on Markaiiwwho not coincidentally himself
coined the phrase that has since defined the tim&new as “The Gilded Age.” In his
short story, “The Man Who Corrupted Hadleyburg,”dimvbrings into sharp relief the
contingency and therefore susceptibility to morampromise of a self-referential
conception of virtue. As the story goes, there waswn, Hadleyburg, full of people
very self-satisfied in the contemplation of thewrpvirtue, famous as they were for
being, “the most honest and upright town in all tegion round about™. Indeed, this
reputation for honesty became central to the towtuie, the town being:

so proud of it, and so anxious to insure its perg@n, that it began to teach the

principles of honest dealing to its babies in trete, and made the like teachings

the staple of their culture thenceforward throudhttee years devoted to their
education. Also, throughout the formative yearsptations were kept out of the

way of the young people, so that their honestyadalve every chance to harden
and solidify, and become a part of their very bBtie.

8% Twain, Mark. “The Man that Corrupted Hadleyburtn"The Man that Corrupted Hadleyburgand Other
Essays and StorieéNew York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1900Q). 1
651 |;

Ibid. 11
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In this way, the virtue of honest was taught taegrde that the town gained a reputation
for being “incorruptible,®*2

Despite this reputation for virtue, a reputatigparently deserved, the people of
the town still manage to somehow offend a strarfigem out of town. Clearly, then,
some tension must exist in Twain’s eyes betweenviltee of honesty and a full
understanding of right conduct. Granted, the fil#§i remains that the man may have
himself deserved the offense in the eyes of thelpeeor even our own—but such a
moral systems strains against the kind of Chrisgdéinics that inform so much of
conventional American moral thinking. Vowing hisvenge upon the town, the man
decides to divest the people of their reputatiorhfesty.

To this end, the stranger drops off a sack of galded at around $40,000 at the
home of Mr. and Mrs. Richards to be given to thenmaao imparted to him some
important life changing advice. In this way, Twairxtaposes the virtue for which the
town is famed, honesty, with another example of ality; that of assisting another
person, even though he be a strafigémMoreover, this assistance comes in the form of
advice, which is to say, knowledge. Knowledgenthieas an implicit connection to
moral conduct; right knowledge is a benefit to ih@ividual, and therefore it is good to
teach it.

The trap is set, though, as the identity of he wawee the advice will be known by
submission to the town minister, Reverend Burgassote with the advice given which
may then be compared, at a public town meeting tmte inside the sack bearing the

message received. All the righteous people otdiam are thereby tempted to hope that

%52 bid. 11
53 Or, stated differently, as Jim Wallis might poinit, a “sojourner.”
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it was they who had delivered this boon; in efféicg desire for the gold offers incentive
to each person to be uncertain as to whether othegt may have done the good deed,
thereby justifying their efforts to, “guess out tthiamark,®**. The very possibility of
their being an incentive to be uncertain in knowlkeaf one’s own conduct reveals the
complication of knowledge when confronted with teatjipn—each may ask, “Could it
not be that | am the good soul and I just do notkyew it?” The Richards couple has
their doubt resolved, however, by receipt of aeletbforming them that while they had
not done the service of advice to the stranger, Richards might be rightfully

considered the fortune’s heir:

‘I am a stranger to you, but no matter: | have ghing to tell. | have just arrived
home from Mexico, and learned about that episodecorse you do not know
who made that remark, but | know, and | am the gdyson living who does
know. It was GOODSON. | knew him well, many yeago.al passed through
your village that very night, and was his guestié midnight train came along. |
overheard him make that remark to the strangdrardark—it was in Hale Alley.
He and | talked of it the rest of the way home, ahide smoking in his house. He
mentioned many of your villagers in the course igf talk—most of them in a
very uncomplimentary way, but two or three favolyalamong these latter
yourself. | say ‘favourably’—nothing stronger. Inmember his saying he did not
actually LIKE any person in the town—not one; bhattyou—I THINK he said
you—am almost sure—had done him a very great seomce, possibly without
knowing the full value of it, and he wished he laafbrtune, he would leave it to
you when he died, and a curse apiece for the fabieccitizens. Now, then, if it
was you that did him that service, you are histiegite heir, and entitled to the
sack of gold. | know that | can trust to your honaand honesty, for in a citizen of
Hadleyburg these virtues are an unfailing inhedérand so | am going to reveal
to you the remark, well satisfied that if you ak the right man you will seek
and find the right one and see that poor Goodstatis of gratitude for the service
referred to is paid. This is the remark 'YOU ARE RAROM BEING A BAD
MAN: GO, AND REFORM.’

“HOWARD L. STEPHENSON.**®

Though the Mr. Richards did not earn the rewardgolid directly by informing the

stranger of his need for moral improvement, he beimplicitly worthy of it, at least

54 bid. 32
555 |pid. 32-33
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by the understanding of himself, his wife and, app#y, Mr. Stephenson, by having
done service to Goodson. It is important to nbta this worthiness is not contingent
upon even Mr. Goodson liking Mr. Richards, but amtaunt of the more fundamental
virtue that would lead Mr. Richards to conduct bsod works for even a man who
harbored for him distaste. The problem still ramedi to discern what possible service
might have been done to ensure that receipt offditane be justified. Happily, Mr.
Richards eventually finds a rationale, specificallyat he had “saved Goodson from
marrying,” a girl “tainted” with a “spoonful of neg blood in her veins®®.

Believing the fortune to be theirs, the Richar@¥ebegin to spend freely on
credit—the belief of future riches has loosenedphetan virtue of thrift as, though they
spend more, it is sure to be well within their newifd means. Problematically and
unknown to them, each of the nineteen other praicfamilies of the town received
identical letters and had, each in turn, undertakenilar mental gymnastics, each
concluding their own right to the fortune. Ultirebt, at the town meeting it is revealed
that each of the nineteen principal families hasngtted an identical note to Reverend
Burgess, each incomplete in reproducing the statenfi@und in the sack which
continued, Go, and reform—or, mark my words—some day, for yms, you will die
and go to hell or Hadleyburg—TRY AND MAKE IT THERMER”®*® Not only is the
honesty of each impugned, thus rendering a reputdtir incorruptibility definitionally
beyond repair, but the first of the principals ® ¢alled are reduced to slandering one

another for the fortune, and the town eventuatlictles all.

%% bid. 39; 39; 38
%7 How does one make a plural of such a name?
%% |bid. 53
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Without going into the further subtleties and depenents of the fates of the
denizens of a town once revered for an honestyrappg undeserved as untesfad,
what Twain demonstrates is the instability of &-seferential virtue, a virtue of such
kind as honesty is revealed to be. In effect, Bones good because it is beneficial; the
honest gain the reputation so valued by the peopldadleyburg for being honest, a
reputation which facilitates the transactions dfisty. In the Lockean frame, even in the
absence of an overarching sovereign power, sociey hold together through the
benefits of living in society; the only problemscac with the introduction of what may
be termed “the bad man” and the lack of a neutrdb¢ to enforce contradt® A
reputation for unfailing honesty would, in prin@plcircumvent this problem and allow
society to function for the common benefit thatunally occurs through work and
tradé®* —unless, of course, the individual no longer neetiedsociety.

The problem of self-referential virtue, contingentits nature as compared to
being sourced in some inviolable authority, cars®en in the very reason that it could be
compromised in the people of Hadleyburg: it is nigppe. Whereas Locke held that
people, for reasons bound up in the nature of thkoaity that they, in liberty, sought,
would need to engage in politics, a good that dépeampon perceived benefit to the
individual allows the individual to choose amongngeting goods; accordingly, they
may deny the need to engage in politics. If théividual judges that a greater benefit

will accrue to behavior besides that deemed viguahe virtue may be properly

9|ndeed, the good Reverend Burgess himself engagksplicity, albeit for reasons of gratitude, tiybu
the self-serving nature of repayment due to grdgitonly underscores Twain’s point.

89| ocke.Two Treatises on Governmesiook Il. Ch. 5. The point that, “No man is allaiv® be judge in
his own cause; because his interest would certhialy his judgment, and, not improbably, corrupt hi
integrity,” is raised by Madison as well. “Fedesall0.” 50

%1 | ocke.Two Treatises on GovernmeBiook Il. Ch. 5
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discarded in favor of that which offers greater figu A virtue that does not maximize
the utility of the individual is judged no beneéit all. Just as Adams found that the
rationalization of culture served to displace maeglsoning as the guide for conduct, so
too did Twain demonstrate that self-interest righthderstood, in a context where one
may hopefully achieve great material success aelpense of one’s neighbors, if the
success is potentially great enough to allow tldevidual to shed the alleged need of and
for his fellows, then a right understanding of geterest in the absence of greater over-
arching moral stricture will tend to reverse treditional calculation that guided the right
minded individual in the performance of virtue. aththe reward for such jettisoning of
traditional virtue turned out to be merely giltTmain’s telling only serves to emphasize
that it is the possibility—the mere hope—of greataward from individual rather than
social pursuit of self-interest that unbalanceseteation and brings about the demise of

rational expectations of moral conduct, at leashierpersonal relatiort§?

The Problem of Equality in Spiritual Calculus: Demacracy for the Saints

Where Adams and Twain feared the prospect of mahtgain subverting moral
social fabric of America, a rationalized spiritilabught can subvert the very principle of
equality upon which even that fabric is premisedn thie Gilded Age, the rational forces
of progress destabilized the social fabric by mgkirnpossible for individuals to garner
great material gain without respect to the fulfdim of social obligations. Analogously,
rational spiritual thought suggests to the indialdthe possibility of spiritual gain that
effectively separates the individual from the reSsociety on the most existential and

ontological of levels—or at least separated fromsthmembers of society who are not

%2 The issue as to whether or not one can sin agaiestelf is well outside the scope of this project.
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spiritually perfect or perfected anyway. Given tbeus of knowledge in the individual
being, since the individualized, instrumentalizedirigial thinking suggests that
knowledge of being benefits the individual direcéiyd not by orientation to society or
politics; right knowledge translates into a rightlividual. The political ramifications of
this fact come on account of the fact that disagese thereby suggests that one of the
parties in disagreement must lack right knowledgeaning that the person is spiritually
suspect and therefore may be dismissed as notnaistgken but herself not right. Note
that the dismissal, or what Tracy Strong referagdavoidance in the discourse,” occurs
not only because of the dissonance in what is @dias knowledge, but rather because
the dissonance in knowledge is taken as symptonwdtia fundamental ontological
difference in the nature of the individuals in djisgement. Such an epistemological point
of view allows not just the dismissal of deviatikgowledge, but the rejection of the
individual as ontologically deficient; equality &tacked and separation created on the
very level of being.

The ramifications for American democracy of thecegtance of such
epistemological viewpoints in American public digcge could scarcely be more
significant. Americans may still consider equatidybe providential, but that equality is
rendered neither foregone premise nor fact of bbirtga potential to be achieved. Such
a reconceptualization of the idea of equality beesruritical to how we understand
political participation and the validity of disserg view points in the public sphere.
Consider Tocqueville’s maxim on the relationshipazen religion and politics:

BY the side of every religion is to be found a po#él opinion, which is

connected with it by affinity. If the human mind ket to follow its own bent, it
will regulate the temporal and spiritual institutg of society in a uniform
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manner, and man will endeavor, if | may so speakharmonize earth with
heavert?®

To the extent that this is true, Americans adhetingeliefs about the instrumental good
of rationalized spiritual thought may come to be&die¢hat some people are not fit for
democracy. Surely these benighted sSfilfiold within them the potential to fit
themselves for democracy, at least in some of yis¢ess discussed here. But that
fithness becomes fundamentally conditional uponpifuger spiritual development on the
part of the individual.

Politics, then, may become organized around theei®f whose opinions may be
legitimately considered—as distinguished from whiale considered legitimate—a
legitimacy in effect premised on agreement as sajdeement indicates the right
knowledge which in turn reveals the validity of tineividual to participate in politics—
that is, to be listened to at all. As Block notes:

The pervading religious claim from the PuritandDewey to possess the “truth

which shall make you free” meant that the truthldonever be regarded as a

constraint. Yet with ends so predetermined, theass of individualism from the

responsibility and power regarding ends to focusr@ans has as an inevitable

result the pervasive conformity and docility of Arisan life 2%

The classical view of truth as the authority thefies true liberty in the Lockean sense,
though, becomes reoriented in the reversal of phetigal calculus of a religious view

made rationalized to the ends of spiritual improgatn People may be considered

663 Tocqueville. Democracy in America/olume 1. 300

4 The Great Unwashed? The class implications sfpihbblem are substantial as well. Many of the
systems of thought in question are not free. Ahsmaterial resources, sometimes significant ness,
are needed to advance to greater levels of abiit that ability, itself a product of the spistisystems
that benefit the individual, is required to get thaterial resources. Thus, those of lesser meagdm
appropriately dismissed politically as justified twgir obvious lesser nature, identifiable by thpmiverty.
The classical elitist argument about our bettersdseated, but now with a return to the ontologieesis,
upon which it is so often founded, provided by,gome, a religious system allegedly emphasizing
freedom from such artifacts of history.

%4 Block. A Nationof Agents543
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constrained if they do not know the truth. Theaseof such limited people, as compared
to those whom the truth has freed, are not relet@the effectuation of political ends;
indeed, their views may threaten what the spirialié¢ understand to be for the greatest
good of all—to listen is to put at risk the divinintended for humans in this world.

Once again, radical as such a portrayal of theifi@tions of this spiritual
epistemology may seem, its seeds may be seen imogreBsivism that is quite
mainstream. As Block describes it:

The thinker [Dewey] who emerged in the early 188@dertook the bold shift
from a religious to a liberal framework becausenas convinced that the world,
at least in its American variant, had come to imemly embody ultimate
theological principles. The pervasive sense ofiogbphical closure lurking
underneath his fluid images suggests a universe gpevating according to its
ultimate ends. In describing this “deep structwglniversal processes perfectly
authorized and fulfilled by the units, and unitsthwiully evolved places and
functions in the whole, Dewey inscribed the agewogmology as the final
meaning of modernity. This completed vision of r@gewilling their own agency
and their agency institutions forms a perfectlyseld circle: the reopening of ends
cannot even be formulated because reality itseltgmwds by means of agency
systems. Dewey, like Hobbes, realized that a peemaand stable attempt to
create a dynamic nontraditional society of equdiymamic individuals required
predictable motion, or at least stable channelsrfotion provided by a common
institutional authority®®

The confidence Dewey could have in the productdibefral democracy may appear
unsettling to say the least given the history ahbao error both violent and unjust. That
American power has grown so greatly through therain of such principles should
only sharpen our awareness of the dangers and egeptestraint. The threat would be
mitigated—or at least it would seem to be to soreewho believed in this way—if not

fully dissipated, by the development of institusahat produced the sorts of individuals

568 |id. 539
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who would experience a reversal, as Block callmitheir sense of freedom that ensured
they become agents to what are functionally cosliyiealidated end$®’

Yet the individuation of the belief system undescthe democratic nature of the
vision. In the eyes of many, not every American ba counted upon to be proper agents
of the politics considered appropriate, a visioprapended with the confidence of direct
connection to the right way of things. As the induated spiritual epistemology reverses
the equation of the individual's sense of benefdnf being driven into social and
political relations, so too does it reverse thevitiial’s understanding of her status with
respect to a situation of the alleged equality Ibpaople. Long ago, Tocqueville held
concerns that belief in equality could lead to deeolution towards a base equality that
sacrificed even liberty:

There is, in fact, a manly and lawful passion fquality that incites men to wish

all to be powerful and honored. This passion tendslevate the humble to the

rank of the great; but there exists also in the durheart a depraved taste for
equality, which impels the weak to attempt to lowlse powerful to their own
level and reduces men to prefer equality in slawerynequality with freedom.

Not that those nations whose social condition imagatic naturally despise

liberty; on the contrary, they have an instinctivee of it. But liberty is not the

chief and constant object of their desires; equadittheir idol: they make rapid
and sudden efforts to obtain liberty and, if theigsitheir aim, resign themselves
to their disappointment; but nothing can satisfgnthwithout equality, and they
would rather perish than lose®ft
In his view, individuals would pull down to theivel anyone who, by appearing above
the fray, suggested the unreality of social equalReorienting the relationship, one who
understands their own spiritual perfection knowet titnat which he freely pursues both

benefits him and is right, so any who would tryém him by invocation of authority or

otherwise must necessarily be unqualified to engadke politics by which this would

%7 |bid. 540-549
%8 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 1. 53
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occur. Disagreement may be interpreted as ankabtache self, for to claim even that |
am mistaken is to suggest that my understandingdsrrect. As my epistemology
defines my ontological status, your claim of myoercuts to the spirit of my being, an
attack that demonstrates it is you who are naditb the equality that characterizes the
democracy of right minded people. Neither dogsatoldren are allowed to participate
in self-governance in civilized lands, so neithgailsthe spiritually defective as identified
by their dissent from right knowledge.

Locke’s political mandate is now on its head, estst with respect to a form of
liberalism suitable for egalitarian democracy. Hregressives thus suffer the same fate
as did Sumner in his articulation of social ethigdact that should be unsurprising as
they follow his lead in the attempt to imbue theestific understanding of things with
moral force to ground their moral theory in somethiknown to be scientifically
enduring. In the logic of Progressivism’s attertgptecapture the rationalistic forces of
society to their cause of justice, as per abowe ntiture of the forces alter the character
of the authoritative morals, aligning the good vttt which occurs. Problematically for
normative theory, the operations of reality itd®tome sanctioned as divine will without
regard for any loftier, exogenous or traditionabessments of the justness of what
happen$® As Block points out:

Once religious authorization was elided into a stadivalidation, the religious

vision of societal integration unavoidably becamiamscendent defense of the

collective. [Dewey’s] call to recognize ultimatational values unfolding in the
participatory process could easily be conflatechwiite prevalent if unrealistic

public belief that the America arising as the fipspular society embodied such
an unquestioned consen$ds.

859 Existence, it would seem, implies the rightnesthefexistence of that which it exists by virtuettu
existence itself.
7% Block. 545
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The rational individuation of that religious visioow renders this apparent unity, the one
to which individuals become agents, unstable. Whguestioned consensus becomes
unquestioned through a disallowing and disavowihgissent on ontological grounds.
Although he perhaps did not foresee the future lofitvwvould be considered acceptable
religious thought in America, Tocqueville was piest in his concern that, “Thus not
only does democracy make every man forget his émsedut it hides his descendants
and separates his contemporaries from him; it terbvm back forever upon himself
alone and threatens in the end to confine him @mgtiwithin the solitude of his own
heart,®"*,

And certainly such distance and freedom from orfiellows is the right of an
individual; to say otherwise may well be to do einte to an understanding of rights as a
protected space from legitimate interference. Tdggc of rights, though, similarly
disallows the denial of the rights of others. Téhaghts, even if considered self-evident
and derived from nature, still depend upon politieaactment; the Declaration of
Independence states that it is “to secure thebgstighat “Governments are instituted by

Men n672

If a belief system validates the withdrawal fraorciety for reasons that stem
from a similar validation of the rejection of ondallows as equals, then the belief
system jeopardizes the belief in equality that suigpthe democratic enactment of the
rights in the first place. The problem is not tagberson may be freely anti-social, but

rather that the underlying form of thought invateiabelief in the political premises that

ground the edifice by which we protect that freedom

7! Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume 11. 99
672 One wonders if the capitalization of “Men” wasraphetic harbinger of the politics to come...
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Thus we find that the American liberal system aorg a fundamental functional
instability in that it allows, indeed, its discoarsay even encourage, belief systems that
can undermine its own political foundations. Th&cdurse may encourage these belief
systems by the marked preference of Americanspbaple hold religiously informed
values®”™ To the extent that religious and spiritual betigtems themselves can be the
vehicles for promoting these beliefs that are potitical as well as destructive of the
political foundations of equality, this encouragemef religiously situated values in
public discourse allows for the undermining of poland politics—even those politics
that protect the liberalism, ironically in Locketbeorizing, that protect and foster
religious belief for the benefit of the common good

Of course, the system of American liberalism, @snsin chapter one, deviates
significantly from that theorized by Locke. Formyaobservers of democratic liberalism,
however, religion could still play the salutaryedheorized by Locke on account of the
toleration of religion embedded in the Constitutioim much popular imagination about
politics in America, in fact, it is the decline tdith in America that most imperils the
republic. Block, for example, points to the praced secularization in his account of
modernity and the development of authority in ielato the rationalization of culture:

The birth of a modern relation to authority is thusth a religious and secular

account. It evolved both in the religious relatioh the essential self to an

ultimate author and in the worldly reshaping oftilaséional authorities and
structures. Secularization is only the later phake¢he process in which the
rational apprehension of self-evident truths—that truths now embedded—
replaces the early institution of these truths dlto faith. At the same time,
grounding these truths in faith or in an ethic dedi from the “the good” unduly

privileges religion. Secularism for its part seéks reasons for and implications
of particular faith projects. It is only in arigirand operating together that faith

573Wolf. One Nation After All
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and its reasons complementarily promoted and joististained the modernist

tradition®’*

Yet such an account fails to realize the impact that self-same rationality had on the
modes of faith considered acceptable in America twedimpact those belief systems
would have on authority. Rather, in stark conttaghe mandate for republican politics
envisioned by Locke or the fostering of community famously described by
Tocqueville and advocated by many advocates ofjiogli for the health of American
politics today, religion may now serve as the viehiof social atomization to which
Tocqueville feared democracy could lend itself:
It cannot be absolutely or generally affirmed thia¢ greatest danger of the
present age is license or tyranny, anarchy or despoBoth are equally to be
feared; and the one may proceed as easily as llee fstom one and the same
cause: namely, that general apathy which is thesemurence of individualism. It
is because this apathy exists that the executivergment, having mustered a
few troops, is able to commit acts of oppressioa day; and the next day a party
which has mustered some thirty men in its ranks alm® commit acts of
oppression. Neither the one nor the other can kesttadnything which will last;
and the causes which enable them to succeed pasilgnt them from succeeding
for long; they rise because nothing opposes thawh tleey sink because nothing
supports them. The proper object, therefore, ofroast strenuous resistance is
far less either anarchy or despotism than that hgpathich may almost
indifferently beget either the one or the otf&r.
As described in chapter two, in Tocqueville’s viedmmerican religion fostered the
democratic soul and inculcated the mores apprepteatiemocratic politics. Yet he also
noted that religion would need to conform to theasl prevalent in the society.
Synthetically then, Tocqueville’s concern that gmguality of conditions could lead to

apathy and individualism should also mean that #patit could permeate the popular

religion of the people.

674 Block. A Nation of Agentsl9-20
87 Tocqueville. Democracy in Americavolume II. Appendix BB. 370-371
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Paradoxically for Locke’s theory, this apathy amtividualism may be
characterized on the part of adherents to suchsfais the culmination of republicanism
because, as the outcome of religious faith, thegtmacessarily be understood to serve
the public good. Moreover, the republican natsréeld to be unassailable by virtue of
the non-falsifiability of the religious claims inugstion. The legitimacy of emotive
foundations for certainty in knowledge within thaimiine American tradition of belief
raises precisely the problems that haunted Lockeisrtheory of knowledge, as Ayers

describes as follows:

Finally, and perhaps most interestingly for theumc philosopher, Locke’s
discussion of faith possesses a striking featutl wibearing on the rest of his
epistemology. For, in the case of ‘enthusiasmideognized both the possibility
of an illusion of ‘evidence’ and the need to expldai What he did, and indeed
had to do, was to reduce the purported evidencedoe conviction, and to
demand grounds for the conviction: ‘For all the htighey speak of is but a
strong, though ungrounded persuasion of their owndMthat it is the Truth.’
[702,33] Their persuasions ‘are right, only becatly are strong in them. For
when what they say is strip’d of the Metaphor afisg and feeling, this is all it
amounts to.” [700,27] Yet Locke himself can be aetliof relying on just the
same unenlightening metaphors for his explanatfantoitive knowledge, which
‘is irresistible, and like the bright Sun-Shineydes it self immediately to be
perceived’. [531,10] What could he reply to theeal accusation, brought by
Hobbes against Descartes, that intuitionists t@amly ‘sure because they are
sure'? [700,25]°

In fact, it was this problem of knowledge that maeeelation a second-best solution to
the problem of knowledge of rightful authority. &en would appear to demand a more
formal and thorough engagement; knowledge by reasaid not be assumed and could
certainly be refuted if found to be defective. Ybke proper employment of reason
similarly could not be assumed, which would undeemihe universalism insisted upon

by a foundation of his theory in the Law of Nature:

676 Ayers.Locke — Volume. 124
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Moreover, as it has been argued at length abovehyheo means preferred
revelation to natural reason as the source of mknawledge. If inThe
Reasonableness of Christianitye came to assign revelation greater importance
for the moral life than he had done in thesay that seems to have been only as a
development of the thought already present in tiuged work that people
commonly lack the leisure and training to make tatir duties by the light of
nature (together, perhaps, with a chastened appi@ctithat ethics might have
some of thalifficulty of mathematicsj’’

Revelation then becomes critical to make the kndgdeof authority available to all, a
point critical to Locke’s liberalism. The non-fdiability of the instrumental emotive
epistemology of much of American belief only underes the defect of knowledge in
Locke’s theory in its historical demonstration betrejection of the sort of republican
politics he hoped religion would foster. Althougts, stated, the American liberal system
differed from Locke’s, this experience of religiam liberty does suggest, as noted by
Dunn above, how Locke could believe that, oncepttodlem of subjectivity in religious
experience is revealed, now his failure is compléteDunn’s terms:
What Locke hoped to show men was that a rationdérgtanding of man’s place
in nature required them to live like ChristiansutBvhat he in fact showed was
that a rational understanding of their place iureatlid not, and does nogquire
men to live in any particular fashion. Worse stiie close relation between
conceptions of how to live and the history of parar languages and cultures
places all men’s lives at the mercy of history.e&vf there were a God who had
designed the order of nature as a whole for mdiveéowell within it, they could
not draw their conceptions of how to live directtpm this order through the
exercise of their reason alone. Instead they nfasthion their values for
themselves as best they can out of the more or dedsictive or menacing
suggestions of others and by their own powers ftdation °'®

Toleration of religion for Locke thus becomes agssary but not sufficient condition for

the success of a republican liberal politics. ke tAmerican experience, although

677 Ayers.Locke — Volume 11190. The similarity here to the Straussian pnobté not everyone being
capable of real philosophy is striking. Locke, lexer, appears far more egalitarian, at least inr#iye
view, in that the problem is one of opportunity,esias some Straussians seem to focus on an insucfjc
of intellect, which would imply the need for guaads to govern them. Locke, it would appear, iséne
better democrat, looking almost Jeffersonian byganson to many Straussians.

%78 Dunn.Locke vii
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toleration continues to offer the opportunity foegter corrective possibilities to politics
by way of religion, the freedom from political coritment has allowed faith to attack the

very basis of the politics that made religion free.
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EPILOGUE : A NEW HOPE?
Life, Liberty and the Vocation of Democracy

Human progress never rolls in on wheels of inevlitghit comes through
the tireless efforts of men willing to be co-workevith God, and without
this hard work, time itself becomes an ally of tfrces of social
stagnation. We must use time creatively, in thenkadge that the time is
always ripe to do right. Now is the time to makalréhe promise of
democracy and transform our pending national eletgya creative psalm
of brotherhood. Now is the time to lift our natibnaolicy from the

quicksand of racial injustice to the solid rockhafman dignity.

Martin Luther King, Jr.Letter from a Birmingham J&f°

Making Liberty Work

Some may see my argument as an attempt to rejedt teast to discredit,
liberalism in its modern form. That is in no way nmtention. Similarly, | bear no
fundamental hostility towards religion, organized atherwise, sharing, rather, Peter
Berger's sympathetic attitude towards an attemphéke sense of the world in a way
that might allow us to live together in just harmpas well his suggestion that it may not
actually be possible for humans to think otherwigleether they reject the contention or
not and no matter how wrongheaded that attempt awyally becomé®® What |
contend, though, is that liberty must be unders@a®d is, not as what we would it were.
I may well prefer that people be absolutely fre¢hmiit moral consequence, but that
don’'t make it so. To demand otherwise would arguéle to recreate that original sin
that expelled human being from paradise in rejactibthe creation. We humans build a
polity, and | believe in the importance of acknodgang our creation in all its

imperfections as well as the influence the act @mksequence of creation has upon us—

67°King, Martin Luther, Jr. “Letter from a Birminghadail.” 6. April 16, 1963. Retrieved October30
2008 from http://www.stanford.edu/group/King/freqtgocs/birmingham.pdf
%80 Berger.TheSacred Canopyesp. v; 179-188
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our humanity is part and parcel of our own creatow we abdicate responsibility of
awareness of that fact at our own peril. Thattpelie build, however, even as we affect
the world—alter own niche—must be built in this Vdoas we receive it and, perhaps
most importantly, that is ok.

As such, in the grand tradition of baseball umpilekave tried to avoid the
arrogance of saying that liberty and the role af lmeliefs within a liberal system is what
| say it is, instead doing my best to call it likeee it. Continuing in that vein, some sets
of concepts appear to me to work together and sthemnot. It behooves us, therefore, to
understand what is possible by our efforts, be thdiidual, social, political, religious
or otherwise; there can be no moral imperative dotttht which is not possible. Of
course, attributing impossibility to a project ondeavor may itself become a self-
fulfilling prophecy, as, precisely because you hassumed the feat is impossible, that is
why you fail. Yet this piece of Greek wisdom onlynderscores the paramount
importance of understanding what can and canndbbe in and with liberty; if we truly
value our freedom we ought to learn how it workSontemporary conservatives of a
certain ilk are fond of saying that freedom is fiee. This may well be true, but it eludes
me as to why the conclusion always seems to bembanust therefore fight. The fact of
freedom not being free means not that it must ligho for, but rather that it requires
work of which fighting even the good fight is bupart. My own investigations have led
me to believe that this work is the work of pobticspecifically democratic politics,
regardless of what that self-same freedom has allose many of my fellow Americans

to conclude.
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To this end, it is my further contention that whilenericans are fond of the idea
of religious faith, to advocate the panacea ofjiefi without reference or understanding
of its epistemological or ontological content ispeath towards conserving that which we
hold most dear, be it freedom or security, justcdnarmony. Indeed, given that which
has come before, such a complacent attitude towsaidsf may, in reality, allow or even
itself constitute the most egregious assault ongbeds said conservatism avows it
would value and protect, making it no real conswvisan at all. David Gutterman, in his
book Prophetic Politics ably demonstrates that a religious movement nitagresupport
or resist democratic politics, indeed, even in king the same narrative tradition;
Christianity may be political or anti-politicB® To assume without reflection the
function for religion in our world—especially givethat, as Gutterman reminds us,
“When the threat of meaningless haunts our livescrvave the clarity and inspiration of
a well-told story. When the hunger for meaningasacute, we are ill-equipped to judge
what we should eaf®—then, is to take for granted the influence ofgieln on our
collective lives and as individuals, which is nottake it seriously at all—yet another
irony among the many found within the ongoing dsstan of religion in public life in
America.

Of course, understanding religious experience saisertain problems for
conducting historical inquiry, scientific or othass, that differ from analyzing a history
of religion per se The history of religion may often be conductbdotigh a sort of
sociological critique, examining its disseminatigrppagation and function within a

community and its development thereof. The ideaetifjious experience, however,

88! GuttermanProphetic Politics.
%% bid. 168
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speaks to how and what the individuals engagin@enpractice of their religion feel and
claim to know about the experience. H. Richardbhie, for example, resisted such
dispassionate sociological and historical formolagi of the role of religion in America
life as denuding it of the very meaning that mattess phenomenon significant and an
important object of study. Though he allows foe #lement of truth in each and all of
these theories, Niebuhr points to a prophetic aoltgionary strain in American
Christianity which demands rebirth rather than eowation, keeping its eye on God’s
salvation rather than human achieverffént
Because the sociological interpretation deals wititic or passive rather than
dynamic Christianity in America it is unsatisfagt@s a complete explanation.
We are put on our guard against this interpratatiarthermore, by the
reflection that the instrumental value of faith &mrciety is dependent upon faith’s
conviction that it has more than instrumental val&aith could not defend men if
it believed that defense was its meaning. Theigesé that is profitable to all
things becomes unprofitable when profit rather ta@d comes to be its interest.
This ancient dilemma is not solved by any doctrioiesecessary fictions but only
by the recognition that objectivism rather thangonatism is the first law of
knowledge. Hence if we are to understand Amer€hnstianity we need to take
our stand within the movement so that its objects mome into view. If we
adopt a point of view outside it we shall never aéat it had seen but only the
incidental results of its vision, which we shakthseek to explain as due to some
strange transmutation of political and economieriest®
The belief in the power of a dynamic and prophegligion as distinct from—and not so
easily understood in terms of—conservative forcespting its thought to justify the
status quo, as developed by the theorists of samalrol, is a point well taken.
However, Niebuhr's theory of knowledge, itself assertion, is not so persuasive.

Indeed, this assumption of objectivity may itsedf the sort of necessary fiction that he

disparages, allowing people to believe in a sornofal certainty for the maintenance of

%3 Niebuhr.The Kingdom of God in Americal
%% bid. 12
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the possibility of resolute action in a world thatactually confusing and uncertaf.
That Niebuhr further claims that one cannot trulgdge a religious faith without the
experience of that faith, without being “in it” 40 speak, devolves into the all too
frequent circumvention of the problem of religicaugthority, making analysis invariably
problematic in terms of the approach and its atiehteaching as to the right way of life
being intrinsically non-falsifiable. Niebuhr isge to save American Christianity from
the clutches of the sociologists and the socialtrobrtheorists, but in the process
underscores the epistemological problems withindix@amic and prophetic strands of
the faith that he would celebrate.

This claim of knowing how to live, the right way tove—often understood
through the term “belief"—raises the key epistengadal problem of how people go
about knowing whatever it is they claim to knowheTproblem for a history of religious
experience stems from the fact that the histoqicatesses tend to be described in the
terms of those undergoing the experience themsel&s example, histories of the
Second Great Awakening tend to use the languagewfthe people understood their
times. As such, these histories contain accouhtisow many conversions occurred,
where, when and how. The conversions are recdsdeduse people said they occurred;
by the logic of religious experience, thereforegytldid occur. The pivotal question for
an investigation into a religious experience thaghn prove contingent upon other
matters, however, must turn on the nature of thaqteeence, which is ultimately

subjective. Put simply, if an individual claimsséfication by the Holy Spirit, who is to

%% That the person to whom authorship, rightly or mgly, of The Declaration of Independeniseassigned
also constructed his own version of the Bible, sixg the parts with which he disagreed, is perhaps
instructive.
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say otherwise? But on the other hand, how mighiezme else, even a believer, really
know that this person has been so sanctiffd?

In this vein, the revival period reveals many atésrto garner a kind of empirical
evidence of the experience of religious conversidn.take an example from eighteenth
century British revivalism, the development of Medism as a sect emphasized just that:
a method for achieving evangelical conversion.thim distinctive American experience,
as mentioned in chapter two, Barton Stone, for @tanwas an adherent of Baconian
science and would try to categorize the variousvir@us gyrations and utterances (“the
falling exercise, jerking exercise, running exeecisinging exercisé®’ etc.) of the
emotive experience in a roughly systematic waytritdudtion or acceptance of the fact of
sanctification of the individual tended to be ewhéd based upon the depth of the
emotive experienc®® Yet the problem remains as to how to know fotaier first, the
depth of another's emotive experience, and seconlt this experience is actually a
divine—as perhaps distinct from a religious—experee

As mentioned, the histories of the period oftendtéo take the language of
religious experience at face value. Yet this apeapparently to maintain a certain
evenhanded, non-evaluative approach at academiotadestedness would tend to
validate the subjective claims of the participantgnically, the validation of the

subjective, emotive claims arises precisely from #ttempt to remain objective—or at

888 This problem can be likened to the old saying,dg is in the eye of the beholder.” In this fashia
friend of mine, Ariel, once spent a not insignifitamount of time trying to convince my freshman
roommate, Irakli, that the actress Michelle Pfeiff@s not attractive. Irakli would contend that ineleed,
found Pfeiffer attractive, to which Ariel would gEnd, “No, trust me; she’s not attractive.” This
conversation did not get anywhere and Irakli beigagvoid Ariel. Not uninterestingly, Ariel now dies
that this ever happened.

887 \Weisberger, Bernardhey Gathered at the River: The Story of the GRaaiivalists and Their Impact
Upon Religion in AmericgBoston: Little Brown, 1958). 24

%8 ThomasRevivalism and Cultural Chang@0
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least maintain a critical distance—from the histakisubject matter in question. This
irony would seem to underscore the pivotal probllem understanding, and, more
importantly, evaluating the role of religious clainm politics: On what grounds may the
critic of the epistemological basis of a politicdim presented by a religious adherent
argue that the claim is not sufficiently valid? fpect the claim out of hand on account
of its religious texture would seem to many to hae illiberal element, as in a
democracy it is not clear that the privileging of a-religious subjectivity is more
epistemologically justified than privileging theliggous view-point; just because so
many self-professed liberals assert that religadiserents tend to reject the view of the
liberal without investigation does not make it tigh do the same in return—as Robert
Frost says, “a liberal is a man too broadmindeike his own side in a quarréf®. The
crux of the problem for liberal democracy—or, afglyaany sort of democracy—is that
the need for discursive engagement will inexordédyl to questioning the validity of the
religious adherents’ beliefs, which may in fact deron blasphemy from the point of
view of said believer.

The irony that so many religious believers in Aroarcontend that God smiles
upon American democracy is enough to reduce thagthtéul citizen to tears.

Yet democracy itself may hold the solution to tBisrdian Knot in contemporary
American politics. While it may be deemed untepatal the allegedly opiated masses
that their personal religious beliefs be not acegpas valid, this does not necessary

require that the political claims they set forth dxepted on the same epistemological

%9 Frost, Robert. Attributed. cf. “Forgive, O Lomiy little jokes on Thee; And I'll forgive Thy grehig
one on me.” Frost, Robert. “Forgive, O Lord..."The Poetry of Robert Frost: The Collected Poems,
Complete and Unabridgeé&dited by Edward Connery Lathem. (New York: HeHoit and Company,
1979). 428
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basis of truth upon which they were initially fowtd That is to say, the weak link in the
argument of so many religiously motivated politicaihtentions in American society is

that these contentions be accepted because thdyawen to be true. Rather, it would

seem that if they are indeed true, then their toutght to be able to shine forth in some
way besides a believer’s zeal. As Ayers understaidke, for example:

He took it that when there are disputes about thrgent and interpretation of

God’s word, careful and rational consideration wg#nerally reveal that at least

one improbable construction has been placed onBut in any case other

interpretations than one’s own should be toleraded, the issue left available for
rational resolution. Only the atheist and the tpually dangerous papist deserve
to be the object of intoleran&®
Even in a theological conception, | may have faitlod without having absolute faith
in your—or even my own—understanding of said diyinilf what | believe is true, then
it is true not becauseu believe it, but because it is out there.

As such, my investigation of more contemporaryanses of the impact on the
rational individuation of religious experience—sysis of belief that place the locus of
knowledge of the truth out there within the indivad, with what | argue are often
regrettable consequences for democracy—that des@ldpring the nineteenth century
serves to demonstrate how otherwise seemingly digpeeligious systems manifest very
similar types of epistemological and ontologicahikls. Indeed, many religious
adherents would balk at the contention of simyatdi some of the other systems of

thought | conside??> However, the point is that these ostensibly défife and opposed

890 Ayers.Locke — Volume 121

891 As for me, | would includ&@he Secretthe DVD, the book, website and so forth, enthstiially
endorsed by Oprah, which reveals to us the sedratiple of the laws of attraction whereby likerigs
attract like, so one need only think good thingsgood things to happen to them. According tofiine
the reason such a small percentage of people irriéaneontrol such a large percentage of the weslth
because those privileged few know the secrehieh is why they don’t want you to knowhe
individuation of all responsibility and the rendggiof politics as irrelevant as they are obsoletthé real
problems of life in this ontological formula shoulty now | hope, be abundantly cledhe Secret
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belief systems function to promote highly similaaiys of putting forth claims, of making
truth claims, about the world. Specifically, marsligious and spiritual systems in
America appear to have a tendency towards makiegetinotive experience of the
individual the locus of knowledge—indeed of truth+—a way that allows for the
rejection of competing knowledge claims at faceugabn account of the fact of
disagreement alone. As such, the question mustideessed as to whether or not this
epistemological development is rooted in theolagyrf divinity, or rather is a product of
a certain sociological, economic and political lecaAs | have endeavored to show, the
commonality in the conception of truth claims asrtisese otherwise radically different
theological forms would suggest that they stem febwliscursive political structure that
invites such claims from an ontological conceptizat gives rise to them.

This of course, is not to say that the spirituadl aaligious experiences of the
adherents of these various systems are invalid.fréia it. In fact, one might well claim
that the similarity of the epistemologies of thdfetent systems is more proof of a
miraculous God that can work through many languagescreed’ The extension of
such reasoning, of course, is that the divine t@tken people a common way of
knowing, but because so many still disagree onsthiestance of political goods and

goals, that contention of knowing cannot be the $alsis for political decision making.

incidentally, in book form, has reached the NewRydimes Bestseller List for books on advice (itt&
among hardcover advice books at the moment ofittits1g) and both it and the DVD have ranked among
the top sellers at Amazon.com. Upon hearing optenomenon that is the producfldfe Secretone of

my colleagues, an ardent (post-)Marxist and atheestlared that the churches need to get bacleto th
serious business of discussing heresy.

892 Ayers similarly argues that this is a featurepigiio one he suggests may be problematic, in Locke’s
theory of knowledge by way of religion: “It may setimes seem that Locke puts revelation on the same
level as human witness, since trust in eitherrigagter of judgement. God, however, cannot lie aken
mistakes. The word of God is transmitted throuwglible and not always intelligible human beingst s
necessarily honest and draws on omniscience aigdismnune to certain kinds of doubt or merely
piecemeal acceptance. Sometimes this featurevelfatéon is emphasized with misleading rhetoric.”
Ayers.Locke — Volume. 1122
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Following Locke’s lead, then, we may understand thathis view God becomes a
promoter of liberal discursive democracy as hednaated a system whereby our ways of
knowing what we know produce dissension and disongkat ultimately force everyone
to return to the negotiating tabi€. Rather than bracing oneself against the heresy of
heathen®* the suggestion inherent within this critiqueliattit may well be necessary
for the believer to scrutinize what is believed lte known for possible “social
contamination,” as it were, and other problems mévwing the divine in the world of
imperfect human beings.

This scrutiny might be conceived similarly as wtret good Reverend Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr. famously termed “self-purificati®nReverend King's approach, while
unguestionably religious, was distinctly democratit many ways, King's approach
could not be properly religious as he understoedthout it being democratic:

You may well ask: “Why direct action? Why sit-imaarches and so forth? Isn’t

negotiation a better path?” You are quite rightalling, for negotiation. Indeed,

this is the very purpose of direct action. Nonvmldirect action seeks to create
such a crisis and foster such a tension that a aomtynwhich has constantly

refused to negotiate is forced to confront theasdtiseeks so to dramatize the
issue that it can no longer be ignored. My citihg treation of tension as part of
the work of the nonviolent-resister may sound mafiimcking. But | must confess

that | am not afraid of the word “tension.” | haearnestly opposed violent

tension, but there is a type of constructive, nolevit tension which is necessary
for growth. Just as Socrates felt that it was reamgsto create a tension in the
mind so that individuals could rise from the borelad myths and half-truths to

the unfettered realm of creative analysis and dive@ppraisal, we must we see
the need [sic] for nonviolent gadflies to create Kind of tension in society that

will help men rise from the dark depths of prej@dand racism to the majestic
heights of understanding and brotherh8%d.

893 Or, alternatively, kill each other. Make no mistathis is a problem. But if we have faith thaids
does not endorse murder, then we may happily piwhdiur arms and set about the other solution.
9% Heathens are identifiable, of course, by theiebgr

9% King. “Letter from a Birmingham Jail.” 3
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King had a religious belief in justice for the pémm justice that he had faith enough was
God's will effectively to threaten America with tfiear of God’s wraith—the notion that
The Book of Amaosays that God will let “justice roll down like veas,” is a more recent
translation, perhaps reflecting a more modern quimme of how God’s will might
benefit u€®® However, justice as Dr. King understood it comot be imposed in
oppressive fashion. Thus, religious belief requitestice be enacted democratically, as
any other approach to the problem of injustice wdu to act unjustly in the name of
justice, which is unacceptable to King’s religidagh:
It is true that the police have exercised a degfediscipline in handling the
demonstrators. In this sense they have conductsdslves rather "nonviolently"
in public. But for what purpose? To preserve thié sxstem of segregation. Over
the past few years | have consistently preachedttraviolence demands that the
means we use must be as pure as the ends wd baek tried to make clear that
it is wrong to use immoral means to attain morad®iBut now | must affirm that
it is just as wrong, or perhaps even more so, ® msral means to preserve
immoral ends. Perhaps Mr. Connor and his policerhene been rather
nonviolent in public, as was Chief Pritchett in Aity, Georgia but they have used
the moral means of nonviolence to maintain the imanend of racial injustice.
As T. S. Eliot has said: “The last temptation is gneatest treason: To do the right
deed for the wrong reasoft’”
It is not good enough to know the truth. Nor igaiod enough to enact the truth by any
means necessary, at least as the phrase is so cyramaol, | would argue, wrongly held
to mean. Indeed, the very phrase, “by any meaesssary,” implies knowledge of
correct relationship between ends and means anchwiéans are necessary to effect the

ends. In this light, necessary means are by dieimiequired to achieve given ends; that

is what the word “necessary,” in fact, means.

89€ King, Martin Luther, Jr. “| Have a Dream.” AddreBelivered at the March on Washington for Jobs and
Freedom. August 78 1963. 2. Retrieved October'3®2008 from
http://www.stanford.edu/group/King/publications/epbes/address_at_march_on_washington.pdf; Book of
Amos 5:24

897King. “Letter from a Birmingham Jail.” 10. Emphssidded.
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What means then are necessary to the ends afg@s#és Dr. King suggests to us,
those means are the tools and functioning of demegcr To impose a just order on
society is to violate the liberty of the would-beneficiaries. If we take seriously the
belief that justice will be characterized by a peogt liberty, then such an approach to
justice falls into self-contradiction. For reakjice to become manifest, then, we must
bring everyone with us, and we must do so in jashion. This means democracy: we
will only have a just society when the people will

This conclusion, in turn, suggests further coriclis about the nature of the
democracy in question. As McWilliams indicatesg®majority rule involves not just a
role for consent but also the machinations of f6féeWhat validates submission to such
rule cannot, therefore, be the hope that therasdam in crowds or that popular opinion
is most likely correct; even a probable justice ldobe by definition unsure and,
therefore, suspect. The legitimacy of majorityeruthen, must come from something
deeper, more fundamental. The politics that malah san order justified must extend
beyond mere voting, a justification which, “restpon a fragmentary idea of
democracy,**°. As McWilliams proffers:

| rely on an older, more comprehensive understandmat makes citizenship,

rather than voting the defining quality of demogta€Common sense tells us that

speaking and listening precede voting and giverinf Democracy is inseparable
from democratic ways of framing and arguing forifcdl choices. Almost all
agree, for example, that elections in so-calledfe® democracies are shams. At

a deeper level, moreover, democracy depends ore ttiosgs that affect our

ability to speak, hear, or be silent. In this serswill argue that democracy
requires community, civic dignity, and religié?.

%98 Mcwiilliams. “Democracy and the Citizen.” 80-81
99 bid. 79
"0 bid. 79
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Democracy in this view acknowledges and acceptdhiinaan life, following Aristotle, is
political life. Even to pretend otherwise is aipoél act, and the ability to do so in any
meaningful way itself depends upon a politics #iktws such freedom.

As has been discussed, though, it appears thabataay, just as it develops its
own kinds of human beings, in turn rests upon certgpes of human beings for its
health and quality. Democracy depends upon theesnof the people, as Tocqueville
observed, for its right—or wrongheaded—functionint. religion will be part of this
equation, as many feel it might be necessarily sspe@ally if religion be broadly
defined—then our belief in democracy, in libertyndain justice, demands a right
relationship with religion to ensure that it woffks righteousness. The failure to demand
of religion an accounting of its operation in ousnld is to fail in religion itself. As even
Niebuhr could ultimately admit, for example, of thecent roots of his own religious
tradition:

Yet the evangelical doctrine of the kingdom was adequate for the new

situation in which these men found themselvescolild not emancipate itself

from the conviction—more true in its time than iare—that the human unit is
the individual. It was unable therefore to dealhwsocial crisis, with national
disease and the misery of human grotips.
A religion that does not meet the needs of the lgedp rendered suspect in this
understanding.

Yet this understanding is to beg the questiorreligion concerns itself with an
understanding of what those needs of the peoplacinare, not just how to serve them.
Herein lies the rub, given the great difficulties evaluating purposes religiously

ordained. Who is to deny what another contendbeasdivine commandment to good?

Here again we find that democracy, however impérfegpplies the remedy. If we

"% Niebuhr.The Kingdom of God in America62
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believe that justice need be enacted democratjcatlgl also that religion must provide
knowledge of justice or be no true religion at #iken the way in which democracy and
religion cohere might offer some clue to guide palitics as well as our faith.

A faith that pulls people apart and rends the aofdabric now must become
inappropriate to a people who would be righteoufe®. That a religion aims at what
might appear to be even noble or, at least, sengibhls cannot absolve a belief of the
crimes of undermining the right way of things. Ardain, it is clear that knowing the
right way of things, how to know them and how tbiaee them—or even if there is any
such thing at alll—is the crux of the problem we&as human beings. It would seem
fair, though, given the above discussion, to tHimkt a religion of righteousness would
necessarily be a righteousness for all. If thisasthen a faith that tears our democracy
asunder, even as it claims to benefit, even toeperthe spirit is unworthy of a justice
seeking soul. In his concerns for the orientatdnour modernist, rational thinking
towards our world, McWilliams admonished that:

Democracy requires, | think, an end to the morahitdon of the great modern

project that set humankind in pursuit of the mastdrnature. Democracy is for

friends and citizens, not masters and slaves. Timate ground for democratic
ideas of equality and the highest limitation on demacy's excesses both derive
from a universe in which humanity is at home, mgnity is guaranteed by the
majesty of the law | obey, and perhaps even “thelse have no memorial” do
not pass from memory?
Extending the logic above, this same principle adglextend to our spiritual thinking as
well. The possibility of becoming something moege tempting, but fundamentally
illusory. That the quest for a greater fulfillmetiian of humanity’s more ostensible

promise, a quest so often attributed the statumis§ion, devolves into a fool's errand

that denudes humanity of meaning and separatealléged purpose from its very

%2 Mcwilliams. “Democracy and the Citizen.” 101.
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existence suggests the futility, the danger, atichately the error of the endeavor. This
error, of course, stems from the premise of theragygh itself. We may seek noble
transformation, but not demand a transcendenceslagtimpossible as it is unnecessary.

Human life not is a problem requiring a solutiont kather a practice.
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MEMORIAL : W. CAREY McWiILLIAMS '

Pulling into Clan McWilliams one day, | recall nagi that the garden at the end of the
driveway was missing. In its place grew a coumeenh tiny saplings of somewhat less aesthetic
appeal. When asked about the change, Carey begasponse, “Well, you see, I'm a member
of the local tree board...” | now assume that bys the meant the Hunterdon Land Trust
Alliance, but something in the way Carey rolled ¢navel of his voice over the wortlee board
with glimmer and smirk gave some hint, unexplaiasdper his wont, of the humor he maybe
found in the cumbersome tool of bureaucracy empldgeconserve in nature that state which
existed before people mucked it up in the firstpla The problem, as the story went, was that
Hunterdon County needed more trees; everyone otidbhdboard seemed to agree on this. What
to do about the dearth, though, had become a matteome contention. Where Hunterdon
would grow the trees was particularly problemadi the local deer had an unnerving tendency to
eat the Board’s most valiant attempts at safegogrdature when cultivated in the wilderness of
the preserves. Anyway, after much heated discussimugh the careful reader has probably
already guessed it, Carey managed to solve thetyn@gmundrum facing his town: he would
grow the trees himself. At the end of his driveway

This story—or story of a story, as the case may-t@mes to me whenever anyone talks
about Carey and how he lived, be it in the contéxtis public politics or his own personal—I
balk at saying private—life. When a friend recgrdkked if | thought McWilliams would be
remembered more for his work towards a Puritanrthed American history or for his radical
populist communitarianism, | could not but think loéth expressions as ancillary to Carey's
understanding of human worth. Deeply wary of angiam of politics that might limit the value
we find in life, Carey sought to convey the valddiomans in a way that expanded that value by
the very operation of the lesson: we learn lovevageach it. As such, the politics cannot be rent
from the man any more than value from this virtdéehomans. Carey revealed a politics that
enables us to learn about, and become, that fahwie might otherwise only hope.

To this end, | never met another human being whedlilife so intentionally as Carey.
He took great care, not in the sense of the timitiie word so often regrettably denotes, but the
care that comes from the knowledge that anythimg tan be done can be done rightly, and
therefore ought to be so done. Indeed, Careyifeltaritas of knowing that taking care of doing
things rightly expands the meaning and value ofstiared experience in this world. | remember
Carey describing the subtle elegance of populariematChristianity as distinct from complex
theology—ironic, perhaps, to hear from the man whee bellowed at me, “Good Heavens, Jim!
I’'m a Calvinist! Ofcoursel think we’re headed towards a crisis!” The umti@nding was that
there is darkness and there is light, so a peraghtdo try to cultivate light in his corner of the
world. Carey's service as beacon, then, may camdesm much as an effort to lead, but from the
fact that a source of so much light will invarialBlgcome a point by which others may navigate.

Not that you were ever to acknowledge his effontsusd you catch him surreptitiously
guiding the practical problems of the world to #etion. Certainly not. When anyone spied him
stealthily up to acts of random good, through ancga Carey could convey not only his
satisfaction in the proper ordering of things, blso, perhaps more importantly, the satisfaction
that somebody else had noticed his way and sai@d maird. Ironic again, that such a profound
lecturer would fear cheapening the lesson of serthcough mere explication? Another part of
his theory of teaching as cunning, | suppose, fare¢ taught me that, yes, we can take care of
ourselves. But we take care of ourselves best wieetake care of each other. Thank you Carey.

Jim Mastrangelo

03 \Written and submitted fdn Memoriam: Wilson Carey McWilliams, Septembet333 to March 29,
2005 Assembled by Nancy McWilliams.
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