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もし我々が、異文化と市民権を分かち合おうとするならば、宗教者と世俗主義者は両者とも、互いに補い合う学習プロセスに積極的になる必要があります。（By Jurgen Habermas）

“世俗”国家が、“ポスト世俗”社会の段階を、或る程度に迎えたことは間違いありません。無論、この議論の多い用語は、欧州やカナダ、豪州、ニュージーランドなど、人々の宗教的紐帯が、戦後、一歩一歩確実に、しかしかなりドラマチックに崩壊していった、裕福な社会に限って適用できます。これらの地域では、世俗化された社会で人々が生活することが徐々に広まっていきました。ただし厳密に社会学の幾つかの指標を使うと、これら地域の宗教的振る舞いや信念の大勢が、これら社会を“ポスト世俗”とレッテルを貼るほどには変化していないことが分かります。つまり未だ、制度化されない新たな宗教的精神形態に向かう潮流（trends）は、これら主だった宗教国家の、目に見える損失を相殺するには至っていないのです。

世俗化に関する社会学的議論を再考する。

しかしながら、宗教的事柄に関連して巻き起こったグローバルな変化と顕著な争いによって我々は、宗教の影響力が弱まったかどうかを考察すべきだと思う様になりました。長期間反論されずにいる一つの仮定；社会の現代化と大衆の世俗化の間には緊密な関係性があるという仮定
、これには未だ少数の社会学者が支持を表明している段階ですが、この仮定は当初、以下の三つの賞賛すべき考察の上に構築されていました。
第一に、科学技術の進展が、“幻から覚めた”世界を人間中心的に理解することを推進しました。経験的事柄の総体は因果律によって上手く説明できますし、一端科学的に啓蒙された精神は、容易なことでは神中心的および形而上学的世界観と和睦することは無いからです。第二に、社会サブシステムの機能分化が進むにつれ、教会や他の宗教組織が、法、政治、福祉、教育、科学に関しての支配力を失いました。貧困や難民の救済に自らの実行機能を制限し、私的な事柄にのみ宗教を振り向け、おおむね社会的妥当性と影響力を失いました。第三に、農業から工業を経てポスト工業社会へ至る発展により、並以上の社会福祉と良好な安全保障が達成されました。即ち、生命の危険は軽減され、生存の保障は増大し続け、極端に言えば僅かに、“より高度な”または宇宙パワーへの信仰に由来する制御不可能な緊急事態に対処するための方策という私的ニーズが残るだけとなりました。
かつてこれらは世俗化理論にとってのシッカリした論拠でした。社会学専門家集団にとって、この理論は20年以上にわたって議論の対象でありました。
　最近になって、偏狭な欧州中心主義的見解に対する批判が、ある程度の根拠を伴って起こり、今では“世俗化理論の終焉”という話もあるくらいです。
　合衆国、それは宗教コミュニティーとしての弱まることない活気と、宗教にコミットし活動的な市民が常に一定割合存在する国ですが、同時にこの国は、現代化の先頭を走り続けています。世俗化の流れに対する偉大なる例外として長い間遇せられてきましたが、異文化や他の世界宗教への見方が世界的に伸展するにつれ、合衆国は、むしろこの規範を実証するものではないかと考えられるようになりしました。
この様な考え方からすると、欧州の展開((その西洋的合理性はかつて他の世界のモデルとして機能すると考えられていたのですが((は、規範というよりむしろ例外であり、逸脱者の道を歩んで来たことになります。彼ら（合衆国）でなく我ら（欧州人）こそ、sonderweg（ドイツ特有の“道”）を求めてきたのかもしれません。
　それはさておき、重なり合う三つの現象は収束し、世界的な“宗教の復活”を印象づけるものとなりました。即ち、(a)宣教活動の拡大、(b)原理主義者のラジカル化、(c)世界宗教が本質的に持つ暴力性を政治的に利用しようとする動き、であります。
(a) 宗教の活気の最初の兆候は、確立された宗教組織や教会のうち、正統派または少なくも保守派グループが、至る所で人気沸騰となっていることに表れています。三つの一神論宗教と同じく、このことはヒンドゥー教や仏教にも当てはまります。最も強調すべきは、アフリカや東南アジアでの、これら確立された宗教の地域的広まりです。これら宣教活動の成功の原因は、他の何よりも、代表組織形態の柔軟性にあります。例えば、国境を越え文化の壁を越えるローマン・カトリックは、グローバリゼーションのトレンドに上手く適応しました。プロテスタント教会が一国の中で組織され、第一義的には敗者となったのと対照的です。最もダイナミックなのは、イスラムの分散ネットワーク（殊に、サハラ以南のアフリカ）と、福音派（殊に、南米）です。これらは、そのカリスマ的リーダーによってインスパイアされる熱狂的宗教スタイルで際だっています。
(b) 原理主義に関しては、これは、ペンテコステル派や急進的ムスリムの様に最も成長の速い宗教運動であり、それらは容易に原理主義者と呼べるものでしょう。彼らは、現代世界と戦っているのであり、現代世界と隔絶しようとします。彼らの礼拝スタイルは、精霊派と降臨派を混合したもので、厳格なモラル概念と聖なる精霊への字義的統一性を有しています。これとは対照的に“新時代運動”があります。これは、1970年代に現れたカリフォルニア神仏混合主義に端を発し、制度化されない宗教的しきたりについて福音派と共有するものです。日本には、これの約四百ものセクトが起こり、仏教や他の大衆宗教の要素を取り入れて、擬科学的、密教的な教義を有しています。中華人民共和国では、法輪功に対する政治的弾圧がこの“新宗教”の人数の多さを物語っています。その修行者は八千万人を越えるともいわれています。

(c) 「暴力性の政治的利用」としては、イランなどイスラミック・テロリズムにみられるイスラム教指導者体制を挙げることが出来ます。これは単なる、宗教に本質的に備わった暴力性の政治的な手綱外し（unleashing）の目を見張る一例では済まされません。当初は俗悪で非宗教的であったくすぶり続ける対立が、宗教用語の中に何時しかコード化されたのです。これが実のところの、中東の対立における“非世俗化　desecularisation”であり、ヒンドゥー-国粋主義のインドとパキスタン
 における継続的政治対立であり、イラク侵攻へと続いた米国宗教権利の動員（mobilization）です。
“ポスト世俗社会”の描写的説明((その社会における必修課題としての市民の自己理解

私は、宗教が流動化した世界のただ中にある欧州の世俗化に関するsonderweg（特別な道）を論ずる社会学者達の議論の詳細について述べようとは思いません。印象を述べるなら、世界中で収集されたデータは今のところ未だ、驚くほど頑強な支持を世俗化理論擁護に与えています。
　しかし私のみるところ、世俗化理論の弱点は、“世俗化”や“近代化”という概念の不正確な使用を許す性急な推論にあるのではないかと思います。真実は、社会システムの機能分化が伸展するにつれ、教会や宗教コミュニティーが自らの主要機能を牧歌的ケアにのみ封印し、社会の他の分野における自らの競争力を拒否していったことにあります。と同時に、信仰行為がより私的なより主観的な領域に引きこもっていきました。宗教システムの機能特化と、宗教行為の個人主義化との間には、相関があります。
しかしながらホセ・カサノバが正しく指摘している様に、その様な機能喪失と個人主義化トレンドが直ちに、宗教が政治的舞台と社会文化（または個々人の生活行為）に対して持つ影響力・妥当性を失ったということに繋がるわけではありません。
　数値的重量は全く問題ではありません。宗教コミュ二ティーは明らかに依然として、大規模に世俗化された社会における生活に“デンとして”存在し続けます。今日、欧州における公的意識は“ポスト世俗社会”の用語でもって記述することが相当程度に可能です。“世俗化が続く現状においてもなお存在し続ける宗教コミュニティーに自らを適応化させる必要がある”という程度において可能です。
　この様に改訂された世俗化仮定の解釈からは、その実質ではなく“宗教”の将来的役目に関して予見を得ることができます。“ポスト世俗”として現代社会を描写することにより、意識の変化について知見を得ることが出来ます。意識の変化を私は以下の三つの現象としてとらえます。
第一に、「宗教闘争に依存するとしばしば説明されるグローバルな対立」という広く受け入れられた見解により、公的意識が変化しました。欧州市民の大多数にとって、装置としての原理主義運動や（宗教用語でいう）テロリズムの恐怖は、グローバルな地平で自分達が有する宗教性を自覚する上で、必要ではありません。このことにより、宗教が将来無くなるかもしれないという世俗的警戒心が侵蝕され、征服欲の世界への世俗的理解が失われました。世俗社会に生きているのだという意識はもはや、文化と社会の現代化にはコストがかかっているのだという意識とは無縁のものになってしまいました。個々人が宗教をある程度受け入れ、宗教が公的影響力を持つというコストが必要だったことを忘れてしまいました。
第二に、宗教が、世界的規模のみならず各国の国内環境においても影響力を強めました。ここで私の脳裏に浮かんでいることはといいますと、世俗社会の舞台において“解釈のコミュニティー”の役割を教会や宗教組織が益々引き受ける様になってきたことです。
　キーとなる事柄に適切な((納得してもらえるか反論を呼ぶかには関係なく((貢献をすることによって、公的意見や世論形成に関して影響力を獲得できました。私たち多元主義社会ではこの様な様々な介入に備えて、感度良い音響板を構築しています。価値観の対立において人々は益々分裂する様になり、政治的調整（political regulation）が必要になったからです。妊娠中絶、積極的安楽死、生殖医療の生命倫理、動物愛護、温暖化問題などなど、これらの様な問題においては、意見分裂を招いた前提はとても不明瞭であり、どちらの意見の方がより説得力のある倫理基盤に根ざしているかという様な取り組み方では決して解決しないのです。
本題に戻り、今一度、異世界の宗教コミュニティーを思い出しましょう。彼らは顕著にまた活気を持って身近な教会や宗派への関心を高める様に努力しています。隣人であるムスリムは、キリスト教市民社会にこの手強い宗教と向き合うことを強いてくるでしょう。彼らは、世俗市民に、存在感のある宗教という現象、熱情的意識をもたらすのです。
第三に、大衆に意識の変化を促す刺激として、“出稼ぎ労働者“や難民の移住を挙げることが出来ます。ことに伝統的文化バックグラウンドを有する国からの移住です。16世紀以来、欧州は信仰告白による自らの文化と社会の分裂に取り組まなければなりませんでした。そして現在の様な移民が起こり、異なる宗教間のあからさまな不協和音が、移民社会に典型的にみられる多元主義という生き方を否応なく生んだのでした。更にいえば、多元主義という宗派を生むのでは収まらなかった。植民地時代以降も移民が続くという痛みを伴うプロセスの渦中にある我々の様な社会においては、異なる宗教コミュニティーの辛抱強い共存という課題は、如何にして移民文化社会を統合するかという難しい問題を前にして、更に解決が難しくなりました。一方で、グローバルな労働市場という問題と取り組み、他方で、社会統合を、たとえ不平等社会を助長したとしても、推し進めなければならなかったのです。しかし、これはまた別の話ではありますが。
さて、ここまで私は社会学者的視点をもって、何故我々は世俗化社会を“ポスト世俗”と読み替えられるのかという問題について述べてきました。この様な社会においては、宗教は公的影響力と妥当性を保持し、他方で、現代化が進む中で宗教は世界的に消失するという世俗的見解は根拠を失っていきました。しかしながらここでもし、さらに参加者としての視点を採用するならば、全く異なる、即ち、避けて通れない課題：　ポスト世俗化社会の一員として我々はどうあるべきなのか、また、強固な塹壕で区分けされた複数国家に在りながら、しかも、文化と宗教的世界観の日増しに増える多元性のただ中で、社会的関係性をcivil（民間のこととして）に保持するためには、一体何を、互いに取引すればよいのか、互いに期待すればよいのか、という問題に我々は直面します。
全ての欧州社会が現在、この問題に直面しています。丁度この講義を準備していた先月（2月）、或る週末に三つのニュースが私の下へ飛び込んできました。サルコジ大統領が、Maghreb（アフリカ北西部）からの移民の若者達の暴動に業を煮やし、悪名高きパリ郊外に4000人の警官を付加的に派遣したこと。英国のカンタベリー大司教が、当地に住むムスリム達のために、部分的にシャリア家族法を英国法として採用することを勧告したこと。ドイツのLudwigshafenにある長屋で火事が起こり、9人のトルコ人（内、4人が子供）が死亡した。((放火である証拠は無かったもののトルコのメディアでは深い疑念が持ち上がった。言うまでもなく落胆が広がり、トルコ首相がドイツを訪問し、ケルンにおいて曖昧な抗議演説がなされ、ドイツのプレス界から今度は執拗な反撃をされる様になったこと。
この様な議論は、9.11のテロ攻撃以降、ますます舌鋒激しくなってきています。例えばオランダでは、映画監督のテオ・ヴァン・ゴーが殺害され、熱情的な世間の関心に火を付けました。同じく、デンマークの新聞に載ったムハマッドの劇画も物議をかもしました。これら議論は欧州人の民度を反映しています。
　即ち、これらさざ波は国境を越えて広がり、欧州全体での議論が始まったのです。
　背景にある見解に私は興味があります。即ち、“欧州イスラム勢力”の爆発的広がりという見解が議論の背景にあると思います。しかしこの様な告発のやり取りの根底にある哲学的意味合いについて言及する前に、私は、我々の敵対者達とかつて共有した出発点についてもう少し明確にしてみたいと思います。即ち、“宗教と国家の分離”とかつて我々が呼んだものについてもう少し本質的な解釈をしてみようと思います。
ギクシャクした暫定協定でなく、異文化と市民権を分かち合うこと

The secularization of the state was the appropriate response to the confessional wars of

early modernity. The principle of "separating church and state" was only gradually

realised and took a different form in each national body of law. To the extent that the

government assumed a secular character, step by step the religious minorities (initially

only tolerated) received further rights – first the freedom to practice their own religion

at home, then the right of religious expression and finally equal rights to exercise their
religion in public. An historical glance at this tortuous process, and it reached into the

20th century, can tell us something about the preconditions for this precious

achievement, the inclusive religious freedom that is extended to all citizens alike.
After the Reformation, the state initially faced the elementary task of having to pacify a
society divided along confessional lines, in other words to achieve peace and order. In

the context of the present debate, Dutch writer Margriet de Moor reminds her fellow

citizens of these beginnings: "Tolerance is often mentioned in the same breath as

respect, yet our tolerance, and its roots date back to the 16th and 17th centuries, is not

based on respect – on the contrary. We hated the religion of the respective other,

Catholics and Calvinist had not one iota of respect for the views of the other side, and

our Eighty Years' War was not just a rebellion against Spain, but also a bloody jihad by

the orthodox Calvinists against Catholicism."
  We will soon see what kind of

respect Margriet de Moor has in mind.
As regards peace and order, governments had to assume a neutral stand even where

they remained bound up with the religion prevailing in the country. In countries with

confessional strife the state had to disarm the quarreling parties, invent arrangements

for a peaceful coexistence of the inimical confessions and monitor their precarious

existence alongside each other. In confessionally split countries like Germany or the

Netherlands, the opposing sub-cultures then each nested in niches of their own and

subsequently remained foreign to one another in society. Precisely this modus vivendi

(and this is what I would like to stress) proved to be insufficient when the constitutional

revolutions of the late 18th century spawned a new political order that subjected the

completely secularized powers of the state to both the rule of law and the democratic

will of the people.
This constitutional state is only able to guarantee its citizens equal freedom of religion

under the proviso that they no longer barricade themselves within their religious

communities and seal themselves off from one another. All subcultures, whether

religious or not, are expected to free their individual members from their embrace so

that these citizens can mutually recognize one another in civil society as members of

one and the same political community. As democratic citizens they give themselves

laws which grant them the right, as private citizens, to preserve their identity in the

context of their own particular culture and worldview. This new relationship of

democratic government, civil society and subcultural self-maintenance is the key to

correctly understanding the two motives that today struggle with each other although

they are meant to be mutually complementary. For the universalist project of the

political Enlightenment by no means contradicts the particularist sensibilities of a

correctly conceived multiculturalism.
The liberal rule of law already guarantees religious freedom as a basic right, meaning

that the fate of religious minorities no longer depends on the benevolence of a more or

less tolerant state authority. Yet it is the democratic state that first enables the impartial

application of this principled religious freedom.
  When Turkish communities in

Berlin, Cologne or Frankfurt seek to get their prayer houses out of the backyards in

order to build mosques visible from afar, the issue is no longer the principle per se, but

its fair application. However, evident reasons for defining what should or should not be

tolerated can only be ascertained by means of the deliberative and inclusive procedures

of democratic will formation. The principle of tolerance is first freed of the suspicion of

expressing mere condescension, when the conflicting parties meet as equals in the

process of reaching an agreement with one another.
  How the lines between positive

freedom of religion (i.e., the right to exercise your own faith) and the negative freedom
(i.e., the right to be spared the religious practices of people of other faiths) should be

drawn in an actual case is always a matter of controversy. But in a democracy those

affected, however indirectly, are themselves involved in the decision making process.
"Tolerance" is of course not only a question of enacting and applying laws; it must be

practiced in everyday life. Tolerance means that believers of one faith, of a different

faith and non-believers must mutually concede one another the right to those

convictions, practices and ways of living that they themselves reject. This concession

must be supported by a shared basis of mutual recognition from which repugnant

dissonances can be overcome. This recognition should not be confused with an

appreciation of an alien culture and way of living, or of rejected convictions and

practices.
  We need tolerance only vis-a-vis worldviews that we consider wrong and

vis-a-vis habits that we do not like. Therefore, the basis of recognition is not the esteem

for this or that charateristic or achievement, but the awareness of the fact that the other

is a member of an inclusive community of citizens with equal rights, in which each

individual is accountable to the others for his political contributions.

Now that is easier said than done. The equal inclusion of all citizens in civil society

requires not only a political culture that preserves liberal attitudes from being confused

with indifference; inclusion can only be achieved if certain material conditions are met.

These include full integration and compensatory education in kindergartens, schools

and universities, and equal opportunities in access to the labor market. However, in the

present context what is most important to me, is the image of an inclusive civil society

in which equal citizenship and cultural difference complement each other in the right

way.
For example, as long as a considerable portion of German citizens of Turkish origin and

of Muslim faith have stronger political ties to their old homeland than their new one,

those corrective votes will be lacking in the public sphere and at the ballot boxes which

are necessary to expand the range of values of the dominant political culture. Without

the inclusion of minorities in civil society, the two complementary processes will not be

able to develop hand in hand, namely the opening of the political community to a

difference-sensitive inclusion of foreign minority cultures, on the one hand, and on the

other, the reciprocal opening of these subcultures to a state where they encourage their

individual members participate in the political life at large.
Kulturkampf between radical multiculturalism and militant secularism:

philosophical background assumptions
In order to answer the question of how we should understand ourselves as members of a

post-secular society, we can take our cue from these two interlocking processes. The

ideological parties that confront each other in public debates today seldom take any

notice of how both processes fit each other. The party of the multiculturalists appeals to

the protection of collective identities and accuses the other side of representing a

"fundamentalism of the Enlightenment", whereas the secularists insist on the

uncompromising inclusion of minorities in the existing political framework and accuse

their opponents of a "multiculturalist betrayal" of the core values of the Enlightenment.

In some European countries a third party plays a major role in these battles.
The so-called multiculturalists fight for an unprejudiced adjustment of the legal system

to the cultural minorities' claim to equal treatment. They warn against a policy of

enforced assimilation with uprooting consequences. The secular state, they say, should

not push through the incorporation of minorities into the egalitarian community of
citizens in such a manner that it tears individuals out of their identity-forming contexts.

From this communitarian view, a policy of abstract integration is under suspicion of

subjecting minorities to the imperatives of the majority culture. Today, the wind is

blowing in the multiculturalists' faces: "Not only academics, but politicians and

newspaper columnists likewise consider the Enlightenment a fortress to be defended

against Islamic extremism."
  This reaction, in turn, brings a critique of a

"fundamentalism of the Enlightenment" into play. For example, Timothy Garton Ash
argues in the New York Review of Books (Oct. 5, 2006) that "even Muslim women

contradict the way in which Hirsi Ali attributes her oppression to Islam instead of the

respective national, regional or tribal culture."
  In fact, Muslim immigrants cannot

be integrated into Western society in defiance of their religion but only with it.
On the other hand, the secularists fight for a color-blind inclusion of all citizens,

irrespective of their cultural origin and religious belonging. This side warns against the

consequences of a "politics of identity" that goes too far in adapting the legal system to

the claims of preserving the intrinsic characteristics of minority cultures. From this

"laicistic" viewpoint, religion must remain an exclusively private matter. Thus, Pascal
Bruckner rejects cultural rights because these would give rise to parallel societies – to

"small, self-isolated social groups, each of which adheres to a different norm."

Bruckner condemns multiculturalism roundly as an "anti-racist racism", though his

attack at best applies to those ultra-minded multiculturalists who advocate the

introduction of collective cultural rights. Such protection for entire cultural groups

would in fact curtail the right of their individual members to choose a way of life of

their own.

Thus the conflicting parties both pretend to fight for the same purpose, a liberal society

that allows autonomous citizens to coexist in a civilized manner. And yet they are at

loggerheads in a Kulturkampf that resurfaces at every new political occasion. Although

it is clear that both aspects are interlinked, they argue bitterly over whether the

preservation of cultural identity has priority over the enforcement of shared citizenship

or vice versa. The discussion gains its polemical acuity from contradictory

philosophical premises which the opponents rightly or wrongly attribute to one other.

Ian Buruma has made the interesting observation that following 9/11 an academic

debate on the Enlightenment, on modernity and post-modernity, was taken out of the

university and floated in the marketplace.
  The fiery debate was stoked by

problematic background assumptions, namely a cultural relativism beefed up with a

critique of reason on the one side, and a rigid secularism pushing for a critique of

religion on the other.
The radical reading of multiculturalism often relies on the notion of the so-called

"incommensurability" of world views, discourses or conceptual schemes. From this

contextualist perspective, cultural ways of life appear as semantically closed universes,

each of which keeps the lid on its own standards of rationality and truth claims.

Therefore, each culture is supposed to exist for itself as a semantically sealed whole, cut

off from dialogues with other cultures. With the exception of unsteady compromises,

submission or conversion are the only alternatives for terminating conflicts between

such cultures. Given this premise, radical multiculturalists cannot discern in any

universalist validity claim, such as the claim for the universality of democracy and

human rights, anything but the imperialist power claim of a dominant culture.
This relativistic reading inadvertently robs itself of the standards for a critique of the

unequal treatment of cultural minorities. In our post-colonial immigrant societies,

discrimination against minorities is usually rooted in prevailing cultural prejudices that
lead to a selective application of established constitutional principles. If one then does

not take seriously the universalist thrust of these principles in the first place, there is no

vantage point from which to understand how the constitutional interpretation is bound

up with the prejudices of the majority culture. I need not go into the philosophical issue

of why cultural relativism, derived from a postmodern critique of reason, is an

untenable position.
  However, the position itself is interesting for another reason; it

lends itself to an opposite political conclusion and explains a peculiar political change

of sides.
Ironically, the very same relativism is shared by those militant Christians who fight

Islamic fundamentalism while proudly claiming the Enlightenment culture either as part

and parcel of the tradition of Roman Catholicism or as the specific offshoot of

Protestantism. On the other hand, these conservatives have strange bed-fellows, since

some of the former leftist "multiculturalists" turned into war-hungry liberal hawks.

These converts even joined the ranks of neocon "Enlightenment fundamentalists".

In the battle against Islamic fundamentalists they were evidently able to adopt the

culture of the Enlightenment, which they had once fought in the name of their own

"Western culture" because they had always rejected its universalist intent: "The

Enlightenment has become attractive specifically because its values are not just

universal, but because they are 'our', i.e., European, Western values." 

Needless to say, this reproach does not refer to those "laicistic" intellectuals of French

origin for whom the pejorative term "Enlightenment fundamentalists" was originally

coined. But it is again a philosophical background assumption which can explain a

certain militancy on the part of these truly universalist guardians of the Enlightenment

tradition. From their viewpoint, religion must withdraw from the political public sphere

into the private domain because, cognitively speaking, it has been historically

overridden as an "intellectual formation" ("Gestalt des Geistes", as Hegel puts it). In the

light of a liberal constitution, well, religion must be tolerated, but it cannot lay claim to

provide a cultural resource for the self-understanding of any truly modern mind.
Complementary learning processes: Religious and secular mentalities
This secularistic position does not depend on how one judges the empirical suggestion

that religious citizens and communities still make relevant contributions to political

opinion and will formation even in largely secularized societies. Whether or not we

consider the application of the predicate "post-secular" appropriate for a description of

West European societies, one can be convinced, for philosophical reasons, that religious

communities owe their persisting influence to an obstinate survival of pre-Modern

modes of thought – a fact, that begs an empirical explanation. From the viewpoint of

secularism, the substance of faith is scientifically discredited either way. As such,

discussions about religious traditions and with religious figures, who still lay claim to a

significant public role, escalate into polemic.
In the use of terms I distinguish between "secular" and "secularist". Unlike the

indifferent stance of a secular or unbelieving person, who relates agnostically to

religious validity claims, secularists tend to adopt a polemical stance toward religious

doctrines that maintain a public influence despite the fact that their claims cannot be

scientifically justified. Today, secularism is often based on "hard" naturalism, i.e., one

based on scientistic assumptions. Unlike the case of cultural relativism, here I need not

comment on the philosophical background.
  For what interests me in the present

context is the question of whether a secularist devaluation of religion, if it were one day

to be shared by the vast majority of secular citizens, is at all compatible with that post-
secular balance between shared citizenship and cultural difference I have outlined. Or

would the secularistic mindset of a relevant portion of the citizenry be just as

unappetizing for the normative self-understanding of a post-secular society as the

fundamentalist leaning of a mass of religious citizens? This question touches on deeper

roots of the present unease than the "multiculturalist drama". Which kind of problem do

we face?
It is to the credit of the secularists that they, too, insist on the indispensability of

including all citizens as equals in civil society. Because a democratic order cannot

simply be imposed on its authors, the constitutional state confronts its citizens with the

demanding expectations of an ethics of citizenship that reaches beyond mere obedience

to the law. Religious citizens and communities must not only superficially adjust to the

constitutional order. They are expected to appropriate the secular legitimation of

constitutional principles under the premises of their own faith.
  It is a well-known

fact that the Catholic Church first pinned its colors to the mast of liberalism and

democracy with the Second Vaticanum in 1965. And in Germany, the Protestant

churches did not act differently. Many Muslim communities still have this painful

learning process before them. Certainly, the insight is also growing in the Islamic world

that today an historical-hermeneutic approach to the Koran's doctrine is required. But

the discussion on a desired Euro-Islam makes us once more aware of the fact that it is

the religious communities that will themselves decide whether they can recognize in a

reformed faith their "true faith".

When we think of such a shift from the traditional to a more reflexive form of religious

consciousness, what springs to mind is the model of the post-Reformation change in

epistemic attitudes that took place in the Christian communities of the West. But a

change in mentality cannot be prescribed, nor can it be politically manipulated or

pushed through by law, it is at best the result of a learning process. And it only appears

as a "learning process" from the viewpoint of a secular self-understanding of

Modernity. In view of what an ethics of democratic citizenship requires in terms of

mentalities, we come up against the very limits of a normative political theory that can

justify only rights and duties. Learning processes can be fostered, but not morally or

legally stipulated.

But shouldn't we turn the question around? Is a learning process only necessary on the

side of religious traditionalism and not on that of secularism, too? Do the selfsame

normative expectations that rule an inclusive civil society not prohibit a secularistic

devaluation of religion just as they prohibit, for example, the religious rejection of

equal rights for men and women? A complementary learning process is certainly

necessary on the secular side unless we confuse the neutrality of a secular state in view

of competing religious world views with the purging of the political public sphere of all

religious contributions.
Certainly, the domain of a state, which controls the means of legitimate coercion,

should not be opened to the strife between various religious communities, otherwise the

government could become the executive arm of a religious majority that imposes its

will on the opposition. In a constitutional state, all norms that can be legally

implemented must be formulated and publicly justified in a language that all the

citizens understand. Yet the state's neutrality does not preclude the permissibility of

religious utterances within the political public sphere, as long as the institutionalized

decision-making process at the parliamentary, court, governmental and administrative

levels remains clearly separated from the informal flows of political communication

and opinion formation among the broader public of citizens. The "separation of church
and state" calls for a filter between these two spheres – a filter through which only

"translated", i.e., secular contributions may pass from the confused din of voices in the

public sphere into the formal agendas of state institutions.
Two reasons speak in favor of such liberal practice. First, the persons who are neither

willing nor able to divide their moral convictions and their vocabulary into profane and

religious strands must be permitted to take part in political will formation even if they

use religious language. Second, the democratic state must not pre-emptively reduce the

polyphonic complexity of the diverse public voices, because it cannot know whether it

is not otherwise cutting society off from scarce resources for the generation of

meanings and the shaping of identities. Particularly with regard to vulnerable social

relations, religious traditions possess the power to convincingly articulate moral

sensitivities and solidaristic intuitions. What puts pressure on secularism, then, is the

expectation that secular citizens in civil society and the political public sphere must be

able to meet their religious fellow citizens as equals.
Were secular citizens to encounter their fellow citizens with the reservation that the

latter, because of their religious mindset, are not to be taken seriously as modern

contemporaries, they would revert to the level of a mere modus vivendi - and would

thus relinquish the very basis of mutual recognition which is constitutive for shared

citizenship. Secular citizens are expected not to exclude a fortiori that they may

discover, even in religious utterances, semantic contents and covert personal intuitions

that can be translated and introduced into a secular discourse.
So, if all is to go well both sides, each from its own viewpoint, must accept an

interpretation of the relation between faith and knowledge that enables them to live

together in a self-reflective manner.
This text originally appeared in German in Blätter für deutsche und internationale

Politik, in April 2008. It was initially written for a lecture which Jürgen Habermas

gave on March 15 2007 at the Nexus Institute of the University of Tilberg, Netherlands.
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