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Islamic Din as an Alternative to
Western Models of “Religion”

AHMET T. KARAMUSTAFA

n a pioneering study published in 1962, the late Wilfred Cantwell Smith subjected

the category “religion” to close scrutiny and argued that, far from being a univer-

al concept found in all or most human cultures, “religion” was a specifically West-

tn category with a peculiar history.’ Cantwell Smith’s remarks on the topic were

iighly original, and his book soon became a classic in the newly emerging field of

eligious studies, where a tradition of rigorous debate and discussion developed on

he definition of religion and the proper methods for its academic study. Over the

st two decades, these methodological issues have come under particulasly intense
rutiny? “Religion” has been explored as a peculiarly European concept of rela-
ively recent, post-Enlightenment provenance, and its unquestioning application to
on-European contexts has been questioned and even decried as an egregious in-
stance of cultural colonialism.? In these debates, the discipline of religious studies
has been criticized as academic “caretaking of religious traditions”* and as “the
ideology of ecumenical liberal capitalism,” and serious doubts have been raised
about its academic integrity and social function.

_ Curiously, this soul-searching on the nature and definition of religion has oc-
curred largely as an in-house Euro-American affair,5 and apart from some notable
exceptions,” there have been relatively few serious attempts to question the concept
of religion from a comparative perspective. Yet, in his pioneering examination of
“religion,” Cantwell Smith, who was a specialist on Islam as well as a comparativ-
ist, had also contended that of all the living religious traditions of the wotld, Islam
alone possessed a category, din, that was close to the Western “religion,” and had
ffered tentative observations about what he termed the “special case of Islam.”®
His comments were penetrative and provocative, and the comparative method he
adopted made it all too clear that the utility of “religion” as an analytical category
could be reevaluated fully only when the category of religion was placed within
the larger semantic context of its presumed parallels from non-Western cultural

traditions.
_ Even though Cantwell Smith’s penetrative examination of the history of the

Western concept of religion had a formative impact on the development of religious
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ate academic field of study, surprisingly, only a few scholarly se-
the Islamic concept of din have appeared to this day” Sig-
ater studies have focused solely on the uses of the
o attention to its historical development

studies as a separ
quels to his account of
nificantly, practically all of these 1
category din in the Qur’an, paying little or n
over time ot to its undoubtedly complex cross-cultu

linguistic and cultural landscapes that came to be associated with the Islamic tradi

tion. What shape
useful would it be?

3

First, a summary of just what the ur’an has to offer on din is in order.' With ovet
5 y oI} ;

ninety occurrences, din is a common qur’anic word with two primary meanings

“judgment” and “cult or worship,” more specifically, the “law” that governs such

worship. In the former sense, the word is normally found in the phrase “Day of Judg
ment,” referring to the Last Day in historical time when God will take account o
an actions, after which all individuals will be consigned to either Heaven ot Hel
it occurs in a variety of contexts and generally denotes huma
to put it differently, God’s expectations from and his com
uding acts of worship. These divergent meanings ima
of its interaction with Persian and Arama
the Qur’an, din was most likel

hum
In the latter sense,
obligations to God, or,
mands to humans, often incl
have come about in Arabic as a result
in pre-qur’anic times. In other words, as used in
polysemous Arabized word of foreign origin (as already suggested by several pr
modern Muslim scholars themselves) with the aggregate meaning “God’s directive
for the conduct of human life on earth, which will form the basis of his judgme
of humans on the Last Day in order to determine their status in the afterlife.”
Even though din thus appears as the most kindred term for “religion” in t
Qur’an, the matter is not that simple. Not only are there several other words wi
closely related meanings such as milla (a community united by creed and cult), ‘iba
(acts of worship), islam (surrender to God), and sharr’a (the law), but there is al
the complicated question of the appearance of a whole array of “religious grou
ings” of indeterminate designation such as abl al-kitab (people of the book), Jes
Christians, Magians (Zoroastrians), Sabians (Mandaeans? Manichaeans?), huna
(pre-Islamic Arabian monotheists?), and mushrik (“polytheists/idolaters,” or e

“half-baked monotheists”). Indeed, “often, it is not clear if the qur’anic concept
ifiable as such to the qur’a

dicates an actual, contemporary religious group ident
»11 1 addition, there ate qu

audience, a pre-Islamic group or a theological concept.
possibly the Qur’an’s most positively charged key “religious” terms, iman (bel
faith) and mu’min (believer, faithful). The latter, mu’min, occurs “almost a th
sand times, compared with fewer than seventy-five instances of muslin,” W
demonstrates its centrality to the message of the Qur’an.* ,

The landscape of religion in the Qur'an, therefore, is gomplex and often g

puzzling. On the one hand, scrutiny of din and terms associated with it-sugg

that the Qur’an presents a consistent vision of a single, continuous relationship
tween God and humanity in history, and it is this relationship that is depictec

ral journey across the numerous.

would such a historical and critical scrutiny of din take, and how
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the cltléterfof terms around din. This vision is “centered on the ideas of monotheism
ing fo ief in pr ,
preparing for the Last Day, belief in prophecy and revealed scripture, and observance

 of righteous behavior, including frequent prayer, expiation for sins committed, peri-
3

odic fasting and a charitable and humble demeanor.”®3 In this sense, theistic belief
and practice would appear to be the natural form of religiosity for a,ll h o CCI)e
the other hand, there is also a clear awareness, and acceptance, of the v l?mélrls. n
festations of this God-humanity relationship, throughout hist’ory and ::notus mar'n-
neously with the Qur’an, in the form of multiple socioreligious Cmmuni:rru;ga(;
b a.t d?fferent points along the spectrum of monotheism. The Quran wouldles o
’be ?lmlng a.t r.eviving the naturally theistic state of humanity over against itsserzmlt'O
farious deviations from this optimal state by instigating a “believers’ movem;lnttl’:

through the agency of Muhammad.'*

Din in th 3
dz'n.l the %m an thus appears as the name of both a natural aspect of the human
. .
on1 m(;nl as . believers” in a relentlessly monotheistic universe and, simultane-
usly, of the different manifestations of this “natural disposition to monotheism” in

the form of actual human groupings. This peculiar duality of its meaning (along

’,1th its forlegn origin as a word) might explain why it does not have a plural f

the Qur’an (later, it acquired the plural adyan). To the extent that din . di on.
eptual rélatives signify “religiosity,” then, the Qur’an makes humansailrllt lt's Clon_
ntly 'thelstic beings, and the concept din simultaneously entails both e?ei;l:e:-
fbellf:f (pr?PlieC}g revelation, afterlife) and practice (worship and righteous behavin S
cludlng r.mhtancy when necessary). Humans organize themselves into socioreli 'oor,
Qmmunlt'xes ‘(the most common word for such communities being wmma) thilu uli
is orgamzatlonA occurs normally as a result of divine intervention in humar’l hist ;

. t‘he form of divinely appointed “messengers” sent to i)articular eopl i lslolry
ssic monotheistic message, often as “revealed books.”’S Each such c}:)mlrjnes Wlth e
vecific history, which determines the place of the community and it umti oin
e soteriological spectrum ranging from salvation to damnat}i,on e

he h.istorical development of dm is infinitely more complicated than its qur’ani
;e;r(lzltngj Thef n;tural instinct of scholars of Islam would be to trace the Lacisif;x;
; ories of the term along the various paths and bywa - :
al lt.radltlxon of qur’anic, legal, theological, and mys}tlica?Z;;eilzfs:r;oelrigzli:dtes—
,Suks, 1;11:{3’11:125c cs)\:;r Eieincolur.selof the past millennium and a half. This is a dauntinz
o ah,efd " :lgoy, it has not yet been gttemptsd, except in piecemeal fash-
acweats y know suggests that Muslim specialists on din (religious schol-
o “y” ics) have designated the movement led by Muhammad as Islam (with
: p.ltal [”) and tended to see it as the “true” din. In their eyes, the co : 'Wlt
1{511;713, th.e Muslim umma, which came about as a direct resul,t of Gorg’rsnli:tti’n(zf
tirsn E}z)r:t;z)\t’le\::;::rqv;:it;onfinhk.luman history, achieved the most efficacious comb‘xl
e a s O. this world (dunya) and the demands of the other world
o \lnewiemphatlcally foregrounds Islam but still leaves room for other
eit mostly historically corrupted or deficient, dins, and thus allows for a pluralit}:
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of human orientations to God. This scholarly perspective on din, like the qur’ani
one, is decidedly theistic (though scholars did not agree on a single conception o
God) and generally insistent on some combination of belief and righteous behay.
ior (though scholars cultivated many different formulas of this combination). Si
nificantly, din functioned at both the individua! and the collective level and in bot
the private and the public sphere, once again with many different configurations. Ct
cially, scholarly and mystic specialists on din were not united among themselves, an
inner Islamic diversity was a patent reality throughout Muslim history. Nevertheles
such specialists of all stripes clearly viewed dim as a natural phenomenon in a na
rally monotheistic cosmos, much as din appeared in the Qur’an. '
As an example, let us look at a single trajectory: conceptions of din as a priva
affair according to the Murji’a, the Malamatiyya, and the Hanafi legal school
Questions about the nature of faith surfaced very early in Islamic history, and ¢
debates on these questions soon congealed into different trends that unfolded alo
different historical trajectories. One of these trends, the Murji’a (second century
Islam), formed around the reluctance to define faith in terms of concrete hum
acts, ritualistic or otherwise, or, more directly, around the view that faith was a st
of the heart that remained a private affair between the individual believer and ¢
Divine. The historical path of this particular orientation to faith takes the researc
from its beginnings in the Murji’a, through its close association with the Han
legal school (from the third century of Islam), to its merger with the Malamatiy
(fourth century of Islam), a mystical trend originating in northeastern Iran that
theologically akin to the Murji’a. This trajectory, which can be traced all the wa
to the present in areas where the Hanafi legal school has been prevalent, demor
strates that there were powerful trends within Islam that equated faith with inn
piety. Indeed, it is possible to argue that a conceptualization of Islam as a ptiv
affair between God and each and every human being—a pietistic orientation th:
is not fundamentally different than the generic Protestant theistic understand
of religion as a relation between the individual believer and God—has occupied
central role in the unfolding of the Islamic tradition. This recognition of the exi
tence of powerful privatizing currents within mainstream Islam suggests that d

post-Enlightenment construal of religion as a private affair of the individual h

long-standing counterparts in the Islamic tradition.

S

s

1t would, however, be deceptive to limit the history of din to a semantic delineati
of its history as a key term in scholarship and learning on Islam. Moving beyo
Muslim scholarship on Islam and mystical thought, there is a clear need to pro
other intellectual arenas, from literature to philosophy and from historiograp
to science. Here, the picture is more colorful and the spectrum of opinion fil
broader, ranging from skepticism and outright denial of revelation and prophec
as exemplified, for instance, by the philosopher-physician Abi Bakr al-Razi (d-
or 935) and the poet and writer al-Ma’arri (d. 1058)—to curiosity about inn
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within Islam as well as dins other than Islam.!” On this last front, it is well

Lnown that premodern Islam possessed rich intellectual traditions of heresiogra-

hy and polemics that were directed at internal sectarian/heretical developments and
ometimes at external, non-Muslim “religious” communities.'® In addition, much
Lore can be discovered about Muslim perceptions of other dins in general, outside
orks of heresiography and polemical tracts.!” All this literature needs to be probed
with the purpose of uncovering the operative categories such as din that were used
y Muslim authors to demarcate the boundaries of the various communities they
iscussed in their works. ‘
As an example for notions of din beyond the legal and theological realm, we can
0 to the views of the Persian sage/mystic philosopher ‘Aziz-i Nasafi (d. after
;80/1280), who envisioned di as a pragmatic necessity.”’ This thirteenth-century
hinker introduced a conception of din that was radically different than the piety-
ased conception of Islam at work in the Murji’i-Malamati-Hanafi theological ori-
cation mentioned above. Nasafi viewed human life as a continuous struggle to
hieve perfection in which individual human souls attempt to develop themselves
he highest level of the “spiritual” domain of existence (which is, nevertheless,
xtricably interconnected with the “physical” domain). However, only very few
mans—sages, prophets, and saints—ever come close to achieving this goal on
it own (this he termed the theory of the “perfect man”), while the great major-
y rest content with simply following this small group of neasly perfect individu-
s. Indeed, din is the name of recipes issued by the perfect few for the use of the
teat majority of humankind; in short, it is nothing other than a set of guidelines
r the conduct of human life to be adopted by most as a matter of pragmatic ne-
sity. Nasafi had monistic views about the cosmos, and seen in this context, such
onception of din as a pragmatic framework for human conduct proves to be quite
ifferent from the theistic understanding of din as a natural human propensity
ward monotheism.

ot surprisingly, the scholarly and intellectual visions of din were never fully trans-
ted to social reality, and the attempt to scrutinize the history of din ultimately needs
break out of the confines of the intellectual realm to social and cultural history.
udying the history of din on the level of practice on the ground with an eye toward
ling conceptions of din that actually informed daily life is an enormous chal-
ge, but there are hopeful signs that progress is being made on this front.*! In this
rocess, it is crucial to pay adequate attention to communities that have been mar-
ginalized or excluded, by both premodern Muslim and modern scholars, as being
retical,” “heterodox,” or even outright “un-Islamic” because the recipes of Islam
C duced by normative works of scholarship often failed to include them.
s an example of such communities, let us consider the case of the Alevis of
ent-day Turkey. In brief, the emergence of Alevis dates back to the earliest phase
t ¢ situltaneous Islamization and Turkification of the Anatolian peninsula,
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roughly from the beginning of the twelfth to the end of the fifteenth century. The
influx of large numbers of western Turks, most of them pastoralist nomads, into
Anatolia triggered a long process of de-Hellenization in the peninsula that went
hand in hand with increasing Turkification. Although some Turks that came to Ana-
tolia had already “Islamized” for several generations, others were in rather early
stages of Islamization. The same applied to the indigenous Kurdish populations of
the Bastern Anatolian highlands, whose exposure to Islam up until that point had
been minimal and sporadic. Many Turkish nomads and Kurds of this period came
to adopt various permutations of the form of Islam fashioned and deployed by pop-
ular Sufi saints (dervishes commonly known as abdals) that was centered on a di-

vinization of the human through veneration of ‘Alf, the cousin and son-in-law of

the Prophet Muhammad, hence the name Alevi.

Significantly, this Ali-centered Islam, though definitely tinged with Shi’ism, did

not produce a class of learned authorities: there were no religious scholars who

sta

developed lit
parameters of Alevi Islam. In the absence of legal and theological scholarship tha

characterized urban Islamic environments, Alevis of the countryside developed thei
identity around oral teachings imparted to adherents through communal rituals, ge
nerically known as cem, in the form of gatherings that featured music, dance; alco
¢ drinks, and shared food. Such rituals as well as regulation of communal affair
were overseen by a class of hereditary ritual specialists and communal elders know
as dede (grandfather), many of whom claimed descent from ‘Ali. During the Otto
man period, Alevi communities continued to maintain a distinct distance fro

Islamic scholarly discourses and canonical practices, and believed that they had cap
tured the true core of Islam, shorn of its legalistic and deceptive accretions fabr
cated by self-absorbed scholars and mystics, including divisive definitions of din tha
falsely divided humanity into mutually exclusive socioreligious communities. A
cording to them, the correct path was simply love and acceptance.” Such an implo
sion of din, not uncommon in vernacular forms of Istam, certainly needs to be ir
cluded in the complex, hitherto largely unexplored history of the concept and

holi

permutations in Islamic history.

As this rapid survey of the different chapters of the discursive and practical histo!
of din demonstrates, it is an enormous task to scrutinize this concept with an e
toward comparing it with “religion.” This task is rendered even more complicat
in the modern period by the actual intertwining of the two concepts largely throu
the application of post-Enlightenment conceptions of teligion to Islam by both Mu
lim and non-Muslim scholars and activists over the past two centuries. This inte
twining is intricate and complex, and scholars have barely started to pay attetl
to it. The pitfalls of viewing Islam through the spectacles of historically specifi
particular Protestant Christian) understandings of religion have been noted,?

ked out a claim to authority on the basis of their scholarship, nor was there a
erary/scriptural tradition that spelled out the doctrinal and practical
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prelimingry attempts are being made to explore the ways in which the category of
religion informs modern Muslim understandings of din.2* However, the rioci,er
reconfiguration of Islam as a “world religion,”” the deployment of th)is concept in
Muslim and non-Muslim conceptions of Islam, and the casting of Islam as the?niﬁ
for opposite of privatized religion that leaves no room for secularism all requir
in-depth analysis.® ‘ R
An example of the modern imbrication of din and religion that is difficult t
unpack is a sophisticated articulation of the philosophy of din by the Ottor O
scholar Elmahili Muhammed Hamdi (d. 1942). Elmalili, who was one of the?i?
great Ottoman scholars, worked with a thoroughly traditional theological d ﬁ( i
tion of din that dated at least as far back as the fourteenth century: “dii isa d?v'm-
institution that leads those possessed of intellect to the absolute g(;od thro(u I l?e
use of their free will.” However, Elmalili reinterpreted this definition throug ;t "
impressive set of intellectual maneuvers and argued that Islam, which he saw is t?n
din of truth, is synonymous with freedom from coercion and frf’:edom of co;scien ‘le
The pz.mth. of reasoning that led him to this conclusion, uttetrly traditional in mq;e'
ways, is 1nteFesting in itself, but his conclusion is striking in its approximatior; tZ
the post-Enlightenment discourses of human rights and individual freedom. Th
fact that Elmalili was intimately familiar with contemporary European hilr(jL he:
of religion makes his reinterpretation of the traditional Islamic theology ofSZzg; ;

1“ISCI“atlllg instance Of tlle CO!“[)ICX p[OCeSS t]:lIOu h W]llCh i alld g
g d ].ell 10 l)ecall €
mtertwin Cd .

\?(/i'th a rich and long history, Islamic di is certainly a powerful reminder that ¢
igion” is not a naturally universal category. At the very least, close scrutin if c;ie—
,‘ead‘s 'to a serious reconsideration of the legitimacy of characterizing Ilem as .
‘religion.” Indeed, it is clear that “religion,” in any of the specific forms it took "
Western history, is not an automatically suitable category to use in descr'b(' -
Islam. This conclusion not only enriches the ongoing discussions on the h'ltmg
.d{global applicability of the concept of religion within the academic disci 1&:)?
,, ligious studies; it also compels us to work toward alternative conceptualif;atio
c?f Ishls‘.m that would do justice to the historical record and self-images of this mfl'I;f‘
J.‘El‘dltl”()n. In ac»iditilon, a reconceptualization of Islam as a category other than C“]re—
}glor.l (and din would work perfectly here) promises to transform prevalent
pectives on a.host of significant issues of current interest such as secularization zirci
Er}rlllcl);ratlz?tlllon in Muslim communities, Muslim understandings of the discourse
Cchllnges the g el s ot oo senden s e
ings to greater relief the necessity of ng o olarly seruting of Lo .
o Soeater elel the y of moving the scholarly scrutiny of Islam out
o epat tements of Middle and Near Eastern languages and civi-
ations as well as religious studies into the broader canvas of humanisti d
cial-scientific research in all its richness and diversity. e




170

Abmet T. Karamustafa

1. Wilfred Cantwell Smith, The Meaning and End of Religion (Minneapolis: Fortresg
1991).

2. Talal Asad, Genealogies of Religion: Discipline and Reasons of Power in Christian
and Islam (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1993); Hent de Vries, Philoso
phy and the Turn to Religion (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1999); Han
G. Kippenberg, Die Entdeckung der Religionsgeschichte: Religionswissenschaft u
Moderne (Miinchen: C. H. Beck, 1997); Tomoko Masuzawa, The Invention of Wo
Religions; O, How European Universalism Was Preserved in the Language of Plurql
ism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005).

3. S. N. Balagangadhara, “The Heathen in His Blindness”: Asia, the West, and the Dynami
of Religion (Leiden: Brill, 1994); Richard King, Orientalism and Religion: Post-Colon
Theory, India and “the Mystic East” (London: Routledge, 1999).

4. Russell T. McCutcheon, Critics Not Caretakers: Redescribing the Public Study of Rel;
gion (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2001).

5. Timothy Fitzgerald, The Ideology of Religious Studies (New York: Oxford Univers
Press, 2000).

6. Daniel Dubuisson, L’Occident et la religion: Mythes, science et idéologie (Bruxell
Editions Complexe, 1998); Kippenberg, Die Entdeckung der Religionsgeschichte;
Vries, Philosophy and the Turn to Religion; Ernst Feil, Religio: Die Geschichte ein
neuzeitlichen Grundbegriffs vom Friibchristentum bis zur Reformation (Gottingen: Va
denhoeck und Ruprecht, 1986—2001). ,

7. Fitzgerald, The Ideology of Religious Studies; Hans-Michael Haussig, Der Religionsbe
riff in den Religionen: Studien zum Selbst- und Religionsversiindnis in Hinduismuis; Bud
dbismus, Judentum und Islam (Bexlin: Philo, 1999); King, Orientalism and Religion; Ba
gangadhara, “The Heathen in His Blindness.”

8. Smith, The Meaning and End of Religion.

9. Haussig, Der Religionsbegriff; Patrice C. Brodeur, “Religion,” in The Encyclopaedia o
the Qur’dn, ed. Jane Dammen McAuliffe (Leiden: Brill, 2001-05), 4:395-98; Yvonee Y.
beck Haddad, “The Conception of the Term Din in the Qur’an,” Muslim Wotl

(1974): 114—23; Jane Dammen McAuliffe and Clare Wilde, “Religious Pluralism,” in Th
Encyclopaedia of the Qur’an, ed. Jane Dammen McAuliffe (Leiden: Brill, 20010
4399419

10. Brodeur, “Religion”; McAuliffe and Wilde, “Religious Pluralism.”

11. McAuliffe and Wilde, “Religious Pluralism,” 404. ,

12. Fred Donner, Mubammad and the Believers, at the Origins of Islam (Cambridge, Mas
Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2010}, §57.

13. Ibid., 68-69.

14. Ibid.

15. Daniel A. Madigan, The Qur’an’s Self-Image: Writing and Authority in Islam’s Scn

ture (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001). '

16, Wilferd Madelung, “Murdji’a,” in The Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed. {Leiden: Bril
1960—2009), 7:605—7; Ahmet T. Karamustafa, Sufism: The Formative Period (Edinbut
Edinburgh University Press, 2007), 48—51.

Islamic Din as an Alternative to Western Models of “Religion”

-, Sarah Stroumsa, Freethinkers of Medieval Islam: Ibn al-Rawandi, Abii Bakr al-Razi

and Their Impact on Islamic Thought (Leiden: Brill, 1999); G. J. H. Van Gelder, “Abt
Ala’ al-Ma’arr,” in Encyclopedia of Arabic Literature, ed. Julie Scott Meisami and
Paul Starkey (London: Routledge, 1998), 1:24-25.

Keith Lewinstein, “Notes on Eastern Hanafite Heresiography,” Journal of the Ameri-
can Oriental Society 114 (1994): 58398,

. Yohanan Friedmann, Tolerance and Coercion in Islam: Interfaith Relations in the
Muslim Tradition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003); Jacques Waarden-
burg, ed., Muslim Perceptions of Other Religions: A Historical Survey (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999).

. ‘Aziz Nasaff, Persian Metaphysics and Mysticism: Selected Treatises of Aziz Nasafi,
trans. Lloyd Ridgeon (Richmond: Curzon, 2002).

21. Leor Halevi, Mubammad’s Grave: Death Rites and the Making of Islamic Society New
York: Columbia University Press, 2007); Daniella Talmon-Heller, Islamic Piety in Me-
dieval Syria: Mosques, Cemeteries and Sermons Under the Zangids and Ayyiibids, 1146—
1260 (Leiden: Brill, 2007).

2. Markus Dressler, “Alevis,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam, Three, ed. Gudrun Krimer, Denis
Matringe, John Nawas, and Everett Rowson, Brill Online, 2017, http://referenceworks.

’ brillonline.com/entries/encyclopaedia—of—islam-3/alevis-COM_0167.

3. Carl W. Ernst, Following Mubammad: Rethinking Islam in the Contemporary World
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2003).

4 Abdulkader Ismail Tayob, “Religion in Modern Islamic Thought and Practice,” in Re-
ligion and the Secular: Historical and Colonial Formations, ed. Timothy Fitzgerald
(London: Equinox, 2009), 177-92; Abdulkader Ismail Tayob, “Divergent Approaches to
Religion in Modern Islamic Discourses,” Religion Compass 3 (2009): 155-67; Markus
Dressler, “Religio-Secular Metamorphoses: The Re—Méking of Modern Alevism,” Jour-
nal of the American Academy of Religion 76 (2008): 280~311.

25. Masuzawa, Invention.
26. Elizabeth Shakman Hurd, The Politics of Secularism in International Relations (Princ-

cton: Princeton University Press, 2007); Asad, Genealogies of Religion.

 27. Karamustafa, “Elmalili Muhammed Hamdi Yazirs (1878-1946) Philosophy of Religion,”

Archivum Ottomanicum 19 (2001): 273-79.

I71




