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Abstract
I approach the topic in three steps. First, I will briefly present a theory of how the public or public space is constituted. The public is not something simply given but something that comes into being when issues arise which have an extensive and enduring impact on a society and which cannot be handled except through the collective effort of the whole society, i.e., politically. The public is the historical result of a complex social dialectic and depends on the scope and significance of issues and public issues will vary from society to society and from age to age even within the same society. Any discussion of the public thus requires an analysis of the historical stage and conditions facing a particular society and the issues impacting that society as a whole. What is public and what is private cannot be discussed in a historical vacuum. 

Second, I would briefly discuss some of the basic issues facing this dialectic of the public in the age of globalization. Globalization is a process that brings together different genders, classes, ethnic groups, religions, and cultures into common political space and compels them to find a mode of living together with a minimum of justice and peace. Globalization produces a twofold antithetical dialectic, pluralizing dialectic and unifying dialectic, and requires both a pluralist sensitivity to the other and a unifying sense of solidarity among these others sufficient to enable them to live together in the common space of one country, one region, and one world. This twofold requirement is subject to the constant test of how to achieve a just and peaceful compromise in all the issues that divide groups with their pluralism of interests, especially (1) the very determination of the public interest or common good in any particular case, (2) the rules for the production, distribution, and consumption of political power as power over the public, and (3) the protection of the integrity of the state as guardian of the public interest, its powers and resources, against the perennial temptation of private interests to exploit them.

Third, I would discuss the tasks and challenges facing religions in humanizing this dialectic of public space, especially in Asia.  First, all religions in Asia, Buddhism, Confucianism, Christianity, Hinduism, etc. must overcome their common reluctance to face political issues and learn to accept the political as the most effective contemporary form of practicing compassion, charity, and humaneness. Second, they should resist the temptation to exploit the organs of the public good to promote their own confessional interests by imposing their own strictly confessional beliefs on the public, using the resources of the state to promote their own powers and/or to oppress their religious opponents. Third, religions should mobilize their profound spiritual resources for transcending our usual, instinctive parochial identities based on the sameness of gender, ethnicity, religion, and culture and expanding our sympathies to include the human in all its differences. Spiritual resources for breaking through our endemic group self-interest and embracing the common, human good are in very short supply today even as they are also so necessary. Fourth, it should be the special responsibility of religions as spiritual resources to be the voice of the voiceless in the public debates about what is the most appropriate way of promoting the common good in the case of any particular public issue. Fifth, religions must enter into a dialogue with one another so as to avoid mutual misunderstandings and to promote collaboration in the common cause of eliminating suffering, hatred, and inhumanity. The first condition of this collaboration is the confession of their own sins committed in this regard against one another. 

