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INTRODUCTION

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for the invitation. I am a
constitutional lawyer and a political scientist, who specializes in church-
state relations, but not a trained theologian. (TS onor to
§peaKk to you this morning.

The title of the paper that T would like to present is: ‘Multicultural
Democracy: in Search of a Reformed Approach’. As the title indicates
already, it is very much meant (o serve as a discussion paper, not as the
final word about this complex issue.

The paper consists of four sections. T will start out by saying a few things
about the concept of multicultural democracy in general. Next, I will
specifically deal with the topic of church and state, which you will be
discussing today and whicliTis obviously at U cart of the concept of
W Soction three looks at the Reformed
Contrtbution to the topic of church and state in religiously plural societies

in the past. Finally, section four raises the question whether the notion of

C
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Multicultural Democracy

El,glf‘)m_’ democracy. as developed by Reformed thinkers and put into
.;‘)racme in the Netherlands during the better part of the twentieth century
should™®e replace concepl o fcururatde ’

I

. THE CONCEPT OF MULTICULTURAL DEMOCRACY

The .stzn:tmg Point of my paper is what to me was the most inspiring
pub]lcatlon of last year: the Human Development Report 2004 ub? st 3
for the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Ac’cr())rdi:ms ]eto
ihlS report, entitled Cultural Liberty in Today's D;‘verve Wogrla’
lc]ultu‘ra~l diversity is here to stay — and to grow‘. States ne:ed to f'n&
ways of forging national unity amid this diversity. The W(;rld ever m:)
interdependent economically, cannot function unless pg]z)le res el;:i
mversgxfind build unity through common bonds of humanity. In thl‘SFE.l“
91‘ globalization the demands for cultural recognition can n(.) long ge
ignored by any state or by the international com;nunity”.3 .

’l_'hc way states manage this cultural diversity matters because cultural
hb;r‘cy, “being able to choose one’s identity — who one is'l— with
losing the respect of others or being excluded from other ch})ices " i

b.e r_egarfied as a human right. Usually five categories of himan Rkt c'an
distinguished: civil, cultural, economic, political and social. Of thzs;?\%J
categoriescultural right¥have, certainty e We?ﬁggti]l. now re;:eived

the least attention._Yet, there can be no doubt that cultural rights are

an rights as well, and that their importance grows almost by tu1e a‘y

The fact thul. cu?tural liberty is a human right implies, that stat(: are
:Jl:der an ?bllgat{011 to actively pursue multicultural policies, “policies

at fexpllutly recognize cultural differences.”® The so-called Minoritie
at Risk dfqta set, created by researchers at the University of Maryla (Ii”
Cepter for International Development and Conflict M'ma{: e
estimates that almost 900 million people in the world t0d"1 gtl:nfn'tj
ar‘oun('] (?ne of seven, are discriminated against or disadvantaac‘:i,bc i'l '*
of th.el.r identity.® Yet, it is perfectly possible for a state to be Tnult’etctfu'sc
multilingual, multireligious, et cetera. In order to achieve lhi%lnatrilg:r;
*%;S;::siu:fjrz; ;ie(?ll]zced bifuzt:\ée(?anon.s,r“wher_e various ‘nations” — be

ey gious, TIEUis ity S TdeMTes — can coexist
peacefully and cooperatively in a single state polity.”’ More specifically

At 2,
At
2AtD
® Cited at 31.
T At 49,
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according to the Human Development Report 2004, multicultural
policies are required in the following five fields: political participation,
access to justice, language, socio-economic policies and, last but not

least, religion.
‘('?-'——‘

As far as political participation is concerned, a multicultural conception
of democracy requires that power-sharing arrangements be introduced.
Power can either be shared termtorially through federalism or, when the
different groups are _dispersed throughout a country, “through™
Consociation. Consociation is “a polifical arrangement in which various
groups, such as ethnic or racial populations within a country.or region,
share power according to an agreed formula or mechanism! xamples
of such mechanisms include an electoral system of ion:
representation, executive = power-s faring, provisions  for

~Futonomy, amdt saf cguards in the form of mutual vetoes.

-~ /
As far as access to justice is concerned, recognition of customar law
ought to be considered, which could mean the Ttroduction of some form

—_—
of legal pluralism in for example an area of law such as personal law
whiCh governs sensitive topics like marriage, divorce, guardianship,

adoption, inheritance and succession.

cultural

anguage “symbolizes
nclusion

7

As far as language is concerned, recognition of a |
respect for the people who speak it, their culture and their full i
in society%” Therefore, in addition to_a unifyi ati

adoption of one or two |6cal Tanguages is recommended.

oncerned, recognizing legitimate

As far as socio-economic policies are ¢
affirmative action are

collective claims to land and livelihoods and taking
two means of addressing inequalities between groups.

Finally, because religion is of profound importance 0 one’s identity,
from the point of view ol cultural liberty guaranteeing religious liberty in
the best possible way is of foremost importance. As I said carlier, given
the fact that this is the theme that you will be discussing today, T will
elaborate on the issue of religion — or church and state — in the following
section of my paper. Before doing s0, however, I should like to make one
more remark about the concept of multicultural democracy.

8 Www.homoexcelsior,con, *
? At9.
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The Human Development Report 2004 defends a_limited kind of

uw[uculturalism. Thus, in addition to @ greater _gespect for diversity) it

S (JiS’(') SIresses the need Tor a stronger comniitment to unity:~l'he

-

15 to be Tound in a common commmtmenT o —omrversal ethics based

ux?wergll human rights and respect for the freedom equality and (;ca ity
()I’_u]! mdlv.iduuls.“m The approach could be suml;led up Zs‘ “Divl‘on"!ty
Within Unity.” therefore, to use a phrase coined by th;: Amecrgzl':z

sociologist Amitai Etzioni i m
zioni, who uses the term in a s iffi
¢ a somewh: 2
e somewhat different

2 CHURCH AND STATE

T - isti
he Human [‘)ctveloncnt Report 2004 dlslmglisheibctwe@:uld@d
states. Non-secular states cGme in three varieties. Fi
= stat - ¢ varieties. First of all
;lavrz,()nE.se'cu c}r state [ Tgoverned, as it were, by divinc;
Afo.hd ]x.a:np Lsdof Sllll(.‘h states include the Islamic Republic of Iran and
ghanistan under the Taliban. Secondly, a n
; nds d , a non-secular state can have :
established religion, that is s ; i
; s a formal alliance between a i igi
. . particular religion
ij;]d':hedg(;-\{r.u(rllnwm. Examples include Buddhism in Bhuta Burmaband
ailand; Hinduism in Nepal; Islam in Ba i ;
: ' n in Nepal; I angladesh, Libya and Malaysia:
3?)?: lj()mlan Catholicism in Argentina, Bolivia and Costa Rica Thir‘d)lly d
-secular state can have an establish g :
a s shed church or religion, b
: : i , but
noll'le.the]e.ss recognize and even financially support more gthan one
% Sk :
rgewlb(ljon. Ex(;lml}:]e.s of such states include Denmark, Iceland Norway
sweden, and the United Kingdom. None of i , ’
;i e of these three types of
secular states stands out fr n i [ vi S i
s § om the point of view of ensuri igi
" s . : suring religious
E?eﬁi()nl, dllhough In practice the third type performs witl;goul goubt
etier than the first two. Generally speaking
Lo be preferred. E

—_—

Contrary to what is us - i
usually assumed; secular state .
e N < St e
different varieties as well - Secular statey come in at least three
T i O ey

T o on o, T
re(l)iol;(cgm]f wnh,htheu, are anti-religious, secular states, which exclude
gion from their own affairs but d i
: from aire 0 not hesitate to interfere i
- g : ‘ n the
;ff.qlrs of ‘1elxg10n. Ijlxdmples include Communist regimes in China and
ormerly, in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe !

Secondly, a secular state c:
Y, a secular state can be neutral or laicist. Neutral states are

boundary

%)Thirdly. there are secular states asserti

, however, a secular state is

2 el 1 Multicultural Democracy
considered to be realized best by stripping the public square of all
religious elements. The United States after the Second World War and
France since the Separation Law of 1905 are probably the best examples
of countries with this type of church-state relations, although the
differences between both countries should not be underestimated.

distance to all religious and secular worldviews in society and their
affiliated organizations. This engagement may take the form of support
forretigions, such as public funding of religious schools, as long as this
is done even-handedly. The Human Development Report mentions the
Indian Constitution as an example, but the Ne ands also fits in this
category as we will see later on. What is important to note at this moment
is that secularism apparently does not automatically imply the

privatizatiW gion. In fact, in this third type of secular state the
fieutrality of the state is protected better than in so-called neutral or
laicist, secular states. For this reason, according to American political
scientists Stephen V. Monsma and J. Christopher Soper in their book The
Challenge of Pluralism: Church and State in Five Democracies (1997),
there is “much to learn from the Dutch experience. (.. .) [T]he Dutch may

0 a Ob at securing religious rights than almost any other country
The world.” " The Human Development Report puts it this way: “What
'mtaT-ﬁ'om the human development perspective is to expand
human freedoms and human rights — and to recognize equality. Secular

and democratic states are most likely to achieve these oals where the

e Feasonable accommodation of religious practices, where all

“Tetigions have the same relation to the state and where the state protects
human rights. S

This position roughly corresponds with what the American historian
Wilfred M. McClay has argued in a recent essay entitled ‘Two Concepts
of Secularism’. According to McClay “[t]here is on the one hand, a way
ST understanding (he secular idea as an opponent of established befief >
including a nonreligious establishment — and a protector of the rights of
fra‘:"exereiseand-at'lfceﬁs‘ jati er hand, one can understand

thd secular ideal as a proponent of established unbelief nd a protector of
individual expressive rights, a category that includes rights of religious

ch‘u%"lctenzed by a strict separation_between church and S, The state
sho ral as far as religion i 96 i :
uld be neutral as far as religion is concerned and this neutrality is

-
"' Stephen V. Monsma and J. Christopher Soper, The Challenge of Pluralism.
Church and State in Five Democracies (Lanham, Maryland: Rowman &
Littlefield 1997), at 82, 201.

2 At 8.

12 AL 90,
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Multicultural Democracy
gxpl'ESSIOn:”]” The former view, which understands secularism :
Iregdom .trom establishmentarian imposition of any Worldviewas )
society, 1s a rather minimal understanding of secularism and ‘On
‘l‘hcrefo.re be called “negafive secularis 3 The latter view, cz l(iag
estabh.shmentarian or positive secularism,” is held by more vm("l"lte
scgula.nsts, who can to a certain extent be considered enemies of re:il 'am
(with important exceptions, such as themiom\s‘ts)”ﬁ%—l}%n\\
regime seeks, under the guise of separating church and state, t(; excludz

Multicultural Democracy

during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries,' and which is set out in
section seven of-the_excellent report on ‘Church, State and the Kingd
of God’ T iherefore can be brief about it here. Suffice

———

i{ to say that a major starting-point for this theory of society is that, no
matter how sovereign nation states and other political entities might
regard themselves to be, ultimate sovereignty only belongs to God. This
goes back as far as to theaﬂﬂmrch Sconfession that “Jesus is Lord”
(1 Corinthians 12: 3). From this it follows that neither the national state

\ religious ; G ;
»ﬁ/e igious thought and discourse from any serious participation in public

7 life, ¢ o S i . nor for example a supranational institution like the European Union in
life, and to confine religious belief and practice, as much as possible, to ple a sup P
= L

themselves can claim to be the ideal of political organization in this

the realm of priv: indivi
private predilection and individual taste.”' In this

termino Ogy (& uman cvelopmen epo reiers negatve
. I y lh H ]) t R \1— 3 coat
p rt p I (=

In order for negative secularism to work, however, religious faiths must

Wﬁ adaptation in aC(‘OmmOda[lw hemselves Tc
it ey must,” as McClay puts it, “learn their table manner: s
“how to behave aro o
;n; is r§§1?ecl 1s _of caurseﬁwhc(h— er_Islam will manage to achieve this

egree of adaptation. “But,” as Mctﬁ?‘n/ghtly observes, “the task of
adaptmg' to a negative-secular order faces all the world’s r(;l’igions 1t th0
are to bring any of their resources to bear effectively on the task ot li e
in the next century.”'® Interestingly enough, Protestants have been g
tl‘fe ﬁ1'§t to ‘adapt to negative secularismi, Whic | Tings amOmng
Uisetsston-of-the-Reformed contribution o the issue of cl;:urch and statz

in religiously plural societies in the past.

3. THE REFORMED CONTRIBUTION'"

Wheq [ say that Protestants have been among the first to adapt
negalllve secularism, I have in mind the approach of pri>nci led pbl'o
plurahsm that neo-Calvinists such as 183731928)1121 1;
legal philosopher_Hefman Dooyewecr ) have developzd

[ e,
Wim]clcllrel\(:l MM ‘l\élc?Clay, “Two anccpts of Secularism,” in: Hugh Heclo and
. McClay (eds.), Religion Returns to the Public Square. Faith and

Policy in America (Baltimore and : i
s | and London: The John Hopkins University Press,

" Ibidem, 47-48.
'S Ihidem, 52.
' Ibidem, 54.

17 e .
“P]l;zirlst of[.lhls s(n‘:clmn and the next one are based on: Hans-Martien ten Napel
estantism, Globalization and the Di i hstitition :
" : 2 emocratic Constitutional State,” in:
‘ Bl the. s S NV
Kiister (ed.), Reshaping Protestantism in a Global Context (forlhcominﬂ)‘ V
2).
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5 B . e
strangers.” * One-of the most intriguing questions

world. The criterium for the legitimacy of both is how well they are
doing in establishing justice, nationally as well as internationally. Since
justice in the political sphere will not easily amount to the ideal of
biblical justice, it is referred to as public justice instead.

As far as domestic justice is concerned — to which T will limit myself in
i pluralism_are important. The first type can be
calléd institutional or associational pItra T starts from the idea that
God-has created society with the potential to unfold into a number of
different spheres, such as the family, education, business, the arts and
government. Since government constitutes only one of these spheres, it is
under an obligation to recognize and uphold the autonomy and freedom
of civil society that has responsibilities of its own. The second type can
be called directional plura]is‘mf() This principle implies that religion, on
the other hand, does not constitute a separale sphere, but has instead a

caring on all & of Tife: ver, since Jesus and Jesus only is
Lord, society should neither be governed by a particular religion, such as
Christianity or Islam, nor by some other value system, such as Secular

Humanism. Instead, a government should uphold the right of all people
who live within its territory to be free to practise their diverse religious or
fonreligious Taiths in both private and public life.

What John Hiemstra does not deal with in his report, probably due to
lack of space, is the fact that the rise of pluriform democracy in the

18 yames William Skillen, The Development of Calvinistic Political Theory in the
Netherlands, with Special Reference to the Thought of Herman Dooyeweerd
(Ph.D.: Duke University, 1974); Luis E. Lugo (ed.), Religion, Pluralism, and
Public Life. Abraham Kuyper's Legacy for the Twenty-First Century (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans 2000).

19 Richard Mouw and Sander Griffioen, Pluralisms and Horizons. An Essay in
Christian Public Philosophy (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans 1993) 16.

2 Tbidem.

21 Note that religion is not synonymous with the church as an institution, which is

confimed o 1ts own sphere.
e oo e
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Netherlz.mds in the early twentieth century is to a considerable extent
rooFc.d in precisely this well worked-out theory of Reformed oriein
Politically speaking, the single most important characteristic of D1he
Netherlands is without doubt that it is a religiously plural society. Since
the.Ref()rmation and the revolt against the Spanish (1568—1648) 'Dutch
society has consisted, roughly speaking,” of three groups: ’Roman
Catholics, orthodox Reformed and a secular or huma;istic .m"ihériry .
- Duich politics Whilwwm\_mnmmterp%* a
permanent struggle for power betw ce groups of about eqﬁﬂm
size, but with distinctive identities. After Roman Catholics had been

Multicultural Democracy
democracy, characterized by precisely the kind of power-sharing
mechanisms that the Human Development Report speaks about, that is an
electoral system of proportional representation, executive power-sharing,
provisions for cultural autonomy, and safeguards in the form of mutual
vetoes. In reality, however, as the historically oriented American political
scientist Stanley Carlson-Thies has rightly pointed out, “[tlhe four
subcultures which took shape in the latter decades of the nineteent
century [by this time the secular or humanistic minority had split up
politically into Liberals and Socialists, HMtN] did not pose a deadly
challenge to democratic governance, as assumed by consociational

domxpant during the Middle Ages, orthodox Reformed took over during
lhc sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and humanists dominated thz
elghyeenlh and the nineteenth centuries. The twentieth century has been
dominated by orthodox Reformed and Roman Catholics t()tl’ether
Throughout this period, one of the main issues has precisel; beeri
argument about the type of church-state relations that should be
pre‘ferredzé As a 'result, the Netherlands has known very different
regimes.™ In the time of the Republic (1579-1795), the Dutch Reformed
Church was more or less the established church, making it a non-secular
state of the second type distinguished earlier. Aftoer the B;ltavian
Revolution 01’. 1795 had brought the secular state, the nineteenth century
was characterized by a strict separation of church and state. Finally, in
1917, under pressure from a political alliance of orthodox Reformed ;lnd
Roman Catholics principled public pluralism was introduced, making the
Netherlands‘ a secular state of the third type mentioned .above bThe
approach ot' pfinciplcd public pluralism as developed by Neo—CaIv'ﬁsjt;

rities with Roman Catholic social teaching.” X

Unfortunately, until now this latter paradigm shift is misinterpreted in the
so-called *“consociational democracy” literature, through which the
Nethcrlzm.d.s"is known best both nationally and inlernationati]y. Accordin

to consociational democracy theory, the key issue at the beginning of thi
twenll.cth century was whether the stability of the politicalbsysler: could
bf’ mz_unt'funed, despite the gradually increasing degree of segmentation or
pillarization of Dutch society. This was eventually done by prudent elites
that prevented a near-civil war by establishing a consociationall

22
“ Roughly speaking, if onl inly i
¥ speaking, y because (certainly in the beginning) ma anists
were practising Christians. i R ey
- !;/’Ionsl.n;qvan(‘l Soper, Challenge of Pluralism, 51-86.
ames W. Skillen and Rockne M. McCarthy (eds.), Political Order and the

Plural Structure of Society (Atlanta, Georeia:
) 3 a, gia: Scholars Press s Journal of
M(l’fkt’l‘\' and Morality 5 (2000) nr. 1, special_iss df‘“ reger:tgu()l): s
ocial Teaching: e Legacy of Leo XIII and Abraham Kuyper.”

REC FOCUS 9%

ristia

theory. The challenge was instead to state policies inhospitable to the
diversity of ways of life embodied in the subcultures. The prevailing
liberal model tolerated, but privatized, differences. But Catholics and
orthodox Protestants insisted that their religious beliefs should guide also
their public activities and institutions. (...) Segmentation  (...)
necessitated the transformation of state policies and structures. The
Netherlands became not a consociational democracy but a pluriform
democracy — a democracy in which subculturally-rooted diffeérences are”
affirmatively accommodated by the state.” * T must admit that, in the

Tight of The Humm004, T object much less to the

term “consociational democracy” as such than I used to do, but the
problem is that it is still too much associated with the largely negative
meaning that the term “pillarization™ has for most social scientists and
historians. The period of pillarization between 1917 and 1967 is, possibly
partly as a result of personal experiences and frustrations, regarded by
them as a culturally “dark” period of Dutch history, in which the political
and religioTsettes of the day succeeded in controlling their rank and file
adherents on an unprecedented scale. As the Human Development Report
demonstrates, however, it is also possible to be more positive about the
same period in Dutch history, and to regard it as a kind of second)

“Golden Age” in which religious and political life flourished ONce more.
- e ——

After it had been i the field of education, by means of
thé adoption of a constitutional amendment in. 1917, the model of
principted public_pluralism has later also been applied to other areas,
{tichas the media,” and — after World War II — health and social welfare
services. Because of the shifting worldview beliefs of the society,
however, from the 1960s onwards yet another paradigm shift with regard

5 Stanley Warren Carlson-Thies, Democracy in the Netherlands: Consociational
or Pluriform? (Ph.D.: University of Toronto 1993) iv-v.

20 Gee John Hiemstra, Worldviews on the Air: Founding a Pluralist Broadcasting
System in the Netherlands (Lanham, MD: University Press of America 1997).
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to church-state relations in the Netherlands is gradually taking place,
which might bring with it the end of pluriformity. In essence, this most

recent shift involves a return to_the neutral or laicist state of the

nineteenth century, at a moment in time when society because of both
secularization and immigration is becoming more plural than it already
was. The pace of change is slow, because — as Monsma and Soper have
noted — the pluralist theories of society of Reformed and Catholic origin
“have become part of the Dutch mindset on issues of church and state.”’
Yet, the change is unmistakable, as is currently demonstrated for
example by the demise of the pluralist broadcasting system. Again, to
many social scientists and historians, this marks a kind of liberation from
a “medieval past,” and the dawning of a new era of “enlightenment.”
Others, however, are increasingly worried about the effects that the
secularization and individualization processes may have on the cohesion
of Dutch society. They regard the present situation as being a culturally
“dark” era because relatively Tew people and organizations are still trying

t0 maintain an explicit relation between their religious and other belieTs—

and social and political action. THis might even be an explanation for the
widening “confidence gap” between Dutch citizens and the Dutch
political system about which a number of Dutch politicians and political
commentators have become increasingly concerned over the last few
years, especially since 9/11. Because of the de-pillarization process,
Dutch people are finding it increasingly difficult to relate to parties and
politicians that in their eyes have become too technocratic.

Since the prospects for Dutch pluriform democracy are greatly dependent
on the process of European unification, it appears indispensable to take
developments at the European level into account as well. The draft
Constitution, which was recently voted down in the French and Dutch
referendums, provides in Article 1-51, that the European Union “respects
and does not prejudice the status under national law of churches and
religious associations or communities in the Member States” (paragraph
1) and “equally respects the status of philosophical and non-confessional
organisations ™ (paragraph—2)THiS festraint is perhaps understandable,
given the principle of subsidiarity.” More plausible, however, is that the
topic of church-state relations has proven too sensitive to regulate at this
stage, given the already problematic nature of the discussion about the
possible inclusion of an explicit reference to the J udeo-Christian heritage

*” Monsma and Soper, Challenge of Pluralism, 58.

* In Article 9, paragraph 3. of the draft Constitution subsidiarity is described as
the principle that ‘in areas which do not fall within its exclusive competence the
Union shall act only if and insofar as the objectives of the intended action cannot
be sufficiently achieved by the Member States’.

REC FOCUS 08
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in the Preamble. As a result, one will ha.ve to wait and see wtgtil;r J(());
example the French tradition of Laicism or the Eastern '.lr.othe
inclination towards the established church model wﬂl preva; . in :
European  Union, although a gradual process of ] Fonve(;ccnce ac.
conceivable as well. Even the Dutch mpdel of pluntorml e.r_no.crlhi
might have a — be it small — chance of success, e:specml y :}nccgeeg
European Union, according to the Preamble of its Qrail Co‘nstltu 10@, .] ré
itself as “united in its diversity.” It wqulq be- mte_reifmg E?Dpxp O't
whether there is a difference between “Un'lty in Diversity andh germ z
within Unity,” which as we have seen is the app.roach gfht e‘ kl:n:ie
Development Report. This brings me to the quesnon' V.Vhl‘(, ‘ mliirlsutCh
beginning of the fourth and ﬁna! sectlon‘?‘f rr;ly Fr:;c;tf}:c;r};ao;;m uteh
pluriform democracy, despite_its specific_histo w8 me,lwo_l o
respectively, in so far as it prese.nts a middle cour§‘e1 : i
as Anglicans would say) between the rivalling models of the neu
Jaicist state and multicultural democracy?

4. FROM PLURIFORM DEMOCRACY TO MULTICULTURAL
DEMOCRACY?

With respect to the United States, Carlson-Thies has' on tl?e gn;: hr?lr;g
remarked during an international conference on Sharing t el (l:do'rt e
Tradition: The Dutch-North American Exchange. 184?-1996,’ lme‘.‘ a .
Free University in Amsterdam in 1996, that “[iln thfa final an‘;]');ms, v;/]ers
is most important is not any direct line of mﬂpence frorq the p 1l 0sop t.
and builders of Dutch segmentation to American pluralist de‘ve oll?lmf:n'sli
Great leaders like Groen van Prinsterer, Abraham Kuyper, and Herma

Schacpman were not secking to_craft a Dutch model of pluralism for

gxport (o the world.”” On the other hand, he suggested during lh(:: sa.Te
conference that “[t]o resolve its dilemmas of religion and public life,

America needs to adopi for itselfar the end of this century the pluralistic

$olution the Netherlands adopted near the beginning.™ ch; ]yearshlr;;(;
mmmFﬁWyey atllou‘gt; .
example in the case law of the U.S. Supreme Court thffl‘@ is z;lt eas dsell =
the early 1980s a growing tendency to move away from the mo

 Stanley W. Carlson-Thies, “The Meaning of Dutch Segmenta‘tlonstlo;rli\’/:(,)dét:;r;
America,” in: George Harinck and Hans Krabpendam ‘Seds.),) 1/ 946;_,19%
Reformed  Tradition: The Dutch-North American Exchange, ¢
(Amsterdam 1996) 159-175, at 172.

3 Thidem.

2
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strict church-state separation.®' Noteworthy as well is the Faith-Based
and Community Initiative which President Bush has launched during his
first term. While the Dutch seem to_abandon the model of principled
public pluralism, scholars, Judges and politicians in the United States are

N

seeking its inspiration.

Outside the West, the situation is different, if only because such classical
doctrines of the democratic constitutional state as the rule of law,
separation of powers, checks and balances and democratic accountability
— which can be seen as necessary preconditions for _a_pluriform

democracy, because they forge unity — are not universally respected.
Nevertheless, by their adherents the notion of pluriform democracy is

regarded as relévant (0 S and all times, because 1t 1s believed to
/&)rrespond “with the way things teally are in terms of God and the nature
ol human bemg. ™ As JTames Skillen puts it, the President of the Center

¢ “for Public Justice in Washington, D.C.. “Dutch society at the turn of the
[twentieth, HM(N] century could not or should not be taken as a model
for all times, but Kuyper’s way of seeking to discover and honor the
integrity of creation’s diversity illuminates one of the central social
challenges people will always face in all parts of the world. (...) If
individualism, collectivism, and secularism are all misleading in one
direction or another, then the need for a God-centered, pluralist social
vision will remain strong throughout the world.”

Given the analysis of the Human Development Report 2004 that virtually
all societies have by now become more or less multicultural societies,
however, both in the Netherlands and abroad proponents of the model of
pluriform democracy will be confronted with the question whether it
should be replaced by the concept of multicultural democracy. In his
report on ‘Church, State and the Kingdom of God' John Hiemstra
observes that the removal from the Belgic Confession of the
Constantinian element of the state’s task that requires it to enforce true
religion, as was done by the Reformed Churches of the Netherlands a
century ago, was in keeping with the principle of ecclesia reformata
semper reformanda est (“the reformed church is always reforming™):

' See for an excellent survey John Witte Jr., Religion and the American
Constitutional Experiment. Essential Rights and Liberties (Boulder, Colorado:
Westview Press 2000).
2 Peter . Heslam, “Prophet of a Third Way: The Shape of Kuyper's Socio-
Political Vision,” Journal of Markets and Morality 5 (2002) 11-33, at 26.

* James W. Skillen, “Why Kuyper now?.” in: Luis Lugo (ed.), Religion,
Pluralism, and Public Life. Abraham Kuyper’s Legacy for the Twenty-First
Century (Grand Rapids, Michigan 2000) 365-372, at 368.
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“This reflects the biblical belief that the Holy Spirit is alwz}ys urging
Christians to renewal, reform, liberation and greater matpnty in ou:
sinful and broken lives and societies.” At the time this :tcp wzf
considered necessary by Kuyper to adapt to the negative szcu dlt'l:)ll']n v
the approach of public pluralism. Would not_a ne\‘v.z} agftil( I,merv
Calvinism to modern circumstances be therefore in the spirit o u O.f
“This 1s obviously a difficult question. On the one haqd, thej, n(ftmtplhe
pluriform democracy covers already two .of the f!v.e dllmensgns 19010“
concept of multicultural democracy, po~lmcal participation an : re' ::: .ms;
Moreover, there seem to be no t_uqdamental ().bjectlf)‘l)s fic-tice
multicultural policies in the three remaining fields of acces‘s. 't|(|) Ju.sle ai
language and socio-economic pqllcxes, althoug.h esps;mllyon tge
pluralism is still considered something of a taboo in the West. g
other hand, however, a spective something wh
probably be missing in the concept of .mult.icu]tural df.:moc‘ra((i:);, 1nli:ﬂz
sense that it is too much involved with directional pluralism an 4 o}(: e
with institutional pluralism. What this demonstrates once more is tha e
latter doctrine, institutional pluralism o : 'overelgnty, 'rel:ilaxtn:
most distinctive Reformed contribution to the topic of church and state.

Yet, further reflection on the concept of multicultura} dejmocracy fr(;:g n‘:
Refbrmed perspective appears desirable, because 0f~ its 1mpox;tan;:::m b
the point of view both of human development z.md tlor Protes ag 1.0)(.f0r(.i
far as the importance of the topic for Proteslantn.s:rq is Fo‘nc§rne ;.gm =
theologian Alister E. McGrath belic?ves that religious .c(.)nserv;; ]Eag[en:]
the future, i.e. evangelical Protestantism, Roman Cathoh.c.xsm an d‘[e‘d .

Ortho doxy.34 In the Blackwell Compamgn to Protestamlsrtn3 cc;~f: :1 . d};
him, it is remarked that “a comprehensn{e Protest'ant POII[IC?} :.ll:l‘ ::.D‘m
platform, faithful to the cardinal convictions of bls'toncal Plote:tflm ];id
and responsive to the needs of an integ.:'cly plurahsllc‘modern p(:3 rld)/;joeq
not emerge in the twenticth century.” The name of Dooyewe S

not appear in the 512-page volume. The" conclu..xi(m: ?f”thls ;::1?'(]3;
however, must be that a public role of the hlStO]l?d y m"\‘ e
denominations still cannot be missed. In the paﬁt, Pmtb?lfxlu‘mﬁ =
general and Calvinism in particular have afted as a torc\e l(l)w.du -(:‘uinlu;e
fibcrty by helping to pave the way for the “three great revo L‘llal()n.\. i
Netherlands (sixteenth century), England (seventeenth century) ¢

3 «“McGrath voorziet einde protestantisme,” Beweging 67 (2003)”29.-?4Ar i
3 John Witte Jr., “Protestantism, Law and Legal Thoug.ht. in: l.h er i
McGrath and Darrén C. Marks (eds.), The Blackwell Companion to Protestantism
(Malden, MA: Blackwell 2004) 298-305, at 304.
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North America (eighteenth century) that gave rise to the democratic
constitutional state.” In particular the approach of principled public

Multicultural Democracy

pluralism, developed by neo-Calvinists, has the potential to act once

again as a Torce toward cultural liberty 1n these multicultural times,
especially ifthe cceed m bullding bridges wi oman Catholicism
and Evangelicalism. As far as Roman Catholicism is concerned, I already
indicated that the approach of principled public pluralism has strong
similarities with Roman Catholic social teaching. As far as
Evangelicalism is concerned, given its growth and the simultaneous
decline of the historically mainline churches, this appears to be in the
interest of pluralist thought. E angelicalism for its part has to gain from
this development as well, beciiuse i the Wnited States, and particularly in
Asia, Africa and Latin America, it is\characterized by a “lack of
theorisation about political cngagcment.”i‘Aﬁer the central event in
“Kuyper s life, his religious conversion resulting from conversations with
the orthodox farmers and labourers of Beesd between 1863 and 1867,*
he dedicated his life to persuading and equipping the orthodox Reformed
to participate in the public life of church, state and society, where
necessary in cooperation with the Roman Catholics. This latter
cooperation was a remarkable development, in the sense that it occurred
in a country in which orthodox Protestants and Roman Catholics had
gone their separate ways for centuries and in a period of time in which of
course no ecumenical contacts whatsoever existed between their
respective churches.

Finally, as far as the importance of the topic for human development is
concerned, according to the Human Development Report 2004 human
development is as much a question of politics as economics: ‘If the world
is to reach the Millennium Development Goals and ultimately eradicate
poverty, it must first successfully confront the challenge of how to build
inclusive, culturally diverse societies. Not Jjust because doing so
successfully is a precondition for countries to focus properly on other
priorities of economic growth, health and education for all citizens. But

# Abraham Kuyper, Lectures on Calvinism (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans
1994 [1931]) 86, 14.

37 Paul Freston, Evangelicals and Politics in Asia, Africa and Latin America
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2001) 316. See, however, the document
“For the Health of the Nation: An Evangelical Call to Civic Responsibility,”
adopted by the Board of Directors of the National Association of Evangelicals in
October 2004, al www.nae.net.

B Puchinger, Abraham Kuyper: De Jonge Kuyper (1837-1867) (Franeker:
Wever, 1987); see also George harinck (ed.), Dr. G. Puchinger, Abraham
Kuyper: His Early Journey of Faith (Amsterdam: VU University Press, 1998).
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because allowing people full cultural expression is an important
development end in itself.”

8 Avs

Vol. 6, No. 1 &2 103

July 2006



