Religion: Secularisation

Questions

1. Fill in the blanks:

	_____________ (a prominent pro-secularisation theorist) as "the process whereby religious thinking, practises and institutions lose social significance", (1966). His main concern is over the way that religion has ceased to have any significance for the working of the social system. But this raises problems - how do you measure 'significance'? How, influential was religion in the past? Precisely what does he mean by "religious thinking, practises and institutions". 

Note that ______ still holds to a ____________ position - for him, the argument should be debated over data - observable, external to the sociologist, and, therefore "scientific". So he looks at Church attendance figures, Church baptisms and _________, number of new clergy coming forward etc. Certainly these statistics support his thesis - baptisms within the Church of England have dropped (55.4% of infants, i.e. children up to 12 months of age - in 1960, 36.5% in 1983 - Church Statistics 1983). Communicants are down, and since 1985, nearly half of marriages in the U.K. are civil. R. S. is less studied at G.C.S.E. level than in 1960.

However David ________ argues that these statistics are unreliable. Why did people formerly tend to marry in church? - have their children baptised? - perhaps because it was "the done thing". 

Also, Wilson notes that Church attendance figures are down - in 1960, ________of the population attended Communion, in 1983, the figure was ________. Martin raises the possibility of double counting, and notes that even in 1983, "in the course of one year, one out of every two Britons will have entered a church." Martin notes that a 1986 Gallup Poll found that 76% of peoplepolled believed in a "God" and in an "Afterlife", whilst 96% wished for the continuation of compulsory Relisious Studies in schools (notice the emphasis on the spiritual development of children in the National Curriculum).

A 1983 Gallup Poll found that ______of white British people considered themselves Church of England, 11% Roman Catholic, 7% Methodist, 2% Baptist, only 16% had "no religion" (would this still be true in the 90s?). ___________ Also raises the question of the growth of the Evangelical "House Churches" - growing, but not counted, as they worship at home.

___________________________________(1982) ask whether church attendance and religious belief are synonymous - people of high statis may feel obliged to be seen to worship, othersa may feel embarrassed. Note also the recent growth in smaller (uncounted) sects, e.g. Jehovah's witnesses, Mormons, Krishna Consciousness. Finally, what of the enormous impact of Islam in some areas of Britain - Bradford alone has some 28 Mosques. There is a growing movement for Moslem and Jewish schools.

Source: http://www.hewett.norfolk.sch.uk/curric/soc/religion/sec.htm



2. One definition of secularisation is ‘desacrilisation of the world’. What does this mean?
3. Is religion in America in decline?
4. Give two examples of challenges to the modernity thesis

5. What is an ‘arrow prayer’?

6. Moojan Momen (1999) says there are five ways of looking at secularisation - identify them.
7. What do you understand by the term "post-secularism?

8. Name three sociologists who see ‘secularisation is ‘the most significant development in the sociology of religion’ as a myth or illusion.

9. Is Secularization Inimical to Religion? 

10. Secularism vs Secularization: What's the Difference? Why Do People Confuse Them?

11. Which countries show the highest level of participation and commitment to faith?

Answers

1. See box:

	Secularisation is defined by Bryan Wilson (a prominent pro-secularisation theorist) as "the process whereby religious thinking, practises and institutions lose social significance", (1966). His main concern is over the way that religion has ceased to have any significance for the working of the social system. But this raises problems - how do you measure 'significance'? How, influential was religion in the past? Precisely what does he mean by "religious thinking, practises and institutions". 

Note that Wilson still holds to a Positivistic position - for him, the argument should be debated over data - observable, external to the sociologist, and, therefore "scientific". So he looks at Church attendance figures, Church baptisms and marriages, number of new clergy coming forward etc. Certainly these statistics support his thesis - baptisms within the Church of England have dropped (55.4% of infants, i.e. children up to 12 months of age - in 1960, 36.5% in 1983 - Church Statistics 1983). Communicants are down, and since 1985, nearly half of marriages in the U.K. are civil. R. S. is less studied at G.C.S.E. level than in 1960.

However David Martin argues that these statistics are unreliable. Why did people formerly tend to marry in church? - have their children baptised? - perhaps because it was "the done thing". 

Also, Wilson notes that Church attendance figures are down - in 1960, 6.2% of the population attended Communion, in 1983, the figure was 4.3%. Martin raises the possibility of double counting, and notes that even in 1983, "in the course of one year, one out of every two Britons will have entered a church." Martin notes that a 1986 Gallup Poll found that 76% of peoplepolled believed in a "God" and in an "Afterlife", whilst 96% wished for the continuation of compulsory Relisious Studies in schools (notice the emphasis on the spiritual development of children in the National Curriculum).

A 1983 Gallup Poll found that 64% of white British people considered themselves Church of England, 11% Roman Catholic, 7% Methodist, 2% Baptist, only 16% had "no religion" (would this still be true in the 90s?). Martin Also raises the question of the growth of the Evangelical "House Churches" - growing, but not counted, as they worship at home.

Demereth and Hammond(1982) ask whether church attendance and religious belief are synonymous - people of high statis may feel obliged to be seen to worship, othersa may feel embarrassed. Note also the recent growth in smaller (uncounted) sects, e.g. Jehovah's witnesses, Mormons, Krishna Consciousness. Finally, what of the enormous impact of Islam in some areas of Britain - Bradford alone has some 28 Mosques. There is a growing movement for Moslem and Jewish schools.

Source: http://www.hewett.norfolk.sch.uk/curric/soc/religion/sec.htm



2. Desacrilisation of the world is where scientific and rational explanations take precedence over religious faith. This includes a) the rise of rationality b) the development of an anti-emotional logical ethic and c) the rise of science and technology.

3. See box:

	   It is difficult to imagine macro and micro social formations without intervening middle-range structural and cultural connections, such as those illustrated above as cross-sectoral links. Vigorous and vital public religion is to be found not only among Protestant Evangelicals in the U.S. and in the American Roman Catholic Conference of Bishops, but also among the national Catholic conferences in Poland, Brazil, and Spain (Casanova, 1994). Outside of the Western world, public religion is manifest certainly in India, where electoral politics was recently dominated by a Hindu party; in Sri Lanka, where religious hostility is an axis of civil war; and Japan, where the Sokka Gakki "Clean Government Party" never polls a majority but is always an essential parliamentary coalition partner. Even more obvious is the revitalized public religion sweeping the Islamic world (regarding the latter, see Moaddel, 1996). 

    In the West, however, if God is gaining political voice, it is a God who must speak in nonsectarian and non-doctrinal language--as neosecularization theorists properly note (Yamane, 1997:118-119). Religious judicatories enter public and political life with greater vigor, voice, and public sanction for doing so, but they succeed only by de-emphasizing the hallmark of religion as it was understood in the early modern period: organizational exclusiveness and doctrinal distinctiveness based on specifically religious beliefs. These early modern emphases enabled the differentiation of bureaucratically organized religions (driven by expert knowledge) to become distinct from other institutional spheres and competing religious judicatories. 

    But if the voice of religious actors and judicatories is not distinctively religious when they enter public life with such vigor, how do they speak today? In a telling example, a Moral Majority lobbyist reported to a researcher: "We can't afford to say, 'God settled it, that's it'" (Hertzke, 1988:196). Furthermore, while Catholic laity largely approve of a politically engaged American Bishops' conference and hierarchy, it is also abundantly clear that the hierarchy does not control laity's social consciences. Laity resoundingly reject religious teachings on sexual morality, particularly as embodied in the 1968 Humanae Vitae encyclical, and are not only ready to disobey church doctrines, but demonstrate that in good conscience as Catholics they can dissent while remaining faithful (D'Antonio et al., 1989; Casanova, 1994:205). More generally, public religion has learned to prefer "rights talk" to "God talk" (Yamane 1997:118). 

    We noted above that transnationalization and public mobilization in civil society comes often at the price of disestablishment, whereby religions relinquish claims to particularistic privilege. Certainly, religious political mobilization is directed at containing the influence of strictly state-oriented secularist movements and parties. As Casanova suggests, however, speaking of Catholicism: "The final Catholic recognition of the principle of religious freedom, together with the Church's change of attitude towards the modern secular environment, has led to a fundamental transformation of the Catholic churches. They have ceased being or aspiring to become state compulsory institutions and have become free religious institutions of civil society....As national Catholic churches transfer the defense of their particularist privileges to the human person, "Catholicism becomes mobilized again, this time to defend modern universal rights and the very right of a democratic civil society to exist" (Casanova, 1966:366). There are large parts of the world where this disestablishment process seems not to apply: in Kabul or other strongholds of Shia Islam, in Jersulaem, or in New Dehli, to the extent that conservative religious parties maintain political and cultural hegemony. But we think these cases are hard to maintain faced with the emergence of the late modern world order. The last two cases are particularly problematic.

    In the study of INGOs cited earlier, Boli and Thomas examined the emergence of a global culture and particular values embodied in the multitude of existing INGOs. What they found more analytically defines, we think, the contours of the voices of public religion, at least in the West. These themes include: (1) universalism, (2) individualism, (3) rational voluntaristic authority, (4) human purposes of rationalizing progress, and (5) world citizenship (Boli and Thomas, 1997:180).



"Religion in America, and perhaps much of the world, is not in a state of general decline or public evisceration."


    Observers of religious change often see it as part of globalization processes or as the reconstitution of spirituality, subjectivity, and small groups. Some miss or misunderstand the reinvigorated forms of national public religion often connecting macro and micro processes. But others have examined these in the U.S. and around the world with great clarity (see Wald, 1997; Casanova, 1994). While vigorous re-shaped forms of national public religion exist that utilize churches and religious authorities, they speak with a curiously ambiguous and ambivalent voice. They appeal to secular values and eschew much of the "God talk" that defined the social forms and doctrines characteristic of confessional religion in the early modern period. To some observers (e.g., Carter, 1993) this ambivalence is prima face evidence of the more general decline or evisceration of public religion in America. We think they mistake transformation for decline.

IN CONCLUSION
    Religion in America, and perhaps much of the world, is not in a state of general decline or public evisceration. Rather, those forms and structures identified most specifically with early modernity are all being reshaped, challenged, and in some senses threatened by the processes of emerging late modernity. These include bureaucracies in general, but more specifically nation-states, denominational and confessional religion, national corporations and cities, and distinct scholarly disciplines. Nation-states, for example, find their sovereignty is being challenged both from below and above, by pervasive alienation from the political process, new courtship rituals, scientific advances that challenge authority, global scientific and cultural exchanges, and international banking and money flows, as well their growing inability to control information and secrecy due to the media and new communication technologies.

    As Giddens succinctly observes, "in circumstance of accelerating global integration, the nation-state has become too small for the big problems and too big for the small problems of life" (1990:65). The same, we argue, could be said of the other systems emblematic of early modernity, and specifically of its religious sociocultural forms

Source: http://are.as.wvu.edu/sochange.htm
 (extract only)




4. The modernity thesis says that as societies progress the need for ‘God’ is less – or at the very least ‘religious thinking’. The 1979 Iranian revolution and the rise of the New Right in the USA challenge this argument. The President of Iran and the President of the USA both (allegedly) claim that God/Allah ‘speaks’ to them – the two Presidents/countries are on a collision course.

5. See box:

	Secularisation Theory

Secularisation theory explains that as modern society advances it will become increasingly secular, and religion will become increasingly hollow. Since the rise of science in the 17th Century, sociological commentators have realised that religion may be in a permanent decline, and some have proposed the science and intelligence, both rooted in the Enlightenment, are anathema to religious faith. Karl Marx (1818-1883), Durkheim (1857-1917), Max Weber (1864-1920), the founders of sociology, and William James (lectures from 1901-1902) are four eminent men who all noted this decline. Statistics of religion in Britain show examples of what this long-term decline looks like. 

“The three 'classical' sociological theorists, Marx, Durkheim and Weber [all] thought that the significance of religion would decrease in modern times. Each believed that religion is in a fundamental sense an illusion. The advocates of different faiths may be wholly persuaded of the validity of the beliefs they hold and the rituals in which they participate, yet the very diversity of religions and their obvious connections to different types of society, the three thinkers held, make these claims inherently implausible.” 

"Sociology" by Anthony Giddens, p441



“There is a notion in the air about us that religion is probably only an anachronism, a case of "survival," an atavistic relapse into a mode of thought which humanity in its more enlightened examples has outgrown; and this notion our religious anthropologists at present do little to counteract. This view is so widespread at the present day that I must consider it with some explicitness before I pass to my own conclusions.” 

"The Varieties of Religious Experience" by William James [Book Review], p468-469

Moojan Momen (1999) says there are five ways of looking at secularisation:



1. "Decline of popular involvement in institutionalized religion. This can be seen in the decline in church attendance, with fewer marriages, baptisms and funerals being performed under religious auspuces."

2. "The loss of prestige of religious institutions and symbols" and the decline in influence of religious organisations.

3. "The separation of society from the religious world, so that religion becomes purely personal matter."

4. The loss of the idea of the sacred. "As science increases our understanding of humanity and of the world, the area of 'mystery' and the supernatural decrease."

5. "Religious groups themselves become increasingly concerned with the things of this world rather than the spiritual world." 

Point one is comprehensively illustrated on my page on statistics of religion in Britain. Point five is clearly illustrated by the reaction of modern religionists to secular advance: fundamentalists are much more engaged in the processes of politics than any other religious group in the West. Momen also notes that in Europe, secularisation came to the fore in the nineteenth century: 

“Secularization has gradually permeated the Christian world. It led to the situation in which, by the nineteenth century, Christianity had ceased to have much real influence on the social and political life of Europe. The form was maintained, in that political leaders usually made a great show attending religious ceremonies and were often personally pious. Religion no longer had a role, however, in the shaping of political and social policy. Other considerations and other secular ideologies had taken over. Following the loss of social and political influence, religion became increasingly irrelevant to the lives of ordinary people also.” 

"The Phenomenon Of Religion" by M. Momen 

Source: http://www.vexen.co.uk/religion/secularisation.html



6. In times of anxiety, individuals may send urgent, specific prayers to God
7. See box:

	Post-secularism: A return to the public sphere

During secularization, says Klaus Eder, religion did not disappear completely. It only became invisible to the public sphere. In Europe, this was a result of the two dominant Christian religions – Protestantism and Catholicism – which drove other religious beliefs into the private sphere. He terms the recent return of religion to the public sphere post-secularism.

Giancarlo Bosetti: Prof. Eder, what do you understand by the term "post-secularism"?

Focal Point: Post-secular Europe?


Is religion a public or a private matter? Can there be such a thing as a European Islam? If so, what characterizes it? What role can religion -- or religions -- play when it comes to the emergence of a European solidarity? In a series of articles, Eurozine focuses on post-secular tendencies and religion(s) in the new Europe. 



Klaus Eder: We begin with a paradox: in secular societies like those in Europe, we have a growing religious discourse. On one hand, we speak of secular society, but, on the other hand, more and more people discuss religious matters. The questions that I pose are: what happened in the course of secularization? How are religious voices changing? My response is simple: during secularization, religion did not disappear tout court. It simply disappeared from the public sphere. In other words, the voice of religion was no longer audible, having become a private matter. Today religion is returning to the public sphere. I define this return of religion in the public sphere as "post-secularism".

GB: Questions of visibility: is this then more ostensible rather than real? 

KE: No. What I want to say is that during the secular era (still predominant in Europe), religion did not disappear, but instead took a form that was invisible at a public level. No one talks about religion, and religious groups don't dare to enter the public sphere because they do not feel legitimate. Secularization is nothing more than a phenomenon that has hushed up religion: seizure of land, interventions, censorship in schools. Therefore, religion has left the public sphere and entered the private. But this is not to say that it has disappeared. It has simply become invisible. 

GB: In a certain sense, you are abandoning Weber's classical theory of secularization, or, to be more precise, the idea that as a result of rational processes, religion loses its impact. 

KE: Yes, I refute Weber's thesis because it is a theory that does not take into consideration the fact that religion can change its form of social existence – in this case, change from public to private. In his official theory, Weber places a great deal of importance on rationalization even though he could guess that, at a certain point in the history of secularization, religion would have returned. Weber had this intuition, but did not formulate a precise theory. I would argue that religion is returning to the pre-secular phase, and not by chance. In fact, at a certain point in secularization, religion became confident enough to re-emerge in the public sphere, not with one voice offered by the institutions, but with as many voices as there are individuals. We can observe this in the amount of activity and religious texts on offer. 

GB: But you think one aspect of the traditional theory still holds true: the number of believers is diminishing. 

KE: The religion that is diminishing is that which leans on institutions like the Church – in other words, public religion. My idea is that secularization caused religion to disappear from public spaces and that churches represent a place where people can go to show their faith as a group. In secular societies, people have developed a private religion. This does not mean that there are a small number of believers, but just that there are less who pursue religion publicly and who show their religion in the streets, instead maintaining their faith privately. 

GB: What are the reasons for this return? Is the growth of visibility of religion due to the development of new means of communication? 

KE: One must take a comparative point of view into consideration. In the world, there is only one continent that has gone through a process of secularization: Europe. Neither America, nor Asia, nor Africa. When you speak about secularization, you speak, therefore, only about Europe. Here, individuals were forced to privatize religion because there was only one, maximum two, religious institutions they could turn to: the Catholic Church and the Protestant Church. People did not have the possibility to develop an individual religion or their own ideas, while, at the same time, society diversified. Everyone, from lower to higher classes, followed the same religion. 

GB: Not in the US. 

KE: In the US, religion has remained public thanks to the vast array of options (Presbyterians, Baptists, Catholics, etc.). In Europe, a limited choice has created a crossroads: private religion or public religion. Consequently, this has reinforced the invisibility of religion, which, nevertheless, has now returned to the public sphere. Here we can see, in fact, the face of post-secularism. Private religion is returning strongly and dynamically to public view – at least individually. People dance for the pope and express themselves in many other ways. And Europe is starting to resemble America, but in a much more modern way, because it is less bound to institutional churches. The other contrasting consequence: in this way, the old continent is becoming a fertile region for radical religious opinions and fundamentalisms. 

GB: Is it now necessary to place some limits in order to avoid dangers in the long run, or is post-secularism a positive phenomenon that reinforces liberal societies? In other words, do you agree with John Rawls, who noted the active role of religion in society (for example, in the civil rights movement and earlier in the fight against slavery) and inserted it into his "political liberalism"?

KE: Having public religious convictions means facilitating the integration of religion into liberal democracy, in as much as religion is worked into a continuous dialogue: one is obliged to argue, respond, and justify oneself with more force in public than in private. The permanent debate forces religion to open itself to dialogue, and forces politics to integrate religious themes and opinions into all spheres. The risk of mixing politics and religion is that some politicians could speak of religion as a burden, while some religious leaders could say that politicians represent evil. But the danger does not really exist, since discrediting is part of the normal practice of public life. 

In any case, the normative theories tell us how to live, but I am more orientated towards sociology. I look around and I note what is happening: people are becoming more and more publicly religious. People can be believers and express themselves how they want, not necessarily within institutions – even though they can choose to re-enter them. You can become a Buddhist, or a Pentecostalist, and publicly express it. This is what interests me. 

Source: http://www.eurozine.com/articles/2006-08-17-eder-en.html



8. Hadden; Stark and Martin.

9. See box:

	Is Secularization Inimical to Religion? (Book Notes: Jews and the American Public Square)

Some people believe that religion cannot survive in a secular society. Apparently, the voluntary and personal commitment of individual members isn't sufficient; instead, religion needs the active defense and support of the state. Otherwise, people will find it too easy to drift away from religion. 

In Jews and the American Public Square: Debating Religion and Republic, edited by Alan Mittleman, Robert Licht, & Jonathan D. Sarna, Sarna writes: 

On the one hand, history teaches Jews to favor strict church-state separation as the only defense against a Christian dominated state. Those who emphasize this reading of history think that sooner or later, “so-called non-denominational religious exercises” inevitably acquire “sectarian additions and deviations,” and that “non-denominational” then becomes the majority’s term for what the minority views as decidedly partisan.... 

It’s undeniable that this is exactly what typically happens — not just in America, but elsewhere in the world as well. An important part of the problem, I think, is the fact that members of a religious majority tend to forget what is really “non-denominational” (if there is such a category) and what is special to their own religion or church. It’s easy for a person to assume that the way they do things is the way everyone does things — or at least should do things, if they only understood how to do them properly. 

Even the very term “non-denominational” has a particularly Christian character in that it purports to merely rise above the differences between various Christian “denominations” — but what about other religions? A non-denominational religious perspective might have Christian hymns, Christian prayers to a Christian god (or at least a single generic god), and express Christian ways of looking at the world. All of this would exclude one or many other religious traditions. 

When the state endorses and promotes such “non-denominational” religious exercises, it sends the message that Christian denominations are favored while non-Christian religions are, therefore, disfavored. When non-Christian religions are accorded a second-class status in the eyes of the state, then non-Christians necessarily assume a second-class status. The state is no longer neutral in its dealings with religion; instead, it becomes an advocate of particular religious perspectives — a partner of religion, but not one that any reasonable religion should need, much less want. 

On the other hand, history also teaches Jews to oppose secularization as a force leading to assimilation, social decay, and sometimes to persecution of all religions, Judaism included. Those who emphasize this reading of history welcome appropriate manifestations of religion in American life, and they propose a less absolutist approach to church-state separation — freedom for religion rather than from it. They insist that “support for religion is basic to the American system,” and they fear that completely divorcing religion from national life will result in “a jungle where brute force, cunning, and unbridled passion rule supreme.” 

Only the idea “that wrongdoing is an offense against the divine authority and order,” they argue, can protect society against delinquency and crime. They also point out that Jews, as a small and often persecuted minority, should be wary of setting themselves too far apart from the majority lest anti-Semitism result. 

The perspective described here is one that is being increasingly adopted by conservative and Orthodox Jews; unfortunately, it’s incredibly misguided. There are numerous examples of secular societies where Jews are not persecuted. The real complaint is the one which conservative Christians have — and it’s not that a secular society “oppresses” religious believers. Instead, it’s that a secular society is one where religious believers are not privileged in any way and where there are many alternatives to religion which provide access to social services and things that make them happy without having to rely on religion. 

In essence, the threat posed by secularization to religions like Judaism isn’t the threat of force, but the threat of competition. In traditional religious societies, religion is privileged in a way that makes it a more attractive option — or, sometimes, the only option. Religion provides the only access to schooling, the only access to health care, the only access to food for the hungry, etc. In a secular society, those public goods are provided by secular institutions where religion is not promoted or endorsed. In effect, people are shown that they don’t need religion anymore; over time, the message sinks in and increasing numbers of people abandon organized religion in favor of personalized spirituality or no religion whatsoever. 

This is a threat to religious believers, especially adherents of minority religions which have few enough members to start with. It’s not unreasonable for conservative Jews to endorse the promotion of religion even at the risk that it will turn out to really be the promotion of Christianity because, in the long term, religious Jews may benefit from the privileging of religion even if their actual faith is excluded in many ways from official state endorsements. 

The favoring of even a single religion may, over time, benefit all religions — especially those religions which are at least somewhat similar to the majority faith that is being favored most. Minority religions that are very different, like Santeria or Wicca, aren’t likely to take comfort in such possibilities though. I wonder if the Jews who endorse the above position ever think about that — or, if they do, much care. 

  

Source: http://atheism.about.com/b/2006/06/23/is-secularization-inimical-to-religion-book-notes-jews-and-the-american-public-square.htm



10. See box:

	Secularism vs Secularization: What's the Difference? Why Do People Confuse Them?

From Austin Cline,


Excluding Religion from Social & Political Affairs to Create a Secular Sphere

Although secularism and secularization are closely related, they nevertheless differ because they do not necessarily offer the same answer to the question of the role of religion in society. Secularism argues generally for a sphere of knowledge, values, and action that is independent of religious authority, but it does not necessarily exclude religion from having any authority over political and social affairs. Secularization, however, is a process which does involve such an exclusion. 

During the process of secularization, institutions throughout society - economic, political, and social - are removed from the control of religion. At times this control might have been direct, with ecclesiastical authorities also having authority over the operation of these institutions - for example, when priests are in charge of the nation's only school system.

Other times, the control might have been indirect, with religious principles constituting the basis for how things are run, such as when religion is used to define citizenship. 

Whatever the case may be, either those institutions are simply taken away from religious authorities and handed over to political leaders, or competing alternatives are created alongside the religious institutions. The independence of these institutions in turn allow individuals themselves to be more independent of ecclesiastical authorities - no longer are they required to submit to religious leaders outside of the confines of a church or temple. 

A practical consequence of secularization is the separation of church and state - in fact, the two are so closely associated that they are almost interchangeable in practice, with people often using the phrase "separation of church and state" rather than secularization. Nevertheless, secularization is actually a process that occurs across all of society, whereas the separation of church and state is simply a description of what occurs in the political sphere. 

What the separation of church and state means in the process of secularization is that specifically political institutions - those associated with varying levels of public government and administration - are removed from both direct and indirect religious control. It does not mean that religious organizations cannot have anything to say about public and political issues, but it does mean that those views cannot be imposed upon the public, nor can they be used as the sole basis for public policy. The government must, in effect, be as neutral as possible with respect to divergent and incompatible religious beliefs, neither hindering nor advancing any of them. 

Although it is possible for the process of secularization to proceed smoothly and peacefully, in reality that has often not been the case. History has shown that ecclesiastical authorities who have wielded temporal power have not readily handed over that power to local governments, especially when those authorities have been closely associated with conservative political forces. As a consequence, secularization has often accompanied political revolutions. Church and state were separated in France after a violent revolution; in America the separation proceeded more smoothly, but nevertheless only after a revolution and creation of a new government. 

Of course, secularism has not always been so neutral in its intent. At no point is it necessarily anti-religious, but secularism does frequently promote and encourage the process of secularization itself. A person becomes a secularist at the very least because he believes in the need for a secular sphere alongside the religious sphere, but more likely than not he also believes in the superiority of the secular sphere, at least when it comes to certain social issues. 

Thus, the difference between secularism and secularization is that secularism is more of a philosophical position about the way things should be, while secularization is the effort to implement that philosophy - forcibly, if necessary. Religious institutions may continue to voice opinions about public matters, but their actual authority and power are restricted entirely to the private domain: people who conform their behavior to the values of those religious institutions do so voluntarily, with neither encouragement nor discouragement emanating from the state.

Source: http://atheism.about.com/od/secularismseparation/a/Secularization.htm




11. Islamic countries.
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