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The New Religious Pluralism 
and American Democracy

By Thomas Banchoff

On the face of it, “new religious pluralism” is a misnomer – at least in 
the American context. Constitutional guarantees of religious freedom, 
dominant norms of tolerance, and patterns of immigration have long 

driven a diverse landscape in the United States marked by the coexistence of 
multiple religious traditions. Pluralism understood not just as diversity but as 
the interaction of religious communities within civil society and the state is also 
nothing new. The historical growth of Catholicism and the tensions it engen-
dered provide the clearest precedent. From the anti-Catholic and anti-immigrant 
appeals of the Know-Nothings to John Kennedy’s presidential run, religious 
pluralism shaped US electoral politics. Education policy also proved a crucial 
political and constitutional battleground into the 20th century. The growth of 
Catholicism challenged the largely Protestant ethos of public education and 
drove a struggle over state support for parochial schools. By the 1960s, however, 
religious pluralism had lost much of its political salience. A “Judeo-Christian 
heritage” that subsumed Protestant-Catholic tensions and acknowledged the 
contributions of Jewish-Americans became a cornerstone of “American civil 
religion” (Bellah) and national identity.

Only against this historical backdrop do the distinctive contours of today’s reli-
gious pluralism emerge. There is a sociological component. 
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This fall, CDATS and the Government 
Department marked a significant achieve-
ment with the creation of a new M.A. 

program in Democracy Studies. Housed in the 
Government Department, and administered jointly 
with CDATS, the program is the first in the country 
to offer a degree in the emerging field of democracy 
studies. The program, jointly developed by CDATS 
and the Government Department, will utilize fac-
ulty from a variety of disciplines and fields. We look 
forward to welcoming our first class of students for 
the 2006 fall term. 

According to M.A. program director Professor Daniel 
Brumberg, the two year program is “designed to link 
theory and practice by providing a conceptually rigor-
ous and comprehensive curriculum, one that highlights 
problems of democratic practice in contemporary de-
mocracies and, of course, the diverse challenges and 
obstacles to promoting sustained democratization in 
developing states.” 

In general terms, the goal of the Democracy Studies 
M.A. program is to provide students with a systematic 
understanding of the history and theory of democra-
cy, the forms and practices of democratic governance, 
the theory and practice of democratization, and the 
relationship between democracy and development. 
The coursework has been designed for both aspiring 
scholars and for present and future practitioners in 
government, business, and the non-profit sector. We 
also welcome applications from international students 
and practitioners. 

The program will provide training organized around 
four central themes: 1) history and theories of democ-
racy, 2) governance and representation, 3) democrati-
zation in theory and practice, and 4) democracy and 
development. In addition, students will take courses 
that provide exposure to issues of democratization 
in particular world regions. Coursework will also be 
supplemented by a required internship. 

Further information about the program is available 
from the CDATS website, http://www.georgetown.
edu/centers/cdats/mawelcome.htm.

The Government Department application materi-
als can be found at the following URL: http://grad.
georgetown.edu/pages/graduate_programs.cfm. The 
deadline for receipt of applications is Friday, March 
3, 2006.

CDATS recorded another important milestone this 
fall. On November 8, we sponsored the first annual 
Ion Ratiu Democracy Lecture, an event supported by 
a generous contribution to the Center from the Ratiu 
Family Charitable Foundation. The lecture is a collab-
oration between CDATS and the Foundation to bring 
visibility to the ideas and accomplishments of individu-
als working on behalf of democracy around the world. 
It expresses the deep commitment to democracy of the 
late Romanian philanthropist, democracy advocate, 
and statesman, Ion Ratiu. The inaugural lecture was 
delivered by Professor Sergio Aguayo of the Colegio de 
Mexico, who spoke on “Mexican Democracy and the 
2006 Presidential Elections.” His address was preceded 
by an appreciation of Ion Ratiu delivered by his son 
and Foundation trustee, Indrei Ratiu. 

Professor Aguayo was nominated for the lecture prize 
by Jonathan Fanton, President of the MacArthur 
Foundation. The selection committee saw Professor 
Aguayo’s career and achievements as a wonderful ex-
pression of the purposes for which the lecture was 
established. He is one of Mexico’s most prominent 
human rights and democracy advocates, a scholar 
and teacher, and the author or editor of more than 
20 books, as well as numerous articles, book chapters, 
and contributions to the Mexican and Latin American 
media. In the course of his work he helped start a 
newspaper, La Journada, helped found Sedepac, an 
NGO devoted to democratic development, and co-
founded Civic Alliance, an umbrella organization 
whose 30,000-plus members have pioneered anti-
corruption efforts and the reform of governance in 
Mexico. In all of these achievements, Professor Aguayo 
embodied the idea that the Ratiu Lecturer would be 
a person of principle, an engaged intellectual, and a 
thoughtful activist. 

We are now in the very early stages of soliciting nomi-
nations for the second Ion Ratiu Lecture to be held 
in fall 2006. We encourage readers of Democracy and 
Society to send us the names of accomplished demo-
crats and democracy activists from around the world 
to be considered as potential candidates for the 2006 
lecture prize.

Steven Heydemann (Ph.D., U. Chicago) has served as director 

of CDATS since its opening in 2003.

From the Director

Steven Heydemann
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By Giuseppe Giordan

The reappearance of religion in modern society 
comprises heterogeneous elements open to a 
multitude of interpretations which aim to define 

the individualization of religious feeling and the subjec-
tivity of belief, for example, the challenge represented by 
fundamentalist movements which use religion as a key 
to ethnicity and identity. Religion and democracy mutu-
ally define themselves as they negotiate and renegotiate 
the borders and areas of action. As religion has played 
an important role in the definition of the concept of de-
mocracy, democracy is now increasingly important at 
the heart of religion: the emergence of the “spirituality” 
category in contemporary sociology highlights the very 
process of the “democratization of the sacred.”

Contrary to the beliefs of various religious sociologists of 
the 1960s and 1970s, not 
only has religion not disap-
peared from society, neither 
has it been relegated to only 
a marginal and residual role 
(Casanova 1994). On the 
contrary, through recent 
global events, in particular 
since 9/11, we have seen what 
may be termed “religious ex-
cess:” once we theorized on 
the so-called “death of God,” 
now we are reflecting on his “return.” Nevertheless, it is use-
ful to highlight the fact that the so-called “return” of God is 
proving problematic for many and is difficult to interpret. 
God of modern times cannot be compared to God of past 
tradition and His return is debated, with concern, in the 
public arena. Recent examples include the public European 
debate regarding “Christian roots” in the European “consti-
tution,” reforms of marriage laws in Zapatero’s government 
in Spain, the fertility referendum in Italy, and the rejection 
of the Italian minister Rocco Buttiglione by the European 
Parliament on grounds of religiously-informed prejudice. 

The sociological debate regarding the transformation of 
religion at the center of social change has characterized the 
transition from tradition to modernity. This debate has 
been crystallized by the well-discussed theory of seculariza-
tion which presents religion and modernity as reciprocally 
incompatible, with the ascendance of one leading to the 
eventual disappearance of the other. In recent decades, it 
has become clear that religion is not destined to disappear 
but rather certain displays of it: in Europe outward displays 
of religiousness and those entering the Church are fewer; 

however, there are new religious movements and a new re-
ligious consciousness. Moreover, religion has played, and 
continues to play, an important role in the legitimization 
of various political choices. It is also being used for both 
individual and collective identification. 

Discussion of the relationship between religion and poli-
tics, and more specifically the relationship between religion 
and democracy, may be inserted into this background. One 
wonders if, on the one hand, the term “religion” is compat-
ible with that of “democracy” and if, on the other hand, 
pluralist democracy can guarantee and protect individual 
free religious expression. The complexity of the relation-
ship between religion and democracy disappears and 
reappears: can religion, which is based on the claim of a 
monopoly on the truth, enter into the arena with democ-
racy, which is based on a vote of majority? Up to what point 
can the absolute solidity of belief agree with the relativity 

and the temporary inher-
ent in individuals’ freedom 
of choice? Up to what point 
can democracy allow the 
expression of “pretexts” by 
religious institutions before 
its own profound nature, 
inspired by lay criteria and 
established for the protec-
tion of the freedom of all, 
believers and non?

Religion and democracy have been connected by both alli-
ances and conflict-reciprocal exploitation: a presumed in-
compatibility is sometimes replaced by a mutual need for 
help, but are there criteria by which these two elements can 
co-exist? What happens when democracy is self-misrepre-
sented by accepting the dynamics of religion and when re-
ligion becomes something different as a result of allowing 
the logics of democracy into its very heart (Guolo 2004)? 

The concept of laity has become the emblem for new ways 
of regulating the relationship between religion and poli-
tics in modern society. As cited by Emile Poulat (1987 and 
1994), “visible laity,” which refers to the social reduction 
of the room allowed by state law for the various churches, 
does not fully capture the importance of this phenomenon. 
“Total revolution” requiring the re-thinking of the founda-
tions of such a relationship with the meaning of both indi-
vidual and collective existence is needed for addressing this 
issue. If all in the traditional world was regulated by the un-
changing and transcendent grace of God, now all is regulat-
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By Paul L. Heck 

The impact of religion on society can be said to de-
rive partly from the fact that religion represents 
an authority which the nation state, irrespective 

of its own configuration, can never fully usurp. This is 
especially noteworthy in the case of an authoritarian 
state, such as Syria, which is assumed to have arrogat-
ed – through cooption or suppression – all alternative 
sources of authority. While it is true that this appropria-
tion of power has happened in Syria constitutionally and 
institutionally, it is not clear whether non-state actors, 
even if incorporated into state-defined networks, are 
unable to set expectations 
for society. This has been 
observed in Syria’s private 
sector.1 Is it also true of re-
ligion? Syria offers particu-
larly useful perspective, for 
it can be argued that the 
state there has been more 
successful than others in 
the region – Turkey, Egypt, 
or Jordan – in coopting lo-
cal religious institutions 
and suppressing religious 
opposition.2 Yet, religion 
in Syria seems to maintain an independence enabling 
the production of unexpected changes that even the state 
must recognize.

It is to be noted, firstly, that the explanatory value of reli-
gion for understanding Syria has largely been dismissed in 
favor of politics and economics.3 Despite the occasional 
article,4 we have no comprehensive picture of religion in 
contemporary Syria. Research focusing on Ottoman and 
French colonial periods is more exact in noting the func-
tion of religion as an alternative, purportedly superior, 
authority and way of life over and against increasingly 
influential European-inspired paradigms of civilization.5 
Religious actors, even if formulating reforms in European 
categories,6 maintained a local moral identity that diverged 
from state definitions and, in that sense, helped preserve at 
least the conception of civil society. Does Islam continue 
to play such a role in Syria today, now vis-à-vis the Ba‘thist 
project? If so, is it necessary to refine how we assume reli-
gion to function under an authoritarian state?

The suggestion is that Islam in Syria cannot be reduced 
to state-qualified categories of suppression and cooption. 

Recognition of religion certainly benefits the state as a 
source of legitimacy in a society where religion is highly 
valued, especially when the state’s legitimacy is in ques-
tion;7 this thus awards religion a latent authority that can 
mobilize people to civil action under certain circumstances, 
concrete examples of which do exist.8 Even when speaking 
of religious institutions as a sector within a state-defined 
context, religion still stands apart from Ba‘thist ideology 
– not as direct challenge to the regime, but as alternative 
viewpoint with a mediating capacity between state and 
people.

Moreover, the commonly perceived division of Islam in 
Syria into a state-coopted 
Sufism (spiritual and quiet-
ist) and a state-suppressed 
Salafism (textual and activ-
ist) fails to see them as two 
strands of a single religion 
which are never finally 
separable. Both elements 
participated in the Sunni 
insurrection that culminat-
ed in the 1982 massacre at 
Hamah.9 Religious leaders of 
Sufi and Salafi orientation, 
sometimes combined in 

single figures, attend the same conferences, read the same 
publications, and teach the same religious heritage. This 
is not to overlook differences, even antagonism, between 
the two, but rather to note that leaders of both disposi-
tions acknowledge common textual origins and common 
reformist goals.10 The Sufi-Salafi dynamic is better viewed 
not as essential division, but dialogue, sometimes hostile, 
that affects both sides. There are certainly extremist ele-
ments, such as “The Army of Damascus for Monotheism 
and Jihad,” but to speak of pious Muslims in Syria, Sufi and 
Salafi alike, is to speak overwhelmingly of a conservative, 
not an extremist, attitude. Those who hope for a greater 
place for Islam in the laws and policies, as well as the iden-
tity, of the nation, view it as a gradual process in line with 
the pace of reform set by the state.

By its willingness to operate within a Ba‘thist defined 
framework, the religious establishment set the stage for a 
greater Islamization of society, as evident today in attire, 
behavior, values, and mind-set. The fact that the secular 
opposition is so insignificant is due not only to state strate-

Religion and the Authoritarian State:
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Scholars have established that the third wave of 
democratization has not firmly taken hold in the 
Muslim world, particularly in the Arab Middle 

East.1 While some scholars argue that Islamic values are 
a barrier to the democratization process because of the 
lack of emphasis on individualism and the difficulty of 
separating religion and politics in Islam,2 others argue 
that political, not religious, explanations are necessary in 
order to understand the lack of democracy in the Arab 
world.3 The latter suggest that rentier economies, Arab 
regimes’ fear of moderate and radical political Islam, 
lack of human development, lack of openness in the po-
litical structure (especially for opposition parties), and 
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict with the resulting high 
amounts of military spending in the region, are barri-
ers to the democratization process. All of these factors 
strengthen authoritarian regimes at the expense of de-
mocratization. 

Examining public opinion and the activities of civil society 
provide signs of hope that the region could democratize. 
Despite the undemocratic regimes found in much of the 
Muslim world, scholars using the World Values Survey4 and 
those using a national survey of the Kuwaiti citizen popula-

tion5 have consistently found high support for democracy 
as the best political system among highly religious citizens 
in Muslim countries (e.g. Egypt, Jordan, Algeria, Morocco, 
Turkey, Bangladesh, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait). Individual 
identification with Islamic religion and culture does not 
seem to be a barrier to wanting a democratic government, 
at least in the abstract. 

However, scholars are now debating whether or not Islamic 
culture is compatible with women’s empowerment and par-
ticipation, which is essential to the democratization process 
worldwide. As Inglehart, Norris and Welzel illustrate, the 

positive correlation between support for gender equality 
and democratic rule was overwhelming (r=.82) for 55 of 
the countries in the World Values Survey.6 They conclude 
that historically,

“democratic institutions, by themselves, do not guarantee 
gender equality. But does it work the other way around: 
does rising emphasis on gender equality improve the 
chances that democratic institutions will emerge and 
flourish? The answer seems to be yes.”

In virtually every authoritarian society, a majority of the 
public believes that men make better political leaders than 
women; in virtually every stable democracy a clear majority 
of the public rejects this belief…7

Valentine Moghadam8 furthers this argument: 

The empowerment of women and the establishment of 
gender equality are crucial to democracy. Democracy is as 
much about citizenship rights, participation and inclu-
sion as it is about political parties, elections, and checks 
and balances. The quality of democracy is determined 
not only by the form of institutions, but also by the extent 
that different social groups participate in these institu-
tions. In this regard, the gender of democracy matters 
profoundly. The absence of women from political life 
results in democratization with a male face or in a “male 
democracy” – an incomplete and very biased form of de-
mocracy.9

In the Muslim world in particular, with its lack of gender 
equality, low status of women, and prevalence of attitudes 
that are against women’s empowerment, equality and par-
ticipation are additional factors that make democratization 
difficult.10 

But do religious beliefs and practices prevent individuals 
from supporting gender equality? Interpretations of Islamic 
teachings can be used to justify patriarchal gender roles and 
norms as well as to support women’s empowerment and 
participation in society. Women themselves (secular, reli-
gious, and Islamist) in Iran, Egypt and Kuwait, for example, 
are using Islamic principles, such as the Qu’ranic teachings 
that all are equal before God and that men and women are 
equally responsible for their own sin, to justify women’s 
equality, access to resources and participation in the public 
sphere.11 My own research on Kuwait examines the complex 

Are Religious and Democratic Practices 
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By  David Madland

Introduction

Some people argue that the free-market is part of 
God’s plan; others assert that the market ignores 
the needs of the poor and should, according to 

their religious beliefs, be tempered with government re-
distribution on behalf of the needy.  How can we under-
stand these differences? 

Even before Max Weber argued that the Protestant ethic was 
important to fostering capitalism, scholars have contended 
that there is a connection between religion and economic 
views (Weber, 2001).  However, the state of knowledge about 
this relationship is low, and has 
often focused unsuccessfully on 
trying to link certain economic 
views with frequency of church 
attendance or biblical literalism 
(Hart 1996; Wuthnow 1994; 
Wuthnow 1973). 

Other research has focused on 
the role of denominations in 
shaping economic policy views.  
According to this logic, called the denominational model 
in this paper, official doctrine, or views held by leader-
ship, help create the policy positions of lay members of the 
church. 

Though the denominational model has had some suc-
cess predicting the economic policy preferences of church 
members, it is an incomplete theory.  The denominational 
model ignores the actual religious attitudes held by church 
members.  These religious attitudes can influence economic 
attitudes, independent of the position held by denomina-
tion leadership.  

The religious attitudes model developed in this paper ar-
gues that broad religious ideas that cross denominations, 
such as the individual’s role in salvation, can help shape a 
person’s position on government redistribution.        

Denominational Model

There are a number of reasons to expect a person’s de-
nomination will impact their economic policy positions.  
Denomination appears to influence other types of political 
attitudes, and denominational views on economic policy 
vary considerably.   To demonstrate this variation, I briefly 

outline differences in economic policy between Catholic, 
Mainline Protestant, and Evangelical Protestant churches.  
While this overview cannot express completely the views 
of leadership or explore disagreements in leadership, the 
general outline I provide is representative and illustrates 
why we would expect a person’s denomination to influence 
their views on economic policy.      

Overall, the Catholic Church is skeptical of the morality of 
the market and believes that government intervention is 
necessary and some redistribution is justified.  Pope John 
Paul II wrote that the Catholic tradition calls for a society 
which, “is not directed against the market, but demands 
that the market be appropriately controlled by the forces of 
society and by the state to assure that the basic needs of the 

whole society are satisfied” (Pope 
John Paul II 1991).   

Because of the general lack of 
institutional hierarchy among 
white Evangelical Protestant 
churches, it is more difficult to 
pin down the views of their lead-
ers.  However, the dominant po-
sition of Evangelical leadership, 
according to Michael Lienesch, 

is to believe in the market and oppose all forms of gov-
ernment interference, including redistribution (Lienesch 
1993).1 

By comparison, Mainline Protestant leadership tends to 
speak much less favorably of the market than Evangelical 
leadership.  As can be seen in the following statement from 
the Presbyterian Church U.S.A., Mainline Protestant lead-
ership generally argues that there is a necessary role for 
government to play in the market, though not as strongly 
as the Catholic Church.2  “Presbyterian General Assemblies 
[supports] a federal economic policy which is humane and 
sensitive to the needs of persons; taxes on the basis of eq-
uity; and, while supporting private initiative, does not allow 
private interests to trample the poor, disenfranchised or 
unemployed (Presbyterian Church U.S.A 2004).”  

In keeping with these expectations, scholars have found 
some evidence that Catholics are more supportive of gov-
ernment redistribution than are Evangelical and Mainline 
Protestants (Steensland et al. 2000; Hart 1996).

However, the denominational model has several limita-
tions.  Sometimes, the average position of a denomination 
does not fit expectations, or there is no statistical differ-

What Would Jesus Tax:
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ence between the policy positions of members of different 
denominations.  Stephen Hart, for example, finds that on 
certain economic policies Catholics are less supportive of 
government redistribution than are Protestants, contrary 
to what we would expect based on the denominational 
model (Hart 1996).  Most importantly, the denominational 
model cannot adequately explain why, controlling for non-
religious factors, members of the same church would have 
different policy preferences.  

Religious Attitudes Model

Academic research supports the insight that people use 
broad ideas, including religious ones, to form their own 
policy opinions (Yamane 1999; Sholz and Lubell 1998; 
Lakoff 1996; Greeley 1988; Welch and Leege 1988).  Wald, 
Silverman and Fridy note that religious doctrines are re-
sources that can be used to support a number of political 
positions (Wald, Silverman and Fridy 2002).  

But the question of how religious attitudes shape economic 
policy attitudes has not been fully explored.  Interview re-
search by Hart as well as Benson and Williams has found 
strong evidence that religious attitudes that cross denomi-
nations, such as belief in individual freedom and working 
together with God, are linked with certain economic view-
points (Hart 1996, Benson and Williams 1982).  However, 
these findings have not been tested with generally represen-
tative survey data.3  I draw upon the research of Hart as well 
as Benson and Williams to develop and empirically test a 
religious attitudes model.

In general, religious attitudes that emphasize the com-
munity are related to support for policies that redistribute 
wealth, while religious attitudes that emphasize the indi-
vidual and specific benefits to the individual are related to 
opposition to policies that redistribute wealth.

Specifically, the religious attitudes model predicts:

■ Belief that the individual is responsible for the direc-
tion of their lives leads to opposition to government 
involvement in redistribution.  According to this view, 
the individual is self-reliant in all spheres of life, which 
means they individually work towards their salvation 
and individually work towards their economic suffi-
ciency (Hart 1996).  The individual is solely responsible 
for shouldering these burdens.  Government redistribu-
tion is unneeded and would undermine this individual 
responsibility.  By contrast, people who are fatalistic be-
lieve there is nothing they personally can do to alter the 
course of their life – the individual is reliant on outside 
forces for both salvation and economic prosperity. 

 
■ Being comforted by your religion is correlated with op-

position to government redistribution of income.  Being 

comforted by religion gives a person justification for 
their life-choices and leads to a belief that if people just 
follow the correct path they will be similarly rewarded 
(Benson and Williams 1982).  This comforting reward 
system leads to self-satisfaction, contentment with the 
world and support for the status quo.  With the right 
life choices, God provides comfort; there is no need for 
government redistribution.

■ Belief in life after death is correlated with opposition to 
government redistribution of income.  Certainty in life 
after death also gives a person justification for their life-
choice.  Like being comforted by religion, certainty in 
life after death is a similarly comforting reward system 
that leads to contentment with the world, support for the 
status quo and opposition to government redistribution 
(Benson and Williams 1982). 

■ Belief in working together with God is correlated with 
support for redistribution.  Working together with God 
“where each part of the social body needs every other 
part, and all parts have to work together in harmony” is 
connected to liberal economic views (Hart 1996).  In this 
communal, as opposed to individualistic view, people 
think about themselves in relation to other human be-
ings and think of the community as an extension of God 
(Benson and Williams 1982).  The community, including 
government, has a responsibility to share its resources 
and care for the less fortunate.

Methods

In this paper I analyze the ability of the denominational 
and religious attitudes models to help us understand a 
person’s support for government redistribution of income.  
The denominational and religious attitudes models are not 
incompatible.  In fact, they can be viewed as complemen-
tary, each providing part of the explanation for how reli-
gion shapes economic views.  My data come from the 1998 
General Social Survey, the only year the study included 
questions that enable a full test of the models.  

While it is possible that denomination helps shape religious 
attitudes, the model used in this paper treats denomination 
and religious attitude as if each has a separate effect.  This 
is a reasonable assumption because the religious attitudes 
considered in the model exhibit wide variation throughout 
each denomination and there is not excessive correlation 
between denominations and religious attitudes.  

I also model each religious attitude separately.  While the 
four attitudes are related, each is a distinct concept.  

I control for race, age, education, income, sex and party 
affiliation.  Women have been found to have more liberal 
views on economic policy (Alvarez and McCaffery 2003).  

What Would Jesus Tax  Madland
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Expectations for the other demographic variables are so 
widely known that I do not provide additional explana-
tion. 

Results

As can be seen in Table 1, the religious attitudes model is 
strongly supported by the data.  Two components of the 
religious attitudes model, belief in individual freedom and 
working together with God, are more statistically significant 
than all other variables except income and party affiliation.  
Being comforted by your religion (finding inner peace and 
harmony) is also significant, though at a lower level. The 
remaining variable in the religious emphasis model, belief 
in life after death, is not statistically significant, though its 
sign is in the predicted direction.   

As mentioned previously in the paper, oftentimes denomi-
nation is a relatively weak predictor of economic views.  
These results are stable and do not change based on alter-
native specifications.  As expected, including measures of 
religiosity such as frequency of prayer, frequency of service 
attendance or biblical literalism, does not affect the overall 
results (Hart 1996; Wuthnow 1994; Wuthnow 1973).  
 
Conclusion: Religious Attitudes Matter

While denomination will remain an important variable in 
understanding the impact of religion on policy preferences, 
denomination is not the whole story.  Religious attitudes 
matter as well, and in some cases, possibly more so than 
denomination.  As this study demonstrates, people do not 
always simply accept the policy positions of their church, 
but rather sometimes use broad religious ideas to come to 
their own conclusions about policy.  Future research about 
the role of religion in politics can gain leverage by incor-
porating the insight that religious attitudes are important 
to shaping people’s policy views.

David Madland is a Ph.D. candidate in the Department of 

Government at Georgetown University and a Graduate Fellow at the 

Center for Democracy and the Third Sector (CDATS).
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The decades since the 1960s have seen significant demo-
graphic changes. More diverse Christian and Jewish com-
munities now exist alongside growing numbers of Muslims, 
Buddhists, and adherents of other faiths. The idea of a 

“Judeo-Christian” identity does not map onto demographic 
reality as it once did. It would be wrong, however, to rest 
the case for a new pluralism on these numbers alone. There 
is still a clear majority faith; more than 90% of religious 
Americans self-identify as Christian. A component of the 
new pluralism not captured by these statistics is the indi-
vidualization of belief – the decline of mainline denomina-
tions and the emergence of more hybrid, personal forms 
of religious expression. As traditional observation has de-
clined and established communities have fragmented, new 
forms of religious identity and association have prolifer-
ated.

How is this pluralism playing out in politics, in civil soci-
ety and the democratic state? September 11, 2001 and sub-
sequent bombings in Madrid and London have centered 
attention on Islam. The widespread public identification 
of Islam with terrorism, fed by fear and ignorance, has 
sharpened the political atmosphere. In response to anti-
Muslim prejudice and restrictions on civil liberties that 
disproportionately affect Arab and Muslim Americans, the 
Islamic community has begun to mobilize more effectively.  
President George Bush has publicly insisted that Islam is a 
religion of peace, that Christians and Muslims pray to the 
same God, and that terrorists are a violent minority. Other 
mainstream political leaders have echoed the same themes. 
The idea that the Abrahamic faiths constitute a shared reli-
gious and cultural heritage is a powerful, but contested one. 
Whether American civil religion and the “Judeo-Christian 
heritage” can make room for Islam – and Islam can fit in 

– will be a crucial issue in decades to come. 

There is another political front in the new religious plu-
ralism – the place of non-monotheistic traditions in civil 
society and the state. Recent controversies about the pub-
lic display of the Ten Commandments or the “under God” 
clause of the Pledge of Allegiance have reproduced the fa-
miliar religious/secular divides of the culture wars. But in-
creasing religious pluralism has muddled the picture. In the 
Commandments case an amicus curiae brief introduced 
by Buddhist and Hindu groups asserted that “Non-Judeo-
Christians,” who “do not  adhere to the religious views that 
the Ten Commandments either state or symbolize cannot 
fail to perceive the placement of such  a monument on the 
grounds of the Texas Capitol as an endorsement of Judeo-
Christian beliefs over their own.” Justice John Paul Stevens, 
in dissenting from the majority opinion allowing for such 
displays under certain circumstances, embraced this line 
of argument. Any such monument, he argued, would “run 
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Endnotes

1 It is worth noting that some Evangelical leaders, for example Jim Wallis, 

find problems with the unconstrained market and call for active govern-

ment efforts to combat its abuses.

2 Presbyterian policy statements, including this one, are voted on by their 

General Assembly, a democratic body that includes lay members.  Other 

Mainline denominations have similar democratic policy-making proce-

dures.

3 Note that Benson and Williams also perform some statistical analysis 

connecting the religious attitudes of Members of Congress with their 

policy positions.  The ability to generalize from Members of Congress to 

the larger population is uncertain at best.
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afoul of the Establishment Clause by prescribing a com-
pelled code of conduct from one God, namely a Judeo-
Christian God.” That God, Stevens continued, was “rejected 
by prominent polytheistic sects, such as Hinduism, as well 
as nontheistic religions, such as Buddhism.” Stevens noted 
that the number of Buddhists in the US was “nearly equal 
to the number of Muslims.” 

Greater religious diversity and the mobilization of non-
monotheistic faiths raise questions about the relationship 
of religion and democracy in the US. Some see a necessary 
connection between monotheism and democratic stability. 
In a speech last year, for example, Justice Antonin Scalia ap-
provingly cited a 1940s Supreme Court opinion: “We are a 
religious people, whose institutions presuppose a Supreme 
Being.” Historically, there is a sense in which he is right. A 
coalition of Protestants and deists crafted American po-
litical institutions, and Christians subsequently dominated 

them. A substantial majority of American still believe in 
God. But there is no logical connection between monothe-
ism and democracy, as a quick glance abroad demonstrates. 
Only one in six Swedes believes in God. Japan and India 
are stable democracies. Wherever one comes down on 
the proper relationship between religion and politics and 
church and state, it is wrong to construe a necessary con-
flict between greater religious pluralism, on the one hand, 
and the health of democracy, on the other. In years to come, 
much will turn on whether American civil religion – the 
shared norms and narratives that bind the national political 
community – can accommodate a more plural landscape 
marked by greater diversity and the political mobilization 
of traditions outside the Judeo-Christian tradition. 

Thomas Banchoff is Associate Professor, Department of 

Government and School of Foreign Service, and Director of 

Georgetown University’s Initiative on Religion, Politics, and Peace 

(irpp.georgetown.edu). He is editor of Democracy and the New 

Religious Pluralism, forthcoming with Oxford University Press. 

and their systems of governance.  The basic idea behind 
such inquiries is that broadly shared values facilitate dis-
tinct forms of political development.  In this same vein, 
some have noted the lack of democratic development in 
the Arab world and have argued that the shared cultural 
values of Muslims are antithetical to democratic devel-
opment and stability (Kedourie 1994; Huntington 1996).  
They maintain that this situation stems from the aims of 
Islamic law to regulate the personal, social, and political 
aspects of daily life in an authoritarian manner.    

Despite these assertions, there is increasing evidence that 
most populations around the world, including those living 
in predominantly Muslim countries, are supportive of de-
mocracy or important components thereof.  For example, 
Meyer et al. (1998) demonstrate that religious orthodoxy 
does not dampen Kuwaiti citizens’ enthusiasm for extend-
ing the rights of citizenship to women or stateless people.  
Along similar lines, Grant and Tessler (2002) use attitudi-
nal surveys from Palestinian citizens to examine potential 
links between Islam and democratic ideas.  Their findings 
suggest that those voicing support for political Islam are 
also likely to believe that Islam and democracy are com-
patible.  In addition, for many Palestinians, support for 
political Islam is associated with a high degree of political 
tolerance.  Similarly, other scholars, such as Rose (2002), 
Tessler (2002), and al-Braizat (2002) did not find that be-
ing Muslim, adhering to Islamic beliefs, or being devoted 
to religion discouraged support for democracy.  Given 
these outcomes, Grant and Tessler argue that “Islam is not 
the obstacle to democratization that some analysts assert” 
(2002:16).  Evidence from these studies and others suggests 
that Islam is far from monolithic and that a good number 
of Arab citizens embrace at least some important demo-
cratic values, including tolerance, which conveys a willing-
ness to bring others into the political fold and is a potential 
precursor to democratic politics. These studies challenge 
generalizations that suggest that popular legitimation of 
democratic regimes does not exist in the Middle East.  

Other aspects of religion also have important empirical 
associations with democratic development.  Patterson 
(2004) found that religious intensity or devoutness rather 
than religious affiliation influenced democratic values in 
Argentina and Chile.  The more religiously devout indi-
viduals exhibited stronger support for democratic regimes 
than the citizenry at large.  In our research we focus on 
both the influence of broader religious cultures of a society 
and of individuals’ religious practices on democratic sen-
timent.  In particular, our research addresses: 1) whether 
the citizens of predominantly Islamic countries exhibit less 
support for democracy than those from other countries; 
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and 2) whether various aspects of religious engagement are 
associated with democratic support.

Analytic Approach

The extension of the fourth wave of the world values survey 
to numerous Muslim countries provides an opportunity to 
examine the extent of citizens’ support for democracy in 
Muslim and non-Muslim countries alike.  We use a sample 
of 46 countries, resulting in 72,251 individual surveys.2  
While examining the association between religion and de-
mocracy in these nations, we confront some limits in prior 

research.  First, studies involving religion usually view it 
as either a structural characteristic, such as the prevalence 
of religious denominations in a nation, or as a personal 
one, such as the beliefs and practices of individual citizens 
(e.g., al-Braizat 2002; Grant and Tessler 2002).  The recent 
development of analytic methods that can simultaneously 
manage both macro-structural and micro-individual es-
timators makes it possible to see how both sets of factors 
influence citizens’ support for democracy.  We use a multi-
level approach to model citizens’ democratic attitudes as 
the outcome of not only their personal beliefs and practices 
but also of the broader context in which they reside.  We 
theorize that individuals’ support for democracy or lack 
thereof springs from their own theologies and observances.  
But, the structure of a nation’s broader religious culture 
also forms the background for personal religiosity and, in 
turn, is influenced by it (Tope et al. 2005).  

Also, we consider important interactions.  Though often 
elaborate in detail, research on the compatibility of Islam 
and democracy often skims over potentially important in-
teractions between religious beliefs and practices and po-
litical opinions.  Thus, many case-based analyses may be 
accurate without being “dead-right” (see Demerath 2003).  
Put in analytic terms, theoretical models remain under-
identified.  It is important to know if individual citizens’ 
religious beliefs and practices are associated with their sup-
port for democracy or if the influence is more nuanced for 
certain groups or types of individuals or for populations 
from nations that have particular features or histories. 

Findings

Our findings contribute substantially to understanding as-
sociations between religion and democracy.  As far as the 
influence of general Islamic culture, we find that residents 
of predominantly Muslim states voice democratic support 
at levels similar to residents of other countries.  Somewhat 
surprisingly, citizens from predominantly Muslim societ-
ies voice greater support than do residents of the former-
Soviet nations of Eastern Europe.  In terms of religious 
practice, our findings illustrate that net of other factors, 
self-identified religiously devout people tend to be highly 
supportive of democracy.  Yet, whether individuals regu-
larly attend church, synagogue, or mosque is not related to 
their opinions of democracy.  Membership in higher status 
(e.g., gender, occupation, and education) groups is associ-
ated with high levels of democratic support.    

Perhaps our most intriguing finding is from the interaction 
between citizens’ political activity and advocating a blend 
of religion and politics.  All else being equal, individuals 
who are highly politically active and believe in blending re-
ligion with politics tend to be among the most anti-demo-
cratic citizens.  This finding is highly significant and robust 
across a number of statistical models.3 
 
In addition, our analysis indicates that some national struc-
tural arrangements matter for citizens’ democratic support.  
Individuals from highly globalized countries view democ-
racy positively.  Those from nations with a Communist 

legacy, however, are much more likely to hold a pessimistic 
view of democracy.  This helps explain why residents of 
former-Soviet countries tend to hold a lower view of de-
mocracy than do those residing in predominantly Islamic 
countries.  More generally, only a small percentage (6 to 8 
percent) of the variation in democratic support can be ex-
plained by the broad structural components of countries.4  
The beliefs, activities, and social statuses of individuals 
demonstrated much greater influence in citizens’ opinions 
of democratic governance.  
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Concluding Comments

Chu et al. (2001) argue that the realization of democracy 
necessitates “sustained, internalized belief in and commit-
ment to the legitimacy of democracy among the citizenry 
at large.”  Although the Arab world stands apart from oth-
er countries in terms of its movement toward democracy, 

its citizens appear to be no less supportive of democratic 
advancement than those in other regions of the globe.  
Religious engagement in general, even in Muslim countries, 
appears to be more of a help than a hindrance to citizen 
democratic support.  Yet, it appears that particular activ-
ist-oriented subgroups seeking to impose religious guide-
lines on the state are those most likely to be democracy’s 
detractors.   

Much of the recent discourse on religion and democracy 
makes broad claims about religious cultures and whether 
they impede democratization.  Arguments that particular 
religious faiths are inimical to democratic development 
are tenuous at best.  Country-level arrangements are no 
doubt important for political maintenance and change.  
But, the assumed influence of these factors should be tem-
pered by nuanced analyses that consider citizen proclivities 
and traits as well as broader cultural and political contexts.  
Recent advances in the availability of survey data from un-
derstudied populations make such analyses possible.  The 
growth in this area presents an excellent opportunity to 
extend knowledge in numerous areas pertinent to current 
events of interest to scholars and the world at large.

Daniel Tope is a Ph.D. candidate in the Department of Sociology 

at the Ohio State University. His research focuses on politics, social 

movements, and labor issues. 

Katherine Meyer is Professor of Sociology and Associate Provost at  

the Ohio State University. She has numerous publications on religion, 

gender, politics and democracy, especially in the Middle East.
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gies, but also to the freedom the religious establishment has 
had – to open schools and centers, distribute publications, 
teach, and preach a way of life, thereby cultivating a soci-
etal moral consciousness shaped by the authority of Islam. 
Advice in decision-making, including legal decisions, con-
tinues to be sought from religious authorities who receive 
a traditional “licensing” in the law of Islam not from any 
state agency but the personal authorization of a recognized 
sheikh.11 Religious leaders do at times parrot state rhetoric, 
even with conviction. They also enjoy considerable leeway 
to promote religion and even introduce it into the national 
discourse,12 forcing state circles to respond with their own 
conceptualization of Islam.13 The secularist, socialist state 
has become a player in the game of defining religion – a 
game it does not have the authority to win in the end, even 
if it has shown some success in playing it.

State legitimacy has been framed largely in terms of the 
economic needs of the people and commercial aspirations 
of the private sector. Religion too, as a sector incorporated 
into the state, has become a constituency to be patron-
ized. The state has funded a now widespread network of 
elementary-level centers, often attached to mosques, for 
the memorization of the Qur’ān. Degree-granting pro-
grams, through the doctorate, have been opened under 
the supervision of the religious establishment, e.g. at Abū 
Nūr and Masjid al-Fath. Aside from the religion curricu-
lum of state schools, which functions to promote the pan-
Arabism of Ba‘thist ideology, popular education in Islam 
as provided by the religious establishment serves other 
purposes. It introduces Islam into the life of the nation 
in a way that goes beyond the symbolism of its constitu-
tional status as the religion of the president and a possible 
source of legislation. To be sure, the state monitors reli-
gious activity, but its existence outside state institutions 
has worked to preserve, even strengthen, the influence of 
religion.

This can explain recent state concessions to Islam: the de-
cision to allow prayer, a kind of religious association, in 
the military; and the licenses granted to the first Islamic 
banks. Who is coopting whom? Is the state going Islamic? 
No, but it cannot neglect the religiously imbued loyalties 
and aspirations of its people. The few members of parlia-
ment known to represent Islam, there as a way to integrate 
Islam into the state, bring an official sanction to their pro-
posed measures in the name of Islam. Their project, for 
example, to renew “religious speech” (al-khitāb al-dīnī) 
does coincide with state interests in defining “true” Islam 
as a moderate religion, but it also awards Islam an effec-
tive, nationally recognized position from which to speak 
to contemporary society.

While the path to liberalization seems a never-ending 
process, it is worth asking about Islamic political parties 
in Syria’s future. The recent Tenth Ba‘th Party Congress 
called for – even if it did not formulate details for imple-
menting – change, including non-state-regulated political 
parties. This, however, is limited to secularly – not reli-
giously or ethnically-oriented parties. Given the weakness 
of the secular opposition, the viability of such parties will 
depend on their ability to form alliances with the state-
banned religious opposition. The state has made clear it 
will not tolerate this. A combined secular-religious oppo-
sition, however, is not the only scenario for the political 
future of Islam in Syria.

MPs who represent Islam, having unsuccessfully requested 
state reconsideration of religiously oriented parties, still 
discuss publicly the importance of political representation 
that is religious but does not reduce religion to politics. 
This, to them, would lead not to the politicization of Islam, 
but the preservation of its moral integrity. Allowing Islam a 

public voice in the form of political parties as so conceived 
would effectively allow the religion to address popular 
sentiment, shape the moral discourse of the nation, and 
prevent the politicization of Islam by extremist elements 
claiming to speak in the name of God. Religious actors are 
thus seeking to ensure the societal influence of Islam in 
view of anticipated change but with the goal of Islam as 
moral authority not political end. Implicit in this strat-
egizing is a conception of Islam as civic-minded religion 
where toleration, not coercion, is paramount principle: an 
affirmation of religious pluralism emerging from within 
religious circles committed to preventing the distortion 
of Islam by extremists, who, in the opinion of these MPs, 
would undermine its credibility as formative agent of the 
moral fabric of Syrian society.

Islam in Syria is in a position to participate in and even 
facilitate the political transformation envisioned by the 
state and demanded by current domestic and regional 
challenges. This is not to suggest a one-to-one correspon-
dence between state and religion thinking on a pluralistic 
future – even within a Ba‘thist framework – but rather a 
partnership, wherein both sides have goals of self-preser-
vation that may produce unexpected results. The religion, 
seeking to protect its moral authority, is showing signs of 
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framing at least the beginnings of democratic procedure. 
Wherever things end up, it is at the very least necessary 
for us to revise our perception of religion in Syria. Along 
with other sectors, amidst shifting circumstances and 
needs, religion needs to be taken into account in explain-
ing (civil) society within the context of the authoritarian 
state.

Paul L. Heck, Ph.D. in Islamic Studies from the University of 

Chicago, has been at Georgetown University since 2004 as Assitant 

Professor (Theology Department). He has been visiting Syria since 

1994 and considers Damascus a second home.
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8 For example, in Dāryā, a town a few miles from Damascus. M. Kīlū, 
“Sujanā’ Dāryā,” al-Nahār, January 24, 2004, p. 18. A group of young 

people, inspired specifically by Islam, began to work to eradicate local 

corruption (perhaps the most serious flaw of government institu-

tions in Syria); to educate the populace in local problem-solving, in 

rights as safe-guarded by Islam, and in various sciences and job skills; 

and to mobilize local action for environment protection, religious 

tolerance and the extra-judiciary settlement of local disputes. Kīlū, 
a well-known Syrian advocate of civil society, concludes, “Perhaps 

the uniqueness of the experience [in Dāryā] resides in the capacity 

of non-partisan youth, members of Syria’s civil society, to advance a 

civil reading of Islam that led them to a political engagement with the 

problems of their small community that can serve as a model for a 

[similar] engagement with the problems of the other cities and towns 

of Syria, in all of which are youth resembling the youth of Dāryā.”

9 See Geoffroy, op. cit. (1997).

10 For example, AÎmad Kuftārū (d. 2004), former long-standing Grand 

Mufti of Syria and leader of the Naqshbanī-Khālidī Sufi order, who 

was known for his promotion of Sufi-Salafi rapprochement.

11 See M. S. Berger, “The Shari‘a and Legal Pluralism: The Example of 

Syria,” in B. Dupret et al. (eds.), Legal Pluralism in the Arab World, The 

Hague 1999.

12 Religion subtly but persistently influences the moral discourse of the 

nation. See P. Pinto, “Sufism and the Political Economy of Morality 

in Syria,” in P. L. Heck (ed.), Sufism and Politics, forthcoming issue of 

Princeton Papers. Interdisciplinary Journal of Middle Eastern Studies.

13 Articles periodically appear in state-aligned newspapers to argue for 

more flexible understandings of religion. For a recent example of this, 

see ‘Adnān al-Rifā‘ī, “Mu‘awiqqāt al-islāh al-dīnī fī l-fikr al-mahsūb ‘alā 
l-Islām,”, Tishrīn, 26 July 2005, p. 8.
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effect of religion on women’s status by investigating the ef-
fect of women’s organizations and their interpretations of 
Islam on the members’ political participation and attitudes 
toward extending formal political rights to women. At the 
time of this research, women still did not have the right to 
vote or run for parliamentary office.

Most of the research on the relationship between women’s 
mobilization and democratization in the Middle East has 
focused on women outside of the Gulf. However, women’s 
status and participation in the Gulf states needs to be exam-
ined in light of the rapid economic development and social 
and political change that has swept the Arab Gulf since the 
discovery of oil in the late 1940s. These changes have been 
in conjunction with a desire by existing regimes to preserve 

the traditional culture of society, especially the traditional 
structure of politics. The public roles and political partici-
pation of women in the Arab Gulf states have traditionally 
been very limited; however, development and social change 
is starting to affect the roles and status of women even in 
this conservative region. The growth of public and private 
educational systems have opened up employment oppor-
tunities for both men and women, as well as the desire by 
these governments to utilize the education and skills of all 
members of their small citizen populations. However, there 
are still barriers that constrain women’s growing opportu-
nities, especially societal and familial pressures to maintain 
traditional gender roles and behaviors.12

In general, there has been little research on Gulf women 
because of difficulties in gaining access to that population. 
To address the lack of representation, my research exam-
ined women’s voluntary associations – an important base 
for women’s social participation and involvement. The re-
search included a range of women’s associations – ten in all. 
The leaders of the ten associations were interviewed exten-
sively and a sample of 125 members was surveyed during 
January - March 1998. Leaders were identified through a 
snowball technique that began with colleagues and key in-
formants at Kuwait University and then leaders distributed 
the surveys to their active members. The leaders provided 
information about the background, goals, structure and 
activities of their organizations, especially on the topic of 

women’s political rights. Both leaders and members were 
asked about their perceptions of women’s problems, de-
scriptions of their activism and routine political partici-
pation, and their attitudes toward including women more 
fully in Kuwaiti society and politics.

A divide between the more numerous service organizations 
and the professional women’s groups existed. The leaders 
of the professional associations supported the notion that 
achieving women’s formal political rights was an impor-
tant goal. The leaders of the service organizations were 
more concerned with religious and social service activities 
than obtaining political rights for women. A few, especially 
among the Islamist service associations, were even opposed 
to granting such political rights based on religious inter-
pretations that claim that Islam forbids women to govern 
or rule. 

Moreover, there were divisions among the professional 
groups that prevented them from working together to 
achieve women’s political rights, in part based on differenc-
es in religious worldviews. Two of the professional organi-
zations were more secular in outlook while the third was an 
Islamist group. More specifically, the Islamist professionals 
did not want to separate religion from politics, especially 
in terms of women’s rights. They argued that Islam respects 
women and that God gave women political rights through 
the Qu’ran and the Sunnah. Thus, Kuwaiti society is being 
un-Islamic by denying women these rights.  On the other 
hand, the secular groups preferred to keep Islam out of the 
debate on women’s rights, even though they were religious 
individuals and agreed with the Islamists that women have 
a respected place within Islam. In separate interviews, these 
leaders expressed their feeling that some men misinterpret 
or misuse Islam in order to justify keeping women out of 
politics. Instead, they preferred to use a more secular argu-
ment – that women deserved formal political rights because 
they were citizens of an emerging democratic society. 

When examining the members’ attitudes and perspectives, 
I found that Islam was not inherently incompatible with 
support for gender equality and women’s public participa-
tion. Religious beliefs and practices were not barriers for 
members of both types of groups in either their political 
participation or in their support for women’s citizenship 
rights. Instead, holding strong Islamic beliefs (adhering to 
the theology; orthodoxy) was compatible with support for 
extending political rights to women even after controlling 
for other factors. Thus, as the growth of religious feminism 
around the world attests, secularization at the individual 
level is not a necessary condition to supporting women’s 
rights and political participation. 

Kuwait is an important case study because it has arguably 
gone the furthest of any Gulf state in the process of democ-
ratization and development of civil society. It demonstrates 
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the potential to combine democratic practices, especially 
women’s empowerment, with a religious citizenry. The cur-
rent conservative, Islamist-dominated parliament (which 
holds 21 of the 50 seats in parliament) voted on May 16, 
2005 to give women the right to vote and run for politi-
cal office starting in the 2007 parliamentary elections. Less 
than one month later, on June 12, 2005, the emir appointed 
the first woman to the cabinet, Massouma al-Mubarak, as 
well as appointing the first two women to the municipal 
council earlier in the month. Kuwaiti women’s rights sup-
porters have finally won the battle for formal political 
rights. Thus Kuwait has joined its Gulf neighbors in the 
wave of increasing women’s rights to political participation, 
which has intensified in the last five years. Female citizens 
in Oman, Qatar, Bahrain and now Kuwait have gained the 
rights of voting and holding political office.13

The divisions over democratization and women’s rights in 
Kuwait are very similar to debates found across the Middle 
East. Many countries in the region such as Bahrain, Egypt, 
Turkey, Iran, Morocco, Palestine, Tunisia, Algeria, Iraq and 
Afghanistan are ambivalent about women’s roles and public 
participation due to the desire to “modernize” while main-
taining “tradition”.14 More specifically, we find in Kuwait 
and in the Middle East more broadly that those who sup-
port women’s rights tend to be professional women, secular 
and Islamic feminists, those who believe in Arab national-
ism, some liberals and secularists, those who hold orthodox 
religious beliefs, Shia Islamists, members of formal volun-
tary organizations, those who follow the media regularly, 
and urban residents. In contrast, groups that do not sup-
port women’s rights tend to be women who believe in “tra-
ditional” gender roles, Sunni Islamists, rural residents and 
members of tribal groups, and citizens who support more 
traditional religious practices.15 Thus, the relationship be-
tween religion and democratization, particularly women’s 
empowerment, is complex. We find religious people in both 
camps of the women’s rights debates across the Middle 
East. However, Kuwait demonstrates that a Muslim coun-
try with a religious population can implement democratic 
reform by increasing women’s rights, moving closer to full 
democratization and gender equality.

Helen Rizzo is an Assistant Professor of Sociology at the American 

University in Cairo and can be reached at hrizzo@aucegypt.edu. 

Her article is based on her recent book with Routledge Press (2005) 

entitled, Islam, Democracy and the Status of Women: The Case of 

Kuwait.
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ed by man’s freedom and his ever-evolving opportunities, 
all within the bounds of society. This does not signal the 
end of religion, but rather a radical change of its legitimiza-
tion. Traditionally, it was religious authority that defined 
the limits and borders of secular power; now it is political 
power that defines the limits of expression of religion. This 
concept of laity has gradually evolved and taken on a spe-

cific identity according to its nation of origin: French laity 
is different from that of Italy, and both differ from German 
and English models. The new process of legitimization of 
political power is common to all models and is pivotal to 
democracy itself; in the words of Marcel Gauchet (1998), 
since the three modern revolutions (English, American and 
French), power is no longer dictated from “upon high” but 
is instead much more down to earth and “on man’s level.” 
Thus democratic power, totally free from the transcendent, 
represents only itself and the free will of those who use it 
as a medium. If, traditionally, politics was defined by its 
relationship with religion, the tables have now completely 
turned (Michel 1994).

This reversal, which we shall briefly concentrate upon, 
also has consequences in the religious sphere. As a result 
of “democratic mentality” and growing pluralism at the 
center of various European contexts, the relationship with 
the sacred is undergoing profound changes (Giordan 2003; 
Pace 1997). Traditionally, this relationship was formed by 
obedience to official institutions of belief: the central as-
pect of belief was represented by the loyalty to dogma and 
liturgy and conforming to moral rules. Of course, person-
al belief never went perfectly hand in hand with Church 
teachings, but the possibility of regulated reintegration was 
offered by the sanctions of confession and penitence. The 
relationship with the sacred was thus “surveyed” thanks to 
doctrine: various unacceptable actions and their necessary 
punishment were stabilized, as were virtuous actions and 
their successive rewards. The borders between belief and 
non-belief were clear-cut and unquestionable, as were those 
who decided what to do and how to pray. Christian history 
can be read again in the light of negotiation between insti-
tutional dictates and the free expression of individual and 
group religiousness.

The transition from tradition to modernity and the grow-
ing emphasis on the individual’s freedom of choice has 

redefined the signs that regulate access to the sacred. No 
longer are there “traffic lights” which stabilize and control 
the flow of belief in a heteronomous manner; now there are 
“roundabouts” which ensure that passage is open to all and 
voyagers may choose when and how to enter the game. The 
roundabout mentality is certainly more democratic than 
that of the traffic lights, however it is not the case of judging 
one system as “better” or “worse” but merely contrasting 
diverse dynamics and their consequences for those negoti-
ating the system. 

The term “spirituality” has been part of the sociological 
debate regarding religious phenomenon for at least the 
past decade and this term is used with dialectic tension, 
if not in opposition to that of “religion” (Roof 1993 and 
1999; Wuthnow 1998; Fuller 2001; Heelas 2002). Heelas 
and Woodhead (2005) have recently been speaking about 
“spiritual revolution.” This refers to both the progressive 
shattering of traditional forms of belief which were cen-
tred around the practice of liturgical rites and obedience 
to the moral laws dictated by traditional churches, and also 
to the progressive assertion of a new type of relationship 
with the sacred. This new relationship with the sacred is 
based on individual choice – the importance attributed to 
personal experience and the need for well-being, the mean-
ing of daily tasks, and the desire to creatively express one’s 
own feelings and emotions. It is possible to consider two 
different models, which may be partly integrated: the “reli-
gious model” is based on official institutions of belief and 
the “spirituality model,” which does not exclude symbolic 
resources and traditional religious belief, but is based on an 
individual’s free choice and needs.

It is this very concept of “spirituality,” so in need of deeper 
study at both a theoretical and empirical level, which is 
subject to the shifting axis of legitimization of the experi-
ence of the sacred in the democratic and pluralist West. 
The repositioning of the experience of the aforesaid with 
the transcendent in “acceptably democratic” terms has ren-
dered the “delegation” of the meaning itinerary somewhat 
marginal and residual. Democracy thus seems to supply the 
language and context for the regulation of the relationship 
between politics and religion and also for the co-habitation 
of different religious traditions and different movements of 
the same religion. Whilst traditional religions, which were 
based on the principle of exclusive identity, marked bor-
ders and indicated differences, contemporary spirituality 
seems more open to diversity and to the recognition of the 
legitimacy of the plural routes which may guide us to the 
sacred.

Comprehending one’s own religious identity in a spiritual 
manner does not mean that one must dilute or negate the 
plausibility and the foundations of personal conviction: 
doing so would be to fall into a dangerous form of relativ-
ism. More simply, the democratization of the sacred would 
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prevent the diverse moral and ritual forms of different re-
ligious traditions from clashing in their desire exclusively 
to affirm their reason and uniqueness regarding the truth. 
In a world which is ever-more global and pluralist, only 
by respecting others can religion be re-defined without the 
negation of both its own traditions and those of others. 
Obviously, the “spiritualization of religion” which places 
the liberty of the individual at the centre, rather than just 
the obedience to institutional authority, opens our minds 
to the possibility of other beliefs and to reciprocal respect. 
The legitimization of one’s own religious convictions will 
thus no longer be founded on the discrediting and repu-
diation of other beliefs. Beyond defusing possible conflict, 
accepting the challenge of a comparison with others may 
lead to a deeper analysis of personal beliefs and stripping 
the aforesaid of any controversial and apologetic elements. 

In this manner, religion would no longer be an obstacle for 
democracy and many more or less hidden conflicts in vari-
ous European nations (this would be even more decisive for 
Muslim countries) would be reassembled and reinstated in 
terms of “normal” public debates.

The democratic political system should no longer fear com-
parison with different religious traditions. These religious 
points of reference may offer significant added value to the 
co-habitation of different cultures, lifestyles, and social and 
cultural traditions in the common effort to make solid and 
credible the robust form of shared rules.

This democratization of the sacred in spiritual terms 
may be an antidote to fundamentalism, both Islamic and 
Christian. As stated at the outset, the result of the process 
of secularization does not mark the end of religion, but 
rather the return of a “personal religious” element which 
is safeguarded from political and ethnic exploitation. It is 
frightening that the cry for peace of practically all religious 
leaders is neglected by those who profess to belong to these 
very religions. “Spiritualization” of religion could open the 
doors for communication and the “democratic” welcome 
for the challenge to accept diversity and comparison. It 
must be noted that as part of the move of the democrati-
zation process, both ways of believing and “ways of making 
us believe” must change. Religious institutions are already 

moving in this direction, even if they sometimes seem still 
to be weighed down by historical incrustation connected 
to social and cultural models which are far removed from 
contemporary democratic mentality.

Giuseppe Giordan is Professore di Sociologia at the Università della 

Valle d’Aosta, Italy.
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Introduction by Marc Morjé Howard, Assistant Professor of 

Government, Georgetown University

On March 2, 2005, the CDATS “Quality of 
Democracy” speaker series hosted a lecture by 
Professor Seyla Benhabib, the Eugene Meyer 

Professor of Political Science and Philosophy at Yale 
University. Benhabib presented a paper drawn from 
her latest book, The Rights of Others: Aliens, Residents, 
and Citizens (Cambridge University Press, 2004), 
which derived from her delivery of the Seeley Lectures 
at the University of Cambridge. The book has since 
received the best book award of the North American 
Society for Social Philosophy, and it was also the co-
winner of the Ralph Bunche Award of the American 
Political Science Association.

The symposium that follows includes three sets of com-
ments on Benhabib’s book, which provide different 
perspectives on its arguments and contributions, fol-
lowed by a response by Benhabib. Dario Castiglione, a 
Senior Lecturer in Political Theory at the University of 
Exeter and a CDATS Visiting Faculty Fellow in 2003-
2004, focuses on Benhabib’s discussion of the “right 
to have rights.” Gerald Mara, Professorial Lecturer in 
the Department of Government at Georgetown and 
Executive Associate Dean of the Graduate School of Arts 
and Sciences, addresses the implications of Benhabib’s 
argument about the need for “democratic iterations” that 
would engage citizens while also ensuring greater and 
broader human and citizenship rights. Andrew Tucker, a 
recent Georgetown Ph.D. in political theory, tackles the 
“paradox of democratic legitimacy” raised by Benhabib’s 
work, as well as her proposal for “democratic iterations” 
that will strengthen the quality of citizenship and de-
mocracy. Seyla Benhabib then responds to her commen-
tators, providing some of the intellectual history that led 
to the writing of The Rights of Others and engaging the 
comments raised by Castiglione, Mara, and Tucker.

As the contributions to this symposium make clear, The 
Rights of Others is a rare and remarkable combination of 
informed political theorizing and contemporary empiri-
cal application to real world challenges.

Dario Castiglione

One of the central points of Seyla Benhabib’s thought-
provoking book on The Rights of Others is her interpreta-

tion of the “right to have rights,” and how this applies to 
aliens. She rightly suggests that the “right to have rights” 
has many meanings. I would here like to expound on her 
discussion. There are, I think, three main meanings to 
the expression, and three different views of citizenship 
emanating from them. The view proposed by Benhabib 
in turn gives rise to two different interpretations. 

First, the “right to have rights”can be taken as the rec-
ognition of the citizen as the “bearer of rights.” This is 
a citizenship-as-rights model, fundamentally liberal, in-
dividualistic, and mainly passive. Such an interpretation 
has recently been signaled (though not endorsed) by Will 
Kymlicka, who cites the use made of the expression in the 
1958 American Constitutional Court decision on Trop 
v Dulles.1 I shall refer to this as the “liberal” version for 
brevity’s sake.

Second, we can talk of the “right to have rights” as the 
recognition of the citizen’s “claim to participation” in 
a community of equals. Jeremy Waldron has defended 
such a conception by referring to what William Cobbett 
called the “right of rights.”2 This meaning reverses the 
liberal interpretation, stressing the importance of active 
participation, and of the role that the citizens themselves 
play in both establishing and defining their common 
rights. I shall refer to this as the “democratic” version.

Benhabib argues for an interpretation, starting from 
Hannah Arendt, that is different from either of the pre-
vious two. Contrary to Waldron’s democratic interpreta-
tion, Benhabib’s interpretation does not logically involve 
active participation (though it may not exclude it either). 
Contrary to the liberal view, this third interpretation 
tends to distinguish the general claim to have rights (a 
moral claim) from the particular claims engendered by 
the rights themselves (legal claims).

I wish to suggest that there are two possible interpreta-
tions for the meaning proposed by Benhabib, and that 
these two meanings incline towards the democratic and 
the liberal versions respectively. The meaning inclined 
towards the democratic version is implicitly suggested 
by Hannah Arendt, who formulates the “right to have 
rights” as a claim to membership – in a political com-
munity, rather than in a culturally or ethnically defined 
community. This “right,” as Arendt suggests, is para-
doxical, for it can only be recognized in negative terms, 
as when it is lost. I believe this is why Arendt rules out 
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that such a right could have been formulated in the 18th 
century, for the contemporary conception saw rights as 
emanating directly from nature. As Arendt observes, it 
is only when we are excluded from the community in 
which we are born that the importance of such a right 
becomes clear. For the same reason, it is only within po-
litical communities – and not as a member of a general 
humanity – that one can have one’s right of membership 
recognized. Accordingly, Arendt insists on the concrete 
nature of such a right to membership: a right to action 
rather than to generic freedom; a right to hold opinions 
rather than to a generic freedom of thought.

Partly following Frank Michelman, Benhabib gives a 
different twist to this interpretation of “a right to have 
rights,” suggesting that such a right amounts to the rec-
ognition of “legal personality.” In other words, a per-
son’s dignity (as a member of humanity in general) can 
only be fully recognized within a legal system through 
its civil and political features. The difference between 
these two interpretations is subtle, but nonetheless real. 
Benhabib’s reading of the “right to have rights” has dif-
ferent universalistic implications than the one suggest-
ed by Arendt, and takes us closer to the liberal version. 
The implication of this interpretation can be seen in 
relation to her conception of the development of EU 
citizenship. 

EU citizenship started as a series of “liberties” and 
“guarantees” functional to the freedom of movement 
necessary for the construction of a common market. 
In essence, this was a sort of market citizenship. Since 
Maastricht, European citizenship has acquired a more 
political dimension, but its logic is still that of comple-
menting, rather than replacing, national citizenship. Yet, 
European citizenship has shown to have a rather expan-
sionist quality, extending to both economically inactive 
persons and third country nationals. The figure of third 
country nationals, comprising mainly economic mi-
grants, is perhaps the greatest test of the porosity allowed 
by the normative definition of European citizenship, and 
of whether this can be taken beyond both its original 
market-based view and its present narrow political di-
mension. 

It appears to me that Benhabib’s analysis of how this may 
happen is based on a paradigm of citizenship resting 
entirely on the inclusionary/exclusionary model made 
popular by Brubaker’s study of France and Germany. 
This model is based on the rules of membership, which, 
however important, fail to capture the true democratic 
role of modern citizenship. For European citizenship 
to be able to provide a normative model with a more 
expanded conception of the Demos, as suggested by 
Benhabib, we need to look beyond the law at a more ac-

tive and socially engaged conception of citizenship, one 
where the boundaries between political and social activ-
ism are fundamentally re-drawn. 

Endnotes

1 W. Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy, p. 288 and 322-4, n. 6.

2 J. Waldron, Law and Disagreement, Chapter 11.

Gerald Mara

Seyla Benhabib’s The Rights of Others is an important and 
compelling attempt to connect developments in political 
theory with efforts to extend citizen rights and protec-
tions. For Benhabib, new forms of political theory and 
practice are necessary because of unprecedented dilem-
mas. Bringing war criminals to justice, preventing geno-
cidal civil conflicts, and managing pressures created by 
increasing numbers of migrants and refugees pose chal-
lenges that cannot be met by the nation state system or 
outmoded forms of political thought (16). 

Benhabib uses discourse ethics to argue for extending 
citizenship rights to those denied them within the na-
tion state system. Pragmatically, she calls for civic prac-
tices designated as democratic iterations to revisit and 
recraft terms of political membership (179). Discourse 
ethics allows the formulation of universal norms without 
depending on an untenable and premodern metaphys-
ics. Democratic iterations can institutionalize universal 
imperatives while taking seriously particular needs and 
shared meanings. The resulting politics depends less on 
sovereign pronouncements of states and more on the ac-
tive involvement of citizens. Such democratic iterations 
contribute to a cosmopolitan federalism that is neither 
world government nor the retention of Westphalian state 
sovereignty. 

This book’s most important virtue is its stimulation of 
critical thinking about innovative political possibilities 
and modes of political thought. There are three areas in 
which further conversation should occur.

First, Benhabib’s assessments should encourage consid-
eration of positive roles for state sovereignty in establish-
ing human rights norms. Historically, the contribution 
of nations to establishing human rights extends from 
the formulation of the Universal Declaration in 1948 (cf. 
Michael Ignatieff, Human Rights as Politics and Idolatry, 
Princeton, 2001, pp. 5-6) to Benhabib’s own example 
of pre-EU attempts by the Schlesweg-Holstein provin-
cial assembly to extend voting rights to non-nationals 
holding citizenship in reciprocating countries (202-3). 
More generally, improving and extending human rights 
policies within nations can be stimulated by recogniz-
ing commitments and prohibitions that other sovereign 
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states take seriously enough to enforce through the rule 
of law. The recent U.S. Supreme Court decision that 
found the death penalty for juveniles unconstitutional 
took its bearings in part from the established practices 
of other states. 

Second, Benhabib’s use of discourse ethics provides an 
opportunity to revisit the strengths and limitations of 
that approach. For all of discourse ethics’ careful devel-
opment, there is something arbitrary about the claim that 
we inhabit a postmetaphysical age, if being postmeta-
physical means getting past attempts to articulate needs 
and responsibilities defined by membership in the human 
species. It is not clear that attempts to move beyond sub-
stantive considerations of a human being’s needs or ca-
pabilities (Amartya Sen’s and Martha Nussbaum’s term) 
can or should succeed, especially in contexts where deep-
er and more extended civic conversations are essential. 
Benhabib’s insistence that we think postmetaphysically 
arises from a critique of Enlightenment social contract 
theories (129-130). Yet while her criticisms plausibly ap-
ply to these targets, they do not undercut all approaches 
to the human in political theory. Plato and Aristotle treat 
the relation of nature, culture, and the content of the 
human as matters of unresolved but persistent concern. 
Closer to home, serious conversations over the resignifi-
cation of rights and identities, Benhabib’s preferred out-
come in debates over the wearing of scarves by French 
Muslim women (193-7), themselves seem incomplete 
absent considerations of how ethnic, religious or gender 
memberships can develop or retard human needs and 
possibilities. Retaining a concern for the significance of 
the human would counter those who “reduce the de-
mands of morality to the claims of specific ethical, cul-
tural and political communities” (15). 

Finally, Benhabib’s enthusiasm for democratic iterations 
encourages attempts to identify aspects of democracy 
that not only accommodate but also resist cosmopoli-
tan norms. This need is suggested by the recent rejec-
tions of the proposed EU constitution in France and 
the Netherlands through democratic referenda. Modern 
democratic theory often assumes that enhancing pros-
pects for rational interaction or constructive political 
engagements is inextricably linked to the expansion 
and deepening of democracy. Influences that strengthen 
communicative rationality or energize participatory 
politics are democratic. Those that distort communica-
tion or debase political engagement are foreign invaders 
that weaken or pathologize an otherwise healthy organ-
ism. Is this perhaps too simple? The metaphors we use 
to compare democratic polities may need to be extended 
beyond scope (more or less) and strength (stronger or 
weaker) to include considerations of quality (better or 
worse).

These conversations can continue in a variety of ways 
and Benhabib would surely see some directions and 
advances as more fruitful than others. There can be no 
doubt, however, about the importance of these questions 
or about Seyla Benhabib’s contributions by raising them 
with the utmost urgency and greatest clarity.

Andrew Tucker

Two of the unsuccessful suicide bombers who targeted 
the London Tube and bus network in July are legal im-
migrants. Perhaps inevitably, the British tabloid press has 
interpreted this fact as an indictment of all immigrants, 
legal and illegal, for being insufficiently British (whatever 
that means) and demanded that their rights – civil, polit-
ical, welfare, cultural – be rescinded. That these would-be 
Islamic martyrs were given sanctuary by British society 
as children from civil war elsewhere is not portrayed as 
a source of national pride but as a vulnerability to inter-
national terrorism. What rights then should “aliens” be 
accorded and what rights can they demand? Benhabib’s 
exemplary new book stakes out the ground where these 
difficult questions can be answered. 

In this short review, I shall only address two – one 
conceptual, the other methodological – of the various 
important arguments that underpin her case and are 
substantively related. I choose these because they are 
suggestive of where democratic theorists might turn for 
answers. 

First, Benhabib conceptualizes the paradox of democratic 
legitimacy. That is, “those whose rights to inclusion and 
exclusion from the demos are being decided upon will 
not themselves be the ones to decide upon these rules” 
(206). This is paradoxical in that it exposes the limita-
tions of deliberation as a normative goal of democratic 
politics caught between universal human rights and the 
sovereign legitimacy of self-defining peoples. According 
to deliberative theorists, all those affected by a collective 
decision must have the opportunity to be included in 
the decision-making process. At the same time, sovereign 
legitimacy is traditionally territorial and therefore exclu-
sionary. This paradox has become central to democratic 
politics following the demise of the Westphalian system 
of nation states under pressure from globalization, the 
inadequacy of distributive justice models to deal with 
migration claims, and the confused moral basis of le-
gal mechanisms of membership. Caught in the middle 
of these currents are stateless refugees claiming human 
rights from sovereign nations that are under varying le-
gal obligations to recognize them. 

Benhabib focuses on the moral imperative to offer crite-
ria by which aliens can be incorporated into full rights-
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bearing citizenship. Incorporation is usually achieved 
gradually through a multi-stage process, beginning with 
social benefits like health care and concluding with po-
litical rights of participation and representation. But, 
because aliens by definition lack the full participatory 
rights of citizens, others must speak on their behalf in 
the political process. The conceptual question to be ad-
dressed is how these informal representatives, such as 
associations and religious community leaders, may be 
judged legitimate and representative of aliens’ interests 
and beliefs. Solving this problem offers the potential to 
cut the Gordian knot linking territoriality, representa-
tion, and democratic voice that Benhabib concludes pre-
vents progress on this question (219).

Second, she offers a highly productive methodology. 
Benhabib seeks to bridge the gap between normative 
political theory and the political sociology of the mod-
ern state by focusing on what she calls “democratic itera-
tions.” These are “complex processes of public argument, 
deliberation, and exchange through which universalist 
rights claims and principles are contested and contex-
tualized . . .throughout legal and political institutions, 
as well as in the associations of civil society” (179). The 
iterative process is driven both by the analytical rigor 
practiced by democratic theorists and the rough and 
tumble of democratic politics practiced by human rights 

campaigners. Democratic iterations are essential to the 
health and vibrancy of our democracies because they 
challenge us to explain what we mean when we claim to 
act under the banner “We, the people”. 

As Benhabib points out, the conditions that have cre-
ated the paradox of democratic legitimacy also tend, in 
practice, to disaggregate the unitary concept of citizen-
ship. Within the European Union, for example, citizen-
ship carries different (and potentially contradictory) 
rights at sub-national, national and transnational levels. 
Within this diverse model of citizenship, new models of 
representation are appearing at each level which may 
be better addressed by political sociology than demo-
cratic theory. For example, how do citizens choose who 
best represents their environmental concerns: a self-ap-
pointed local Greenpeace chapter, an elected British MP, 
or an unelected European Commissioner? Increasingly, 
citizens recognize all three as supplementary forms of 
representation, chosen according to one’s political iden-
tity, needs, and conditions. 

Benhabib demonstrates in The Rights of Others that ac-
cepting and implementing aliens’ “right to have rights” is 
a core task of a well-functioning representative democra-
cy. She also makes clear how much more work is needed 
here to realize such a democracy.

By Seyla Benhabib

I would like to thank Dario Castiglione, Gerald Mara and 
Andrew Tucker for their constructive comments on The 
Rights of Others.  Aliens, Residents and Citizens.1  The ques-
tions which inspired this book first became vivid to me in 
the mid-1990’s, when the raging ethnic wars in the former 
Yugoslavia on the one hand and the process of European 
unification on the other, were producing daily images of 
thousands of refugees, asylum seekers, and displaced per-
sons pouring into the EU through various borders across 
Hungary (which was not then an EU member), Greece and 
Austria, among others.  The disjunction between processes 
of post-national unification and the persistence of borders 
in deciding the life and death of many thousands alerted 
me to the paradoxical nature of more generalizable devel-

opments: namely, the much-discussed crisis of Westphalian 
models of sovereignty that presuppose that territoriality, 
state jurisdiction, and representation are coterminous with 
increasingly porous borders and the uncoupling of terri-
toriality, jurisdiction and identity.  “We are like travelers,” I 
wrote, “navigating an unknown terrain with the help of old 
maps, drawn at a different time and in response to different 
needs. While the terrain we are traveling on, the world soci-
ety of states, has changed, our normative map has not” (6).

In addition to these political developments, two philo-
sophical lines of inquiry preoccupied me prior to writing 
The Rights of Others.  While concluding my 1996 book on 
The Reluctant Modernism of Hannah Arendt2 I was stuck 
by Arendt’s claim that “statelessness” was not only one of 
the enabling sources of totalitarianism but that it would 
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Castiglione believes that mine is a privatistic, or better still, 
privatizing, reading.  His concern is that I have given a lib-
eral rather than republican interpretation of European citi-
zenship claims and have underestimated “a more active and 
socially engaged conception of citizenship.”

Although I find these distinctions very helpful, they can be 
overdrawn as well:  neither the liberal nor the republican 
versions answer how ‘just membership’ is to be attained.  In 
both models, the boundaries of the demos are already taken 
as given, whereas my concern is precisely with interrogat-
ing practices and justification for setting those boundar-
ies.  The right to membership, interpreted as the right to 
democratic participation, presupposes the recognition of 
the person as one who is entitled to participate.  How is 
such recognition given? Why is it denied?

Liberal and republican conceptions are also much more 
interdependent than this typology suggests.  As I argue in 
chapter 4, the interpretation of rights claims along property 
entitlements was a consequence of early capitalist devel-
opments which shaped the moral imagination of liberal 
political theory (129 ff).  However, the civil rights which 
early liberalism defended, such as the rights to life, liberty, 
property, and due process, as well as certain rights of as-
sociation such as commercial, religious and matrimonial 
ones, are neither individualistic nor passive, as Castiglione 
suggests.  They used to be referred to by tradition as “natu-
ral rights.”  As we have replaced talk of natural rights with 
talk of basic and civil rights, it has also become clear that 
these rights are necessary but not sufficient conditions of 
citizenship. All activities of republican citizenship, ranging 
from the rights of association, demonstration, publication, 
and remonstration to the rights to vote and run for office, 
presuppose the guarantees provided by basic rights to civil 
equality in the eyes of the law.  I follow John Rawls in think-
ing that liberty is only meaningful when it is accompanied 
by practices and institutions which guarantee “the equal 
value of liberty.”  The universal claim to legal personality 
means the entitlement of each human being worldwide to 
a schedule of basic civil rights.  The debate today is how 
widely or narrowly such civil rights ought to be interpreted 
and whether an equal package of social and political rights, 
and maybe even cultural rights, must be included in a guar-
antee of universal legal personality.

Gerald Mara is right to note that states have a positive role 
in establishing human rights norms, but I would add that 
states’ relations to these norms is also conflictual: as long 
as sovereign states are the only signatories to international 
human rights treaties, they are also the addressees of rights 
claims.  However, international human rights treaties 
– for example, The Convention Against the Elimination of 
Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) – set standards 
in both juridical and moral senses against which the ac-

remain one of the political evils of the future as well.  How 
or why were human beings rendered stateless?  How could 
a world community which subscribed to the 1948 Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights still countenance stateless-
ness at a growing rate among the world population?

The second line of inquiry derived from my interests in 
discourse ethics, the philosophical elucidation of which I 
have pursued over the last twenty years.3  Discourse ethics 
articulates a universalist moral standpoint, according to 
which each and every human being is potentially a moral 
conversation partner with whom I can, at any point in time, 
enter into a moral discourse of justification.  From this 
standpoint, political boundaries are arbitrary.  However, 
a shared feature of all norms of membership, including 
but not only norms of citizenship, is that those who are 
affected by the consequences of these norms, and initially 
by criteria of exclusion, per definitionem cannot be party 
to their articulation.  Membership norms affect those who 
are not members precisely by distinguishing insiders from 
outsiders, citizens from non-citizens.  The dilemma is this: 
either a discourse theory is simply irrelevant to member-
ship practices in that it cannot articulate any justifiable cri-
teria of exclusion, or it simply accepts existing practices of 
exclusion as morally neutral historical contingencies that 
require no further validation. This would suggest that a 
discourse theory of democracy is itself chimerical insofar 
as democracy would seem to require a morally justifiable 
closure which discourse ethics cannot deliver (15).

Can there then be a discourse-theoretical justification of 
democratic closure? I answered that there were some prac-
tices of democratic closure which were more justifiable than 
others but that potentially all practices of democratic justi-
fication were open to challenge, resignification, and dein-
stitutionalization (17). The “right to have rights” (Arendt) 
always and inevitably combined the universal human right 
to membership with a delimitation of the content of that 
membership in juridical-legal terms, in accordance with 
the schedule of rights of each country.

Dario Castiglione notes an interesting ambivalence in this 
concept between what he calls, for brevity’s sake, the “lib-
eral” and “democratic” versions.  In the first version, there 
is a citizenship-as-rights model; in the second, the model is 
citizenship-as-participation.  Castiglione further notes that 
my interpretation fits neither model and that I “distinguish 
the general claim to have rights (a moral claim) from the 
particular claims involved by the rights themselves (legal 
claims).”  This third version can itself be read in a way which 
inclines toward either the liberal or the republican model.  
He interprets Arendt as viewing “right to have rights” as a 
right to membership, as a right to action and opinion and 
takes issue with my suggestion that “the right to have rights” 
amounts to the recognition of universal legal personality.  
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tions as well as laws and practices of states can be measured.  
Human rights treaties give rise to human rights regimes 
with their own agencies for monitoring compliance; civil 
society groups emerge, advocating for the passage of spe-
cific legislation; and NGOs and INGOs get to work, pub-
licizing and raising consciousness about the meaning of 
these norms and conditions for satisfying them. The state 
is not the sole sovereign in interpreting its own compliance 
with human rights norms.

If the right to have rights, the international human rights 
regime, crimes against humanity, the Genocide Convention, 
the 1951 Convention on the Status of Refugees, and the 
like play such an important role in my argument, can we 
avoid a more robust conception of the “needs and respon-
sibilities defined by membership in the human species”? 
(Mara)  Isn’t there something arbitrary and unsatisfying 
about my claim that we are in a “postmetaphysical age,” if 
by “postmetaphysical” is meant that substantive views of 
human nature and possibilities are overhauled or are in-
defensible?  

In The Rights of Others I built upon work on the founda-
tions of ethical theory which I had principally undertaken 
in Situating the Self. Gender, Community and Postmodernism 
in Contemporary Ethics. By the term ‘postmetaphysical’ I 
meant the conceptual difficulty, but not impossibility, of 
grounding our view of human nature, of its needs and ca-
pabilities, upon a more comprehensive vision of the uni-
verse.  In scientific and philosophical circles, overarching 
worldviews have fallen into disrepute, although, in popular 
culture all around the world, a revival of interest in such 
general visions is manifesting itself. In The Rights of Others 
I followed the strategy of disassociating the political from 
the metaphysical, but Gerald Mara is certainly right in sug-
gesting that the justification of human rights will involve 
retaining a concern “for the significance of the human.”  
Moral universalism is, after all, a form of humanism.

Since September 11, 2001, discourses of immigration and 
the “rights of others” have become embroiled with secu-
rity concerns.  Beginning with the passage of the Patriot 
Act in the USA and the absorption of the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service by the office of Homeland 
Security, the immigrant, and even the ordinary tourist, 
is increasingly viewed as a threat, as the potential “enemy 
alien.”  September 11 revealed the porous nature of borders. 
Since then, the Madrid bombings of March 2003 and the 
London bombings of July 2005 have only added to nation-
states’ sense of vulnerability.  The rights of others are in 
danger of being replaced by the wrongs of others: as po-
litical discourse collapses all distinctions among strangers, 
foreigners and immigrants, and refugees, asylum seekers, 
undocumented aliens and enemy aliens, democracies are 

in danger of losing their own commitment to the rule of 
law and the rights of others.

Andrew Tucker is quite right to begin his comments by 
reminding us of this changed world political condition.  
Under such conditions the paradox of democratic legitima-
cy, “that those whose rights to inclusion and exclusion from 
the demos are being decided upon will not themselves be 
the ones to decide upon these rules,” (The Rights of Others, 
206) becomes even more poignant.  As Tucker observes, it 
is often informal representatives “such as associations and 
religious community leaders” who represent aliens’ inter-
ests and beliefs within national civil society.

While I find the paradox of democratic legitimacy con-
ceptually incontrovertible, I agree that the distinction of 
member vs. non-member needs to be more refined socio-
logically.  Immigrants, who are non-citizens, are also mem-
bers at various stages of incorporation and they have voice 
in school parent-teacher associations, in neighborhoods, 
in religious organizations, in the business community and 
throughout civil society. The incorporation of non-mem-
bers into democratic societies shows gradations of voice 
and representation; these groups and their representatives 
are participants in the decision-making process concerning 
the rights of others as they transition from non-member to 
citizen status.  Immigration and citizenship discourses take 
place today in a complex public sphere in which legal resi-
dent aliens, undocumented workers, refugees, asylum seek-
ers, and their representatives seek to influence public policy 
outcomes.  Highlighting this point, which was implicit in 
my discussion of “l’affaire du foulard,” (181-198) as well as 
the German case about alien suffrage rights (202-207), may 
not be sufficient to “cut the Gordian knot linking territo-
riality, representation and democratic voice,” but Tucker is 
correct to draw attention to the need for further reflection 
on representation.

Castiglione ends his comments with a similar concern: the 
need to look “beyond the law toward a more active and 
socially engaged conception of citizenship, one where 
the boundaries between political and social activism are 
fundamentally re-drawn.” There is a complex relation-
ship between political membership and political agency.  
Conditions of membership do not necessarily determine 
conditions of agency: sometimes nonmembers become 
active and empowered political agents, and very often, 
even membership is not an inspiration to political activ-
ism. Today’s immigrant communities, all over the world 
and particularly in urban centers, whatever the legal status 
of their membership, are in the process of generating new 
modes of trans- and international and diasporic forms of 
activism.  Alas, global terrorism as well as more positive 
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■ Stephen Macedo, et al. Democracy at Risk: How Political 
Choices Undermine Citizenship Participation and What We 
Can Do About it. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 
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Review by Russell Dalton, Professor of political science at the 

University of California, Irvine. His most recent authored or edited 

books include “Democratic Challenges, Democratic Choices” (2004), 

“Democracy Transformed?” (2003) and “Parties without Partisans” 

(2000).

This book is a result of a col-
laborative project by the 
American Political Science 

Association to focus academic schol-
arship on the health of American de-
mocracy. It begins with an ominous 
warning: American democracy is at 
risk. The risk comes not from some 
external threat but from disturbing 
internal trends: an erosion of the ac-

tivities and capacities of citizenship. Americans have turned 
away from politics and the public sphere in large numbers, 
leaving our civic life impoverished. Citizens participate in 
public affairs less frequently, with less knowledge and en-
thusiasm, in fewer venues, and less equally than is healthy 
for a vibrant democratic polity (1).

How can one read this, and not want to read on? The book 
begins like the old Saturday matinee: democracy is tied 
to the rails, the train is approaching; can democracy be 
saved?

Moreover, the ensemble cast for this volume is among the 
best in political science. Nineteen leading political scientists 
present, analyze, and discuss current research evidence on 
the health of American democracy. The project involved a 
series of conferences, panels at professional meetings, and a 
launching at the 2005 APSA meetings. This is a ‘must read’ 
book for those interested in democracy and American poli-
tics. It makes the reader ponder what democracy is about, 
how we are doing, and what the prospects are for the fu-
ture.

The book is divided into five chapters. The first chapter 
introduces the debate on civic engagement in America, and 
provides the empirical foundation for the volume. This 
chapter presents the familiar conclusion from Putnam’s 
Bowling Alone and related works. Too few of us are voting, 
we are disconnected from our fellow citizens and lacking 
in social capital, and too few people possess a sufficient 
understanding of politics. The project proceeds on the as-
sumption that when citizens are involved and engaged with 
others, their lives and their communities are better. Thus, 
the erosion of engagement creates the contemporary risk 
for American democracy. This is Tocqueville revisited, only 
easier reading and in English.

Chapter 2 focuses on national electoral processes. The 
project presents evidence that it believes reflects a strong 
consensus in the research literature. This means that the 
results will be well-known to scholars–but perhaps not so 
well-known to students and political activists. The chapter 
describes the declining turnout in presidential and congres-
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sional elections, and in some forms of campaign activity. 
Moreover, the authors emphasize the generational com-
ponent of these trends: more than older Americans, the 
young are tuning out and staying home at election time. To 
explain these trends, the authors point to personal factors: 
limited political knowledge, decreased interest in elections, 
weakening party attachments, and eroding social capital. 
In addition, structural factors, such as the media environ-
ment and changes in party mobilization, contribute to the 
decline in electoral involvement. One of the best features 
of the book is the reforms proposed after the empirical evi-
dence in each chapter. This chapter concludes with reforms 
to increase the quantity, quality and equality of electoral 
participation. These are reasonable ideas, some are new 
and creative, and it is valuable to translate the empirical 
evidence into a discussion of real politics. 

Chapter 3 discusses local political life in the American me-
tropolis. Metropolitan regions have experienced dramatic 
growth, decentralization, and diversification over the past 
several decades. This creates a new pattern of complex gov-
ernance and changes in the local context of citizenship. Yet, 
perhaps because of this increasing complexity, the impli-
cations for democracy and citizenship are unclear. When 
Americans elect 500,000 local office holders (by contrast, 
the British elect only 25,000), is this a sign of democracy at 
risk?  It is also unclear whether local engagement is really 
decreasing beyond election turnout.  Regardless, the chap-
ter ends with a set of reasonable reform proposals–worth 
discussing, but readers may be uncertain of their necessity, 
or their actual effect if implemented.

Chapter 4 explores associational life and the nonprofit and 
philanthropic sectors. One expects a familiar tune, thus it 
is surprising to read a different and more positive view of 
citizenship in America. This chapter stresses the vitality of 
volunteerism and philanthropy in America. The average 
American claims to volunteer regularly, and even if this is a 
socially conditioned overstatement, volunteerism certainly 
exceeds electoral participation. Building on this evidence, 
the chapter concludes by suggesting reforms to increase the 
quality and quantity of associational life.

Chapter 5 is a summation, raising some of the important 
questions of the project. However, the blanket claim that 
the quantity and quality of participation are lacking has 
not been convincingly demonstrated. I worry that many 
reforms to fix “X” will have greater unintended and un-
desired negative repercussions on “Y”. Suggesting that we 
invite citizens to participate “when it matters rather than 
for frivolous issues or in meaningless exercises” sounds a 
bit retrogressive. Suggesting that we increase turnout by 
shortening campaigns and lessening the number of elec-
tions ignores the role of elections as tool of civic education. 
These questions demonstrate the richness of the debate this 
book will stimulate. 

Despite my sincere admiration, some points generate res-
ervations. First, the book succumbs to the belief that to sell 
a book, one has to find a crisis. “Democracy at Risk” gener-
ates more attention than “101 Ways to Improve American 
Democracy.” Too often I felt the evidence is selectively pre-
sented to emphasize the negative features. For instance, 
Chapter 2 focuses on the decline in turnout, but the full 
data series for the American National Election Study does 
not find a broad and equivalent trend in all forms of cam-
paign activity. Chapter 3 cites one study showing that atten-
dance at local government meetings had decreased; but in 
the same paragraph overlooks evidence of increased local 
contacting and local community work between 1967 and 
1987 (the Verba et al. study cited on p. 91).

Second, the project does not give equal attention to the 
consensual evidence of positive changes in citizenship. For 
example, several forms of non-electoral participation are 
constant or increasing over time. Contemporary citizenship 
has improved in other ways: increased tolerance, greater 
support for social needs, and other elements of citizenship. 
Chapter 4 is the notable exception to the melancholy view 
of Americans. To really understand current politics and 
improve American democracy, researchers need a full and 
accurate audit–the positives as well as the negatives.

Third, the book focuses on young Americans–but only 
discusses their faults. This reflects a retrospective view of 
American democracy: How do we get people to act like 
they used to? How do we get the young to vote like their 
grandparents did? Rather than asking the young to act 
like their elders, we might ask how democracy can adapt 
to what is arguably the most educated, politically tolerant 
and socially engaged generation in American history– and 
one that struggles with political institutions designed for a 
different era.

Finally, much of this book is an introspective view of the 
U.S. case, lacking the comparative dimension that gener-
ated Tocqueville’s insights. For instance, the myth of the 
disengaged American is seldom evident in cross-national 
comparisons with other established democracies. The 
most recent data from the Comparative Study of Electoral 
Systems (www.cses.org) finds that American campaign 
participation and other non-electoral engagement ranks 
among the highest of any nation in the project. Those high 
turnout nations referenced in this book lack the quantity 
and quality of citizen engagement that Americans display. 
Comparison would also provide new insights (and a po-
tential corrective) in defining the causal processes produc-
ing the trends in this volume and hence the appropriate 
reforms. 

This book is an important contribution to the contempo-
rary debate on American democracy. I will use it in my 
teaching to provoke students and make them think about 
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these critical issues. But I’ll also tell them that at the end of 
the matinee, the train does not run over democracy.

■ Carol C. Gould, Globalizing Democracy and Human 
Rights, Cambridge University Press, 2004.

Review by Tabassum Siraj, a graduate student at the Georgetown 

Public Policy Institute.

Given the current contro-
versial implications sur-
rounding globalization 

and democracy, especially in the 
context of the United States’ sup-
port of democratic governments 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, Carol 
Gould’s new book is a laudable 
attempt to address the complex 
questions that ensue in any philo-
sophical debate on the universal-
ity of particular politico-cultural 

institutions and human rights.  The sheer breadth of the 
work is impressive, encompassing as it does the concepts  
of universality, human rights, justice, feminism, the 
body, politics, consensus, and individual agency.  What 
is equally impressive is Gould’s detailed consideration 
of the hard questions faced by any thinker attempting to 
tackle the complexities of political philosophy. In keep-
ing with the magnitude of her task, Gould divides her 
book into four parts, whereby she develops the structure 
of  her thought on human and group rights.

The philosophical underpinnings of Gould’s intellectual 
inquiry encompass the caring and empathic feminism best 
epitomized by Martha Nussbaum and the Rawlsian ideas of 
justice, which then extend into the realm of economic and 
political rights.  Even as she laments that the ideas of justice 
and democracy have long been debated separately, Gould 
acknowledges what she terms a “conceptual bind” charac-
terizing the relation between democracy and human rights, 
rights that she argues extend beyond those of citizens in 
any nation state into broader individual human rights that 
recognize no political boundaries. She outlines in detail 
the arguments by Jurgen Habermas and John Rawls elevat-
ing justice, but gives equal consideration to Robert Dahl’s 
elaboration of democratic theory.  Finding the positions 
articulated by both sides problematic and ultimately inad-
equate, Gould responds by formulating a concept in which 
individual human rights can “delimit” democratic decision 
making. 

Gould employs the normative framework developed in her 
earlier book Rethinking Democracy in her new discussion 
of global democracy, and it is her emphasis on the indi-
vidual that renders her approach to the democratic pro-
cess unique.  Any discussion of the individual for Gould is 

intertwined with the feminist notions of caring, empathy, 
and solidarity. These concepts inform her fundamental yet 
multifaceted position that humans are free agents and that 
the twin ideas of individual agency and social solidarity go 
hand in hand.  Her argument is especially relevant today 
given the proliferation of transnational organizations that 
transform individual human empathy and agency into net-
works of joint social activity. 
 
Since the very concept of democracy has generated fierce 
resistance in many cultures and nations as a foreign idea 
designed to further Western cultural and political hege-
mony at the expense of traditional forms of political prac-
tice, Gould is especially careful to avoid any accusations of 
cultural imperialism in her definition of democracy.   Thus, 
instead of narrowing democracy to the model of represen-
tation in Western political systems, she extends the con-
cept to validate the democratic credentials of consensus 
or near-consensus decision making, prevalent among the 
Zulus of South Africa, the Akan of Ghana, the Bugandans 
of Uganda, as well as among the indigenous peoples of 
North America.  Gould also refuses to fall prey to the intel-
lectual trap of cultural relativism.  She joins Amartya Sen 
and Martha Nussbaum in criticizing anthropologists who 
seek to enshrine unjust cultural practices in the quest for 
diversity.  Nonetheless, she points to the possible “hubris” 
that taints even Sen’s “capabilities” approach, endorsed by 
Nussbaum, simply because of  its claims to universality.  
Again, Gould’s own response is to offer an alternative con-
ception of universality which integrates equal freedom and 
human rights, an approach that recognizes the multiplicity 
of even its basic components. Her emphasis on multiplicity 
thus allows her model of universal human rights and hu-
man functioning to evolve over time. Because it embraces 
change in the context of the particularities of history, cul-
ture, and society, Gould’s universalism is flexible and non-
coercive, a central concern for Gould.

Gould’s discussions on women and the body  are especially 
rewarding for students of feminist political thought.  Her 
ability to present all sides of an argument before present-
ing her own is in keeping with her notion of caring. As a 
result, her discussion of feminism includes the positions 
held not only by feminists such as Sara Ruddick and Carole 
Pateman, but also by Nietzsche, and Claude Lefort. Her no-
tion of “embodied community” or the  “communal body” 
successfully avoids the essentialism she finds troubling in 
most feminist and Marxist thought.  
 
Part Three of Gould’s book is valuable for its discussion of 
globalization. Gould moves beyond the international po-
litical and economic institutions that are making the nation 
state less relevant to mention the growing interconnected-
ness of individuals who then form networks, a process she 
terms “intersocialization.” Recognizing the troublesome 
implications of international institutions for democratic 
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theory, she fittingly prioritizes individual rights over im-
personal, colossal international organizations such as the 
International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, NATO, and 
the United Nations. Gould’s  reference to  the vacuum of  
democratic accountability in which global bodies oper-
ate is invaluable, in light of recent scandals involving UN 
peacekeepers in Central Africa and NATO troops in Eastern 
Europe.
    
One wishes Gould had devoted more time to her discussion 
of current applications of global democracy, especially in the 
context of the internet, terrorism, and the Bush administra-
tion’s global war on terror.  Perhaps in her bid to transcend 
the limitations of cultural specificity and subsequent bias, 
and to focus exclusively on political philosophy, Gould has 
ignored some controversial issues that define the current 
global political landscape. This quibble notwithstanding, 
Gould’s work is an immensely valuable and timely contri-
bution to the long-standing debate on political philosophy. 

■  Georgetown University offers a Master’s in 
Democracy Studies

Georgetown University’s Department of 
Government and the Center for Democracy and 
the Third Sector (CDATS) recently launched a 
new master’s degree program in democracy stud-
ies to begin the fall of 2006. Application deadline is 
March 3, 2006.

For detailed information on this program, includ-
ing admission procedure, please visit Graduate 
School of Arts and Sciences website http://grad.
georgetown.edu. If you have any questions, please 
contact us at cdats@georgetown.edu. 

Benhabib, Continued from Page 25

forms of global citizenship emerge from this same milieu 
and use the same networks and resources.

The expansion and deepening of democracy through demo-
cratic iterations, therefore, is not an inevitable process, as 
Mara rightly reminds us.  Certainly, xenophobic and popu-
list sentiments against so-called “undeserving migrants,” 
who were viewed as threatening European welfare societies 
economically as well as morally, were part of what led the 
French and the Dutch voters to reject the EU Constitution 
in late May and early June 2005.  Our response cannot be 
a retraction of democratic iterations but must be a more 
heightened awareness of how “the rights of others” are an 
integral aspect of the quality of our very democratic institu-
tions; for when security trumps tolerance and liberality, as 
is happening in the majority of western democracies today, 
actions against the alien at the border eventually will come 
to target some as the “enemy” within. 

Endnotes

1 Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, 2004.  All references are to this 

edition.

2 See Seyla Benhabib, The Reluctant Modernism of Hannah Arendt [1996] 

(Rowman and Littlefield: New Jersey, 2003, new edition with a new 

Preface).

3 See Seyla Benhabib, Critique, Norm and Utopia. A Study of the 

Foundations of Critical Theory (Columbia University Press: New York, 

1986) and Benhabib, Situating the Self.  Gender, Community and 

Postmodernism (Polity and Routledge: London and New York, 1992).
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■ CDATS Events & Lectures, Fall 2005:

• Evan Lieberman (Princeton University), “International 
Pressures and Domestic Politics in the Global Response 
to HIV/AIDS”

• Givanni Capoccia (Oxford University), “Defending 
Democracy: Reactions to Extremism in Interwar Europe,” 
Commentator: Samuel H. Barnes

• Professor Sergio Aguayo (El Colegio de Mexico), 
“Mexican democracy and the 2006 presidential elections,”  
Introduction: John Bailey (Georgetown University)

CDATS is pleased to welcome its new fellows and graduate 
students.

■ 2005-2006 Visiting Fellows:

Alnoor Ebrahim is an Associate Professor in the School 
of Public and International Affairs at Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute and State University (Virginia Tech), where he also 
codirects the Institute for Governance and Accountabilities. 
He earned a doctorate at Stanford University (1999). Dr. 
Ebrahim focused his research on accountability and orga-
nizational learning in civil society organizations. He is the 
author of NGOs and Organizational Change: Discourse, 
Reporting, and Learning (Cambridge University Press, 2003), 
which received the 2004 Outstanding Book Award from the 
Association for Research on Nonprofit Organizations and 
Voluntary Action (ARNOVA). Currently, he is engaged in 
research that examines “Constructions of Accountability” 
in the relations of multilateral development banks with 
civil society organizations. Dr. Ebrahim is also complet-
ing an edited book, with Edward Weisband, Forging Global 
Accountabilities: Institutional Problematics and Participatory 
Practices.

Benjamin Read is an Assistant Professor in the Political 
Science department at the University of Iowa. A specialist on 
the politics of China and Taiwan, his interest in these areas 
was sparked by a year spent as a student in a Beijing elemen-
tary school in the early 1980s. He earned a B.A. at Cornell 
(1993), an M.A. at UC-Berkeley (1997), and a doctorate at 
Harvard (2003). His work has received a Fulbright-Hays 
grant as well as support from the Committee on Scholarly 
Communication with China, the Lewis Mumford Center 
for Comparative Urban and Regional Research, and the 
Chiang Ching-Kuo Foundation, among other institutions. 
Dr. Read’s main project investigates what he terms “state-so-
ciety grassroots engagement.” This project examines China’s 
urban neighborhood organizations as a case of this kind 
of grassroots engagement between state and society, with 

similar institutions in Taiwan and South Korea as second-
ary field sites.

■ Georgetown University Faculty Fellows:

Denise Brennan is an Assistant Professor of Anthropology 
in the Department of Sociology and Anthropology. She is 
the author of What’s Love Got to Do with It? Transnational 
Desires and Sex Tourism in the Dominican Republic (Duke 
University Press 2004). Currently she is writing a book on 
the recovery and resettlement process of trafficked persons 
to the United States, Life After Trafficking: Forced Labor 
and Servitude in the United States Today for which she was 
awarded an American Association of University Women 
Postdoctoral Fellowship to conduct field research in 2003-
2004. 

Susan Terrio is an Associate Professor of French and 
Anthropology in the Department of French. She has deferred 
her fellowship to academic year 2006-2007. Currently, she 
is a residential fellow at the Radcliffe Institute of Advanced 
Study at Harvard University where she is writing a book 
manuscript entitled, Judging Mohammed at the Paris Palace 
of Justice: Juvenile Delinquency, (Im)migration, and Exclusion. 
Based on four years of ethnographic and archival research at 
the largest and most influential juvenile court in France , the 
book examines shifting French approaches to the identifica-
tion, representation, and treatment of troubled youth. This 
project was also supported by fellowships from the Wilson 
Center in Washington and the National Humanities Center 
(which had to be declined). 

■ Graduate Assistants:

CDATS welcomes new graduate assistants Hamutal 
Bernstein (Government Department), Sarah Cross 
(Government Department), Vaibhav Gupta (Georgetown 
Public Policy Institute), Becky Kinsey (Georgetown Public 
Policy Institute), and Stipica Mudrazija (Georgetown Public 
Policy Institute).  

The Center also welcomes back graduate assistants David 
Madland (Government Department), Hilen Meirovich 
(Government Department), Marni Schultz (Georgetown 
Public Policy Institute), and Leah Smith (Government 
Department).

Center Highlights
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■ Affiliated Faculty and Fellows Accomplishments

CDATS director Steven Heydemann received a 2-year grant 
from the Smith Richardson Foundation to research and 
write a book, Why is the Middle East Still Authoritarian?  
Meeting the Challenge of Democracy in the Middle East. He 
also has a co-edited volume, The Legitimacy of Philanthropic 
Foundations, accepted for publication by Russell Sage Press. 
The volume is forthcoming in 2006.

Professor of Government and Foreign Service John Bailey 
finished an edited volume, Public Security and Police Reform 
in the Americas, with Lucia Dammert Flacso-Chile, which is 
going to be published by the University of Pittsburgh Press 
(English edition) and by Siglo XXI (Spanish edition). He 
has also co-authored an article, “Perceptions and Attitudes 
about Corruption and Democracy in Mexico,” with Pablo 
Paras, which is to be published in the Journal of Mexican 
Studies. In June 2005, professor Bailey presented a paper, 
“Security Traps and Democracy in Latin America,” at a con-
ference at Nuffield College, Oxford.

Professor Clyde Wilcox from the Department of Government 
had the 2nd edition of Interest Groups in American Elections, 
with coauthors Mark Rozell and CDATS Graduate Fellow 
David Madland, published at CQ.  Wilcox also co-authored 
The Christian Right and the Presidential Election of 2004 with 
Manfred Brocker, which is included in a volume edited by 
Torsten Oppelland, Die USA im Wahljahr 2004, and pub-
lished by Wissenschaftlicher Verlag, Atlantische Texte in 2005 
(German edition). In addition, he recently presented two pa-
pers, “Saving Marriage by Banning Marriage: The Christian 
Right Finds a New Issue in 2004,” with David Beer and Linda 
Merolla, at the annual meeting of the World Congress of 
the International Institute of Sociology, Stockholm, Sweden, 
and “Radical Dreams and Political Realities: Religion, Social 
Movements, and Radical Politics in the U.S,” at the Seminar 
on Religion and Radicalism, Antwerp, Belgium.

Assistant Professor Marc Morjé Howard recently pub-
lished an article entitled “Variation in Dual Citizenship 
Policies in the Countries of the EU,” in the Fall 2005 issue 
of the International Migration Review.  He has also writ-
ten several articles that were recently accepted for publi-
cation:  “Liberalizing Electoral Outcomes in Competitive 
Authoritarian Regimes” (with Philip G. Roessler) will appear 
in the April 2006 issue of the American Journal of Political 
Science; “Russian Anti-Semitism and the Scapegoating of 
Jews” (with James L. Gibson) is forthcoming in the British 
Journal of Political Science in 2006; and “Conceptual and 
Methodological Suggestions for Improving Cross-National 
Measures of Civil Society” will be published in the Fall 
2005 issue of the Journal of Civil Society.  His co-edited 

volume (with Vladimir Tismaneanu and Rudra Sil), World 
Order After Leninism, will be published by the University 
of Washington Press in 2006.

■ About this Publication

Democracy & Society is published twice a year, and 
CDATS welcomes submissions from scholars around 
the world.  Please visit http://www.georgetown.edu/
centers/cdats/democracyandsociety.htm or email 
cdatsnews@georgetown.edu for more details.

This issue was edited by Marni Schultz and Stipica 
Mudrazija.

■  CDATS GU Faculty Research 
Fellowship – Call for Applications

CDATS is pleased to announce internal Georgetown 
University Faculty Research Fellowships that will be 
available for Fall 2006 or Spring 2007. Awards will 
take the form of a $15,000 payment to the faculty 
member’s department. Departments will use these 
funds to provide release time for one semester. The 
deadline for applications is Friday, January 13, 2006. 
Completed applications should be delivered by 5:00 
pm on January 13 to: 
 
CDATS 
Internal Faculty Fellowships 
3240 Prospect Street, NW Lower Level 
Washington, DC 20007

Full-time Georgetown University faculty at all 
levels and from all departments and schools are 
eligible to apply. For more information, download 
an Information and Application Package from our 
website at http://www.georgetown.edu/centers/
cdats/visitors.htm.
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