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Introduction

In public discourse the exchange of arguments plays a vital role. By presenting argu-
ments, participants provide reasons for their views, endeavour to persuade others,
and seek to arrive at a joint course of action supported by the strongest arguments.
This way of reasoning sometimes involves religious arguments. For example, reli-
gious believers may argue against same-sex marriage, saying that the Bible forbids
homosexual relationships. Such arguments have force for the believer, but they may
not be accepted as valid by all participants in public discourse, given that they refer
to amoral source towhich only the believers of the same denomination have access.
Should religious arguments be used in public discourse at all, or should participants
be asked to refrain from using them?

In recent years, philosophical discussions of this question in relation to theor-
ies of democracy have focused on the concept of public reason, which is a normative
concept in liberal democratic theory, specifyingwhich arguments should and should
not be used in public discourse. It is often taken to exclude religious arguments. In
this dissertation, I take issue with theories of public reason and the far-reaching
degree of self-restraint they expect citizens and of ice-holders to exercise. My argu-
ment aims to show that religious arguments should be given much more space in
public discourse than many proponents of public reason are prepared to grant.

According to most theories of public reason, citizens and of ice-holders should
both, to more or less the same degree, exercise self-restraint when expressing their
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religious convictions in public discourse. My dissertation takes issue with this as-
sumption, arguing that we should distinguish between citizens and of ice-holders
when considering self-restraint. Citizens should be (morally) free to use religious ar-
guments, whereas most of ice-holders should be expected to exercise self-restraint
with respect to religious arguments.

In an introductory chapter I discuss some of the major issues surrounding the
concept of public reason and the place of religious arguments in public reason envis-
aged by its proponents ( ). I then go on to show that even those proponents of public
reason who in their theories seek to avoid placing undue demands on religious be-
lievers, do impose considerable restrictions on the use of religious arguments ( ).
This raises the question why public reason theorists think it necessary to restrict
the use of religious arguments to such an extent. I analyse rationales given by pub-
lic reason theorists for the need for self-restraint and identify the argument from
coercion, in combination with the argument from respect, as the only potentially
convincing rationale for self-restraint ( ). However, when taking a closer look at
public debates, it appears that the argument from coercion does not hold in the case
of citizens ( ). The distinction between arguments and positions plays an important
role in explaining why the demand that citizens should not use religious arguments
when participating in public debate is unfounded. While the argument from coer-
cion does not provide a convincing rationale for self-restraint for citizens, it does so
in the case of holders of public of ice. It follows that the self-restraint for religious ar-
guments envisaged by theories of public reason should be role-differentiated: that
is, should be different according to whether a participant in public discourse is a
citizen or an of ice-holder. In order to develop this idea further, I analyse two the-
ories that contain elements of such a role-differentiation, those of John Rawls and
Jürgen Habermas ( ). I identify Habermas’s separation between the informal and
the formal public sphere as the most convincing way of leshing out the role differ-
entiation between citizens and of ice-holders. In a subsequent step I take a closer
look at of ice-holders ( ). Different of ices bring with them different norms of beha-
viour, and this also holds with respect to the use of religious arguments. In general,
of ice-holders should not use religious arguments, but I argue that one category of
of ice-holders should be exempt from this rule: members of Parliament belonging
to religious parties. Representing religious citizens is part of the duty that accom-
panies their position, and the representation of religious citizens’ worldviews is not
possible without the use of religious arguments. Habermas’s theory should bemod-
i ied to allow for the representation of religious citizens. The institutional threshold
which in his theory prevents the use of religious arguments in the public sphere
should be dropped for MPs belonging to religious political parties. Religious parties
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enjoy the same legitimacy as other parties in so far as they ful il important func-
tions in the political process and are legitimised by popular support. By political
philosophy, however, they are regarded as objects of disapproval which can, if at all,
only be tolerated. I investigatewhat, if anything, justi ies treating religious parties as
objects of toleration and therefore of disapproval ( ). I identify two points on which
certain kinds of religious parties come into con lict with liberal democracy and ar-
gue that toleration is not only the proper framework but also the proper reaction to
such religious parties. In my concluding remarks I brie ly recapitulate my critique
of theories of public reason and the limited space they grant to religious arguments.
I also re lect on howmy position regarding the use of religious arguments its into a
broader procedural approach to liberal democracy.
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