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FAITH, KNOWLEDGE AND THE PLURAL
The Problem of Fundamentalism
Etienne Rassendren(
1. Introduction

The foremost challenge to ‘the plural’ in contemporary social contexts is the rise of different forms of religious fundamentalisms world-wide. These fundamentalisms are often represented as cultural nativism in resistance to the crisis of difference in the social sphere. Be it Hindutva in South Asia, Christian Evangelism in Europe and America and/or reactionary Islamic Jihad in West Asia, all assert a cultural or religious difference that consolidates to subjugate socially marginalized people. Often these sinister campaigns are posited against cultural and religious anonymity inserted by cultural homogenization and imposed on a variety of people the world over. Consequently, violent animosities between communities breed cultural stereotypes that structure the power-play of social hegemonies revolving around the discursive confusion between faith and knowledge. Popularly represented as the growing disconnect between the sacred-transcendental and the material-human, this confusion prevents any empowering border-crossing between cultures and religions, disenabling syncretizing of religious and cultural spaces in the social sphere. Religious and/or cultural communities turn either inwards in alienation or outwards in violent assertion, encrusting divisions and co-opting differences, respectively. Fundamentalism, then, is a complex terrain that demands critical attention because of its complicated uses of faith and knowledge.

I propose to map and delineate three seemingly unconnected elements of the politics of fundamentalism, the clearest antithesis to pluralism, identifying and illustrating their complications, engaging them in order to place them in perspective. The first will concern questions of faith and knowledge and how they entangle to confuse the this-worldly with the other-worldly perspectives of religious/cultural experience; the second will relate to its location in the social hierarchies of specific contexts; in this section I will also argue that the religious triumphalism configures masculinities raising questions of gender in the contemporary social sphere; and in the third and concluding part, I will argue for intellectual dissent as a hermeneutic for the plural. 

2. Faith and Knowledge: This-Worldly or Other-Worldly

2.1. Knowledge and Faith: The Encounter

There is, I argue, in Christian experience, a certain commonplace distinction between the notions of Christian faith and Christian knowledge. The former is represented as inspired and other-worldly and the latter is this-worldly and suspect. The former, as Edward Said suggests, belongs to the “sacred… a realm,” “created by God” and “accessible only through revelation.” It is often posited as “a-historical” and “complete” and opposed to any “analyzable history made by human beings.”
 This commonsense notion of Christian belief as revealed experience lives within faith-communities and is considered to be trans-social and outside secular knowledge. By contrast, the latter posits Christian religion as a social field of cognition elaborated and explained by religious documents, narratives, and performances, and to follow Foucault, shapes and is being shaped by the episteme of Christian thought.
 This latter notion yields to secular debate, collaboration and dissent, without necessarily abandoning representations of revealed experience. Consequently, Christian knowledge becomes another critical discourse for analysis rooted in the ‘this-worldly’ experience of the social. It rejects inward-looking dogma that consolidates its constituency and it situates itself within the historical, cultural, and economic spheres. It resists belonging to the uninterrupted cycle of transcendence but resonates with the profane historical context. 

The critical contradiction between Christian knowledge and faith represents a radical discursive split in Christian identity discourse. To be precise, Christian faith transcribes ideas of transcendence, an other-worldly sense of mystique, which enables/disenables social practice; while Christian knowledge translates thoughts and reflections that dis-empowers/empowers social change. Both are narratives of divinity, belief and ritual that include ideological mediation, premised on notions of truth and falsity. Thus, faith and knowledge are embedded in and bound to a politics of representation, which foregrounds, privileges and supports certain religio-spiritual claims transacted by their ideological agencies and their contexts. These narrative-retellings and their implications evoke certain social and cultural effects that refashion belief and structure practice. In its repeated shifts from the transcendent to the material, faith in religious belief, and the knowledge of religious faith structure a social-religious encounter, a pronounced epistemological struggle, construed as an irresolute philosophical polarity wherein knowledge is the other of faith and faith, consequently the other of knowledge. Then, it follows, if this encounter is irreconcilable and the separation categorical, that the sacred can never be profanized into a social dynamic as the profane, never sacralized as transcendental. However, the persistent projection of the transcendental into the real and its inescapable inversion suggest the inter-webbing between the this-worldly and the other-worldly. Thus, the sacred and the profane, the spiritual and the social conjoin faith and knowledge into a system of social and spiritual praxis. This hybridization produces the socio-religious interstice, shaped either by appropriation or rejection of belief and/or knowledge while structuring the epistemic grid that develops religious discourse. Faith and its other, knowledge, bind and unbind in a radical hermeneutic that structures a social dynamic of transformation. Reading this critical encounter can fashion a more plural signification that empowers the social sphere. The uses of faith and knowledge, their separation and their intermingling, and not their inherent nature, structure this encounter. Often Faith is historicized and Knowledge is reified for purposes of hegemonic power, breeding fear and hate. As such, both the separation and the intermingling of faith and knowledge require a hermeneutic of interrogation that forges an alternative view of religious faith and social knowledge. 
2.2. Faith and Knowledge: The Separation

To extend this proposition and illustrate its effects, I deliberately choose rather divergent pieces of writing. Czeslaw Milosz, the now famous Polish dissident writer, writes that religions are “totalities with structures of their own” resisting “changes occurring around them.” They constitute “collective belief” that assumes that the “desire to worship” would unravel “all the intricate questions” of existence. Milosz deploys religious experience as communal, intuitive, and transcendental; his notion emanates from a sense of mystical evocation, inexplicable, and insurmountable.
 This notion is analogous to what Karen Armstrong, the famous historian, depicts as “rapture”
 in the Christian tradition, the sum total of romantic ecstasy projected into transcendental fixity. In other words, this rapture is the ritualized exemplification of faith-experiences and, as Milosz suggests, the mystique of “blindness and heroism.”
 

2.3. Faith: Lineage and Trajectory

The millennial mystique originates in the biblical “pistis,” a Greek word to mean ‘faith’. This word, used in various contexts, invokes two other Greek terms, namely “ergon,” meaning to “put right with God” or “justified in God,” and “dikaioo,” meaning “deeds,” or “actions.” Consistently, both in the Old Testament and in the gospels, faith is justified in God, only by social deeds and actions. However, in the Pauline texts “a man is justified by Faith, without the deeds of the Law” (Rom. 3:28). Paul, in fact, is speaking for the gentile communities recently assimilated into the early church. His claim debunks the Judaic tradition that excludes the newly evangelized as outcastes of the “Law” guaranteed by Yahweh. Paul re-interprets Abraham’s justification in God as being mediated by his “faith” not His “works.” Paul’s hermeneutic shift effectively links the emerging community to the lineage of the Judaic patriarch. The conflict over the Pauline hermeneutic emerges in James’ later writings where he restores the inter-relations between “faith,” “deeds,” and “justification.” James is unambiguous about how the early Christian should be known: “a man is justified by works and not by faith alone” (James 2:24).
 Hence, in James, translating faith into a social dynamic defines Christian identity, whereas in Paul, belief and action remain separate. Thus, the hermeneutic split over Christian praxis develops from the epistemological terrain of institutional development, the establishment of the universal church. The Gnostic nature of James’ representation and his divergence from Paul validate the multi-vocal nature of the emerging universal faith. Moreover, it makes explicit that a unitary notion of Christianity is self-defeating and would totalize the vastly multiple nature of the Christian message itself. 

This diversity of perception was implicated in the social, political and historical space that these agents of the new faith were located. They were responding to vastly encrusted social knowledge types that were integral to the spiritual and cultural struggle of the early years of Christianity. Hence, their narratives mobilized difference. If Paul chose to individualize faith and privatize inclusion, James attempted to re-define ritual and transform social practice. Thus, the formation of a faith-discourse emanated from the intensely contested conjuncture between social consciousness and identity, represented by James and Paul. Hence, to conceptualize faith as “rapture,” as a kind of magical consciousness, imbued in the abstraction of the spirit deploys not only the dissociation from history but also an error of faith. In fact, James and Paul represent the conceptual tension, the epistemic disruption between individual Christian redemption and the social message of the gospel.

No small wonder, then, that the Renaissance scholars and Reformation thinkers focused the Pauline texts abrogating the “shaman,”
 the agent of interpretation. While such representations of personal redemption and individual salvation dislodged a degenerate priestly class and the protocols of domineering Christendom, they also plucked away the long tradition of prophetic critique of religious power. The Old Testament prophets were socially situated critics, living on the rims of and speaking against their society. They responded to the moral, social, and political crises of their times and often critiqued the Temple at Jerusalem for the abuse of religious power, though recuperating the social and moral significance of the institution in times of crisis. But the altered Reformation hermeneutic that recuperates Pauline perspectives could not prevent the imperializing violence of the discovery projects; Columbus, Da Gama, and Vespucci were considered Christendom’s soldiers, “God-like arrivals,”
 in the new lands. This hermeneutic fusion in the context of empire, between empire’s foot-soldiers and divinity, the other worldly and the this-worldly, the eternal and the material, faith and knowledge, was a historical failure of Christian purpose. Hence, the silencing of the prophetic critique resulted in the unethical dominance and violence over the first-nation-peoples of the so-called ‘discovered’ territories. It, therefore, implies that all encounters between faith systems and knowledge-formations are not always emancipatory. Such subjugating intersections only expose a false consciousness of power that is invested in ideologies of conquest distinctly opposed to the gospel’s social message. Imperialism, then, is anti-Christian.

In a sharp critique of North American personal pietism, Mark Burrows (2005), the historian, denounces the “legitimation” of a new “empire” that the neo-imperial Far Right ratifies as Christian. He identifies the “Pax and Securitas” definition of “peace” and “security” gained from dominance and conquest as the contemporary model of “homeland security” in the US today. Burrows further argues that this fusion between faith and empire jostles with a contradictory “politically disengaged” faith that reserves its post-messianic performance to the “other-worldly. Thus, ideologically invested readings of the Faith-mission stand alongside earthly power and against the marginalized masses, reserving the justice discourse for the other-worldly moment, while legitimizing elite power in the this-worldly experience. Thus, new age Christianity is a prosperity and domination theology that, as Burrows puts it, is “comfortable” with “nationalist power” … “in corporate boardrooms” spawning privileges for the already wealthy and powerful with no “responsibility toward the poor and the marginalized.”
 This, then, is an imperial faith, reminiscent of Constantine’s Holy Roman Empire. 

In his article on “church-state relations” (2005), Preman Niles, ecumenist and theologian, argues that the development of Christianity was always marked by an ambiguity of representation. When Christianity was in its infancy, the early church was a community of “expendables,” according to Roman imperial law, often embodied in the working and unemployed masses, of their time. The Christian message, then, was a new “hope and life” only to the marginalized in the empire. When it became a “state-religion,” it became a discourse of power often in assistance of the colonizing enterprise of Byzantium, to the omission of the “least” of the people that Christ assiduously represented. This emerging ideology separated belief and practice whereby subjects of the empire remained “Christian in name” rather than “in conviction.” This separation consolidated into a contradictory unity, when the Majesterium called the crusades, not only to conquer the holy lands but also to resolve political disputes between Christian emperors. It organized Italy as the centre of all empire and created a heroic blindness of history. Crusaders set up new nations in West Asia, developing not merely an anti-Islamic union but also an anti-Semitic one. Indeed, the “God Wills It” mission spread; the marginalized were forgotten in favour of the universal hero of history. Christianity, thus, established a political order dissociated from the compassionate gospel. Obviously, the encounter between faith and the social, between belief and practice arose from the ideological terrain of knowledge of God and his Universe rather than on intuitive inspiration.
 Perhaps the Milosz’s valorisation of eternal mystique projects anti-totalitarianism but de-contextualizes faith. 
2.4. Christianity and the Mission 

Contrast Milosz’s conceptualization with the arrival of Christianity in the early years of mission life in “British India.” In one of his chapters of The Location of Culture (1994 & 2007),
 Homi K. Bhabha writes about simple Hindi-speaking rural men, women, and children congregating “under a grove of trees” and engaged in animated “conversation” over a translated book. Anund Messeh, the senior catechist at Meerut, after an “excited” and “hurried” journey arrived there to find that the excitement concerned “the Gospel of our Lord translated into the Hindoostanee Tongue, many copies” being “in the possession of the party.” The Hindoostanee community claimed that the book came directly from an “Angel from Heaven,” “at the Hurdwar fair” and through “a learned Pundit” who apparently had received it directly from the divine messenger. Anund Messeh explained that “these books teach the religion of the European Sahibs,” but the people claimed that these were “God’s gift.”
 Soon they were discussing food taboos, in relation to rituals of eating and drinking, connected to “not that entereth into the mouths of man that defileth him but which cometh out of the mouth.” Through such engagements, these utterly uninitiated Hindoostanees negotiated perhaps the most oppressive norm of their society, namely caste. Anund Messeh reports:
An indifference to the distinctions of Caste soon manifested itself; and the interference of tyrannical authority of the Brahmins became more offensive and contemptible. At last, it was determined to separate themselves from the rest of their Hindoo Brethren; and to establish a separate party of their own choosing…

Bhabha employs this mission report to represent the arrival of the “book” as an experience of “wonder.” The book, no more merely a “sign,”
 turns into an epiphany of divinity. But the native Hindoostanee, despite Messeh, deploys the wonder as a sign: indeed, as an attack on caste. This translates the “book” into a “hybrid object”
 that recasts European authority differently. It also erodes the evangelical agency of Messeh and mobilizes a social space that is both subversive of colonialism and caste. 

By contrast, Alan Machado’s narrative of Christianization of the Goan-Mangalorean community, around the mythic Sarasvati River proposes an imperializing perspective. In his book titled Sarasvati’s Children: A History of Mangalorean Christians (1999), Machado presents two imperialist perceptions about the inter-relations between Portuguese empire, Sarasvat migrations, local Hindu kingdoms and Muslim empire. One is that the Goan-Mangalore Christians trace their origins to Vedic Brahmanism situated around the mythic Sarasvati River; the other is that Christianization resulted from the fear of Muslim reprisals from the Bijapur Empire during Portuguese Conquest. Machado attempts to foreground the “Velhas Conquistas” post-Albuquerque and the Catholic Inquisition in Europe, as the historical departure towards the vigorous Christianization of Portuguese Lands in India. The Velhas Conquistas militarized the Estado da India as they invoked the “only by faith” discourse to provide subject-status to the erstwhile Sarasvat brahmins; in some sense, it provided the Sarasvats with a safe haven and continued social power even to settle economic disputes regarding local property. But Machdo invisibilizes the political alliances, coalitions, and re-alignments with Vijayanagara Hindu Kings and Generals that migrant Sarasvats arranged against the Bijapur Sultanate. In fact, Albuquerque was invited by Krishna Deva Raya and fought alongside Timmaya Nayaaka to recapture Hindu lands from the Muslim Sultanate. In effect, Machado pits Portuguese Empire and its proselytization against Islamic rule rather than Christianization against Vedic Brahmanism. The voluntary co-option into Portuguese empire is least discussed.
 Thus, Machado’s discursive project contains three serious historical inadequacies. Firstly, Machado brahmanizes Christianization; he totalizes the highly differentiated nature of Christian conversion. Somehow, for him, there is no other community that assimilated Christianity. Secondly, there is a serious problem of periodicity. Any historian will need to avoid conflation of historical moments because they confuse ideologies for specificities. There have been waves of Christian proselytization, each with purposes and trajectories often at variance with each other and differentiated by historical conjuncture. Thirdly, 19th Century Colonialism is vastly different from previous forms of imperialism because it was accompanied by Enlightenment modernity as Eric Hobsbawn argues in his stimulating and monumental analysis of world history.
 Hence, Machado effectively does disservice to both historicity and social critique when he conflates, excludes, and elitizes the potential analytic of historicization. 

In opposition to Machado’s historical conflation, discursive failings and brahamanic prevarications, Geoffrey A. Oddie, in his analysis, provides a more complex version of Mission history in India. In his latest book, titled Imagined Hinduism: British Missionary Protestant Constructions of Hinduism 1793-1900 (2006), Oddie argues that European missions and secular Orientalists produced the religious and social category of “the Hindu,” after religion was constituted as “an objective” system in Enlightenment scholarship. Otherwise, with the exception of Islam and Judaism, scholars encountered a complicated difference in the so-called “paganisms,” which punctuated the non-Christian world. Working from travellers’ accounts, British Missions structured a hold-all pan-Indian system of beliefs controlled by Brahmans as Hinduism.
 This, perhaps, substantiates the prevailing attitude of colonial times, which debunked Sanskrit and Persian knowledge as infantile wisdom.
 As Oddie argues powerfully, other forms of ethnic worship, particularly in the Tamil speaking south, were dismissed from this dominant perception. Oddie suggests that the Hinduization of India happened on the colonial terrain of ideological transactions between the Missionary zealots and Brahman intellectuals of that time. Hence, contemporary Hindutva discourse which attempts to re-totalize the plural social sphere now recuperates a colonial product rather than an anti-colonial one. Moreover, European Missions carried highly differentiated trajectories; but British colonialism homogenizes them to suit their own totalized view of Hinduism in order to absorb it into the colonial agenda. What it excludes are the empowering contributions made by Christian Mission for social transformation:
 for instance, James Long’s involvement in peasant movements in 19th Century Bengal,
 William Carey’s fight against slavery and exploitation,
 and Alexander Duff’s ideological discontent with caste hierarchy.
 Even postcolonial theorists document extensively the bitter feuds missions had with colonial governments for their social failures: “abdication of the Christian duty … to ameliorate the condition of the downtrodden” and their failure to alter “attitudes to caste.”

The imperial agenda, when it absorbs the social gospel, produces a tripod identity-split: that is, (i) the dominating Christian-Orientalist self in the service of colonialism, (ii) the dominant Hindu Other transacting with British imperialism against Islamic (Mughal) invasion, and (iii) the subjugated Islamic other as invading oppressor of Hindu “India.” In his “History and the Nationalization of Hinduism” (1995), Partha Chatterjee argues that despite their claims against British colonialism the upper caste Hindus perceived British rule as a liberation from the Yavana rule of the Musalaman. The earliest Bengali historians attempted to historicize Vedic memory and stitched together Vedic mythology with Hindu history on the terrain of British colonialism: “It must be loudly declared that it is to bless us that Isvara had brought the English to our country.”
 Hence, Christian Missionary work in India is highly differentiated and depended on the ideological apparatus that negotiated its alliances and resistances in that period. The upper caste Hindu elite colluded with British colonialism in order to Sanskritize the polyphonic nature of Indian Culture. Thus, for late Christian-colonial and early Hindutva-nationalist discourse, the inimical other was Islamic rule; polytheist Hindu faith as local culture was silenced.

In this respect, Bhabha’s notion of Christian arrival narrates a popular reception, a people-centric appropriation, whose uses disrupt caste-ideologies and European moral authority at once. Anund Messeh as a British informant is ignored, while caste taboos are contested and refashioned.
 In this instance, one recognizes a serious discontinuity with historical commonsense, a discursive rupture of colonial history and Christian Mission in the 1800’s. 

This historicity of Christian mission is integral to the production of knowledge in Christianity. What is particularly empowering is how simple people translated the Christian message into a subversive anti-caste discourse. They transferred religious rapture, the wonder of the book, into social rupture, forcing even its ideological agency to reformulate the trajectories of the sign to contest hierarchized contexts of orthodox “India.” Thus, the displacement of the rapture of Christian faith as eternal transcendence is replaced by the rupture of Christian knowledge as social mobilization. 

I argue that the this-worldly transfer of religious rapture into social rupture has to be differentiated by a “situatedness” of representation
 and not as a productive universal; for such ruptures can be invested with imperceptible power that hegemonizes social processes and reifies elite cultural ideas. As I have observed above, whenever faith – Christian, Hindu or Islamic – serves imperial ideologies or any form of elite authority, it is but an abstraction of limitless power, that endangers, threatens, destroys, and annihilates the everyday hopes and aspirations of people; when associated with social transformation and speaks and acts on behalf of people’s social and political concerns, it is emancipatory. Thus, I argue that faith uses dominant knowledges to coerce and subjugate but deploys subaltern knowledges to affirm and liberate. But faith simply cannot exist without knowledge either.

In the emerging context of “Pax Americana,” where the apocryphal Christ, is the “favourite political philosopher,” faith is in the service of “the politics of privilege” that fuses “empire with religion.”
 It rages in biblical literalism, which coerces the world against its others: Islamic people and West Asian societies, for instance. The war in West Asia, then, is seemingly the neo-Christian approach to the Kingdom of God on earth. Apparently, there is a continuity between faith and the social, between belief and performance and, hence, between the other-worldly and the this-worldly. I argue, however, that it is precisely this selective interpretation and its associate representation that breeds the separation between faith and knowledge while claiming the contrary. If the Christian message is on behalf of the “anawim,”
 – the Hebrew term for the marginalized – contemporary Christianity is in contradiction with its performance; who but the poor, the deprived, and the women receive the violence of a Christianized imperial agenda! 

The key discourse that structures this performative split is fundamentalism and, as I will argue in the next segment, is structured on the formation of contemporary forms of masculinity.
3. Knowledge, Power and the Problem of Fundamentalism

3.1. Hindutva and Gender
First used by the Protestant Christians, the term “Fundamentalism” implied the restoration of the foundational principles of the faith. It steadily acquired differing meanings that were displaced onto other institutional frames such as the nation and civilization. When Hindutva refashions national identity, the American moral majority defines western civilization and fringe Islamic tradition determines reactionary jihad, the power of selective faith structures what Edward Said called “coercive knowledge”: i.e., social coercion for limitless power.

In the “Indian” context, the polytheistic nature of Hinduism permitted a religious character that transacted between ethnic animism and Vedic Hinduism to produce a reconciliatory encounter of the everyday. The mythologizing of history, as in Mahabali and Onam, and the historicization of mythology in the Ramakathas proposed a cultural inclusiveness that transcended dogmatic religiosity or cultural homogeneity. In this sense, faith and knowledge were held in a productive dialogue between what Karen Armstrong calls mythos and logos
 the realm of belief and the space of history, respectively. However, this productive process has been transformed into a cultural trope invested with significations that replace history with myth.

The new Hindu iconography, beginning with the Sati-Devi movement in Rajasthan through the Ramjanamabhoomi movement in Ayodhya and into the genocide in Godhra 2002,
 develops the masculinization of the Hindu faith and the feminization of Hindu violence posited against Islamic maleness, treachery and violence. Hindu men and women encouraged sati as an exemplar of Pati-Parameshwar fidelity, foregrounding motherland as a trope of Indian homeland, while mocking the effeminateness of Hindu men and threatening the presence of Muslim men;
 Kar sevikas chanted and sloganeered for their militant men, as they pulled the Babri Masjid down,
 gheraoed and assaulted objecting professionals in Bombay, and called other secularists “eunuchs”
 in public meetings; fanatical Hindu women accompanied their male counterparts as they destroyed, looted, raped, and plundered Muslim localities in Gujarat 2002; Muslim women were raped and killed as an assumed reprisal for Hindu hurt and against “the internal enemy.”
 All these show the programmatic rise of fundamentalist faith translated into violent practice. The conflation between the icons of Sita-Devi and Durga-mata,
 a discursive fusion, produces Hindu masculinity. The female subjectivity accruing from such violence only explains that feminist praxis in this context is profoundly inflected by the production of Hindu masculinity. This radical Hindu self contains its other in the Indian Muslims as resisting modernity, its reason and logic.
 Such commonsense is legitimized by intellectual argumentation as in V. S. Naipaul’s Among the Believers: An Islamic Journey (2002), which claims that Islamic communities have woken from “medieval culture” to the prospect of “oil and money” and to a “great new civilization” that they both “reject and depend on.”
 Many such discourses after 9/11 have supported the perspective that Islam lacks reason and the civil sense of democracy.

3.2. Islam and the Gaze
In a cruel inversion of this cultural trope, Islam appropriates its othering as a re-assertion of difference, refashioning its stereotypes as self-representation. By this token, it returned to its pre-modern signs such as the shariaa and the hijab in order to represent a resistance to modernist violence. The epistemic break reformulated tradition to speak against western modernity, in order to resist global capital, monarchial tyranny, military dictatorship, and state violence. Begun in the late 1970’s in Egypt, this revival mediated by young intellectuals from modern universities restored the literalist reading of the Koran and the shariaa. Later to be constituted as Madarasaas, these Islamic camps included men and women who, disappointed with the injustices of modernity, re-inscribed the signs of tradition into a contemporary dynamic that proposed the strict adherence to Islamic spirituality, law and behaviour. It is in this context that the hijab returned as a sign of cultural assertion that women by choice apportioned for themselves: hijab-wearing women hold progressive views on feminism; they hold positions of power in government and the political structure; they are involved in varied poverty-alleviating projects; they are in constant argument with their clerics.
 All are silenced in the service of the “ethnographic gaze”
 that exoticizes the victimhood of Islamic women. It is this reification of subjugation that ultimately produced the talibanization of West Asia, which introduced new gendering protocols against working women, social leadership and economic production. 

3.3. Gender and the Moral Majority

About the same time, in the West, particularly in North America, one saw the rise of the moral majority, led by Pat Robertson, highly rightist and deeply masculinist in orientation. Attacking modern secularist and male feminists, the moral majority claimed that the emasculation of men created male anxieties over sexual performance. They claimed that “Jesus was no sissy”
 exhorting both men and women to take their appropriate positions in the social sphere. Integral to this discourse were the debates over intelligent design and pro-life projects that devastated the conditions of women of colour; they were always already “immoral.”
 The masculinization of Christ and the refashioning of patriarchy as difference destroyed the multicultural and constructed America as white, Christian and male. Such masculinities affected public policy and sought and won changes in the multi-cultural curriculum in schools; texts that taught evolution, condemned slavery, and promoted women’s rights were removed. Instead, the dogmatic tracts of the moral right were introduced.
 Thus, the masculinization of God and his Messiah was racialized in a disempowering homophobia that was to demand xenophobic immigration laws, racial majority protection and capitalist democracy. 

In view of the above, I argue that fundamentalism knows no religion; neither does patriarchy. If fundamentalism uses faith to destroy the multi-cultural fabric of the social sphere, patriarchy uses it to produce masculine power. Patriarchy no longer inferiorizes the female per se; instead, it systematically valorises maleness. These discursive modes of faith and knowledge only attack the philosophy of the everyday and prevent effective crossovers; it restricts the multi-cultural celebration of difference. That apart, the homogenization of religion, the fusion between heroic belief and imperial knowledge, and the stereotyping of others merely consolidate an imagined masculinity, an encrusted machismo of religious and cultural ethics, permitting the transaction of a singular tradition at the cost of the plurivocality
 of religions and cultures. Thus, fundamentalism is no critique but a re-visitation of conservative modernity, whose singularity violates progressive culture. Fundamentalism uses patriarchal modernity to speak on behalf of tradition. Its attack on the everyday rejects syncretist homelands that prefigure empires, nations, and civilizations. Therefore, I submit that fundamentalism is continuous with modernity and unlike in the prevailing commonsense, is not antithetical to it.

4. Conclusion: Intellectual Dissent as Re-Fashioning a Hermeneutic 

So, what is the plural today? Does it entail the simplistic celebration of superfluities of differing cultures and religions in the social space? To offer a model of plural space would collapse into reifying otherness, the mimic reversal of all that I contest in my analysis. All we can aspire for are productive indications, emerging border-crossings, which will depend on re-forming dissent against/with monolithic fundamentalisms and masculine patriarchies. This underlying discontent as discursive ethic may shape a third language, a broken episteme, that is inclusive of, as Said would argue, “formerly un- or mis-represented human groups … in domains defined, politically and intellectually … as normally excluding them, usurping their signifying and representing functions, overriding their historical reality.” That, he claims, would produce a “new kind of knowledge” that would invoke “feminism or women’s studies, black or ethnic studies, socialist and anti-imperialist studies” that “challenge against the muteness, imposed” upon marginalized and gendered communities. This non-coercive alternative will depend on “communities of interpretation”
 that are ready to build a “critical consciousness” rather than a “magical one,”
 rooted deeply in the experience of people. This emerging consciousness will have to represent the “anawim” which embodies, the poor, the women, the orphaned, the least of the people – those that receive the violence of religious fundamentalism and patriarchal masculinities.

If the dialogic imaginary should mediate the plural in the social sphere, it has to traverse beyond the bonhomie of religious and cultural tolerance; for tolerance too has its limits. The truly dialogic space is not the felicitous exuberance of difference and multiplicity; it is about the “clash between languages and utterances,”
 and the possibility of reconciliation and resolution, which would shape a new way of thinking, an alternative hermeneutic of inter-religious and inter-cultural resonance we could provisionally call the plural. The plural will, then, emerge as a hybrid religious and cultural interstice where people of differing faiths and cultures will crossover into a genuine celebration of difference. For today, to be truly religious and plural is to be inter-religious; and to be truly humane is to be anti-patriarchal.
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