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ТЕОРИЯ КОММУНИКАТИВНОГО ДЕЙСТВИЯ  
И ИДЕЯ ПОСТСЕКУЛЯРНОГО ОБЩЕСТВА ХАБЕРМАСА:  
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Аннотация. Эксплицируются основные положения теории коммуникативного действия Хабермаса и подчеркива­
ется, что она органично сопрягается с его идеями о роли политической публичной сферы в развитии демократических 
основ и институтов западных обществ. Отмечается, что перспективным выходом из тупиков радикально секуляри­
зированных социумов может стать идея постсекулярного общества Хабермаса. Выявляются социально-конструктив­
ные, идеологически ангажированные и утопические стороны идей и концепций коммуникативной рациональности, 
делиберативной демократии, постсекулярного общества. Осмысляется практика модернизации современного Китая, 
характерные для него технологии социального управления и духовные традиции взаимопроникновения светских 
и религиозных компонентов в культурной жизни.
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Abstract. The article explicates the fundamental tenets of Habermas’ theory of communicative action, emphasising its 
organic alignment with his ideas on the role of the political public sphere in the development of democratic foundations 
and institutions in Western societies. It notes that Habermas’ idea of a post-secular society may offer a promising way out  
of the impasses of radically secularised societies. The article explores the socially constructive, ideologically engaged,  
and utopian aspects of the ideas and concepts of communicative rationality, deliberative democracy, and post-secular society. 
It also examines the modernisation practices of contemporary China, its characteristic technologies of social governance, and 
the spiritual traditions of the interpenetration of secular and religious components in the cultural life.
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Introduction

As a leading figure in contemporary Western Mar
xism, Jurgen Habermas introduced the concept of a post- 
secular society in response to the pressing existential 
challenges of modernity. This concept addresses the 
paradox of an increasingly secularised society in which 
religion persists and even strengthens. His theory cri
tically examines and systematises the relationship bet
ween secular rationality, democratic constitutionalism, 
and religious belief, advocating for either a recogni­
tion or a reconstruction of traditional understandings. 
In essence, this represents a critique of the conven­
tional secular worldview, offering a renewed theoreti­
cal perspective on the self-evident realities of contem­
porary society [1, p. 8].

The theoretical and practical manifestations of Mar
xism’s Sinicisation within contemporary Chinese so­
cialism share methodological and strategic affinities 
with neo-Marxist innovations in Marxist theory and 

practice. Thus, it can be considered a Sinicized ver­
sion of neo-Marxism. Examining Habermas’ concept 
of a post-secular society through the lens of a Sinicised 
neo-Marxism not only expands the scope of its concep­
tual connotations and applicable social contexts but also 
fosters deeper reflections on the relationship between 
science and religion, secular rationality and religious 
belief, within the trajectory of China’s modernisation. 
This approach represents a new interpretative perspec­
tive on Habermas’ theory, an intellectual inquiry into 
the Sinicization of Marxism, and a deeper engagement 
with neo-Marxist thought. Given this, the present study 
aims to analyse the Chinese adaptation of neo-Marxism  
through the lens of J. Habermas’ concept of a post-secu
lar society. Based on this analysis, it will further explore 
the value and limitations of J. Habermas’ concept of 
a post-secular society from the perspective of the Chi­
nese adaptation of neo-Marxism.

The public sphere as a field of rational communicative action

Since its inception, Marxism has also been interpre
ted within the domain of Western philosophical thought, 
primarily through the lens of Western philosophical tra­
ditions, methodologies, and conceptual frameworks. 
This interpretation, known in Chinese academia as 
«Western Marxism», approaches Marxism systematically 
from the standpoint of Western philosophical traditions 
and their modern developments. Although fundamen­
tally aligned with the traditions of social democracy 
or reformism (and having distanced itself from classi­
cal Marxism as early as the Second International) it has 
nevertheless proposed critical perspectives on classical 
Marxism and introduced theoretical innovations rooted 
in contemporary social realities. These contributions  
provide valuable insights for the further Sinicisation 
and innovative development of Marxism. Among con­
temporary Western Marxists, J. Habermas stands out 
as the most influential figure and is widely regarded as 
one of the most prominent philosophers of our time. His 
thought is intricate and profound, and among his many 
contributions, his concept of a post-secular society has 
had a particularly significant impact, serving as a crucial 
framework for understanding his philosophy and ideas.

Rational definition of the public sphere by J. Ha
bermas. As a prominent figure of the Frankfurt school 
and a leading representative of neo-Marxism, J. Haber­
mas developed a complex and profound intellectual sys­
tem. Building upon and advancing Kantian philosophy, 
he defended the categorisation of science and religion 
as outlined by I. Kant and upheld the legitimacy of the 
Enlightenment. J. Habermas argued that while huma
nity’s scientific exploration of the unknown in nature 
is immensely valuable, it remains inherently limited. 
The modernity grounded in scientific discourse and va
lues, he asserted, is still an «unfinished project». Nota­

bly, his theory of communicative action offers a power­
ful critique of postmodernist trends that have exerted 
significant influence in contemporary Western thought 
[2, p. 10].

The theory of communicative action also reflects 
J. Habermas’ original epistemological insights. From 
an epistemological standpoint, he adhered to the idea 
of human cognitive interests, arguing that all know
ledge originates from human interests. This laid the 
theoretical foundation for his rationalist construction 
of communicative action theory. His rationally grounded  
theory embraces a consistent universalism, not direc
ted toward any specific nation, ethnicity, or particular 
group, but instead rooted in reflections on the human 
condition and its future. The premise of his concern for 
common human issues lies in humanism, specifically 
a strong endorsement of the bourgeois doctrine of hu­
man rights. Therefore, while J. Habermas holds that 
secular democratic constitutionalism is worthy of re­
spect, he contends that when politics conflicts with hu­
man rights, the universal value of the latter must prevail 
[3, p. 126]. From this universalist perspective, J. Haber­
mas’ theory of communicative action and his concept 
of the public sphere, along with his reflections on sci­
ence, social critique, and his efforts to reconstruct En­
lightenment rationality, have had a profound impact 
on contemporary Western philosophical discourse.

Rationally based public sphere and the construc-
tion of idea of a post-secular society. J. Habermas’ 
formulation of the concept of a post-secular society 
is rooted in a concrete socio-historical context. Since 
the advent of capitalism, the apparent conflict between 
secular rationality and religious faith has seemingly 
driven the process of modernisation, in which secula
risation was expected to advance alongside scientific  
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progress and globalisation. Over the past two centu­
ries, it was widely assumed that secularisation would 
manifest as the gradual decline of religious influence. 
However, in contemporary reality, religious forces have 
not only failed to wane but also have, in certain regions, 
undergone a resurgence. Even in countries and regions 
where religious influence has traditionally been wea
ker, religious or quasi-religious beliefs persist, defying 
long-standing expectations of their gradual disappea
rance. This discrepancy between secularisation theory’s 
predictions and the persistence of religious faith high­
lights a fundamental mismatch between traditional se
cularisation paradigms and actual social developments. 

In modern society, the public sphere formed through 
interpersonal communication necessitates the explora­
tion of a path toward mutual reconciliation, due to in­
dividual differences in perspectives on religion and sci­
ence. These divergences reflect deeper epistemological 
distinctions, traditionally framed in philosophy as the 
dichotomy between rationality and irrationality. Ho
wever, J. Habermas advocates for a rational examination 
of the relationship between religion and science, vie
wing it as one of the most fundamental social relations 
that shapes communication within the public sphere 
of human society. It is through this lens that he formu­
lates his foundational vision of a post-secular society.

The prevalence of issues within public actions in the 
public sphere, arising from the absence of rational gui
dance, reveals the limitations of traditional secularisa­
tion theories, which fail to adequately address the com­
plexities of contemporary reality. As a result, the need 
for a critical reinterpretation of these theories becomes 
both evident and necessary [4, p. 5]. It is precisely in re­
sponse to these theoretical shortcomings that J. Haber­
mas introduced the concept of a post-secular society. 
In 2005, he published his monograph «Between natura
lism and religion», which compiled eleven essays written 
between 2001 and 2005. Through these essays, J. Haber­
mas progressively articulated his concept of a post-secu
lar society. More specifically, in his 2003 essay «Faith 
and knowledge», he explicitly engaged with the limita­
tions of traditional secularisation theories and proposed 
the need for a revised understanding of the relation­
ship between secularism and religion in contemporary 
society. In these papers, J. Habermas gradually intro­
duced his concept of a post-secular society. More spe­
cifically, in his 2003 works «Faith and knowledge» and 
«Pre-political foundations of the democratic constitu­
tional state», he assessed the notion of secularisation 
and, for the first time, proposed the concept of a post-
secular society. In 2008, J. Habermas further elaborated 
on issues related to a post-secular society in his article 
«Notes on a post-secular society» [5, p. 485]. 

In J. Habermas’ view, instrumental action is primarily 
manifested in the realm of labour, whereas communica­
tive action is oriented toward mutual understanding and 

1Here and further translated by us. – T. Yo.

consensus among agents (Lat. consensus – agreement 
or accord). It is essential to emphasise that commu­
nicative action is not synonymous with mere communi
cation. As J. Habermas clarifies, «…to avoid misun­
derstanding, let me reiterate: communicative action is  
not identical with communication itself. Language 
is a medium of communication that serves the pur­
pose of mutual understanding. And whenever actors aim 
at mutual understanding to coordinate their actions,  
they pursue a specific goal… Communicative action re- 
fers to a type of interaction coordinated through speech 
acts, but it is not reducible to the speech act itself»1 
[6, p. 150–151]. Its aim is to direct human endeavors to­
ward intersubjective understanding. J. Habermas con­
tends that self-consciousness arises through the pro­
cess of affirming one’s existence, which inherently 
includes the awareness of the Other; the I acquires self- 
knowledge through interaction with the Thou. Intersub­
jectivity compels individuals to reflect on their limita­
tions, opening the possibility for a mode of interaction 
that transcends the instrumental use of others for self- 
advancement – a form of communicative praxis that  
may evolve into new modes grounded in cooperation 
and mutual recognition of personhood [7, p. 38–39].

Communicative action constitutes one of the core 
concepts of the theory of communicative action. Its es­
sence lies in the actors’ orientation toward reaching un­
derstanding, fostering mutual agreement, and resolving 
divergences: «Communicative action is a form of in­
teraction in which participants coordinate and unify 
their action plans to achieve consensus, and this con­
sensus is assessed through intersubjective recognition  
of validity claims… When communicating within a prop­
ositional framework, both the speaker and the hearer  
perform the function of jointly sustaining the sha- 
red lifeworld. Communicative action employs language 
as its medium and achieves mutual understanding by 
coordinating the efforts of communicative subjects… 
As a functional dimension of understanding, commu­
nicative action serves the continuity of tradition and 
the renewal of cultural knowledge; on the level of action 
coordination, it promotes social interaction and facili­
tates solidarity; and in terms of socialisation, it contribu
tes to the formation of individual identity» [6, p. 41–42].

The interaction and communication between the 
private and the public, and their role in the construc­
tion of society, form one of the most pivotal themes 
in J. Habermas’ thought. In his view, publicity or the 
public sphere (Germ. Öffentlichkeit) represents a com­
plex phenomenon. This complexity, as J. Habermas con­
ceives it, does not lie in the interdisciplinary integra­
tion of fields such as jurisprudence, political science, 
or the philosophy of history, but rather in an approach 
that warrants its own autonomous perspective. As early 
as antiquity, the polis was conceived as a domain shared 
by all free citizens (anc. Greek koine), distinct from the 
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private sphere of the individual (anc. Greek oikos), which 
pertained to personal affairs (anc. Greek idia). Social life 
did not merely unfold in the marketplace (anc. Greek 
agora), nor was it confined to any specific space; in­
stead, it was constituted through linguistic interaction 
(anc. Greek lexis), which could take the form of juridi­
cal discourse or be transformed into collective praxis 
(anc. Greek praxis) [8, p. 306–307].

According to the model constructed by J. Haber­
mas, publicity is not constituted through the forma­
tion of specific social structures, but rather established 
in its spiritual and ideological form. Publicity represents 
a transversal dimension of society, originating in the 
Hellenistic period and continuously evolving through­
out history, while its foundational ideas have remained 
intact. In modern society, an entirely new form of pub­
licity has emerged. The private and the public spheres 
exhibit a dualistic structure. The separation of indivi
dual life has gradually evolved, accompanied by the es­
tablishment of mechanisms that protect personal pri­
vacy. This development has reinforced the connection 
between the public and the state. The formation of ci
vil society (or bourgeois society) emerged from the in­
terconnection of various private interests once libera
ted from feudal constraints. This process led to the rise 
of a system of public opinion, which bears the politi­
cal function of integrating the Third Estate and exer­
cises critical oversight over the exercise of power. This 
public sphere is autonomous, safeguarding the process 
of free self-organisation among equal subjects from in­
terference by state or class interests. Its principal wea
pon is the force of persuasive argumentation [9, p. 120].

According to J. Habermas, contends that truth is com­
munication, and genuine communication is fundamen­
tally concerned with the pursuit of truth. Communica­
tion is embedded within the system of action; however, 
actors can act only upon achieving an understanding 
of the situation in which they find themselves. Commu­
nicative action reconstructs the social field into a living 
world composed of several key dimensions: culture – 
the sphere in which individuals generate and assimi­
late knowledge; community – wherein individuals con­
struct and sustain a specific relational field, that is, 
solidarity; socialisation – the process through which in­
dividuals first form their personality and subsequent­
ly become actors, coordinated through the communica­
tive medium of language. Communicative action takes  
precedence over goal-directed behaviour; the proces
ses of social integration, socialisation, and institutio
nalisation unfold within a culturally interpretative and 
communicative realm. Every individual act within socie
ty entails a comparison between newly emerging mea
nings and preexisting cultural meanings. Thus, J. Haber­
mas asserts: «What I mean by culture is the reservoir 
of interpretive knowledge that participants in interac­
tion draw upon to reach understanding about something 
in the world. What I mean by society is the legitimate or­

der through which participants realize solidarity by es­
tablishing their belonging to a social group. And what 
I mean by personality is the set of competences that ena
bles subjects to use language and action, to participate 
in reaching understanding and to establish their own 
identity thereby» [6, p. 44]. Therefore, for J. Habermas, 
the essence of communication lies in the socially recog
nised identity of the individual, while communicative 
action constitutes the mechanism for maintaining or re­
newing consensus, and thereby ensuring social stability.

At the heart of communication lies mutual under­
standing, which involves not only the speaker’s inten­
tion to reach agreement and the mutual suspension 
of subjectivity, but also the shared nature of the life­
world. One of the central components of J. Habermas’ 
theory is the tension between the lifeworld and the sys­
tem. The latter is understood as the realm of instru­
mental relations associated with the market and the 
state. J. Habermas argues that the lifeworld is increa
singly being colonised by the system. The system is pa
rasitic in structure, as its development depends on the 
reproduction of the lifeworld. It rationalises the life­
world and subordinates it to the imperatives of the eco
nomy and state governance. In this context, discourse 
must come to the fore: «In discourse, we attempt to re­
generate the consensus that was previously achieved 
in communicative action through argumentation… Dis­
course also manifests a “compulsion” to cooperate, but 
it is a nonviolent compulsion – the power of the bet­
ter argument. In discursive communication, it is the 
non-coercive force of the argument that prevails. Ar­
gumentation is regarded as the primary path to the con­
tinued pursuit of consensus» [6, p. 176]. Ultimately, the 
dialectical reconstruction of the theory of communica­
tive rationality points toward its realisation in practice – 
that is, the unfolding of the transformative potential 
immanent within reality. Thus, the dialectical recon­
struction of communicative theory advances toward its 
actualisation, guided by the intention to release the in­
herent transformative capacities embedded in the fab­
ric of the real.

The fundamental connotation of Habermas’ 
theory of communicative action in the public sphe- 
re from the perspective of a post-secular society. 
A post-secular society is defined in relation to the se
cularised society. In this context, a secularised socie
ty refers to one in which the functional differentiation 
of social subsystems has increasingly confined religious 
institutions and communities to their core function of 
providing spiritual solace, compelling them to relin­
quish their competitive influence in other social do­
mains. Secularisation implies a diminishing role for re­
ligion in society, potentially leading to its retreat from 
the public sphere. However, the contemporary reality 
presents an entirely different scenario. Religious acti
vities worldwide are experiencing a resurgence, accom­
panied by issues stemming from religious proselytism 
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and radicalism. The evolving presence of religion has 
altered public perceptions of secularisation, as its in­
fluence on social and political life continues to expand. 
The introduction of the concept of a post-secular society 
reflects a shift in contemporary consciousness: although 
some still firmly believe in the progressive secularisa­
tion of religion, it remains an enduring phenomenon 
with an undeniably significant role in the public sphere.

While J. Habermas introduced the notion of a post- 
secular society, he did not explicitly define its intrinsic 
meaning. However, based on his extensive series of es­
says, monographs, and academic discussions since the 
turn of the 21st century, the concept of a post-secular 
society can be understood in two primary dimensions. 
First, a post-secular society is not one in which secu­
larisation has been completed, but rather one where 
secularisation remains an ongoing process, continu­
ing as a fundamental developmental trend. Second, the 
continuous secularisation driven by modern politics, 
economics, and technology has not validated the te
nets of secularism, nor has it resulted in the complete 
privatisation, marginalisation, or ultimate dissolution 
of religion through the triumph of scientific rationa
lity. On the contrary, religion has not only persisted 
in an era of advanced scientific and technological pro­
gress but also has shown no signs of decline; in cer­
tain regions and nations, it has even witnessed a revi- 
val [10, p. 10]. Consequently, the secularist assumptions 
inherent in traditional theories of secularisation, par­
ticularly regarding the anticipated relationship between 
secular rationality and religious belief, fail to adequate­
ly interpret the complex interplay between religion and 
science in contemporary society. This necessitates a cri
tical reevaluation and reinterpretation of these theories 
to accurately delineate the relationship between reli­
gion and science. Such an analysis would help establish 
an appropriate mode of coexistence between the two, ef­
fectively regulate their interactions, and, on this basis, 
address broader issues concerning the relationship bet
ween science and religion, knowledge and faith, the pub­
lic sphere and religion, secularism and religion, democ­
racy and constitutionalism vis-à-vis religion, as well as  
the deeper philosophical and spiritual dimensions of 
reason and religion [11, p. 108]. In J. Habermas’ view, 
if current trends persist, religion is not necessarily des­
tined to lose its significance and influence. As a staunch 
advocate of democracy and civil society, he argues that 
religious communities are fully entitled to claim com­
prehensive participation in public life. On their part, 
religious groups must first acknowledge the existence 
of other religions and worldviews, and be willing to exa
mine these alternatives without questioning the unique 
salvific claims of their own doctrine. This entails, among 
other things, the recognition that «autonomous proces
ses of cognition should not be in conflict with interpre­
tations related to salvation» [12, p. 131–132]. Ultimate­
ly, «religious citizens ought to adopt an epistemic stance 

that recognises the priority of secular modes of reaso
ning in the political sphere» [12, p. 132]. Should both 
parties be willing to shoulder this demanding respon­
sibility, a post-secular society could emerge as a stable 
and mutually beneficial model of coexistence, enabling 
people with different worldviews to live together peace­
fully. Evidently, J. Habermas’ concept of a post-secular 
society, while rooted in the discourse on the relationship 
between religion and secularism, extends beyond this 
foundation to engage with profound questions about 
contemporary values and the management of key socie- 
tal relationships. As such, it is a highly significant con­
cept, articulating an essential and influential philoso
phical perspective.

From the perspective of a post-secular society, J. Ha
bermas offers his own reflections on the concept of the 
public sphere. As one of the most influential Western 
theorists of the public sphere, he attributes to it a dual 
meaning: on one hand, it refers specifically to bour­
geois publicity; on the other, it denotes a particular  
phenomenon existing within society. In his seminal work  
«The structural transformation of the public sphere», 
J. Habermas introduces the notion of the «public» and 
locates the public sphere in an intermediate space bet
ween the state and society. He conceptualises it as a pub
lic domain free from the interference of political power 
and independent of official influence.

According to J. Habermas, the public sphere is a uni
que social phenomenon that emerged at a specific his­
torical stage (in capitalist society) developing from the 
private domain after the dismantling of despotism un­
der monarchical or imperial rule. It is a relatively auto
nomous space for interpersonal communication formed 
by individuals or groups engaging in rational commu­
nicative actions. Within this public sphere, citizens en­
joy freedom of speech and are expected to express their 
views on public affairs based on rational deliberation. 
In other words, citizens possess the right to exercise 
critical public opinion.

These ideas constitute the core elements of J. Haber­
mas’ concept of the public sphere. Clearly, this theory 
serves as a crucial foundation for his concept of a post- 
secular society, reflecting his epistemological commit­
ment to rationality and aligning theoretically with his 
views on the relationship between science and religion.

The concept of deliberative democracy and the 
J. Habermas’ communicative paradigm. Like most 
philosophers, J.  Habermas, in  his epistemological  
reflections on the public sphere grounded in ratio- 
nality, not only delineates the boundaries between 
the public sphere and governmental authority but 
also attempts to construct a normative relationship  
between the public sphere and politics that aligns with 
his value commitments. Deliberative democracy emer
ges as J. Habermas’ practical response to the relation­
ship between the public sphere and political authority. 
At its core, his model of deliberative democracy remains  
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a profound engagement with the question of democra­
cy itself. Developed in the West during the 1990s, de­
liberative democracy has become one of the most sig­
nificant outcomes in contemporary political science 
discourse on democracy.

Deliberative democracy embodies the pluralisation 
of democratic actors; it can be seen as a paradigmatic 
adjustment in response to the increasingly diversified 
and dynamic social stratification resulting from diffe
rentiated interests in contemporary Western societies. 
It effectively compensates for the limitations of electo
ral or representative democracy, which often fail to ge
nerate political consensus amid plural value systems. 
By enabling effective dialogue and cooperation among 
citizens, groups, and governments, it offers a means 
to reconcile public disagreements, foster civic respon­
sibility and morality in the public sphere, and ultimate­
ly establish political consensus. In this way, deliberative 
democracy provides a robust theoretical framework for 
maintaining social order and enhancing governmental 
legitimacy in modern political practice.

A foremost advocate of deliberative democracy in the 
West is J. Habermas. His ideas are not only central to
pics in the realms of philosophy and sociology but also 
have become focal points in contemporary political  
theory. Building on the principles of deliberative de­
mocracy, J. Habermas further refines his theory of in­
terpersonal communication within the public sphere, 
crafting a communicative paradigm congruent with his 
vision of a post-secular society. An inquiry into Haber­
mas’ theory of communicative action and his post-secu­
lar ideals (and an analysis of how these ideas are critical­
ly interpreted within the Sinicised context of Marxism) 
must begin with an understanding of the concept of de­
liberative democracy and his communicative paradigm.

The connotation of Western deliberative democ-
racy. Deliberative democracy, also referred to as discur­
sive democracy, is a theory advanced by Western scho
lars that champions liberty and equality. It advocates 
that citizens should engage in public deliberation, of­
fering reasons to persuade others or revising their own 
preferences by accepting alternative views. Through ra­
tional deliberation based on a careful consideration of 
the public good, legislation and policymaking attain po­
litical legitimacy.

The term «deliberative democracy» was first intro­
duced by American political scientist J. Bessette in 1980, 
in his article «Deliberative democracy: the majority 
principle in republican government», where he em­
phasised citizen participation and equal deliberation. 
In 1996, another American scholar, J. B. Bohman, sys­
tematically examined the preconditions for realising 
deliberative democracy in his book «Public delibera­
tion: pluralism, complexity, and democracy». In 1998, 
the book «Deliberative democracy», edited by J. Elster, 
was published, arguing that deliberation and discus­
sion should replace voting as the primary political de­
cision-making mechanism.

Later, influential Western thinkers such as J. Rawls 
and J. Habermas also published important works on de­
liberative democracy. These scholars identify them­
selves as deliberative democrats, asserting that its es­
sence lies in rationality, with truth as the ultimate aim 
of rational inquiry. They regard broad-based public de­
liberation and dialogue oriented toward the common 
good as the fundamental pathway to achieving delibe- 
rative democracy. J. Rawls and J. Habermas contend that 
only laws and policies formed through an inclusive and 
genuinely fair deliberative process possess legitimacy, 
and that this legitimacy is the political precondition for 
continued citizen participation and cooperation with 
the government.

Hence, the Western deliberative democracy is marked 
by three salient features: legitimacy, transparency, and 
accountability. It represents a new trajectory in the de­
velopment of democratic theory in the contemporary 
West.

Concept of deliberative democracy by J. Haber-
mas. As one of the leading proponents of deliberative 
democracy in the West, Habermas’ theory exhibits two 
prominent features. On the one hand, his concept of de­
liberative democracy is firmly rooted in social reali­
ty. The evolution of modern Western civil society and 
the public sphere, the inherent deliberative elements 
of Western parliamentary democracy, and the crises 
facing contemporary representative democracy togeth­
er form the empirical foundation of his theory. Specifi- 
cally, the crisis of Western representative democracy 
provides the practical conditions for the emergence 
of Habermas’ theory, while the development of civil  
society and public sphere thought furnishes the operation­
al setting for its application. Moreover, the deliberative 
elements already embedded in parliamentary systems 
offer a practical pathway for integrating deliberati- 
ve and representative democratic models. Based on these 
premises, J. Habermas constructs a rational public sphere 
and model of public deliberation that mediates between 
the conflicting interests of various social classes in con­
temporary Western society (particularly a model that is  
eminently practicable). Hence, compared to other theo
rists, J. Habermas’ model of deliberative democracy is 
marked by a high degree of real-world operability.

On the other hand, the theoretical articulation of 
J. Habermas’ deliberative democracy is characterised 
by a considerable level of abstraction. This abstractness 
stems from the fact that J. Habermas’ project is orien
ted toward resolving the crisis of Western representa­
tive democracy through a framework premised on ide­
al communicative conditions that presuppose an ideal 
speech situation, free and equal discursive interaction, 
and the achievement of rational consensus. These pre­
requisites remain largely unattainable in actual Wes- 
tern societies. Nevertheless, the reason for positing such 
transcendental conditions is precisely to rescue Western 
democracy and to reconstruct its normative foundation 
and legitimacy. As such, J. Habermas’ concept provides 
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both a normative vision and a theoretical guide for the 
partial realisation of deliberative democracy in practice.

The communicative paradigm under the concept of  
deliberative democracy. In constructing the concept 
of deliberative democracy, J. Habermas concurrently en­
deavors to establish a communicative paradigm groun
ded in the principles of deliberation. In 1992, he pub­
lished his seminal work on legal philosophy «Between 
facts and norms», where he not only introduced the con­
cept of deliberative politics but also sought to construct 
a paradigmatic model for democratic governance based 
on deliberation. In subsequent writings, such as «Three 
normative models of democracy: on the concept of de­
liberative politics», J. Habermas conducted a compara­
tive analysis of two dominant strands of Western demo- 
cratic theory (liberalism and republicanism) from the 
perspectives of civic identity, legal rights, and the struc­
ture of political will. Building on this analysis, he further 
elaborated concept of deliberative democracy. J. Haber­
mas advocates extending deliberative democracy to en­
compass both the autonomy of the public sphere and the 
expression of opinion and will within a constitutional 
state, incorporating these elements into the institutio- 
nal processes of democracy in order to achieve a higher 
level of intersubjectivity in political life. He argues that 
deliberative democracy, grounded in this elevated inter­

subjectivity, rests upon the legal and philosophical foun­
dation of reflecting the autonomous public’s will and 
opinions, institutionalised through a democratic pro­
cess that enables opinion formation and will articula­
tion. The precondition for all this is the linguistic inter­
action among individuals within the public sphere, which 
simultaneously shapes the communicative paradigm of 
citizenship under deliberative democracy. As long as citi­
zens recognise the legitimacy of the political order forged 
through deliberation, the rational communicative power 
freely exercised within the public sphere will thrive with­
in civil society. This process will be continually driven 
by institutionalised political practices and socio-cultu
ral forces within the constitutional state, thereby giving 
rise to a communicative paradigm among citizens that 
sustains and advances Western democratic politics.

Evidently, Habermas’ theory of the communicative 
paradigm emerges from his deliberative democratic 
ideals and is closely linked to his concepts of the pub­
lic sphere and rational discourse. It not only addresses 
the foundational question of how individuals in a post-
secular society can participate in policymaking and le
gislation through rational deliberation, but also offers 
theoretical guidance for restoring legitimacy to de- 
mocratic politics amid the crisis of  representative  
democracy in the West.

A post-secular society as a phenomenon  
of public deliberation and social consensus  

from the perspective of neo-Marxism

Neo-Marxism, also known as contemporary Marxism,  
emerged in the 1950s as a Western Marxist school of 
thought developed through critical reinterpretations 
of Stalinism. Rooted in humanism, neo-Marxism reexa
mines and revises classical Marxist principles, retai
ning foundational doctrines such as class struggle, while 
incorporating ideas from Hegelian philosophy, anar­
chism, liberalism, and rational choice theory. Through 
its rebellious posture, it expands both the themes and 
the forms of Marxism. The philosophical foundation 
of neo-Marxism upholds essential classical Marxist te
nets while drawing extensively from Western modern 
philosophy, particularly humanist thought [13, p. 149]. 
It rejects the absolutism of Marxism, asserting its falli­
bility and emphasising that its core lies in its methodo
logy. Neo-Marxism advocates the application of Marxist 
methodology to concrete realities, emphasising ratio
nal choices grounded in human needs, rather than pas­
sive acceptance of historical inevitability as proposed 
in classical Marxism.

Though many neo-Marxist perspectives possess 
limitations, or even flaws, its commitment to theore
tical innovation and its grounding in human needs of­
fer a valuable framework for adapting Marxist thought 
to contemporary social realities. It also opens a novel 
interpretative path for understanding the Chinese ver­
sion of neo-Marxism. J. Habermas’ reflections on con­

temporary Western socio-political issues are deeply 
rooted in his theories of public deliberation and so­
cial consensus. His concepts, ranging from communica­
tive rationality and deliberative politics to the forma­
tion of a communicative paradigm within the public 
sphere, are all fundamentally shaped by his overarching 
framework of public deliberation and consensus. Ana­
lysing J. Habermas’ system of thought through the lens 
of neo-Marxism helps illuminate contemporary deve
lopments in Western democratic theory and practice, of­
fering insights into the nature of a post-secular society, 
and providing theoretical references for contempora- 
ry Marxist democratic politics and socialist reforms.

Analysing Habermas’ theories of public deli
beration and social consensus from a neo-Marxist 
perspective. The public sphere constitutes the prima­
ry arena of secularisation and serves as a foundational 
precondition for the formation of principles and models 
of modern democratic politics. J. Habermas constructs 
grand vision of a post-secular society on this very foun­
dation by proposing public deliberation and social con­
sensus as solutions to the crisis of Western representa
tive democracy. His post-secular society is conceived 
as a rationally grounded public sphere, where the me
chanisms of public deliberation and social consensus  
offer avenues for resolving various social contradictions 
in Western societies.
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Contrary to traditional secularisation theories that 
exclude religion from public discourse, J. Habermas per­
mits religion to enter the public domain. This is due 
to the enduring presence of both religion and science in  
reality, where reconciliation between the two reflects 
the practical manifestation of public opinion shaped 
through rational deliberation. J. Habermas affirms the 
general normative relationship between the public 
sphere and modern democratic constitutionalism, re
cognising that such a system should be built upon con­
sensus formed through deliberation in the public do­
main. However, he identifies a contradiction between 
this framework and the exclusion of religion, which 
conflicts with his theory of communicative rationali­
ty [14, p. 42].

To resolve this tension, J. Habermas revises tradi­
tional concept of public sphere to permit religious dis­
course within public spaces. He underscores the con­
structive elements of religion, suggesting that it offers 
emotional sustenance to certain groups, contains cog­
nitively meaningful content of universal significance, 
and functions as a communal spiritual bond and source 
of psychological comfort. Especially in the post-secu­
lar reality of contemporary European society, religion 
is an inescapable fact [15, p. 23].

Clearly, although J. Habermas’ concept of public 
sphere appears to engage with conventional seculari
sation debates, its core concern lies in the value and 
function of religion within secular societies. He con­
tends that religion is inherently interlinked with mo
dern democratic constitutionalism. His acknowledg­
ment of religion’s presence and positive potential in the 
public sphere presents valuable insights when viewed 
from a neo-Marxist perspective.

In the context of rapid modernisation, socialist demo- 
cratic politics within the public sphere may differ from 
European constitutional democracy, yet they represent 
a higher form of democracy – one that genuinely em­
bodies popular sovereignty. Socialist nations must also 
contend with the objective existence of religion in public  
life. Under the neo-Marxist lens, contemporary socia
list states generally maintain a tolerant stance toward 
religion, as reflected in dominant public discourse and 
political reality, treating it as part of their cultural he
ritage and worthy of preservation.

Thus, J. Habermas’ concept of public sphere, seen 
through the perspective of neo-Marxism, can serve as 
a valuable reference for socialist countries in recon­
ciling the relationship between socialist democratic 
politics and religion. Nevertheless, such applications 
must be adapted to specific national contexts, as the 
historical and institutional dynamics between religion 
and constitutional democracy in Europe differ from 
those in socialist political systems.

The essence of public deliberation and social con-
sensus in a post-secular society from a neo-Marxist 
perspective. J. Habermas’ concept of a post-secular so­
ciety is grounded in public deliberation and social con­

sensus within the public sphere. It embodies a Western 
democratic response to the crisis of representative de­
mocracy – an attempt to mediate among diverse social 
strata through rational negotiation. Without fundamen­
tally altering the framework of representative democracy, 
J. Habermas revitalises the legitimacy of Western politi­
cal systems, laws, and policies by invoking the power of  
rational knowledge to realise the broadest spectrum 
of public opinion within the capitalist model. This re­
sults in a democratic political foundation rooted in the 
mechanisms of public discourse and consensus for­
mation. Consequently, J. Habermas directly addresses 
contemporary social dilemmas in Western democracies  
and the resulting representational crisis. His epistemo­
logical approach calls for the establishment of a pub­
lic space independent of political power, where rational 
reconciliation can take place. Through public delibe
ration in this space, social consensus may be achieved, 
thus creating a political architecture built upon these 
deliberative processes, all the while permeated by ideals  
of liberty and equality. J. Habermas’ post-secular vision, 
along with his emphasis on public deliberation and con­
sensus, reflects both a pursuit of freedom and equali­
ty and their pragmatic realisation in contemporary so­
ciety. This serves as a significant reference point for  
neo-Marxism, which also seeks to address concrete rea
lities while promoting class reconciliation under the 
ideals of socialism.

Neo-Marxism, while upholding the general princi­
ples, positions, and methodologies of Marxist philoso­
phy, stresses the necessity of integrating Marxism with 
the unique realities of each nation that encompass both 
present socio-political conditions and deep-rooted his­
torical and cultural traditions, including those consi
dered part of a nation’s excellent traditional culture. 
In terms of its drive for theoretical innovation, neo-Mar- 
xism does not fundamentally diverge from classical  
Marxism. Although it has critically reinterpreted and 
in some instances diverged from core tenets of classical 
Marxism, it continues to affirm the ideal prospects of so­
cialism and communism. Above all, it remains grounded 
in Marxist positions, perspectives, and methodologies, 
while advocating for their integration with specific so
cietal realities, as well as historical and cultural contexts. 
Its incorporation of Hegelian thought, humanism, and 
anarchism reflects a continuity with Western intellectual 
traditions, positioning Marxism as a critical engagement 
with Western historical and cultural paradigms. Thus, 
both classical Marxism and neo-Marxism share a com­
mitment to innovation – an intrinsic strength of Marxist 
theory as a system that is inherently open, fallibilistic, 
and capable of adaptation. It allows for localised rein­
terpretations and applications across diverse nations, 
cultures, and social conditions [16, p. 131].

Clearly, since China’s implementation of the reform 
and opening-up policy, the theoretical trajectory of  
classical Marxism has overlapped with the practical 
concerns of neo-Marxist inquiry. The societal issues  
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addressed by neo-Marxism, such as the market, indus­
trial economy, science and technology, modernity, and 
the centrality of the human subject, closely mirror those 
targeted by the Sinicisation of Marxism during this pe­
riod. Indeed, the discursive expression of classical Mar
xism within the context of China’s reform policies has 
increasingly taken on characteristics of neo-Marxist  
thought. As such, the post-war evolution of classical  
Marxism can be interpreted through a neo-Marxist 
lens, or at the very least, as a nationalised version of 
neo-Marxism shaped by the specific historical and so­
cial practices of individual countries.

The value of public deliberation and social con-
sensus in a post-secular society from the perspective 
of neo-Marxism. From the perspective of neo-Marxism, 
J. Habermas’ concept of a post-secular society holds sig­
nificant theoretical value. First and foremost, J. Haber­
mas acknowledges the process of secularisation and 
identifies it as a prevailing and likely enduring trend 
in contemporary and future societal development. This 
recognition contributes to a deeper neo-Marxist under­
standing of modernity, aiding Marxism’s role in gui
ding national modernisation by assessing the trajectory 
of technological advancement and industrial upgrading. 
It advocates allocating more resources and energy to­
ward the public sphere and further unleashing the po­
tential of modern science, technology, and capital with­
in the framework of modernity.

Second, while J. Habermas critically engages with 
traditional secularisation theory, he does not repudiate 
it. His critique focuses primarily on its neglect or mar­
ginalisation of religion. In concept of a post-secular 
society, J. Habermas takes religion seriously and em­
phasises its positive role. His inclusive and tolerant 
approach to religion offers valuable insight for so­
cialist countries undergoing social transformation, 
providing a framework for managing the complex re­
lationships between science, knowledge, rationali­
ty, politics, and religion. Given the religious land­
scape in socialist nations, comprising both believers 
and, more predominantly, non-believers, this frame­
work may guide policy innovation grounded in reli­
gious realities. For believers, his model may inform 
religion-sensitive policies; for non-believers, it offers 
a rational approach to reconciling science, knowledge, 
reason, and belief.

Third, J. Habermas’ views on science and technolo­
gy and his call to reconstruct Enlightenment rationality 
provide further theoretical inspiration. They may help 
socialist countries more fully appreciate the modern va
lue of science and technology, comprehend their social 
roles, and navigate the relationship between techno­
logical development and human subjectivity, guarding 
against the instrumentalisation and commodification 
of rational consciousness.

The theory of communicative action  
and the idea of a post-secular society by J. Habermas 

 in the conceptual space of the Chinese version of neo-Marxism

From a practical perspective, Marxism remains one 
of the most influential and relevant ideologies in the 
contemporary world. Its formidable impact is not only 
derived from the intellectual depth and theoretical 
appeal endowed by its scientific and truthful nature 
but also from its role as a transformative force in the 
practice of socialism with Chinese characteristics.  
This practice has profoundly reshaped the global order 
and may even alter the course of human history. There­
fore, based on the realities of Chinese socialist practice, 
it is entirely reasonable to affirm that Marxism is both 
a great ideology and a profound philosophy, whose ve­
racity is beyond dispute. However, within the framework 
of Chinese socialism, it has been consistently empha­
sised that Marxist theory must be adapted to the spe­
cific national conditions of China (an ongoing process 
of Sinicisation). In other words, while Marxism is ac­
knowledged as both a truth and a science, it is regar
ded as a universal rather than an absolute truth. Only 
through its application to specific historical and social 
contexts can it be considered genuine Marxism.

From the neo-Marxist perspective, interpretations 
of Chinese neo-Marxism vary across different histori­
cal junctures. If one accepts neo-Marxism’s revisionist 
reading of classical Marxism, then the theoretical de­

velopments of Marxism in the Chinese context could, 
to some extent, be considered a form of neo-Marxism. 
Thus, the founding of the Communist party of China 
in the 1920s, the rise of Eastern European neo-Marxist 
interpretations in the 1950s, and the period following 
China’s reform and opening-up are often seen by scho
lars as key temporal milestones in understanding the for­
mation of a Chinese version of neo-Marxism [17, p. 14]. 

In fact, the so-called Chinese version of neo-Marxism 
is merely one interpretive lens informed by neo-Marxist 
theory. From the standpoint of Marxism and its Sinici­
sation, there is no distinct Chinese neo-Marxism per se 
[18, p. 123]. Given the neo-Marxist emphasis on enga
ging with reality and addressing the material needs of 
real people, alongside China’s post-reform socio-theo- 
retical transformations, this paper argues that the con­
cept of Marxism and its Sinicised theoretical articula­
tions prior to reform and opening which upheld Marxism 
as the sole truth do not align with the fundamental cha
racteristics of neo-Marxism. Accordingly, the reform era 
should be regarded as the starting point for the emer­
gence of a Chinese version of neo-Marxism [19, p. 29].

The purpose of introducing the concept of a Chi­
nese version of Neo-Marxism is merely to offer a theo­
retical perspective from which to understand Marxism  
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and the achievements of its Sinicisation [20, p. 2]. Al­
though neo-Marxism has theoretical limitations, its 
methodology for problem-solving, its theoretical de­
velopment strategies, and even some of its core ideas 
continue to hold reference value for the contemporary 
innovation of Marxism in China.

The Chinese neo-Marxist interpretation of the 
public sphere. The public sphere is a central concept 
in J. Habermas’ construction of a post-secular society. 
His concept of the public sphere emphasises a higher 
level of intersubjectivity, proposing that under the con­
dition of rational knowledge, many of the contradictions 
within contemporary Western society such as those bet
ween science and religion can be reconciled through 
public discourse.

Although J. Habermas permits the presence of reli­
gion and advocates for its reconciliation and coexistence 
with science, he does not consider religion the dominant 
force in modern society. Rather, he acknowledges its ob­
jective presence and the intensification of its manifesta­
tions in certain domains. Conversely, he posits that sci­
ence and technology are the primary productive forces 
and will ultimately become the ruling forces of modern 
society, resulting in an inevitable unification where po­
litical, economic, and cultural dimensions are all inte­
grated within the technological system.

The Chinese version of neo-Marxism also places 
great emphasis on the public sphere, particularly as the 
development of the market economy and the continu­
ous improvement of market mechanisms have driven 
government reform. This has led to a gradual withdra
wal of the government from various operational do­
mains, laying an economic foundation for the advance­
ment of the public sphere and clarifying the relationship 
between the government and public space.

Furthermore, China’s understanding of science and 
technology shares many similarities with J. Habermas’ 
views. For instance, China likewise asserts that science 
and technology are the primary productive forces and 
highlights their role in advancing modern cultural de­
velopment, driving consumption, and invigorating capi
tal markets. All these efforts are premised on China’s  
rational positioning of the relationship between science 
and religion within the public sphere [21, p. 65]. 

Nevertheless, a significant divergence exists bet
ween the Chinese neo-Marxist perspective on the pub­
lic sphere and J. Habermas’ view. While China high­
ly values the role of the public sphere in constructing 
modern society, it does not regard it as a realm free from 
governmental regulation. Instead, its understanding of 
the public sphere is situated within the Marxist natio
nal theory’ critique of Western civil society. It empha­
sises the need to construct a civic society rooted in each 
country’s historical culture and practical realities.

The Sinicised neo-Marxist interpretation of the 
theory of communicative action. In J. Habermas’ con­
struction of a post-secular society, rationality provides 

its fundamental philosophical underpinning. His con­
cept of public communicative action is firmly grounded 
in this rational philosophical foundation, which is vivid­
ly manifested in his understanding of science and tech­
nology. J. Habermas’ perspective on science and techno
logy draws theoretical inspiration mainly from K. Marx’s 
theory of alienation, G. Lukács’ theory of ideology, 
M. Weber’s theory of rationalisation, and the Frankfurt 
school’s critique of instrumental rationality. He regards 
science and technology as the primary productive for
ces, and views them as ideologised constructs of tech­
nique and scientific knowledge. J. Habermas believes 
that the development of modern science and technology 
will gradually attain a dominant position in the social 
process, leading to the alienation of consumption and 
capital, the ideologisation of culture, and the scienti
fication of political issues [22, p. 86].

Evidently, although J. Habermas acknowledges the 
existence of religion in his notion of a post-secular so­
ciety, he does not diminish the significance of science 
and technology in modern society. His objective recog­
nition of the reality of religion does not alter his tradi­
tional secularist understanding that secularisation oc­
cupies the principal status in social development. While 
J. Habermas claims that the idea of a post-secular so­
ciety adheres to universalism and bears universal sig­
nificance consistent with the developmental trajectory 
of contemporary human society, in reality, it primari­
ly corresponds to the European social context. On one 
hand, Europe exhibits highly developed levels of sci­
ence, economy, and modern democratic constitutional 
governance, reaching a state of high civilization; on the 
other hand, religious forces persist as an objectively re
cognised and widely respected social fact, and contin­
ue to exert a profound influence on values. This influ­
ence permeates both the internal and external policies 
and actions of Europe and the United States of America 
in the process of globalisation, becoming a key to un­
derstanding the deeper value-driven motives behind all 
actions taken by Western nations [23, p. 156].

According to J. Habermas, religion is not the master 
of modern society; rather, he describes it as an objec­
tively existing phenomenon that has gained renewed 
visibility in certain respects. On the contrary, he as­
serts that science and technology constitute the prima­
ry productive forces and will become the ruling power  
in modern society, inevitably leading to identity and 
unification; science and technology will shape a unified 
political, economic, and cultural framework, integrating 
everything into a techno-scientific system. J. Haber­
mas’ efforts to reconcile science and religion in the pub­
lic sphere are imbued with the brilliance of rationality. 
This rationality serves as a guiding principle in modern 
Western societies, enabling citizens to participate in de
mocratic deliberation through rational communicative 
action, thereby forging social consensus and legitimi
sing government, policy, and law. It provides a valuable  



36

Журнал Белорусского государственного университета. Философия. Психология. 2026;1:26–38
Journal of the Belarusian State University. Philosophy and Psychology. 2026;1:26–38

reference for realising reconciliation across various so­
cial strata in contemporary Western societies.

Likewise, the Chinese version of  neo-Marxism 
must rationally guide civic engagement in political life 
through rational communicative action, in order to pre­
vent irrational behaviours from misleading government 
decision-making and legal interpretation. The Sinicised 
neo-Marxist interpretation of science and technology 
shares considerable common ground with J. Habermas’ 
views. Today’s China advocates strongly for the inte­
gration of science, technology, and cultural knowledge, 
as well as for a renewed public enlightenment across all 
social strata. This effort aims to foster a rational force 
that enables a harmonious relationship between societal 
development and government politics.

The Sinicised neo-Marxist interpretation of Ha
bermas’ idea of a post-secular society. Habermas’ idea 
of a post-secular society embodies a strong spirit of so­
cial critique, which is intimately connected to the vari­
ous ideas he expresses within this framework, especially 
the rational basis of communicative action in the pub­
lic sphere, deliberative democracy, and its behavioural 
paradigms. The core issue he explores remains the rela­
tional dynamics among individuals from different social 
strata in contemporary society. The theoretical point 
of departure for J. Habermas lies in his recognition of the 
problems inherent in traditional secularisation theo­
ry, particularly its binary opposition between the tran­
scendence and immanence of religion.

According to  J. Habermas, an  individual’s stance 
on religious issues, especially for Christians in Europe, 
is a matter that permeates both the surface and deep­
er structures of social life, having a profound and even 
decisive impact on personal development and societal 
progress [24, p. 98]. Traditional secularisation theory, 
inherited from the Middle Ages, upholds the opposi­
tion between the transcendence and immanence of the 
world’s major religions, including Christianity. This di­

chotomy can lead individuals either toward contempla­
tive detachment and self-enclosure (as seen in the in­
trospective emphasis of Confucianism, Buddhism, and 
Daoism in China) or toward excessive self-transcen
dence and radical subjectivism, as exemplified in Euro
pe’s Enlightenment era critique of religion. The result 
was the creation of a secularised human being, defined 
by a strong sense of self-transcendence in response to 
the religious notion of a supernatural God.

In response to this, J. Habermas critiques traditional 
secular society and begins from the factual coexistence 
of the secular and the religious. He advocates avoiding 
the opposition between transcendence and immanence, 
seeking to reconstruct and reconcile the dualities that 
emerged since the Enlightenment (dualities between En­
lightenment and religion, secular and religious, reason 
and religion, knowledge and faith) through a harmonisa­
tion rooted in the integration of transcendence and im­
manence. This reconfiguration aims to offer modern in­
dividuals and modern society a more reasonable spiritual 
grounding and a meaningful life path [25, p. 166–168].

From the perspective of Sinicised neo-Marxism, 
J. Habermas’ idea of reconciling transcendence and im­
manence in his post-secular critique does not fully align 
with the realities of China’s traditional culture. Howe
ver, the Chinese neo-Marxist interpretation of this re
conciliation mainly inherits from Marxist thought, which 
unites the ideal of communism with the practical reali­
ties of non-communist societies, essentially integrating 
the «heavenly kingdom» with the inevitably imperfect 
«human world». This too reflects the principle of uni
ting transcendence and immanence. Therefore, whether 
viewed from the standpoint of classical Marxism or from 
the lens of Sinicised neo-Marxism, J. Habermas’ notion 
of reconciling transcendence and immanence, as re­
vealed in his post-secular critique, has long since been 
internalised within the developmental theories of con­
temporary China.

Conclusions

As one of the most prominent contemporary Western 
philosophers and a key representative of Western Mar
xism, J. Habermas presents a body of thought that is both 
complex and profound, characterised by systematic co­
herence and internal logic. His concept of a post-secu­
lar society is closely intertwined with his broader theo­
retical framework – it not only serves as a critical pillar 
in the evolution of his philosophical system but also 
provides essential theoretical foundations and justifica­
tory grounds for many of his other theoretical proposi­
tions [26, p. 152]. At the same time, J. Habermas’ articu
lation of the post-secular society centers on a critique 
of traditional secularisation theories, which, in essence, 
offers a critical interpretation of various sociocultu
ral issues prevalent in contemporary Western societies. 
His intention is not to oppose Western societal struc­
tures or institutions; on the contrary, he aims to pro­

vide a rational interpretation of fundamental relational 
problems in Western society, including the interaction 
between secularism and religion, the relationship bet
ween scientific ideals and religious belief, and other 
associated philosophical and sociological questions. 
His ultimate goal is to offer intellectual guidance and  
practical solutions for the betterment of individual  
and societal life [27, p. 122].

As a leading figure in Western Marxism, J. Habermas’ 
development of the concept of a post-secular society 
is deeply entangled with numerous Marxist theories;  
indeed, Marxism constitutes a significant theoretical 
source for his concept. The Chinese version of neo-Mar
xism, while rooted in the specific conditions of Chi­
na, largely inherits the core principles of classical Mar
xism and incorporates innovative elements. Interpreting 
J. Habermas’ post-secular society from this perspective  
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represents not only a non-Western lens through which 
to examine his theory, but also contributes meaning­
fully to the ongoing theoretical innovation of Mar
xism in contemporary China. This approach holds va
luable implications for addressing similar issues faced 
by contemporary China. These problems that parallel 
those confronted by the Western societies J. Habermas 
critiques. Nevertheless, such an endeavor requires an 
objective understanding of both the theoretical value 
and the limitations of J. Habermas’ concept, as viewed 
through the lens of Sinicised neo-Marxism.

While J. Habermas’ concept of a post-secular society 
offers valuable insights for neo-Marxism with Chinese 
characteristics, its theoretical limitations are equally 
evident. When articulating his notion of a post-secu­
lar society, J. Habermas asserts a commitment to uni­
versalism, arguing that his critique of contemporary 
society applies not only to Germany or Western coun­
tries, but also possesses a general applicability con­
sistent with the current trajectory of human social de­
velopment [28, p. 122]. However, the central problem 
he identifies in the post-secular context (the conflict 
between secularism and religion) is clearly situated 
within the specific socio-cultural context of Western 
societies [29, p. 1993]. As such, his efforts to reconstruct 
the relationship between secular and religious domains 
on the basis of present realities, and to define an order 
between them, lack genuine universality. The religious 
landscapes of countries and regions beyond the West 
differ significantly; many of these societies diverge sub­
stantially from the Euro-American model.

Moreover, while J. Habermas advocates a rational­
ly grounded relationship between democratic consti­
tutionalism and religion, he simultaneously upholds 

the primacy of human rights over state sovereignty 
in the context of domestic affairs. This stance has been 
used by Western powers as a theoretical pretext for 
humanitarian intervention in the internal affairs of  
other nations and regions. Although deeply influenced 
by K. Marx, J. Habermas critiques both contemporary 
realities and the traditional positions of classical Mar
xism from a humanistic standpoint. His articulation 
of a post-secular society ostensibly captures the ongoing 
relevance and supposed profound influence of religion 
in the contemporary West. However, this view arguably 
exaggerates the role of religion. While religion certain­
ly continues to exist (and in some cases, is experiencing 
signs of revival) in various countries and regions across 
the globe, the rapid advancement of science and the 
resurgence of rationality suggest that, even in Europe,  
religion will continue to function within a secularising 
process. Given the dynamics of scientific progress and 
industrial transformation, the social status and va
lue of religion in most countries and regions today 
is far less significant than what J. Habermas implies in  
his idea of a post-secular society [30, p. 45].

As technological advancement and social evolu­
tion continue, human rationality is likely to return to 
a more balanced state. In response to instrumental rea­
son and the utilitarian application of science, indus­
try, and politics (a legacy of Enlightenment rationality) 
there is a compelling need to reconstruct Enlighten­
ment rationality in a way that affirms humanistic values 
and nurtures the inner world of individuals. Nonethe­
less, this existential reconciliation need not rely solely 
on religion. Contemporary China’s core socialist values 
and cultural confidence in socialism are equally capable 
of fulfilling this mission.
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