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Samuel P. Huntington’s theory of the “clash of civilizatons” could well be a good starting point for these brief reflections. In his work, published in 1996, Huntington held that the “end of History” (that is, universal consensus on democracy, free markets and human rights) -proclaimed by Francis Fukuyama four years earlier in another famous book- was not likely to come anytime soon. In fact, Huntington argued, the bipolar world of the Cold War was giving way to a multipolar world where eight civilizations would hold on vehemently to their respective cultural identities and distinctive traditional values; they would compete for global hegemony and would have tense relationships with one another most of the time (although some alliances could take shape). 

Huntington’s theory understandably seemed to gain lots of credit following September 11 and other jihadist terrorist attacks against European and Asian capitals. This campaign of terrorist strikes –and the subsequent war on terror waged by Western countries- has been portrayed by some as a Huntingtonian “clash of civilizations”. I will not go into the awkward question if there is actually a “clash” between Islam and the West or not. But I do wish to note –coming to the “Religion and social change” issue- that, in my opinion, those who interpret the purported Islam vs. West clash as a “war of religions” are making a big mistake (many of them are thereby seeking to confirm their prejudice that all religions are inherently irrational, violent and divisive). On no account is it a “war of religions”: Muslim fundamentalists loathe the West, not because it is Christian, but quite the opposite, because it is not Christian anymore
. Sayyid Qutb (major theorist of modern Islamic fundamentalism) wrote his first essays after a two year stay in the USA, where he was disgusted by (what he took to be) American irreligiosity, materialism and sexual permisiveness. Contempt for the “atheistic West” has ever since been a Leitmotiv in jihadist theory. 

Religion thus turns out to be one of the keys of the “clash of civilizations” … but not in the way secularists imagine. Western secularization hinders the dialogue between the West and other civilizations (as these continue to be religious). Pope Benedict XVI put it sharply: “In the eyes of [the rest of] the world’s cultures, the absolute secularism that has developed in the West appears as something profoundly odd. They are convinced that a godless world has no future”
. 



On the other hand, portraying the West as simply “post-Christian” implies, of course, an oversimplification. The West has two pillars: the USA and Europe-Canada-Australia, and they are religiously very different. In the USA, the rates of church attendance are practically the same as 50 years ago; in Europe, they have plummeted down. More than 50% of Americans go to church regularly, whereas just 5% of the French do. According to a 2004 international poll, the percentage of people who consider God to be important in their lives is 21% in Europe, 60% in the USA … and 90% in Muslim countries.  


The European religious evolution has therefore turned out to be a Sonderweg, a unique case. In Europe, secularization has advanced relentlessly since the Enlightenment and the French Revolution. Most European churches were too closely intertwined with the system of absolute monarchy and the old semi-feudal social order that liberal revolutions set out to overthrow. 

In Europe, most intellectuals (from 1800 onwards) regarded religion as the irrational legacy of an obscurantist past; a residuum that would be swept away sooner or later by the forces of modernization (industrial revolution, scientific progress, economic prosperity, intellectual and political freedom …). Voltaire wrote to King Frederick the Great of Prussia that Christianity would extinguish within 50 years; Friedrich Nietzsche proclaimed the death of God in 1882 (Also sprach Zarathustra); Auguste Comte thought the worship of God should be replaced by the worship of mankind; Karl Marx considered religion as an “opium” designed to help the opressed bear their exploitation: it would therefore disappear when capitalism be done away with, and classless socialism established instead; Sigmund Freud regarded religion as a sort of collective neurosis, the expression of the longing for a fatherly figure, characteristic of immature personalities … Max Weber coined an “iron law of secularization” whereby religion irremediably loses ground –or, more poetically, “the world is disenchanted”- as society rationalizes and modernizes. 
The evolution of most European societies seemed to fit these predictions during the 19th and 20th centuries. Yet, across the Atlantic, a “second version” of Western civilization was coming of age. The USA constituted, froms its very inception, a thorough disproval of the “theories of secularization”. Because the USA was, so to speak, the “quintesentially modern” nation (free, democratic, pluralistic and prosperous –as compared with Europe- from the start) … and yet, it has also been the most religious of Western countries in the last two centuries. Unlike in Europe, in America religion did not appear to be linked with the old feudal world and the forces of reaction; on the contrary, religion and freedom were regarded as complementary and correlated. The nation was founded by religious dissenters: people who, precisely, had fled Europe in search of a place where they would be allowed to worship God as they saw fit. The early attempts to establish one-confessional “theocracies” (John Cotton’s puritan Massachusets, for example) came soon to an end. Rhode Island welcomed all Christian confessions as early as the 1640s, and Pennsylvania was founded from the start (1682) as a safe haven for all sorts of Christians (Philadelphia being “the city of mutual love”). Religious pluralism and liberty of conscience were to be the trademarks of the new society; a society that was aware of its own historical novelty: the “City upon a Hill” watched with expectation by the rest of the world (“the eyes of all people are upon us”), to quote the famous words of John Winthrop, first governor of Massachusets. The Establishment Clause of the First Amendment of the American Constitution (“Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion”) did not seek to fight the social relevance of religion (unlike the French “law of separation” of 1905, or the Spanish Constitution of 1931) but, rather, to protect churches from governemnt interference and guarantee their freedom of worship. It was taken for granted that the vigor of religion would endure. 
In the USA, industrialization, scientific progress, democratization, etc. have not led to the bankruptcy of religion. On the contrary, you could almost say that the country became more religious as it became more modern: the proportion of Americans who were members of some church was 17% in 1776, 34% in 1886, 49% in 1940, 69% in 1959, 61% in 2008. Each significant milestone of American history has been preceded by a religious “great awakening”: the first took place in the mid 18th century (preaching of Jonathan Edwards, expansion of the Baptist church, etc.), and paved the way for the Revolution and independence; the second, in the mid 19th century, contributed decisively to the anti-slavery movement, and indirectly to the Civil War, which was in its turn interpreted in religious terms by many Americans on both sides (not least by president Lincoln, who referred to the war –in his Second Inaugural Address- as a sort of national expiation for having practised slavery, America’s “original sin”)
; the third took off in the 70s, and has gone hand in hand with the surge of the American conservative movement.

We have, thus, two models of connection between modernity and religion: the European (modernity drives inevitably to secularization) and the American one (modernity and religion are perfectly compatible). And, as proved by John Mickelthwait and Adrian Wooldridge in their interesting book God is Back (2009)
, it is the American model that seems to be prevailing worldwide, whereas the European pattern is increasingly left behind as a curious exception
. The planet is undoubtedly more religious than 30 years ago, notwithstanding the fact that it has become “more modern” (wealthier, freer, more enlightened). The current religious revival took off in the 1970s, interestingly coinciding with the decline of some of the “isms” that had functioned as “Ersatz religions” in the 19th and/or 20th centuries: marxism, Nasser style Arab nationalism, scientism (science has become “more modest” and less deterministic since the quantum revolution), “developmentalism” (the world becomes aware of the environmental limits of economic growth), etc.).
Islam has experienced in the last 30 years the resurgence we all know (which includes violent manifestations, but is not to be simplistically reduced to them). Hinduism is also experiencing a reinvigoration. Buddhism is trendy in the West. In Latin America, a shift of believers from the Catholic Church to various Protestant denominations is underway (but not a decrease in religiosity). In Africa, the number of Christians has surged from roughly 10 million in 1900 to 400 million nowadays. 

China represents a most noteworthy and revealing case. The soothing of the regime’s anti-religious pressure has suddenly opened up an intact “market” of 1500 million potential faithful, and the major world religions have started competing for it. According to a 2006 Pew Global Attitudes Project poll, 31% of Chinese people already consider religion to be “important in their lives”. The authorities would rather see traditional Asian religions thrive: official news agency Xinhua proudly announced last year that the number of Chinese Buddhists had attained 100 million. But they cannot stop the growth of Christianity: in China there are already more Christians (65 million Protestants and 20 million Catholics, according to a prudent estimate) than members of the Communist Party. Islam is also surging in the Ningxia and Xinjiang northwestern provinces; the number of Muslims is estimated to be roughly 20 million. If present trends continue, by 2050 China may well be the biggest Christian nation in the world, as well as its biggest Muslim one
. 

Some conclusions can be drawn from this global revival of religion. First, the theories of secularization were wrong: they assumed unduly that the rest of the world would imitate the European pattern. The simplistic explanations of religion that were typical of such theories (religion as legitimization of class domination; religion as the product of a primitive and pre-scientific mentality, or as the expression of a childish personality) have also been largely discredited. One of the most surprising features of the Chinese religious awakening (or the return to religion of a significant proportion of the American youth) is the fact that those attracted by it are people whose income and educational level are higher than the average
: accomplished people who, according to conventional wisdom, “do not need religion”
. The need for religion seems therefore to be a structural, permanent aspect of human nature (not the transitory product of peculiar historical, economical or psychological circumstances).

We could also conclude (and this is a conclusion Mickelthwait and Wooldridge assign great significance to) that globalization seems to have benefited religion. In the past, most people persevered in the religious tradition characteristic of their community. Today, the easier circulation of ideas (which affects also religious beliefs) and the higher degree of religious freedom in most countries put a much wider range of religious choices at a person’s disposal. One is no longer bound to inherit the religion of his ancestors; in most countries, there is no longer a significant social pressure imposing this. The major world religions are thus transcending their traditional territorial boundaries and reaching out to the entire planet: you find nowadays lots of South-Korean Christians (30% of the population), American Muslims, French Buddhists … which would have been unthinkable only some decades ago. The globalization of the major religions is not just due to migrations, but also to the increasing likelihood of conversions. 


The archetypical believer of the 21st century is, therefore, the convert: someone who, after careful deliberation, has freely embraced a certain religion (of course, the choice may lie in endorsing the traditional religion of the country; but, insofar as there is no longer –in most cases- a social or stately coercion compelling to it, this will entail a real choice, different from the automatic allegiance that was usual in the past), often after some strong spiritual experience. This has two consequences. First, religions will have to compete with one another and, in so doing, will be forced to present their message as attractively as possible (without giving up their specificity), improve their communicational techniques, etc. Secondly, the “new faithful” are likely to be more fervent, commited and proselyte than the old “inerciatic” believers. Someone who has chosen a faith will probably live it more intensely than someone who has been born into it. This is how religious pluralism, freedom of worship and the globalization of the major confessions seem to be promoting the resurgence of faith worldwide.

I would like now to introduce a second idea in this presentation. In spite of being so different religiously, Europe and the USA share an important feature: both seem to be ripped by what the Spanish author Martín Alonso labelled “the Western civil war”
. This idiom “civil war” denotes, certainly, not a physical conflict, but a deep cultural divide. This divide (or “clash of orthodoxies”, as coined by the American jurist and philosopher Robert P. George) would oppose the “conservatives” who still hold the cultural and moral Judeo-Christian heritage (even if some of them –like Marcello Pera, Giuliano Ferrara, Vaclav Havel, Jürgen Habermas or Gustavo Bueno- do not share Jewish or Christian faith) to the “progressives” who regard such heritage as obsolete and uphold, rather, the relativist, hedonistic, liberationist Weltanschaaung characteristic of the postmodern Left
. The major battlefields where this “war” is waged would be: 1) bioethics: abortion, euthanasia, genetic engineering, stem cells, etc.; 2) sexual ethics and the family model: no fault divorce, gay marriage, sexual laxity, etc.; 3) the role of religion in public life. 


The Western Left is, in my opinion, undergoing a major ideological mutation. The Left basically failed to fulfil its classical agenda (substitution of capitalism by socialism) in the 20th century. It has now replaced socio-economic revolution by sexual, moral and cultural revolution. Deprived by History of its classical aspiration, the Left had to find a new one. The answer was the liberationist-freudomarxist mix that we could call “1968 ideology” (soixanthuitardisme, sesentayochismo): gender ideology, questioning of “traditional family”, hostility to Christianity, radical pacifism, relativistic multiculturalism, environmentalism …

This internal divide is perceptible both in the USA and Europe. But, as was the case with religion, the two continents differ significantly. In the USA there is a self-aware, assertive and powerful conservative camp: it includes a vigorous pro-life movement (that is succeeding in conquering the public opinion: pro-lifers outnumbered “pro-choicers” last year for the first time, according to the polls), a vast array of pro-family associations (Focus on the Family, The Family Watch, etc.), dozens of conservative think tanks (Heritage Foundation, Hoover Institution, Discovery Institute, etc.), influential conservative leaders (Paul Weyrich, James Dobson …), over 200 Christian TV channels (and 1500 Christian radio stations) …

Social conservatism is much weaker in Europe; the cultural hegemony of the “progressive” camp is overwhelming. The Catholic Church finds itself sometimes pathetically alone when it comes to defending the life of the unborn, “traditional” marriage or the right of Christians to advocate in the public square moral and political positions influenced by their religious beliefs. Most right-wing European parties (they usually avoid the label “conservative”) seem to be still under the spell of the 20th century paradigm; they think the major differences between Right and Left still have to do with the way material production is organized (should state regulation be more or less intense?, should fiscal pressure be higher or lower?). But, if you examine the economic agendas (and the actual economic policies) of the mainstream European parties (right-wing or left-wing), you will discover their differences are mild. In fact (and this is something most right-wing parties fail to grasp), the ideological battlefield has shifted from the economy to ethics and culture. The big issues of the 21st century will be bioethics, the beginning and the end of life, genetic engineering, gender politics, the family model, immigration and multiculturalism, the environmental question … In none of these issues do most right-wing European parties dare to develop alternatives of their own, neatly distinguishable from those of the Left. The Left leads the cultural initiative, and the European Right seems resigned to a passive role. 
With regard to the right to life (which I defined as the first “battlefield”), conservatives think that all members of the human species (and foetuses are members of our species, since they are endowed from the moment of conception with a unique genetic code) are persons and have rights. Post-socialist Left, by contrast,  is progressively blurring the sanctity of human life, in a process that starts at the edges (intrauterine life and terminal illness), but is likely to advance towards the middle (moral philosophers like Peter Singer are already advocating overtly the legitimacy of infanticide in the first weeks following birth)
. Precisely, Peter Singer himself acknowledges that the concept of the sanctity of any human life has a distinctively Christian origin (and, therefore, the concept is unfounded once we have abandoned Christianity): “There was a specific theological motive for Christian insistence on the relevance of membership in our species: the belief that anyone who is born from human parents is immortal […]. Since God has created us and we are his property, killing a human being means usurping God’s right to decide when we are to live and when we are to die”
. Most pre-Christian cultures practised human sacrifices and infanticide (Rome’s sewers were often blocked by the accumulation of killed newborn bodies). Post-christian Europe practises abortion and is beginning to practise euthanasia.


The relativization of the sanctity of human life may well be the inevitable consequence of the shift from a theistic worldview to a materialistic one. The post-religious Weltanschauung conceives mankind as a plain animal species, sprung out of random; why should a particularly evolved ape -a bit of complexly structured organic matter- have rights or dignity? Peter Singer calls “speciesism” this “unfounded prejudice” (the belief that the human species is intrinsically more valuable than other species). Robert Spaemann could be right when he notes that just two alternatives are ultimately conceivable: either man is genitus (created by God, and therefore sacred) or man is factus (a product of random, blind evolution, hence modifiable through biotechnology, disposable at least in intrauterine life and old age decline, etc.)
. 



The second battlefield is the family model. The post-socialist Left tends to portray the “traditional family” (based on marriage) as merely one more, among a variety of equally desirable and legitimate models: one-parent family, “recomposed” family, extramarital cohabitation (“factual couples”, they are called in Spanish), homosexual couples … Therefore, “progressive” governments in a number of European countries have been undermining and blurring the distinctive legal status that used to be accorded to the lifelong union of one man and one woman: by making divorce more easily available (as was the case with the Spanish law of “no fault divorce” in 2005); by extending the institution of marriage to homosexual couples; by attributing legal effects to “factual cohabitation” (which obviously disincentives marriage: why should one take the trouble of marrying, if one can attain a similar social and legal recognition without doing it?), etc. 

There are lots of rational arguments the conservative camp could employ for advocating the promotion of the traditional family model (married heterosexual couple).  Married couples have more children (the decision to have a child is naturally easier to make with someone one shares a lifelong commitment with, than with someone with whom one just has a temporary love affair). And married parents educate their children better than their single, divorced or “factually united” counterparts. It is statistically demonstrable that the emotional and economic welfare of the children of married couples is much higher than that of the children of single or divorced parents. Children brought up by their biological married parents achieve better academic results, enjoy a better physical health, are less likely to become alcoholics or drug addicts in the future, are less likely to undergo violence or sexual abuse, less likely to commit crimes when they become adults, etc.
 A society with less stable marriages is a society with less children, and with worse educated ones.


The third battlefield is the role of religious believers in public life. Christians are currently the victims of a subtle form of discrimination: the so-called doctrine of “public reasons”, which precludes the possibility of believers employing in legal and political discussions arguments which are somehow dependent (or are suspected to depend on) their religious convictions. For example, it is often argued that “in claiming the banning of abortion, Christians are trying to impose their particular beliefs to the rest of society”, or that “Christians are trying to turn sin into crime”. Religious people are thus relegated in practice to the status of second class citizens, who would not be justified in struggling to get the law to reflect their moral opinions. 
The most influential contemporary account of the “public reasons” doctrine is arguably John Rawls’s. In his work Political Liberalism
, Rawls takes for granted the “reasonable pluralism” of contemporary societies, characterized by the diversity of worldviews their citizens profess. It is hence essential to achieve –by means of an “overlapping consensus” of the various comprehensive worldviews- a metaphysically neutral “basis of public justification”: a common ground of political rules that does not rest on any specific comprehensive worldview.

But, as matter of fact, the doctrine of public reasons is often applied asymmetrically: for example, the case for the banning of abortion will be rejected as “metaphysically laden” (it will be alleged that it relies on the belief in God instilling a soul at the moment of conception)
, whereas the case for free abortion will be accepted as “metaphysically neutral”. The fact that the pro-abortion thesis could also be considered to rest on a specific (and far from unanimously accepted)
 materialistic worldview (the belief that the foetus is “just a cluster of cells”, that mankind is just “one more animal species”, etc.) will be overlooked. The fact that the pro-life thesis can be defended on the grounds of scientific and non-religious considerations (life begins at conception; human dignity cannot depend on the size or state of development of the individual, etc.)
 will be disregarded as well. 
When it is so implemented (as is the case most of the time in Europe), the “public reasons” doctrine translates into a deceptive “false impartiality” that gives systematic priority to moral and political opinions based on the atheistic worldview, while it systematically rules out religiously informed moral positions
. Secularism is not the impartial referee watching over the competing comprehensive worldviews it pretends to be: rather, it is one of those competing worldviews. It is not a referee, but a player
. No less than Jürgen Habermas conceded this during his famous debate with Joseph Ratzinger (now Benedict XVI): “A true cosmovisional neutrality of state power […] is incompatible with the political generalization of a secular worldview. Secular citizens […] should not deny as a matter of principle the truth potential of religious concepts, nor should they deny their religious fellow citizens their right to make contributions formulated in religious language to public discussions”
.
.
� “Quel modèle offrons-nous aux jeunes [musulmans] issus de l’immigration? Comment une nation qui ne s’aime plus elle-même, qui n’a plus d’enfants […] inspirerait-elle le respect ? Si la France et l’Occident ne présentaient pas le spectacle d’une société dont les repères collectifs se dissolvent et d’où le spirituel semble absent, nous aurions moins de motifs de craindre un islam conquérant » (Jean SÉVILLIA, Quand les catholiques étaient hors la loi, Perrin, Paris, 2005, p. 287).


� Joseph RATZINGER, “Europa: sus fundamentos espirituales ayer, hoy y mañana”, in Marcello PERA – Joseph RATZINGER, Sin raíces: Europa, relativismo, Cristianismo, Islam”, Península, Barcelona, 2006, p. 76 [my translation].


� “Fondly do we hope, fervently do we pray, that this mighty scourge of war may speedily pass away. Yet, if God wills that it continue until all the wealth piled by the bondsman's two hundred and fifty years of unrequited toil shall be sunk, and until every drop of blood drawn with the lash shall be paid by another drawn with the sword, as was said three thousand years ago, so still it must be said “the judgments of the Lord are true and righteous altogether”” (Abraham LINCOLN, Second Inaugural Address, 1865).


� “Today an unsettling worry nags at Western liberals: what if secular Europe (and for that matter secular Harvard and secular Manhattan) is the odd one out? They are right to be worried. It now seems that it is the American model that is spreading around the world: religion and modernity are going hand in hand, not just in China but throughout much of Asia, Africa and Latin America. It is not just that religion is thriving in many modernizing countries; it is also that religion is succeeding in harnessing the tools of modernity to propagate its message. The very things that were supposed to destroy religion –democracy and markets, technology and reason- are combining to make it stronger” (John MICKELTHWAIT – Adrian WOOLDRIDGE, God is Back: How the Global Revival of Faith is Changing the World, Penguin, London, 2009, p. 12).


� Jürgen HABERMAS himself has acknowledged the excepcionality of the European model lately: “Europa isoliert sich vom Rest der Welt. Welthistorisch betrachtet, erscheint Max Webers “okzidentaler Rationalismus” nun als der eigentliche Sonderweg. […] So unterliegt […] das okzidentale Selbstbild der Moderne einem Kippeffekt: aus dem Normalvorbild für die Zukunft aller übrigen Kulturen wird ein Sonderfall” (Jürgen HABERMAS, “Religion in der Öffentlichkeit: Kognitive Voraussetzungen für den “öffentlichen Vernunftgebrauch” religiöser und säkularer Bürger”, in Zwischen Naturalismus und Religion: Philosophische Aufsätze, Suhrkamp, Francfort del M., p. 121).


� See John MICKELTHWAIT – Adrian WOOLDRIDGE, God is back, cit., pp. 1-9.


� Colleen CARROLL notes that many of the American youths who are turning back to Christian or Jewish religion (her book The New Faithful is a survey of this phenomenon) “tend to be […] young adults blessed with talent, intelligence, good looks, wealth, successful careers, impressive educational pedigrees, or charisma- or some dynamic combination thereof. […] “When they speak, even the skeptics are listening”, said Dr. Leon Kass, a bioethicist and humanities professor at the University of Chicago who sees signs of increased interest in traditional religion among today’s students. […] Kass has found that the students who defend organized religion are some of his best and brightest” (Colleen CARROLL, The New Faithful: Why Young Adults Are Embracing Christian Orthodoxy, Loyola Press, Chicago, 2002, pp. 12-13).


� “According to the secularist hymnbook, those drawn to religion should be the weak, the ignorant and the fearful. […] [But] In much of the world it is exactly the sort of upwardly mobile, educated middle classes that Marx and Weber presumed would shed such superstitions who are driving the explosion of faith” (J. MICKELTHWAIT – A. WOOLDRIDGE, God is back, cit., p. 18).


� “Nuestro mundo [occidental] […] está en guerra consigo mismo. Una casa dividida, como se dijo hace dos mil años, no puede durar. Esta es una sociedad en transición, donde la vida se relativiza [aborto, eutanasia …] y la cultura judeo-cristiana es desterrada de la plaza pública. […] Pero la utopía poscontemporánea occidental –el secularismo extremo- que la sustituye está llamada a ser tan efímera, una o dos generaciones, como para no alcanzar siquiera la categoría de anécdota” (Martín ALONSO, Doce de septiembre: La guerra civil occidental, Gota a Gota, Madrid, 2006, p. 142).


� “[T]he clash that is coming –and that has, indeed, already begun- is not so much among the world’s great civilizations as it is within the civilization of the West, between those who claim the Judeo-Christian worldview and those who have abandoned that worldview in favor of the “isms” of contemporary […] life –feminism, multiculturalism, gay liberationism, lifestyle liberalism- what I here lump together as a family called “the secularist orthodoxy”” (Robert P. GEORGE, “The Clash of Orthodoxies”, in Robert P. GEORGE, The Clash of Orthodoxies: Law, Religion and Morality in Crisis, ISI Books, Wilmington (Del.), 2001, p. 3).


� Pages 170-171 of the on line version of SINGER’s Practical Ethics (the pages where he unashamedly advocates the right of parents to have their child killed in the first month after birth) have revealingly been “censored” (while the rest of the book is available: � HYPERLINK "http://books.google.es/books?id=OZOmSTWZNdcC&dq=peter+singer+practical+ethics&printsec=frontcover&source=bn&hl=es&ei=SZcDTMOyBJ6T4gaAj_TLDg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=4&ved=0CDEQ6AEwAw#v=onepage&q&f=false" ��http://books.google.es/books?id=OZOmSTWZNdcC&dq=peter+singer+practical+ethics&printsec=frontcover&source=bn&hl=es&ei=SZcDTMOyBJ6T4gaAj_TLDg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=4&ved=0CDEQ6AEwAw#v=onepage&q&f=false�). I quote from the Spanish version: “Los motivos para no matar personas no se aplican a los recién nacidos […] [D]ebería haber al menos algunas circunstancias en las cuales el derecho a la vida totalmente legal entrara en vigor, no en el momento del nacimiento, sino poco después del mismo, quizás un mes después. […] Nuestra actual protección absoluta de la vida de los niños es una actitud típicamente cristiana más que un valor ético universal. El infanticidio se ha practicado en sociedades que van desde Tahití a Groenlandia. […] El cambio en las actitudes occidentales hacia el infanticidio desde los tiempos romanos es, como la doctrina de la santidad de la vida humana de la que forma parte, producto del cristianismo” (Peter SINGER, Etica práctica, Akal, Madrid, 2009, pp. 176-177).


� I translate from the Spanish version (Peter SINGER, Etica práctica, cit., p. 96), as pages 96-118 –which included this excerpt- have also been misteriously removed from the available on line Google Books English version. 


� Robert SPAEMANN, “Engendrado, no hecho”, in SPAEMANN, R., Ética, política y cristianismo, cit., p. 243 ss. (German version: “Gezeugt, nicht gemacht”, Die Zeit, April 2001).


� See Gertrude HIMMELFARB, One Nation, Two Cultures, Random House, New York, 2001, pp. 47-50; David BLANKENHORN, Fatherless America, Basic Books, New York, 1995, pp. 33, 35, 245 (n. 30); David POPENOE, Life Without Father, Simon & Schuster, New York, 1996, pp. 65-74; William J. DOHERTY (ed.), Why Marriage Matters: Twenty-One Conclusions from the Social Sciences, Institute for American Values, New York, 2002.


� John RAWLS, Political Liberalism, Columbia University Press, New York, 1993.


� “This strategy does not directly attack traditional sanctity of life principles or understandings […]. What it does, rather, is to rule out as illegitimate for public-policy making these and other principles, their reasonableness and even their truth notwithstanding. […] [I]t excludes them from the class of “public reasons” –that is, reasons justifying the restriction of liberty in certain contexts” (Robert P. GEORGE, “Liberal Political Theory and the Culture of Death”, en The Clash of Orthodoxies, cit., p. 43).


� “Secularist doctrine contains very controversial views about what constitutes a person –views every bit as controversial as the Jewish and Christian views” (Robert P. GEORGE, “The Clash of Orthodoxies”, cit., p. 20).


� “Christians and other believers need not –and typically do not- suggest that abortion, for example, is wrong […] because God whispered it into our ear, or the ear of a pope […] or even into the ear a sacred writer” (R.P. GEORGE, “The Clash of Orthodoxies”, cit., p. 14). See Robert P. GEORGE – Christopher TOLLEFSEN, Embryo: A Defense of Human Life, Doubleday, New York, 2008.


� Catholic scholar George WEIGEL made recently this interesting point: “If religiously informed moral argument is banned from the American public square, then the public square has become, not only naked, but undemocratic and intolerant. If, on the other hand, religiously informed moral argument is welcome in public life, then we have the possibility of rebuilding, not a sacred public square (a goal the Catholic Church rejected at the Second Vatican Council), but a civil public square, in which tolerance is understood in its true sense as differences engaged within a bond of civility formed by a mutual commitment to reason” (George WEIGEL, “Defending Religious Freedom in Full”, National Review Online, May 18, 2010 [http://www.eppc.org/publications/pubID.4161/pub_detail.asp]).


� “[O]rthodox secularism stands for the strict separation of not only church and state, but also faith and public life: […] no legislation based on the religiously informed moral convictions of legislators or voters [is admissible]. Here secularism goes far beyond the views shared by most Americans: namely, that everyone should enjoy the right to be free from coercion in matters of religious belief […]. Secularism aims to privatize religion altogether, to render religiously informed moral judgment irrelevant to public affairs and public life, and to establish itself, secularist ideology, as the nation’s public philosophy”(R.P. GEORGE, “The Clash of Orthodoxies”, cit., p. 6). 


� My translation (I have not been able to find an English version): Jürgen HABERMAS, “¿Fundamentos prepolíticos del Estado democrático?”, in Jürgen HABERMAS – Joseph RATZINGER, Dialéctica de la secularización: Sobre la razón y la religión, trad. de I. Blanco, Encuentro, Madrid, 2006, pp. 46-47. In his essay “Religion in der Öffentlichkeit”, Habermas claims the liberal State should be interested in encouraging the political participation of religious citizens as such (that is, without forcing them to leave their religious convictions aside when they do): “Der liberale Staat hat ein Interesse an der Freigabe politischer Stimmen in der politischen Öffentlichkeit […]. Er darf die Gläubigen und die Religionsgemeinschaften nicht entmutigen, sich als solche auch politisch zu äussern, weil er nicht wissen kann, ob sich die säkulare Gesellschaft sonst von wichtigen Ressourcen der Sinnstiftung abschneidet” (Jürgen HABERMAS, “Religion in der Öffentlichkeit”, in Zwischen Naturalismus und Religion: Philosophische Aufsätze, cit., p. 137). The French president Nicolas SARKOZY held a similar line of reasoning in an extremely interesting speech delivered in 2007 at the St. John of Latran basilica: “[L]a République a intérêt à ce qu’il existe aussi une réflexion morale inspirée de convictions religieuses. D’abord parce que la morale laïque risque toujours de s’épuiser ou de se changer en fanatisme quand elle n’est pas adossée à une espérance qui comble l’aspiration à l’infini. Ensuite parce qu’une morale dépourvue de liens avec la transcendance est davantage exposée aux contingences historiques et finalement à la facilité. […] Toutes les intelligences, toutes les spiritualités qui existent dans notre pays doivent y prendre part [au debat publique]. Nous serons plus sages si nous conjuguons la richesse de nos différentes traditions. C’est pourquoi j’appelle de mes vœux l’avènement d’une laïcité positive, c’est-à-dire une laïcité qui, tout en veillant à la liberté de penser, à celle de croire et de ne pas croire, ne considère pas que les religions sont un danger, mais plutôt un atout. […] La France a besoin de catholiques convaincus qui ne craignent pas d’affirmer ce qu’ils sont et ce en quoi ils croient » (Discours de Nicolas Sarkozy au Palais du Latran, 20-12-2007 [http://www.la-croix.com/illustrations/Multimedia/Actu/2007/12/20/sarkozy.rtf]).
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