Marziyeh Bakhshizadeh

Changing Gender
Norms in Islam between
Reason and Revelation



Marziyeh Bakhshizadeh
Changing Gender Norms in Islam
Between Reason and Revelation



Marziyeh Bakhshizadeh

Changing Gender Norms 1n
Islam Between Reason and
Revelation

Budrich UniPress Ltd.
Opladen ¢ Berlin ¢ Toronto 2018



© 2018 This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike
4.0. (CC-BY-SA 4.0)

It permits use, duplication, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or
format, as long as you share under the same license,

give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the
Creative Commons license and indicate if changes were made.

To view a copy of this license, visit https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/

© 2018 Dieses Werk ist beim Verlag Barbara Budrich erschienen und steht unter der
Creative Commons Lizenz Attribution-ShareAlike 4.0 International (CC BY-SA 4.0):
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/

Diese Lizenz erlaubt die Verbreitung, Speicherung, Vervielfiltigung und Bearbeitung
bei Verwendung der gleichen CC-BY-SA 4.0-Lizenz und unter Angabe der
UrheberInnen, Rechte, Anderungen und verwendeten Lizenz.

The electronic version of this book is freely available due to funding by OGeSoMo, a
BMBF-project to support and analyse open access book publications in the humanities
and social sciences (BMBF: Federal Ministry of Education and Research). The project
is led by the University Library of Duisburg-Essen. For more information see
https://www.uni-due.de/ogesomo.

This book is available as a free download from www.barbara-budrich.net
(https://doi.org/10.3224/86388735). A paperback version is available at a charge.
The page numbers of the open access edition correspond with the paperback edition.

ISBN 978-3-86388-735-3 (Paperback)
eISBN 978-3-86388-298-3 (eBook)
DOI 10.3224/86388735

Budrich UniPress Ltd.

Stauffenbergstr. 7. D-51379 Leverkusen Opladen, Germany

86 Delma Drive. Toronto, ON M8W 4P6 Canada
www.budrich-unipress.eu

A CIP catalogue record for this book is available from
Die Deutsche Bibliothek (The German Library) (http://dnb.d-nb.de)

Jacket illustration by Bettina Lehfeldt, Kleinmachnow, Germany — www.lehfeldtgraphic.de
Editing by Alison Romer, Lancaster, UK

Typesetting by Bernd Burkart, Weinstadt-Baach

Budrich UniPress, Ltd. — http://www.budrich-unipress.de

Printed in Europe on acid-free paper by paper&tinta, Warsaw, Poland



Acknowledgements

Writing this research was like a journey for me, during which time I have met
many people who inspired, encouraged and supported me in one way or anoth-
er. I would like to thank all of them for their help, friendship and support.

I sincerely thank Prof. Dr. Ilse Lenz, whose supervision, help, ingenious sug-
gestions and advice were invaluable in developing and completing this research.
I would like to thank Prof. Dr. Stefan Reichmuth, my second supervisor for his
knowledge and guidance.

I am thankful for the opportunities to present my drafts and results in the col-
loquium of Prof. Lenz, to receive constructive feedback from other participants,
and also to learn from their experiences. I would like to thank all participants of
the colloquium while completing my research, particularly Susanne Grimm, Eva
Wegrzyn, Isolde Aigner, Minjung Kwon, Yuri Uno, Dr. Cinor Ghaderi, Dr. Lisa
Mense, Dr. Susanne Eyssen, and Dr. Charlotte Ulrich, .

Iam also very grateful for valuable suggestions, advice and comments on this
subject provided by Prof. Dr. Teresa Toldi. Thanks also to Ana Sofia Castella-
nos for her keen insights and willingness to exchange ideas with me.

I am very thankful of the central library of the Ruhr University Bochum for
providing me with new literature. I also want to thank the team at the Social Sci-
ence library, especially Silke DemuB, for their friendliness and hospitality and
for giving me my second home base at the library.

I am also thankful for the financial support provided by the Rosa Luxemburg
Foundation at first stage of this research. I also would like to thank the whole
team of the RUB Research School, especially Dr. Ursula Justus for the various
workshops that encourage a scientific research.

I would like take this opportunity to thank Dr. Mohammad Moghadam who
facilitated the interviews to some representatives of Islamic thought streams in
Iran.

I am also thankful to my interview partners for their cooperation and willing-
ness to debate their perspectives and for their contribution to the development
of this research.

Special thanks go to Amy McMinn and Anna M. Dinglasan for reading, ed-
iting and for their valuable comments on the thesis. I am also grateful to Behzad
Baghidoost for his precious feedback. I am thankful to Gerlinde Roskam for her
counseling on academic procedures and support over years of completing my
thesis.

I would like to express my gratitude to my friends, Florentine Debray, Katrin

5



Oemmelen, Hyunsuk Lee, Stephanie Kiihn and all other friends who made
this journey a wonderful experience for me. I am also grateful and indebted to
my friend Ramin Amngostar for his support and his tirelessness in our long dis-
cussions over the years on my research.

Finally, I want to thank my dear family, especially my parents, Ezat and

Gholamreza; without their unconditional love, support and encouragement
this journey could not have been possible.



Contents

Part One:
Understanding Changing Gender Norms in the ModernEra ............. 9
1 Conceptualizing Gender, ReligionandIslam .. ...................... n
2 Towards a Theoretical Model for Changing Gender Norms

in the Main Streams of IslamicThought . .......................... 17
2.1 ReligioninS0Ciology . . . .o vt 17
2.2 The Dialectical Relationship Between Religion and Human Being:

Pluralism, Rationality and the Crisis of Meaning . . . . ... ....... .. .. ... ...... 26
2.3 Islam and Structuration Theory: Between Individual Agency and Global Justice . . ... ... 31
2.4 Religionand Recognition . .. ....... .. ... . ... 37
2.5 Theoretical Approach to Analysing Changing Gender Norms

inthe Main Currentsof Islam . . .. ... ... ... . 46
3 Methodology for Comparative Research on the Main Currents of Islam . . . . . 53
4 Women's Rights in Iran and CEDAW: a Comparison ................... 61
4.1 AnOverview on the History of Women's Rightsinlran . ...................... 61
4.2 The Emergence of CEDAW as a Global Norm of Gender Justice . . .. ............... 79
4.3 Women’s Rights in the Current Laws of the Islamic Republic of Iran

inComparisonwithCEDAW . . . . . . ..o 87
5 Three Streams of Thought in the Near East and Iran

and Their Views on Women'sRights . . ............................ 101
5.1 Women’s Position in Diverse Currents of Islamic and Secular Thought

inthe Near East: the State of Research .. .. ... ... .. .. i 101
5.2 Some Aspects of the Historical Development of the Islamic Mu'tazili

and AshariSchools . . ... ... 108



Part Two:
Changing Gender Norms in the Main Currents of Islamic thought in Iran

Introduction . . ... ...

6 Revelation and Gender Norms in the Fundamentalist Perspective . .. ... . ..
6.1 ReligionasStructure . . . ... oot
6.2 Individual Agencyand HumanReason . ........... ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .....
6.3 Global Norms of Justice and Human Dignity ... ........... ... ... .......

6.4 Women’s Rights in the Fundamentalist Perspective . . .. ....... ... ... ... .....

7 Gender Norms Between Revelation und Human Reason
in the Reformist Perspective . .. ........... ... ... ... ... ... ...,

7.1 Individual Agency and Rationality in the ReformistView . . .. ..................
7.2 Reformists and Global Norms of Justice and Human Dignity . . .. ................

7.3 Women’s Rights in the Reformist Perspective .. ......... .. ... .. ... .. .....

8 SecularsandHumanReason.................... ... .. ... ......
8.1 Structural Approach to Religion ... ....... ... .. .. .. .. .. .
8.2 Individual Agency in a Rational Reading of Islam . . .. ......................
8.3 Global Norms of Justice and Human Dignity in the Secular Perspective . ............

8.4 Women’s Rights in a Rational Reading of Islam ... ........................

9  (hanging Gender Norms in the Dialectical Relationship
Between Revelation and HumanReason ..........................

9.1 The Model for the Dialectical Relationship Between Religion,
Revelation, Reason and Individual Agency . .. ......... ... i L

9.2 Main Currents of IslamicThought ... ... ... ... .. ... . ..
9.3 Desert-Based Notion of Justice . . .. ........ ...

9.4 Justice Based on Individual Self-Determination Versus
Desert-Based Justice . . . ... .. ...

113



Part One:
Understanding Changing Gender Norms in the Modern Era






1 Conceptualizing Gender, Religion and Islam

Women’s movements in Islamic countries have had a long and arduous journey
in their quest for the realization of what is called human rights and gender equal-
ity. In some of these countries, there has not been much progress beyond rudi-
mentary issues (see Abu Zaid 1999: 106—-109). Some of the problems that the
women’s movement in Iran still struggles with have been challenges for over a
century, and which have not yet been overcome. An example is the right to guard-
ianship of children, which grants the privilege of managing and supervising the
affairs of children below the age of eighteen to their father or paternal grandfa-
ther, leaving the mother with no legal say in the matter. Furthermore, men in
most Muslim countries (including Iran) are granted the right to polygamy, which
allows a man to marry up to four wives.

One reason of not being able to change such laws is that these laws have been
supported by religion. The experience of many western and non-western coun-
tries shows that discriminatory laws have existed all around the world through-
out history. However, the question arises here of how in some countries discrim-
inatory laws get abrogated through proving that they are unjust and inhuman
with respect to women, but in many countries whose laws are based on Islamic
law, it takes a long time to achieve even a tiny amendment of discriminatory laws.

Since the source of law in Islamic countries like Iran is claimed to be Islam-
ic law, this raises the question of whether discriminatory laws against women
do in fact originate from Islam and ultimately, if Islam is at all compatible with
gender equality. To deal with this topic it is important to note that Islam is not a
monolithic and homogenous religious tradition. There have been different inter-
pretations of Islam, each having diverse views on the legitimacy and applicabil-
ity of all Islamic law in modern times, and consequently having various perspec-
tives on gender equality.

The main common feature throughout all different interpretations of Islam is
that of emphasizing the fulfilment of justice in society as a central aim of reli-
gion in general and Islam in particular. Fulfilment of justice is mentioned in both
the Quran and Muhammad’s traditions (sunna); however, there was no given
definition of justice in either the Quran or the sunna.

Accordingly, various interpretations of Islam offer different definitions of jus-
tice in which women’s rights and gender equality inhabit different places. A look
at the current situation of women in Iran as an Islamic country shows that wom-
en are still deprived of economic, political, and cultural rights. A woman, re-
gardless of having reached the age of majority or her social position, requires
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the permission of her father or her paternal grandfather to get married. A wom-
an still needs her husband’s permission to travel outside the country; her testi-
mony is not acceptable in a court of law in many types of crimes and when it is
accepted her testimony is not equal with a man’s; and her life is less worthy than
a man’s by making her blood money' half that of a man’s. Women do not have
the right to choose their clothing; they are banned from being solo singers; and
they are barred from entering stadiums to watch matches attended by men,
among other prohibitions.

The question that arises from these circumstances is whether it is possible to
claim to have a just society in which women are deprived of some of their fun-
damental human rights. Furthermore, is it justifiable to deprive women of these
rights in some societies to defend the cultural and religious lifeworld?? Are con-
cepts such as justice, human dignity, human rights and gender equality relative
concepts which have different definitions in various locales of the world? Or are
these concepts universal and should they be enforced with international support,
regardless of particular cultural and religious conditions? The international de-
bate within the United Nations has resulted in establishing universal human and
women’s rights, as in the Convention for the Elimination of All Forms of Dis-
crimination against Women (CEDAW?). In other word, these rights now are glob-
al consensus and not a Western privilege. Are they compatible with Islam and
how do its most important currents relate to this?

The issues of gender justice and Islam have been debated in the social sci-
ences and in society in general, enough to fill up whole libraries. Most authors
followed a path of analyzing the provisions of the Quran on women and gender.

! Blood Money (diya/diyyah) in Islamic law is the financial compensation one must pay to the in-
jured person when he or she intentionally or unintentionally causes bodily harm or property
damage to another. It can be paid to heirs of a victim in the cases of murder, in lieu of execu-
tion (Maurer & Mireshghi 2013: 90)

2 The concept of the lifeworld (Lebenswelt) was introduced by Edmund Husserl in his book The

Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology:

“In whatever way we may be conscious of the world as universal horizon, as coherent universe

of existing objects, we, each “I-the-man” and all of us together, belong to the world as living

with one another in the world; and the world is our world, valid for our consciousness as exist-
ing precisely through this ‘living together.” We, as living in wakeful world-consciousness, are
constantly active on the basis of our passive having of the world... Obviously this is true not
only for me, the individual ego; rather we, in living together, have the world pre-given in this
together, belong, the world as world for all, pre-given with this ontic meaning... The we-subjec-

tivity... [is] constantly functioning” (Husserl 1936: pp. 108—109).

The Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) was adopted

on December 18, 1979. It was enforced on September 3, 1981, after being ratified by twenty

member states. Currently, 189 states are parties to the convention and only six UN member states
have not yet ratified or acceded to the Convention. These states include Iran, Somalia, Sudan,

Tonga, Palau (signed on September 20, 2011) and the United States of America (signed on 17

July 1980). Signing the convention differs from ratification. The signature does not establish the

consent to be bound, while ratification indicates a state’s consent to be bound to the Conven-

tion.
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They have been looking at their origins, their historic contexts and their poten-
tial adaptability to modern societies. Often the interpretations remain locked into
a repetition of one’s own position and a polarization with other positions.

I want to propose a new perspective on this old problem. We should look not
at parts and sentences of sacred texts, but rather at gender in the context of Is-
lam as a long term tradition and living religion.

Therefore, I analyze the different interpretations of women’s and human rights
by reconstructing the interpretations of three core issues. The first is the issue
of religion, Islamic law and the Quran. The second refers to the view of human
reason — and the potential endowment of men and women with it — as well as
gendered rights, especially women’s rights. The third issue is the view of human
rights considering Islamic teachings and the universal norms of justice. These
points provide an interrelated set of issues for a comparative analysis. They are
seen in their interrelationship and referred to each other in the discussion.

The different currents in Islam have developed diverse combinations between
reason, revelation and modernity, as shall be argued, and the concepts of gender
inequality/equality should be considered in light of these relationships. Differ-
ent interpretations of Islam are demonstrated in the main streams of Islamic
thought including fundamentalist, reformist, and secular streams, in a sociocul-
tural context. According to fundamentalists, since religion is aimed at manag-
ing human society and educating the human being, it is necessary to have rules
and regulations in accordance with the requirements of society as well as hu-
man nature. These regulations and laws have inevitably remained the same
throughout human history. This is because human nature is unchangeable.
Changes can only be made in the manners and habits of human beings in the
material world. Hence, the only one capable of legislation is one who knows the
characteristics and the essence of human existence. In other words, only God
has the right to legislate laws for human beings. As a result, the human being
requires religion and revelation to manage his individual as well as social af-
fairs, in order to reach salvation and felicity in social and individual life (Amo-
1i 2010). Accordingly, fundamentalists reject the idea of the flexibility of law ac-
cording to time and circumstance. Human beings need to rely on eternal and
absolute values, as well as on a set of laws and practices that are beyond time
and the wishes of fallible people. Such eternal law, according to fundamental-
ists, can be found in Islamic law aimed at the salvation of human beings in this
world and in the afterlife (Mesbah Yazdi 1999).

Reformists aim to present an interpretation of Islam in which Islamic laws
are compatible with modern concepts, such as human and women’s rights. They
apply different internal religious methods to address such modern concepts in
sunna and the Quran. In this way, they offer an interpretation of Islam based on
an egalitarian notion of justice, which is not only compatible with human rights
and gender equality in general, but also acknowledge such concepts as essential
for Muslim society.



Secular Muslims have emerged from the reformist view. It seems that reform-
ists are gradually leaning towards more recognition of human reason and indi-
vidual agency. According to this view, all people living in the modern era have
different ideas and worldviews from people in traditional societies (Malekian
1381/2002). They do not aim at finding the modern concepts in sunna and Is-
lamic law, but rather they believe that modern life needs modern means, which
do not necessarily originate from sunna or the Quran. Such concepts are out-
comes of human reason and are required to achieve justice in the modern era.
They reject the text-based definition of being Muslim and emphasize the role of
faith, spirituality and religious experience (Mojtahed Shabestari 1389/2010);
therefore, I would call this school of thought secular Muslim.

The categorization of various interpretations of Islam is of crucial importance,
for it provides a better understanding and knowledge of Islam, both in the Is-
lamic and non-Islamic world. Globalization and the advancement of global com-
munication no longer restrict Muslims and their issues to the Islamic world. On
the one hand, the categorizing of different interpretations of Islam widens the
space for discussion about Islam in the public sphere in the non-Islamic world,
rather than to be silent on the topic out of fear of condemnation and being la-
beled an Islamophobe. On the other hand, it challenges the orientalist perspec-
tive that reduces Islam to an alien and aggressive religion, incompatible with
modern views and concepts, such as human rights and gender equality, and gen-
eralizes all Muslims as retrogressive, fanatical and bigoted. This orientalist per-
spective, however, is also sometimes based on one of the most visible and prev-
alent interpretations of Islam, which legitimatizes its violence and opposition to
human rights and gender equality through referring to some verses mentioned
in the Quran, some parts of the prophet’s tradition (sunna) and Islamic jurispru-
dence (figh).

This book aims to investigate the different interpretations of Islam to find out
which interpretations are compatible with the global norms of justice and hu-
man dignity, and hence in accordance with women’s rights and gender equali-
ty. It also reflects, according to those interpretations, that a belief in the concept
of gender equality is not against religious faith and being Muslim.

Accordingly, Chapter Two presents different definitions of religion in sociol-
ogy and introduces the debate on the secularization thesis. Then I proceed with
an explanation of fundamentalism as a reaction to secularization. After a brief
historical overview of the most important concepts, the chapter discusses the
theories of Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann about religion, in order to in-
vestigate the dialectical relationship between society and human beings and ac-
cordingly, the dialectical relationship between individual agents and religion. It
also examines how this dialectical relationship can be disrupted, which causes
a crisis of meaning, in that religion is unable to offer a value and meaning sys-
tem to satisfy the human needs of meaning and spirituality. The dialectic rela-
tionship between individual agent and religion, and their roles in building iden-
tity in modern society, is further investigated through the Structuration Theory

14



of Anthony Giddens. It is followed by a discussion of the theory of recognition
and its contemporary advocats, including Axel Honneth and Nancy Fraser, which
allows for the discussion of the of concept justice and its relation to the concept
of self-realization. The proceeding section deals with the question of how a prac-
tical aspect of recognition theory as a concept of cosmopolitan norms of justice
incorporates in international conventions such as the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights (UDHR) and Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Dis-
crimination Against Women (CEDAW), as discussed by Seyla Benhabib.

I propose a theoretical model through synthesizing these theories, which aims
to support a theoretical analysis of main streams of Islamic thought as well as
provide an outline for expert interviews with representatives of each group of
Islamic thought, which took place during the empirical research phase. Accord-
ing to this theoretical model, this study aimed to investigate the main currents
of Islamic thought in three subjects. The first group deals with the concept of
the individual and human reason, and aims to present the perspectives of each
stream of Islamic thought on the equality of men and women. The second con-
cept is that of religion as structure. The definition of religion and the approach
to the Quran and sunna as the source of revelation and Islamic law shall be de-
bated here. The third concept is perspectives on the UDHR and CEDAW and
their acceptability in different interpretations of Islam. These points provide a
theoretical model for a comparative analysis in second part of the book.

The methods applied in this research project, including comparative and doc-
umentary methods as well as the qualitative method of expert interviews, are in-
troduced in Chapter Three. The methods of sampling the representatives of the
main currents of Islamic thought, the designing of the guidelines of the interviews
as well as the methods of analyzing the interviews are explained in this chapter.

Chapter Four offers a brief history of the rise and fall of women’s rights with-
in Iran’s legal system since the beginning of the constitutional revolution in Iran
between 1905 and 1911, when women were deprived of socio-political rights,
through to the era of Reza Shah, who tried to modernize the country by banning
Muslim women from wearing the veil. It is preceded by a brief summary of the
struggles of women for their suffrage and the establishment of the Family Pro-
tection Law (FPL) in the reign of Mohammad Reza Shah, and the regression of
some women’s rights in both public and private realms after the revolution of
1979, claimed as being based on Islamic jurisprudence. The historical overview
of changes in women’s rights ends with a synopsis of the situation of women in
different eras of presidency in Iran after the revolution, until the first era of pres-
idency of Hasan Rouhani (August 2013-2017).

The second part of the fourth chapter presents a historical overview of the
Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women
(CEDAW), as well as an investigation of the current state of women’s rights
within the legal system of the Islamic Republic of Iran. This shall be done
through a comparison of Islamic law vis-a-vis the provisions in CEDAW, in or-
der to gain a schema of the current legal situation of women in Iran.



Chapter Five introduces fundamentalist, reformist, and secular perspectives
on the position of women, presented through research in various Islamic coun-
tries. It also offers some aspects of the historical development of the main
streams of Islamic thought. Despite significant regional and political differenc-
es among such various Islamic perspectives, they have certain similar features
which are explained in this chapter. In this way, this chapter provides an intro-
ductory explanation of current research on women in different interpretations of
Islam, so that I can present the foundation and substructure of the main currents
of Islamic thought through a sociological perspective. This chapter also offers
a brief historical review of the most important schools of theology in Islam —
Mu’tazili and Ash’ari from the second century AH (after hijra, approximately
the eighth century AD), which is essential to gaining a better understanding of
the arguments of the main streams of Islam in the modern era.

The second part of the book, consisting of Chapters Six, Seven, and Eight,
provides a comparative analysis of the groundwork and fundamental arguments
of the main currents of Islam — fundamentalist, reformist, and secular — apply-
ing the theoretical model presented in Chapter Two to the three core issues. To
recap, these issues are religion (Islamic law, the Quran and sunna), individual
agency (human reason), and global norms of justice and human dignity (CE-
DAW, UDHR). The book concludes with Chapter Nine, presenting the outcomes
of this study of changing gender norms in Islam — between reason and revela-
tion.



2 Towards a Theoretical Model for Changing Gender Norms
in the Main Streams of Islamic Thought

The overarching goal of this research aims to study women’s rights in four cat-
egories — family, economic, political and cultural — from the perspectives of the
three main Islamic schools of thought (fundamentalist, reformist and secularist)
in Iran since the 1979 Revolution. To this aim, I propose a theoretical model by
synthesizing theories of the sociology of religion (Peter Berger and Thomas
Luckmann), sociological action theory (Anthony Giddens’ structural theory) and
struggles related to universal norms of justice (Nancy Fraser, Axel Honneth, Sey-
la Benhabib). This theoretical model shall support a theoretical analysis of the
main streams of Islamic thought, as well as provide an outline for expert inter-
views with representatives of each group in the empirical section of the research.

2.1 Religion in Sociology

To discuss theories of the sociology of religion, a definition of religion is re-
quired. Over the centuries, different scholars have commented on what religion
is; nevertheless, there is no consensus about which definition fully encompass-
es this complicated concept. Some definitions have been very narrow and have
tended to exclude some forms of beliefs and practices which seem to be reli-
gious for other scholars, while other definitions have been as vague and gener-
al as to include other areas of human sciences like law, psychology, philosophy,
etc.

Substantive and functional definitions of religion

The various definitions of religion are categorized in two groups. First, sub-
stantive, which refers to the essence and nature of religion, while the second
focuses on the functional elements of religion — what religion does. Roberts
and Yaman (2012) elaborate the features of these two types of definitions. The
substantive definition, as they explain, emphasizes a specific belief in a super-
natural realm. The substantive definition was used in 1873 by Edward B. Taylor
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(1958: 8 cited in Roberts & Yamane 2016: 3). He defined religion as “belief in
spiritual beings.” He regarded the term spiritual beings to be more inclusive than
belief in gods (ibid.).

Durkheim also provides a substantive definition of religion in his book The
Elementary Forms of Religious Life (1912) as “a unified system of beliefs and
practices relative to sacred things, that is to say, things set apart and forbidden —
beliefs and practices which unite into a single moral community called a church,
all those who adhere to them” (Durkheim 1992 (1912): 62). The substantive defi-
nition also distinguishes sacred from profane realms of experience and focuses
on what the sacred is. That is the special feature of religion for Durkheim, which
helps in the recognition of religion in different cultures since people’s attitude
towards religious rituals differs from their everyday experiences: “the religious
life and the profane life cannot coexist in the same unit of time: it is necessary
to assign determined days or periods to the first, from which all profane occu-
pations are excluded. [...] there is no religion, and, consequently, no society
which has not known and practiced this division of time into two distinct parts”
(Durkheim 1912 (1995): 347, in: Roberts and Yamane 2016: 4). In this way,
Durkheim also recognizes the sacred attitude as a group experience; therefore,
religion is a common activity (Roberts and Yamane 2012: 4-5). Accordingly,
Durkheim was most concerned with the relationship between religion and soci-
ety; hence, he moved beyond an individualistic depiction of religion. Substan-
tive definitions are more focused on traditional forms of religion, and are there-
fore unable to explain the new ways of religiosity in complex and changing
societies (ibid.: 18).

An alternative to substantive definitions of religion are functional definitions.
Milton Yinger suggests that we focus on what religion does rather than what re-
ligion essentially is: “it is not the nature of belief, but the nature of believing
that requires our study” (Yinger 1970: 11 in: Roberts and Yamane 2012: 7). Wil-
liam James (1979) offers a functional definition of religion through an under-
standing of the subjective experience of individuals involved in religious prac-
tice. In his point of view, religion pertains to “feelings, acts and experiences of
individual men [sic] in their solitude, so far as they apprehend themselves to
stand in relation to whatever they consider the divine” (1979: 50, quoted in Hafez
2011: 31).

The functional definition, as Roberts and Yaman explain, considers religion
as a provider of “a sense of ultimate meaning, a system of macro symbols, and
a set of core value systems”(Roberts and Yamane 2012: 18). Paul Tillich (1957)
offers a functional definition of religion: “Religion, in the largest and most ba-
sic sense of the word, is ultimate concern” (Tillich 1959: 7-8) and “our ultimate
concern is that which determines our being and non-being. [... ] Nothing can be
of ultimate concern for us which does not have the power of threating and sav-
ing our being” (Tillich 1973: 14). This concept of ‘ultimate concern’ was devel-
oped by Milton Yinger (1970) as underlining the importance of meaning sys-
tems to “understand the purpose of life and the meaning of death, suffering, evil,
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and injustice”, which provide human beings with a strategy to overcome the ma-
jor concerns of human life, including futility and despair (Roberts and Yamane
2012: 7).

In this definition, religion can be considered as a resource to provide a mean-
ing system with different dimensions, such as a shared world view, as well as
the Ritualistic dimension (religious practice); the Experiential (religious expe-
rience and emotions); the Intellectual (religious knowledge); the Social (insti-
tutional organization of the religious community); the Ethical (formal and mor-
al laws); and a set of routinized social expectations and patterns (Reich 2011:
283; Roberts and Yamane 2012: 12).

The considerable point here is how meaning systems are created throughout
human life. Here ‘time’ plays a relevant role in the equation. As Droogers (2011)
says, “disciplines and theories change in the course of time, therefore, every era
will produce its particular definition of religion.” Hence, it would be a mistake
to ignore the era’s conditions, such as modernism and its consequences, or the
process of the secularization thesis. Talal Asad also emphasizes that the “terms
‘religious’ and ‘secular’ can be understood only in relation and opposition to
each other. Thus, any redefinition of the secular necessarily involves a redefini-
tion of the religious, and vice versa” (in Van Antwerpen 2012: 7).

Therefore, the debate on the secularization thesis has crucial significance for
the definition of religion in the sociology of religion, even though it may influ-
ence that definition (Droogers 2011: 269). In what follows, the concept of sec-
ularization shall be elaborated in order to gain a broader perspective of the con-
cept of religion in the modern era.

The definition of secularization

The term ‘secularization’” was first used by George Jacob Holyoake in 1846 to
explain a social order separated from religion.* The term secularization was not
used directly in classical Sociology. However, it can be traced in the works of
the fathers of sociology — Auguste Comte, Herbert Spencer, Max Weber, Emile
Durkheim and Karl Marx. They were all convinced that the consequences of the
Enlightenment and industrialization would lead to the decline of the religious.
For example, Comte recognizes three stages of human society, from the theo-
logical stage to the metaphysical stage, and finally to the fully scientific stage.
Eventually, science (and especially sociology) would replace religion. Similar-
ly Weber, with the concept of rationality, Durkheim with the concept of differ-
entiation, and Tonnies with the concept of ‘Gemeinschaft-Gesellschaft’ provid-
ed a basis for further developing the term ‘secularization’ by later generations
of sociologists like Peter Berger, Thomas Luckmann, and Bryan Wilson (Stolz

4 Catholic Encyclopedia.Secularism. Available at: http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/13676a.htm
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and Konemann 2016: 11-12; Dobbelaere 2011: 599) in the second half of the
twentieth century.

The definition of secularization has changed throughout history, especially
insofar as some speak of neo-secularization. The initial point of secularization
refers to a societal level — when subsystems in modern societies differentiated
from each other because of their particular function, such as economy, polity
and science. Every subsystem has its own autonomy, values and norms, reject-
ing religious autonomy and value systems. Therefore, secularization refers to
the decline of religious authority over other subsystems, an outcome of modern-
ization, and it leads to the development of “functional rationality”” (Dobbelaere
2011: 600). For example, ‘charismatic’ authority barely has a place in a ratio-
nalized political system, and a cost-efficiency basis ousts religious ethos in the
economy. The development of science also induces a scientific approach to the
world rather than religious explanations which impact people’s everyday life
and individual minds. This ultimately means the decline of religious beliefs and
practices in individual life. Therefore secularization can be considered as a pro-
cess that started in a macro, societal level and continued into to micro, individ-
ual levels of analysis (Dobbelaere 2011: 600-601). However, in reality religion
continues to be powerful at the individual level and also at a societal level. As
Berger (1999) argues, “the world today, is as furiously religious as it ever was,
and in some places more so than ever” (Berger 1999: 2).

Berger has revised his opinion on promoting the secularization theory and
emphasizes the continuity and upsurge of religion in the modern world. In his
point of view, there is no inevitable link between secularization on the societal
level and secularization on the level of individual minds. Perhaps some religious
institutions lost their influence as a result of modernity, but both old and new re-
ligious beliefs and sometimes institutions continue to have social and political
significance. Therefore the relation between religion and modernity is not as
simple as the secularization theory of the 50s and 60s would have it, when it was
assumed that modernization necessarily leads to a decline of religion, both in
society and in the individual consciousness (Berger 1999: 3).

Some theoreticians, such as Bryan Turner, tried to offer a more precise defi-
nition of secularization, by distinguishing ‘political secularization’ from ‘social
secularization’. In his point of view, political secularization refers to the public
domain and political regulation; it is a historical process of separation of church
and state, defining the place of religion in public life. Social secularization deals
with values, culture and attitudes which are demonstrated in forms of rituals and
practices and sites in the social sphere. Therefore, while a state is able to enforce
religious regulation in the political sphere, it is difficult to restrict the social func-
tions of religion and control it in the social sphere. It is therefore important to
distinguish which kind of secularization is meant within the debate on secular-
ization (Turner 2010: 651-654).

José Casanova (2006) also explained secularization using three different defi-
nitions. First, the most popular definition: that of a decline of religious beliefs
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and practice at the individual level. Second: the privatization of religion, argu-
ing that today, “we are witnessing the ‘deprivatization’ of religion. [...] Reli-
gious traditions throughout the world are refusing to accept the marginal and
privatized role which theories of modernity as well as theories of secularization
had reserved for them” (Casanova 1994: 5). The third definition refers to clas-
sic theories of secularization which defines it as the differentiation of the secu-
lar spheres (state, economy, science), usually understood as ‘emancipation’ from
religious institutions and norms at the societal level. Casanova argues that these
definitions are differently applied in the debate on secularization in the United
States or Europe. Perhaps the traditional theory of secularization is proper for
Europe or more precisely in some parts of Europe, but not for the United States
or for other parts of the world.

Another definition of secularization is provided by Charles Taylor. He does
not reject the idea of declining practices and declared belief in many countries
per se; rather he explains that such decline depends on how religion is identi-
fied. Religion as ‘historic faith’ or ‘explicit belief in the supernatural’ seems to
have declined, but religion as a ‘wide range of spiritual and semi-spiritual be-
liefs” or as ‘the shape of ultimate concern’ is still present. Therefore, Taylor
also believes that religion has not declined at the individual level; perhaps the
earlier forms of religion have been destabilized and marginalized, but religion
has arisen in new forms (Taylor 2007: 426-427). Therefore, it would be more
helpful to consider Pluralism and, as Berger claims, “instead of continuing the
debate in terms of decline or persistence, they have identified pluralism, diver-
sity and fragmentation as more fruitful ways of thinking about religion today”
(in Fox 2010: 315-316) Many people today still believe in God and still ascribe
to a certain religion without accepting the crucial dogmas in it — what Grace
Davie calls ‘believing without belonging’ (Davie 1990). In this process, reli-
gion also tries to redefine and recompose itself in various ways (Taylor 2007:
513-514).

To define secularity Taylor refers to several ideas and then supplements them
further. He locates the concept of the secular in earlier ideas such as in classical
or medical accounts that deal with the realm of ‘earthly’ politics and ‘mundane’
vocations, contrasting the secular with the sacred. He also reflects on secular-
ization theory and its application to the societal and individual level where reli-
gion and religious belief and participation have a decreased significance in pub-
lic spaces, and are being replaced with universal, neutral rationality as a
consequence of modernity. In addition, secularity results in the decreasing im-
portance of religious belief and practice in everyday life (Taylor 2007).

But Taylor offers another definition of secularity, which is considered by some
theoreticians such as James K. A. Smith (2012) as a basis for describing a new
epoch, namely the ‘post-secular age’. In his definition Taylor underlines the new
conditions of belief. A secular society is where religious belief and belief in God
is considered as one disputable option among others for the individual. “The
shift to secularity in this sense consists, among other things, of a move from a
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society where belief in God is unchallenged and indeed, unproblematic, to one
in which it is understood to be one option among others, and frequently not the
easiest to embrace;” (Taylor 2007: 3) therefore, this definition of secularization
deals with how ‘plausibility structures’ of modern societies make religion con-
testable, rather than with the waning of religion in late modern societies (Smith
2012: 163-164). Taylor claims that this new context prevents the naive acknowl-
edgment of transcendent and naive religious faith.

The remarkable point is that in Islamic societies, despite the obvious influ-
ence of the secular attitude, secularity is forced to be privatized, while religion
plays the central role in the public sphere. Nonetheless, secularity can be traced
in different parts of the life-world, including individuality, cultural changes and
religious rationality. Hence, it is essential to study secularity even in strongly
religious societies such as Islamic countries (Burchardt et al. 2015: 11-12). How-
ever, clarification of different concepts of ‘secular’, ‘secularism’ and ‘secular-
ization’ is required in order to apply the proper term in such societies.

Secularism is defined as “a political doctrine” (Asad 2003:1) that refers “to
the arrangements of the institutional separation of politics/the state and religion
as well as to their ideological legitimizations” (Wohlrab-Sahr and Burchardt
2012: 880). The concept of secularization refers to*“sociological process mod-
els addressing processes of functional differentiation, religious decline, and pri-
vatization of religious practice” (ibid.). Secular as “an epistemic category” (Asad
2003:1) is considered as “an analytical term for the culturally, symbolically, and
institutionally anchored forms of distinction between religious and non-religious
spheres and material spaces” (Wohlrab-Sahr and Burchardt 2012: 881) There-
fore, ‘the secular’ is conceptually prior to the political doctrine of ‘secularism’
(Asad 2003:16), and is more inclusive. The concept of the secular is not con-
fined to the relation between religion and state, but also includes other dimen-
sions of society and the public sphere (Wohlrab-Sahr and Burchardt 2012: 881).
In this regard, secularity is considered a result of social conflicts related to trans-
forming the social sphere and religion, rather than an antireligious or irreligious
attitude (ibid. 904). It demonstrates itself beyond institutionalized rules, in the
public discourse and the scope of everyday life. In other words — “people’s life-
worlds, with their multiple forms of embodying religious and secular ways of
being, knowing and sensing” (Burchardt et al. 2015: 5).

Accordingly the concept of secularity, as Wohlrab-Sahr and Burchardt (2012)
explain, can take different structures in various societies. They use the concept
of “cultures of secularity” as well as “multiple secularities” to refer to “new ways
of thinking about the relationships between religion and secularity in moderni-
ty that go beyond secularization theories” (ibid.). Perhaps cultures of seculari-
ty do not exist all over the world; but rather depend upon social and political
conditions; nevertheless, they emphasize that considering conceptual space for
an analysis of secularity is of crucial importance, even in strongly religious so-
cieties (ibid.: 6). Accordingly, this book aims to investigate the concept of sec-
ularity in an Islamic context.
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Fundamentalism is regarded as a reaction to secularization which is not re-
stricted to the West and Christianity, but also to Islam. Before exploring the ap-
plicability of such ideas for religion, particularly in the Islamic world, funda-
mentalism shall be explained in the following section.

The definitions of fundamentalism

The term ‘fundamentalism’ is widely applied to regional, national, and even glob-
al developments which hold both religious and political dimensions, and which is
traceable in all religions and in every major faith, including Christianity, Judaism,
Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism and Confucianism (Armstrong 2002, Afary 1997).
Fundamentalism is a controversial term, with many-layered meanings which it has
attained on its uneven trajectory across cultures, interest groups and disciplines.

Fundamentalism as a term was applied in 1910 for a series of articles by con-
servative American Protestant Christian authors under the title The Fundamen-
tals, in order to “defend biblical inerrancy; attack the so-called European ‘high-
er criticism’ that began to examine scriptures from purely philosophical
(historical-linguistic), archeological, and anthropological perspectives; and re-
fute or counter assorted related threats” (Shupe 2011: 478). Thus, the fundamen-
talists offered a narrower definition of conservative Christian orthodoxy against
the efforts to reconcile traditional Christian beliefs with new developments in
the natural and social sciences.

As this concept entered into the public discourse, in particular since the 1970s,
it has clearly exceeded its narrow origin concerning U.S. Protestants. Funda-
mentalists took on political activism and identity politics that concerned events
that resulted from modernism, such as the legalization of abortion, the sexual
revolution, the gay rights movement, and the removal of religion from public
education, or that challenged traditional gender roles, or caused moral questions
(Nagata 2001). It was claimed that with modernity, human beings became more
rational, and hence religion was not required anymore, or perhaps would be re-
stricted to a private sphere of human life. Fundamentalists rejected this view of
religion and tried to bring it from its marginal position back into mainstream so-
ciety. This reaction was not confined to conservative Christian orthodoxy, how-
ever, but was also common in the other major religions of the world. In fact,
emerging threats from Islamic groups and organizations such as the Taliban,
Boko Haram, and the Islamic State, created by fundamentalists, introduced Is-
lamic fundamentalism as the strongest stream of fundamentalism (Wenzel 2011:
180-182).

Some scholars use the term ‘fundamentalism’ to refer to religious revival
movements outside the Protestant tradition, while other scholars are reluctant
to use the term to refer to cultural and political movements based on religious
tradition with the same features. Some scholars utilize terms such as the ‘New
Religious Politics’ (Kaddie 1998); Islamism (Gole 1996; Krdmer 2011); or In-
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tegrism and Political Islam (see: Steinbach 2004). For some, employing funda-
mentalism to Islamic political movements is recalling another variant of orien-
talism, in keeping with the process of Othering (see Edward Said: Orientalism,
1978). “In Said’s view, by constructive reductive notions of ‘terrorism’ and ‘fun-
damentalism,” the West has attempted to claim for itself ‘moderation, rationali-
ty’ and a specific Western ethos” (Afary 1997).

The term fundamentalist is also used, albeit irresponsibly, to address any
group that takes religion seriously and even to address all Muslims, as Nagata
(2001) and Emerson and Hartman (2006: 128) explain. Some studies do not dis-
tinguish reformist movements from fundamentalist movements, and identify all
Islamic revival movements as fundamentalist or as part of fundamentalist move-
ments (Wegner 2008; Kohler 2008). Some speak of ‘new-age fundamentalist re-
form movements’ — die neuzeitlichen fundamentalistischen Reformbewegun-
gen — (Kienzler 2007).

In contrast to this view of fundamentalism, other studies draw attention to the
distinction between various groups of Islamic revival movements (Riesebrodt
1990: 148; Gole 2004). Riesebrodt’s (2000) definition of fundamentalism is

a specific type of religious revival movement which reacts to social changes perceived
as a dramatic crisis. In such a movement people attempt to restructure their life-worlds
cognitively, emotionally, and practically, reinvent their social identities, and regain a sense
of dignity, honor, and respect. But, such goals are achieved in fundamentalism in ways
which are different from other types of religious revival movements (Riesebrodt 2000:
271)

After the 1979 Revolution in Iran, Islamic fundamentalism drew more academ-
ic and political attention (Nagata 2001: 486). Riesebrodt (1990) regards funda-
mentalism in post-revolution Iran as a form of patriarchal traditionalism that, as
a result of state-driven secularization in Pahlavi’s era, recalls for a return to a
‘book-centered’ religious order. Therefore, it not only renewed patriarchal con-
trols on women and gender roles, but it also revived paternalistic authority in
politics and the economy.

The first comparative study of fundamentalist movements was completed by
Bruce Lawrence in 1989, entitled ‘Defenders of God: The Fundamentalist Re-
volt Against the Modern Age.” As Emerson and Hartman (2006) explain, Law-
rence argued in his book that “fundamentalism is an ideology rather than a the-
ology and is formed in conflict with modernism” (Emerson and Hartman 2006:
130) In a comprehensive study named ‘The Fundamentalism Project, > the same
features of fundamentalist movements were found across faiths, including; em-

w

The book series The Fundamentalism Project published by the University of Chicago Press, was
sponsored by the American Academy of Arts and Sciences and directed by religion historians
Martin Marty and Scott Appleby from 1987 until 1995. The project was aimed at investigating
fundamentalist movements throughout the world.
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bracing technological innovation; opposing relativism and pluralism; believing
the absolute ‘truth’ lies only with them; and endowing themselves with the au-
thorization to enact the divine will and the ‘universal blueprint’ for human sal-
vation. As a result, fundamentalists see themselves as agents of a sacred power
and are often intolerant of dissidents within and outside the community of be-
lievers. Regarding the texts of a tradition, fundamentalists are ‘consistently an-
ti-hermeneutical’ and reject every hermeneutical interpretation of scripture
(Marty 1988).

Among the fundamentalist movements, Islamic fundamentalism seeks a worl-
dview based on a golden age, with a ‘utopian and past-oriented’ perspective (Ei-
senstadt 1996, cited in Moghissi 1999: 71; Gole 1996), seeking fulfillment of
Islamic law in a contemporary society without any adjustment to the contempo-
rary needs of human beings. Islamic fundamentalism is defined as a movement
aimed at ‘establishing an Islamic sociopolitical order’ through fulfillment of the
Islamic law; therefore the unity of religion and politics in Islamic government
is defended (Moaddel 2008: 1676—7). Similar to other religious fundamental-
ists, Islamic fundamentalists believe that “the focus of moral authority is God
and that legal codes should reflect absolute and timeless divine law” (ibid.: 1680).
However, Islamic fundamentalists have often interpreted divine and Islamic laws
as their political projects dictate (ibid.). Losurdo (2004) describes a character-
istic of Islamic fundamentalism as protection of “the Islamic identity from con-
tamination and interference. The point is to put an end to centuries of ruinous
religious subversion. This is a protection, a kind of ‘cultural cleansing,” against
all Western political tendencies” (Losurdo 2004: 11).

Fundamentalism in Islam became generally known with the establishment of
the Muslim Brotherhood by Hasan Al-Banna in Egypt in 1928. The purpose of
creating the Muslim Brotherhood was not only to fight colonialism and liberate
Muslim societies from the West, but also to replace the materialist philosophy
of Europe in an Islamic country with the culture, civilization and philosophy of
Islam which was presented by the first generation of Muslims (Said Aly and
Wenner 1982: 340). Al-Banna, the founder of the Muslim Brotherhood, posited
the dislodgment of true Islamic tradition as the cause of decadence in the Mus-
lim community. He pointed to the Quran and tradition of the Prophet (sunna) as
resources of Islamic rules for every Muslim and says:

Islam is a comprehensive system which deals with all spheres of life. It is a state and a
homeland (or a government and an Ummay). It is a moral system and power (or mercy and
justice). It is a culture and a law (or knowledge and jurisprudence). It is material and
wealth (or gain and prosperity). It is (Jihad) and Da’wah (or army and an idea). And fi-
nally, it is true belief and worship (Al-Banna n.d.: 7).

Therefore, Islamic principles must be implemented in all aspects of public life
as well as in political, economic and ideological dimensions. This ultimately

leads to a truly Islamic government, obliged to enforce Islamic law alongside
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other responsibilities. It is also necessary to instruct the world about Islamic ide-
ology “by spreading the call of Islam to all corners of the globe until there is no
more tumult or oppression and the religion of Allah prevails” (ibid.) He also de-
fines Jihad as a means to struggle in the ‘Way of Allah’ which has various forms
including “struggling with the tongue, pen, or hand, and speaking a word of truth
to a tyrannical ruler” (ibid.: 16—17).

This argument has been maintained by Islamic fundamentalists up to the pres-
ent day. However, it should be noted that this is not the only reaction to mod-
ernism and secularization from the Islamic world; there have been other reac-
tions, such as reformist efforts as well as secular perspectives, especially after
the 1970s-80s. These were based on the debate on the separation of politics and
religion, or the separation of religion and the public sphere. It is evident in some
Islamic countries that recognize themselves as secular and confine Islamic law
only to family laws like marriage, divorce, custody, and inheritance. John L. Es-
posito (2002) also explains that many modern Muslim states have been influ-
enced by Western secular paradigms in their development’s programs. There-
fore, in some modern Muslim countries “the role of Islam in state and society
as a source of legitimation for rulers, state, and government institutions was
greatly decreased though the separation of religion and politics was not total”
(Esposito 2002: 2).

Therefore, concepts such as secular, fundamentalism and reformism cannot
not be only restricted to Christianity and the West, though it is of crucial impor-
tance to distinguish the context when applying these concepts. Casanova also
explains in such debate “one needs to make clear the terminological and theo-
retical disagreements. Most importantly, one needs to historicize and contextu-
alize all categories, refocus the attention beyond Europe and North America, and
adopt a more global perspective” (Casanova 2003: 17-29).

Accordingly, the theory of Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann on religion,
as well as the impact of globalization and pluralism as outcomes of modernity
on religion and individual freedom shall be discussed in the following pages,
though their theory was formulated for explaining religion in the West.

2.2 The Dialectical Relationship Between Religion and Human Being:
Pluralism, Rationality and the Crisis of Meaning

I will consider Peter Berger’s and Thomas Luckmann’s analysis of religion as a
historical product which is constructed by human experience, even when it is
considered as divine.

Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann, in their work The Social Construction
of Reality (1966), define society as a dialectic phenomenon. They argue that so-
ciety is a human product of human collective activities. They also emphasize
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that human beings are likewise the product of society, such that the individual’s
identity is shaped by social processes.

In Berger and Luckmann’s analysis, society consists of a dialectical process
between externalization, objectivation and internalization. “Externalization is
the outpouring of human beings into the world, both in the physical and the men-
tal activities of men [sic]” (Berger 1967: 3). It refers to every process in which
subjective meaning in consciousness is constructed and then externalized, there-
by creating the sociality of the individual (Knoblauch 2005: 137).

Objectivation refers to the creation of a reality by human physical and men-
tal activity that confronts its original creators as an external facticity other than
themselves. Through objectivation, human beings create institutions, interac-
tions and other things which all together form culture. These outcomes of hu-
man activities appear as objects which can exist independently from human ac-
tivities. Even religion and language, which appear to be natural or divine, are
human products that are objectified and have become realities independent from
human activities (Knoblauch 1999: 112). Based on the process of objectivation,
Berger posits that, “all religious world-views are the products of historically
conditioned and constructed human experience, whether they posit a divine re-
vealer or not” (in Dorrien 2001: 33).

Internalization occurs when this objectivized reality is re-appropriated by hu-
man agents, transforming it from the structure of the objective world into the struc-
ture of subjective consciousness. Berger and Luckmann consider internalization
as a basis for understanding others and also for the apprehension of the world as
a meaningful and social reality (Berger and Luckmann 1966: 150). It enables in-
dividuals to shape their personal identity through the internalization of socially
objectified schemes of activities and their related meanings, that lead ultimately
to the integration of individuals in the social world (Luckmann 2002: 28-29).

Based on this schema, Berger deduces that society is produced through ex-
ternalization, it becomes a reality through objectivation, and human beings are
defined as a product of society through internalization.

One of the processes of internalization, as Berger and Luckmann (1966) ex-
plain, is socialization that inducts the individual into the subjective world of so-
ciety or a sector of it. Socialization allows the transfer of social reality, includ-
ing culture and subjective meanings, from one generation to the next.
Individuals therefore identify themselves with these meanings; they also repre-
sent and express meaning (Dorrien 2001: 31).

The crisis of meaning

Berger and Luckmann (1995) point out that meaning is constituted in human con-
sciousness, so it is based on ‘purely subjective apprehensions’. This subjective
constitution of meaning is the origin of all social stocks of knowledge such as
patterns of experience and schemes of action, resulting from the objectification
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of the subjective meaning of experience or actions. They explain that “these so-
cially objectified and processed stocks of meaning are ‘preserved’ in historical
reservoirs of meaning and ‘administered’ by institutions” (Berger and Luckmann
1995: 18). In their view, older streams of social action (‘traditions’) are of cru-
cial importance in shaping elements of meaning, and religion occupies a distinc-
tive place in the objectification of meaning in social reality. In Berger’s analysis
religion aims to construct a value system based on a sacred cosmos. He says, “Re-
ligion offers a protective canopy of transcendent legitimacy, meaning, and order
to the precarious constructions in human life” (in Dorrien 2001: 32). The value
system — offered by religion — is objectified in the societal stock of knowledge.

Social stocks of knowledge provide objective meanings that shape the actions
of the individual. Therefore, there is a constant interaction between objectified
meaning and subjectively constituted meaning. When this interaction is disrupt-
ed and when objectified meaning and subjective meaning overlap and contra-
dict each other, a crisis of meaning occurs. Accordingly, in societies which have
a single and generally binding value system, the schemes of experience and ac-
tion objectified in social institutions are directed towards a common value sys-
tem superordinate to the specific meaning. Therefore the total stock of meaning
stored and managed in social institutions is in basic concordance with practical
life (Berger and Luckmann 1995: 18-24).

Such societies provide no ground for the growth and extension of crises of
meaning, because there is no contradiction between the objectified and subjec-
tive meanings of the value system. These conditions are found in pre-modern
societies where a value system offered by religion takes a central place. Berger
and Luckmannn recognize religion in pre-modern societies as a symbolic rem-
edy spreading throughout all of society, collecting all shared interpretations of
reality into a coherent view of the world, which provide the foundation for so-
cietal morality (ibid.: 54). Since in pre-modern societies, the differentiation be-
tween diverse social functions is slight, religion; social structure; and personal
identity overlap (Knoblauch et al. 2002: 26), and “religious representations are
widely diffused among the various institutions” (Luckmann 1983: 129).

In modern society, however, the value system and meaning offered by reli-
gion are no longer the sole bears of superordinate orders of value for everyone
(Berger and Luckmann 1995: 25-54), and this perhaps leads to the situation in
which there is no longer concordance between objectified and subjective mean-
ing, and therefore different values and orientations that are ‘ultimately’ signifi-
cant for the individual are not massively and generally confirmed and support-
ed by the social order (Luckmann 1983: 132). For example, it is possible that
while religion and its value system could have a strong position in the social or-
der, individuals may still look for a new value system which is not supported by
religion, or vice versa. This provides the basic condition for the spread of crises
of meaning. In fact, religion, which once legitimized the whole society, is no
longer able to keep its old influence over other institutional sectors because of
new issues experienced in the modern era. This sometimes leads to the differ-
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entiation of the social structure in specialized institutions, implying a profound
change in the relationship between individuals and society and consequently the
relationship between the individual and itself (Luckmann 2007: 223).

In such a society, the economy, politics, legislation and knowledge separate
themselves from the superordinate value system and determine the instrumen-
tal-rational objective meaning of schemes of action for the individual without
religious underpinning in those areas for which they are responsible (see Berg-
er and Luckmann 1995: 25; Knoblauch et al. 2002: 26).

Pluralism and the crisis of meaning

Berger and Luckmann recognize modern pluralism — as an outcome of modern-
ism — as the most important factor in the creation of crises of meaning. They
enumerate some structural causes of this fact such as population growth, migra-
tion and urbanization; industrialization; the media of mass communication, both
printed material and the newest electronic media, which display a plurality of
ways of life and thinking (Berger and Luckmann 1995: 37-38). It should be not-
ed that modern pluralism and its result — crisis of meaning — becomes a univer-
sal phenomenon through globalization.

Berger and Luckmann deduce ‘relativization of systems of values’, a ‘general
uncertainty’ and ‘different schemes of interpretation’ from modern pluralization.
In fact, modern pluralism in Berger’s and Luckmann’s view destabilizes ‘com-
mon-sense knowledge.” It calls the world, society and personal identity into ques-
tion. There is no longer only one, true and unquestionable interpretation, but mul-
tiple interpretations with different perspectives which raise doubt for individuals
about the manner of their lives. In this process, “the age-old function of religion —
to provide ultimate certainty amid the exigencies of the human condition — has
been severely shaken” (Berger et al. 1973: 166); the alternatives provided by plu-
ralism force people to think in a way that undermines the foundation of all ver-
sions of a good old world and assumptions of unquestioned existence.

Accordingly, religion becomes one option from many possible value systems
and world views which could be chosen by an individual. As Berger points out,
“we choose God instead of God choosing us” (Berger 1980, cited in Bruce 1999:
128) Modernization and pluralism not only fundamentally changed the range of
pre-given, unquestioned, taken-for-granted assumptions and existence determined
by fate to a long series of possible choices by individuals. They also undermined
the traditional source of meaning and all taken-for-granted verities. However,
Berger emphasizes that “pluralism affects the how of religious belief, but not nec-
essarily the what” (Berger 2001: 194). It means, as Linda Woodhead explains, “it
is still possible to hold religious beliefs even though they have ceased to be tak-
en for granted but it is impossible to hold them in the same way (as in the past)”
(Woodhead 2001: 2). She claims that being religious in most modern societies is
manifested in new ways even though these new forms of religiosity sometimes
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appear similar to the old ways. As a result of this tension, religion tends to change;
for example, the attempts of modern theology to cope with modern times through
liberal-religious strategies (Dorrien 2001: 33). In pre-modern societies, people
who ascribed to a specific religion were required to obey teachings that were ab-
solute, leaving no room for interpretation. Today however, there are ‘non-tradi-
tional” interpretations of religion which allow individuals to exercise autonomy
over their lives. These interpretations show a shift that reflects an understanding
of religion as something that comes from God to something that is a result of an
internal process of the self; from the after-life to this life. Consequently tradition
and religion becomes a service to the individual and self, rather than something
that the self and individual must serve or adjust to (ibid.: 65-66).

Therefore, religion must pay attention to ‘the wishes of their members’ (Berg-
er and Luckmann 1995: 46) as well as to new globalized values and new concepts
such as individual rights, and gender equality, which are considered as cosmopol-
itan norms of justice. Woodhead describes these as non-negotiable values of ‘hu-
man life’ which are mediated and globalized through cultural exchanges such as
film, fiction and popular music, which spread the uniquely modern universalism
of humanitarian ethics and legislation (Woodhead and Heelas 2001: 51).

Berger states that changes in lifestyle and in political, social, economic and
cultural realities of modern societies resulting from modernization do not nec-
essarily lead to secularization — except in some parts of the world. Religion could
be still understood as referring to a particular aspect of human existence, or to
a supernatural meaning of life, offering a value system for the human being in
a modern epoch (Knoblauch et al. 2002: 139). However it should be noted that
if religion does not consider an individual’s wishes, modern rationality, and uni-
versal norms of justice — in other words if it does not adopt a new form that is
compatible with modern society — the individual who wants to remain religious
would find new ways to maintain their religion and perhaps define for them-
selves a religion with emphasis on particular features. For instance, despite the
conservative viewpoint of the Catholic Church about using contraception, in the
United States 90% of Catholics do use contraception and 82% think it is mor-
ally permissible (Yan 2013).

Religion and rationality

Religion in modern times cannot be against rationality, since rationality has al-
ways maintained a crucial role in human conduct. Luckmann argues, taking Max
Weber’s perspective into account, that the contribution of religion in the histor-
ical process of the rationalization of human life should be noted as well. Berg-
er even recognized Jewish and Christian roots in the rationality of the West (in
Bruce 1999: 13). Weber also, as Luckmann notes, defined a paradoxical func-
tion for religion that, as a product of the irrational dimension of human exis-
tence, initiates and reinforces the process of rationalization. Religion provides
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a “socially stabilized interpretation of reality,” and systematized “solutions of
everyday problems and critical situations in life.” It offers a meaningful inter-
pretation of the world for the individual “by providing a stable framework of
orientation for the unstructured, ‘irrational’ subjectivities of individual exis-
tence” (Luckmann 1983: 144). Considering Islam, some define Islamic laws or
Islamic jurisprudence (figh) as a set of rules of worship (such as prayer and fast-
ing), and as rules of transaction (like marriage, divorce and sales) as well as po-
litical orders (including punishment and retribution) that have always claimed
to be rational and scientific in the history of Islam. These rules have followed
certain objectives in a rational context in the Islamic tradition (Mojtahed Shabe-
stari 2006: 163-165).

I use Berger’s and Luckmann’s theory in my research, since they show how
individual agents and religion have a dialectical relationship and how this dia-
lectical relationship can be disrupted and a crisis of meaning emerges, in a way
that religion becomes unable to offer a value and meaning system to satisfy the
human need for meaning and spirituality.

This description of the role of religion in sociology provides an understand-
ing to further analyze theories that are particularly relevant to this research.

2.3 Islam and Structuration Theory: Between Individual Agency
and Global Justice

The dialectical relationship between religion and individual agents can be fur-
ther explored through the concept of duality of structure in the structuration the-
ory of Anthony Giddens. He created a theory that investigated “the nature of hu-
man action, social institutions and interrelations between action and institutions”
(Giddens 1991b: 201) and “the relationship between the individual and social
forces as a part of the constitution of social order” (Giddens 1984: 2). One of the
main premises of Structuration Theory is the ‘duality of structure’ concept, which
offers a conceptual scheme for understanding how actors are both creators of so-
cial systems and are themselves created by social systems (Giddens 1991b: 204).
In other words, “people make society and, at the same time, they are constrained
by it” (Furseth and Repstad 2006: 66). Cohen (1988) stated how the ‘duality of
structure’ “provides a basis for reconciliation of action and structure” (p. 297).

Defining structure

Giddens defines ‘structure’ as “rules and resources, recursively implicated in the re-
production of social systems. Structure exists only as memory traces, the organic
basis of human knowledgeability, and as instantiated in action” (Giddens 1984: 377).
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According to Turner, rules are ‘generalizable procedures’ and ‘methodologies,’
which provide ‘formulas’ for the action of agents in a ‘social system’ or specif-
ic empirical contexts of interactions. Rules are generally used in conversations,
interaction rituals, and daily routines. Rules contain ‘rights and obligations’ that
are the bases for ‘sanctions’ and provide ‘interpretive schemes’ and ‘stocks of
knowledge’ that are necessary for effective communication (Turner 1986: 972).
Resources are structured properties of social systems, drawn upon and repro-
duced by knowledgeable agents in the course of interaction (Giddens 1984: 15).
Furthermore, as Turner explains, resources are “the ‘material equipment’ and
‘organizational capacities’ of actors to get things done” (Turner 1986: 972). They
are means to mobilize power. In fact, possessing material (allocative)® and or-
ganizational (authoritative)’ facilities leads to power.

Based on Giddens’ definition of structure, religion can be considered as an
element of structure, such that “religious cosmologies provide moral and prac-
tical interpretations of personal and social life, as well as of the natural world,
which represent an environment of security for the believer” (Giddens 1991c:
103). This definition also provided methodologies and formulas for actions in a
social system; defining rights, obligations and sanctions; as well as providing a
framework for communication.

On the other hand, religion could be also a resource for generating power
based on Giddens’ definition. This is especially true for Islam, since Islam is a
law-oriented religion. As Arafa (2012) explains, religion “sets the framework
for permissible economic, social, and political systems” (p. 5), which can be
considered as resources for mobilizing power. Al-Qaradawy (1995) further ex-
plained how “Islamic law contains provisions which organize the relation be-
tween the rulers and ruled in terms of rights, obligations and duties.” He also
described the comprehensiveness of Islamic law, how “Islamic law encompass-
es the individual, the family, and the society” (p.112). Islam prescribes a special
behavioral pattern for Muslims as individuals. For example, worship, personal
morality, family relations (marriage, divorce, etc), financial matters, civil pro-
cedures (trading, lending), criminal or penal law and its related punishments
(ibid.), including a wide range of those attributed to ‘law’ in the modern West-
ern context are regulated in Islamic law (Haddad and Stowasser 2004: 4).

However, Islam cannot be thought of as a monolithic, homogenous block, as
there are different interpretations of the religion, each having diverse views on
the legitimacy and applicability of all Islamic law as a framework for economic,

o

Giddens’ definition of ‘allocative resources’ in his Glossary of Terminology of Structuration
Theory: “Material resources involved in the generation of power, including the natural environ-
ment and physical artifacts; allocative resources derive from human dominion over nature” (Gid-
dens 1984: 373).

Giddens’ definition of ‘authoritative resources’ in his Glossary of Terminology of Structuration
Theory: “Non-material resources involved in the generation of power, deriving from the capa-
bility of harnessing the activities of human beings; authoritative resources result from the do-
minion of some actors over others” (ibid.).

N
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social and political systems in modern society. Based on Giddens’ definitions,
Islam as a religion — in all its possible interpretations — can be considered as an
element of ‘structural properties.’®

Modalities of structuration

In order to further explain the ‘duality of structure’ concept, Giddens developed
the ‘modalities of structuration,” recognizing three dimensions; signification, le-
gitimation, and domination. He explains how “actors draw upon the modalities
of structuration in the reproduction of systems of interaction, by the same token
reconstituting their structural properties” (Giddens 1984: 28).

Signification is when individual agents employ a communication of meaning
through interactions and consequently interpretative schemes. These schemes
of interaction, as Cloke et al. (1991) explains, “are capable of identification and
analysis at the level of structure as semantic rules” (Cloke et al. 1991: 103). Gid-
dens identifies legitimation as how individual agents, through interactions, ap-
ply sanctions on their behavior. Based on this, “social norms can be identified
and analyzed at the level of structure as moral rules” (ibid.). The third ‘modal-
ity of structuration,” domination, is defined as when individual agents use pow-
er through interactions that provide facilities. “These enabling facilities can be
identified and analyzed at the level of structure as resources that comprise the
structure of domination” (ibid.).

All three dimensions in Giddens’ model can be found in the prevailing inter-
pretation of Islam, in which ‘the paradigm of duty/obligation’ dominates. This
interpretation follows that only God has absolute power, the structure of domi-
nation belongs to God, and the power relations between human beings are de-
termined according to the divine rules. Moral rules and legitimation also are de-
fined in accordance with God’s will. According to this paradigm, “a Muslim’s
main concern is (and must be) to know what he/she is obligated to do in order
to avoid God’s wrath and punishment, and enjoy worldly happiness and eternal
salvation” (Naraghi 2007). The paradigm also contains certain signification
based on the ‘language of duty/obligation’ rather than the ‘language of rights’
that considers the human being primarily as a duty-bearer rather than a right-hold-
er. Thus, individual agents by interacting employ interpretative schemes in ac-
cordance with his/her duty towards God.

8 Giddens’ definition of ‘structural properties’ in his Glossary of Terminology of Structuration
Theory: Structurated features of social systems, especially institutionalized features, stretching
across time and space” (Giddens 1984: 377).
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Religion and individual agents

Another key component of Structuration Theory is the idea of ‘reflexive moni-
toring,” which is the ability that permits individuals to account for, explain and
rationalize their actions, either to themselves or to others. The theory also em-
phasizes that rules and resources are produced and reproduced by agents. Gid-
dens characterizes human agents as knowledgeable and capable subjects who
have the ability to reason and act purposively, but who also have the ability to
act in contrast to these tendencies (Cloke et al. 1991: 97-99). Individual agents
are the primary subjects in this idea, which brings up particular questions about
the role of individuals when religion is one of the fundamental structures in a
society. How influential are individual agents in the reproduction of religious
law? How is the relationship between actors and religion defined in different re-
ligious thought streams?

These questions must be examined through a concept Giddens termed as
‘time-space distinction” which refers to the complex relations between local ac-
tors and interactions across distances (Giddens 1991c: 64). He distinguishes two
forms of integration: ‘Social integration,” which refers to face interactions, where
both actors are present at the same time and in the same place. ‘System integra-
tion’ is about “reciprocal relations between those who are physically absent”
(Cohen 1989: 42).

In Abrahamic religions, including Islam, one important factor in the integra-
tion of religious followers in different times and spaces is the belief in the di-
vinity of religion and its claim to be a statement of revelation. This belief makes
religion metaphysical, supernatural and totally remote from human knowledge.
The question that arises here is whether or not the human agent is competent to
influence or even change religious law over time and space. If the individual
agent is able to intervene in divine law, the next question arises as to whether
they are consequently undermining the divinity of religion. In a broader sense,
can religious laws change over time and space in accordance to societal chang-
es without losing its divinity? The arguments concerning this idea for different
streams of Islamic thought are discussed in the second part of this book.

Globalization and cosmopolitan norms of justice

One of the most important factors in reflexively monitoring interactions, and the
examining and reforming of social practices is access to information about the
world and individual agents within it (Furseth and Repstad 2006: 67). In the
modern world, rapid advancement of information and communication technol-
ogies creates a sense of interconnectedness; people living in ‘one world” which
Giddens recognizes as one dimension of globalization. According to Giddens,
globalization itself is one of the fundamental consequences of modernity (Gid-
dens 1991a: 75, 175). Globalization is characterized by increasing economic,
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political, social and ecological interdependence, and increasing global commu-
nication and mobility, as well as the increasing influence of new actors — espe-
cially supranational organizations, transnational enterprises and Civil Society
Organizations (CSOs) or NGOs (Lenz and Schwenken 2002: 157). Mechanized
technologies of communication therefore have led to broader understanding of
events in a social system by individual agents.

Social systems, as Giddens points out, are situated within time and space
(Cloke et al. 1991: 110). He uses the term ‘time-space distanciation’ in refer-
ring to complex relations between local involvement (circumstances of co-pres-
ence) and interaction across distance (the connections of presence and absence)
(Giddens 1991a: 64). In Giddens’ opinion, “the level of time-space distancia-
tion in the modern era is much higher than in any previous period, and the rela-
tions between local and distant social forms and events become corresponding-
ly stretched” (ibid.).

Giddens recognizes this ‘stretching’ process as the basis for globalization,
“in so far as the modes of connection between different social contexts or re-
gions become networked across the earth’s surface as a whole.” Consequently,
worldwide social relations intensified by globalization and distant localities are
linked together (ibid.). Hence modern concepts such as the rights of the indi-
vidual or women’s/human rights as bases for norms of justice that cannot be
restricted to special regions, but are converted into cosmopolitan norms and
concepts and become universal. However these norms were born in the West
and have their origins in Western philosophy and historical social political con-
texts.

The role of individual agency in constructing the identity

Modernization and shifts in norms have changed the conception of human agen-
cy and people’s ability to construct their own self-identity. Identity, according to
Charles Taylor (1994), refers to “a person’s understanding of who they are, of
their fundamental characteristics as a human being” (Taylor 1994: 25). The pro-
cess of developing identity does not take place in isolation, but is generated
through dialogue with others; it is a dialogical relation with others, and “unshaped
by a predefined social script” (ibid.: 34). Giddens also emphasizes the role of in-
dividuals in building identity in modern society and says that identity is not some-
thing given, but is created and chosen by the individual (Furseth and Repstad
2006: 67). Therefore, new concepts of individual rights on the one hand, and the
‘pluralisation of contexts of action’ as consequences of globalization and mo-
dernity on the other, are increasingly important in the constitution of identity and
daily activity (Giddens 1991a: 5). This is because individuals have the opportu-
nity to make choices between alternative worldviews, including a religious world-
view that is “not necessarily congruent with collective religious sentiments”
(Eickelman 2002: 120). The concept of human agency and identity was no lon-
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ger confined to the language of duty/obligation and no longer predetermined by
some transcendental vision and authority. There is no doubt, however, about the
importance of religion as one of the crucial factors in creating identity which
binds people over time and space and leads to system and social integration. Nev-
ertheless, religion becomes one of the options for construction of human agen-
cy and identity alongside other options which can be chosen by the individual.
In fact, women’s freedom and gender equality is one of outcomes of the re-
defining of human agency and identity. It carries a conception of autonomous
human agency which is able to participate in forming and changing the social
and political order. Even in social systems where structures continue to resist
change the individual agent becomes autonomous through the tremendous im-
pact of globalization and tries to find a way to change the social and political or-
der. Lenz and Schwenken (2002) refer to the capacity of individual agents for
developing international orientation and communication which can support them
in entering global games. International orientation means “knowledge of glob-
al economic, political and cultural structures and institutions, and of global or
transnational communication” (Lenz and Schwenken 2002: 159). In fact, Glo-
balization, through modern communication technologies, has facilitated the dif-
fusion of the new concepts resulting from modernity, such as individual rights
and gender equality, as part of cosmopolitan norms of justice, allowing a broad-
er perspective of human freedom as well as providing a wider range of choices
that in turn, gives human agents opportunities to take charge of themselves.

Religion and civil rights

Another point of Giddens’ theory of structuration, which is relevant in the study
of the different perspectives of Islamic thought to gender equality and women’s
rights in modern society, is the third dimension of modality of structuration
which deals with using power at the level of interaction, and domination at the
level of structure.

Power within a social system continues over time and space and implicates
the regularized relation of autonomy and dependencies between actors or col-
lectivities in contexts of social interaction. Giddens calls this ‘the dialectic of
control’ in social systems. This idea holds that “all forms of dependence offer
some resources whereby those who are subordinate can influence the activities
of their superiors” (Giddens 1984: 16). This implies that subordinate groups can
exercise some control over a superordinate one and can influence the actions of
others. Allocative and authoritative resources as the ‘storage capacity’ of differ-
ent societies across time and space provide different forms of power in differ-
ent types of society (see Urry 1991: 166). In modern societies the resources lead-
ing to power for individual agents can be defined as civil rights, the abuse of
which could lead to totalitarianism in the arena of political power. Only public
discourse and political participation as integral to civil rights can prevent total-
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itarianism (Jary 1991: 139). This idea is particularly important for the study of
different perspectives on gender equality and women’s rights in modern society
of the main currents of Islamic thought.

These last two points — the dialectic of control and the power of individuals
through their civil rights to preventing totalitarianism — are expressed in theo-
ries of justice which are based on theories of recognition. Because of the impor-
tance of recognition theory for the definition of justice and other theories relat-
ed to this research, the proceeding section introduces this theory through its
contemporary advocators, including Axel Honneth and Nancy Fraser.

2.4 Religion and Recognition

‘Recognition’ refers to the acknowledgment of another being in his or her sta-
tus, achievements or rights. In the philosophical and political definition of rec-
ognition it is emphasized that it is not only to respect and value another person,
but is also the basis of understanding ourselves.

There are two models of recognition (McQueen n.d.): first, the ‘response-mod-
el of recognition’ which acknowledges the pre-existing features of person. As
Markell (2000) explains, it “resonates with the ordinary use of the word to refer
to the re-cognition of something once known but lately hidden, forgotten, or ab-
sent” (p. 496). Through recognition people are brought into the center of dis-
course. Therefore recognition “asserts that people have a right not just to be re-
spected in their humanity but to be acknowledged publicly as what they already
really are” (Appiah, 1994:149, cited in McQueen n.d.). Second, the ‘general-
model of recognition’ in which the person must act in a certain way in order to
get recognition, is not about the already-existing thing. For example, a chairper-
son recognizing someone as a speaker in a meeting is not because of a status that
already exists, but instead is a production of the chairperson’s institutionally au-
thorized act of recognition (Markell 2000: 496).

Justice in Nancy Fraser’s view

Nancy Fraser identifies recognition and redistribution as two important dimen-
sions in her model of justice and injustice. The recognition paradigm deals with
cultural justice, while the distribution paradigm with economic justice. She also
recently added another dimension — political representation — to this model.
Therefore, from her point of view, justice must be understood as a complex con-
cept with three vital dimensions that are irreducible to each other — political rep-
resentation, economic redistribution and legal-cultural recognition.
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Fraser argues that political injustice or misrepresentation result from people’s
inability to access their civil rights and to equally participate in public deliber-
ation and democratic decision making processes. Therefore, justice means that
all citizens must have equal access to resources (Fraser 2010: 13). From a redis-
tribution perspective, for social justice to be realized, there must be a more eq-
uitable distribution of resources and wealth. In this context, socio-economic
structures are considered to be root causes of injustice. Examples include ex-
ploitation, economic marginalization, and deprivation. Legal-cultural recogni-
tion is another type of social-justice, which Fraser explains as being rooted in
cultural and social patterns of representation, interpretation, and communica-
tion. It is concerned with the way identities are positively or negatively valued.
Examples of injustice in this perspective include cultural domination, non-rec-
ognition of the perspective of ethnic, racial, and sexual minorities, as well as of
gender difference. The remedy for injustice in this perspective is cultural or sym-
bolic change. In Fraser’s view, at the heart of this recognition claim is a vision
of a “difference-friendly world, where assimilation to majority or dominant cul-
tural norms is no longer the price of equal respect” (Fraser 2003: 19).

The lack of a normative principle for participatory parity in these three di-
mensions leads to injustice. Justice “requires social arrangements that permit all
to participate as peers in social life” (Fraser 2010:60). Therefore, to eliminate
injustice requires destroying institutionalized obstacles, which prevent certain
people from participating on an equal par with others as full partners in social
interactions. Such obstacles in economic structures can deny people the resourc-
es needed for interacting with others as peers and lead to ‘distributive injustice,’
or the ‘mal-distribution’ of resources. In terms of the cultural dimension, peo-
ple might suffer from ‘status inequality or misrecognition,” preventing them
“from interacting on terms of parity by institutionalized hierarchies of cultural
value” (ibid.), denying their right to be “reciprocally recognized in terms of their
group identity, individual achievement, autonomous personhood, cultural dis-
tinctiveness, common humanity, or the requisite standing as partner in social in-
teraction” (ibid.: 32). In political representation, ‘ordinary-political injustice’
arises “within bounded political communities, when skewed decision rules com-
promise the political voice of some who are already counted as members, im-
pairing their ability to participate as peers in social interaction” (ibid.: 6).

Fraser further expounds her analysis by linking these social justice claims to
gender. On the relationship between gender and the claim on economic distri-
bution, Fraser identifies the fundamental division between paid ‘productive’ la-
bor and unpaid ‘reproductive’ and domestic labor. This division places women
as mainly responsible for domestic labor. The second division occurs within paid
labor between higher-paid professional occupations dominated by men and low-
er-paid positions dominated by women, such as domestic service occupations.
In Fraser’s opinion these lead to an economic structure with gender-specific
forms of distributive injustice (Fraser 2003: 20).
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In terms of the relationship between gender and the recognition paradigm,
Fraser recognizes andro-centrism as a major feature of gender injustice. She de-
fines it as “an institutional pattern of cultural value that privileges traits associ-
ated with masculinity, while devaluing everything coded as ‘feminine,” paradig-
matically — but not only — women” (ibid.) Such institutionalized androcentric
value patterns permeate into popular culture, social and everyday interactions,
as well as into many areas of law (including family law and criminal law). This
results in gender-specific forms of status subordination “including sexual assault
and domestic violence; trivializing, harassment and disparagement in everyday
life; exclusion or marginalization in the public sphere and denial of the full rights
and equal protections of citizenship” (ibid.: 21).

Fraser suggests two remedies for injustice: affirmation and transformation.
‘Affirmation’ aims to change the unjust appearances of social arrangements with-
out disturbing the underlying framework that generates them, while the second
remedy —‘transformation’ — aims at restricting the framework of the generation
of injustice which derives from socio-cultural structures. For example, the gen-
erative framework of inequality situated in language and social arrangements re-
produce hierarchical binary oppositions like ‘heterosexual/homosexual’, ‘white/
black’ or ‘man/woman.” According to Fraser’s suggestions, such binary logic
must be deconstructed, rather than just re-evaluating heterosexual, female or black
identities (McQueen n.d.). However, she recognizes the difficulty of deconstruct-
ing these identities in practice. For instance, “calls for deconstructing binary are
far removed from the immediate concerns of most subjects of misrecognition,
who are more disposed to seek self-respect by affirming a depreciated identity
than by espousing the blurring of status distinctions” (Fraser 2003: 77).

Fraser also emphasized the importance of who should count as the subject of
justice. Today’s globalized world does not restrict the subject of justice to citi-
zens residing within territorial states or boundaries, nor should it be understood
as “a domestic relation among fellow citizens” (Fraser 2009: 282). Undoubted-
ly, the impact of social processes on individuals’ lives oversteps territorial bor-
ders. In this process of communicating and network organizing, global mass me-
dia and cyber technology have considerable roles. This is particularly important
for influencing supranational and international organizations, both governmen-
tal and nongovernmental, as well as increasing public awareness of political is-
sues (ibid.: 13—14). These issues include the many forms of violence against
women (Siim 2010: 79), inequality in work and education, ecology as a gender
issue and the equal participation of women in politics and decision making (Lenz
and Schwenken 2002: 157), and ultimately in shaping transnational public opin-
ion including public opinion about the concept of justice in modern times and
its relation to gender.
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Axel Honneth and the concept of reognition and justice

Axel Honneth, like Nancy Fraser, claims that at the core of all ideas about jus-
tice in modern societies, there is an egalitarian feature which emphasizes the su-
preme importance of equal rights for all members of society and ultimately af-
fording all members the same autonomy (Honneth 2004: 356). Similar to
Fraser, Honneth’s theory of justice is rooted in the concept of recognition. While
Fraser emphasizes ‘participatory equality’ in the three dimensions of econom-
ic, cultural, and political representation, Honneth believes that issues of distrib-
utive justice can be better understood through issues of recognition itself, and
that recognition is essential to self-realization.

Recognition and self-realization

Honneth sees recognition as essential to self-realization. To achieve self-realiza-
tion, Honneth identifies three ‘patterns of recognition’ including love, rights, and
solidarity. The concept of ‘love’ refers to needs and emotions which can receive
‘confirmation’ in the form of emotional approval and encouragement from the
concrete physical existence of other persons in our primary social relationships,
such as family, close friends and lovers. This type of emotional recognition leads
to self-confidence. The second concept, ‘rights,” refers to what Mead calls a pro-
cess of assuming the perspectives of a ‘generalized Other,” (in da Silva 2007) in
which the individual learns to see him/herself from the perspective of his/her in-
teraction partner in order to interact as two persons with equal rights. This type
of recognition deals with moral responsibilities to others as legal entities and
leads to fundamental self-respect. Finally, the concept ‘solidarity’ relates to the
recognition of abilities acquired in the course of lives. It helps individuals be-
come individualized and develop self-esteem. Therefore, recognition of this type
is based on a person’s special individual characteristics formed by specific biog-
raphies. This is different from the relations of love and rights, which express uni-
versal features of human subjects. These three patterns of recognition provide
human beings with the feeling of ‘dignity’ or integrity (Honneth 1992: 193-195).

Justice and individual self-determination

Honneth’s theory is founded on conditions of actualization of freedom in differ-
ent institutions as well as various practices and principles. He extracts a criteri-
on for social justice from the normative reconstruction of the social institutions
of liberal democracy. His criterion is most applicable for modern societies that
have social, cultural, economic, political, legal and moral principles based on
individual freedom. With the rise in the prevalence of the idea of individual free-
dom, perspectives on the rules of social coexistence and social justice have
evolved. Accordingly, individual freedom, individual autonomy and self-deter-
mination have become the prerequisite for social justice in modern society.
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Consequently, according to Honneth, the normative foundation of justice in
modern societies is not the will of the community, nor the natural order, but in-
dividual freedom and autonomy. Therefore, justice and individual self-determi-
nation are two concepts that must be understood alongside each other. A rela-
tionship between these ideas, he argues, must be freed from a theological
framework in order to define the individual subject as the author of all social
laws and norms (Honneth 2011: 37-40). A theocentric perspective, in contrast,
is based on an obligation/duty paradigm in which no individual freedom is ad-
missible. In a theological framework, the individual is recognized as a duty-bear-
er rather than a rights-holder with individual autonomy. The question of individ-
ual autonomy is a new concept and an outcome of modernity and globalization,
which cannot be addressed in the classical texts of various doctrines of Islam
(see Arkoun 2006: 273). However, there has always been a discourse on the right
of God and the right of the person in Islamic thought, with priority and primacy
of the former over the latter. All aspects of human life, including respect for hu-
man rights, are a basic condition for respecting the rights of God and his auton-
omy (Arkoun 1994: 108). Therefore, defining justice based on individual free-
dom and autonomy needs a new paradigm, recognizing the individual as
right-bearer rather than duty-holder to God.

The various currents of Islamic thought have discussed modern definitions of
justice based on the idea that an individual is a right-bearer. Some schools of
thought are becoming centered on individual freedom as a value related to mo-
dernity. Therefore, Honneth’s theory as a criterion for justice is useful for study-
ing the concept of justice in the main currents of Islamic thought.

Honneth provided three different models of individual freedom to explain the
concept of justice in modernity: negative, reflexive and social. Honneth posits
negative freedom as an essential principle of modernity which ensures the au-
tonomy of the individual person. This implies that an individual has a right to
act without external restriction and is independent of any compulsion to exam-
ine his/her motivation of action, as long as s/he does not overstep the equivalent
right of his/her fellow citizens (Honneth 2011: 58). He also explains how the in-
stitution of legal freedom is an action system of negative freedom, which im-
plies subjective rights and individual freedom, including participatory rights as
the foundation of democratic communication and decision-making. However,
this idea is limited to private autonomy, which should be protected by law, and
is not enough to develop a society, for which communal practices and coopera-
tion in civil society are necessary as well (Rendtorff 2012).

Reflexive freedom addresses self-relation, as well as self-determination of
the human subject. It shows how the individual is free to choose and that his/her
actions are guided only by his/her own intentions (Honneth 2011: 58-59). There-
fore, the individual regulates his or her actions rationally and has the freedom
or the right “to form his own judgment about moral norms” (Mayerhofer 2012).
Based on this idea of reflexive freedom, Honneth also defines moral freedom as
a regulation of desire and a sort of rationalization of life in nature. Respect and
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recognition of human dignity in social life are essential dimensions of this con-
cept of morality (ibid.). Every human being, regardless of status and cultural dif-
ferences, should enjoy definite ‘dignity.” However, this idea contrasts with the
traditional image of dignity that is based on a hierarchical pattern which offers
an image of ‘equality with God’ (Ebenbiirtigkeit Gottes). Therefore, the digni-
ty of the human being in modern times is no longer based on the premise that
human beings are created in God’s image and likeness, but that the human be-
ings themselves are objects of dignity, which entails being considered by other
human beings as a moral and independent person who is capable of rationally
justifying his actions (Honneth 2011: 81). Dignity is linked to the moral self-defi-
nition and self-creation of individuals with moral autonomy, which implies tak-
ing responsibility for their own life and humanity (Rendtorff 2012). This sub-
jectis of crucial importance to understand the perspectives of the main currents
of Islamic thought, especially when considering if they still define the dignity
of the human being as an image of God.

Honneth’s third area of individual freedom emphasizes that the idea of self-de-
termination and self-actualization — elements of reflexive freedom — are social-
ly available and require “institutional conditions to enable all individuals to reap
the fruit of their respective freedoms” (Honneth 2009: 174). He explains that
such institutional conditions refer to the social model of freedom, which brings
additional social conditions into play. Therefore, “the idea of reflexive freedom
cannot unfold without implicating the institutional forms that will make possi-
ble its realization” (ibid.: 175). In social freedom, social relations are consid-
ered as an embodiment of self-realization. In other words, recognizing others,
which is only possible in social institutions, is a constitutive element of the free-
dom of individuals, such that “the subjects meet others with whom they can have
relations of reciprocal recognition within their institutional practices, and there
they can find the conditions of their own self-realization” (Okochi 2012: 14).

Through his discussions of reflexive freedom, Honneth expanded the notion
of freedom by including self-relational subjectivity. Similarly, his discussion of
social freedom includes objectivity and social institutions. In his discussion, jus-
tice means that all individuals have the opportunity to participate in institutions
of recognition. In such a system of justice, social freedom, alongside negative
and reflexive freedom, is required to achieve meaning in individual lives as well
as mutual recognition in the social arena. Honneth also investigated how the val-
ue of individual freedom, as a principle of justice, is generated in specific social
areas: personal relationships (including friends, intimate or love and family re-
lations), market relations, and the public sphere of politics. Of particular inter-
est to this study is his discussion of the family as an important space for social
freedom.
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Family as a place for individual self-realization

Accoridng to Honneth, the modern family has substantially changed in the last
sixty years in terms of the structural relationships between family members,
which is now partially based on inter-subjectivity and equality (Honneth 2011:
284). In the image of modern family that Honneth offers, traditional role-spe-
cific tasks such as father, mother and child are organized by patriarchy and so-
cially constructed norms that have been transforming into a cooperative social
relationship based on love, equality and partnership rather than authority and
paternalism (ibid.: 301). Members of such families are no longer conditioned to
fulfill role-specific tasks; rather they care and reciprocally help each other, par-
ticularly in the situations of special existential pressures. In this respect, mem-
bers of the modern family recognize each other as human subjects who form a
community for solidarity (Solidargemeinschaft). The family therefore becomes
a place for individual self-realization, for preparing the members to transit into
the public life in society. Families become support systems, nurturing each mem-
ber into the person they each want to become, respecting their own individual-
ity (ibid.: 315).

This is one perspective of the modern family that, in Honneth’s point of view,
is a requisite for justice. Modern families exhibit equality and partnership in-
stead of paternalism and authority, an observation that shall be debated from the
perspectives of the different streams of Islamic thought in next chapter. Such
struggles for recognition and freedom become a cosmopolitan ideal, which ex-
pects that various institutions and principles be no longer confined to bounded
political communities like the nation-state, but rather reflect global perspectives
in modern globalized conditions.

Seyla Benhabib and the concept of cosmopolitan norms of justice

Various international instruments addressing human rights, such as the Univer-
sal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), Convention on the Elimination of
all Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) and the UN Declara-
tion on Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity of 2008, can be considered as
a practical aspect of the realization of recognition theory at the international
level. UDHR guarantees people’s political representation, economic redistri-
bution and legal-cultural recognition, all of which Fraser considers as prereq-
uisites for justice. For instance, Article 21 of the UDHR guarantees the right of
an individual to “take part in the government of his country, directly or through
freely chosen representatives.” It also guarantees that the will of the people shall
be the basis of the authority of government. Furthermore, such conventions and
declarations are international recognitions of the legal rights of individuals (Ig-
natieff 2000: 288-289), which are, as Honneth posits, prerequisites for individ-
ual freedom and autonomy and ultimately required in order to achieve social
justice.
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Seyla Benhabib in her work Another Cosmopolitanism (2006) recognizes the
UN Declaration of Human Rights of 1948 as a key instrument for the protection
of human rights, which is the beginning of a phase in the evolution of a global
civil society (Benhabib 2006: 16). She describes this phase as “a transition from
international to cosmopolitan norms of justice” (ibid.). While norms of ‘inter-
national justice’ deal with agreements among states and regulate the relations
between states, ‘cosmopolitan norms of justice’ believes individuals have cer-
tain rights and must “be recognized as moral beings worthy of equal concern
and who are equally entitled to be protected as legal personalities their own pol-
ity, as well as in the world community” (Benhabib 2011b: 62). Therefore, all in-
dividuals are considered as “right-bearing not only in virtue of their citizenship
within states but in virtue of their humanity as well” (Benhabib 2011a: 14).

Benhabib explained cosmopolitanism based on Kantian tradition, saying that
it must be understood “as the emergence of norms that ought to govern relations
among individuals in a global civil society” (Benhabib 2006: 20). She posits that
these norms are neither merely moral nor legal, but in fact frame the morality
of the law in a domestic, and even more so, in a global context. She emphasized
that these norms “‘signal the eventual legalization and juridification of the rights
claims of human beings everywhere, regardless of their membership in bound-
ed communities” (ibid.).

For a better understanding of cosmopolitan norms of justice, Benhabib uses
Hannah Arendt’s term the right to have rights. While Arendt uses this in refer-
ence to political rights, which she defined as the ‘right to membership in a polit-
ical community,” Benhabib proposes a ‘non-state-centered conception’ of this
term, which refers to “the claim of each human person to be recognized and to be
protected as a legal personality by the world community” (Benhabib 2011a: 4).

The ‘non-state-centered’ concept raises the question of ‘who’ accounts for
the justice and human rights mentioned by Fraser. A humanist approach appeals
to the moral criteria of personhood and to address a “common possession of de-
fining features of humanity” (Fraser 2009: 290). However, the humanist princi-
ple is more abstract and “not genuinely reflexive” (ibid.). And as Fraser argues,
such a one-size-fits-all frame of global humanity takes no account of actual or
historical social relations and offers the same frames or scales of justice for vary-
ing issues (ibid.).

Benhabib also described the importance of forming commonalities to em-
brace diversity, and to overcome conflict, divide and struggle