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ABSTRACT 

This comparative legal study examines constitutional provisions governing secularism in four major democracies 

the United States, France, India, and Turkey and analyzes their impact on community harmony and religious 

coexistence. The research employs doctrinal methodology, examining constitutional texts, statutory provisions, 

and landmark judicial pronouncements to understand how different secular models influence interfaith relations. 

The study reveals that while the United States adopts a non-establishment clause approach, France implements 

strict laïcité, India practices positive secularism with state intervention, and Turkey follows Kemalist laiklik with 

active state control of religion. The analysis demonstrates that constitutional secularism, regardless of its variant, 

serves as a fundamental mechanism for maintaining pluralistic societies. However, the effectiveness of these 

provisions depends significantly on their contextual application, judicial interpretation, and societal acceptance. 

The research concludes that constitutional guarantees alone are insufficient; sustained commitment to secular 

principles through institutional mechanisms and civic education remains essential for promoting lasting 

community harmony in religiously diverse democracies. 

Keywords: Secularism, Constitutional Provisions, Community Harmony, Comparative Constitutional Law, 

Religious Freedom 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The relationship between religion and state constitutes one of the most enduring challenges facing contemporary 

democracies. In an increasingly interconnected world characterized by religious pluralism and cultural diversity, 

constitutional provisions governing religion-state relations have emerged as critical determinants of social 

cohesion and community harmony. The principle of secularism, embedded within constitutional frameworks 

across various democracies, represents a foundational commitment to religious neutrality, equality, and freedom. 

Secular constitutional democracies operate on the premise that the state should maintain equidistance from all 

religions, neither favoring nor discriminating against any particular faith tradition. This constitutional commitment 

serves multiple objectives: protecting individual religious freedom, ensuring equality before law regardless of 
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religious affiliation, preventing religious dominance in political affairs, and fostering an inclusive public sphere 

where citizens of all faiths can participate equally.1 

The contemporary relevance of this subject cannot be overstated. Across the globe, religious tensions continue to 

threaten social fabric, manifesting in communal violence, discriminatory policies, and political polarization along 

religious lines. In this context, constitutional provisions governing secularism function as both shield and sword—

protecting religious minorities from majoritarian excess while simultaneously creating space for diverse faith 

traditions to coexist peacefully. Different constitutional traditions have developed distinct approaches to 

secularism. The American model, rooted in the First Amendment's dual protection of religious freedom and non-

establishment,2 differs markedly from French laïcité's emphatic separation of church and state.3 India's 

constitutional secularism embraces positive state intervention to reform religious practices and protect minority 

rights,4 while Turkey's Kemalist laiklik represents an assertive state-controlled secularism born from revolutionary 

transformation.5 Understanding these variations and their practical implications for community harmony requires 

rigorous comparative analysis grounded in constitutional texts, statutory frameworks, and judicial interpretations. 

This research undertakes such comparative examination, analyzing how constitutional provisions shape religious 

pluralism and interfaith relations across four major secular democracies. By examining both textual provisions 

and their operational realities, the study seeks to illuminate the complex relationship between constitutional design 

and social outcomes in religiously diverse societies. 

II. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

The present research pursues the following specific objectives: 

1. To analyze and compare constitutional provisions governing secularism in the United States, France, 

India, and Turkey, examining their textual formulations, historical evolution, and doctrinal foundations. 

2. To evaluate the impact of these constitutional frameworks on community harmony, religious 

coexistence, and social cohesion through examination of judicial interpretations, statutory 

implementations, and empirical indicators of interfaith relations. 

III. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF SECULARISM 

Before examining specific constitutional provisions, establishing a clear conceptual framework of secularism 

proves essential. Secularism, as a constitutional principle, does not possess universal definition; rather, it manifests 

in varied forms across different jurisdictions, each reflecting unique historical trajectories, cultural contexts, and 

                                                             
1 Jean L. Cohen, Rethinking Political Secularism and the American Model of Constitutional Dualism, in 

RELIGION, SECULARISM, AND CONSTITUTIONAL DEMOCRACY (Jean L. Cohen & Cécile Laborde 
eds., Columbia University Press 2016). 

2 U.S. CONST. amend. I. 
3 CONST. art. 1 (1958) (Fr.) ("La France est une République indivisible, laïque, démocratique et sociale"). 
4 S.R. Bommai v. Union of India, (1994) 3 SCC 1, 145 (India). 
5 Secularism in Turkey, Mustafa Kemal Atatürk's Reforms (1923-1938). 
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political philosophies. At its core, constitutional secularism embodies three fundamental elements: (a) separation 

between religious and political authority; (b) equal treatment of all religions by the state; and (c) protection of 

individual religious liberty.6 However, the manner in which these elements are balanced and implemented varies 

considerably across jurisdictions. 

Western constitutional thought traditionally distinguishes between "separation models" and "accommodation 

models" of secularism. The former emphasizes strict compartmentalization between religious and governmental 

spheres, exemplified by French laïcité and American separationism. The latter permits controlled interaction 

between state and religious institutions while maintaining governmental neutrality, as seen in certain European 

constitutional systems.7 Indian constitutional scholarship, by contrast, has developed the concept of "positive 

secularism" or "principled distance," wherein the state maintains neither rigid separation nor uncritical non-

interference but engages with religion to reform oppressive practices while respecting religious autonomy in 

matters of faith and worship.8 This approach recognizes that passive neutrality may perpetuate religious-based 

inequalities and that limited state intervention serves the larger constitutional goal of achieving substantive 

equality. 

IV. CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS: A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

A. United States of America: The First Amendment Framework 

The constitutional foundation of American secularism rests upon the First Amendment to the United States 

Constitution, adopted in 1791 as part of the Bill of Rights. The Religion Clauses provide: "Congress shall make 

no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof."9 This dual formulation 

creates what constitutional scholars term a "double security" mechanism—preventing both governmental control 

of religion and religious control of government.10 

1. The Establishment Clause 

The Establishment Clause prohibits governmental establishment of religion and, through judicial interpretation, 

has been understood to forbid government actions that unduly favor one religion over another or religion over 

non-religion. The precise scope of this prohibition has generated substantial jurisprudential debate, with the 

Supreme Court employing various analytical frameworks over time. In Lemon v. Kurtzman (1971), the Supreme 

Court articulated a three-pronged test for evaluating Establishment Clause challenges: governmental action must 

have a secular legislative purpose; its principal or primary effect must neither advance nor inhibit religion; and it 

                                                             
6 Rajeev Bhargava, Is European Secularism Secular Enough?, in RELIGION, SECULARISM, AND 
CONSTITUTIONAL DEMOCRACY 157-181 (Columbia University Press 2016). 
7 Christian Joppke, Pluralism vs. Pluralism: Islam and Christianity in the European Court of Human Rights, in 
RELIGION, SECULARISM, AND CONSTITUTIONAL DEMOCRACY (Columbia University Press 2016). 
8 S.R. Bommai v. Union of India, (1994) 3 SCC 1 (India); Rajeev Bhargava, SECULARISM AND ITS CRITICS 
(Oxford University Press 1998). 
9 U.S. CONST. amend. I. 
10 Everson v. Board of Education, 330 U.S. 1, 15-16 (1947). 
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must not foster excessive entanglement between government and religion.11 While the Lemon test has faced 

criticism and modification in subsequent decisions, it represents a foundational attempt to operationalize the non-

establishment principle. 

The Establishment Clause jurisprudence reflects an ongoing tension between separationist and accommodationist 

interpretations. Recent Supreme Court decisions have moved toward greater accommodation of religious 

expression in public spaces, as evidenced in Town of Greece v. Galloway (2014), which upheld legislative prayer 

practices.12 

2. The Free Exercise Clause 

Complementing the Establishment Clause, the Free Exercise Clause protects individual religious liberty against 

governmental interference. This protection extends to both religious belief, which receives absolute constitutional 

protection, and religious conduct, which may be subject to reasonable regulation serving compelling governmental 

interests. The Supreme Court's Free Exercise jurisprudence underwent significant evolution in Employment 

Division v. Smith (1990), which held that generally applicable, religiously neutral laws need not accommodate 

religious practices.13 This decision sparked legislative response in the form of the Religious Freedom Restoration 

Act, reflecting ongoing dialogue between constitutional interpretation and legislative policy-making in the realm 

of religious liberty. 

B. France: Laïcité and the 1905 Separation Law 

French constitutional secularism finds its most definitive expression in the Law of December 9, 1905, concerning 

the Separation of Churches and the State.14 This landmark legislation established the constitutional principle of 

laïcité, which, though not explicitly mentioned in the 1905 law's text, became constitutionally enshrined in Article 

1 of the Constitution of 1946 and subsequently the Constitution of 1958.15 

1. Constitutional Text and Legislative Framework 

Article 1 of the French Constitution of 1958 declares: "France shall be an indivisible, secular (laïque), democratic 

and social Republic. It shall ensure the equality of all citizens before the law, without distinction of origin, race 

or religion. It shall respect all beliefs."16 This constitutional commitment translates into three operational 

principles derived from the 1905 law: neutrality of the state, freedom of religious exercise, and public powers 

related to religious matters.17 Article 2 of the 1905 Law provides that "the Republic neither recognizes, nor 

                                                             
11 Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602, 612-13 (1971). 
12 Town of Greece v. Galloway, 572 U.S. 565 (2014). 
13 Employment Division v. Smith, 494 U.S. 872 (1990). 
14 Loi du 9 décembre 1905, supra note 2. 
15 CONST. art. 1 (1946) (Fr.); CONST. art. 1 (1958) (Fr.). 
16 CONST. art. 1 (1958) (Fr.). 
17 Loi du 9 décembre 1905, supra note 2, arts. 1-2. 
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employs, nor subsidizes any religion."18 This principle of non-recognition extends beyond mere non-establishment 

to encompass a comprehensive separation wherein the state abstains from involvement in religious affairs while 

guaranteeing religious freedom within the private sphere. 

2. Evolution and Contemporary Application 

The French model of laïcité distinguishes itself through its emphatic relegation of religion to the private sphere. 

Unlike American separationism, which permits robust religious expression in public spaces, French laïcité 

maintains stricter boundaries on religious manifestation in public institutions, particularly in state-funded schools 

and governmental offices.19 This approach has generated significant controversy in the context of Islamic religious 

practices, particularly regarding the wearing of headscarves (hijab) in public schools. The 2004 law prohibiting 

conspicuous religious symbols in public schools represents laïcité's application to contemporary religious 

diversity challenges.20 Critics argue this interpretation of laïcité transforms religious neutrality into active 

restriction of religious expression, particularly impacting religious minorities. 

C. India: Positive Secularism and the Constitutional Guarantees 

The Indian Constitution, adopted in 1950, embodies a distinctive model of secularism that permits, indeed 

requires, state engagement with religion to advance constitutional objectives of equality and social justice. 

Although the term "secular" was explicitly incorporated into the Preamble only through the 42nd Amendment in 

1976,21 the Supreme Court has consistently held that secularism formed part of the Constitution's basic structure 

from its inception.22 

1. Constitutional Provisions 

Articles 25 through 30 of the Indian Constitution establish a comprehensive framework for religious freedom and 

minority rights. Article 25 guarantees to all persons "freedom of conscience and the right freely to profess, practise 

and propagate religion," subject to public order, morality, health, and other Fundamental Rights provisions.23 

Critically, Article 25(2) empowers the state to regulate secular activities associated with religion and to undertake 

social reform measures.24 Article 26 guarantees religious denominations the right to establish and maintain 

institutions, manage their affairs, own property, and administer assets according to law.25 Articles 27 and 28 

prohibit compulsory payment of taxes for promotion of any particular religion and religious instruction in state-

                                                             
18 Id. art. 2 ("La République ne reconnaît, ne salarie ni ne subventionne aucun culte"). 
19 T. Jeremy Gunn, Religious Freedom and Laïcité: A Comparison of the United States and France, 2 BYU L. 
REV. 419, 442-447 (2004). 
20 Loi n° 2004-228 du 15 mars 2004 encadrant, en application du principe de laïcité, le port de signes ou de tenues 
manifestant une appartenance religieuse dans les écoles [Law No. 2004-228 of March 15, 2004]. 
21 INDIA CONST., Preamble (as amended by Constitution (Forty-Second Amendment) Act, 1976). 
22 S.R. Bommai v. Union of India, (1994) 3 SCC 1 (India). 
23 INDIA CONST. art. 25(1). 
24 INDIA CONST. art. 25(2). 
25 INDIA CONST. art. 26. 
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funded educational institutions.26 Articles 29 and 30 provide special protections for religious and linguistic 

minorities, including the right to establish and administer educational institutions.27 

2. Judicial Interpretation: The Bommai Doctrine 

The Supreme Court's decision in S.R. Bommai v. Union of India (1994) represents the most authoritative judicial 

exposition on constitutional secularism's meaning and scope.28 The nine-judge bench emphatically declared 

secularism a basic feature of the Constitution, holding that "in matters of State, religion has no place" and that 

"any State government which pursues unsecular policies or unsecular course of action acts contrary to the 

constitutional mandate." The Court articulated secularism as "more than a passive attitude of religious tolerance" 

but rather "a positive concept of equal treatment of all religions." This formulation permits the state to intervene 

in religious practices to eliminate discriminatory or oppressive elements while respecting the essential religious 

character of faith traditions. The Bommai decision also established that mixing religion with politics violates 

constitutional secularism, providing grounds for governmental action under Article 356. 

3. The Doctrine of Essential Religious Practices 

Indian courts have developed the "essential religious practices" doctrine to balance religious freedom against other 

constitutional values. Under this doctrine, only those practices integral to a religion's core beliefs receive 

constitutional protection under Article 25, while non-essential practices may be regulated or reformed by the 

state.29 This approach enables the state to undertake progressive social reform, such as prohibiting untouchability 

or opening Hindu temples to all castes, while preserving religious autonomy in matters of doctrine and worship. 

D. Turkey: Kemalist Laiklik and State-Controlled Secularism 

Turkish constitutional secularism represents a unique model born from revolutionary transformation of an Islamic 

empire into a secular republic. The constitutional principle of laiklik (laicism) reflects Mustafa Kemal Atatürk's 

vision of modernization through radical separation of religion from political and public life.30 

1. Historical Evolution and Constitutional Framework 

The 1924 Constitution originally declared Islam as the state religion. However, this provision was removed by 

constitutional amendment on April 10, 1928, marking a crucial step toward secularization.31 The principle of 

laiklik was explicitly incorporated into the Turkish Constitution through amendment on February 5, 1937, 

declaring Turkey a secular state.32 The current Constitution of 1982 maintains this secular commitment. Article 2 

                                                             
26 INDIA CONST. arts. 27-28. 
27 INDIA CONST. arts. 29-30. 
28 S.R. Bommai v. Union of India, (1994) 3 SCC 1 (India). 
29 Commissioner, Hindu Religious Endowments, Madras v. Sri Lakshmindra Thirtha Swamiar, AIR 1954 SC 282 
(India). 
30 TURK. CONST. art. 2 (1982). 
31 Constitutional Amendment of April 10, 1928 (Turkey). 
32 Constitutional Amendment of February 5, 1937 (Turkey). 



ISSN: 2249-7196 

IJMRR/July-Sep. 2025/ Volume 15/Issue 3/106-115 

Bhabal Pundlik Vijay / International Journal of Management Research & Review 

112 
 

declares: "The Republic of Turkey is a democratic, secular and social state governed by the rule of law."33 Article 

24 guarantees freedom of conscience, religious belief and conviction, while simultaneously prohibiting 

exploitation or abuse of religion for political purposes.34 

2. Distinctive Features of Turkish Laiklik 

Turkish secularism differs markedly from other models in its assertive state control over religious affairs. Unlike 

the American or French models that seek state non-involvement in religion, Turkish laiklik establishes the 

Presidency of Religious Affairs (Diyanet), a governmental body responsible for "executing works concerning the 

beliefs, worship, and ethics of Islam, enlightening the public about their religion, and administering sacred 

worshipping places."35 This institutional arrangement reflects Turkey's concept of "active neutrality"—the state 

neither recognizes nor privileges any religion officially, but exercises regulatory control over religious expression 

and institutions.36 Critics argue this approach conflates secularism with state domination of religion rather than 

genuine separation, particularly given Diyanet's exclusive focus on Sunni Islam. 

3. Kemalist Reforms and Contemporary Challenges 

Atatürk's revolutionary reforms comprehensively restructured Turkish society's relationship with Islam. These 

included abolishing the caliphate (1924), closing religious seminaries and courts (1924), banning religious orders 

(1925), adopting secular civil and penal codes (1926), removing Islam as the state religion from the constitution 

(1928), and implementing the Latin alphabet (1928).37 These reforms aimed to create a thoroughly secular public 

sphere modeled on European patterns. Contemporary Turkey has witnessed significant tension over laiklik's 

proper meaning and application. The rise of political Islam under the Justice and Development Party (AKP) since 

2002 has challenged strict Kemalist secularism, generating debates over religious expression in public spaces, the 

headscarf ban in universities, and the proper relationship between Islamic values and Turkish identity.38 These 

controversies demonstrate the ongoing contestation over secular constitutional principles in societies with deep 

religious traditions. 

V. IMPACT ON COMMUNITY HARMONY: A COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT 

A. Theoretical Framework: Linking Constitutional Provisions to Social Outcomes 

Constitutional provisions do not operate in isolation; their impact on community harmony depends upon multiple 

mediating factors including judicial enforcement, administrative implementation, political leadership, and societal 

                                                             
33 TURK. CONST. art. 2 (1982). 
34 TURK. CONST. art. 24 (1982). 
35 Law No. 633 on the Establishment and Functions of the Presidency of Religious Affairs (Turkey, 1965). 
36 Cemal Karakas, Turkey: Islam and Laicism Between the Interests of State, Politics and Society, PRIF REPORT 
NO. 78, PEACE RESEARCH INSTITUTE FRANKFURT (2007). 
37 ATATÜRK'S REFORMS (1923-1938); Kemalism, Six Arrows Principles incorporated into Constitution in 

1937. 
38 M. Hakan Yavuz, Understanding Turkish Secularism in the 21st Century: A Contextual Roadmap, 19 

SOUTHEAST EUR. & BLACK SEA STUD. 55-78 (2019). 
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acceptance. The relationship between constitutional text and social reality proves complex, influenced by 

historical legacies, demographic compositions, and prevailing political cultures. Community harmony, in this 

context, encompasses several measurable dimensions: absence of communal violence; equal participation of 

religious groups in political and economic life; mutual respect and tolerance among different faith communities; 

institutional mechanisms for addressing religious grievances; and civic solidarity transcending religious 

identities.39 

B. United States: Religious Pluralism and the Challenge of Equal Treatment 

The American constitutional framework has generally succeeded in maintaining religious pluralism within a 

largely peaceful social order. The dual protection of non-establishment and free exercise has created space for 

remarkable religious diversity, with the United States hosting adherents of virtually every world religion alongside 

numerous indigenous faith traditions. However, the American model faces persistent challenges. The principle of 

governmental neutrality has not prevented periods of religious intolerance, from anti-Catholic sentiment in the 

19th century to contemporary Islamophobia. The Supreme Court's inconsistent application of Establishment 

Clause doctrine has generated uncertainty about permissible governmental interaction with religion. Recent 

decisions expanding religious exemptions from generally applicable laws raise concerns about religious privilege 

undermining civil rights protections, particularly regarding LGBTQ+ equality and reproductive rights. 

Nevertheless, the First Amendment framework has provided effective mechanisms for religious minorities to 

challenge discriminatory treatment. Judicial enforcement of the Religion Clauses has protected unpopular 

religious groups, from Jehovah's Witnesses to Muslims, against majoritarian prejudice. This legal protection, 

combined with America's strong tradition of religious voluntarism, has generally fostered interfaith coexistence 

despite episodic tensions. 

C. France: Laïcité and the Integration Challenge 

The French model of laïcité has faced significant challenges in the context of religious diversity, particularly 

regarding the integration of Muslim populations. While laïcité historically served to neutralize Catholic Church 

influence and create a secular public sphere, its contemporary application has disproportionately affected Muslim 

religious practices. The 2004 law banning conspicuous religious symbols in public schools, though formally 

neutral, has primarily impacted Muslim girls wearing headscarves. Similarly, the 2010 law prohibiting face-

covering in public spaces targets the niqab worn by some Muslim women. Critics argue that such legislation 

transforms laïcité from a principle protecting religious freedom into a mechanism restricting religious expression, 

particularly for visible minorities. 

These tensions have contributed to social fragmentation, with some French Muslims perceiving laïcité as 

discriminatory rather than neutral. The challenge of integrating Muslim populations within the laïcité framework 

                                                             
39 Samuel Moyn, Religious Freedom and the Fate of Secularism, in RELIGION, SECULARISM, AND 

CONSTITUTIONAL DEMOCRACY 73-94 (Columbia University Press 2016). 
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remains a central issue in French political discourse, demonstrating the difficulties of applying historically-rooted 

secular principles to changed demographic realities. Nonetheless, laïcité has established a framework for 

governmental neutrality that, at its best, treats all religions equally and prevents religious domination of public 

institutions. The principle continues to command broad support across the French political spectrum, reflecting 

deep commitment to secular governance. 

D. India: Secularism, Pluralism, and Communal Tensions 

India's constitutional secularism confronts perhaps the world's most complex religious demography, 

encompassing Hindus (approximately 80% of the population), Muslims (14%), Christians, Sikhs, Buddhists, 

Jains, and others. The Constitution's commitment to religious freedom and equality has enabled this extraordinary 

diversity to coexist within a democratic framework, though not without significant challenges. The Indian model's 

distinctive feature permitting state intervention in religious practices for social reform has enabled progressive 

legislation such as prohibiting untouchability, opening Hindu temples to all castes, and reforming discriminatory 

personal laws. The Supreme Court's robust enforcement of secular principles, particularly in the Bommai decision, 

has constrained governmental exploitation of religion for political purposes. 

However, India continues experiencing periodic communal violence, most tragically exemplified by the 2002 

Gujarat riots. The rise of Hindu nationalism and controversies over religious sites, conversion, and personal laws 

have strained interfaith relations. Critics argue that India's practice of secularism has often diverged from 

constitutional ideals, with political parties exploiting religious identities for electoral gain despite the Bommai 

doctrine's clear prohibition. Nevertheless, Indian constitutional secularism has provided critical protections for 

religious minorities and maintained the legal framework for religious coexistence. The Constitution's minority 

rights provisions (Articles 29-30) have enabled religious groups to preserve their distinct identities while 

participating fully in national life. Judicial intervention has repeatedly affirmed secular principles against 

majoritarian pressures, demonstrating the importance of constitutional guarantees backed by independent 

judiciary. 

E. Turkey: The Secular-Religious Divide 

Turkey's experience illustrates both the achievements and limitations of state-imposed secularism. Kemalist 

laiklik successfully transformed Turkey from a religious empire into a secular republic, modernizing legal 

systems, educational institutions, and social practices. For decades, strict secularism prevented theocratic 

governance and maintained Turkey's orientation toward Western democratic models. However, the assertive 

nature of Turkish laiklik generated significant social tensions. The prohibition on headscarves in universities and 

governmental offices alienated religiously conservative citizens, who viewed such restrictions as infringement of 

religious freedom rather than protection of secularism. The military's self-appointed role as guardian of Kemalist 

principles, including intervention through coups to preserve secularism, undermined democratic consolidation. 

The contemporary relaxation of strict Kemalist laiklik under the AKP government reflects popular backlash 

against overly restrictive secular policies. However, this has created new concerns about erosion of secular 
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principles and potential Islamization of Turkish politics and society. The ongoing contestation over laiklik's 

meaning demonstrates the challenge of maintaining secular governance in societies with strong religious identities 

and traditions. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

This comparative analysis shows that constitutional approaches to secularism significantly shape religious 

pluralism and communal harmony across diverse democracies. Each model American non-establishment, French 

laïcité, Indian positive secularism, and Turkish laiklik reflects distinct historical contexts and offers unique 

strengths and limitations. While constitutional guarantees of religious equality and freedom provide essential 

safeguards against majoritarian dominance, their effectiveness depends heavily on consistent enforcement, 

particularly through independent judiciaries capable of upholding neutrality and protecting minority rights. The 

study underscores that secularism must balance religious liberty, state neutrality, equality, and protection from 

religious-based harm, requiring context-sensitive interpretation rather than rigid application. It further highlights 

that constitutional provisions alone cannot ensure communal harmony; political leadership, civic culture, social 

conditions, and historical experiences play crucial mediating roles. As societies evolve, secular frameworks must 

be dynamically interpreted to address emerging forms of religious diversity. Ultimately, constitutional secularism 

aims not to diminish religion but to secure a democratic space where people of all faiths can coexist as equals. Its 

continued evolution remains vital for fostering harmonious pluralism in an era marked by rising religious 

nationalism and communal tensions. 

 


