Secularism g e

In this chapter we will engage 39 31e9¥ ® &0 4 fa@ &9
in this ongoing debate by garelt & g8 w39 S faued

asking the following g snfier &

questions: :

>What is the meaning of > I A8 3 E”'.'E" & fa
secularism? Suged @ fo o @1 ot o

> Is secularism a western T % FfRTd SiigT )@ T8
implant on Indian soil? IR

> Is it smta_b!e for so_c:letles > o= qRder o \ﬁ 3

where religion continues to
exercise a strong influence T T U ufyaH den 82

on individual lives? > 1 JHERl § "eIE
> Does secularism show fag 1 F gD U ETHhl
pqrtia_l?y?oboes it ‘pamper’ B e M Y
minorities?
. L >azn 7 wefaRien @)

> Is secularism anti-religious?
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WHAT IS SECULARISM? e T /=1 @72
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Secularism is first and yHfRUedr &l 9a9e™ 3R

foremost a doctrine that qdyqE w9 9 gl fagia qusm
opposes all such forms of ST =TfeT it ofai—enfife

inter-religious domination. g3 #1 f90Y S 21 TEits

Tis s howerer oy e et 1 v %
P Y ¥ @ Faa

concept of secularism. An HETT{Ul Teq?
equally important dimension &1 wHfder 1 ARkl &l

of secularism is its He YUl O Ueq] d:Hfis
opposition to intra-religious d49& A ¥H & I FU

domination. Jded &1 fady & e
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THE WESTERN MODEL OF spif-ruerar 1 Ui diea

SECULARISM ot iRy g T A

{-\II secular states have <_>ne thing o= S T wkite ¥ el T
iIn common: they are neither

theocratic nor do they establisha dl @™ o &t T & S R
religion. However, in most BIcilich, Haifdeh yafeld Hehoddl H,
commonly prevalent conceptions, wer: sTie! e gu IR

inspired mainly by the American -
model, separation of religion and e, o 3N Toadl & ey forea

state is understood as mutual %l YRERE 99 o6 ©9 § guei
exclusion: the state will not Sl 81 9l 9 6 el |
intervene in the affairs of religion I < -

and, in the same manner, religion e .
will not interfere in the affairs of (ISl < HHCH H J@c &l

the state. Each has a separate AN F 3T STTT-3TeTT 8F =,

sphere of its own with ST o %'I
independent jurisdiction. NEIRIEIN
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No policy of the state can vt &1 %13 ifa gufa:
have an exclusively aififes aoh S ayR W) fafdq
religious rationale. No Tt B et &I unfife
religious classification can O . ey S . ¥ S

be the basis of any public .
nolicy. If this happened  ST91% T8I S Fhall SR TH

there is illegitimate g3 al 98 Tyl oh ot |
intrusion of religion in the *¥ &1 ™Y FHds A ST

state.
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Similarly, the state cannot aid any religious institution. It
cannot give financial support to educational institutions
run by religious communities. Nor can it hinder the
activities of religious communities, as long as they are
within the broad limits set by the law of the land. For
example, if a religious institution forbids a woman from
becoming a priest, then the state can do little about it. If a
religious community excommunicates its dissenters, the
state can only be a silent witness. If a particular religion
forbids the entry of some of its members in the sanctum
of its temple, then the state has no option but to let the
matter rest exactly where it is. On this view, religion is a
private matter, not a matter of state policy or law.
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34T g, U fhdt uifdes 9een &1 U<g -8l M 98 i
TEE g Garfaa vafue weenst & faxia @A @Y ]
Ghdll 9 d& ifis st &t afafafer 391 o A g
fafifa s @i & X =il 2@, 9% 39 fafafasl o sgaum
&l 41 Y Hhall IIEW o foaw, svR i enfifer Geenm sial
% Rifed s Kt afsfa @t 2, A TEET 3@ AR F FD
TGl HL Gehdl| 3R i3 i LA U4 9= Hdrecfaal i
SfEShR BT & @ [T 39 AW B b 0k &1 1 @ Fohll
2l 3R HIE @Y ¥H I o <& &l {4t & 1HTE § S[
g Uhdl 2, 9@ TF oh U9 HHA &1 FJ&6d o1 ®1 34 oh fgan
%13 fasey &l 21 39 fourR @ ud s T A@Hen @1 9%
TG &1 Aifa a1 S &1 favg T8 81 e
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This common conception interprets freedom and equality
in an individualist manner. Liberty is the liberty of
individuals. Equality is equality between individuals. There
IS nho scope for the idea that a community has the liberty
to follow practices of its own choosing. There is little
scope for community-based rights or minority rights. The
history of western societies tells us why this is so. Except
for the presence of the Jews, most western societies
were marked by a great deal of religious homogeneity.
Given this fact, they naturally focused on intrareligious
domination. While strict separation of the state from the
church is emphasised to realise among other things,
individual freedom, issues of inter-religious (and therefore
of minority rights) equality are often neglected.
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I8 GhoUdl sl I GHFEAN &l AfeaE] &7 € Aredn sl
2| TSl 1 Hacld o— oAfaddl &t T&asidll GHEAl &l dead
2- oafeqal o st9 guMan 39 g ey T @ foe e
S i AT 9HS T MEOT S I W@aAdl w1 YIHE
HId AR Al cqdEds USRI 1 HiIg s &l
21 fyet guret @1 sfaer sarar @ fo wan w4 @)1 gEfea i
Sufeafa i Sie far @ a sAfusry afygdt 9uT F1%T &3
d& diffes €9 9 e &1 WYifase &9 9 39 29 & dold
3Tk dhs O Ifq:uifie add g Wdl 91l 98l s di™el |
Sfads Wdsdl &l R HH o fau 99 4 {9 o 99y
foed] W FsrR & Wy o« a1 Sar on =@l Aa-wnfis
T 3R gEifaT SeqdEsl & SAfusR & g8 I Sufka
E© S &
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Finally, this form of 39 W@ Hi yHfUea 4 A
mainstream secularism g#fia uafie guar & fau =iz
has no place for the e &l 21 98 fagiwar @ig d

idea of statesupported = W 34 guz 4 fiwadl & f&
religious reform. This 3 oH o eHNa oh fau T ehT
feature follows directly urREfi&® fey s&d 21

from its understanding

that the separation of

state from church/

religion entails a

relationship of mutual

exclusion.



Secularism g e

NEHRU ON SECULARISM’ dfderar o6 IR # A8® o
‘Equal protection by the State f5o¢

to all religions’. This is how 59 fdr faeret ¥ o 9 92 a9

Nehru responded when a .
student asked him to spell out bl el foh IR WRA o Ewf-RURKT

what secularism meant in <l I HAcS B <l S8 ia
independent India. He wanted f& o - gt o =l 59 g0 99F
a secular state to be one that gy’ 3§ vy wifAy U= 9= A
‘“‘protects all religions, but St et e 9 e B 3
does not favour one at the ’

g ! Hiad W fhdl Th a9 =t

expense of others and does

not itself adopt any religion as THI T H, 3R &< foredt ad A
the state religion”. Nehru was TI4H o adR W@ihR 7 6’| 6E

the philosopher of Indian R guRYREr o <l 9|

secularism.
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NEHRU ON SECULARISW’ YUl oh dR H d8® oh faar

Nehru did not practise any religion, Yew wa Fedt ud @ T F

nor did he believe in God. But for ) )
him secularism did not mean o T¥R W ITH1 favard & Tt em

hostility to religion. In that sense dferT 3eh e Hf-RYeEr <61 Ader

Nehru was very different from ud o yfd fage &1 em 59 ef o
Ataturk in Turkey. At the same time qe® bl oh 3Mdaigeh ¥ wrhl fa=1 o
Nehru was not in favour of a e &, @ ud 3R T & ste gl
complete separation between g9y fa=ss o 91 9 o1 & o)1 3R

religion and state. A secular state fo=R & IqER, ¥a~ d guR & fau
can interfere in matters of religion «rfds o9« ad & q9HaA A

to bring about social reform. Nehru s 7 gedt 21 wIdig dew99, @
himself played a key role in yorr 3R |t yem +1 guiid o fow
enacting laws abolishing caste HFA ST q1 39 HF AfEes
discrimination, dowry and sati, and HIA afrpR SR wmfss T

extending legal rights and social
freedom to Indian women. e EF;Z; jﬁE T G HEw@yui
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THE INDIAN MODEL OF YUY 1 9RAIT Hied
SECULARISM S Ig Hel vl ¢ foh IRAA
Sometimes it is said that Indian et afl erifRdear =3

secularism is an imitation of

western secularism. But a Thel R B1 Afeh 10 Hiaam I
careful reading of our 2F 4 Yed 9 Yl gl e fo @
Constitution shows that this is et %I TR SRR g

not the case. Indian secularism

is fundamentally different from gH{-RYerr 9 gt &9 9 faE 2l
Western secularism. Indian TR FHAr shdel 99 3R 9

secularism does not focus only & g &y fo=8c | 9 @l 2t

on church-state separation and )
the idea of inter-religious 21 FcR-wftien THMA AR

equality is crucial to the Indian GehoTdl o AT AT Hewqul 2l 81
conception. Let us elaborate 3§ W 3IX i foedR o @y

this further. aa-faar i)
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The advent of western modemnity brought to the fore hitherto
neglected and marginalised notions of equality in Indian
thought. It sharpened these ideas and helped us to focus on
equality within the community. It also ushered ideas of inter-
community equality to replace the notion of hierarchy. Thus
Indian secularism took on a distinct form as a result of an
interaction between what already existed in a society that had
religious diversity and the ideas that came from the west. It
resulted in equal focus on intra-religious and interreligious
domination. Indian secularism equally opposed the oppression
of dalits and women within Hinduism, the discrimination
against women within Indian Islam or Christianity, and the
possible threats that a majority community might pose to the
rights of the minority religious communities. This is its first
important difference from mainstream western secularism.
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ufyeml stefrendl o A 3 ARAE faaT ? 3w d@ IUfeE i
TR 9 W Ul 1 SIAYRUN sl Hde 9 o f5am 394 39
YR ! YRSR SE1 3R 84 TUEH o e TUHAT W Sl o7 i
3 R fhan SUA AR U™ # Hisg fvilagdr &t geM foau
AN-UHEIIS GAAAT o faar i A1 Iguifed ATl 39 e ARG
T ® Ugd 9wk anfife fafauar o ufyew @ e faurt o
dta fa:fear 3[€ g3, O waaey ARG grfdaar 7 fafirse
9 T8 fopam ARdE udfderar ] ofq:urfde o siae-wnfdw
gaEd W Teh WY g Shisd fhan 389 f@gett o X gfeat i
yfgenen o I 3R ARG THaHAl 3TUaT a3 & 31T
Hfgasti o 9fd HIHE, 7A1 TgU&IS R SN Icua&Ih difH®
Sl oh ATHRI W I fhT ST bt et @l bl AN €9 d
fatiy fean 39 9, I8 g9 &1 uid=Ht gdfdadar 9 g9l
Tgell gequl fa—ar 21
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Connected to it is the 3El 9 e @ T fa=ar 9w @
second difference. Indian & 9RdE yYHUYdT BT G9Y
secularism deals notonly sfyqat 7 fifs o<l @ &
with religious freedom of & e TR H
individuals but also with eififr aTeTt @ ot 31 TEd

religious freedom of . .
minority communities. AT X SAHT Bl ST THS Bl

Within it, an individual has & T &1 SIfU®R €1 4t
the right to profess the YR, Hififeh AcqqeIDhl &l At

religion of his or her AT T B GEHia AN vifern
choice. Likewise, religious gt W @ &7 AfUFR 2
minorities also have a right

to exist and to maintain

their own culture and

educational institutions.
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A third difference is this. T dEd fa=ran ot ) 96
Since a secular state must be rffirder =y #1 STa-utfds
concerned equally with intra- T4= % Tge 9T Ot guE w®©9
religious domination, Indian :

secularism has made room ﬁ"ﬁm Setll e, M WA o
for and is compatible with frterar 2 Ts9 gufda enfis
the idea of state-supported YHR CH| SIERL T & N
religious reform. Thus, the S cldl 911 s'gﬁm A
Indian constitution bans g 3 Sregvaar W gfiEy

untouchability. The Indian
state has enacted several AR @1 AR W A T

laws abolishing child faare & I=fEE SR siasida
marriage and lifting the taboo faare W fegud & g @

on inter-caste marriage fiy w1 @ FG oq oF®
sanctioned by Hinduism. ST ¥)
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The question however that arises S8%&Iel, I3 I8 @el il g for =

Is: can a state initiate or even g ToF GuRi <t T8 a1 GHE hd
support religious reforms and yet gu o RRYE 9 © TRaT 3 T
be secular? Can a state claim to .

be secular and not maintain o SR T % S Tﬁ e | ey
separation of religion from state? =85 o a1 ¥t =l TGl GHiRU
The secular character of the 2N 1 AT B Tohdl 7 IR I
Indian state is established by %1 gufay afe s =} a5 Q@

virtue of the fact that it is neither ,
theocratic nor has it established ="~ e b 98 7 @ wdit 2 3R A

any one or multiple religions. & o fordll Bl TSt A 2

Beyond that it has adopted a b R, 394 uiftier guFar sifad 3
very sophisticated policy in o foTu 31 afspd Hifd SR 21 56t
pursuit of religious equality. This AR F T 9 SIRET Uit ¥ o 9

allows it either to disengage with
religion in American style, or frem ot & Wehdl & A TEW UG W

engage with it if required. IU% WY Hei W T4 Gohell 2|
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The Indian state may engage T 4 dififen 3TeI=R 0 foly
with religion negatively to & ¥ 99 & 9y Foues g9y

oppose religious tyranny. This is ft S T I -
reflected in such actions as the % e SIEREdl

ban on untouchability. It may gfceie it el § gkt €1 9@
also choose a positive mode of SS9 %l HHRIHS fafel i I

engagement. Thus, the Indian gt 2 =difere, wrdie Gfaeas aam
Constitution grants all religious qifif IcaEETEl 1 ST |3 )

minorities the right to establish
and maintain their own freror e @ier 3R =N H1

educational institutions which  3IfyR a1 @ 52 T=IEAT & 3R
may receive assistance from the J TerE O fier 96t %I it

state. All these complex
strategies can be adopted by Al SR GAAA o el i e

the state to promote the values 31 & folt 9RA™ 9 3 0™
of peace, freedom and equality. Gfoer wWrHifRT 3T9AT Ot %I
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CRITICISMS OF INDIAN SECULARISM
ARA gHdemn &t S
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Anti-religious o —fai et
First, it is often argued I8, A Ig doh AT
that secularism is anti- ST & o adfaemn

religious. affaRient 2
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Western Import qfy=m 9 AmEnfdd

A second criticism is that Ed sfei=1 98 @ &
secularism is linked to Hf U S9sId 9 S[Sl
Christianity, that it is ge °, SAula a8 ufves <=
western and, therefore, d ok =Hifa 9

unsuited to Indian Frorferay
conditions. % fere NERSH d
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Minoritism A [ L R B 1 [

A third accusation against @Gd =T & AR W

secularism is the charge A W 3SqE IR dlE
of minoritism. FT 309 1
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Interventionist Jfaera swaivsid

A fourth criticism claims  Sleft sreli=n ®edt & &
that secularism is s faerr SciteTsrt @ 3
coercive and that it T &1 e w@dsr 9
interferes excessively e Teaely St 2

with the religious freedom
of communities.
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Vote Bank Politics die-d& &t AT

Fifth, there is the Yraar, aoh a8 fean S @
argument that secularism {5 yHfdear ge 9% 1

encourages the politics of g gify #} se@r 2@ 2
vote banks. ’
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Impossible Project Th AT qfEtsH

A final, cynical criticism JfdH IHIKYU A=A I8

might be this: Secularism g godt 2 f& “ g

cannot work because it T8 9 gt FifE g

tries to do too much, to et

find a solution to an Sed e B o ¢, 7
TH 99T 1 B gal

intractable problem. What
is this problem? People redt @ et waaE @ @

with deep religious TENI" I8 FuE 82 FE
differences will never live & T8 «ifiss dqdg a1t
together in peace. T &Yt ot wnfa 9 @™

iy el & Gohdl



