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Tim Keller – Jonathan Haidt - Pluralism

Intro
Tim Keller: Pastor, theologian, NYT best-selling author
Haidt: NYU prof in ethical leadership at business school, focuses on psychology of morality and moral emotions; Two Books:  The Happiness Hypothesis & The Righteous Mind: Why Good People are Divided by Politics and Religion. He is recognized as one of top global thinkers by Foreign Policy Magazine and Perspective; His article, “The Coddling of the American Mind”, in The Atlantic made a big splash for challenging the illiberalism of higher ed. 
Keller Opening:
How do you have pluralistic society when we have no common moral framework?  For starters, we must admit that the US has ever had one. Here is a flyover of our history:
Initially, the mainline Protestant moral framework dominated. This said, if you are Protestant you are OK; if you are Catholic or Jewish, you are kind of OK but strange; if you are atheist or secular person or gay person you are beyond the pale.
When it began to go down in 60s – 70s, there was a brief period where the white evangelical moral framework sought to step into the breach. But it was an alarming experience for many in the country, because this group did not show much more willingness to create a diverse, pluralistic society in which people with deeply different moral traditions can get along. Their attitude toward non-traditional morality was to show no interest / try to squelch.
In last ten years, the secular, moral left is now on top and they are going down the same path cultural elites have in the past. Now there is a new set of orthodoxies and heresies. The left is seeking to squelch dissent – making it impossible for people with different views to hold government jobs, teach at public university, etc. 
So, we have never had a truly pluralistic society where people with deeply different moral visions can believe, practice, express their understanding of things without being marginalized and talk together respectfully
Miroslav Volf in his book, Exclusion and Embrace, says 4 ways to exclude someone: 
Elimination – try to wipe them out or push them out
Domination – you can be here as long as you take an inferior position – can’t live in same neighborhood or have same jobs
Assimilation – we’ll accept you as long as you completely agree with us on everything we hold dear
Abandonment – I don’t care about you. 
Cultural elites have always try to silence those who do not follow their moral vision.  Haidt and I agree that we need to be a pluralistic society. 
How do we get there? Four things we must do:
We must say Jonathan Rawls was wrong. 
Rawls believed that you should not bring religious language into public discourse. You should never let religion shape laws, norms. We should always be rational and neutral. This is a great way to marginalize a lot of people. 
Stephen Carter, Yale, The Dissent of the Governed: “Efforts to craft the public square  from which religious conversation is absent, no matter how thoughtfully worked out, will always say to those who organize religion that they alone must enter public dialogue only after leaving behind that part of them that they hold most dear.”
W.K. Clifford, famous essay in 1877, “Ethics of Belief.” “It is wrong always, everywhere and for anyone to believe anything on insufficient evidence.” You need empirical evidence. Religion doesn’t have any, so keep it out. 
No epistemology professor would endorse this view today because we now say, most things we hold dear we cannot prove. 
Here is an example – human rights. Alen Dershowitz in his book, Shouting Fire, says, what if you come to a country where they ask, “Why believe in human rights?” If you don’t want to say, “Because I feel it’s a good idea; if you want to say something more powerful, what do you say?  He says there are four things you can say:
What MLK said: All human beings are made in God’s image therefore they have inherent human dignity.  He said, I’m an atheist, this doesn’t work.
Well, human rights are natural. But if you look at nature, the strong eat the weak. It’s violent. Don’t see inherent dignity there.
We create human rights via legislation. But if they are the creation of the majority then they are useless. Because if they are voted in they can be voted out. The idea of human rights means the minority can stand up to the majority and say, “you have to honor these rights.”
We just know they are there. They are just discovered. Why are they there, we just know they are. We know they are there is because most of the human race agrees that they are.  But is that what we want – to say that the majority vote = proof?
(1) We like human rights, but that is not a proof! It’s an assumption. It’s faith. There is more evidence for God than for human rights. The point is, they are both non-provable. We all bring non-provable, moral intuitions into the public square. 
(2) And we need to let them come in. We all bring our moral assumptions into the public square and we try to get them into law. 
(3) Everyone is trying to impose their views of human nature, right and wrong and get them into law.
(4) One: Open dialogue to everyone
Two: When we argue, let’s look for overlapping moral values, and argue from within the framework of the person we are trying to persuade.
For example, in An Unforced Consensus on Human Rights, Charles Taylor writes, when you go into Thailand, instead of arguing for human rights by saying, why don’t you become secular like us, argue for human rights from within the framework of Buddhism. Taylor thinks you can make the case. 
I know what your framework is, given that, why don’t you see this.
Three: Take a Vote
The moral norms that get the most votes wins. 
Four: Really respect minorities
Five:  John Haidt talks about self-righteousness in The Righteous Mind.  He says we are programmed not just to be righteous but to be self-righteous. 
This is the main problem. Everyone believes that they are right – atheists, Christians, Buddhists, everyone. The question then, is, how do you treat those with whom you disagree. 
Those of you who are Christians have something in the middle of the Gospels that should destroy this in you: the idea that we are saved by grace not good works. 
When I meet others, I know that they can be better than me – better persons, better husbands, better friends than me. I have every reason to believe that. Why? Because I have no basis for superiority. 
Jonathan Haidt Opening
His story:
Grew up in Reformed Jewish family – little actual religion, just lots of food
Had Bar mitzvah, but an atheist by time 15 or 16
In college he was hostile to religion. Had new atheists been around, he would have joined them. He thought religion was oppressive and evil and he was on the side of truth. 
Then started studying morality and culture and saw how morality and religion co-evolved and decided it was essential to civilization and human survival and the rise of society. He does not believe we would not be here without religion. 
Then read empirical research on religion and realized that religions make people better people.
In American Grace, Putnam makes this case. Members of religious communities are better citizens. Give more in variety of ways that even secular people would grant.  It’s not belief, but participation in a religious community that helps people stifle selfishness and give more to others, in ways seldom acknowledged by secular people. 
He believes that he has been persuaded by the evidence to be a fan of religion. He is especially thankful for religion in American, where religion has had to compete with one another and it has made them very benign and appealing.
He believes that as the Protestant consensus has faded, we have drifted into a state of anomy or normlessness – as Emile Durkheim called it – that explains our current predicament. 
Second point to make is that he was raised by parents who were second generation of Jews in US. His grandparents fled Poland and Russian pogroms. Not welcomed but not rejected. He saw some oppression but who cares. He saw US as promised land. His parents were born poor and had lots of opportunity.  And this all happened during the time of the Protestant Hegemony.  When Obama appointed a Supreme Court Justice it became the first time in US history that all top leaders - supreme court justices, etc. were Catholic, Mormon or Jewish - no  WASPSs.  The protestants had their prejudices, but they set up a meritocracy.  
He is a big fan of assimilation (not per Keller’s earlier definition). Not that we have to agree on everything – as Keller noted.  But what his life was life. Do not have to conform on everything. We have a shared consensus – American Civic religion – and we need to keep it. 
He sees it as a golden age of pluralism. His entire life was one sweep of more rights for everyone. 
As a social psychologists who studies morality there are two things to note:
We evolved to be tribal creatures. We have risen to overtake other species because we can get along in small groups to beat others up, take or their land or work together to out-produce them. But, we do not have to. We can set up situations where we can get along with others. If you get the parameters right, we like to trade, travel, meet new people. We are tribalists but we do not have to be. In the past we keep tribalism down. Now we are doing just about everything wrong and we are fomenting it. 
Our reasoning evolved to help us persuade others, not to find truth. Our reasoning is generally post-hoc justification. Think confirmation bias, motivated reasoning, this is basis of fake news. We believe what we want to believe – what our team wants us to be. 
We are occasional tribalists who reason to justify not to find truth.  But these two things together and we see that, with the help of religion, we can develop very large societies – multiethnic, multi-racial, multi-religious, pluralists societies, such as Greece, Ottoman Empire, Rome.  But with large scale society you have to look at the balance of:
Centripetal forces pulling us in – always there. 
And centrifugal forces that blow us outwards – always there .
As long as centripetal > centrifugal, things motor along.  Our common language, traditions, shared sacred values
When centrifugal are bigger you get lack of trust, revolution, chaos, decay of society.
2016 has been compared to 1968 – when there was big centrifugal forces and lots of violence. Pull apart in 1968 was greater than 2016, but so was pulling in – centripetal forces were much higher. Today we have very little holding us together
It is not all hopeless, but we are facing a national emergency and I do not think we understand it. Not just Trump, but even after Trump is gone we have done so much to weaken things that are future is very uncertain.  
Q:  Are these topics we should discuss at the university.  A student has recently written, “We can only discuss when we all agree.” Is the University the place to discuss morality, relgion and politics. 
Haidt: We can discuss all kinds of things at NYU, but we cannot discuss sacred values. I am a Durkhemian – that means I track with Emile Durkheim – a sociologists – who interpreted all of the crazy things we do as attempts to form groups. We can form groups over anything: sports, foods, a rock, a tree, books, TV shows. Whatever we organize around, if anyone insults it they are out of the group. We are used to this in religions – e.g., we know about blasphemy. What we need to see is that as the Protestant consensus has waned, we have the rise of lots of new groups with sacred values, many of which are extraordinarily illiberal. We have these on the right and we have them on the left. Today this is the problem at the universities. There are certain sacred values at the university that are too sacred to talk about. I can’t talk about them because I could have my career ended. I am very careful now about what I say when I am at NYU or when I am being recorded.
Q: Tim, your foundation for morality is the Bible.  How can someone like you enter into a discussion about morality when many do not agree with your foundation?  
Keller: Michael Sandel, who teaches at Harvard, wrote, Justice: What is the Right Thing to Do? He points out that there are three views of justice at work today:
The Utilitarian View: The just thing is greatest thing for greatest number
The Kantian View: All about the rights of the individual
The Aristotelian View:  Getting what you deserve. 
He has this great line where he says, “All theories of justice are judgmental.” There is no way to prove which one is right. They are all grounded in different understandings of society, human nature and the purpose of life. None of these can be empirically proven. Everyone is coming into public discourse with a set of moral norms that no one can prove. I come with the Bible, but it is not more exclusive than anyone else’s. 
What we need is not to change our views. We need to operate with tolerance, humility and respect. This is what we need today.
And it’s worth noting that many in the center today seem less extreme but are as narrow as anyone. There is a self-righteousness about being centrists. 
John Inazu’s book Confident Pluralism discusses this. 
Tolerance is not indifference. You might be appalled by the other, but you are respectful to them. 
Humility is not that you do not believe you are right. We all do.  But you know the limits of what you can prove and to believe you can learn by listening. 
Patience is not saying, I am going to put up with evil, but I am not going to be too quick to posit motives.
All moral frameworks are narrow, it’s the attitude that matters. 
What are the foundations of morality?
Haidt: When I was in grad school, I asked, “Why if worldviews are so different, do they share similar elements, values?  Ideas like fighting pollution, purity, reciprocity and the like. I ended up working on a project based on some insights from my mentor, Richard Swadder, an anthropologist. We posited a view called Moral Foundations theory.  And we asked, what are the taste buds of the moral sense. Two are shared by everyone left, right and center: Care – for children and the vulnerable. Fairness is something everyone likes. The left tends to focus on fairness of outcomes while the right focuses on fairness of opportunity, basing some of their thinking on karmic pay-back.  These two everyone understands even if they understand or apply them a bit differently.
There are others that contribute more to tribalism and viewed differently by different groups - loyalty, authority and sanctity.  These three have faded from the Western, secular, egalitarian ethics and this has led to much of what we call culture wars. What is the legitimacy of loyalty, authority and sanctity. Do we continue to value these, or do we say, with Jonathan Rawls, that all that matters is human rights, especially of the most vulnerable?  There are worldviews that are coherent but incompatible.
What we need to understand is, while we all have the same taste buds in our mouth, we like different foods. That’s OK.  We all recognize and respect loyalty, but we value it differently.  But if you are raised on the left you develop certain tastes, and visa versa. And so, if you want to persuade those on the other side, you need to argue from their framework and values. You will be far more effective. 
Keller: The essence of a persuasive statement is this:  You believe in A, if then you believe in A, why don’t you believe in B: 
Haidt: No. I disagree. Instead, say, “I think you believe A. I think you are right about that. And, sometimes we used to believe in D and you didn’t and you were right. But, I do not understand why you do not believe in B
People do not just disagree with each other. We say that others are evil. How can we respect minority opinions. 
Keller. My father was a pacifist. The story of the Amish is a helpful example. We give them a lot of leeway. That is good. 
Minorities need to not demand affirmation/ recognition. There is something about our modern identity that is fragile and demands support.  This doesn’t need to happen. If orthodox Xns become a smaller minority it would be bad to demand that people demand or honor us. We just want the freedom to respect and practice our faith. Respectful conversations when we talk in public. We do not need to be celebrated.
Prof Haidt, you said that there are different forces holding us together and pulling us apart. Please say more about that. 
Haidt: 	The mid-20th century was a historically anomalous period.  Nothing holds people together like a giant war against absolute evil. Unlikely to be repeated. After WWII Americas had a giant boost to collective image and social capital. Then we had Cold War. This was a unique period that held us together. Now we are so divided that Russia messes us with our democracy and we are still so divided that some favor Russia even when they are messing with our election.  It seems likely that a foreign attack on US soil might divide us.
Immigration was cut off in mid 20th century.  It was big in 19th and early 20th and it does a lot for a country economically, but as a social scientist but it’s complicated – it does some bad things. But we cannot talk about the bad things today so we get immigration policy wrong.  If you are going to have mid to high levels of immigration you have to have assimilation. The kids have to learn the language.  You have to do everything you can to blur the lines, the more you give them identity politics the more problem you will have.  Haidt thinks identity politics is a setback for the people it is supposed to help and that it will make things a lot worse in our country going forward. We need to think carefully here. Haidt, “I think the ways immigration and identity politics are presented at the academy do more harm than good.”
Haidt:  
His closing remarks include his claims that he is not quite as negative as he sounds. 1) He thinks it’s a bad idea to bet against America – we have rallied from Civil War, Great Depression, etc. 2) He also notes that it is very hard to predict the future; he is not looking for real state in New Zealand; 3) many things are getting better. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Keller added to the optimism. He notes that America is religious and religious societies help people face suffering. He also notes that religion is growing – at least globally. He thinks Christianity will provide salt and light in the US and he’s relatively positive in long run.
