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There has been fierce debate over the past several decades about the role of religion in American 

politics. From the late 1970s and on, religious conservatives played an increasingly vociferous public role 

and were important in pushing the country to the right--much to the chagrin of both secular and 

religious liberals. Now there seems to be a shift in mood. A number of prominent authors and scientists 

have published books in the past year that advocate a "New Atheism." The books, which include Daniel 

Dennett's Breaking the Spell, Richard Dawkins's The God Delusion, and Christopher Hitchen's God is Not 

Great, have sparked considerable public controversy across the political spectrum. Dissent co-editor 

Mitchell Cohen weighs in on the phenomenon in a recent interview with the left-wing Berlin weekly 

Jungleworld.[1]  Cohen is professor of political science at Baruch College and the Graduate Center of the 

City University of New York. His article on the current state of French politics ("France: Red Rose, Blue 

Grip") appears in the Dissent's Fall 2007 issue.  

 

Question: !ǘƘŜƛǎƳ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ǎŜƭƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ άbŜǿ !ǘƘŜƛǎǘέ ōŜǎǘ ǎŜƭƭŜǊǎΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ 

ǘƛƳŜΣ άbŜǿ !ǘƘŜƛǎǘǎέ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ǿƛŘŜǎǇread American religious sensibilities. Why is 

atheism having such resonance?  

Mitchell Cohen: Best sellers have contexts. The context today is a reaction against politicized and 

intolerant religious fundamentalists who have acted aggressively to impose their views of the world on 

American politics and public life for several decades. A strong intellectual challenge to them has been 

long overdue.  

!ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ άōŜǎǘ-ǎŜƭƭŜǊǎέ ŀƴŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

religion ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƛƳǇƭƛǎǘƛŎ ǿŀȅΦ ¢ǿƻ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎ ŀƎƻ !ƭƭŀƴ .ƭƻƻƳΩǎ ¢ƘŜ /ƭƻǎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

American Mind was a best seller even though it is pretty incomprehensible if you lack familiarity with 

Heidegger, Deconstructionism and Leo Strauss. The context? Thousands probably purchased this 

ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻƳŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŜŀǊŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ άŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ǿŀǊǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ Ŧǳƭƭ ƻŦ 

professors teaching subversive ideas. But another book, the Bible, also sold pretty well back then (and 

now) and I suspect is read more than Bloom.  

The U.S. is, and has always has been, a country in which religions thrived, partly due to traditions of 

tolerance and an acceptance of pluralism fostered by the separation of religion and state. It goes back to 

the earliest phaseǎ ƻŦ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊŜƧǳŘƛŎŜ όŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ 

against Catholics in the nineteenth century). And racial prejudice and persecution constitute a whole 

other, vicious matter, the greatest disgrace of American history. Nonetheless, the U.S. was the first 

country whose constitution barred state support for a national church, and that has had a long-term 



impact. I rarely quote George Washington, but it seems to me that he had the right idea when he wrote, 

in a letter to the Jewǎ ƻŦ wƘƻŘŜ LǎƭŀƴŘ ƛƴ мтфлΣ ǘƘŀǘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ƻǳƎƘǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƻ άǇƻǎǎŜǎǎ ŀƭƛƪŜ ƭƛōŜǊǘȅ 

ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎƘƛǇΣέ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǎǇŜŀƪ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ ƻŦ άǘƻƭŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΧŀǎ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ 

ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳƭƎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŜƴƧƻȅŜŘέ basic rights. The government, he went 

ƻƴΣ ƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ άǘƻ ōƛƎƻǘǊȅ ƴƻ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƻ ǇŜǊǎŜŎǳǘƛƻƴ ƴƻ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΣέ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ 

ǿƘƻ άƭƛǾŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ƛǘǎ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŘŜƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ ƎƻƻŘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΦέ ¢ƘƻƳŀǎ WŜŦŦŜǊǎƻƴ ǿǊƻǘŜ ƛƴ 

his Notes oƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀ ǘƘŀǘ άƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƳŜ ƴƻ ƛƴƧǳǊȅ ŦƻǊ Ƴȅ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘǿŜƴǘȅ 

ƎƻŘǎ ƻǊ ƴƻ DƻŘΦ Lǘ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǇƛŎƪǎ Ƴȅ ǇƻŎƪŜǘ ƴƻǊ ōǊŜŀƪǎ Ƴȅ ƭŜƎΦέ 

Generally speaking, freedom of conscience and the absence of persecution helped to facilitate the 

pursuit of religious beliefs in non-threatening ways. There have been religious revival movements 

throughout all of American history, often at times or in the aftermath of big changes. Their legacies are 

mixed, to say the least. Sometimes they furthered a message of democratic populism; often they 

promoted nativism and ignorance. My point is that the politics of religion in the U.S. is multidimensional. 

The Ku Klux Klan burned crosses in the name of white Christianity. It represented American history at its 

ugliest. But the civil rights movement, which was perhaps our most glorious and important moral 

moment, was significantly religious in its leadership and mobilized out of black churches. And, of course, 

its greatest leader was Reverend Martin Luther King Jr.  

But since the late 1970s there have been great pressures to weaken the constitutional separation of 

religion and state, and intolerance has come with these efforts. These developments correspond to the 

rising influence of the religious right. President GeoǊƎŜ .ǳǎƘΩǎ ƛƴǾƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƛǘȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƴŜǿ 

phenomenon (read speeches of American presidents throughout the last two and a half centuries), 

ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎƛŀƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŘƻƴŜ ǎƻ Ƨǳǎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜΦ aƻǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘƛƴƪ .ǳǎƘΩǎ 

religiosity is sincere and I see no reason to doubt thatς-just the consequences of politicized religion. 

Well, I do more than just doubt the consequences.  

bƻ ƻƴŜ ǘƻƻƪ bƛȄƻƴΩǎ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǎƛǘȅ ǘƻƻ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎƭȅΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ WƛƳƳȅ /ŀǊǘŜǊΣ ŀ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘ ǿƘƻ ōŜƎŀƴ 

to re-ƛƴƧŜŎǘ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƳƻƴȅ ƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǘƛƳŜǎΦ .ǳǘ ƛǘ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ǘƻ wŜŀƎŀƴΩǎ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

Republicans successfully mobilized right-wingers and many Evangelicals into their ranks (American 

evangelicals are in fact diverse). Reagan gave them an honored place under his political tent in the 

1980s. This required many public gestures to them on his part and lots of moral support. The 

neoconservatives also played a role. Back in the mid-1990s I heard one of their leading figures, Midge 

Decter, declare that ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƻŦ ƛƴǘƻƭŜǊŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀ ǿŀǎ άƭƛōŜǊŀƭέ ƛƴǘƻƭŜǊŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ 

fundamentalists.  

Politically, a new situation arose under the current Bush administration partly because Republicans 

controlled all three branches of government after the elections of 2000 (and until this past year). Recall 

the absurd situation when a Republican dominated Congress was called back into session, prodded by 

the religious right, to debate whether or not life support systems should be maintained on a brain-dead 

woman in Florida. I think a good many people were appalled at this. Rightly so and not least since these 

ǎŀƳŜ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴǎ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǎƛǎǘŜŘ ƻƴ άƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ōƛƎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƭƛǾŜǎΦέ ! ƪŜȅ ŀǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ 

American political change in recent decades was the growth of mobilized right-wing religious activism 



within the Republican Party along with a decline of unions which were key mobilizing forces within the 

Democratic Party. A dramatic reversal of that development would be salutary.  

So there has been, generally speaking, a strong injection of religiosity into the American public sphere, 

especially but not just under the Bush administration. It has chipped away at what Thomas Jefferson 

once called the wall of separation between religion and state. There have been struggles over education 

ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǎǘǎ ǿƘƻ ǿŀƴǘ άŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέ ǘŀǳƎƘǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 5ŀǊǿƛƴΦ 

Polls show an unusual number of Americans actually believe in some ideas like that, although I have yet 

to hear anyone in the Bush adminisǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ά.ƛōƭƛŎŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέ τsay, the principles of physics 

ƛƳǇƭƛŜŘ ōȅ WƻǎƘǳŀΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƴ ǘƻ ǎǘŀƴŘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜτshould be the basis of a 

missile defense system. (And I will admit that the Bush administration itself raises interesting questions 

about the idea of evolution). An additional important and worrisome dimension that needs to be noted 

ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ .ǳǎƘΩǎ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ǳǇǊŜƳŜ /ƻǳǊǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǾŜǊȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜΦ ¢ƘŜ 

status of abortion rights, long a target of religious conservatives, is in question.  

!ǎ L ǎŀƛŘΣ ǘƘŜ άbŜǿ !ǘƘŜƛǎƳέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ƳƻōƛƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ōŀƴŜŦǳƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΣ 

culture and political life. Recall the fundamentalist preachers who declared on television two days after 

фκмм ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛōƭŜ ŀǘǘŀŎƪǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ DƻŘΩǎ ǇǳƴƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ŦƻǊ ƛǘǎ ǎƛƴƴŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ 

wŜǾŜǊŜƴŘ WŜǊǊȅ CŀƭǿŜƭƭΣ ŀ ǎǘŀƭǿŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴέ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ wŜŀƎŀƴ ŜǊŀ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ όŀƴŘ ŀ 

frequent guest on TV talk shows), declareŘ ǘƘŀǘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴǎ άǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ Ǝƻǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŘŜǎŜǊǾŜŘΦέ IŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ 

ǘƘŀǘ άL ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀƎŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǊǘƛƻƴƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦŜƳƛƴƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ǝŀȅǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ƭŜǎōƛŀƴǎΧǘƘŜ !/[¦Σ ǘƘŜ tŜƻǇƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ²ŀȅέ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ άŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘǊƛed 

to secularize AmericaτL Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴƎŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅΣ Ψ¸ƻǳ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴΦΩέ wŜǾŜǊŜƴŘ tŀǘ 

Robertson, another political holy man, concurred. Robertson and Falwell hemmed and hawed when 

they were attacked for these remarks and it is safe to say that most Americans, including the 

overwhelming majority of religious Americans, were undoubtedly disgusted by them. It's hard to 

imagine Bin Laden disagreeing with Robertson and Falwell on this. And, I am sad to say, the mental 

structure that produces such statements has a lot in common with a part of the extreme left, those who 

ƛƴǎƛǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƴƻ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜƘƻǿΣ άƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣέ ƭƛŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ 

everyone else its victimτand so 9/11 was really the fault of the U.S. Juǎǘ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ ƭƛƪŜ ΨǇŀƎŀƴΩ 

ŦǊƻƳ CŀƭǿŜƭƭΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ ƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨƛƳǇŜǊƛŀƭƛǎǘǎΦΩ  

The reassertion of religion is usually, although not always, a conservatizing tool. Fortunately, there has 

now been a political shift against the right in the U.S. It is not a radical move left. Still, after years in 

retreat, secular intellectuals are reasserting themselves. This is very much to the good. Part of it is due 

ǘƻ LǊŀǉΦ aŀƴȅ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƻƴŘŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊǊȅƛƴƎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘŀȅǎΦ .ǳǎƘΩǎ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƭow and 

this is a president identified strongly with religiosity and who used messianic motifsτvigorouslyτto 

justify a war that has gone very wrong.  

.ǳǘ ŀƎŀƛƴ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ƳǳƭǘƛŦŀŎŜǘŜŘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ L ǎǳǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŜŜƴ aŜƭ DƛōǎƻƴΩǎ ŦƛƭƳ 

The tŀǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘǊƛǎǘ ǘƘŀƴ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ŀōƻǳǘ hȄŦƻǊŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ wƛŎƘŀǊŘ 5ŀǿƪƛƴǎΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ 

άƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴέ ŀǎ ǇǊƻƻŦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ƎƻŘΦ 5ŀǿƪƛƴǎΩǎ ōƻƻƪΣ ¢ƘŜ DƻŘ 5Ŝƭǳǎƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ 

best seller in the U.S. and he was on the cover of Time. WƻǳǊƴŀƭƛǎǘ /ƘǊƛǎǘƻǇƘŜǊ IƛǘŎƘŜƴǎΩǎ ōƻƻƪ DƻŘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 



Great has provoked considerable irritation and controversy. Perhaps the angry reactions against authors 

like these (the two are actually British in origins) and the rush by some to dismiss them indicate a certain 

success on their part in forcing people to think afresh about the efforts to privilege religion in public life. 

CǊŜǎƘ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ {ǘƛƭƭΣ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ǳǊƎŜ ǎƻƳŜ Ŏŀǳǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜƴ ǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ άbŜǿ !ǘƘŜƛǎǘǎέ ŀǎ ƛŦ 

they were a school. There are differences among them. I would also point out that religious liberals are 

not free of sanctimony.  

 

Question: Lǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ƻƴ άǘƘŜ bŜǿ !ǘƘŜƛǎƳέ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƭŜŦǘ-wing intellectuals in the U.S.?  

M.C: I think this debate raises some poignant challenges to the left both in the U.S. and around the 

world. (The new religious aggressiveness is not just an American phenomenon). The left everywhere 

ought to be identified with both tolerance (this has not always been so) and with critical intelligenceτ

the latter often means challenging religious precepts, ambitions and institutionalized power. The hard 

thing is to balance the tolerance and the criticism, to insist on pluralism but not to allow religion to 

privilege itself in the public realm. The left should always want people to think for themselves, but this 

Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ƳŜŀƴ άȅƻǳ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǎŜŎǳƭŀǊ ƭƛƪŜ ƳŜέ ǎƛƴŎŜ ƛǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŀƴ άȅƻǳ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ƭƛƪŜ 

ƳŜΦέ  

Religion is a fairly broad category and leftists need to make distinctions among different types of 

ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴǎƛǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƭŜŦǘƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ 

ŀǊŜ ƭŜŦǘƛǎǘǎΦέ !ŦǘŜǊ ŀƭƭΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ άƭŜŦǘƛǎǘǎέ ǿƘƻ ǿŀƴǘ ŀ ŦǊŜŜǊΣ ƳƻǊŜ ŜƎŀƭƛǘŀǊƛŀƴ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ 

Stalinists (or people who are still trapped within Stalinist mental structures, even if only implicitly). And 

there are religious leftists and liberals who are allies and comrades of secular leftists. While I am 

thoroughly secular, I know many religious people who are fine, thoughtful peopleτand I know many 

secularists who have been able to justify in left-wing language either mass murder, terror or religious 

ŦŀƴŀǘƛŎƛǎƳΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ άƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅέ ŀƴǘƛ-imperialist, you know, especially when they come from 

the Mideast. I have heard peopleτAmericans and EuropeansτǘƘǊƻǿ Ŧƛǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ .ǳǎƘΩǎ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǎƛǘȅ ŀƭƭ 

ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ άǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘέ IŜȊōƻƭƭŀƘ ƻǊ IŀƳŀǎΦ  

Here we come to another side to this story. Responses by liberals and the left to religious aggressiveness 

have sometimes been timid and sometimes self-deceptive. The left has always had a problem with the 

modern liberal state for social and economic reasons. But that liberal state did not come about simply 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ άǘƘŜ ǊƛǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻǳǊƎŜƻƛǎƛŜΣέ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻƭŘΣ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴƛǎǘ ƳŀƴǘǊŀ ƘŀŘ ƛǘΦ Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǊƻǎŜΣ Ŝǎpecially in 

Europe, because of religious civil wars that finally exhausted murderous, God-crazed combatants; a 

political space and order, a domain of adjudication, was needed above organized holy warriors.  

Of course, I am oversimplifying processes that took different paths in different countries over 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŀƭƭ ǘǳǊƴ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǿŀȅΦ {ǘƛƭƭΣ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ǎŀȅ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻŘŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

modern liberal state was an act against civil wars created by societies dominated by religion; it is only as 

the domination of the public realm by religion ends that open, liberal, and social democratic (or socialist, 

if you prefer) societies become possible. When religious movements are triumphalist, when they believe 

that they can assert themselves inexorably in the public realm, liberal and social democratic values are 



jeopardized. (Those of us who identify with the left want liberal states to be social-democratizedτbut 

that is another matter and one that is very complicated and multidimensional in our globalizing era.)  

In my view, a secular state needs a humanist basis. Yes, that means that I think secular humanist culture 

should be privileged in liberal democracy (or in what I would prefer, social democracy) but not religion. 

The reason is that it can encompass religious lives, whereas religious culture cannot do the same for 

secularism and atheism. Humanism, with its Renaissance origins (among thinkers who were mostly 

religious in some way), fostered pluralism by legitimizing multiple authorities, leading people to evaluate 

for themselves, to see varied points of view, not just to accept a last word from one authority[2]  These 

are prerequisites of citizenship in a free, pluralistic society ς a society that assumes its members are 

grown-ups and can make choices about different options in lifeτsecular, religious, or some mixτand 

then also can legitimately change their minds. 

But pluralism, radicalized, can also create a sense that nothing unites or even links people; that linkage is 

essential for citizens in a democratic society. I think that this problem of fragmentation can be offset by 

ŀƴ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ WƻƘƴ wŀǿƭǎΣ ǘƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘŜǊΣ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άǇǳōƭƛŎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴΦέ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ 

ŘŜōŀǘŜ Ƴǳǎǘ Ŧƛƴŀƭƭȅ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ άŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ŀǎ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΦέ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ 

the basis of their own particularitiesτwhether political, cultural, religiousτbut there must be a point at 

which they translate their deliberations and claims into a common political language. (Rawls thought to 

separate public reason and secular reason, but I would demur on that).  

It seems to me that aggressive efforts at some form of religious domination of the public realm in the 

U.S. and elsewhere undermine the possibilities of common political language. Let me make this 

stronger. If I express my secular humanist ideas publicly, if I try to persuade fellow citizens of them, I 

must be open to criticismτŦƛŜǊŎŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎƳΣ Řƻǿƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎǎΣ ǳǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Řƻǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛΩǎ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ƛŘŜŀǎΣ 

every word and sentiment. I can survive those criticisms. I may even change my ideas. After all, the 

different bases of my ideas may be wrong, in whole or part. But what happens when religious-political 

claims are open to the same challenge? If a Muslim friend, on the basis of his profound religious 

convictions, makes an argument for a law that is to govern me, shall I challenge his belief in 

aǳƘŀƳƳŀŘΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƘŜǘƛŎ ǊƻƭŜΚ !ƴȅƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ ƪƴƻǿǎ ǎƻƳŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƪƴƻǿǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ 

wars. The alternative is to ask him (or her) to secularize the principles of argument.  

But left-wing illiberalism has also been a catastropheτboth in economic and cultural mattersτand it 

betrays what has always been best in left-ǿƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎΦ L ǎŀȅ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŦǘΦ ²Ŝ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ 

forget that parts of the left have acted just like religious fanatics.  

Think of Lenƛƴƛǎǘǎ όŀƴŘΣ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ {ǘŀƭƛƴƛǎǘǎύ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ƛƴŦŀƭƭƛōƭŜ ŘƻŎǘǊƛƴŜ όάǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅέύΣ 

organized like a church, purging now and then, persecuting non-believers (whether social democratic or 

/ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴ ƻǊ ǿƘŀǘŜǾŜǊύΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ between the mind-set of left-wing sects who 

believe that the whole world would be set aright if everyone could just grasp properly the entirety of 

their theories, just put them exactly in place, and the statement in early July by the Pope that Orthodox 

anŘ tǊƻǘŜǎǘŀƴǘ /ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴƛǘȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ άǘǊǳŜέ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ /ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴƛǘȅΦ ¸ŜŀǊǎ ŀƎƻ L ǿǊƻǘŜ ŀ ōƻƻƪ ƻƴ [ǳŎƛŜƴ 

Goldmann, the remarkable Romanian-French Marxist humanist who advocated a liberal ς rather than an 



orthodox -- socialism back in the 1950s and 1960s, arguing also that the left should be heir to the best 

ideas of liberalism like tolerance, respect for the individual and equality before the law. His chef 

ŘΩƻŜǳǾǊŜΣ ŀ ōƻƻƪ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ ¢ƘŜ IƛŘŘŜƴ DƻŘΣ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ-views of Pascal and Racine in the 

context of religious, economic and political change. When I read his description of the sects within 

Jansenism, the Augustinian movement in seventeenth century France, I remember being struck by the 

comparison with Bolshevik sects of the 1920s (but also some left-wing groupusculesτMaoist, Trotskyist, 

etc.τthat I came across in the U.S. in the late 1960s and early 1970s).  

Left-wing illiberalism is not just a matter of some left-over believers of old style Marxist orthodoxies. It 

also animates important segments of the post-modern left. A prime example of this is Antonio Negri 

who tells us (together with Michael Hardt, his co-author of Empire) that there is a liberating global 

άƳǳƭǘƛǘǳŘŜέ ǿƘƻǎŜ άōƻŘȅέ Ŏŀƴ άŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ŀǎ ŀ ǘŜƭƻǎΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǉǳŀǎƛ-religious languageτplease, save 

us from it!τis really a post-modern reinvention of tiers-mondisme, a failed left-wing doctrine that 

provided illusions but not much help for the difficult, painful problems of the Third World. It is no 

ǿƻƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ bŜƎǊƛ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ YƘƻƳŜƛƴƛΩǎ ǾƛŎǘƻǊȅ ƛƴ LǊŀƴ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇƻǎǘƳƻŘŜǊƴƛǎǘ ǊŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴΦέ bŜƎǊƛΩǎ 

works have been best sellers on US campuses. Notably, this has been after some two decades in which 

right-wing religiosity inserted itself so forcefully into the American sceneτand at a time when secular, 

liberal, and social democratic intellectuals were relatively weak (actually, they still are). Negri also needs 

ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜƳȅǎǘƛŦƛŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ƭŜŦǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ ǳƴƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ 

economic lifeτnot imaginary multitudes substituting for older Marxist notions of the working class. The 

same goes globally. 

LŦ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǘŜƭƭǎ ȅƻǳ ǘƘŀǘ LǎƭŀƳƛŎ ŜȄǘǊŜƳƛǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ άƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛƴƎέ ƳǳƭǘƛǘǳŘŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ 

imperialism, remind them that some folks in an earlier generation of leftists were quite able to be anti-

imperialist and also to be against the Stalin-IƛǘƭŜǊ ǇŀŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ ƘǳƴŘǊŜŘǎ ƻŦ ǇŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ 

theoretical delirium to figure it out. And remember that there were leftists whose theoretical 

hallucinations led them to imagine that the Second World War was little more than a reprise of conflicts 

ŀƳƻƴƎ ƛƳǇŜǊƛŀƭƛǎǘǎΦ L ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ƳƛǎǘŀƪŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ LǎƭŀƳƛŎ 

extremists simply a function of totalitarianism, as if they are the same sort of phenomenon as Hitler or 

{ǘŀƭƛƴΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ŀǊŜ ǘƻǘŀƭƛǘŀǊƛŀƴ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ǿŀȅǎΣ ōǳǘ L ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ άǘƻǘŀƭƛǘŀǊƛŀƴƛǎƳέ ŀǎ ŀ 

master-ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΦ LǘΩǎ ǘƻƻ ŜŀǎȅΦ  

Nonetheless, I am struck at how parts of the extreme left apologize for Islamic extremism in ways 

reminiscent of how an earlier generation found ways to apologize for Stalinism. The objects excused are 

different but the patterns of apologetics are sadly similar. It shows that there really is something I once 

ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨǘƘŜ ƭŜŦǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƭŜŀǊƴΦΩ .ǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎτliberals and conservativesτǿƘƻ ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ 

learned either, or who suffer memory lapse when it comes to all the persecutions and religious wars in 

the fabric of Western history and seem to forget the historical importance of the domestication of 

religion within a liberal democratic framework. There has been excessive indulgence of aggressive 

political religiosity, whether it is the self-righteous Christian right in the U.S., belligerent political 

Islamism in the Mideast and beyond, or the fanatical religious nationalism of the Israeli settler 

movements.  



 

Question: What do you think about the neglect by most of the New Atheists of efforts by Jewish, 

Christian, and other religious philosophies to address important questions of political theory?  

M.C.: John Dewey, the American pragmatist (a liberal with very different methods from those of Rawls) 

ǿŀǎ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǿƘŜƴ ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ άƳŜǘŀǇƘȅǎƛŎǎ Ƙŀǎ ƘŀŘ ƛǘǎ Řŀȅ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘǎ IŜƎŜƭ ǎŀǿ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ 

direct practical truths, they are not truŜΦέ LΩŘ ƳŀƪŜ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ 

religious philosophies in contemporary political debate. If Jewish, Christian, and other religious 

philosophies develop good ideas about politics and ethicsτcertainly they have at timesτthose ideas 

ought to be translatable today into secular terms and argued.  

/ŀǘƘƻƭƛŎƛǎƳ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƭƻƴƎΣ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘŜŘ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƴƎ άWǳǎǘ ²ŀǊέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ 

ideas in it, but their persuasiveness in contemporary democratic debate cannot rest on views of the 

Trinity. Jewish philosophers have many valuable things to say about social justice, but their 

persuasiveness cannot depend on whether or not Moses received Ten Commandments on Mount Sinai. 

Islam has eminent traditions of legal thought, but their values for a democratic society today cannot rest 

on the belief that Muhammad was a prophet. They must be presented in terms that are debatable by a 

non-Muslim.  

 

Question: Do you think that belief in naturalism and/or evolutionism on the part of the New Atheists is 

just a replacement for belief in god? 

M.C.: No. The question presumes that scientific research is the epistemological equivalent of religious 

belief. The starting point of any scientist is that he or she can be proven wrong.  

 

Question: Isn't the pro-5ŀǊǿƛƴ ǇǊƻǇŀƎŀƴŘŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bŜǿ !ǘƘŜƛǎǘǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŀ ǎǘŜǇ ōŀŎƪΚ 5ƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƛǘ ƭƻǎŜ ǎƛƎƘǘ 

of the fact that a critique of the idea of the survival of the fittest is also a critique of a brutal society?  

M.C.: No to the first question. Not necessarily to the secƻƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ά{ƻŎƛŀƭ 

5ŀǊǿƛƴƛǎƳέ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƭƻƴƎΣ ǳƴǇƭŜŀǎŀƴǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΦ LŦ L ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅΣ IŜǊōŜǊǘ {ǇŜƴŎŜǊ ŎƻƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ 

άǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǘǘŜǎǘΦΩ 5ŀǊǿƛƴΩǎ ƳƛƴŘ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŜ ǎŀǿ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ƘƛƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

brutal world of nineteenth century capitalism, especially in Britainτwhose thinking is not shaped by the 

world they live in? τōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀƴ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƻǊ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ¢ƘŜ hǊƛƎƛƴ ƻŦ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎΣ 

let alone the basis for judgments about how he makes them or the evidence amassed by contemporary 

ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎΦ 5ŀǊǿƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪτand theirsτƛǎ ƴƻǘ ΨǇǊƻǇŀƎŀƴŘŀΦΩ Lǘǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƳƻǊŀƭ 

ŎǊƛǘƛǉǳŜ ƻǊ ŜƳōǊŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ άǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǘǘŜǎǘΣέ ōǳǘ ŀƴ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ 

processes in nature. We are part of nature so we are part of those processes. One can try to draw 

different types of moral or political conclusions from evolution, but that has been the source of 

philosophical debate for a very long time. In contemporary public debates, the chief objection to Darwin 

comes from people who must somehow, in someway prove Biblical veracity. No matter how much 



evidence is amassed they will twist and turn until they arrive where they want to be. I think issues of 

ΨƳƻǊŀƭ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴΩ Ƴǳǎǘ ōe approached in very complicated and spectacle ways. Any intelligent person 

Ƴǳǎǘ ƎǊŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǿŜƴǘƛŜǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ ǊŀƛǎŜǎ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ǘƻǳƎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǿŜΩŘ Ŏŀƭƭ 

ΨƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƳƻǊŀƭ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴΩ ς ōǳǘ ƴƻ ƭŜǎǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ΨƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣΩ ƭŜǘ ŀƭƻƴŜ ŀ ƳƻǊŀlly informed 

intelligent design.  

A fellow named Marx wanted to dedicate volume two of a treatise entitled Capital to Darwin. One of the 

great problems of Marxismτactually, less so in Marx himself than in the thinking of many of his 

followersτwas the easyΣ ǿƻōōƭȅ ŀǎǎƛƳƛƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΩ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ǘŜƭŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΦ 

It is much more useful, perhaps, to remember the distinction between necessity and freedom and leave 

the teleology out. Old fashioned Marxists used to imagine philosophically that freedom would evolve 

naturally, out of historical necessity, and virtually everyone knows now how naïve and simplistic that 

ǿŀǎΦ Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƳǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŦǊŜŜτan anomalous notion. 

But just as politics doŜǎƴΩǘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ǎƻ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ 

ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ƻǊ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎΦ  

The left has had some pretty bad moments when it comes to the idea of science. Remember how Stalin 

ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀōƻƭƛǎƘ ƎŜƴŜǘƛŎǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ Ƙƛǎ ΨǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎΩ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΚ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ ǇǊŜƭǳŘŜ ǘƻ 

ƘǳƳŀƴ ƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ǊŜƳƛƴŘǎ ƳŜ ƻŦ ά/ǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΦέ bƻ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΣ ȅƻǳ 

twist and turn until you prove your original point or aimτor insight or beliefτright.  

Lƴ ŀƴȅ ŜǾŜƴǘΣ ƛŦ ǿŜ ŀǎƪ ƛŦ 5ŀǊǿƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŜǎ ŀ ǊǳǘƘƭŜǎǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊǳǘƘƭŜǎǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

άƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎέΣ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƛǎΥ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƴƻǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƎŜƴŜǘƛŎ ƛƴƘŜǊƛǘŀƴŎŜ 

ƳŀƪŜǎ ǎƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǇǊƻƴŜ ǘƻ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƧǳǎǘƛŦȅ ŀōŀƴŘƻƴƛƴƎ 

scientific research into their cures ς or even just their treatments (I am a social democrat). We are born 

into pre-existing political, social, and economic worlds, and while there was no decision by humanity to 

ŘŜǎŎŜƴŘ άŦǊƻƳ ǎƻƳŜ ǇǊŜ-ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊƳΣέ ǘƻ ōƻǊǊƻǿ 5ŀǊǿƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ǳǎ ŦǊƻƳ 

making sure that every citizen is as fit as possible, that is, have good health insurance.  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 Footnotes:  

1.) Due to space limitations it won't appear in German.  

2.) Some of these arguments and formulations were presented before in a different context in Mitchell 

/ƻƘŜƴΣ ά!ǳǘƻ-Emancipation and Anti-Semitism (Homage to Bernard-[ŀȊŀǊŜύΣέ WŜǿƛǎƘ {ƻŎƛŀƭ {ǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ Cŀƭƭ 

2003.  

 


