
majority of members of the Christian right are quite civil, ask questions and
listen to the responses of those who disagree with them, and construct
careful arguments that strive to avoid simple religious justification. In many
instances, they do these things much more frequently than their opponents.
However, while these practices are clearly beneficial in public dialogue, I fail
to see how they can contribute to real deliberation as long as members of the
Christian right are unwilling to consider alternative points of view. A
primary concern of those who worry about the possible negative impact of
the Christian right is the movement’s moral certitude. Unflinching belief in
the rightness of one’s position and the wrongness of all other positions on
any issue prevents compromise, a possibility that I would argue must be
present in order for meaningful deliberation to occur. Though Shields clearly
states that he is not arguing that Christian right members are deliberative
democrats—only that they practice many deliberative norms—one often gets
the sense that the practice of these norms is primarily for strategic reasons,
done in the hopes of achieving the Christian right’s desired outcomes. There
is nothing inherently wrong in doing this, and such actions are not unique to
the Christian right. Many social movements and organized interests engage
in similar tactics on a regular basis. However, it is unlikely that the practice
of these norms could produce meaningful deliberation among members of
the Christian right—possibly among members of the polity who observe the
actions of the movement, but not among the members themselves.

This is a strong piece of scholarship. Not everyone will agree with Shields’s
conclusions, but anyone interested in the American polity will be well served
by carefully considering this work.

–Mark D. Brewer

FILLING THE GAP

John Garrard and Carol Garrard: Russian Orthodoxy Resurgent: Faith and Power in the
New Russia (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008. Pp. 326. $29.95.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670509991069

Russian Orthodoxy Resurgent is an attempt to analyze the connection between
the Church and politics in Russia. The book has a descriptive character with
constant references to the personal experience of the authors’ travels in
Russia, giving the book the tone of a memoir.

The key thesis of the book is that the experience of Patriarch Alexy as a KGB
officer enabled him to enter an alliance with Vladimir Putin, affirming
Orthodoxy as a substitute for the archaic Soviet ideology. The reader cannot
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help asking whether this is a just assertion. The possible degree and necessity of
the collaboration of the Church with the state have been discussed. However,
without citing any sources, the Garrards claim that the patriarch was a
“former KGB agent” (52), who “had served in the KGB for more that thirty
years prior to his enthronement as patriarch” (xii). Furthermore, he was “one
of the KGB’s best and brightest operatives” (36). These allegations smack
more of yellow journalism than serious scholarship. Without referring to any
documents or even to trustworthy investigations, the authors lay a foundation
that is doubtful from both the ethical and academic perspective. While concen-
trating on the patriarch’s rapidly developing career under the Soviets, they
neglect other facts equally important for appreciating his personality. For
example, the fruits of his service in Estonia were exactly opposite to KGB
aims. Professor Nathaniel Davies has pointed out that “[w]hile [the patriarch]
was bishop of Tallinn in 1961, he resisted the communist authorities’ efforts to
make the Alexander Nevsky Cathedral in the city a planetarium [similar conver-
sions were made elsewhere in the Baltic states] and to convert the Pyukhtitsa
Dormition nunnery to a rest home for miners” (A Long Walk to Church: A
Contemporary History of Russian Orthodoxy [Oxford: Westview Press, 1995], 89).

How fair would it be to say that the cross has become a substitute for the
hammer and sickle in post-soviet Russia? “The communist party . . . left a
vacuum once occupied by the official ideology of ‘scientific atheism.’ The
Russian Orthodox Church (ROC) is filling this vacuum and reconstituting a
national belief system in its own image. Believers are replacing party
members.” However, to present Orthodoxy as a substitute for the communist
ideology underestimates the complexities of its life in a country where theol-
ogy is not recognized as a university discipline. There is no specifically stated
right to study religion in school, no provisions made for army chaplains, and
the Church does not even own its own buildings.

In 2000, the “Social Doctrine of the Russian Orthodox Church” was
adopted. The document, the importance of which can hardly be overesti-
mated, dedicates a separate chapter to the relations between the Church
and the state. To quote just a few paragraphs:

The Church infallibly preaches the Truth of Christ and teaches moral com-
mandments which came from God Himself. Therefore, she has no power
to change anything in her teaching. Nor has she the power to fall silent
and to stop preaching the truth whatever other teachings may be pre-
scribed or propagated by state bodies. In this respect, the Church is absol-
utely free from the state. . . . The Church remains loyal to the state, but
God’s commandment to fulfill the task of salvation in any situation and
under any circumstances is above this loyalty. If the authority forces
Orthodox believers to apostatize from Christ and His Church and to
commit sinful and spiritually harmful actions, the Church should refuse
to obey the state.” (III.III.5. http://www.mospat.ru/index.php?mid¼183)

Never before in the history of the Orthodox Church have the principles of
mutual noninterference and the affirmation of the Church’s independence
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from the state been articulated in such an uncompromising manner. One can
only wonder why this radical shift finds no reflection in the Garrards’ book.

In contradiction to the main argument of the book, the authors themselves
admit that the patriarch “has consistently said he does not want Orthodoxy as
the state faith, because ‘sooner or later the church would become a depart-
ment of the State’” (243). This was the fundamental position of the patriarch
in his relations with the state and provides a key to the subject of the study.

The book ends with a fantasy—the patriarch’s death ought to have been
“commemorated in a whole new series of freshly-painted icons,” depicting
the coup of 1991 (253). This prophecy has not happened; moreover, his partici-
pation in the events of 1991 was not seen as central to his personality. The patri-
arch is much more famous for being a key figure in the interreligious dialogue,
clearly understanding that it is the only way to achieve peace in a country with
the strong presence of Islam and other faiths. He knew that “it was upon this
basis of traditional morality and respect for each other’s social models and life-
style that various religious traditions coexisted in Russia, where no wars of reli-
gion were ever known.” The authors themselves give an account (although
again unverified) of his support of the Muslim soldier’s right to practice his reli-
gious obligations in the army (239). Why they decided to end the book by
stating he was “shepherding his flock toward a future where to be Russian
and to be Orthodox are one and the same,” we can only wonder.

The volume claims to be “the first book to fully explore the expansive and
ill-understood role that Russia’s ancient Christian faith has played in the fall
of Soviet communism and in the rise of Russian nationalism today” (front
flap). However, the conclusion of the authors leaves the reader somewhat
puzzled in regards to its originality: “Russia is not ‘Western’ and most likely
cannot be” (xiv). While the authors call to “give up the thinking and lexicon
of the Cold War” (13), East-vs-West rhetoric prevails throughout the whole
book, perhaps as a tribute John Garrard’s past as a British Intelligence officer (xi).

–Andrey Kordochkin

MULTIVALENT SIGNIFICANCES

Bronwyn Winter: Hijab and the Republic: Uncovering the French Headscarf Debate
(Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press, 2008. Pp. xii, 419. $49.95; $24.95, paper.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670509991070

Bronwyn Winter engages and analyzes a very timely and controversial topic:
the French headscarf debate, which was brought to national attention by three
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