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CHANGING PERSPECTIVES ON THE SECULAR
Secular, secularity, secularism, and secularisation

Ingolf U. Dalferth

Terms can be defined in different ways but in ordegrasp their common meaning it
helps to pay attention to actual usages. Grammi@n ahdicates important cultural

background decisions that go far beyond mere Istgurules or norms. These decisions
show in the semantic contrasts and pragmatic i@afins that determine the use of

terms. In what follows | draw attention to only seof these.

1. Secularisation and sacralisation

In 1966 B. Wilson defined secularisation as »the process whereligiae$ thinking,
practices and institutions lose social significancehree points are important here:

1. The point of view from which the phenomenon is dedi is the role of religion in a
society: its social significance. This m®t the point of view of practitioners of a

religion but of social scientists.

2. This view involves two assumptions that need notsbared by adherents of a
religion. The first is that there is a differencetween religious and non-religious
activities, practices and institutions within aistg so that people lead religious or
non-religious lives, as they case may be, rathan therform different religious

activities or live different sorts of religious és.

! B. R. Wilson,Religion in Secular Society. A Sociological Commeondon 1966.



3. The second is that there is a transition of (trgnicance of) things, goods,
practices, institutions or ideas from religiousntan-religious spheres. The change

affects not necessarily their religious but theicial significance.

However, from a religious point of view this is gnhteresting if (a) social significance

is important to a religion (which is not the casghwall religions or all strands in a

religion); if (b) there are significant non-religis practices, institutions or ideas from a
religious point of view so that changes are notetyeshifts from one strand of religious

life or mode of religious significance (religiousuals) to another (everyday life); and if

(c) these changes are interpreted as a loss rdthera gain from a religious point of

view (that is, if the end of religion is not seenthe very overcoming of the difference
between religious and non-religious spheres ofetpdiy transforming it according to the

ends of the religion in question).

At its most basic level the traditional view of skrisation assumes (a) a difference of
social spheres of significance (or different degrekesocial significance), (b) a difference
between religious and the non-religious practidestitutions and ideas, and (c) a
movement or change of something from the religimuthe non-religious sphere. If the
movement takes place in the opposite direction care speak ofacralisation if the
difference between religious and non-religious sghés denied, there can only be shifts
in religious or non-religious (secular) significanag bot from the one to the other; and
if social significance does not come in degreed are concentrate only on events and
not on things (in a broad sense), there is no cham@ime in either direction but only a

different overall distribution of social significe@ in a society.

2. Descriptive and normative uses of >secular«

The termsecularand related terms are used in bottkeacriptiveand anormativesense,
and this in different ways. The descriptive usagksraw on a fundamental contrast
betweensecular and nonsecular Whenever this contrast is used to evaluate ode si



positively and the other negatively the terms a@gai normative sense. Two things are

important here.

1. Ambiguity between descriptive and normative usa@dten it is not clear where
and when the transition from a descriptive to ammadive use occurs, and it is
important to pay attention to this in reading agdsiof the history of modernity in

terms of »a decline of religion and a rise of sadty«.

2. Ambiguity of normative us@he normative use is ambiguous because the term(s
can be used in strictly opposite ways. Thasularismis the position of those who
evaluate the secular or secularity positively anbatever is opposed to it
negatively; or it is used in the opposite senséhbynon-secular as an invective for

what they consider to be an a- or anti-religioweidgy.

It is obvious that the normative import of theserte depends on whether they are used
from asecularor anon-secularpoint of view, i.e. whether those who use them @lac
themselves on the side of thecular(understood in a positive sense) or tio®-secular
(understood in a positive sense). The same fad$istorical developments described as
secularor secularityor secularisationare then evaluated positively or negatively, as the
case may be; and the slip from a descriptive toraative use results in a view of the

history of modernity as progress or as decline.

3. Basic and derivative contrasts

The termsecular indicates different contrasts depending on how riba-secularis
construed. From a systematic point of view theofelhg contrasts have been particularly

important in the history of the West:

a. Divinevs. secular (vertical or D-secularity):

Here the basic idea is that there is a fundameaadrast between God and the world.

The world is created but not divine. Nothing in therld is to be confused with God.



1)

(2)

The »disenchantment of the world« begins where itwallectual moves occur: a
change from polytheism to monotheismd the understanding of God'’s relation to
the world as creation and not as emanation orgyaation. Monotheism as such is
not enough to account for this development as théeHist religions show. What is

decisive is the distinction between (oeegatorand (onekreation

Corollaries of this view are a series of furthestiictions in describing the world,

in particular those between

a) Godandidols: Godis in no way to be likened to or confused with tia

Conversely whenever something created is divinigdzbcomes idolized.

b) Faith andsuperstition Faith is directed towards God the creator; when it is

misdirected to something created it becosgerstition

These are not descriptive but evaluative distimstimade from the point of view of those

who (believe to) have faith in God and not meredids in idols.

b. Religious vs. secular (horizontal or R-secularity):

Within the created world there is a contrast betwieo (in the D-sense of the term)

>secular« realms of human life and activity: thagentionally directed and addressed to

God, and those directed towards created realitys Thntrast can be understood and

interpreted in different ways. To mention just sashéhe most prominent ones:

1)

In a local sense (and its metaphorical extensidns)the contrast betwedmoly/
profane, i.e. that which belongs to the sphere of therdi(e.g. the temple), or to
whatever lies outside this sphere or area. It Wasdistinction which was denied
and rejected by D-secularity, and to restate iteunithese different conditions
changes its pointdoly is only what ismade holyby God, and not what humans
determine or delineate as holy; and to perfornolg practiceor live in aholy area
is no less secular (in the D-sense of the termh tay other worldly activity.
Conversely, profane activities (such as perfornong’s professional duties) can



(@)

acquire an added religious value and holy actwi(gich as giving offerings to the

emperor) become an unacceptable offence agairstdith in the only true God.

In an institutional sense it is the contrast betweeclesial/political,i.e. that which
refers to the church or, on the other hand, toptbigical order. Since both orders
are manifest in particular institutions (Pope/Enopgrclerical orders/political
administrators), the ecclesial comes to be seansasial institution alongside other
institutions of society. To perform ecclesial funos is to perform a religious
function within society. Thus the difference betwehe ecclesial and political

realms and activities isdifferentiation within society

This distinction cannot be made from a neutral poinview but only from either an

ecclesial or non-ecclesial or, conversely, a palltor non-political perspective.

c. Religious differentiations between religious/secular (religious R-secularity):

From an ecclesial or non-political perspectiveai be stated

3)

(4)

(5)

as a contrast betweeterical/secular,i.e. ecclesial activities that relate to the life
of the church, and other activities of other ingidns within society. This is the
same contrast as (2) but made frompbint of view of the churctather than from

that of society at large.

Similarly, in a monastic sense it can be statec a®ntrast betweemonastic/
secular. This contrast is made with respect to the role famdtion of clergy and
differentiates between the monastic life of religicclergy and the non-monastic
life of secular clergy. This distinction is drawmom the point of view of a
particular group or institution within the churcimngnks, monastic clergy). It
illustrates how the external distinction betweenrch and (the rest of) society is
internally re-produced in a series of similar distions with respect to functions

and activities of particular church bodies or agent

In a functional sense it occurs as the contrastdmnchurch/secular society This

distinction applies, among other things, to worksad produced for religious or



non-religious purposes. For example, so-calleduaesonatas«< in the 17th century
were composed not for church services but for peivar social musical

entertainment.

d. Secular differentiations between religious/secular (secular R-secularity):

(6) In a political sense the contrast is stated aslibaveerconfessional/secularThis
contrast becomes established with the rise of aeaaition states and governments
in the wake of the religious wars in Europe, andsitised to link or parallel a

number of independent developments, namely

a) the move from confessional strife to secular peggelitical motive:
16th/17th century),

b) the move from monopolist state economy to free etagkonomy (economic
motive: 18th/19th century)

c) the move from authoritarian religious past to aeddd modernity (cultural
motive: 19th/20th century).

In the light of each of these changes the religisusonstrued with a different emphasis
and in a different sense. From the perspectiveadf i{ is held that secular political

powers must not interfere in religious affairs ligien is private<). From the perspective
of (b.) a plurality of confessions, denominationseadigions are allowed to coexist within

nation states (>religion is plurals; sreligion esi®nly in religions<). From the perspective
of (c.) only what is defensible according to pubdi@ndards of neutral and universal
reason can be taken seriously (>religious belieprs-scientific and cannot be held
rationally<). Where these different views of retigi asprivate, plural and pre-rational

are combined, views of secularity are turned sgoularism



4. From secularity to secularism and back

In this latter sensasecularismbecomes a key word for modernity, not merely in a
descriptive but also a normative sense. It botpees it can be used in different and

even opposite ways, and in both these ways itténafonfused witlsecularization

a. Levels of description

C.J. Sommerville (1998has distinguished the following levels of deséaptfor the use

of the term >secularisation«:

1. At the level of macro social structures, seculdiararefers todifferentiation a
process in which the various aspects of societgn@wmic, political, legal, and

moral, become increasingly discrete in relatiordoh other.

2. At the level of individual institutions, seculartzn refers to théransformationof

a religious into a secular institution.

3. At the level of activities, secularization refers the transfer of activities from
religious to secular institutiondn most Western countries, government, the not-
for-profit sector and the private sector have takeer the provision of social

welfare functions.

4.  When discussing mentalities, secularization reterthe transition from ultimate

concerns t@roximateconcerns.

5.  When discussing populations, secularization referbroad patterns of societal

decline in levels of religiositgts opposed to the individual-level secularizatiba.o

These different levels of descriptions do not nsaely cohere or imply each other.
Therefore to use the term without specifying iference and the level of description is
bound to create confusion. This the more so siheetérm is often used in all these

respects without distinguishing it froeecularism

2»Secular Society, Religious Population: Our TaciteR for using the Term
Secularisation«Journal of the Scientific Study of Religion(3898) 249-53.



b. Secularism in a positive sense
Where secularism is used in a positive senseahafombines the following aspects:

1. In a political sense it insists on the idea thagien should not interfere with or be

integrated into the public affairs of society.

2. In institutional terms it insists on a separatidnstate and church (political and
religious institutions and organisations), whether the sense of the strict

independence in the USA or of the anticlericalitéi; France.

3. In an ideological sense it rejects religious behsfa key to understanding the
world, insists on an unbridgeable gap between reasd religion and assigns all

religious views and orientations to an outdatedrptmnal past.

Construed in this complex sense, secularism becaméteology.

c. Secularism in a negative sense

This can be re jected without, however, denying ittentification of secularism and
modernity. For example, in recent years Radicah@tbxy has criticized secularism as a
modernist ideology. It has dominated Western calgince the Age of Enlightenment in
Europe but its roots can be traced back to Scadisthits far-reaching impact on Western
culture. Scotism misled Western thinking in genanadl theology in particular to break
away from the world-view of the Fathers and in jgatar Augustine; it furthered the
tendency to replace a realist outlook on the wdyld a confused nominalism; it
propagated a misleading doctrine of a unitary idéabeing of God and world; it
defended a view of authority as centred in the peogher than in God; and it resulted
in a problematic marginalisation of theology in #eademic institutions of the West. It is
easy to see how Radical Orthodoxy turns the tabiesecularism by using the same
pattern of sweeping argument and generalisatiom faonon-secular or religious rather

than a secular perspective.



d. Varieties of fundamentalism

This is the pattern of argument of many religioaactions to modernity and of most
fundamentalist rejections of modernism and searariThey all have in common (a.)
that they take their stand in the anti-secular cafrthbe religious/secular contrast and (b.)
dissolve the difference between D-secularity andeRularity, i.e. identify whatever

religious point of view they propagate with God@imt of view. Put differently,
1. they accept the modern contrast between religindssacular perspectives;

2. they place themselves in the opposite camp oféhalar, i.e. in the non-secular or

anti-secular camp as defined from the secular pets; and

3. they identify the religious perspective with thgide point of view.

However, this is to ignore a number of importamversals< of points of view in the

history of the West:

1. It is one thing to define the secular from a cleaisireligious point of view
(religious focus) ashat which is not religiougas classical Christianity did), quite
another to define the religious from a secular pofrview (non-religious focus) as

that which is not secular

2. Similarly, it is one thing to reject the non-rebgis (secular) view of religion disat
which is not seculafrom a (classical) religious point of view (religi® focus),
quite another to do so from a non-secular poini@iv (non-religious focus). In the
latter case modern secularism is attacked fromigelcthe point of view which it

has created by excluding it normatively as pre-modad non-secular.

3. This is exactly what fundamentalism does: It reatds modern normative
secularism in its own terms, and in doing so ihsuthe religion it defends into an
anti-ideology to a modern secularist ideology. Hoereit is a mistake to believe
that denying secularism is a way of returning toatvinas been denied by
secularism. Fundamentalism is not a return to igli@s it was before it had been
marginalised by modern secularism but rather aegtaif the marginalized against

modernity in modernity’s own terms.



What goes wrong here, from a theological pointiefw is a misconstrual of one’s own

position:

Instead of noticing that D-secularityssolveghe distinction betweedivine andsecular

as a distinction within creation so that all intramndane differences betwesecularand
religiousin whatever terms are placed on the side of thelasecather than the divine, it
seeks to elevate the mundane contrast into a doenaf the religious over the secular
by identifying the religious (in whatever sensetltd R-contrast) with the divine (in the
sense of the D-contrast). It thus falls prey tacm@y the religious criticism that replaced
an enchanted world by a creation that is not insamse, not even in parts or aspects, to

be identified with the divine.
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The Secular

Charles Taylor

We live in a world in which ideas, institutionst atyles, and formulae for production
and living, circulate among societies and civiliaas which are very different in their
historical roots and traditional forms. Parliameptdemocracy spread outward from
England, among other countries, to India. And thacfiice of non-violent civil

disobedience spread from its origins in Gandhi&pce, to many other places, including
Martin Luther King's civil rights movements, to Miganin 1983, and eventually to the

velvet and orange revolutions of our time.

But these ideas and forms don't just change plac®bd blocks; they are also modified,

reinterpreted, given a new spin and meaning in gacisfer. This can lead to tremendous
confusion when we try to follow these shifts andlerstand them. One possible course
of confusion comes from taking the word too seriyiuhie name may be the same, but

the reality will often be different.

This is evident in the world “secular”. We think ‘@ecularization” as a process that can
occur anywhere (and for some people, is occurringryavhere). And we think of
secularist régimes as options for any country, hdrethey are adopted or not. And
certainly, thesevords crop up everywhere. But do they really mean tmeesthing? Are
there not, rather, subtle differences, which caaels# cross-cultural discussions of these

matters?

| think there are, and that they do make probleorsour understanding. Either we
stumble through cross-purposes. Or else, a ratimal awareness of the differences
can lead us to draw far-reaching conclusions wiaigh very wrong. As when people
argue that since the “secular” is an old categdrZlristian culture, and since Islam
doesn’t seem to have a corresponding categoryydimgj such notions as distinction of
Church and State, THEREFORE, Islamic societies @aradopt secular regimes.
Obviously, they will not be just like those in Cstendom, but maybe the idea here can

travel in a more inventive and imaginative way.
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Let’s look at some of the features of the “seculs”a category developed within Latin
Christendom. First, it was one term of a dyad. $eeular had to do with the “century”,
that is, with profane time; and contrasted with tuedated to the eternal, or higher time.
Certain times, places, persons, institutions, astizvere seen as closely related to the
sacred or higher time, and others as out thererofape time. That's why the same
distinction could often be made by use of the diguiritual/ temporal” (e.g., the state as
the “temporal arm”). Ordinary parish priests areclgar” priests, because they operate
out there in the “century”, as against in monaststitutions under rules (the “regular”
priests).

So there was an obvious meaning for “secularizgtiohich goes pretty far back — to the
aftermath of the Reformation. When certain fundioproperties, institutions were

transferred out of church control to those of lagntais was “secularization”.

These moves were originally made within a systewthich the dyad held; things were
moved from one niche to another within a standiysiesn of niches. This feature, where
it still holds, can make secularization a relatyvehdramatic affair, a re-arrangement of

the furniture in a civilization whose basic featiremain unchanged.

But from the 1¥ Century on, a new possibility arose. A new corioepbf social life
came gradually to be defined in which the “seculads all there was. Since “secular”
originally applied to a kind of time, profane omdorary time, seen in relation to higher
times, what was necessary was to come to underptafehe time as all there is; to deny
any relation to higher time. The word could go ainly used, but the meaning was
profoundly changed, because what it contrasted wéb quite altered. The contrast was
not another time-dimension, in which “spiritual’stitutions found their niche; rather the
secular was in the new sense opposed to claimgsnuices or allegiance made in the
name of something transcendent to this world asdniierests. Needless to say, those
who imagined a “secular” world in this sense saeséhclaims as ultimately unfounded,
and only to be tolerated to the extent that theln'tichallenge the interests of worldly

power and well-being.
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Because many people went on believing in the teardent, it could even be necessary
that churches continue to have their place. Theydcm their own way be essential to
the well-functioning of society. But this good fdion was to be understood in terms of

“this worldly” goals and values (peace, prospemgwth, flourishing, etc.)

Needless to say, this way of putting things depesds clear distinction being made
between “this world”, or the immanent, and the $endent. This very clear-cut
distinction is itself a product of the development_atin Christendom, and has become
part of our way of seeing things in the West. Weldto apply it universally, even though
nothing this hard and fast exists in any other humalture in history. What does seem
indeed, to exist universally is some distinctiortwsen higher beings, or spirits, or
realms, and the everyday one we see immediatelyndras. But these are not usually
sorted out into two distinct realms, where the lowee can be taken as a system
understandable purely in its own terms. Rather leliels usually interpenetrate, so that
the lower can’t be understood without the higher.tdke an example from the realm of
philosophy, for Plato, the existence and develogroéthe things around us can only be
understood in terms of the corresponding Ideas,tla@ske exist in a realm outside time.
The clear separation of an immanent from a trarde@norder is one of the inventions

(for better or worse) of Latin Christendom.

The new understanding of the secular | have jushliescribing builds on this clear
separation. It affirms, in effect, that the “lowerthmanent or secular order is all there is;
that the higher, or transcendent is a human ineent®bviously, the prior invention of

the clear-cut distinction between the levels pregahe ground for this “declaration of

independence” of the immanent.

The first unambiguous assertion of this self-sigficy of the secular came with the
radical phases of the French Revolution; althoungnet were ambiguous regimes in the
century which preceded it; like the attempts of ligimtened” rulers, such as Frederick
the Great and Joseph Il to “rationalize” religiomstitutions, in effect treating the Church

as a department of the state.
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This polemic assertion of the secular returns & Third Republic, whose “laicité” is
founded on these ideas of self-sufficiency andethausion of religion. Marcel Gauchet
shows how Renouvier laid the grounds for the oktlobthe Third Republic radicals in
their battle against the church. The state ha®te imoral et enseignant ». It has « charge
d’ames aussi bien que toute Eglise ou communausds @ titre plus universel. »
Morality is the key criterion. In order not to bader the church, the state must have
«une morale indépendante de toute religion”, angbyea “suprématie morale” in
relation to all religions. The basis of this manalis liberty. In order to hold its own
before religion the morality underlying the statesho be based on more than just utility
or feeling; it needs a real “théologie rationnellée that of Kant

Needless to say, this spirit goes marching on imeraporary France, as one can see in
the discussion about banning the Muslim headsta#.insistence is still that the public

spaces in which citizens meet must be purifiedngfraligious reference.

And so the history of this term “secular” in the $¥e&s complex and ambiguous. It starts
off as a term in a dyad, which distinguishes twmelisions of existence, identifying
them by the kind of time which is essential to eaBht then building on the clear
immanent/transcendent distinction, it mutates iatoterm in another dyad, where
“secular” refers to what pertains to a self-suéfiti immanent sphere, and its contrast
term (often identified as “religious”) relates tbet transcendent realm. This can then
mutate, via a denial of this transcendent leveéd andyad in which one term refers to the
real (the secular), and the other to what is memahented (the religious); or where
“secular” refers to the institutions we really requto live in “this world”, and
“religious” or “ecclesial” to optional extras whidften disturb the course of this-worldly
life.

The dyad itself has thus profoundly changed; inftist case, both sides are real and
indispensable dimensions of life and society. After mutation, secular and religious are

opposed as true/false, or necessary/superfluous.

% Marcel Gauchet,a Religion dans la Démocratiaris : Gallimard 1998, pp. 47-50
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Then this term, with all its baggage of ambiguapd its depth assumptions of a clear
immanent/transcendent distinction, begins to trawd wonder it causes immense
confusion. Westerners are themselves frequentlfused about their own history. But a
common view embraces the true/false view, but see®arlier two-dimensions view as
having created the necessary historical pre-camditior its arising. One way of stating
this is to understand western secularism as tharagépn of religion and state, the
excision of religion into a “private” zone wherecén’t interfere with the common life.
Then the earlier western distinction between chanmth state, which eventually led to a
separation of church and state, is seen as thepuo the finally satisfactory solution,
where religion is finally hived off.

But these stages are not clearly distinguisheds Tamerican secularists often confuse
totally separation of Church and State from thatetifjion and state. Rawls at one point
wanted to ban all reference to the grounds of meplcomprehensive views” (these

included religious views) from public discourse.

And this leads to disastrously ethnocentric judgiseli the canonical background for a
satisfactory secularist regime is the three-staigéoty: distinction church/state, then
separation church/state, then sidelining of refigioom state and public life; then

obviously Islamic societies can never make it.

Or again, one often hears the judgment that Chinegeerial society was already
“secular”; totally ignoring the tremendous role y#d by the immanent / transcendent

split in the Western concept, a split which hacanalogue in traditional China.

What to do? It's too late to ban the word “seculéa®d many controversies have already
been started in these terms. But “secularism”, msessential feature of religiously
diverse societies, aiming to secure freedom of Hmghef and unbelief, as well as
equality between citizens, is much too importambatter to be left to “secularists”, by
which | mean those who are deeply into the trus#falyad arising out of the history of
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Latin Christendom. (I apologize to Clémenceau faroplying his famous dictum on
war.)

We need to take a deep breath, and start agaamodéther point. Here | take a leaf from
the book of Rajeev Bhargava, thinking about théandontexf. We need to articulate
afresh the basic goals which we seek in seculegtnes, including those of freedom
and equality | mentioned above. People can retatbdse coming out of very different
religious traditions. And they can devise ways efwsing them which make sense in
very different religious environments. Let us tumgt the mantras chanted in certain
Western societies with self-endowed vocations twarsal validity, like “separation of
Church and state”, or “laicité”, and look at oumlresituations in the light of the

indispensable values of democratic society.

* Rajeev Bhargava,
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Rethinking Processes of Secularization: A Global Goparative Perspective

José Casanova

Over a decade ago, | suggested that in order mkapeaningfully of “secularization” we

needed to distinguish three different connotations:

1) Secularization, agecline of religious beliefs and practicesn modern societies, often
postulated as the end point of a human universadldpmental process. This is the most
recent but by now the most widespread usage otdira in contemporary academic

debates on secularization.

2) Secularization, agrivatization of religion, often understood both as a general
modern historical trend and as a normative conditindeed as a precondition for

modern liberal democratic politics.

3) Secularization, adifferentiation of the secular spheres(state, economy, science),
usually understood as “emancipation,” from religionstitutions and norms. This is the
core component of the classic theories of secatoa. It refers to the transfer of
persons, things, meanings, etc., from ecclesidstcareligious to civil or lay use,

possession or control.

Maintaining this analytical distinction, | argueshould allow to examine and to test the
validity of each of the three propositions indepamtty of each other and thus to refocus
the often fruitless secularization debate into carapve historical analysis that could

account for different patterns of secularizationall three meanings of the term, across

societies and civilizations.

While the decline and privatization theses haveeuwgpohe numerous critiques and
revisions in the last fifteen years, the understamdof secularization as a single
developmental process of functional differentiatafrthe various institutional spheres or
sub-systems of modern societies remains relativetyontested in sociological theories
of modernity, particularly within European sociojodn my previous work I myself had

left the tesis of secular differentiation untouclaexdthe still defensible core of the theory

of secularization. But | am now convinced of thexch@¢o challenge also the thesis of
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secular differentiation and to contribute to a seist reformulation under the heading

of multiple differentiations, multiple secularizatis, multiple modernities.

I've been led into the new revisionist thinkingrirdhree directions. Firstly, Talal Asad’s
critique showed that the thesis of de-privatizatidmeligion | was defending had to have
repercussions for the thesis of secular differéintia Secondly, I've become increasingly
unsatisfied with theories of global religious fungentalism, which 1 find analytically
fruitless, insofar as they rely on a previous glagim@cess of secular differentiation to
which religious fundamentalism is supposed to bamtrmodern reaction. Finally, my
attempts to expand the analysis of de-privatizatibreligion to the world of Islam have
made me increasingly aware aware of the need tbtextalize and historicize our

categories for comparative civilizational analysis.

The reformulation of the thesis of secular différ@ion should begin with a recognition
of the particular Christian historicity of Westdenropean developments as well as of the
multiple and diverse historical patterns of sedmédion and differentiation within
European and Western societies. Such a recogriitigarn should allow a less Euro-
centric comparative analysis of patterns of dififidietion and secularization in other
civilizations and world religions; and more impartig the further recognition that with
the world-historical process of globalization iated by the European -colonial
expansion, all these processes everywhere are dyalminterrelated and mutually

constituted.
Concerning the Christian historicity of Western &uegan developments:

- The historical patterns of secularization in VéestEurope are themselves somehow
related to internal dynamics of institutionalizatiand transformation of Western
European Christianity. At the very least, one nmastognize, that the category of the
saeculumitself is a medieval Christian theological categowhich itself served to
structure the discourse and the institutional dynamf European medieval Christendom

first and of European secularization later.

- Such dynamics only became institutionalized ie thi" century with the “papal
revolution.” It is a dynamic intrinsic, thereforegy Latin but not to Eastern Orthodox

Christendom. Thus, it is not a dynamic intrinsicQbristianity as a religion, or to the
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Judeo-Christian tradition, whatever this may meano some Judeo-Christian-Graeco-
Roman synthesis, since one cannot find such a dgnamolder Eastern forms of

Christianity (Alexandrian, Antiochean, Byzantin&)e

- Internally the dissolution of the system of MedieChristendom associated both with
the Protestant Reformation and with the emergehtieeoEuropean system of sovereign
territorial states served to open up new multipid diverse patterns of secularization
across Western Europe. There are multiple and skveecularizations in the West and
multiple and diverse Western modernities and thaxee still mostly associated with
fundamental historical differences between CathollRrotestant and Byzantine

Christianity, and between Lutheran and Calvinistt&stantism.

- If the European concept of secularization is aa@articularly relevant category for the
“Christian” United States, precisely because thetddinStates never had a territorial
church from which either state or society needebletaisestablished, much less may the
concept be directly applicable to other axial aations with very different modes of
structuration of the religious and the secular. ks analytical conceptualization of a
historical process, secularization is a categoay thakes sense within the context of the
particular internal and external dynamics of thensformation of Western European
Christianity from the Middle Ages to the presentit Bhe category becomes problematic
once it is generalized as a universal process oietb development and once it is
transferred to other world religions and other lational areas with very different
dynamics of structuration of the relations and ims between religion and world, or
between cosmological transcendence and worldly inemee.

The category of secularization could hardly beliapple, for instance, to such
‘religions’ as Confucianism or Taoism, insofar &&yt are not characterized by high
tension with ‘the world,” insofar as their model wdnscendence can hardly be called
“religious,” and insofar as they have no ecclestaktorganization. In a sense those
religions which have always been ‘worldly’ and 1alp not need to undergo a process of
secularization. To secularize, i.e., ‘to make wigtldr ‘to transfer from ecclesiastical to
civil use’, are processes that do not make muchkesgnsuch a civilizational context. In a

certain sense, China and the Confucian civilizai@area have been “seculatvant la
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lettre. But this fact does not necessarily make Confucigitization more modern. It is
the intrinsic correlation between modernization aadularization, postulated by theories

of functional differentiation, which is highly prt@matic.

It just happened, of course, that the particidaecifically Christian, and rather
exceptional Western European dynamic of seculéoizadbecame globalized with the
expansion of European colonialism, with the globapansion of capitalism, with the
global expansion of the European system of statiis,the global expansion of modern
science, modern culture and modern ideologies ofilagsm. Therefore, to ask how
Confucianism, Taoism or any other world religiospend to the global expansion of
“Western secular modernity”, how religious traditsoare reinterpreted as a response to
this global challenge, to examine which kinds agfgiornamentosemerge within all
world religions,using here the particular name given to the recsnterpretation of the
Catholic tradition, these are all valid an impottgnestions. But to view all these diverse
processes of religious transformation in a simplehaomous way as either
accommodation to secular modernity or as fundamishtaaction against secularization

is not, | would argue, a very fruitful or insightfiray of interpreting these processes.

All world religions are forced to respond to theolghl expansion of modernity by
reformulating their traditions in an attempt tolfes their own particular civilizational
versions of modernity. Moreover, they are respogadiat only to the global challenge of
secular modernity, but also to their mutual andprecal challenges, as they all undergo
multiple processes of aggiornamento and come topetenwith one another in the
emerging global system of religions. Under condgioof globalization, the world
religions do not only draw upon their own tradisobut also increasingly upon one
another. Intercivilizational encounters, culturahitations and borrowings, diasporic
diffusions, hybridity, creolization, and transculilhyphenations are all part and parcel
of the global present.
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Religion in the Age of Contingency

Hans Joas

My interest in this book project is twofold. | amterested in overcoming the
thesis that secularization (in the sense of a gedf religion) is a necessary corollary of
modernization for two reasons: 1. a new view ofdbaditions for religious faith in our

time; 2. a serious revision of theories of modextion.

As has frequently been observed, secularizatiooryheever offered a well-
worked out causal model as to which features of enudation allegedly lead to
secularization. | argue that one can detect inwhiéings of the proponents of the

secularization thesis three different types of agmided understanding of religious faith.

a, Some have a cognitivist (mis-)understanding elfigion. If religion is
considered an uncertain or immature form of knog#edit is evident that scientic
progress and intellectual “enlightenment” must meXa&ion superfluous. — To criticize
this approach, one has to make clear why such aitoagt understanding is wrong; the
fundamental dimension of faith (and of the etymglod related concepts) is trust, love

etc., not knowledge.

b, Some consider religion to be the expression istrable conditions (poverty,
inequality) or of bad living-conditions or of a kaof meaning that can be experienced as
inherent in everyday life. In the perspective ofrksts, therefore, religion will become
unnecessary in socialism/communism; in the pergmecdf medical materialists,
increasing life-expectancy or better health makiggiom superfluous. These views
(including the recent “existential security” hype#iis by Inglehart and Norris)
underestimate the “enthusiastic” foundations otigatommitments and the “sensitizing
consequences” of religious attitudes that cannoteldeiced to the consequences of the

experience of contingency.

c, Some (like Peter Berger) assume that religionbést transmitted from
generation to generation by authoritarian strustumad under conditions of cultural

homogeneity. Democratization, particularly demdcrateducation, and cultural
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pluralization would then lead to secularization.lA&ve argued in a chapter of an earlier

book, this “contamination” thesis can empirically falsified.

All three implicit assumptions are in serious neédevision. They cannot be the
basis for the secularization thesis; an alternatimderstanding of the universality of
experiences of self-transcendence and the spéeifiof a religious interpretation of this
experience is necessary and can lead to an apjpowac@& modern conditions of high

contingency in their effects on religious life.

2. The revision of the secularization thesis haddobased also on a global-
comparative view on the connections between sazataon and modernization. Here |
claim that neither the European exceptions norAimerican case can be explained by
means of secularization theory. In a global perspeave see the religious effects of
European (and North American) expansion and thectffof technological innovations
on non-European religion. A wide range of differamfigious consequences and
reactions can be described for which it is diffidiol find a common denominator, but it

is certain that secularization would not be théatrigrm to characterize these reactions.

The consequences of this view for theories of mitieand modernization are
profound. | consider a totalistic notion of modéra “social myth” that “unifies many-
sided social processes and phenomena into a girghel object” (B. Yack). | attempt to
reverse this act of unification. | argue that thsreo such thing as one unitary process of
modernization with several tightly coupled subpsses. We should rather assume
several processes that are relatively independent €ach other, though by no means
causally unrelated. We can then examine the extenwhich they are related, their
respective temporal structures, the fields of mmsand the problems of integration
between them. This “deconstruction” of the noti@fisnodernization and modernity is
only the first step toward a fully action-theoraticeconstruction of these processes. The
second step refers to an increase in individuaboptand a growing awareness of the
non-determinist character of historical developmmentand to an interplay of these

processes. For all these matters the categoryring@ncy is crucial.

22



The Consequences of Modernity on Religion: An Amb@&lent Relationship?

Detlef Pollack

This paper focuses on the consequences processexiefnization are likely to have on
the religious field. By raising this question, same that the categories we use for our
comparative civilizational analysis are, and havbd, universally applicable, otherwise
we will not be able to utilize such terms as modetion, modernity, or modern. Even if
we concede that there are different types of mogemultiple modernities, and
different paths to modernity, we need a universafiglicable term of modernity in order
to be able to distinguish what is modern from whatot. Only if we have universally
applicable categories can we compare differentsyienodernity, can we find out what
is more or less modern, and can we distinguish é&stwvhat belongs to modernity and

what does not.

| propose to define modernization by five interteth but analytically distinctive
processes: the process of raising the level ofgenity, the process of functional
differentiation, the process of individualizatighe process of political, economic and
cultural pluralization and the process of widenihg cognitive horizons. If | am
interested in the consequences modernization haaligion, | have to analyze the

impact of each of these five distinctive processethe religious field.

On a theoretical level, these consequences caatlber mmbivalent: they can tend to
facilitate or inhibit religious vitality. None ohe current proponents of the secularization
theory assumes that modernization has a determim#iuence on religion and that
secularization is a necessary corollary of modation. Steve Bruce says, “nothing in
the social world is inevitable or irreversable”dapippa Norris and Ronald Inglehart
speak of a probabilistic correlation between moation and secularization instead of a
deterministic one. | want to go a step further araintain that theoretically,
modernization can have a promoting as well as aotlaginfluence on the vitality of
religion and that the impact modernization reakyg Hbecomes a question of empirical
research. Thus by analyzing the various influemsedernization might have on religion,

I will develop in each of the five cases mentioabdve two contradictory hypotheses, a
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positive and a negative one, displaying the ambiMatharacter of the relationship

between modernity and religion.

1) Raising the level of prosperity

There can be no doubt that processes of modemizigad to higher standards of living,
better nutrition, sanitation, and access to cleatew More developed societies also
usually have a better medical system, better halspirained healthcare professionals, a
better welfare safety net, health insurances, paessand a better protection against

external threats like war and military raids.

In accordance with Norris and Inglehart, hypothésistates that the less the

vulnerability to risks like poverty, hunger, siclesewar, violations of human rights, or
social demotion, the less the demand for religioasis of mastering contingency and
ensuring security. If people have a higher degfe®wotrol over their social and natural

environment, they don’t need so much protectiomfteanscendent powers.

Hypothesis 1b, however, contends that to the extetitmaterial and existential security
is guaranteed and survival can be taken for grathichdividual interests shift from
material to postmaterial values. If the economiedittons of survival are secured,
people become more likely to turn to questionsaurding the meaning of life, self-
realization, well-being, life quality, and questsoof the foundation of religious meaning,

too.

2) Functional differentiation

Functional differentiation which is regarded by manociologists as one of the main
features of modern societies means the unleaslhisgceetal spheres from the
dominance of religious institutions and interpretas. In the process of functional
differentiation societal spheres like the econolay, science, politics, medicine, art, and
religion become more and more autonomous, followlrgr individual codes and
specializing on their individual functions. Theyaao longer be centrally steered,

controlled, or even interpreted.
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Hypothesis 2a: For religion, the process of fundidifferentiation can lead to the
consequence that the opportunities to permeate stlveetal spheres and to influence
them are reduced, that the possibilities of praxgdhe society with a common
interpretation of the world are weakened, and tatindividual in his or her life conduct
can less rely on religious support in the varioos-religious life spheres (Luhmann,
Dobbelaere). Capitalist market, scientific resepartd democratric procedures have
become almost entirely unsusceptible to religiows moral regulations. Insofar the
impact religion has on non-religious spheres orsti@etal and the individual level

might be diminished.

Hypothesis 2b: Processes of functional differeidmthowever, can also strengthen the
functional autonomy of the religious sphere as th@yhe economic or political sphere.
Under conditions of functional differentiation, thieeliness of the interference of non-
religious actors in the realm of religion is incsegly minimized and state and church
are becoming more strictly seperated. The caesgpstpembrace of throne and altar has
probably “more than anything else determined tradinnke of church religion in Europe”
(Casanova). It might be that churches and relgymmmunities profit from a stricter
seperation from other spheres. Whether a persaavashsalvation no longer depends
upon whether or not he is a good citizen. Insafactional differentiation can also
provide new opportunities for religious commitmant contaminated by non-religious,

for example, political interests.

3) Individualization

In modern societies, actions and attitudes ofidevidual are determined by belonging
to a certain class or milieu to a lesser degree ith@re-modern societies. Each person’s
biography is more and more removed from given dateations and more and more
placed in his or her own hands, open and depermuateinidividual decisions. “The
proportion of life opportunities which are fundartadly closed to decision-making is
decreasing and the proportion of the biography Wwiseompen and must be constructed

personally is increasing.” (Ulrich Beck)
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Hypothesis 3a: If the individual becomes increasimgsponsible for his actions and
attitudes, his religious practices and convictiaresless and less shared by other
individuals and therefore less and less supporgatidm. They loose their being taken
for granted and become more insecure and reflekivevery likely that the
individualization of religious decisions is thusampanied by a lesser degree of
religious certitude.

Hypothesis 3b: The decreasing influence clasgjstatilieu, neighborhood, and social
origin have on one’s individual fate can, howewasp open up new opportunities for the
development of highly individualized religious wdsity. Now, religiosity and religious
commitment need not to be conventional any morecéun become self-accountable.
With some exaggeration, one could claim that omiggar modern conditions does
religiosity cease to be a convention and has theahto become an individual belief.
That's why it does not come as a surprise thaio$ogists of religion such as Grace
Davie conceive conventional church adherence adididual religiosity as an inverse
relationship: The more people defect from churbh,rhore they turn to extra-

ecclesiastical spirituality.

4) Pluralization

Modern societies are characterized by a higheregegf pluralism and competition in the
realms of politics, economy, science, and cultbeatpre-modern societies. Pluralism
and competition do not necessarily belong togethérusually higher degrees of

pluralism are correlated with higher degrees of petition.

Hypothesis 4a: High degrees of pluralism in thegrelis field usually lead to mutual
relativizations of the religious claims on validityade by different religious
communities. If a religious world-interpretationcasnfronted by a different religious
world-interpretation, it will loose its being takésr granted. This challenge will lead to a
higher degree of religious tolerance, and withdeeelopment of religious tolerance

religious vigor will be weakened (Bruce).
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Hypothesis 4b: In turn, the higher degree of religi pluralism and competition can be
regarded as engendering higher levels of religutadity (Stark, lannaccone, Finke). If
there are various religious groups competing watheother, the single suppliers feel
challenged to be responsive to the needs of thstomers, to attract new members and
to retain their old members. A religious monopdigyever, makes the clergy lazy and
indolent. Also, if there is religious diversity tkensumer can choose between different
offers and if he becomes dissatisfied with one pebdhe can select another one. Thus,

religious pluralism is conducive to religious vitgl

5) Widening of the social horizon

Processes of modernization bring about an enormi@ening of what is societally
available and controllable. By including the foritgenaccessible into the realm of what
is societally available and controllable, the stadiborizons are widened and what used
to be out of reach of society now becomes partsgbeérceptions and actions. Because of
the steady widening of our horizons, our knowleggeermanently revised, examined,
and reformed. Thus the former equation of knowledke certitude is dissolved

(Giddens). Modern knowledge inevitably is charazest by reflexivity.

Hypothesis 5a: On the one side the widening ohtivezons and the reflexivity of
modern knowledge render religious forms which aggoesed to deal with the
contingency of reality more contingent themselVeis. very likely that the awareness of
the contingency of religious forms limits their p&bility and initiates the more concrete,

illustrative and plastic religious forms to becomere abstract, and vage.

Hypothesis 5b: On the other side the widening eftthrizons and the reflexivity of
modern knowledge increase the demand for cleantatiens, ultimate answers, and
distinct guidelines. With the intricateness of madgociety, the need for religious
orientations and fundamental truths rises.

On the theoretical level, it is conceivable thademization has various, ambivalent, and

even contradictory consequences for the stabifith\atality of religion. Therefore, we
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must shift the focus of our analysis from the tietical level to the level of empirical
research, in order to find out what the real consages of modernity on the religious

field are.

28



Aziz Al-Azmeh

1. To my mind, there seems to be an inordinate amoluwbluntarism attributed
to secularism when discussed in terms of state lodexs, legal-constitutional
arrangements and ideas, and philosophico-histomnodd-views; secularism tends to be
thought of as a check-list of social, cultural aognitive characteristics that some try to
“implement’, that exist in one place and are absésgwhere. It is certainly incontestable
that a number of modern states were animated bycaledly secularizing impulse and
intent, most notably, France, Turkey, Mexico, amel former Communist countries, and
that secularization in these countries ultimatelgkton the aspect of an official creed.
But it is equally incontestable that secularizatieas, by and large, been an objective
historical process of systemic import, without resazily implying a secularizing motif
or a secularist ideology. The United Kingdom, farepis one of the most thoroughly
secularized countries on the planet, yet it islaypim which church dogma is established
by acts of parliament, and is a Realm with an w@fistate church headed by the

sovereign who still rules by grace of God.

It therefore appears that approaching the quesifosecularization is one that
might more profitably be approached by a nuanced discriminating historical
approach that is unwilling to hold itself captive polemical tropes and melodramatic
scenarios that alternate between the triumphalist the pathetic. In an historical
perspective, it would appear that secularism wdsed the result of institutional, social
and cognitive differentiation and restructurativratt started in Europe and that spread
world-wide in the course of the nineteenth centdoysuch an extent that it became
autochtonous everywehere, being produced and repeddlocally by means of an
internal dynamic. This spread of secularization badome possible in many ways, some
imposed from outside (most often with local suppathers generated in the context of
modernizing states like the late Ottoman Empire ismduccessor states. And just as the
spread, depth, and extent of secularization diffecensiderably among European
countries, so it was elsewhere, varying in termsegfon, social class or other social

group, educational cohort, generation, and so fd@th this is not to say that one might
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speak of “multiple secularizations” or “multiple chernities” -- the two are intimately
related. There might at first sight seem that therkttle more to this multiplication of
plurals than abien pensantrecognition” of plurality expressed in a joy sugedly

imparted by endlessly promiscuous identitarianisrost particularly if one held, as | do,
that such pluralisation has the effect of voidirtge tnotion of modernity — and
consequently its plurals — of determinate histegooiological sense, by a drift, often
seemingly irresistible, towards a kind of hyper-@&msm which vitiates the efficacy of
the general concept, causing it to devolve to deraprolix designation of sheer

simultaneity.

But there is another, related aspect arising marectty from the systematic
guestioning of secularism — along with the Enligiment, reason, modernity and related
matters, one that has gathered force under wellvkndrcumstances, crystallised after
1989 and doubtless as a consequence of the watlorical series of events of which it
was composed, and having since that time takerm@raspect of an international doxa.
The conceptual form this takes is that of a critiqnii a teleological outlook ascribed to
proclamations of secularism. While this might we true for a certain constituency of
such proclamations, especially that beholden temdiht versions of positivism, it would
not seem to hold to the more properly historicahsiderations of secularism, which
recognize differentiations and specificities (mgyeperly specificities, or rather in
Hegelian parlance particularities, than individoas) in the context of an overall
objective historical trend generated and articulatey dynamics of global reach.
Moreover, it might be maintained correlatively tistuestioning secularism in the name
of the “return” of religion, of the repressed, dfet marginal, and so forth, and in
assuming that which is seen to return to have bserentral yesterday as it seems to be
today in certain places, what we have in effedhes dicursive dynamic of a theory of
history that is teleological in reverse, conveymdatalism of origins in reassertion, an
inevitable return of social “patterns” that had hhée abeyance. Such a theory of history
has long been familiar under the name of Romamticigshich presumes historical
collectivities, however defined, to have incommeable inner consistencies (Herder’s
Krafte, otherwise Ethos, Weltanschauung, cultuedtgon, and their cognates) that are

essentially homogeneous, seeking temporal homoamiz expressed in continuity.
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With the lack of properly historical argumentatiomnd the reliance on an
autonomy/heteronomy model of social transformatimme can have only an argument
that is naturalistic: a theory of socio-historicgpeciation involving much use of
organismic metaphors. That social-Darwinism migatdonsidered by those among us
who are well-meaning to be malignant does not reftdeconceptual double from being
equally social-Darwinistic, and origins are herestoued as having greater ontological
weight, as it were, than history: thus secularisnindia or the Arab World, for all its
historical reality, is described as a sham, as skinteof historicallegerdemainlacking

in “reality”. Wherelegerdemairactually lies, whether it lie in history or in th#istorical
consideration of history, is a matter well-wortmsmleration.

2. | spoke of secularism in the classical terms differentiation. Such
differentiation was correlative with both a sociolifical and a cognitive dynamic, and
implied desacralisation throughout (albeit not ddentment overall, be it with religion,
with the state, the nation, or History), barringtdrico-political or micro-sociological
gestures. If we take the Ottoman successor statdeiArab World as an example, we
will find the promulgation of civil codes which tethose elements of classical Muslim
law as were retained (mainly laws regarding shaoeging and land rent, a late Ottoman
development within Hanafi jurisprudence) as “lopahctice”. We will also find that
many countries turned over jurisdiction of persastatus, the one field which continued
to be based largely upon classical Muslim law, duiyned, to civil courts. The state
educational system was thoroughly secular in cammepand in administration.
Constitutional developments, the formation of pcdit parties, political ideologies, as
well as the very concept of the state, and not e@sconcept of the People in its various
acceptations, followed the same pattern. The Muslerisy came to occupy a relatively
marginal role under state control, and the sodiatfions of the intelligentsia devolved to
others (this includes the Islamist intelligentsiegrginal until recently), after centuries of
control over the systems of education, justice, ahdourse cult which remained their
preserve. The private resource previouslys at tisposal — th@wqaf endowments --

were doubly secularized (using an original mearohghe term) by confiscation, or
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otherwise by becoming under the control of a gowvemnit department, usually a ministry,

only partly staffed by them.

Moreover, he prevalent cognitive regime was beholdescientistic conceptions
of knowledge (to which Muslim Reformism deferreali$ spawning a plethoric literature
on the germs of modern science in the Koran, nbkeisome eighteenth-century Jesuit
treatments of science and scripture). And thoudlgioa was most often treated with
respect, this reflected an ambivalence not disaimd that which obtained in Germany in
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. As in @eynand elsewhere, the degree of
ambiguity or assimilation of modern developmentd #meir inflections, varied among

social groups, regions, and other collectivities.

It would therefore appear that increasing relidigsand the increasing salience of
Islamist politics, is itself the long-term resuftafferentiation: what it amounts to is not
the resurgence or return of patterns in abeyanoe,th®e recasting of religion as a
differentiated socio-political sphere carried bywgss seeking hegemony. This is well
attested by the fact that associated ritualisatfdhe person, spiritualisation of the public
sphere, and the recasting of social and politicalabularies in religious terms is not so
much something in conformity with social (or indesattestral) practice, as much as one
that requires a re-conversion from daily to selfismous, born-again Islam, virtually a
re-socialisation (including a taste for bizarretielng) which under certain conditions
required a considerable degree of social and palysiolence (Algeria is a particularly
striking example) under “inorganic” conditions fibre creation of the individual who is
also paradoxically communitarian. Similarly, thdipcal reading of the Koran is a recent
phenomenon, like the notion of the Koran being laéprint for life”, which would have
been unthinkable to a medieval or indeed to a eergh-century divine. That this
forward march to the middle ages implied by idemign primitivism is celebrated by the
distant cheering of postmodernist identitarian @regtionism, or by those who advertise
abroad their wish to turn their societies into reagons in the modern world, is in the

final analysis an irresponsible gentrification ofteaism.
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Stages of the Secularization of the State

Horst Dreier

I. Terminology and Distinctions

Distinctions are usually made between three differéforms and processes of

secularization.

First, secularization can mean that there has leeédecline of religious beliefs”, a
waning of lived religious practice, a decay of Haiand its profession, a growing
proportion of religiously unaffiliated people ingtpopulation, etc. A society’s religious
bonding is in retreat. This first dimension can, pninciple, be “measured” with the

instruments of empirical social research.

Second, secularization can function as an intelldtistorical interpretational category
that describes the severance of various spheresiraad (art, literature, science) from
religious bonding and dominance; Max Weber’'s cohadpthe disenchantment of the
world offers an effective description of this. Ma@pecifically, one thereby means a kind
of change in the substance of Christian ideasamstormation of what was originally
religious into something worldly, a re-occupatiohcentral concepts. Famous is Carl
Schmitt’s dictum that all incisive concepts of pgablaw are secularized theological
concepts. Such a transformation has been more etehcdemonstrated in the religious
quality of language in poetry. But the shift in tlegitimation of political rule from
religious to worldly justification can also serve @n example. This process has been the

subject of a great number of disciplines in cultstadies and the history of ideas.

Third, and finally, secularization can mean an éabprocess of differentiation leading
to the separation of Church and State, i.e., tocaessive religious neutralization of the
realm of the state and its institutions and a smoading privatization (and usually also
pluralization) of the practice of faith. The stdtecomes a secular entity. In particular,
this means that the state leaves the decision dimaltruths, as proclaimed by religion,
up to the individuals. The modern secular stateoisan order of truth or virtue, but of

freedom and peace. This is why it is subject tochramandment of non-identification: it
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must not identify with any particular religion oowidview. This process is the object of
public law, constitutional history, and politicalisnce.

It seems obvious that there is no necessary canondmttween these three phenomena or
aspects. In particular, the first process, theideaf religious beliefs, need not entail the
state’s religious neutrality. The state’s purelyldty legitimation can in fact increase the
breadth and intensity of religious faith; and, viersa, progressive loss of religious
bonding in the sense of “decline of religious Wsliecan be accompanied by a state
constitution that still recognizes a State Churod a which the separation of Church

and State is not fully developed.

In this paper, | am concerned solely with the ttaspect and will address secularization
as a process of increasing separation of ChurchSgateé and the parallel process of the
increasing “free exercise” of religion. | will ign® “secularization” in the narrower sense
of a sharply defined juridical term for the abdliti of clerical principalities and the
confiscation of Church property by worldly authm#. The most significant example of
such confiscation and transfer is the Reichsdejputsttauptschluld (imperial deputation
primary resolution) of 1803, which heralded the efidhe Holy Roman Empire of the
German Nation.

Here and in the following | will concentrate, inadher way as well, on the fundamental
aspects of public and constitutional law. They hawe sides: the separation of Church
and State is, so to speak, the other side of tireeatdreedom of belief and religion. Only
the religiously neutral state caompletelyprovide freedom of religion and belief; only
by providing freedom of religion and belief doedb&come a neutral state. Of course, it
was a long and difficult path to get there. Andlet same time, this path shows how
important a role religious freedom played in theedepment of modern human rights.
We will inspect the essential stages in the follayyilimiting ourselves mostly to the

development in Germany.

To avoid misunderstandings, let me say in advartwd the intention of these
elaborations is not to present the long and comatt German development, which was

not free of retarding aspects, as a model for etonl@r generalization. Nor do | assert
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that the steps of development traced here aredadfihistorically necessary stages. Like

all historical processes, this one, too, is uniiqués way.
. Historical Stages of Development
Stage 1: The Investiture Conflict

In his groundbreaking, influential work on “Die Bi#hung des Staates als Vorgang der
Sékularisation” (the rise of the state as a prooéssecularization), E.-W. Bdckenforde
has the process begin with the 11th- and 12th-cgwctnflict over investiture. This may
seem surprising. But Bdckenférde persuasively shthas the Concordat of Worms,
which ended the conflict in 1122, codified a sepamabetween state power and Church
institutions. Church offices and state offices weseparated; Caesar-Popism was
preciselynot set up. Theory and practice of a long-dominantdngd Church was
factually negated. Although the Christian religioof more precisely the as yet
denominationally undivided Roman Catholic Churcbntmued to put its stamp on
worldly institutions, the Concordat confirmed anddarscored a differentiation of the
two spheres that was the ideational preconditiortfe long process of development to
the complete separation of Church and State anghrailel, to the guarantee of complete

freedom of religion and belief.
Stage 2: Reformation and the Religious Peace of Asigurg of 1555

The Reformation did not bring complete religiousefilom, either; nor did Luther call for
it. On the contrary, the competition between twond(asoon three) different
denominations (Catholic, Lutheran, and Reforme@alwinist) effected a comprehensive
and deep-seated “denominalization” of state andakdife, with a high degree of
pressure for uniformity in the respective terriésti Nonetheless, the Religious Peace of
Augsburg of 1555 brought the first beginnings o&iguntees of religious freedom in the
Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation. This irdete constitution recognized the
Lutheran as well as the Catholic confession. Big tluality of belief was not yet an
individual freedom of belief, or more precisely:isthfreedom of belief was the
prerogative only of territorial rulers; in the forof theius reformandiit was primarily a
right of rulers: for their freedom to choose theienomination was their right to

compellingly determine the religious situation heir respective territories (called the
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religious ban). This is not freedom of belief patesl against authorities, but rather the
authorities’ freedom of religion. A country’s ruggrnot its subjects, have a choice of
religion. This is the core of the formulatioruius regio, eius religib And yet, the
Religious Peace of Augsburg brought, as if by seftee beginning of a right of freedom
guaranteed to the subjects, as well, itteeemigrandi(§ 24). This freedom to emigrate
was guaranteed as an individual right to inhabstamho had a different confession. It
was ultimately based on a choice of confessiondbatated from that of the ruler, and it
transformed the resulting conflict into a kind efigious liberality.

Stage 3: Peace of Westphalia 1648

The 1648 Peace of Westphalia expanded these begsim several ways. First, the
duality of denominations was expanded to a trinft@denominations when the Reformed
Church was permitted alongside the Catholic anchénain Churches (Art. VIl IPO);
other “sects” remained forbidden. Second, the §jxaf 1624 asNormaljahr (norming
year) limited the territorial ruler'sis reformandi or even abolished it. For in the future
there would be free exercise of religioreXercitium religioni¥) to the degree in which
the denominations were allowed to be publicly eisext in sequence or simultaneously.
This froze Germany’'s denominational map for ceeturiThus, unlike in 1555, a state’s
ruler had to accept that his subjects included gmesrsof various denominations. And
finally, with the possibility of home worship (At 8§ 34 IPO), a possibility of religious
activity, in addition to the still validus emigrandiwas created for those who could make
no such claim on the basis of the norming yeareHfer the first time, we encounter the
formulation of’conscientia libera”, freedom of conscience. Of course, religious &gtiv
in accordance with conscience was only “approdsatelerated and was not allowed to
be practiced publicly. It was feared that anythétee would endanger public security and
order. A certain parallel is found where variougtNamerican Colonial Charters placed
“freedom of conscience” under the proviso to “lopgietly under the Civil Government”
(Charter of Delaware, 1701) or of “not giving oféenor scandal to the government”
(Charter of Georgia, 1732). All in all, in 1648dixidual privileges were merely a kind

of side effect of corporative rights of the impégatates as religious parties.
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Stage 4: Prussia’s National Legal Code of 1794

Interestingly, it was Prussia that in the 18th aentwent markedly beyond the rights
guaranteed by the Peace of Westphalia, increasimgigticing equal treatment of the

denominations by the state. The toleration of seeis explicitly codified in the Prussian

national legal code, the Allgemeine Landrecht (ALR)e three recognized confessions
were treated equally and enjoyed the right to prach public. The state identified with

none of them (PrALR 11 1l 1 ff.), but subjected & its supervision and guidance. To
this degree, the separation of Church and Statebiaget been made complete.

Stage 5: The Pauls Church Constitution of 1848/49the Weimar Imperial
Constitution of 1919

The regulations of the Peace of Westphalia and ehkarged liberalization and
pluralization of religion in Prussia were not y&bat complete religious freedom in the
sense of a fundamental or human right for eachopeM/e encounter such a rule for the
first time in the Pauls Church Constitution of 1848 There we read in § 144: “Every
German has complete freedom of religion and conseié And § 145: “Every German
is unconstrained in the common domestic and pytséctice of his religion.” § 146 then
declares that enjoying civil and citizens’ righasieither dependent upon nor limited by a
person’s religious denomination. And § 147 Il dratws conclusion for the organization
of the state by setting the norm: “No religious coumity enjoys privileges over the
others through the state; further, there is nceStdaurch.”

The regulations in the Weimar Imperial Constitutadn919 were very similar (Art. 135
ff.).

It is well known that the Pauls Church Constitutimever went into effect. Its program
was too liberal as a whole to be able to shapdigallireality at that time. And so the
Prussian constitutional document of 1850 exhilitgracteristic limitations: the freedom
of religious denomination, of associating in redigg communities, and of common
domestic and public exercise of religion is guasadf{ but, along with a certain
privileging of religions with corporative rights (A 13), we also find a regulation as if
codifying the state’s Christian character (Art. IBhe Christian religion is taken as the

foundation for those state institutions that arenseted with the practice of religion,
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irrespective of the freedom of religion guaranteedrt. 12.”). Clearly, this is no longer

a State Church in the formal sense found in that€l@onstitutionelle Francaise of 1814
(Art. 6). But nor is it a complete dismissal of gtate from religious ties and duties or the
state’s neutrality toward religion and worldviewhi3, as mentioned earlier, did not come

until the Weimar Imperial Constitution of 1919.
I1l. Conclusions and Further Questions

What conclusions can be drawn for the crystalloratbf a secular state from thigur

d’horizonthrough the history of religious freedom in Geriyfan

The reconstruction of the development demonstréitss, how conflictual and gradual
the development of a secular state was. But it talsts out that successive steps toward
secularization, in the sense of the state’s witlvdtdrom the field of religion, can be
taken even before an individualistic idea of bagjbts begins its triumphal march. The
stipulations of the Augsburg and even more of thestphalian treaties show this very
clearly. Here, recognition of plurality is far inh\&ance of the development of a complete
individualization of the religious issue. This m@lity (first religious duality, then
religious trinity), with, as if by reflex, the frdem to emigrate, provides a kind of early
individual right and is then increased in 1648 toagceptance of minority confessions,
i.e., tolerance in the real sense, as the regugtbm home worship show. The restriction
to home worship thereby indicates how importangi@h remains, as state religion and
thus as a form of collective identity. Only wherm tstate completely privatizes the issue
of religion as the issue of truth and no longentdees with any religion or denomination
can complete freedom of religion and belief be gotged. This ultimately implies the

necessary abolition of a State Church.

The other way around, it can be asked whether letensecularization of state order is
possible at all. Is there a logical endpoint of finecess of secularization? And even if
one had to affirm that this endpoint exists: woilltbe necessary to strive for it? This
guestion touches what can be called the culturakedsion of our problem. For if it is
true that Christianity was a definitively influeng cultural factor in Europe for many
centuries, then the associated conditioning casmaply dissolve in thin air. But to the

degree that this conditioning affects the legakomandatory for all, questions are raised
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that are sometimes difficult. 1 will provide two &xples, one from the penal code and

one from constitutional law.
Example 1: Penal Code

A meanwhile juridical-historical event of the 196Bsinstructive here. At that time,
homosexuality (among adult men), procuration, ashatary were all still punishable by
law. The justification cited for these laws was alfu “moral law”, behind which,

ultimately, certain Christian values or doctrinesrev concealed. The abolition of the
corresponding penal norms at the end of the 1968s carried out with the explicit
dictum that the penal code could and was permitidgt to protect legal goods of the
general public and of the individual, but not tootect specific moral or religious
viewpoints. Religious neutralization also becomisgbie in the fact that blasphemy is no
longer an offense, while today it is prohibitedstander not only religious confessions,
but also worldviews. The good protected by thesemsois also no longer (or not

primarily) religion, but public peace.
Example 2: Constitutional Law

Much less clearly resolved so far is the questioth® degree to which the constitution of
a secular state can explicitly refer to or takepsup from religious (not necessarily

Christian) statements or content. For example,ptieamble to the German Basic Law
mentions that it was resolved “in responsibilityfdse God”. Some Lander (state)

constitutions establish the norm of “reverenceG@md” as a goal of education. And the
formulations of oaths, for example those that tleeldfal President and other state
officials take at their inauguration, have a meteidal reference (with or without

religious assertion). And it is also an identifioat of the state with specific religious

signs and statements when the law makes it obhg&bodisplay crosses or crucifixes in

classrooms.

Indeed, schools have recently become the prefégfedof conflict for debates about the
limits of religious freedom and about the secwaof the state. But here we must
underscore that they actually always were. The Iprobwvas merely solved or, more,
silenced through forced denominalization of theosth In addition, the field of conflict

has been quantitatively and qualitatively exacetdabday by Germany’s development
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from a bi-confessional to a multi-religious poldicsystem. Second, it cannot be
emphasized enough that precisely the secular gtateguarantees religious freedom is
confronted with public avowal of belief, with visébpractice of religion. Privatization of
religion does not mean home worship on the pattérthe Peace of Westphalia, but
rather that the state, as sovereign power, behaetsally toward the religions. So our
manner of speaking of the privatization or de-praation of religion is somewhat
confusing, because it does not recognize the pueladm as the natural realm for
practicing fundamental rights. Availing oneself thie fundamental right of religious
freedom (precisely through its constitutionally gardeed public exercise by the bearers
of fundamental rights), however, necessarily esthiat tensions and conflicts can arise —
which is true for other fundamental rights, too kether with other fundamental rights,
between various bearers of fundamental religiogstsi or in relation to limitations or
duties of the state. Here, as with other fundantenghts, the boundary between
constitutionally guaranteed freedom and the legiterpossibilities of limiting freedom
must be constantly reviewed and, if necessaryseevi The familiar cases that have
attracted attention in recent years precisely im@@y (a teacher’s headscarf, excusing
Muslim girls from sport instruction, slaughteringimals in accordance with religious
laws, etc.) show how difficult it is to draw a lirgatisfactory to all sides. But let me
repeat in conclusion: this necessity to set bouaslatoes not, in principle, distinguish

religious freedom from other fundamental rights.
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Muslims, Religious Equality and Secularism

Tarig Modood

There is a widespread perception that Muslims askimg politically exceptional,
culturally unreasonable or theologically alien dedsm upon European states. My
contention is that the logic of Muslim claims-maiiis European and contemporary. The
case of Britain is illustrative. The relation beemeMuslims and the wider British society
and British state has to be seen in terms of aldewent and rising agendas of racial
equality and multiculturalism. Muslims, indeed, Bavecome central to these agendas
even while they have contested important aspedts-oéspecially, the primacy of racial
identities, narrow definitions of racism and edqtyasind the secular bias of the discourse
and policies of multiculturalism. Emergent Muslins@burses of, eg. respect, have to be
understood as appropriations and modulations aleocaporary discourses and initiatives
whose provenance lie in anti-racism and feminisma, 0 are at least partly a politics of

‘catching-up’ with racial equality and feminism.

Religious Equality

If religious equality is conceived in analogousnisrto racial equality legislation and
policy initiatives, then its main components wobt

1. Pronhibition of religious discrimination and irtement to religious hatred,;

2. Even-handedness in relation to religions (eg irtieh to state funding of schools);
3. Positive inclusion of religious groups.

The latter demand is that religion in general, bileast the category of ‘Muslim’ in
particular, should be a category by which the isisleness of social institutions may be
judged, as they increasingly are in relation tcerand gender. For example, employers
should have to demonstrate that they do not discaite against Muslims by explicit
monitoring of Muslims’ position within the workfoe¢ backed up by appropriate policies,

targets, managerial responsibilities, work envirents, staff training, advertisements,
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outreach and so on. Similarly, public bodies shoptdvide appropriately sensitive
policies and staff in relation to the services tipegvide, especially in relation to (non-
Muslim) schools, social and health services; Musiommunity centres or Muslim youth
workers should be funded in addition to existingafsand Caribbean community centres
and Asian and black youth workers. To take anothse: the BBC currently believes it is
of political importance to review and improve itergonnel practices and its output of
programmes, including its on-screen ‘representatbthe British population, by making
provision for and winning the confidence of womethnic groups and young people.
Why should it not also use religious groups as itereon of inclusivity and have to
demonstrate that it is doing the same for viewemsl ataff defined by religious

community membership?

This positive conception of equality extends or gements an understanding of
‘equality’ in terms of individualism and culturassimilation to a politics of recognition;
to ‘equality’ as sharing the public space by shawirespect for stigmatised and
marginalized groups and cultural heritages. Thiduttes redefining and pluralizing
citizenship identities, such as British, so alizeihs can see themselves in such identities

and can come to have a sense of belonging to tHresgwhole.

Is Religious Equality a Lesser Equality?

Despite the fact that such a ‘religious equalitppeach has been developed in N.
Ireland since the 1980s, such an approach is ngeedsistance in Britain (and elsewhere
in Europe, though often the benchmark is lowerha latter). One of the grounds of

resistance is that religion is a private matter simoluld not be the basis of public policies,
state provisions and political identities. A sugpa argument is that while race, sex and
sexuality are ascriptive sources of identity, rieligis a matter of choice and so requires a

different, lesser, level of regime of equality.
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Such a secularist response overlooks that whilees@figions may define themselves as
‘private’ in some way, others see themselves angdrip live out a social vision. In any
case, if equality is about celebrating previoustynéaned identities (eg., in taking pride
in one’s blackness rather than in accepting it tgeas a ‘private’ matter), then what is
being addressed in anti-discrimination, or promo&sda public identity, is a chosen
response to one’s ascription. Exactly, the saméepio sex and sexuality. We may not
choose our sex or sexual orientation but we chboseto politically live with it. Do we
keep it private or do we make it the basis of dadanovement and seek public resources

and representation for it?

Now Muslims and other religious groups, are utilisthis kind of argument, and making
a claim that religious identity, just like gay idey, and just like certain forms of racial
identity, should not just be privatised or tolethtbut should be part of the public space.
In their case, however, they come into conflicthnén additional fourth dimension of
liberal citizenship that we can refer to as secsitar the view that religion is a feature,
perhaps uniquely, of private and not public identit

The position of Muslims in Britain today is simileo the other identities of ‘difference’
as Muslims catch up with and engage with the copteary concept of equality
(Modood 2005). No one chooses to be or not to e imbo a Muslim family. Similarly,
no one chooses to be born into a society wheredk like a Muslim or to be a Muslim
creates suspicion, hostility, or failure to get jbie you applied for. Though how Muslims
respond to these circumstances will vary. Someavghnise resistance, while others will
try to stop looking like Muslims (the equivalent ‘phssing’ for white); some will build
an ideology out of their subordination, others Wik, just as a woman can choose to be a
feminist or not. Again, some Muslims may defineithglam in terms of piety rather than
politics; just as some women may see no politictheir gender, while for others their
gender will be at the centre of their politics.
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Those who see the current Muslim assertiveness asaanted and illegitimate child of
multiculturalism have only two choices if they wighbe consistent. They can repudiate
the idea of equality as identity recognition antline to the 1960s liberal idea of equality
as colour/sex/religion etc blindness. Or they cagua that equality as recognition does
not apply to oppressed religious communities, peshaniquely not to religious
communities. To deny Muslims positive equality with one of these two arguments is to

be open to the charge of double standards.

Secularism

Hence a programme of racial and multicultural eiqpas not possible today without a
discussion of the merits and limits of seculari§acularism can no longer be treated as
‘off-limits’, or, as President Jacques Chirac s&da major speech in 2004, ‘non-
negotiable’. Not that its really a matter of beifog or against secularism, but rather a
careful, institution by institution analysis of hdw draw the public-private boundary and

further the cause of multicultural equality andlirsivity.

My view indeed is that secularisas it existsrather than as aideology is actually a
resource for extending and institutionalising naulliural equality. For secularism in
practice has been a series of evolving compromigds organised religion — this is
certainly true in Britain as well as most Europestates, even France. Each state has
developed its own modus vivendi : in Britain thesean established church with a
presence in the House of Lords but politicianssdmg (unlike their US counterparts) of
talking about religion; in the Netherlands therepilorisation; in Germany the state
collects tithes on behalf of the churches, whighragarded as important corporate social
partners etc. Moreover, these institutional compses1 are being extended to
accommodate the growing and assertive Muslim paoipuls (Modood,, Triandafyllidou
and Zapata-Barrero, 2006). So, neither religiousiabty as part of multicultural
recognition and institutional accommodation of oigad religion are contrary to
existing, pragmatic secularism and each can mytsaipport the other to achieve the

political accommodation of Muslims (and other r&igs minorities). These
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accommodations will inevitably vary from country ¢ountry; there is no exemplary
solution, for contemporary solutions, like theistiorical predecessors, too will depend on

the national context and will not have a once-aordafl-time basis.

One mode of recognition is for the new minoritytiai like Islam to be represented in
relation to the state by their spiritual leadeke lihe Anglican Church is by its bishops, or
even, indeed, as the Catholic Church is in Brit&r. while the Catholic Church is not an
established church it has a clear relationship whth British, especially English, state
(eg., it is the single biggest beneficiary of sthtading of faith schools) and it is its

ecclesiastical hierarchy that are taken to be spgdér Catholics.

My own preference would be for an approach thatldidse less corporatist, less statist
and less churchy — in brief, less French. An apgrda which civil society played a
greater role would be more comfortable with theetng a variety of Muslim voices,
groups and representatives. Different institutiamganisations and associations would
seek to accommodate Muslims in ways that workedHem best at a particular time,
knowing that these ways may or ought to be modifiedr time and Muslim and other

pressure groups and civic actors may be contineaibyving their claims and agendas.

Conclusion

The approach to religious equality as part of noultural citizenship that is being argued

for here, then, consists of:

1. A reconceptualisation of civic equality from sam&néo (also) an incorporation of

a respect for difference.

2. A reconceptualisation of secularism from the cotsegd neutrality and the strict
public/private divide to a moderate and evolutignasecularism based on
institutional adjustments.

3. A pragmatic, case by case, negotiated approacleatind with controversy and
conflict, not an ideological, drawing a ‘line inetlsand’ mentality.
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While this runs against certain interpretationssetularism, it is not inconsistent with
what secularism means in practice in Europe. Wailghtet this evolving, moderate
secularism and the spirit of compromise it represdre our guide. Unfortunately, an
ideological secularism is currently being reassedad generating European domestic
versions of ‘the clash of civilisations’ thesis atig conflicts that entails for European
societies. That some people are today developinglagsm as an ideology to oppose
Islam and its public recognition is a challengehbimt pluralism and equality, and thus to
some of the bases of contemporary democracy. Itchbs resisted no less than, say, the

radical anti-secularism of some Islamists and @ther
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Amnon Raz-Krakotzkin

1. To discuss Jews and Zionism in the context aint€mporary debates in the West:
secular norms, multiculturalism, and immigrant (Mu$ incorporation” means to
integrate two different perspectives from which st®uld approach the question: first,
the historical analysis of the Jewish existenca &dproblem” for modern secularism, a
problem that persist in the "problem” of Muslim mwiities in Europe today. As was
convincingly demonstrated recently by Gil Anidjavhat is covered by the heading
“Europe and the Jews” cannot be dissociated froenntltter of “Islam and the West.”
The secularization of European Jewish discourss, ith the attempt to distinguish it
from Christian-Jewish polemics, was tantamount t® reformulationin obvious
Orientalist terms both with regard to the debaterdhe civility of the Jews and their
rights, and with regard to the various Jewish rasps which have emerged in this

framework.

The second perspective is the one provided by Zioras a project of westernization of
the Jews., As | have argued elsewhere, that has dim®e through an internalization of
Christian perceptions of the Jews and their exileis was done by advancing the
category of the "Judeo-Christian," a category thais essential to the process of
secularization. The “Judeo-Christian” was to bdinijsiished from the East, from the

Arab, and finally, from Islam.

Zionism, the state of Israel and the question des¥me provide an essential frame
within which many aspects and perspectives tha¢ theen raised and studied during the
ongoing debates on secularism and secularizatomwedl as the interrelations between
them, can be observed in a most concentrated w#ye theological sources of
"secularization”, being a process embedded withinsfian theology, and the growing
awareness of the politico-theological dimensionshef modern political sphere; Zionist
discourse also demonstrates the obvious Orientatisarent in the notion of the secular,
as well as its practice as a colonial mechanismoatrol and division. The centrality of
the political theological aspect in the formatiamdadefinition of the state of Israel is

undeniable, and consequently any attempt to sepezhgiion from nationalism, religion
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from the state, is impossible. At the same time,dtitique of Zionist discourse from this
dual perspective, as can be reflected in some mulsraeli approaches, may also
contribute to the ongoing discussions in Europe.

2. The national-historical consciousness associatttdthe secular, is itself rooted in the
theological myth. The national myth is based onglrception of Zionist settlement and
sovereignty over Palestine as the return of theslewtheir homeland, as the fulfillment
of Jewish history, and the realization of Jewislpestations. In that respect, Zionist
national consciousness was not distinct from theoltgical myth, but was rather a
particular interpretation of that myth. God was laged from the discourse, yet Divine
Promise continued to govern political activity @odserve as its source of legitimacy. In
spite of other, very important differences, thigsien was accepted by most Zionist
trends, and is also an essential moment in thenidefi of the state, its symbols and
major Laws. Accordingly, one can summarize the leecperception as follows: God

does not exist, but he promised us the Land.

The State of Israel is a theological concept, aardes with it the apocalypse. This does
not mean that Zionism should be seen as a realizat traditional Jewish messianic
attitudes. Although previous Jewish ideas had betagrated into Zionist culture, the
articulation of the myth as a modern national mighows images, values and terms
borrowed from the context of Protestantism. Theyverm “State of Israel” first
appeared as a political concept within Christiatlemarian groups from the sixteenth,
and most particularly the seventeenth century —nwitie discussion of the ancient
Hebrew state dominated the political and philoscghdiscourse, and the idea of the
restoration of the Jews was elaborated in manyesirdt occurred in the same context in
which the very notion of the state as we know & banerged. One can see the modern
biblical image of the Jews as the model of modeatidsalism and colonialism, and it is
from this context that the various conflicting Zisinideas could emerge. The national
representation of the Jews, their exile and thedemption manifest the Christian
perception of the Jews and their exile, and theadlef Jewish concepts, as embodied in
the concept of "exile". The "secular" Zionist rettaddressed the same context and the
same images of protestant theology and millenameagination: the Land of Israel in the

period of the Second Temple" the time of JesussChiike Protestantism, Zionism is
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also established on the rejection of the authaftyaditional canon, and the return to the

Bible, in the sense of sola scriptura.

In that sense Zionism is both the extension ofifestern political myth, as well as the
exception. Perhaps, the extreme manifestation efule. And indeed, in many aspects
Israel can be seen as the state of exception,Xtepton of the West. The state is a
mission of redemption. That redemption is assodiatgh the apocalypse, and the idea

of the state as redemptive is always accompanig¢teégnxiety of destruction.

On these grounds the critique of Zionism shouldsken as part of the critique of

secularism in general, and not as an exceptiorsal stady.

3. The distinction between "secular" and "religibigentities is one of the common
categorizations used to describe Israeli society @iiture. Often presented as a clash
between two opposite civilizations or between "deraoy" and "theocracy", the
secular/religious distinction has been also fretlygiresented as parallel to the debate

over the “peace process”.

This common description is deceptive and supetfialad itself should be considered as
part of the construction of the "secular". Morertlzasatisfactory description of reality, it
is an ideological construction from which the dafon of the "secular" as "enlightened",
"modern” and "civil" is contrasted with the »prird@l«, »nationalistic«, »primitive«
attributed to religious culture. In its structuimages and intentions, it is an obvious
manifestation of the Orientalism that is intring@ all the categorical dichotomies
commonly used to describe Israeli society: Jewdigrdshkenazim/Mizrahim, as well
as secular/religious. It is an obvious manifestatiof the Orientalism that is an

inseparable part of the construction of the secular

More than it teaches us about “religion”, this dgg®n teaches us about the secular and
its perception of “peace”. It takes the seculardgmnted and prevents the analysis of its
various aspects. It's true that religious groupkefa certainly not all) have adopted a
right-wing ultra-nationalistic attitude, and radic@essianic groups have led the policy of
settlement in the occupied territories. My arguméntvever, is that these trends should
be seen as the effect of the secular, not as jesti@n. Not only does the secular not

provide an alternative, it creates the framewor# parceptions that were later adopted
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by religious groups. These interpretations becaossiple due to the visualization of the
present in redemptive terms, and the ambivalent abdcure attitude towards

Messianism in Zionist »secular« thought.

4. The very terms of the secular/religious debaiknd the borders of collectivity as
exclusively Jewish, and determine the exclusiorthef Arabs citizens: on the various
occasions in which the debate between "religiousd &secular” identities has been
reproduced (in the academy, the media and so thg participants are exclusively Jews.
Palestinian Israeli citizens, even when they obslpidnold »secular« attitudes are not
considered as participants. Being an Arab and bsewylar are considered mutually
exclusive categories. In fact, the debate exclutdgsonly the Palestinians, but also
Oriental Jews (including non-orthodox), for whore treligious/secular dichotomy is
obviously foreign, a category that has been impagezh Sephardi-Oriental Jews in the

same way that it was imposed on other groups icolenial context.

The issue therefore is not »secularism« but Jenagionalism. The term "secular" does
not refer to a civil vision, one that is inclusigéJews, Arabs and others — but explicitly
and inexorably to a Jewish one. The debate is fibrerdetween two visions of a Jewish
homogeneous collectivity. Rather than dividing tfaion, as it is often assumed to do,
this debate in fact creates and defines its bougsldahrough implicit inclusions and

exclusions. By accepting that framework of disocmssithe secular participants even
strengthen and emphasize the ethnic boundariesthendctual understanding of the

term.

5. The myth of the return leaves no place to thel,laand denies its history. It is
considered to be in exile, with no culture of it8m no people living in its domain, its
various histories and images have been erasedhigncbntext, the concrete Arab
existence on the land was deemed inconsequenmtkubsequently rejected to the point
of utter obliteration. Even before the actual espn of the Palestinians, the theological
language that dominated the land had denied théstemce and their Arabic language.
The construction of Israel's image as an innocembhnounity and as the revival of
»ancient Israel« was thus based on the suppresdidpalestinian history and the

rejection of any responsibility toward its formeulation.
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In that sense, Palestine is the marker of the sgcuésisting the Judeo-Christian
redemptive image in the name of civil and natiamgtts. Palestine is the secular of the
Holy Land, and to reject Palestine means to rejbet very possibility to discuss

secularism, while maintaining the redemptive messianyth, preserving a permanent
anxiety — the anxiety of the Messaiah, and the eipxof the land, of the Palestinians

whose very national identity is denied by the notlhe state.

6. On these grounds the only way to define a camtediscussion on secularization (that
is to say, decolonization), is a bi-national oneg ¢hat includes both Jews and Arabs. |
do not suggest one state (the common use of time),tdut rather as a necessary
framework for discussion, one that take into comsition the different collective
identities, and reject the mechanism of denial dimsion determined by the theological-

colonial consciousness identified with the secular.

It is not surprising that the prominent figures wirst proposed the bi-national idea in
Palestine during the #0were non-secular — figures like Buber, Scholem iasg and

Simon were aware of the theological implicationgh# Zionist myth, as well as of the
colonial direction taken after the Balfour declarat Binationalism means to distinguish

the land from the myth of the land, Palestine fitbm holy land.

Bi-national thinking is essential for the discussmf Israel/Palestine, but its implication
may be wider than that. Binationalism is to chajlenhe dichotomy Jew-Arab, and thus
the dichotomy West-East, Christian-Muslim. These @bvviously different contexts, and
the political questions, as well as optional pelcare certainly not the same. But in both

cases, it is secularism that create sharp boursdan@ mechanism of exclusion.
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Private religion goes public

Astrid Reuter

Conflicts between religions and secular institusi@ne increasing and have become once
again a topic that triggers off large public comersies in most Western societies. This
is, among other reasons, due to the fact that $hec&980ies the constitutional principles
and laws that regulate religion are being confrénteth religious traditions (such as
Islam) that had not been of much significance in s Europe when these
constitutional principles and laws were enactece Titain feature of these legal settings
is the separation of public (state and society) @nidate spheres, including the
commitment of the state to secularity, i.e. to rdily in terms of religion and
worldview, which is considered as a taken-for-gedntondition for the freedom of

religion (in both the positive and the negativessgn

The stereotyped talk of the state’s secularityasedl on the assumption that the spheres
of state, society and privacy might be clearly safgal from each other and that the
radius of action of religious institutions might kestricted (at least legally) to the latter
ones. Looking back at European history, howevee ohserves that the boundaries
between state, society and privacy have constaetiyn a focus of conflict. In the course
of secularization, previously religious domainsc{stas education, marriage, welfare,
funeral etc.) have been gradually transferred th&ostate’s realm, either completely (as
in the case of marriage) or partially (as in theesaof education, welfare and funeral).
These partial transfers have resulted in what @uddccall ‘border zones’ between state
and religion, or rather — as | relate here to WesEuropean countries, namely to France
and Germany — between the state and the Christlamclees. In the German
Staatskirchenrechtlaw of state-church-relations’) these ‘bordenee’ are referred to as
res mixtae(‘matters of common concern’). The education systehich has been a
central stage for politico-religious conflicts acmhtroversies since about two centuries is
one of the traditionales mixtae In the course of long-lasting passionate cor#litthas
been withdrawn step by step from the formerly neastclusive responsibility of the

churches and has eventually been taken over bstate.
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This example may show that the common charactesizalf the secularization process
as being basically a process of social differeiaiiafind, in consequence, @ivatization

of religion is questionable. Secularization hasdad been to a large extent a process of a
‘hostile takeover’ of religiously controlled fieldsf action by and in favour of the state
(i.e. a process d¥erstaatlichuny The struggle for influence in certain fields sucial

life between religions (or denominations) on the @md the state on the other hand is
still going on. After a (rather short) period ofateve harmony between the churches and
the secular state, the conflicts over the boundaofereligion and state have recurred
once again and are recently reaching new intens#sticularly in the field of education,
as the many conflicts over school-crosses, headssareligious instruction etc. and the

large public controversies they have been spamifijghow.

These conflicts are frequently being interpretedeaglences for a process de-
privatization of religion and as the first steps towards a newog of ‘public religion’,
bringing to an end the secularization process aarkimg the outset of a counter-process
of de-secularization. However, if one considersuk®zation not merely as a process of
social differentiation and, as a result, of prizgation of religion, but as a shifting of
boundaries between the fields of influence of rehgand state (in favour of the latter),
this conceptualization does not seem suitable. rElgent conflicts over religion then
rather appear as struggles for a religious re-cesigof spheres of influence that had been
taken over by the state in the course of seculiwiza Consequently, they are not
appropriately grasped if one describes them agjtstiggles for thee-privatizationof
religion. Instead, it would seem more suitable baracterize them, on the contrary, as
evidences of an increased demand for the free isgeofprivate religion in the public

sphere.
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“Contemporary Muslim Debates on Secularization andthe Western discourse on

Islam”

Niltfer Gole

The debates on secularism take a new turn in oel& the new claims of muslims in the
public sphere. During the last two decades, botmuslim countries and in European
contexts, secularism is debated, scrutinized frbm prism of islamic politics. The
secular definitions of modern State power, pubpbese, and citizenship and gender
rights are becoming a battleground for a criticahraination of cultural values of
democracy. Comparison of Turkey and France cavigeaus with a double-perspective,
that is both from the point of view of a muslim-m@jy context and a European
immigration context, to understand the changingngerof the debate on islam and

secularism.
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Ebrahim Moosa

Duke University

Polemical literature offers a window into somelo# tlebates about secularism within
contemporary Muslim societies. My presentatior @iplore the lineaments of one such
polemic, especially those offered by “traditiontdisgn the Middle East and India. The
category traditionalist is also very elusive, siitdacludes a spectrum of traditionalists.
But the generic category in practice would be these designate themselves as ‘ulama
in Muslim societies, even though the status, laraséind function of say the "ulama in
India and Pakistan differ considerably from thathair counterparts in the Middle East,

while there are also some overlapping elements.

The polemic occurs at the level of the Islamic Higlrisprudence) Academy (IFA), a
committee of The Organization of the Islamic Coafere (OIC), a rather toothless
organization since its decisions and resolutionaadave any binding character on any
of the member states. The value of IFA is that &dkashop or forum of a trans-national
body, it meticulously collects and documents a eaoigjuridical and ethical issues
debated in the forum. (The IFA forum is dominatgdAbabic-speaking traditionalists
with one representative from each of Pakistan aaua, Wwhile excluding representation
from from other non-Arabic speaking countries sastindonesia, the largest Muslim
population in the world and India’s 130 to 150 il Muslims. leave alone significant

minorities in Africa, Asia and Europe.

What is interesting is that traditionalists coneeof secularism, "almana and "alamaniya,
from at least two perspectives: 1. It is a Europg@ilem that has been imposed on non-
European societies, societies that did not havedhee genealogy as Europe.

2. Traditionalists view secularism as threatenogadition in epistemic terms.

The main targets of the traditionalist fury are temmporary Arab and Muslim thinkers.
The engagement of such thinkers with Europeanl@atelal traditions, of course, compel
them to ask different kinds of questions in relatio the Muslim intellectual traditions.

Even though inherited Muslim intellectual traditsoare variegated and highly plural, it is
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interesting that traditionalists represent theawiof tradition as singular and reified. At
times it appears that the adversaries of the toadilists, also provide a monolithic

picture of the tradition.

However, the thrust of the polemic center on qoestiof epistemology-the relationship

of reason to revelation, science and religion- laistbry.
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CLOSING THE DEBATE ON SECULARISM: A Personal Statement®

Ashis Nandy

The Guijarat riots of 2002 should make us openlyiagrat we all secretly know but
cannot publicly acknowledge—that the theory andctica of fighting religious and
ethnic strife, armed with the ideology of secularidias not helped us much, not at least
in South Asia. Nothing seems to have changed simeeiolent days of 1946-48, when
the first genocidal riots based on Hindu-Muslimide/took place in South Asia. From
the complicity of political parties to the partigliof the police and the administration,
from touching but effete resolutions demandingatpassed by the usual suspects, to
sane words of advise from well-known universitiesoad, now fortified by a galaxy of
western scholars of South Asian origin, eagerlyngyto remote control the backward
and the poor towards a better future. The onlyghimat has changed is the level of

brutality, which has now risen high enough to acgpornographic dimensions.

Today, we seem to be back to square one. Thergare remarkable similarities
between the Partition riots of 1946-48 and the @Gjearnage, especially in the way the
violence spread to villages in the interior of Gajaand almost the entire urban middle
class was won over by the rhetoric of hatred. Th&swrong context in which to examine
the vicissitudes of the Indian experiment with $adsm. But | shall do so nonetheless,
because it is doubtful if anything worthwhile cam lwilt in this part of the world unless
the rubble of dead categories occupying public spacleared up first. That is not an
easy task in a recipient culture of knowledge, gtosomewhat similar doubts have
arisen recently about secularism in sections ofatestern knowledge industry too. ‘The
historical modus vivendi called secularism’, assglitical theorist William Connolly

ungraciously, ‘is coming apart at the seafmSimilar conclusions can be teased out of

® This is a revised version of a note presentetleasymposium on Siting Secularism—whatever
that means—at the Oberlin College, Department ohbdu Resources, 19-21 April 2002. However, | made
a different presentation there, in response tm#tere of the debates going on in the symposium. An
earlier, briefer version was publishedTihe Little MagazineAugust 2002.

® William E. Connolly,Why | am not a SecularigMinneapolis: University of Minnesota, 1999 ),
p. 19.
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the works of three other important political thetsiapparently married to secularism—
Richard Falk, Paul Ricoeur and Charles Taylor cen¢ years . Perhaps the arguments
against secularism will now begin to acquire soespectability in the former colonies,

too. Against this background, | revisit the domairsecularism and its politics in India.

*kk

First of all, saying that secularism is in declisean empirical statement and can be
defended and attacked on empirical grounds. Whethershould say it in public is a
different issue. | have said so to explore othea&dthat may work better in the tropics.
However, | have also added that the record of seisuh was not disreputable in the first
three decades of Independent India when, paradbxidawas not explicitly present in
the Constitutior. It is the record of the ideology after the expansiof political
participation and the acceleration of the procdsseoularization that is dubious. Those
who like to think that my primary objection to sémsm is cultural will surely not
accuse me of believing that the contradiction betwsecularism and culture did not
exist twenty-five years agbStrangely, when | first expressed my doubts ahbat
efficacy of secularism twenty-five years ago, itswaready a cliché among activists and
scholar-activists. There was a consensus in Iridia decularism was not in the best of
health in the country and there was much lamemtatio that count. That consensus
survives. It also cuts across ideological boundaaad disciplines. There is little
difference on the subject between Asghar Ali Engimend Lal Krishna Advani, Triloki
Nath Madan and Achin Vanaik or, for that matterfwaen the functionaries of the
India’s main political parties. The differencestteaist and have led to bitter debates in

academic circles are about the reasons and théfesssponses to this decline.

Before turning to these causes and responsesseplibow me a word on the

angry responses to my three earlier essays onasistnf My writings seem to arouse

" Though the Constitution was always secular, seisatgas an ideology entered the Constitution
for the first time during the Emergency in 1975wiien civil rights were suspended by Indira Gandhi.

8 Ashis Nandy, ‘An Anti-Secularist Manifesto’ (1980 The Romance of the State and The Fate
of Dissent in the Tropic@New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2003), pp-&2

° Ashis Nandy, ‘An Anti-Secularist Manifesto’; ‘THeolitics of Secularism and the Recovery of
Religious ToleranceTime Warps: The Insistent Politics of Silent andgive PastgNew Delhi:
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more hostility when they coincide, accidentallyatherwise, with something that many
feel tempted to say, pushed by the insistent reslinf life, but do not, for reasons of
political and academic correctness. Because theg i@ fight within themselves the
conclusions they have drawn, they feel disturbedltygand complicit when someone
else brings them to the fore. Many criticisms of wrjtings, whether by worthy scions of
metropolitan India or by living symbols of academ&spectability elsewhere, act as
forms of exorcism. Sunil Khilnani is so offended lyiticisms of the concept of
secularism because he himself considers seculasistwithered concept’ and his

commitment to secularism is, what psychoanalydtsazunterphobic?

The second reason for discomfort has little toadthh my position. Any plea for
nonmodern, traditional or people’s knowledge in lmubfe arouses the fear that such
knowledge might lead to large-scale displacementuprooting in the domain of
intellectual work, that the familiar world of knoadge might shrink, if not collapse and,
in the new world that may come into being, thereilde less space for the likes of us.
What Sigmund Freud says about the inescapable hdamasy of immortality—our
inability to visualize a world without us—applies this case, too. Many of us are
haunted by the question: ‘What will be my placainon-secular or nonmodern world?’
India’s newly empowered urban middle class justnoarconceive of a good society

without its ideas and itself at the helm.

Now, to the causes and responses to the declirea@flarism. The standard
diagnosis preferred by Hindu nationalists is thatutarism has failed because, as
practised by their political opponents, mainly thandhians and the Leftists, secularism
has meant the appeasement of minorities. The Himatipnalists feel that Indian
secularism, in practice, has been always biasethstigtne Hindus. Particularly after
independence, the kinds of reforms introduced inddisociety—say, through measures
like the Hindu Code Bill—have never been attempitetthe case of other religions. What
the Hindu nationalists want is genuine seculariasmppposed to the pseudo-secularism

of most other parties but mainly of the Indian Na#l Congress and the Leninists.

Permanent Black, 2002), pp. 61-88; and ‘The TwilighCertitudes: Secularism, Hindu Nationalism and
Other Masks of Deculturation’, in Nandijhe Romance of the Stapp. 61-82.

10 Sunil Khilnani, The Idea of IndigLondon: Hamish Hamilton, 1997).
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This might look like unalloyed hypocrisy, but & also a clever political ploy
designed to corner political opponents. One ran@widence is that, today, only the
Hindu nationalists have been left pleading for &asm civil code. Almost all other
mainstream parties oppose it. India must be thg oalntry in the world where the
ethnonationalists plead for a uniform civil cod®git opponents oppose it. But then India
is the only country where the ruling party, the Bitiyga Janata Party, leading what some
might call the world’s largest fundamentalist fotroa, can boast that all its founding-
fathers (Vinayak Damodar Savarkar, Keshav Hegdeamar Balakrishna Munje) were
non-believers or or half-hearted believers. Onlgulifteen years after its establishment
could the Rashtriya Swayam Sevak Sangh, the R8& afbelieving Hindu to head it in
Madhav Sadashiv Golwalkar. Indeed, the Bible offtrenation,Hindutvaby Savarkar,
flaunts its author’s atheism in a number of plaaed Savarkar's hagiographers have to
hide the fact that he was a non-believer. Nor lheeBJP and its main ideological allies
ever rejected secularisth. (That itself should have made at least some thinke
suspicious of the concept.) The policies and astiointhe Hindu nationalists may often
have not been secular, but a part of their souldhaays been. Nathuram Godse’s last
testament in court, in which in a number of plabesaccuses Gandhi of flouting the
canons of secular statecraft, is an exarfplhe testament attacks Gandhi for burdening
the young Indian nation-state with an irrationabnsecular, ideological baggage that
includes items like soul force, fasting and norme—a position that most modern
Indians would love to endorse but are too embagrhss do*> The opponents of Hindu
nationalism, not finding any intellectual meanirigiesponse to these anomalies, pretend
that they do not exist or paper over them with lle¢p of what they think are trendy,
imported theories of fundamentalism and religioxgesism but in reality are a set of
clichéd slogans from the 1930s.

™ In one of the most inane judgements since indegrerel the Supreme Court of India has
virtually equated Hindutva with Hinduism, which tier Savarkar, who invented the term Hindutva, nor
the RSS has dared to do. Justice J. S. Verma, elherkd the judgement, has in recent years claimed
more than once, that the politicians have misusegudgement, without admitting that the judgemieas
given a suspect political ideology the status mdlagion. See, for instance, ‘My Verdict was
Misinterpreted’ Hindustan Times/ February 2003.

12 Nathuram Godsélay It Please Your HonoyDelhi: Surya Prakashan, 1987)

13 Ashis Nandy, ‘Final Encounter: The Politics of thesassination of Gandhi’, ifit the Edge of
Psychology: Essays in Politics and Cultielhi: Oxford University Press, 1980), pp. 70-98.
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The other diagnosis of the failure of secularisvhjch many liberals venture,
holds that secularism would have flowered in Inolié for recalcitrant, nasty politicians
and a biased law and order machinery. The usuatigolto the problem, offered by the
loveable innocents who venture the diagnosis—froistohan Mushirul Hasan to
sociologist Dipankar Gupta to journalist Praful Bal—is that if the ungodly in the
administration and policy élite can be eliminatedcularism would work in its pristine
form. Heavier doses of the same medicine is thg poksible remedy for the ailment
called religious violence.

| would love to agree with this diagnosis. Onlgrh cussed enough to suspect the
premise that, after adequate exhortations from exoad pulpits or newspaper columns,
South Asian politicians, police and bureaucracy sulddenly, like some characters in
popular Bombay films, have a spectacular changéeafrt and begin to behave like
obedient school children. To expect politiciangdopardize their political survival by
not mobilizing on ethnoreligious grounds or the rcoee apparatus of the state not to
play footsy with politicians in power is like expgeg academics to ignore the latest
intellectual fashions and be propelled solely bg tare of de-ideologized empirical

truths. Nor do | see the urban middle-class moveésngoing far by themselves.

Thirdly, there is a variation on the second poaithat claims that the Indian state
and a sizeable section of its functionaries haveemneeen entirely secular and
wholeheartedly implemented secular policies. Thayehmade compromises all the way.
For instance, instead of being irreligious, theyenried to get away with equal respect
for all religions. This was bound to lead to disagtometime or other, and we face that
disaster today. Academic boy scouts like Dipankapt& are cocksure that what India
needs today is a tough dose of ‘secular intolefan@ace again, | wish | could
sympathize with this formulation. My belief is thstates in South Asia usually muddle
through a series of crises on a day-to-day basis.Kind of agency and coherence often
imputed to these impersonal entities is usuallyr@jegtion of our inner needs and
anthropomorphic fantasies of a parental state; $emlhgood attributions are a tribute to
our trusting nature rather than to political acum@tate-formation and nation-building
have been criminal enterprises everywhere in thddwand, if | may re-read R. J.

Rummell's data on the basis of new data on genscitteey show that of about 200
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million killed in genocides in the twentieth centuronly a fraction were killed in
religious violence and a huge majority killed bgithown government¥’ Of those killed

by states, a large majority—at least two-thirdgarding to my rough calculation—was
killed by secular states. The true heroes of sesufan the last hundred years have been
Adolf Hitler, Joseph Stalin, Mao Tse Tung and Pot.Fro trust the modern state to
ensure religious tolerance, even when that stageaslar, is a form of innocence that the

existential psychoanalyst, Rollo May, would haveaialy found ‘inauthentic®

*kk

Finally, there are the scholars who believe thatething is drastically wrong with the
idea of secularism itself, particularly in socistithat do not share the experiences of
Europe, do not have sharp inter-religious boundaoe church-like structures. These
societies have for centuries lived with immensegi@lis diversities and memories of
colonial domination exercised by secular statessdoh societies it matters that the
concept of secularism is insufficiently groundectuiture, especially vernacular culture,
that the concept makes virtually no sense to timeneon run of citizens. The picture gets
even more fuzzy in complex, multi-religious, nonstexn societies where the citizens
enjoy democratic rights and, hence, the abilitybting their preferences—including,
horror of horrors, their Oriental prejudices, stéypes, and other scandalous
irrationalities, their ill-educated selves and itdyr underdeveloped political awareness—
into the public sphere. In that awareness, secmaitas either no place or only a
superficial presence. If you allow me the rightmig own cliché, these are societies that
enjoy the luxury of electing their political leadgperiodically but alas, to the chagrin of

their progressive academics, not the right to dlesit people.

In the storms in tea cup that periodically sttike Indian academe, the last group
of scholars are accused of supporting the mosigetde elements in society, though it is
quite likely that many in the group do not like ithewn prognosis. In India, two critics

of secularism, Triloki Nath Madan and Partha Chigiée have by no means jettisoned

14 R. J. RummellDeath by GovernmeifNew Brunswick, NJ: Transaction, 1994); dPolwer
Kills (New Brunswick, NL: Transaction, 1997).

5 Rollo May,Power and Innocenc@New York: Norton, 1972).
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the idea of secularism. Claims that they have dmnare illiterate, if not dishonest and
motivated'® They might even be happy if their prognosis isvetbwrong. Their main
crime is that their diagnosis of the future of dadam in Indian public life can be said to
be bleak. In the case of Chatterjee, even thattithe whole story. He merely argues that
secularismin its present forms politically unviable; he feels he has a treattrier his
patient. Both Madan and Chatterjee are like doctdrs, after detailed pathological tests,
feel called upon to inform the patient’s relativdgt the patient's days might be
numbered. However, it is customary in the rat readéed the global academic culture to
shoot those who pronounce a concept or a theagynairtal case. Madan and Chatterjee
are being accused not only of being bad clinicidms; also of having homicidal

intentions towards their patients.

My case is different. | have given a pathologiséport and declared the patient
incurable. | have said that secularism has hagsorebly good life and has done some
good to the society, but has now exhausted itsilpbgss. | may not have pleaded for
euthanasia but | have said that it is time to gigeon the patient and look towards a new
generation of concepts. And | have said all thihwi touch of glee, without obediently
shedding tears for secularism. Being part of a ksneéijious minority in India, | have
always grudged the patronizing, arrogant Brahminib@t has tinged South Asia’s
academic secularism. And the grudge shows. Mycsritave reasons to be bitter that | do
not want to save my skin under their expert guidahy declaring my allegiance to the
textbooks and rituals the benevolent guides haveotwved for my benefit from Europe’s
past. Nor do | want to establish my credentialsaagrogressive by being a docile,
housebroken member of a minority who has certifi@olrrect ideas and, hence, deserves

the protection of the Indian state.

16 See for example, KhilnaniBhe Idea of Indiawhich accuses Madan of pleading for
majoritarian rule, then recommends to his readeadadn’s book, which specifically argues against
majoritarian rule, and then goes on to argue irstime breath that Madan seems to plead for minarita
rule in the form of a Brahminic polity. Even morengic is the argument of those who pompously declare
that my distinction between religion as faith astigion as ideology is not empirically sustainatiéy,
when the distinction is empirically derived and ¢hehors themselves cannot produce an iota of peale
to sustain their argument? Why, when that distomcts used by many religious leaders and political
thinkers in the South? Why, when even many reseasatommitted to secularism routinely use the
difference, without naming it, to explain the pigitl use of religion? See also Ashis Nandy, ‘Theligiwt
of Certitudes.’
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Fortunately, irrespective of my personal likes aiglikes, secularism in India is
unlikely to flourish, at least in the near futuré. might have staged an academic
comeback in the Indian haute bourgeoisie, as a tdnmabrahminization and as a form of
spontaneous resistance in some sections of modelia to the growing communal
violence, but that has little to do with its paldl career. The only way secularism can
stage a political comeback is by ensuring the damge of the English-speaking, middle-
class in Indian politics. This may seem feasiblghe very long run, given the steady
growth in size and prominence of the class in India it is obviously impossible in the
foreseeable future. Once again, this is an empind normative judgement. Here my
critics have got it wrong. It is not the incompditp of secularism with Indian culture—
important though that is—but the political non-sursability of secularism at moments of
increasing political participation that has prontptee to look for alternatives. There are
many alien practices with which the Indians hawereto live. Many have learnt to say
‘thank you’; others use toilet tissues or play keic In the case of secularism they do not
feel obliged to learn. Mukul Kesavan recognizes thit cannot admit it. To protect his
familiar world, he stretches the meaning of sedsarto include in it all forms of
noncommunal attitudes. Like the medieval geograplter concluded that the best map

of a country had to be as large as the couftry.

The alternatives to secularism | have explorechimgt be as good as secularism.
Achin Vanaik, the Sikh Samurai never at a lossaAfords, has argued at ridiculous length
that the alternatives | have advanced are infasioinadequaté® He has wasted his
breath. | am perfectly willing to accept that. Moy because | believe that those staying
in the tropics prefer and deserve only the secatel-but also because, living in a
democracy, we have no option but to build uporsteond-rate that the majority prefers.
Yes, the main argument is that there has arisesnradiction between democracy and
secularism. Secularism may been once an emangtpdea but for too long it has had a
built-in principle of exclusion and it is the exkd] living with their infantile,

retrogressive ideas, forming parts of a tacit naneaframework informing everyday

" Mukul KesavanSecular Common Sen@eew Delhi: Penguin, 2001)

18 Achin Vanaik,Communalism Contested: Religion, Modernity and Beization (New Delhi:
Sage, 1997).
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life, which have resisted religious and ethnic efae in Indid® Imperfectly | am sure,
because these ideas too are associated with gesap exclusion, but at least these, as
parts of a tacit normative frame informing everyddg, are more accessible to the
public. Among these are old-fashioned neighbouskneor rather principles of
neighbourliness, the principles of hospitality eqt¢ed in the various religious traditions,

and the persistence of community tés.

My weakness for these ideas has come not meretg fny own research and
association with human rights groups, but also feiudies of resistance at the ground
level. It is also influenced by about three decanfesxposure to empirical data, most of
them produced by avowed secularists. It is not aultfthat these secularists fear their
own data and experiences. (Asghar Ali Engineerfiggithis fear. The data he has
amassed over the last thirty years say one thiadyitmself says something else. In one
incarnation he speaks for secularism, in anotherksvfor a liberation theology in Islam,
trying hard at every step to forget that liberatit@ory in its home ground, South
America, is explicitly non-secular and has opent to defy the conventional European
and North American insistence on the separatioreligion and politics?) Nor are my
formulations disjunctive with available comparatil@a on resistances to ethnoreligious
strife. For instance, research on the non-Jewisim&es who rescued Jewish victims in

19 Ashis Nandy, Shikha Trivedi, Achyut Yagnik and Bihayaram,Creating a Nationality: The
Ramjanmabhumi Movement and Fear of the B&fv Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1995); anchiss
Nandy,An Ambiguous Journey to the City: The Village anlde®Odd Ruins of the Self in the Indian
Imagination(New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2001), Chsgée also Ashis Nandy, ‘Time Travel to a
Possible Self: Searching for the Alternative Cosatitgnism of Cochin’, in NandyTime Warpspp. 157-
209; and ‘A Report on the Present State of Hedlth@Gods and Goddesses in South Asia’, Ibid., pp.
129-57.

2 Following the criticisms of a number of friendsit primarily Gustavo Esteva, | have started
using the term hospitality rather than tolerancg,dnly when talking of the idea or goal of intdigmus
amity. For | am also aware that competitive mas#ig®can at best ensure tolerance, not hospjtalit
Anthropologist Nur Yalman has recommended | usestpgessiorconvivenciao cover both the
normative and the political. As we know, it wasan associated with Moorish Spain—arguably the only
truly multi-ethnic, multi-religious polity Europeals produced during the last thousand years—and
simultaneously invokes the concept of convivialitgn lllich uses. See for instance Maria Rosa Mahoc
The Ornament of the world: How Muslims, Jews ands@ians Created a Culture of Tolerance in
Medieval SpairfBoston: Little Brown, 2002); and Ivan llliciiools of ConvivialitYNew York: Harper
and Row, 1973). It is sometimes argued that thra temvivencias a retrospective coinage. | do not know
why that should matter in the hot and dusty plaihkndia. It disconnects us as effectively as hiadipy
does from the baggage that the term secularisriesarr

2 For instance, Richard Falkxplorations at the Edge of Time: The Prospeat&\forld Order
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1992),27.
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Nazi Germany shows that the qualities that disistged the rescuers, from the passive
witnesses and the complicit, were strong religibebefs, family and community ties—
none of the three in short supply in South Asia—&esv archaic and unfashionable they

might look to many?

Some believe all this to be unnecessary. Thetirikat we affirm, even more
aggressively, the ideology of secularism from calloss in metropolitan India, class-
rooms and academic seminars, and through middés;aleban movements. They expect
their shrillness and stridency to clinch the issBangely, even in these instances, to
give teeth to their ideology, ideologues of sedsfarroutinely fall back on Sufi and
Bhakti poetry, medieval saints like Kabir, LalandaBhah Latif, the Baul singers of
Bengal and the Charans of Rajasthan, and nameshisiory like Ashoka, Akbar, Dara
Shikoh, Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi and Narayan,Gume of whom drew their
principles or values from the ideology of seculaxighere are three interrelated reasons
for this strange contradiction—why, to propagateutaism, the secular Indians have to
constantly invoke the nonsecular. First, the oldens of secularism like Jawaharlal
Nehru have begun to rust and no longer wield tbieircharisma; many have been forced
to search for new heroes who would make some stensedinary citizens. Second,
secularism has become the last refuge of the éatelhlly lazy, of those who refuse to
confront the logic of their own political and culéii choices. They are afraid to ask why
they themselves have been forced to return to #s¢ gnd to persons who consistently

and openly used religion in public life to work fmore humane society.

The other side of the picture is that seculariby,itself, has proved to be a
relatively sterile source of social creativity, East in India. (This last reason is
important. It explains why the secularists avole Iplague each other’s writings when
approaching or appealing to the common citizens wahg such writings end up
becoming the stuff of freestyle wrestling in acaderarenas.) | have reluctantly
concluded that if the secularists in south Asiantbelves cannot produce a single

secularist to exemplify the application of secwdariin real life and have to depend

22 Eva Fogelman, ‘Victims, Perpetrators, Bystandecs Recuers in the Face of Genocide and its
Aftermath’, in Charles B. Strozier and Michael RAhyads.) Genocide, War and Human Survialew
Yale: Rowman and Littlefield, ), pp.87-98.
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almost entirely on non-secular heroes who havermiesard of secularism, | must take
seriously these ‘icons of secularism’ and decigheranalytic frames they used and then
build on them. By doing so, | believe that | hasken the secularists more seriously than

they have done themselves.

In sum, here too | have done is what | have alwdgse when analyzing
largescale social pathologies. | have built on wdnattive, successful resistance against
such pathologies has done asald it has done over the centuries, rather than on the
ideological baggage secular fundamentalists hamestton it. | am perfectly willing to
revise my ideas in the matter and re-embrace sesmlabut only when someone shows
me that it can do better in the hot and dusty plahindia than the ‘inferior’ ideas of
those who have successfully fought sectarianisnthén past. By retrospectively and
glibly calling their resistance to communalism dacwe have not only shown contempt
towards their theoretical apparatus—and towards theology of tolerance—we have
tried to distance these social activists and thimKkeom ordinary Indians and brought

them close to our world, to make them acceptabderaspectable in our circles.

If we had not done so, we would have noticed thatresources these persons
mobilized to become symbols of tolerance—and, tdraso add, hospitality—are still
available to large sections of South Asians. Thgh lnulture of democracy in modern,
metropolitan India today has as its substratum ep dear of the people and a vague,
anxious suspicion that much of the citizenry miglat need vanguards, experts in
multiculturalism, or ideologically-driven, politilg correct, Orwellian thought police.
But saying so is an obviously an unpopular staitcanacks of class-betrayal. How can
there be a healthy, humane Indian polity where ¢bacepts and categories that
characterize the mainstream, global, middle-clasfur® become superfluous or
secondary? Where shall we and our respectabledfien respectable universities then
be?

Hence, the other prescription the spin doctorseaiularism infrequently talk of
but frequently end up recommending—qgreater uséefcbercive apparatus of the state

to ram the ideology of secularism down the thrdahe Indian citizenry and to promote
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an even more systematic use of the ideology amaiple of exclusiorf> Naturally, they
have to insist that any theory transparent to artgjof Indians and not fully transparent
to India’s westernised academe and middle-clagsigists and to their North American
and West European mentors, has to be rejectedetsra to medieval times. If for that
reason we have to declare secularism as the onarhaamcept that is outside time and
space, outside history and geography, we shalloofse have to do so. In an open
society, who am | to deny anyone the right to figt secularism to the last Muslim,
Christian or Sikh?

3 For instance, Sumanta Bannerii, ‘Sangh Parivaremocratic Rights’Economic and
Political Weekly 1993, 28(34), p. 1715-8.
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Rajeev Barghava

‘Multicultural’, meaning the mere presence of maanitures has been around in India for
several millennia. But multiculturiaim is different: it is a special kind of relationship
adopted by the state towards different cultural momities that fall within its
sovereignty. In addition, it is also the officidloctrinal articulation of this stance, and,
naturally, a term for theories of this doctrinepounded and argued over, by academics

and journalists.

Will Kymlicka tells us that ‘multiculturalism’ as anique experiment started in Canada
in 1971 followed by countries such as Australia.alrsense he is correct. As official
doctrine and theory, it certainly began life in @da, and later adopted in Australia, the
US and Britain. But in another sense he is wrong. dficial policy and broader
normative orientation, its lineage is much oldéhds been an integral feature of public
debate in India for more than a century. Thereaiglly a multicultural policy known to
the world that, in one form or another, has nonb®eamined, used or discarded in India.
To deepen our understanding of multiculturalismunalerstand its internal tensions and
fore see its problems, and accordingly to fine tpuoblic policies, the world would do

better if it looked, in the first place, to India.

The reason why, as a doctrine, multiculturalismespp to have originated where it did
was twofold. Canada was an already multi-natiotetes with French speaking Quebec
refusing to integrate on the US model. Yet, just its American neighbour, it was also a

country of immigration.

Unable to insist that newcomers accept a ‘meltiat-imtegration into a powerful US-

style nationality, indeed fighting to avoid the &keup of the country itself, Canadian
governments embraced a policy that recognizedtsltitizens could demand distinct
kinds of identities. The unity of the country deged upon granting a constitutional right
of difference to its own people within the framewaf their nation-state. So the theory

emerged in the West, which saw its experience agian
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This might have remained a local experiment wermitfor two factors. First, migration
is now a permanent fact of life everywhere. Cowstlike Canada, the US and Australia,
formed by immigration, understood it, in their beres it were, as a permanent fact of
life. Most other countries experienced it as aneetion, an intrusion, a crisis in their
composition. Today, however, as the arguments ardReople Flow' debates (such as
that hosted by Demos and openDemocracy) have dératats the immense imbalances
of world population demographics and disparities wéalth, coupled with the
technologies and transports of globalisation, aa&ing mass immigration normal almost
everywhere. One can simply say that the urbanizaifchumankind is now accelerating
and as hundreds of millions move from the countlgyshe cities, many of these journeys
will lead people to cross and settle beyond natiboaders, and it appears nothing can
stop this.

Thus new minorities and diasporas, now intenselfrcemscious and inter-connected
thanks to information technology, are becoming pathe normal composition of almost

all major societies. They are increasingly becontikey India.

Since 1950, the official, constitutional discoursleIndia has attended to the cultural
rights of minorities, funding of minority educat@ninstitutions, cultural rights of
indigenous peoples, linguistic rights, self-goveemtnrights of culturally distinct groups,
asymmetrical federalism, legal pluralism, affirmatiaction for marginalized groups.
You name it and India has it in its lengthy Consdiitn. Public holidays that bestow
official recognition to minority religions, flexibldress codes, a sensitivity in history and
literature to the cultures and traditions of mitied, government funding of specially

significant religious practices, all have long b@ant of official state policy.

True, in most theoretical discussions on multiqalism, India is rarely mentioned. But
this is merely testimony to the narrowness and graatism of the dominant public

cultures of the West, which still assumes thabitdes the future not the past.

Perhaps the most important lesson India has fordéiate over and policies towards
‘multiculturalism’ is the need to re-think and rafo another ‘ism’- secularism. This
term, originally non-Indian, is now part of the exaay vocabulary of Indian politics and

society in a way that others could embrace.
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The introduction of secularism into a discussion nadilticulturalism will raise the
eyebrows of only the very naive. Secularism defingslf in relation to religion and
always, everywhere, even when they are understmbée tonceptually separate, cultures
and religions remain deeply intertwined. This igm®wmore so in cases where the very
distinction between religion and culture is harddiaw. Is the hijab for a Muslim a
cultural or a religious object? Is marriage amongshMns a cultural or a religious event?
Is the identity of a Hindu or a Jew cultural origedus? To deal with multiculturalism,
then, is to be confronted with the presence of ipleltreligions, indeed with the public,
often conflictual presence of multiple religionsemething that has been a constitutive
feature of social reality on the subcontinent. 8isecularism defines itself in relation to
religion, it must also see itself in relation toltrple religions. This is primarily how the
term secularism works on the subcontinent, wheeeddt is allowed to do any work at

all!

The multi-religious reality of the subcontinent sltb become the starting point for
discussions of western secularism. For it is nowdent that a central aspect of the
classic, or western secularization thesis is deejdyaken. The projected privatization of
religion mandated by classic notions of modernaratias failed to materialize even in
western societies. Instead, for better or for wovgleat is taking place is not only the
continued public presence of religion but also wi@asanova called the ‘de-
privatization’ of religions which had earlier retted from the public sphere. For
example, the militant role of evangelical and bagain Christianity in the United States

and the global impact of the policies of the Ror@atholic Church.

More important, migration from former colonies aad intensified globalization has
thrown together on western soil pre-Christian &it@hristianity and Islam. The public
spaces of western societies are reclaimed not lylpeople of one religion and its
various denominations but increasingly claimed byesal other religions begetting a
deep religious diversity the like of which they kawot known before. As a result, the
weak but distinct public monopoly of single religipohas been challenged by the very

norms that govern these societies.
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Third, the encounter between these multiple retigics not exactly dialogic. Rather, it
generates mutual suspicion, distrust, hostility @odflict. To some extent, this is a
‘'normal’ reaction to a close encounter with theaomliar. It is due in part also to the
different understandings of individual and socialves embodied in the divergent
cumulative traditions of each of these religionsit Bhere is also something troubling
about the exclusions that mark the self-understandf religions themselves, about their
inability to form less damaging understandingshafse who fall outside their fold. The
bigotry on one side is matched on the other byracaézation that relentlessly supplies
an excuse for denying the other's religion an egpate in public life. Like in so many
other social phenomena, the causal arrows flowaith lolirections. For South Asians,

there is a very familiar ring to this scenario.

One can put this another way. Different forms ohaaor dress can have deep and
abiding identity-significance yet be easily incargied in the politics and privatisation of
classical liberalism now re-shaped by the spectatlthe market and fashion. When,
however, culture is organised by religion, it cam dccompanied by lasting forms of
exclusions, bans and power-systems (usually unatable rule by old men) as well as

practices and procedures which limit freedom anctlilemocratic consequences.

The question is: Is western secularism equippedetd with the new reality of multiple
religions in public life or with the social tens®ihis engenders? The dominant self-
understanding of western secularism, which hasrbecsmomething like a formula, is that
it is a universaldoctrine requiring the strict separation of chuecid state (or religion
and politics) for the sake of individual libertycaaquality, including religious liberty and

equality.

On this view, the context that gave it urgency amghificance was the fundamental
social problem of modernizing western societiesnelg, the tyranny, oppression and
sectarianism of the church and the threat it pdsst to religious liberty conceived

individualistically - the liberty of an individuab seek his own personal way to God, an
individual's freedom of conscience, then to libertgre generally and eventually to the

creation of common citizenship.
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To secure this value, it was necessary to creatgtrengthen an alternative centre of
public power completely separate from the churdme Tndividualist underpinnings of

this view are unmistakable. So is the rigidity dhaw it demands - nothing but mutual
exclusion, a Wall, as Jefferson so famously pupetween the two relevant institutions,
one that is intrinsically and solely public and thteer that must retreat into the private

domain and remain there.

This classic, western conception of secularism aggueto rest on an active hostility to
the public role of religion and an obligatory, sometimes e=dful indifference to
whatever religion does within its own internpfjvate domain. As long as it is private,
the state is not meant to interfere with it. Moregut was designed to solve an internal
problem of a single religion with different heresieChristianity.

It is now increasingly clear that this form of wast secularism has persistent difficulties
in seeking to cope with community-oriented religioat demand a public presence,
particularly when they begin to multiply in sociefyhis individualistic, inward looking
secularism is already proving vulnerable and maymgé from crisis to crisis. The rigid
response to the issue of Hijab by the republicatesn France, the ambiguous, not so
impartial response of the German state to the ddrbgTurkish Muslims for the public

funding of their educational institutions, are hagers of clashes to come.

So which way will these western societies go? Widly become even more dogmatic in
their assertions about their strict-separation Ilseiem? Or, in view of changed
circumstances, abandon it to unashamedly embragentiajoritarian religious character,
and return to the days of establishment, as weig@s of in the 'born-again’ practices of
the Bush administration? Or could they not work auietter form of secularism which
addresses these new demands without giving up sdiore which the original was

devised? More important, is it not worth askinguth an alternative exists already?

| think it does - a conception not available a®atdne or a theory but worked out in the
subcontinent and available loosely in the best nmgnef inter-communal practice in
India, in its Constitution appropriately interpréteand in the scattered writings of some
of its best political actors.
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A number of features stand out about the Indianehdeirst, multiple religions are not
extras, added on as an after thought but preseits atarting point, as part of its
foundation. Second, it is not entirely averse ® phblic character of religions. Although
the state is not identified with a particular raig or with religion more generally (there
is no establishment of religion), there is officzadd therefore public recognition granted
to religious communities. Third, its commitment rtwltiple values, not just liberty or
equality conceived narrowly but interpreted broattlycover the relative autonomy of
religious communities and equality of status inistycas well as other more basic values
such as peace and toleration between communitigs.riiodel is acutely sensitive to the
potential within religions to sanction violence.

For this and other reasons, it does not erect & ovaseparation between state and
religion, its fourth extremely important featuréhéfe are boundaries, of course, but they
are porous. This allows the state to interveneelmgions, to help or hinder them - to
grant aid to educational institutions of religiaw@mmunities on a non-preferential basis,
to interfere in socio-religious institutions thany equal dignity and status to members
of their own religion or to those of others (e.getban on untouchability and the
obligation to allow everyone, irrespective of theaste, to enter Hindu temples, and
potentially to correct gender inequalities), anddtoso without regard to whether such
interference (help or hindrance) is crudely eqaatr(e treatment in the same manner and
to the same degree) but instead on the basis afra sensible understanding of equal
concern and respect for all individuals and grodpsshort, it interprets separation to
mean not strict exclusion or strict neutrality ather what | have called principled
distance.

Fifth, this model shows that we do not have to cedoetween active hostility or passive
indifference or between disrespectful hostilityespectful indifference. We can have the
necessary hostility as long as there is also actgpect: the state may intervene to
inhibit some practices, so long as it shows resfmedhe religious community and it does
so by publicly lending support to it in some otheay. Finally, by not fixing its
commitment from the start exclusively to individual community values or marking
rigid boundaries between the public and privatdjdis constitutional secularism allows

decisions on these matters to be taken within genaynamics of democratic politics,
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albeit with the basic constraints such as abnegatfoviolence and protection of basic
human rights, including the right not to be disantrhised.

This commitment to multiple values and principlestahce means that the state tries to
balance different, ambiguous but equally importaaities. This makes its secular ideal
more like an ethically-sensitive, politically negaed arrangement (which it really is),

rather than a scientific doctrine conjured by idgoles and merely implemented by

political agents.

A somewhat forced, formulaic articulation of Indis@cularism goes something like this.
The state must keep a principled distance fronpatblic or private, individual-oriented
or community-oriented religious institutions foretlsake of the equally significant (and
sometimes conflicting) values of peace, this-wagrlgbods, dignity, liberty and equality
(in all its complicated individualistic or non-inddualistic versions). Some readers may
find in this condensed version an irritatingly cdicgted collage and yearn for the
elegance, economy and tidiness of western seaularBut, alas, no workable
constitution will generate the geometrical beaufyaosocial scientific theory or a
chemical formula. The ambiguity and flexibility dhe conception of secularism
developed by India is not a weakness but in faetstrength of an inclusive and complex
political ideal.

Discerning students of western secularism may negirbto find something familiar in
this ideal. But then, Indian secularism has notpdeal fully formed from the sky. It
shares a history with the west. In part, it hasnetom and built on it. But is it not time
to give something in return? What better way tf@dd this than by showing that Indian
secularism is a route to retrieving the rich higtof western secularism, forgotten,
underemphasized, or frequently obscured by thedtarmof strict separation and by many
of its current theoretical articulations! For theage of western secularism | outlined
above is just one its variants, what can be catlaarch-state model, Another equally
interesting version that deepens the idea of westecularism flows from the religious
wars in Europe and can be called the religiou$estniodel.

Yet, in its attempt to tackle the deep diversityreligious traditions, and in its ethically

sensitive flexibility, there is something unparkdtkin the Indian experiment - something
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different from each of the two versions. If so, \tées societies can find reflected in it

not only a compressed version of their own histmriyalso a vision of their future

But it might be objected: look at the state of shbcontinent! Look at India! How deeply
divided it remains! How can success be claimedHerindian version of secularism? |
do not wish to underestimate the force of this ciipe. The secular ideal in India is in
periodic crisis and is deeply contested. Besidetheabest of times, it generates as many

problems as it solves.

But it should not be forgotten that a secular stas set up in Indidespitethe massacre

and displacement of millions of people on ethnggiels grounds. It has survived in a
continuing context in which ethnic nationalism rémsadominant throughout the world.

As different religious cultures claim their placesocieties across the world, it may be
India’s development of secularism which offers thest peaceful, freedom-sensitive and
democratic way forward. At any rate, why should fédtte of ideal conceptions with trans-
cultural potential be decided purely on the basislmat happens to them in their place of

origin?
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Secularism in India and China

Peter van der Veer, Utrecht University

This contribution looks at secularism as a setdeblogical movements that aim at the
reform or the destruction of religious institutiprizeliefs, and practices. It argues that
secularism in India and China is a product of tnedrial Encounter in the f&entury
and that the post-colonial state inherits the ingbgroblematic. The issue of secularism
in India and China is thus decidedly different frahat in Western Europe, but their
histories are tied in the story of imperialism.tiat sense India and China are not only
good to compare with, but are deeply implicatedthie development of Western

understandings of religion from the™entury.

Religion and the Imperial Encounter

First the category of “religion” has to be inventedIndia and China to understand
indigenous traditions. This in itself created a éaugumber of debates, including the
debate about the religious character of Buddhisch@onfucianism. Traditions, such as
Hinduism, had to be transformed into recognizablegions with a “canon”, a “belief
system”, and a set of ritual practices. Christiassmnaries attacked these traditions, the
colonial state in India regulated them as a newrbiter, and when missionaries were
attacked in China the imperial forces defended tHadian and Chinese intellectuals set
out to define their religions and reform them adooy to Western, often Protestant

models. | see this as a form of secularization.

Colonial state in India, Republic in China

The British colonial state in the second half of thd" century began to regulate the
temples, mosques and other institutions espedialijpe area of religious endowments
and landed property. Practices like sati and haakging were forbidden. Reformers

tried to get hold of temple management, repladiveggriestly caste in a number of cases

by middle-class politicians, and enforcing certamportant changes, such as the temple-
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entry for untouchables (a major transformation @fgious notions of hierarchy). In

general, however, the colonial state tried to staytral, above religious disputes and
strife. The post-colonial state, led by Congressan interventionist state that derives its
legitimacy from the nation and has a much hardbrtgstay neutral and is called by

opponents: a pseudo-secular state.

The Chinese Republic from 1911 is deeply engageddulating the five official
religions and make them part of civil society whitpressing violently traditions and
institutions that are seen as superstitious andirigato the backwardness of Chinese
society. Temples are destroyed by nationalist oaed Chinese secularism is fed by a
strong anti-clericalism. In the post-war era them@uwnists deepen this attack on

superstition while bringing official world religienentirely under Party control.

Science and Magic

In both India and China in the nineteenth centurgreé is a strong sense of the
backwardness of the indigenous traditions and #esirio modernize under the aegis of
Western science. In India this leads tot the adopaf western education for the elite, but
also to a defense of the scientific nature andmatity of the indigenous traditions which

have to be reformed. In China the adoption of Wasseience is even more radical than
in India and leads to a kind of scientistic seaalaramong intellectuals that is sometimes
connected to a secular Confucianism and sometim&otmmunism. In both India and

China popular religion with its magic and supeistitis the enemy that has to be

attacked in order to make progress possible.

Chinese Communism and Indian Socialism

From the 1950s till the 1980s the communist Padyg telentlessly persecuted local
religious communities. The last installment of thiere the witchhunts of the great
Cultural revolution. An important aspect of thissaan attempt to destroy feudal society
with its religious land holdings and hierarchiebeTcommunist party is a good example

of millenarian secularism that mobilizes peoplednti-religious campaigns.
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None of this we find in India where first Gandhinoected modern nationalism to
indigenous traditions and secondly Nehru chosecelssm that was connected to Indian
civilization. There is no sense that Indian religgdhad to be destroyed to be able to make
progress and one of the most radical opponents infiuism and the caste system,
Ambedkar, in the end did not choose secularism domversion to Buddhism as an

answer to the problems of untouchables in India.

Nationalization of body and spirit

One of the contradictions of adopting science aslihasis of national progress is the
discovery of “another” science in one’s own tramhs. This we find both in India and
China. In India both yoga and ayurveda are foundbéoindigenous science and
connected to the spirituality of the nation. In @hii gong and the related taiji are found
to be good for health and an alternative to expend/estern medicine. They are all seen
as completely scientific and different from Westestience and can thus be called
nationalist science. In India these traditions easily seen as part of national heritage
and not as a threat to state control, while in @hiith its long history of state distrust of
religious movements the moment these movementpesaam control strong repression
occurs, as in the case of the Falun Gong.

Religious Minorities in India and China

One of the things the secular state has to do dtect religious minorities. Both in
India when a Hindu nationalist government was iacpl and in China this is not
guaranteed. The Hindu nationalists did not protdcslims and Christians and the
Chinese communists are persecuting ethno-religimisorities like the Uighur in

Xinjiang (a problem that resembles that of Kashimiindia). Secularism as an ideology
does not seem to have an answer to identity movisntlat are based on a mixture of

ethnicity and religion.
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