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 On Highest Authority:
 Do Religious Reasons Have a Place in Public Policy Debates?

 1. Introduction

 The appropriate role of religion in a liberal democracy has in recent years
 been the topic of growing debate among social and political philoso
 phers, legal scholars, and the public generally. Although there is general
 agreement that the liberal ideal of individual freedom, in particular free
 dom of religion, justifies some degree of separation of church and state,
 there is no consensus about what exactly the relationship between relig
 ion and government should be. This debate has expressed itself in a vari
 ety of public controversies, such as Michael Newdow's ongoing efforts
 to have "under God" legally removed from the U.S. pledge of allegiance;
 France's 2004 passage of a law banning the wearing of religious sym
 bols, notably Muslim headscarves, in public schools; or even the 2005
 decision by a U.S. federal court judge ordering public schools in Cobb
 County, Georgia, to remove from their science textbooks stickers that read:
 "evolution is a theory, not a fact, concerning the origin of living things."1

 A particularly thorny dimension of this debate about religion's proper
 relationship to government involves whether religious reasons should play
 a role in shaping public policy. Robert Audi, for one, contends that civic
 virtue obliges religious citizens in a liberal democracy, when they advocate
 for coercive public policies, to be willing to offer some secular reason(s)
 for their views, and to be themselves sufficiently motivated by the rea
 son(s).2 If civically virtuous religious citizens cannot satisfy this require
 ment, then Audi believes they should refrain from advocating for those
 policies. He grounds his claims in certain considerations about the nature
 of liberal democracies. In particular, insofar as coercive public policies are

 'Cf., respectively, Linda Greenhouse, "Atheist Presents Case for Taking God from
 Pledge," The New York Times, 25 March 2004, p. 1; Alex Duval Smith, "France Divided
 as Headscarf Ban is Set to Become Law," The Observer, 1 February 2004; Selman v.
 Cobb County School District, 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 432 (N.D. Ga. 2005).

 zRobert Audi, "The State, the Church, and the Citizen," in Paul Weithman (ed.), Re
 ligion and Contemporary Liberalism (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press,
 1997), pp. 38-75, at pp. 55-56.

 ) Copyright 2009 by Social Theory and Practice, Vol. 35, No. 3 (July 2009)
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 394 Zachary Hoskins

 necessary, liberal democracies try to justify such coercion "in terms of
 considerations ... that any rational adult citizen will find persuasive and
 can identify with."3 Critics of Audi's view, however, contend that reli
 gious reasons, even in the absence of any corresponding secular reasons,
 have a legitimate place in public policy debates. It is unfair, on this view,
 to entreat reasonable, peaceful citizens to exclude themselves from particu
 lar public policy debates merely because the only sufficient motivating
 reasons for their views on those issues are religious ones. Philip Quinn, for
 instance, finds it doubtful "to suppose that every conscientious citizen
 strongly committed to preserving religious and other liberties should
 probably strive to follow the secular motivation principle in all cases."4

 There is something initially plausible about the critics' claim that a
 reasonable religious citizen should not be excluded, or asked to exclude
 herself, from public deliberation5 merely because her views regarding
 some policy are motivated solely by religious considerations. But if
 Audi's actual conclusions are too restrictive, there is nevertheless some
 thing compelling about the intuition on which they are based: that it is
 unfair to impose coercive laws or public policies on other people if these
 measures are grounded in reasons that the other people could not find
 persuasive or identify with—or, in Rawls's terms, reasons that others
 could not "reasonably be expected to endorse."6

 My general project in this essay is to reconcile these two competing
 intuitions.7 First, I examine Audi's account of civic virtue for religious

 3Ibid„ p. 48.
 4Philip L. Quinn, "Political Liberalisms and Their Exclusions of the Religious," in

 Weithman (ed.), Religion and Contemporary Liberalism, pp. 138-61, at p. 141.
 throughout this paper, when I use terms such as "public deliberation," "public dis

 course," "public policy debate," and so on, I intend these terms to refer specifically to
 advocacy in the public sphere for or against coercive laws or public policies. I do not
 address the issue of which reasons are appropriate in public debates in which no coercive
 law or public policy is at issue. Thus this paper does not explore the question of whether,
 e.g., it would be appropriate to appeal to some religious reason(s) in an attempt to per
 suade others that abortion is immoral, where what is at stake is not a proposed law but
 rather just more people freely choosing not to have abortions. Typically, however, public
 discourse about controversial topics such as abortion, gay rights, and so on tends to lead
 to public policies that will, for one side or the other in the debate, be coercive (see be
 low). My focus (like that of Audi, Rawls, and others), therefore, is on what sorts of reasons

 are appropriate for public discourse from which coercive laws and policies will emerge.
 John Rawls, Political Liberalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996), p.

 137. Rawls calls this the "liberal principle of legitimacy," and he restricts its scope to
 fundamental constitutional questions (cf. p. xlvi). I discuss Rawls's view below.

 7One might object that there are not in fact competing intuitions here, and thus no
 need to reconcile them. That is, one might contend that we can distinguish what sorts of
 reasons we may appropriately advance in public policy debates from what sorts of rea
 sons may appropriately ground our laws or policies. If so, we could allow for a wider
 range of reasons for the former than for the latter, and thus avoid unfairly excluding
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 On Highest Authority 395

 citizens, as well as the differences between religious and secular reasons,
 to determine why he believes religious reasons are particularly unsuitable
 candidates to justify coercive public policy. Of the various distinctions he
 discusses, I contend that only one—that religious reasons more typically
 are grounded in an infallible authority—is truly relevant for distinguishing
 suitable from unsuitable justifications of coercive policies. By focusing on
 this specific respect in which religious reasons typically are more troubling
 than secular reasons in policy deliberation, I then develop an alternative to
 Audi's account. In doing so, I draw on certain liberal themes in Rawls and
 Kant, notably the notions of reciprocity and respect. Essentially, I claim
 that individuals should refrain from bringing reasons held to be infallibly
 true to debate about coercive policies. Such a principle, I contend, can pre
 serve what is intuitively compelling about the claim that we should not
 subject people to coercive policies for reasons with which they can't iden
 tify, while at the same time avoiding the silencing of conscientious citizens
 whose only reasons for advocating some policy happen to be religious. In
 fact, although religious reasons (insofar as they are more typically
 grounded in an infallible authority) will tend to be held as infallibly true
 more often than will secular reasons, my proposal would undoubtedly al
 low many religious reasons (those held fallibly) in policy debates and ex
 clude many nonreligious reasons (those held infallibly). Finally, I also
 briefly consider Rawls's account of legitimate reasons for coercion, which,
 though similar in some respects to Audi's, is broader in terms of the range
 of reasons it excludes from certain policy decisions but seemingly nar
 rower in terms of the range of policy issues to which these restrictions ap
 ply. I contend that my view has certain advantages over Rawls's.

 voices from public discourse while also avoiding grounding coercive laws or policies in
 reasons with which some citizens cannot identify. I find this distinction's implications
 unattractive, however. The proposal that we could enter public policy debate wielding
 any reasons whatsoever as long as the laws or policies that emerged were based only on
 the appropriate sorts of reasons would seem to tell those whose advocacy is based on the
 disputed sort of reason (e.g., religious, etc.) that they may enter the policy debate but that
 their reasons will not be allowed to ground whatever policy may emerge. (In fact, it is
 doubtful that this even qualifies as genuinely being part of the policy debate, insofar as it
 is stipulated at the outset that one's reasons can never ultimately hold sway.) Further
 more, it is Audi's view to which I'm primarily responding in this paper, and Audi en
 dorses principles that constrain not merely what reasons may ground coercive policies,
 but what reasons citizens may bring in advocating for those policies. See his statements
 of his secular rationale and secular motivation principles in "The State, the Church, and
 the Citizen," pp. 55, 56, and in his Religious Commitment and Secular Reason (Cam
 bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), pp. 86, 96.
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 396 Zachary Hoskins

 2. Audi's Principles for Virtuous Religious Citizens

 Audi sets the stage for his account by citing various arguments in favor
 of liberal democracy as the most just form of government: that it best
 preserves freedom and provides adequate scope for individual autonomy,
 can sustain legitimate government, and contributes best to human flour
 ishing.8 To preserve religious liberty in particular, he writes, liberal states
 should maintain a separation of church and state, a separation that incor
 porates three basic principles: the state must permit the practice of any
 religion that does not violate individuals' basic human rights; the state
 must not give preference to one religion over another; and the state must
 not favor or disfavor religion as such (in effect, the state must respect the
 right not to be religious).9 Audi believes the same grounds that underlie
 these restrictions on state involvement in religious practice may also, "at
 the individual level, warrant a measure of separation of religious and
 secular considerations."10 That is, there may be good reason to keep reli
 gious reasons out of deliberation about coercive public policies.
 The case for religious restraint in such policy deliberations is sup

 ported, Audi contends, by the diversity of sources of religious obligation
 and the potential conflicts among them. He cites five sources of obliga
 tion for religious people: scripture, nonscriptural religious authority, tra
 dition, religious experience, and natural theology.11 These grounds are
 logically independent, so that, for example, scripture may (as best we can
 determine) endorse a different course of action from religious experi
 ence. Or the various grounds may pull in the same direction, yielding
 obligational overdetermination.12 Given the diversity of religious grounds,
 Audi claims that rational, mature religious citizens will seek a degree of
 coherence—what he calls theo-ethical equilibrium—"among their beliefs
 and attitudes grounded in religious sources of obligation and, in some
 cases, among those and beliefs and attitudes which they hold or find
 plausible, that they take to be grounded in secular sources."13 Also, ra
 tional, mature religious citizens will be sensitive to the possibility of reli
 gious sources yielding mutually conflicting judgments in particular
 cases, and thus they will be fallibilists about religious obligations, espe
 cially (a) with regard to what to do in nonreligious matters and (b) when
 there seems to be no good secular ground for the religiously based view.14

 Audi, "The State, the Church, and the Citizen," p. 38.
 9Ibid., pp. 39-42.
 10Ibid„ p. 42.
 "Ibid., p. 44.
 12Ibid„ p. 45.
 13Ibid., p. 46.
 14Ibid„ p. 47.
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 On Highest Authority 397

 These considerations—the multiplicity of sources of religious obliga
 tion, and the potential for contradiction among the judgments they indi
 cate—give virtuous religious citizens good cause, Audi contends, to seek
 and offer secular reasons (insofar as these are reasons that any rational
 citizen could find persuasive) when advocating about coercive policies.
 Although he anticipates the objection that this standard may be too re
 strictive—that is, it may ask too much of those who feel their obligations
 to be grounded solely in one or more of the various religious sources
 listed above—Audi contends that there is good reason, even on theistic
 grounds, to expect that such people will be able to find secular grounds
 for moral truths as well as religious grounds. In particular, given what he
 takes to be the traditional conception of God in Western theism (i.e., as
 omniscient, omnipotent, and omnibenevolent), "(m)ight we not, then,
 expect God to structure us and the world so that there is a (humanly ac
 cessible) secular path to the discovery of moral truths, at least to those
 far-reaching ones needed for civilized life?"15

 Granted, if God has created an ambiguous world in which evil looms so large that even
 many theists are tempted to conclude that this sorry world could not have been created by
 God, it would seem possible that there is no secular path to moral truths. But it is one
 thing for God to test us and provide conditions for our freely choosing to become chil
 dren of God; it is quite another thing to make it virtually impossible for those who do not
 so choose, even to be moral in non-theological matters ... If God cares enough about us
 not to compel us toward theism but instead to allow our free choice or rejection of it,
 would it not seem that we would be equipped with standards for use of our freedom in the
 ways appropriate to God's creatures?'

 Thus given the likelihood, even on theistic grounds, that moral truths
 are accessible via secular routes as well as religious ones, Audi believes
 religious citizens can (and should) adhere to his notion of civic virtue in
 advocating for coercive policies. To this end, he endorses the principles
 of secular rationale and secular motivation. The principle of secular ra
 tionale holds that a person is (prima facie) obliged not to support any
 coercive law or public policy "unless one has, and is willing to offer,
 adequate secular reason for this advocacy or support (say for one's
 vote)."17 The principle of secular motivation adds that one also should be
 sufficiently motivated by the secular reason.18 This second principle is
 not to be read, Audi explains, as indicating that religious people may not
 also have and be motivated by religious reasons—such principles may
 even be motivationally sufficient, as long as they are not motivationally
 necessary (which would imply that the secular reasons by themselves are

 15Ibid., p. 49.
 16Ibid.

 17Ibid., p. 55.
 18Ibid., p. 56.
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 398 Zachary Hoskins

 motivationally insufficient).19
 Another point worth noting is that Audi appears to intend his account

 as an appeal to religious citizens themselves, at least those with an inter
 est in cultivating civic virtue. Although he speaks of his two principles as
 generating obligations, he is not proposing the sorts of obligations for
 which a failure to satisfy them should be morally condemned (or legally
 sanctioned). "There is no question," he writes, "that morally one may,
 within one's rights, advocate a coercive course of action without being
 motivated by an adequate secular reason; my contention is that to do so
 is not always consonant with civic virtue."20 Thus a civically virtuous
 religious person would feel an obligation to live according to these prin
 ciples, and so they could be seen as binding, but only, to use Hobbes's
 phrase, in foro interno.21

 3. Objections to Audi's Account

 These last two claims—(a) that religious citizens have good reason to
 expect there to be secular as well as religious paths to moral truths, and
 (b) that Audi's principles are merely appeals to conscientious religious
 citizens, and thus not binding in any heavy-handed or external sense—
 appear to be intended to assuage the fear that the secular rationale and
 motivation principles will be too restrictive. But many who have read
 Audi's account remain unconvinced. Among the critics, as mentioned
 earlier, is Quinn, who writes:

 Imagine a person sufficiently motivated to take part in peacefully advocating more re
 strictive abortion laws solely by the belief that God has made it known through the teach
 ing authority of the Roman Catholic Church that almost all abortions are wrong. Because
 this person is not motivated by any secular reason, she is a fortiori not motivated by ade
 quate secular reason, and so she violates the principle of secular motivation. But I think it
 is a mistake to suppose that she fails on this account to be a conscientious citizen ... Fur
 thermore, if she is to come into compliance with this principle, she must either cease her
 advocacy or acquire a sufficient secular motivation for it.22

 Quinn thus believes it unreasonable to think that this person should not
 be able to advocate for her view merely because her only reason for
 holding the view is a religious one.
 Why would Quinn and other critics23 continue to object to Audi's

 19Ibid., p. 73.
 20Ibid„ p. 60.

 2,Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, revised student éd., ed. Richard Tuck (Cambridge:
 Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 110.

 22Quinn, "Political Liberalisms and The
 23Cf. J.L.A. Garcia, "Liberal Theory,

 Morality," in Weithman (ed.), Religion and Contemporary Liberalism, pp. 218-52

 22Quinn, "Political Liberalisms and Their Exclusions of the Religious," pp. 141-42.
 23Cf. J.L.A. Garcia, "Liberal Theory, Human Freedom, and the Politics of Sexual
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 On Highest Authority 399

 principles of religious restraint, given his assurances about secular paths
 to moral truths and the merely internally binding nature of his principles?
 First, even if one accepts that there are secular paths as well as religious
 paths to moral truths, this belief offers no guidance about what these
 secular paths are. Consider again the person in Quinn's example above,
 only this time consider that she also believes, because God is omnipo
 tent, omnibenevolent, and omniscient, that it follows that there must be
 adequate secular reasons for her view as well as the religious reasons that
 motivate her. This mere belief, that there must be secular reasons, does
 not itself provide her with secular reasons; that is, she might believe
 there must be secular reasons without having any idea what these secular
 reasons might be. Being a conscientious religious citizen, she might even
 take it as her responsibility to think about, read about, and discuss the
 issue with others in an effort to determine what the secular justifications
 for her position are, and yet her endeavor might be fruitless. That is, she
 might not find secular reasons that she takes to be adequate and that are
 sufficient motivations for her. Asking such a person—who advocates
 peacefully and respectfully for her position, and who has even made rea
 sonable efforts to find what she takes to be adequate, sufficiently moti
 vating secular justifications for her view—to exclude herself from public
 deliberation merely because her motivating reasons are wholly religious
 appears, as Quinn and Garcia suggest, too restrictive.

 What about Audi's assurance that the principles are merely counsels
 of virtue, and thus merely internally binding? First, it is worth noting that
 if he does offer these principles merely as guides to virtuous citizenship,
 his language could at times be clearer about this. As mentioned before,
 he formulates the principles themselves in terms of prima facie obliga
 tions24 and in an earlier essay claims that the principles apply to indi
 viduals' "duties as citizens."25 Beyond just his language, though, Audi's
 basic justification for endorsing these principles seems to support their
 having genuine binding power. The rationale for the principles, after all,
 is that liberal democracies, out of a respect for individual autonomy, will
 attempt to justify coercive laws and public policies "in terms of consid
 erations ... that any rational adult citizen will find persuasive and can
 identify with."26 If respect for the autonomy of individuals, a fundamen

 Nicholas Wolterstorff, "Why We Should Reject What Liberalism Tells Us about Speak
 ing and Acting in Public for Religious Reasons," in ibid., pp. 162-81; Paul Weithman,
 "Separation of Church and State: Some Questions for Professor Audi," Philosophy &
 Public Affairs 20 (1991): 52-65; and Theodore Y. Blumoff, review of Robert Audi, Reli
 gious Commitment and Secular Reason, in Journal of Law and Religion 16 (2001): 901 -11.

 24Audi, "The State, the Church, and the Citizen," pp. 55, 56.
 25Robert Audi, "The Separation of Church and State and the Obligations of Citizen

 ship," Philosophy & Public Affairs 18 (1989): 259-96, p. 278.
 26Audi, "The State, the Church, and the Citizen," p. 48.
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 400 Zachary Hoskins

 tal ideal of liberal democracies, may be jeopardized by the encroachment
 of religious reasons into public policy deliberation, then why leave the
 matter to the consciences of religious individuals? Given these consid
 erations, Quinn, for instance, understandably interprets Audi's principles
 as genuinely binding in a stronger sense than ideals of civic virtue would
 bind. "In short," Quinn writes, "I think Audi intends his principles to
 have considerable constraining power—real teeth, so to speak."27

 Even if we grant, however, for the sake of argument, that Audi in
 tends his principles to bind only in the conscience of religious citizens,
 worries remain. After all, acknowledging that citizens may, within their
 rights, disregard Audi's principles does nothing to change the fact that
 Audi believes it often would be preferable if religious citizens refrained
 from policy advocacy. Critics may object, however, that it is unfair to
 single out religious reasons, to ask religious citizens to self-censor.

 Thus the tension between the two considerations discussed earlier

 remains. On the one hand, it does seem somehow unfair to subject citi
 zens in a liberal democracy to coercive laws or policies based on reasons
 they could not be expected to find persuasive; on the other hand, it also
 seems unfair to exclude thoughtful, conscientious citizens from public
 deliberation merely because their views about some policy are motivated
 solely by religious reasons. Audi's two principles of religious restraint
 are motivated by his concern about the first point, but these principles
 seem unable to be reconciled with the second point. Perhaps, however,
 the competing intuitions can still be reconciled. To begin to see how, I
 turn now to Audi's discussion of the distinctions between religious and
 secular reasons. What is it about religious reasons that, for Audi, renders
 them distinctively inappropriate for policy debates?

 4. Religious vs. Secular Reasons

 In "The State, the Church, and the Citizen," Audi describes a number of
 ways in which religious and secular reasons differ, and he adds to and
 elaborates on these distinctions in his later book, Religious Commitment
 and Secular Reason,28 Specifically, he discusses eight characteristics of
 religious reasons that distinguish them from secular reasons and that ren
 der religious reasons particularly inappropriate for use in policy advo
 cacy: (1) religious reasons tend to be regarded by those holding them as
 representing an infallible supreme authority; (2) religious reasons tend to
 lead to condemnation, by the religious, of those who hold different
 views; (3) religious reasons often dictate religious practices, and thus

 27Quinn, "Political Liberalisms and Their Exclusions of the Religious," p. 141.
 28Audi, Religious Commitment and Secular Reason, pp. 100-103.

This content downloaded from 
�������������80.189.12.10 on Thu, 05 Aug 2021 17:31:14 UTC�������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 On Highest Authority 401

 may be seen by nonbelievers as religious domination; (4) religious rea
 sons are susceptible to manipulation by cults or fanatical clergy; (5) with
 religious reasons come dangers of an inflated sense of self-importance;
 (6) religious reasons tend to foster a stubborn, passionate concern with
 the behavior of nonbelievers; (7) the centrality and delicacy of religious
 liberty engenders particular resentment in the face of religious coercion;
 and (8) the religious tend to be particularly concerned that their religious
 reasons are embraced by their children, grandchildren, and so on. On
 closer inspection, I believe, none but the first of these points picks out a
 feature that is distinctive of religious reasons—and more importantly,
 none but the first picks out a feature relevant to the issue of appropriate
 and inappropriate reasons in policy deliberation. I'll address these eight
 characteristics in reverse order.

 Audi describes the intergenerationality distinction this way: "It is
 more characteristic of religious commitment than of other kinds of insti
 tutional commitment that one tends to want to bring up one's children (if
 one has any) in the faith. With this desire often comes a sense of alien
 ation or even betrayal if they reject the faith once brought up in it."29
 First, it is not clear that this point really distinguishes religious reasons
 from strongly held secular reasons. After all, it seems plausible that par
 ents who strongly value, for example, athletic achievement, national
 pride, or social activism may feel alienated (and perhaps even, on some
 level, betrayed) if their children demonstrate no interest in sports, even
 tually emigrate to another country, or eschew activism for a life focused
 on personal gain. Even more importantly, however, it is unclear that this
 point justifies the restriction of reasons, whether religious or secular,
 from policy debates. Why should it count against a given reason that it
 tends to be reflective of a strong commitment that parents often hope
 their children will share?

 About the centrality and delicacy of religious liberty, Audi claims
 that "because religious liberty is a constitutive foundation (or at least a
 cogent rationale) for liberal democracy, citizens in such a state are natu
 rally and permissibly resentful" of religious coercion, whereas they do
 not permissibly resent secularly grounded coercion. "Even the moral er
 rors of others are, for many, easier to abide as supports of coercion than
 religious convictions having the same result. Perhaps the thought is that
 one can argue with others concerning their moral or economic or phi
 losophical views in a way one cannot argue with them about their reli
 gious convictions."

 This claim is somewhat unclear. On the one hand, Audi says resent

 Ibid., p. 103.
 30Ibid„ pp. 102-3.
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 402 Zachary Hoskins

 ment of religious coercion is permissible, an apparently normative claim;
 also, however, he makes the apparently descriptive claim that such re
 sentment is natural, and that coercion on nonreligious grounds is "easier
 to abide," possibly because nonreligious grounds tend to admit more of
 reciprocal debate. Audi does not justify the first, normative, claim, unless
 he intends its justification to be the same as his proposed explanation of
 the second, descriptive, claim. But this explanation, about secular rea
 sons' admitting of debate in ways that religious reasons do not, is a differ
 ent and more substantive point than the mere claim that religious reasons
 are permissibly resented but secular reasons are not. If the more substan
 tive point is correct (and I believe in many cases it is), then we should ask
 what it is about religious reasons that often renders them less open to revi
 sion through deliberation. I believe the answer to this question leads us to
 the most relevant of Audi's religious-secular distinctions (which I dis
 cuss last): the infallible authority on which religious reasons frequently
 are based.

 Audi also believes religious reasons are distinct in that they are asso
 ciated with a passionate concern with outsiders', that is, "religious people
 tend to be, in a way that is rare in secular matters, highly and stubbornly
 passionate about the importance of everyone's acting in accordance with
 religious reasons ..., even in private conduct, and non-religious people
 often tend to be highly and stubbornly passionate about not being co
 erced to do so."31 Here, he admits that nonreligious as well as religious
 people are often "stubbornly passionate" about their views; the differ
 ence is that the passionate views of the religious often pertain to how
 other, nonreligious, people should behave.

 There are two problems with this distinction. First, not all religions
 foster this stubbornly passionate concern with the behavior of outsiders.
 Judaism, for one, doesn't attempt to convert outsiders, or to get them to
 live according to Jewish personal norms (e.g., dietary habits). In fact, this
 passionate concern that others act according to religious reasons varies
 significantly among religions, or even among denominations.

 Second, it is implausible to claim that the nonreligious are rarely stub
 born and passionate in their views about how others should behave. After
 all, many of the public policy debates about which religious and secular
 reasons clash center on issues that will impact behavior one way or the
 other: how societal resources should be distributed, the sorts of public
 education children should receive, and so on.32 In all of these cases,
 whether secularly grounded or religiously grounded reasons win the day,

 31Ibid„ p. 102.

 320f particular concern in this context are debates about personal norms regarding
 victimless crimes, especially matters of sexuality.
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 On Highest Authority 403

 the resulting policy will bind everyone, and members of the group that
 opposes the policy are likely to feel that their behavior has been con
 strained in various ways.

 The point is that the sorts of policies at issue for Audi will inevitably
 have coercive consequences for any group that strongly disagrees with
 them. To disqualify passionately held opinions from debate about such
 policies would be too restrictive, not only of religious reasons but of
 secular reasons as well. The resulting liberalism would begin to resemble
 the liberalism Stanley Fish depicts, in which strongly held beliefs "are
 equally and indifferently disallowed as ideas that might serve as a basis
 for action or public policy."33 Contrary to Fish's caricature, liberal delib
 eration can, and does, make room for passionately held beliefs of all
 sorts. This point, then, does not actually distinguish religious from secu
 lar beliefs, and what's more, it does not represent a justifiable basis for
 restricting reasons from policy deliberation.

 Another distinction Audi discusses is that with religious reasons come
 dangers of an inflated sense of self-importance. "Indeed," he writes, "the
 better one thinks one represents God ... the more important one may
 naturally think one is oneself."34 Again, however, it isn't clear that this
 characteristic picks out religious reasons in particular. On the contrary, if
 we restricted from deliberation about coercive policies any individual who
 had an inflated sense of self-importance, we would certainly exclude many
 nonreligious as well as religious people. The important question regarding
 this purported distinction is why religious individuals might be more sus
 ceptible to this inflated self-image. If the cause of the inflation is merely
 that people often believe they possess superior, perhaps even privileged,
 insight or knowledge, then the worry would seem to apply to arrogant in
 dividuals in both the nonreligious and religious camps—and a policy ex
 cluding reasons offered by the extremely pompous seems too restrictive.
 More likely, what Audi has in mind here is this: The inflated sense of
 self-importance is more typical of religious people because often the spe
 cial insight they believe they possess is insight about God, and God (at
 least according to most religious doctrines) is an infallible authority. But
 this, again, is just to assert the first distinction on Audi's list.

 The next distinction Audi considers, which he calls cults and the
 specter of fanaticism, is that "for at least many religions ... rational, rele
 vantly informed outsiders are unable to discern effective checks on cer
 tain possible tendencies for clergy ... to project ... their own views or
 preferences into their interpretations of one or another authoritative reli

 "Stanley Fish, "Our Faith in Letting It All Hang Out," New York Times op-ed col
 umn, 12 February 2006.

 34
 Audi, Religious Commitment and Secular Reason, p. 102.
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 gious source, including even God."35 These possible tendencies lead to
 the prospect that religious leaders could justify their prejudices with ab
 solute authority and that religious followers' views might thus not be
 held autonomously.36 But that a particular doctrine may be perverted by
 some prominent figures to serve their own purposes is, again, not in itself
 a concern that is specific to the religious. Any number of moral, political,
 or other philosophical doctrines might be susceptible to such nefarious
 purposes (consider, e.g., Soviet Communism or Social Darwinism). So
 although it certainly makes sense to be wary, in public life, of those who
 would exploit popular doctrines to gain support for their own interests,
 this doesn't seem to be a legitimate basis on which to distinguish reli
 gious from secular reasons, and to exclude one but not the other. Unless
 we are willing to exclude any reasons that might lend themselves to ma
 nipulation and exploitation by self-interested leaders, a standard that ap
 pears far too restrictive, then this point does not provide a justified basis
 for excluding religious reasons.

 Audi also distinguishes religious from secular reasons with regard to
 the threat of religious domination. Because religious reasons often dic
 tate religious practices, they "are plausibly seen in some cases as forcing
 others who are either not religious or differ in religious outlook to ob
 serve a religious standard."37 Public policies based on religious reasons
 may thus be seen as threatening religious coercion. To argue, however,
 that a relevant distinction between religious and secular reasons that jus
 tifies excluding religious reasons is that they threaten religious coercion
 appears to beg the question at issue, viz., with regard to coercive laws
 and public policies, are religious reasons legitimate? Audi specifies that
 religious reasons may be seen as threatening coercion of religious con
 duct.38 But as I discussed earlier, the religious may often plausibly feel
 that they are being coerced, by secularly grounded policies, into secular
 conduct (paying taxes to fund secularly based programs, sending their
 children to secular public schools, and so on). The laws and policies at
 issue are, by definition, coercive, so it is question-begging to exclude
 religious reasons merely because they are religiously coercive. We still
 need a justified reason to believe that coercion on religious grounds is
 less legitimate than coercion on secular grounds.

 Another distinction Audi asserts is the frequently condemnatory ten
 dencies of religious reasons. Often, he writes, "those who identify with
 what they regard as the ultimate divine source of religious reasons be
 lieve that anyone who does not identify with it is forsaken, damned, or in

 35Ibid.,p. 101.
 36Ibid., pp. 101-2.
 37Ibid., p. 101.
 38Ibid.
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 some other way fundamentally deficient." If religious individuals tend to
 regard the nonreligious as "fundamentally deficient," however, it is also
 the case that frequently the feeling is mutual.39 Besides, this point speaks
 more to the attitude of the deliberators toward each other than to the na
 ture of their reasons themselves.

 Thus we still lack some genuine feature of religious reasons that sig
 nificantly distinguishes them from secular reasons. More importantly, we
 lack some characteristic that is clearly relevant to distinguishing appro
 priate from inappropriate reasons in policy debates. Even in combination
 (e.g., reasons that may be susceptible to manipulation by self-interested
 leaders; and whose bearers are concerned that their children should share
 their views; and whose bearers are passionate about the behavior of non
 believers; and so on), it is not clear that these features represent sufficient
 grounds for excluding reasons from public deliberation.

 5. Infallible Authority and Democratic Deliberation

 It is Audi's remaining distinction, the infallible supreme authority of re
 ligious reasons, that provides a genuinely useful distinction between rea
 sons that we may appropriately appeal to in policy deliberation in a lib
 eral democracy and those that are inappropriate for this purpose (though,
 as I discuss below, even this criterion would not exclude all religious
 reasons or allow all secular reasons). He writes that the kinds of religious
 reasons on which he is focusing "are directly or indirectly viewed as rep
 resenting an infallible authority, in a sense taken to imply that the propo
 sitions expressing them must be true."40

 Audi does not elaborate on what it would mean for a reason to be re

 garded as representing an infallible authority, but I suggest that this im
 plies two things. First, the authority must be believed to be infallible; this
 typically means that it is itself perfect, or flawless, and that it is thus a
 source of certainly true information or teachings. Second, the reason
 must be believed to adequately represent this perfect authority; that is,
 the inference from the authority's message to the particular reason itself

 39Ibid. One might worry that religious condemnation—at least in cases in which it
 implies the prospect of eternal damnation or suffering, and so on—is worse than secular
 condemnation. But such considerations will only add to the condemnation's force in the
 minds of those who actually endorse them as possibilities (thus a convinced atheist is
 unlikely to be concerned by the prospect, raised by religious condemnation, that she is
 bound for Hell). A more interesting question is about the special impact of religious con
 demnation not on the nonreligious but on religious individuals themselves (e.g., the con
 demnation faced by religious individuals who go public with their homosexuality). This
 latter question, however, is outside the scope of this essay.

 40 Audi, Religious Commitment and Secular Reason, p. 100.
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 must be a valid inference. So, in this context, a proposition expressing a
 reason might be false in either or both of two ways: the authority on
 which it is based might not in fact be infallible, or the reason itself might
 not actually follow from the infallible authority. If this explication is
 plausible, then Audi can be read as claiming that often, those who hold
 religious reasons are unwilling to consider either of these possibilities.
 As a result, they believe their reasons accurately represent an infallible
 authority and thus must be sound.
 Why should we consider such reasons a problem in a liberal democ

 racy? Why not welcome, in debates about coercive laws and policies,
 reasons believed to represent infallible authority? Rawls points us toward
 an answer when he writes that "implicit in the public culture of a democ
 ratic society" is the idea "of society as a fair system of cooperation over
 time."41 A key element of social cooperation, he explains, is the idea of
 reciprocity: reasonable people "are ready to propose principles and stan
 dards as fair terms of cooperation and to abide by them willingly, given the
 assurance that others will likewise do so."42 Also, "they are ready to dis
 cuss the fair terms that others propose."43 Implicit in the notions of recip
 rocity and democratic society as a fair system of cooperation, I believe, is
 this: in democratic deliberation, individuals may expect that their views
 about laws and public policies will be given fair consideration, provided
 that they are willing to give fair consideration to others' views as well.

 Now consider an individual who is convinced that his reasons for en

 dorsing or opposing some coercive policy measure represent an infallible
 authority. As discussed above, this means he believes both that the au
 thority itself is never wrong, and that the particular reasons follow with
 certainty from the authority's pronouncements. So, for instance, perhaps
 Michael believes that the Bible is the literal word of God, a perfect be
 ing, and thus accepts as true God's instruction to Moses: "You shall not
 lie with a male as with a woman: It is an abomination."44 He believes it

 follows with certainty from this passage that homosexuality is morally
 wrong, and this constitutes his reason for opposing the legalization of
 gay marriage.

 I submit that Michael would not be genuinely responsive to opposing
 views in the manner required by Rawls's notion of reciprocity. That is,
 he would feel no motivation to give genuine consideration to opposing
 views about the legalization of gay marriage, because he would believe
 that the authority on which his view is based (i.e., God) is perfect, and
 that his reason for opposing gay marriage (i.e., homosexuality is im

 41Rawls, Political Liberalism, p. 15.
 42Ibid„ p. 49.
 43Ibid.

 44Leviticus 18:22 (Revised Standard Version).
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 moral) follows certainly from the pronouncements of the infallible au
 thority. But this unwillingness genuinely to consider views that conflict
 with his own represents a lack of respect for others in society, a failure to
 treat them as equal participants in the deliberative process. Thus it under
 mines the element of cooperation that is crucial to maintaining a liberal
 democratic society, in which free and equal citizens govern themselves.

 If this discussion, of genuinely considering others' views as an ex
 pression of respect, sounds Kantian, this should not be surprising. Kant
 famously claims, after all, that all human beings merit our respect, and
 that we should treat humanity "always at the same time as an end and
 never simply as a means."45 In circumstances of moral disagreement,
 respect can be understood to require some level of fallibilism about one's
 own views. Mark Kalderon, for instance, interprets treating others as
 ends as involving, "at a minimum, an openness to reflective doubt" about
 one's own grounds for holding a given belief.46 "[T]o treat someone as
 an end," he writes, "is to allow for the possibility, however remote, that
 you yourself are lacking" in the relevant sense.47 Similarly, Kant in
 structs us to regard human beings as potential co-legislators of the moral
 law, and this can be seen to generate certain requirements of respect.48
 Thus, Thomas Hill, Jr. writes that "legislators sincerely trying to find
 reasonable agreements must listen to one another, take seriously the ar
 guments of those who reject one's initial position."49 Someone who be
 lieves her reasons to be infallibly true will, by definition, not be open to
 reflective doubt about these reasons, nor will she give genuine, serious
 consideration to objections leveled against these reasons. Thus she will
 fail to respect those who disagree with her view.50

 45Immanuel Kant, Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals, in Ethical Philosophy,
 2nd ed., trans. James W. Ellington (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1994), p. 36 [4:429].

 46Mark Kalderon, Moral Fictionalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), p. 176.
 47Ibid.

 48Kant, Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals, pp. 38-40 [4:431-34].
 49Thomas E. Hill, Jr., Respect, Pluralism, and Justice: Kantian Perspectives (Oxford:

 Oxford University Press, 2000), p. 104.
 50One might object that if respect requires genuinely considering others' views that

 may conflict with one's own, then those (such as I) who would ask the person with the
 infallibly held reason(s) to refrain from the given policy debate, rather than genuinely
 considering her view, would thereby fail to respect her. As I discuss above, however, the
 democratic deliberative ideals of reciprocity and fair cooperation require that individuals'
 views be given fair consideration provided that they are willing to give fair consideration
 to others ' views as well. My argument is that the person who is willing to give fair con
 sideration to others' views regarding some policy debate will be the person who is a falli
 bilist about her own reasons with respect to the given policy. On my account, then, re
 spect in the context of moral disagreement requires that one be willing to give genuine
 consideration to others' fallibly held views. This is consistent with asking the person with
 infallibly held reasons to refrain from the given policy debate.
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 Also drawing from a Kantian perspective, we might regard the policy
 advocate who holds her motivating reason(s) as infallibly true as a free
 rider whose maxim fails the test of universalizability. Through her dog
 matic allegiance to her motivating reason, she removes that reason from
 the deliberative table, so to speak; she excludes it from potential chal
 lenges from even the most rational, otherwise persuasive arguments. But
 if other deliberators all similarly excluded their own motivating reasons
 from potential scrutiny and challenges, then the deliberative process it
 self would be undermined. Deliberators would essentially talk past each
 other, or perhaps at each other, but not to each other. Insofar as a citizen
 hopes to build consensus in support of her view, she depends on others
 not to be dogmatic about their opposing views. But if she also holds her
 own motivating reasons to be infallibly true, then she makes an exception
 of herself, and it is just this sort of free riding that Kant's universalizabil
 ity principle prohibits.

 It is worth emphasizing, as I indicated at the outset, that on the view I
 endorse here, a reason's being religious is neither sufficient nor neces
 sary for its being excluded from policy debate. First, it is not sufficient,
 because religious reasons may be held fallibly. On the one hand, it may
 be the nature of religious faith that in many cases, religious reasons are
 indeed held as infallibly true, and thus are wholly impervious to rational
 arguments to the contrary. A typical critique of many strains of religious
 fundamentalism is that they confuse religious faith with blind faith,
 where what is meant is that adherents of these doctrines cling to their
 views in the face of overwhelming rational arguments to the contrary.51
 On the other hand, however, there is no reason to believe that all reli
 gious citizens need hold their beliefs as infallibly true. Audi recognizes
 this point, as I mentioned earlier, when he asserts that rational, mature
 religious citizens will endeavor to be fallibilists about their religious ob
 ligations. He believes this fallibilism will emerge from citizens' recogni
 tion that religious sources could yield mutually conflicting judgments in
 particular cases. Presumably, though, it could also emerge even in cases
 in which the various religious sources appear to agree. A religious person
 might recognize that her understanding and interpretation of religious
 authority could be flawed, or even that the existence of God (with all that
 follows from that) is itself a matter of belief, or faith, not of certainty,
 and that fallibilism is thus justified. If these or other considerations con

 Consider how Jonathan Sarfati, an editorial consultant for the Creation Science
 Foundation in Brisbane, Australia, answers opponents of creationism who, he claims,
 frequently argue that "Genesis is not a science textbook": "My favourite short answer is,
 'Thank goodness it's not—textbooks always have mistakes and go out-of-date in a few
 years; the Bible has no errors and is always current!" Jonathan Sarfati, "But Genesis is
 Not a Science Textbook," Creation Magazine 26, no. 4 (September 2004), p. 6.
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 vince a religious person to maintain an attitude of at least moderate falli
 bilism toward her reasons for or against various coercive policies, she
 will be motivated and able genuinely to consider secular or religious rea
 sons that conflict with her own. To expect her to exclude herself from
 policy debate merely because her only motivating reason is religious is
 too restrictive, as Quinn and others claim.

 Second, a reason's being religious is not necessary for exclusion, be
 cause secular reasons may be held infallibly. If a person's only reasons for
 her view on some issue are secular reasons she holds as infallibly true, it is
 not unfair to ask her to exclude herself from policy debate on that issue,
 for although she might participate in the debate, the infallibility of her
 belief would undermine her ability and motivation genuinely to engage
 in the deliberative process of offering arguments and considering rational
 opposing arguments. Because religious reasons are often taken to reflect
 the will of a supreme, infallible authority, whereas secular reasons gener
 ally are not, it may be that religious reasons will more typically be held
 as infallibly true, and thus that they will more typically be excluded on the
 view I endorse here. But secular reasons certainly may be held as infallibly
 true, and when they are, the view I endorse holds that they are as inap
 propriate in policy deliberation as are infallibly held religious reasons.

 6. Rawls and Public Reason

 Audi's claim about the wrongness of coercion justified by reasons with
 which rational people could not identify is essentially Rawlsian in spirit.
 Rawls writes: "our exercise of political power is proper only when we
 sincerely believe that the reasons we offer for our political action may
 reasonably be accepted by other citizens as a justification of those ac
 tions."52 For Rawls, however, the principle has somewhat different im
 plications. First, it applies only to debate about fundamental constitu
 tional questions and matters of basic justice.53 Audi, however, urges reli
 gious citizens to avoid relying on religious reasons in debate about coer
 cive policies generally. Second, unlike Audi, Rawls infers from his prin
 ciple that not only religious but also moral and philosophical reasons—
 that is, all comprehensive doctrines—are improper grounds for deciding
 public policy questions.54 Rawls writes: "Public reason—citizens' rea

 52Rawls, Political Liberalism, p. xlvi.
 53Ibid., pp. xlvi, 10.
 54Rawls does include the proviso that religious reasons may be advanced "in public

 political discussion at any time, provided that in due course proper political reasons—and
 not reasons given solely by comprehensive doctrines—are presented that are sufficient to
 support whatever the comprehensive doctrines introduced are said to support." John
 Rawls, "The Idea of Public Reason Revisited," in The Law of Peoples; with "The Idea of
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 soning in the public forum about constitutional essentials and basic ques
 tions of justice—is now best guided by a political conception the princi
 ples and values of which all citizens can endorse.'05 Thus, for Ra wis,
 utilitarianism would be as unsuitable as Presbyterianism to serve as a
 basis for deciding constitutional questions or questions of basic justice:
 "no comprehensive doctrine is appropriate as a political conception for a
 constitutional regime."56

 A significant problem for Rawls's case for excluding philosophical,
 moral, and religious reasons from public deliberation is that it is often
 unclear what remains as a basis for deriving and evaluating political rea
 sons. Rawls claims that on his account, it would be "understood by every
 one that of course the plurality of reasonable comprehensive doctrines
 held by citizens is thought by them to provide further and often transcen
 dent backing for [public political] values."57 But constitutional questions
 and matters of basic justice must be decided exclusively in terms of po
 litical values. In his consideration of how an actual coercive policy ques
 tion would need to be framed, however, it becomes clear how difficult it

 often will be to keep political reasons from collapsing into comprehen
 sive ones. Regarding the issue of abortion, he writes:

 Suppose ... that we consider the question in terms of these three important political val
 ues: the due respect for human life, the ordered reproduction of political society over
 time, including the family in some form, and finally the equality of women as equal citi
 zens ... Now I believe any reasonable balance of these three values will give a woman a
 duly qualified right to decide whether or not to end her pregnancy during the first trimes
 ter. The reason for this is that at this early stage of pregnancy the political value of the
 equality of women is overriding .. ,58

 Granting that the three values Rawls cites are political rather than
 comprehensive values, by what criteria would he be able to give relative
 weighting to these values? He does not justify his claim that in the first
 trimester of pregnancy, the political value of equality of women over
 rides the other two salient values, or even how we would determine in
 particular cases which political values are in fact salient for considera
 tion. It seems likely, though, that any answer to these questions would
 involve an appeal to some comprehensive doctrine. Excluding compre
 hensive doctrines from public policy debates seems to leave open the real
 danger that at least in many cases, no other sufficient basis for policy

 Public Reason Revisited" (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1999), p. 152;
 see also pp. 143-44. This proviso can be seen as essentially similar to Audi's principle of
 secular rationale, discussed above.

 55Rawls, Political Liberalism, p. 10.
 56Ibid., p. 135.
 57Ibid„ p. 243.
 58Ibid„ p. 243 n.
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 decision will be available.59

 Furthermore, my argument that Audi's principles are unnecessarily
 restrictive of religious reasons also applies to Rawls's broader exclusion of
 comprehensive doctrines generally.60 Nothing in Rawls's principle of re
 ciprocity or his conception of democratic society as a fair system of coop
 eration, discussed in the previous section, need imply that we must refrain
 from appealing to aspects of our respective comprehensive doctrines when
 advocating for various public policies. Rather, all that is required is that we
 maintain a sense of fallibilism with regard to our views. As long as our
 reasons for supporting or opposing some policy—be they religious, moral,
 or philosophical reasons—are not held as infallibly true, then we can en
 gage in a deliberative process that involves genuine consideration of the
 views of others, and thus respects them as free and equal citizens.

 7. Conclusion

 In addition to the concerns raised above, there is another set of questions
 relevant to any discussion about what sorts of reasons are appropriately
 advanced in the public sphere. These are questions of implementation.
 Should individuals be asked to self-censor, or should the government
 somehow involve itself in assuring that only appropriate reasons are of
 fered in debates about coercive policies (and if so, how)? Should which
 ever principles of (self-)restraint we endorse apply to all citizens, or only
 to public officials? How could we be sure what the citizens' or officials'
 actual reasons are in any given case (for that matter, how could the citi
 zens or officials themselves be certain)?

 Although these are important questions, they are largely beyond the
 scope of this paper. Admittedly, some may find this response unsatisfy
 ing. They may object that such practical issues of implementation are
 crucial to the viability of the claims I make here. For instance, given the
 inscrutability of reasons (others' reasons as well as our own), they may
 argue that we have no way of determining with any confidence whether
 the reasons offered in policy advocacy are held as infallibly true. If this is
 so, then the principle of exclusion I endorse in this paper may seem un
 implementable.

 This is a fair worry. In fact, such epistemic concerns are not limited to

 59For more on this line of critique, see Quinn, "Political Liberalisms and Their Exclu
 sions of the Religious," pp. 148-51; and James P. Sterba, "Reconciling Public Reason and
 Religious Values," Social Theory and Practice 25 (1999): 1-28, pp. 15-16.

 ^or a fuller development of the objection that Rawls's account makes unfair de
 mands of the religious, see, e.g., Quinn, "Political Liberalisms and Their Exclusions of
 the Religious," pp. 145-53; and Melissa Yates, "Rawls and Habermas on Religion in the
 Public Sphere," Philosophy & Social Criticism 33 (2007): 880-91.
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 my thesis, but are also relevant for Rawls, Audi, and others who have
 endorsed the exclusion of certain reasons (comprehensive doctrines, reli
 gious reasons) from various levels of policy debate. But there is a differ
 ence in claiming (a) that it is not (yet) clear how such principles of exclu
 sion might be implemented, and (b) that such principles are clearly un
 implementable. Acknowledging the first point does not commit me to the
 second. Rather than be prematurely pessimistic about whether the princi
 ple I endorse here is workable in practice, I suggest that these questions
 of implementation merit further consideration and development.

 Still, whatever the answers might be, if there are satisfactory answers,
 to questions about implementation of a principle, it is important to know
 what the appropriate principle is. Specifically, what is it about certain
 reasons that concerns us when they are invoked as candidate justifica
 tions for coercive laws and public policies? I have argued in this paper
 that the relevant basis for distinguishing reasons that are appropriately
 employed in public policy deliberations from those that are inappropriate
 for such purposes is not whether they are religious or even whether they
 are components of a comprehensive doctrine, but whether they are held
 as infallibly true. It is certainly the case that religious reasons often tend
 to be held as infallibly true. But infallibilism is not a necessary condition
 of religious belief. Conversely, various secular beliefs might be held as
 infallibly true (though one might argue that this is comparatively less
 common than with religious reasons). By focusing on whether reasons
 are held as infallibly true, rather than whether they are religious, we can
 still preserve what is compelling about the general idea that citizens
 should not be subjected to coercive laws and policies based on reasons
 they could not be expected to accept, while also not excluding from pub
 lic debate reasonable citizens whose only motivating reasons happen to
 be religious, provided that these reasons are not held as infallibly true.61

 Zachary Hoskins
 Department of Philosophy

 Washington University in St. Louis
 zhoskins @ artsci.wustl.edu

 6lPrevious drafts of this paper were presented, first, as part of the Washington Uni
 versity in St. Louis Workshop on Politics, Ethics and Society, September 2006, and later,
 at the Second Joint Graduate Conference on Pluralism, Politics and Religion, June 2007,
 at Sciences Po in Paris. Thanks to the faculty members and students at both events, espe
 cially Jack Knight, Jean Leca, and Ian MacMullen, for their thoughtful comments and
 questions. In addition, I am particularly grateful to Marilyn Friedman, Nora Wikoff, and
 two anonymous Social Theory and Practice reviewers for their helpful suggestions on
 earlier drafts of the paper.
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