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Introduction
In the movie, The Usual Suspects (1995), ‘Verbal’, one of a number of criminals in an identity parade, makes the following
fascinating remark during a conversation with his interrogator:

The greatest trick the Devil ever pulled,

Was convincing the world he didn’t exist.

Those of you who know what the word ‘secularism’ means may be wondering about the relevance of the above statement to
this talk. Some of you might even argue  - on the basis of their understanding of what secularism means - that the greatest trick 
the Devil ever played was to convince the world that God  does not exist.  However, I tend to think that Verbal was right, and for
(at least) two reasons: First of all, the idea that ‘God does not exist’ – or atheism  - is nowhere near as widely accepted as one
might think. What this means is that if this is the Devil’s greatest trick, it’s not such a great trick after all because it hasn’t fooled
everyone, and I think that that’s an important feature of a really great trick; secondly, and perhaps a little controversially, from 
an Islamic perspective, there really is no such thing as atheism .

But if God exists, then where is He because He certainly doesn’t seem to be present in the world? Perhaps He is too busy
looking after the rest of the universe to bother with us. Perhaps God is in His Heaven. But then, who is minding the store down
here, on Earth? Who is it that is running ‘the show’? Is it a magic show? How great are the tricks? What’s the greatest trick that
can be pulled? And who is the magician? I’m sure by now you have probably guessed the answers to all these questions.
However, you may still be a little surprised by the ways in which these answers are going to unfold.

In this lecture, I am going to attempt to explain how the Devil has played his greatest trick. However, in order to appreciate what
is to follow, we will first need to travel back into time, way back into what we might refer to as prehistory, to the dawn of human
consciousness…

(7:11) And We (Allah) created you, then fashioned you, then told the angels: Prostrate yourselves
before Adam! And they fell prostrate, all save Iblis, who was not of those who make prostration.

(7:12) He (Allah) said: What prevented you from prostrating when I commanded you to do so?
(Iblis) said: I am better than him . You created me from fire while him you created from clay.

(7:13) He (Allah) said: Then go down hence! It is not for you to show pride here, so go forth! Lo!
You are of those degraded.

(7:14) He (Iblis) said: Reprieve me till the day when they are raised (from the dead).

(7:15) He (Allah) said: Lo! You are of those reprieved.

(7:16) He (Iblis) said : Now, because You have sent me astray, verily I shall lurk in ambush for
them on Your Right Path .

(7:17) Then I shall come upon them from before them and from behind them and from their right
bands and from their left hands, and You will not find most of them beholden (unto You).

(7:18) He (Allah) said: Go forth from hence, degraded, banished. As for such of them as follow you,
surely I will fill hell with all of you.
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(7:19) And (unto man): O Adam! Dwell you and your wife in the Garden and eat from whence you
will, but do not come near this tree in case you become wrong-doers.

(7:20) Then Satan whispered to them that he might manifest unto them that which was hidden from
them of their shame, and he said: Your Lord forbade you from this tree only lest you should 
become angels or become of the immortals .

(7:21) And he swore unto them (saying): Lo! I am a sincere adviser unto you .

(7:22) Thus did he lead them on with guile. And when they tasted of the tree their shame was
manifest to them and they began to hide (by heaping) on themselves some of the leaves of the
Garden. And their Sustainer called them, (saying): Did I not forbid you from that tree and tell you:
Lo! Satan is an open enemy to you ?

 

Definitions
 The Oxford English Dictionary (1989):

secular I. Of or pertaining to the world. 2. a. Belonging to the world and its affairs as 

distinguished from the church and religion; civil, lay, temporal. Chiefly used as a negative term

with the meaning non-eccesiastical, non-religious, or non-sacred. 3. a. Of or belonging to the 

present or visible world as distinguished from the eternal or spiritual world; temporal, worldly.

b. Caring for the present world only; unspiritual. II. Of or belonging to an age or long period. 6.

Living or lasting for an age or ages. Now chiefly with reminiscence of the scientific sense.

secularism 1. The doctrine that morality should be based solely on regard to the well-being of

mankind in the present life, to the exclusion of all considerations drawn from the belief in God

or in a future state.

 

secularise 3. To dissociate or separate from religious or spiritual concerns, to convert to material

and temporal purposes; to turn (a person, his mind, etc.) from a religious or spiritual state to

worldliness.

The Oxford Dictionary of English Etymology (1966):

secular pertaining to the world, worldly; not sacred, profane; living or lasting for an age or for

ages.

 

-Ologies & -Isms: A Thematic Dictionary (1978):

secularism 1. A view that religion and religious considerations should be ignored or excluded

from social and political matters. 2. an ethical system asserting that moral judgements should be

made without reference to religious doctrine, as reward or punishment in an afterlife

A Dictionary of Philosophy (Mautner 1996):

secular adj. 1 Non-religious, worldly.

secularisation n. 1 The abandoning of religious assumptions or practices.

The Hutchinson Unabridged Encyclopedia (1995):

secularisation the process through which religious thinking, practice, and institutions lose their

religious and/or social significance.
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Collins Dictionary of Sociology (Jary and Jary 2000):

 

secularisation the process in modern societies in which religious ideas and organisations tend

to lose influence when faced with science and other modern forms of knowledge.

The Fontana Dictionary of Modern Thought (1977):

secularism. The rejection of religion after secularisation.

 

secularisation. The decline of religion. This has been more marked in the 20th century than in

any previous period of recorded history, and the concentration on this age (Latin saeculum) 

instead of on the divine has become the real orthodoxy of the modern establishment.

The contemporary Muslim philosopher, Syed Naquib Al-Attas, in his work, Islam, Secularism and The Philosophy of The Future
(1985), maintains that:

The term secular, from the Latin saeculum, conveys a meaning with a marked dual connotation

of time and location; the time referring to the ‘now’ or ‘present’ sense of it, and the location to

the ‘world’ or ‘worldly’ sense of it. (p.14)

He maintains that proponents of the secular thesis distinguish between the process  of secularisation and the ideology  of 
secularism as follows:

Whereas the former implies a continuing and open-ended process in which values and world

views are continually revised in accordance with ‘evolutionary’ change in history, the latter, like

religion, projects a closed world view and an absolute set of values in line with an ultimate

historical purpose having a final significance for man. (p.17)

However, it is crucial to appreciate (with Al-Attas) that the distinction between the process of secularisation and the ideology of
secularism is not as clear as has been supposed because the process of secularisation is itself ideological, the ideology it 
represents being secular relativism  as we will come to see in the course of this discussion.

 

Foundations
Historically speaking, according to G. J. Holyoake, a nineteenth century proponent of secularism, the word secularist  was first
used to signify a way of thinking - that is, the secular  ideology or secularism  - in the British journal, Reasoner of 3 December 
1851 (XII 34). The word secularism first appeared in the press a week later (Reasoner, XII, 62).

 

According to Al-Attas (1985), “the Westernisation of Christianity … marked the beginning of its secularisation. Secularisation is
the result of the misapplication of Greek philosophy in Western theology and metaphysics, which in the 17th century logically
led to the scientific revolution enunciated by Descartes, who opened the doors to doubt and scepticism; and successively in the
18th and 19the centuries and in our own times, to atheism and agnosticism, to utilitarianism, dialectical materialism,
evolutionism, and historicism.” (p.20) On his view, the secularisation  process has three principal components:

 

1.       The disenchantment of nature - “dispelling animistic spirits and gods from the natural

world”, thereby enabling man to act freely in and on the world

2.       The desacralisation of politics - “abolition of sacral legitimisation of authority”, thereby

enabling social and political change

3.      The deconsecration of values - “rendering transient and relative all cultural creations and

every value system”, thereby enabling historical ‘evolution’

 

While this may go some way towards explaining what secularisation entails or what secularism is, it does not really explain why
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it has gained ground in Western civilisation – assuming, of course, that it has gained  ground rather than being  the very ground 
of Western civilisation.

 

In his work Islam at a Crossroads (1982), Muhammad Asad (formerly, Leopold Weiss) lists three main reasons why
contemporary Western civilisation is so thoroughly anti-religious in its conceptions and methods:

 

1.       The heritage of Roman civilisation with its utterly materialistic attitude as regards human

life and its inherent value ;

2.       The revolt of human nature against the Christian world-contempt and the suppression of

natural urges and legitimate endeavours of man (followed by the Church’s traditional

alliance with the holders of political and economic power and its cold-blooded sanction

of every exploitation which the power-holders could devise );

 

3.      The anthropomorphic conception of God. (p.43)

 

Let us examine each of the above three reasons in slightly greater detail.

 

1.      Western civilisation is Roman civilisation and the latter is materialistic

Asad maintains that “modern Western civilisation does not recognise the necessity of man’s submission to anything save
economic or social or national requirements. Its real deity is not of a spiritual kind: it is Comfort. And its real, living philosophy is
expressed in a Will to Power for power’s sake. Both have been inherited from the old Roman civilisation.” (p.32) But what was
the nature of Roman civilisation? According to Asad, it was based on

 

An entirely materialistic conception of life and civilisation  - a materialism certainly refined by

intellectual and aesthetic taste, but none the less foreign to all spiritual values. The Romans 

never knew religion. Their traditional gods were a pale imitation of Greek mythology, mere

colourless ghosts silently accepted for the benefit of social convention. In no way were these

gods allowed to interfere with ‘real’ life. (p.35)

 

But what then is the nature of the relationship between Christianity and Western civilisation? According to Asad, “there can be
no greater error than to consider Western civilisation as an outcome of Christianity. The real intellectual foundations of the
modern West are, as already mentioned, to be found in the old Roman conception of life as a purely utilitarian proposition 
without any transcendental considerations .” (P.37) In fact, Christianity is probably best thought of as a mere ripple on the
pond of Western civilisation, a civilisation with Roman roots, which nominally embraced Christianity, and then, via The
Renaissance, returned to its Roman roots. Crucially, Asad goes on to state that, “for the masses, [Christianity] has now only a
formal meaning, as was the case with the gods of ancient Rome, which were neither allowed nor supposed to exert any real
influence upon society.” (p.44) As he goes on to state,

The average Occidental - be he a Democrat or a Fascist, a Capitalist or a Communist - knows

only one positive ‘religion’, and that is the worship of material progress, the belief that there is

no other goal in life than to make that very life continually easier or, as the current expression

goes, ‘independent of Nature’. The temples of this ‘religion’ are the gigantic factories, cinemas,

chemical laboratories, dance-halls, hydro-electric works: and its priests are bankers, engineers,

film stars, captains of industry, record sportsmen. The unavoidable result of this craving for

power and pleasure is the creation of hostile groups armed to the teeth and determined to

destroy each other whenever and wherever their respective interests clash. And on the cultural

side, the result is the creation of a human type whose morality is confined to the question of

practical utility alone, and whose criterion of good and evil is material success. (p.44)

 

2.      Christianity has a history of world-contempt, corruption and tyranny

To what extent is secularism inherent or latent in Christianity?
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According to The New Testament, Jesus (pbuh) is reported to have said:

Do not think that I have come to abolish the Law or the Prophets ; I have not come to abolish

them but to fulfil them. I tell you the truth, until heaven and earth disappear, not the smallest 

letter, not the least stroke of a pen, will by any means disappear from the Law until

everything is accomplished. Anyone who breaks one of the least of these commandments and

teaches others to do the same will be called least in the kingdom of heaven, but whoever

practices and teaches these commands will be called great in the kingdom of heaven. [Matthew

5:17-19]

By exploiting a certain ambiguity in the phrase “until everything is accomplished”, Paul - that is, Saul of Tarsus - was able to
loosen the grip of the Mosaic Law which Jesus (pbuh) was sent to uphold. In this connection, it is crucial to appreciate that,
according to contemporary biblical scholarship and the Qur’anic narrative, Jesus (pbuh) was not  sent as a universal prophet or 
messenger, but rather as a prophet-messenger for a specific people - the Jews; hence, the Law of Moses was never intended
to be a universal law for all  peoples of all  times. However, all this changed with Paul (Saul), who effected a two-fold move: On
the one hand, he transformed Jesus as Christ into a universal figure, while on the other, laying the foundations of Christian
secularism through statements, which he claimed he received directly from ‘The Christ’, such as the following:

Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law by becoming a curse for us, for it is written:

‘Cursed is everyone who is hanged on a tree.’ [Galatians 3:13]

 

… my brethren, you have died to the [Mosaic] law  through the body of Christ. [Romans 7:4]

It is important to appreciate that, from an Islamic perspective, Paul’s statements are nothing more than a conspiracy  (Arabic 
najwa) to subvert the life-transaction (or deen) brought by Jesus (pbuh), which was Islam. According to The Qur’an, Jesus
(pbuh) was sent to uphold The Torah:

(5:46) And in their footsteps We sent Jesus the son  of Mary confirming the law that had come
before him: We sent him the Gospel: therein was guidance and light and confirmation of the
law that had come before him: a guidance and an admonition to those who fear Al lah.

 

The Qur’anic verdict on Paul is therefore as follows:

(2:79) Woe unto those who write The Book with their own hands and t hen say: ‘This is from
God’  so that they may take for it some mean price ; so woe unto them for what their hands have
written and woe unto them for what they earn!

By abrogating the Mosaic Law upheld by Jesus (pbuh), Paul (Saul) made possible the assimilation of Christianity to Rome. In
this respect, Siddiqui (1991) maintains that,

For a time the Christian church functioned in close alliance with the imperial authority and the

emperors patronised the Church organisation. This period, beginning with Constantine under

whose benevolent patronage[1] the doctrinal dissensions of the Church were patched up in the

Nicene Creed [of 325 CE], did not, however, last long. Soon the pope, at the head of the

Christian church, began to function as a co-ordinate authority claiming equal voice in state

affairs. [Furthermore,] the Christian church, far from being the visible embodiment of the

religious consciousness of its followers, had become a purely secular organisation for the 

defence of the material interests of the priestly class . (pp.87-88)

History is replete with examples of the secular, materialistic excesses committed by the Church, perhaps most notorious of
which are the rape, pillage and plunder of entire civilisations and subsequent enslavement of their peoples on the continents of
Africa and South America during the so-called ‘voyages of discovery’ in the ‘New World’.

 

However, the Church’s record of excess does not stop there. We are all probably familiar with some version of ‘The Crusades’
to liberate ‘The Holy Land’ from ‘the evil Infidel and Heathen Saracen’ – that is, the Muslims, who were living in peace with
Jews and Eastern Christians as rulers in Palestine. Thousands of people were butchered by these ‘Holy Warriors of The Cross’,
including, significantly, Christians.

Finally, there is The Inquisition, which is infamous for its arcane pronouncements of heresy and for burning  at the stake
thousands of ‘heretics’ including, many scientists. In fact, it is the persecution of this last category of people that led to the
Renaissance (literally, ‘re-birth’ – but of what?), a movement devoted to freeing the human mind from the shackles of religious
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enslavement.

The New Encyclopedia Brittanica (1995) defines secularism as “any movement in society directed away from otherworldliness to

life on earth.” It then goes on to state that,

In the European Middle Ages there was a strong tendency for religious persons to despise

human affairs and to meditate on God and the afterlife. As a reaction to this medieval tendency,

secularism, at the time of the Renaissance, exhibited itself in the development of humanism, 

when man began to show more interest in human cultural achievement and the possibilities of

his fulfilment in this world. (p.594)

 

In Islam: A Challenge to Religion (1989), Parwez identifies secularism with “the shifting sands of changing human interests and
beliefs” (pp.250-251), thereby establishing a necessary connection between secularism and democracy  conceived as ‘the will
of the people’. On his view,

Secular democracy is in fact a reaction to theocracy which, directly or indirectly, had disturbed

the very basis of peace and freedom in Europe. Theological disputes continually threatened

internal peace. Secularism tried to solve the problem by excluding morality and religion from

the purview of government and making them matters of private concern of the individual. The

unfortunate result was that man in his political life was left with no stable frame of reference

and no objective standard to guide him. (p.251)

One of the important points in the above quotation is ‘the desire for peace’. Let us briefly pause at this stage in the discussion
to consider a few questions, particularly in light of current events such as

·        the escalating Palestinian-Israeli conflict;

·        the coalition response to the alleged attack on America by terrorist organisation, Al-Qa’ida; and

·        the planned attack on Iraq, allegedly on the grounds that it has failed to comply with UN demands for the surrender of all
materials and technologies associated with the development of weapons of mass destruction.

For example, is peace to be attained at any cost? If not then at what  price is peace to be attained? Is peace more important 
than justice? Can there be peace without justice? Can there be peace? Can there be justice? What do these words mean
anyway? Can they even be defined? And, if so, by whom?

Western civilisation’s ‘evolutionary path’ towards the adoption of modern secular law can be summarised as follows:

Divine Law (although distorted)                                                      The Jews

Divine Spirit + Divine Law                                                               Jesus (pbuh)

Pseudo-divine Spirit + Secular Law                                           Paul (Saul)

Pseudo-divine Spirit + Pseudo-Divine Law                                     The Church

Pseudo-divine Spirit + Secular Law                                                 The Renaissance

Secular Law                                                                                       Modernity

 

In concluding this part of the discussion, it is worth noting that the original, Roman form of Christian secularism is succinctly
captured in the following dictum:

Render unto Caesar things that belong to Caesar, and render unto God things that belong to

God. [Matthew 22:21]

According to Asad (1982), “[this] well-known injunction of the Gospels … has no place in the theological structure of Islam, in
which, firstly, everything is regarded as belonging to God, and, secondly, because Islam does not admit of the existence a
conflict between the moral and the socio-economic requirements of our life.” (p.27) As The Qur’an itself states,

(42:4) To Him belongs all  that is in the heavens and on earth: and He is Most High Most Great.

(30:26) To Him belongs every  being that is in the heavens and on earth: all  are devoutly obedient 
to Him.

(16:52) To Him belongs whatever  is in the heavens and on earth and to Him is duty due always : 
will you then fear other than Allah?
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(22:64) To Him belongs all  that is in the heavens and on earth: verily, Allah, He is Free of all 
wants , Worthy of all praise.

(20:6) To Him belongs what is in the heavens and on earth and all  between them and all  beneath 
the soil.

In terms of the Christian secular credo, the implication of such verses is clear: nothing is to be rendered to Caesar .

 

3.      The Christian concept of God is anthropomorphic (that is, human-shaped)

Apart from the obvious manifestation of this in the conception of God as a supra-rational person, there are a number of other
ways in which a flawed, human-shaped - by which is meant ‘shaped-by-humans’ as opposed to ‘given-human-shape’ -
conception of God has led to the rejection of Him altogether. As Al-Attas (1985) states,

The God they have conceived since the earliest periods in the development of Christian dogma

was formulated on the basis of a highly improbable conceptual amalgam consisting of the theos

of Greek philosophy, the yahweh of the Hebrews, the deus of Western metaphysics, and a host of 

other traditional gods of the pre-Christian Germanic traditions. What is now happening is that

these separate and indeed mutually conflicting concepts, artificially fused together into an

ambiguous whole, are each coming apart, thus creating the heightening crisis in their belief in a

God which has already been confused from the very beginning. (p.11)

Compare this with following statements in The Qur’an about God (Allah):

(112:1) Say: He is Allah, the One!

(112:2) Allah, The One on whom all depend

(112:3) He begetteth not nor was begotten.

(112:4) And there is none comparable unto Him.

(6:103) No vision can encompass Him , but He encompasses (all) vision. He is The Subtle, The
Aware.

(16:60) … And for Allah is the most sublime similitude .

 

Fallacies
According to Fernández-Armestro (1997),

In the global village, secular liberalism is a tool of survival. Without it, its advocates feel, the

multicultural, pluralistic societies, to which history consigns us [- note the tacit assumption of 

history as determining human existence -] will dissolve in bloodshed. Its critics reply in either of

two ways. A society characterised by secular liberalism is, some say, not worth preserving

anyway. According to others, including me, it cannot survive in any case because it is

programmed for self-destruction. (p.30)

Before we examine some manifestations of the self-destructive tendencies within the modern secular worldview, it is
worthwhile briefly responding to a few of its more central claims

 

·        Only a secular society can put an end to religious wars

Okay, but what about wars involving what appear to be secular combatants? So-called ‘World Wars’ I and II were secular
conflicts and their respective death tolls were higher than the total number of deaths in all previous wars. Further examples of
wars fought for achieving ostensibly secular ends include the Falklands War, the Gulf War, and - as is repeatedly claimed,
almost to the point of becoming a mantra - the current global ‘War on Terrorism’. (“Of course it’s not a war against Islam.”) Or
are the ‘fundamentalists’ right, that such wars are, in fact, religious in nature? Have the Crusades entered a new phase? If all
conflicts are traceable to some kind of religious perspective - even if this is maintained by only one of two parties in a conflict -
then secularism is a myth. In fact, as will be argued later, it is more than a myth - it is a religion in its own right.

 

·        Only a secular society can guarantee progress
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In his classic novel, 1984, which describes life (if it can be called that) in a totalitarian state of the future, George Orwell made
the following observation:

Who controls the present controls the past.

Who controls the past controls the future.

According to The Qur’an, it is Allah (swt) alone who is ultimately in control of all events, those that have taken place in the past,
those taking place in the present, and those that will take place in the future. This is because everything that happens in the
world happens according to His Will, that is, in accordance with the laws  governing existence that He has laid down.

Nonetheless, it is also true that there exist powerful forces in the world, forces that currently dominate the socio-political realm,
and that have concealed and, in some cases, even rewritten, the historical record in order to maintain a position of global
supremacy in the future. In this connection, Napolean’s assertion that “history is a lie universally agreed upon”, and that it is
written by the victors, is extremely significant.

First, a few facts:

·         Physics - Ibn Al-Haitham, an Arab physicist of the 10th Century, discovered the laws of

refraction of light and invented the pinhole camera. He is essentially responsible for the

birth of modern optics.

 

·         Medicine - Ibn Al-Nafis, an Arab physician of the 13th Century, explained the basic

principles of Pulmonary Circulation (that is, the movement of blood from the heart to the

lungs and back again) nearly 350 years before Sir William Harvey - who is usually credited

with this discovery - was born.

 

·        Chemistry - Muslim scientists were responsible for the discovery of alcohol, nitric and

sulphuric acids, silver nitrate and potassium.

 

According to Robert Briffault, author of The Making of Humanity (1919),

It was under the influence of the Arabian and Moorish revival of culture, and not in the fifteenth

century, that the real renaissance took place. Spain, not Italy, was the cradle of the rebirth of

Europe. After steadily sinking lower and lower into barbarism, it had reached the darkest

depths of ignorance and degradation when the cities of the Saracenic world, Baghdad, Cairo,

Cordova, Toledo, were growing centres of civilisation and intellectual activity. (pp.188-189)

 

However, as Briffault goes on to state,

The debt of our science to that of the Arabs does not consist in startling discoveries or

revolutionary theories; science owes a great deal more to Arab culture, it owes its existence .

The ancient world was … pre-scientific. The astronomy and mathematics of the Greeks were a

foreign importation never thoroughly acclimatised in Greek culture. The Greeks systematised,

generalised, and theorised, but the patient ways of investigation, the accumulation of positive

knowledge, the minute methods of science, detailed and prolonged observation, experimental

inquiry, were altogether alien to the Greek temperament. Only in Hellenistic Alexandria was

any approach to scientific work conducted in the ancient classical world. What we call science

arose in Europe as a result of a new spirit of inquiry, of new methods of investigation, of the

method of experiment, observation, [and] measurement, of the development of mathematics

in a form unknown to the Greeks. That spirit and those methods were introduced into the

European world by the Arabs. (p.191)

 

Although we might be tempted to applaud Briffault for his honesty, we should really criticise him for his residual Orientalism,
evidenced by the reference to the contributions made by Muslim  scientists as contributions made by Arabs , Saracens  and 
Moors . By ‘bracketing’ (that is, obscuring or eliminating) the Islamic dimension from such discourse, it is possible to establish
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and maintain a distance between Muslims caught in the grip of Western secularisation and the unifying and liberating
life-transaction that is Islam. The use of such terms - which are ethnic and not ideological – acts to sever the tie between
Muslims and their glorious historical roots, and, as Asad (1982) rightly states, “no civilisation can prosper, or even exist, after
having lost this pride and the connection with its own past.” (p.80) It is completely wrong to regard ‘Arab’, ‘Saracen’ and ‘Moor’
as mere words. They are terms of description, of identification, of identity and the means by which the secularisation process is
implanted in the Muslim mind. As Orwell said in 1984, “the revolution will be complete when the language  is perfect.”

In closing this section, it is worthwhile noting that, according to the authors of The Penguin Dictionary of Sociology
(Abercrombie et al. 2000), “the vitality of Zionism, militant Islam  and radical Catholicism in Latin America suggests that there is
no necessary connection between modernisation and s ecularisation .” (p.310)

 

·        Only a secular society can guarantee the protection of religious minorities

It is often claimed that a secular society is the most tolerant kind of society. However, the truth is that they are aggressively
intolerant of other non-secular societies, and also of individuals within secular societies who reject the secular creed. History
bears testimony to the fair treatment of non-Muslim subjects of the Islamic State (e.g. the peaceful co-existence of Jews,
Christians and Muslims in Spain prior to 1492, the provision of a safe-haven for Jews in Turkey after this time, etc. This fact is
attested to by Israel Shahak, in his book, Jewish History, Jewish Religion: The Weight of Three Thousand Years. Crucially, the
Islamic State never had anything akin to the Inquisition and never launched genocidal campaigns in all of its fourteen hundred
years of history.) Furthermore, unlike the ethical relativism associated with societies built on secular foundations, the Qur’an
lays down explicit rules concerning the treatment of non-Muslims. Consider the following:

 

(5:69) Those who believe (in the Qur’an), as well as those who follow the Jewish faith, and the
Sabians, and the Christians - anyone who believes in God and the Last Day, and ac ts
righteously  - shall have their reward with their Sustainer; and no fear need they have, and neither
shall they grieve.

 

(2:62) Those who believe (in the Qur’an), as well as those who follow the Jewish faith, and the
Christians, and the Sabians - anyone who believes in God and the Last Day, and ac ts
righteously  - shall have their reward with their Sustainer; and no fear need they have, and neither
shall they grieve.

(3:64) Say: ‘O followers of earlier revelation! Come unto that tenet which we and you hold in
common : that we serve none but Allah, and that we shall not associate anything with Him, and that
we shall not take human beings for our lords beside Allah’. And if they turn away, then say: ‘bear
witness that it is we who have surrendered ourselves unto Him’.

According to Muhammad Asad (1987), “the Muslims are obliged to defend not only their own political and religious freedom but
also the freedom of the non-Muslims who peacefully live among them.” (p.125) This view is based on the following verse of The
Qur’an:

(22:40) … Had it not been for Allah's repelling some men by means of others, cloisters and
churches and oratories and mosques, wherein the name of Allah is often mentioned, would
assuredly have been pulled down. Verily Allah helps one who helps Him. Lo! Allah is Strong,
Almighty.

According to Muslim political theorist, Louay M. Safi (2001), 

The Islamic State … is not an institution devoted to advancing the interests of the Muslim

community [that is, the community of Muhammad], but a political system based on universal

principles, and one committed to maintaining peace, security and welfare for all citizens,

irrespective of their doctrines, religions, nationality, race, or gender.

The Islamic system in the past did not lead, nor should it lead in the future, to imposing a

narrow and limited concept of a particular opinion on society. This is because the principle of

religious and doctrinal plurality has been considered since the very inception of the Ummah [or 

community], as a cardinal political principle. (p.6)

As proof of this, he cites Sahifat-ul-madina, that is, the Compact of The City, drawn up between Muhammad (pbuh) and various
tribes during the establishment of the Islamic State over fourteen centuries ago. (It is not insignificant to note that this document
constitutes the first written constitution in human history .)

It is crucial to appreciate that citizenship in the Islamic State is open to anyone  who is prepared to abide by its principles and
values, irrespective of whether or not they are convinced of their validity. As The Qur’an states,

(49:14) The wandering Arabs say: We believe. Say (unto them, O Muhammad): ‘You do not
believe. Rather you should say “We submit”, for belief has not yet entered into your hearts. Yet, if
you obey Allah and His messenger, He will not withhold from you aught of (the reward of) your
deeds. Lo! Allah is Forgiving, Merciful’.
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Safi (2001) goes on to state that

The Islamic model should maintain the legislative and administrative independence of the

followers of different religions, as the sphere of communal legislation does not fall under the

governmental authority of the state. (p.11)

This position derives support from numerous verses of The Qur’an including the following:

(5:42) … If then they have recourse unto you (Muhammad), judge between them or disclaim
jurisdiction. If you disclaim jurisdiction, then they cannot harm you at all. But if you judge, judge
between them with equity. Lo! Allah loves the equitable.

(5:43) Why do they come to you for judgement when they have the Torah, wherein Allah has
delivered judgement (for them)? Yet even after that they turn away. Such (folk) are not believers.

(5:47) Let the People of the Gospel judge by that which Allah has revealed therein. Whosoever
does not by that which Allah has revealed; such are evil-livers.

However, as Safi goes on to state, in contrast to the legislative and administrative pluralism of the Islamic State,

The majoritarian model of the democratic state deprives religious minorities of their legal

independence, and insists on subjugating all citizens to a single legal system which reflects the 

doctrinal and behavioural values of the ruling majority. (pp.11-12)

Such a system of government poses fundamental problems for believers who wish to “enter into Islam completely (ud-khu-loo
fi’silmi kaafat)” as is required of them (2:208). For example, believers are required to abandon all economic transactions
involving usury (2:275, 276, 278; 3:130). Crucially, The Qur’an maintains that

(2.275) Those who consume usury cannot arise except as one whom Satan  has driven to
madness by his touch.

The prohibition on usury is so severe that failure to implement it entails “war (harb) from Allah (swt) and His Messenger (pbuh).”
(2:279) But What is ‘usury’? Contrary to popular misconceptions, usury (Arabic riba) does not mean “(the lending of money at)
exorbitant interest.” According to the authors of Usury: The Root Cause of The Injustices of Our Times (PAID 1987),

·         It is usury to exchange a given amount of a particular commodity for any more or less than

exactly the same amount of that same commodity, whether any delay is involved or not.

·         It is usury to acquire gain from the use of a thing not in itself fruitful without there being

any labour, expense or risk on the part of the lender.

·         It is usury to take back more than the principal amount in repayment of a loan.

·         It is usury to make money directly out of money.

·        It is a characteristic of usury that the gain from it is certain and automatic. (p.2)

In short, usury amounts to “obtaining something from nothing”. In Arabic, this might be described as “kun fa ya kun” - Be! And it
is! - which is a mode of creation exclusive to Allah (swt) alone. The implication is that usurious money creation is based on a
trick, an illusion, and we all know the effects of usury: Debt - individual, national, and global - which, in turn, means economic
slavery (Arabic ‘ubudiyyah).

It is important to appreciate that usury was condemned in The Old Testament (in Leviticus, Deuteronomy and Ezekiel). It was
also condemned by Aristotle and Plato and the Roman  philosophers, Cicero, Cato, and Seneca. Thus, as Bewley (1987)
states, “both the Judaeo-Christian and Graeco-Roman traditions which together comprised the main sources of European
civilisation were unanimous on this issue. [In this instance,] religious and secular tradition spoke with one voic e.” (p.15) It
was legitimised through the Reformation, itself driven by the Renaissance taking place in fifteenth century Italy, principally
through the efforts of the Puritan moralist, Calvin who argued that taking interest on capital is as reasonable as taking rent on
land. Crucially, as Bewley goes on to state,
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He took it upon himself to legalise the lending of money at interest, thus giving the sanction of

the law to a practice that had been held to be illegal since earliest times. The fact that he 

allowed only moderate interest and hedged his indulgence round with strict qualifications

made no difference. The merchant now had a precedent from someone who spoke with

religious authority. According to Calvin, the moral law had changed  and therefore it was no

longer immoral to charge interest. From then on the argument within the business community

was not whether interest should be permitted, but how much. (p.17)

In the modern world, usury manifests itself in

·         the imposition by governments of national currencies

·         the establishing of banks possessing the exclusive right to control the production of such
currencies (creating them literally from nothing)

·        the networking of banks and hence, of all currencies and economic transactions necessarily
involving them into a single, global financial system (driven by stock markets and currency
speculation)

So the believer living in a majoritarian democracy (such as the UK or the US) who wants to “enter Islam completely” is faced
with a problem … and one that is not remedied - as is often naively assumed - by simply refusing to accept interest on money
deposited in high-street banks! What should a believer do in such a situation? Introduce an alternative, non-usurious currency
system in England? This would entail breaking the law, which is both centralised and standardised, thereby ensuring that all
transactions that occur involve a usurious component. What about migrating to a Muslim country where Islamic banking is
practised? The short answer to this question is, No because, from an authentic  Islamic perspective, ‘Islamic Banking’ is a
non-starter, the term being an oxymoron denoting an inherently meaningless and contradictory notion. Modern banking, as
stated previously, is intrinsically, that is, essentially, linked to usurious practice, all the more so in the era of globalisation; thus,
‘Islamic banks’ cannot (and were never intended to) break free of the grip of other types of banking. So what options are left to
the believer? I would argue that there is only one: The establishment of an autonomous Islamic economy independent of
the banks . This is one of the most frightening prospects for the global architects of the New World Order.

·        Only a secular society can guarantee basic human right

Briefly, the concept of human rights is tied to an individualistic, anthropocentric (or human-centred) conception of existence that
is open to criticism on numerous grounds including the environmental, the ecological and the philosophical, let alone the
‘religious’. Furthermore, the notion of human obligations  is often pushed to the background and thereby subject to all forms of
abuse through lobbying etc. Even more importantly, which human being or group of human beings can claim to be able to
objectively  define, once and for all, what rights are right? In the absence of an absolute standard – and according to the
secularisation thesis, it simply isn’t possible to construct one - we are left with various power groups, competing with one
another to assert their respective conception of human right as right.

Turkey is what one might describe as a perfect (sic) example of a secular society (so much so that the Refah - or Welfare -
Party was ousted from office on charges of attempting to undermine Turkey’s secular nationalist constitution) and yet it has one
of the worst human rights records in the world. Many Arab and Central Asian states – which are invariably client states of
Western imperialist powers - have similar records.

 

The Bitter Fruits of The Poisoned Tree of Secularism
Let us now briefly consider some manifestations of the self-destructive tendencies within the modern secular worldview.

In his path-breaking work, The AIDS crisis: an Islamic socio-cultural perspective (1997), respected Muslim psychologist, Malik 
Badri, maintains that in order to

pave the way for the scientific revolution and its [economically and] sexually liberated secular

society, the West had to dethrone the Church and to establish a new religion of ‘scientific

desanctification’ [- a process that Weber referred to as the ‘disenchantment of the world’ -] in

which the Western man himself is the new crowned god for this modern era of enlightenment.

(p.37)

Badri goes on to state that “with the downfall of Western religion, no ethical code is accepted as fixed for all times and places
[so that] secularisation was certain to become a philosophy of ethical relativism in which the terms ‘sinful’, ‘evil’, ‘blasphemy’,
‘heresy’, ‘deviance’, or ‘abnormality’ becomes meaningless and culture bound or even ‘culture blind’.” (p.39)

In The Qur’an, Allah (swt) has likened the ideological basis of a destructive way of life to the roots of a poisonous tree:

(14:26) And the similitude of a destructive ideology is that of a poisonous tree, uprooted from the
earth, possessing no stability .

Some of the bitter fruits of the poisonous tree that is Western modernity, one of whose roots is secularism, are as follows:

·        Alcoholism

·        Drug addiction
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·        Sexual permissiveness (in various forms including fornication, adultery, homosexuality, paedophilia, bestiality etc)

·        Sexually transmitted diseases (AIDS, venereal disease etc have reached record levels among the teenage section of the
population)

·        Spiralling divorce rates

·        Broken homes

·        Delinquency

·        Mental disorders (including eating disorders such as bulimia)

·        Increasing incidents of suicide (including among professionals)

·        Homelessness

·        Child abuse

·        Chronic debt (individual, national, global)

·        Poverty

·        Etc.

 

Secularism and Religion
Yasien Mohamed, author of Fitra: The Islamic Concept of Human Nature (1996), laments the fact that “the doctrine of
secularism seems to have supplanted religious doctrines, and to have gained sovereignty over most areas of society.” On his
view, “science has displaced religion as a source of knowledge; liberalism has dethroned it from the seat of political power; and
post-enlightenment ethics have shattered its moral basis of authority and obedience. Religion seems to have retreated from the
world of concrete reality to a world of abstractions and illusion, to be cherished in the hearts of men as a form of private
consolation.” (pp.6-7) However, according to Felipe Fernández-Armestro, author of The Future of Religion (1997), “religions are
their own worst enemies. They have more to fear from each other than, say, from science. They are threatened less by secular
rivals than by their own infidelity to their proper objectives. Society, fortunately for them, is changing in their favour.” (p.3) Yet
what are the ‘proper objectives’ of ‘religion’? On his view, “the most urgent need that faces religious organisations today is to
prise themselves out of worldly priorities in favour of reflection on the transcendent, infinite and eternal.” (p.54) However, as we
will see, while such counsel might hold true for religion, which is an institutional system, it is neither sound nor necessary
counsel for the life-transaction (or deen) of Islam.

Fernández-Armestro goes on to state that

Prosperity really threatens religion when it becomes a quasi-religion itself - a new form of 

paganism. It happens when shopping replaces worship as a family rite, when mail-order

catalogues replace scriptures as family reading, when consumer products are revered on the

television screen and the glossy page, when the television or music stack occupies in the home

the shrine’s traditional pride of place, when zeal is deflected into money-making and charity is

spending on the self. (p.39)

 

Secularism as Religion
According to Fernández-Armestro (1997), “secular life imitates religion.” (p.5) On his view, “in each of the last five centuries the
critics of old religions have ended up inventing new ones … Humanists made a god of man. Communists replaced God with
equally potent, equally transcendent history. Scientists substituted godlike evolution with discarded providence.” (pp.1-2) It is
significant to note that the reification and subsequent deification of history is a phenomenon that is described in The Qur’an in
(71:23), which refers to the idol (Arabic sanam) Time (Soowa).

Fernández-Armestro (1997) goes on to state that

[Both Marxists and Nazis] replaced God with history but both saw the course of the world as

chartered by an impersonal, dynamic force, of which individual lives are the plaything. They

offered human sacrifices to history, speeding her purposes by immolating profane races and

classes. They adopted the framework and imagery of Christian millenarianism, promising the

fulfilment of history in a ‘classless society’ or a ‘thousand-year Reich’, after a kind of

armageddon. They had their well-orchestrated liturgies, their shrines and sanctuaries, their

icons and saints, their processions and ecstasies, their hymns and chants. Both demanded

irrational assent from their followers - submission to the infallibility of the Führer or to the

scriptures of Marx. Both had their theological squabbles, as Internationals splintered like sects

and heretics of the Strasser front were purged. Mikhail Tukhaveski, best of the generals of the

first Red Army, dreamed of ‘returning to our Slav gods’. Nazis fantasised about restoring
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ancient folk-paganism and turned Heimschutz [that is, protection of the homeland] into a mystic 

quest, leading through stone circles to Wewelsburg Castle, where, Himmler believed, ley-lines

met at the centre of Germany and the world. (p.6)

Lewis Mumford, in his classic work, The Myth of the Machine: The Pentagon of Power (1970), presents a wealth of evidence in 
support of the above thesis, showing, for example, how, after their death, Communist leaders such as Lenin and Mao were
embalmed in much the same way as their ancient oppressive forebears - the Pharaohs. Fernández-Armestro goes on to assert
that

Marxism and Nazism were crude, looking-glass images of religion. Real religion has seen both

off. But we still live in societies with worldly priorities, daunting anxieties, susceptibility to

charisma and hunger for ‘final solutions’. Some popular secular ideologies already seem to be

practising in front of the mirror. Environmentalism slides into earth-worship. On its sillier edge,

feminism erects the mother of all idols and advocates the idiocies of ‘Goddess-consciousness’.

Mad capitalists celebrate their own millennium: the ‘end of history’ in a universal triumph of

Chicago-style libertarianism. There is a kind of militant atheism which is religious in its fervour.

There are scientists who worship Science, replace providence with the selfish gene and venerate

Darwin as their prophet. All these threaten to be the post-religions of the future. If past form is 

anything to go by, as with Marxism and Nazism, real religion will outlive them . (p.6)

In The Qur’an, Allah (swt) says:

(13:17) [Whenever] He send water from the sky, and [once-dry] river-beds are running high
according to their measure, the stream carries scum on its surface  [while the water beneath
remains clear ]; and, likewise, from that [metal] which they smelt in the fire in order to make
ornaments or utensils, [there rises] scum. In this way does God set forth the parable of the true (al 
haqq) and the false (al baath’il): for, as far as the scum is concerned, it passes away as [does all]
dross; but that which is of benefit to man abides on earth . In this way does God set forth the 
parables.

Thus, ‘The Truth’ (Arabic al haqq) is that which is endures as of lasting benefit to humanity . In The Qur’an, Allah (swt) has
used the term al haqq in reference to

·        Himself as The Real (22:6)

·        The Qur’an (32:3) (47:2) (69:51)

·        Islam, that is, submission to the Will of God (61:9)

On this basis, we might agree with Fernández-Armestro that, indeed, ‘real religion’ - that is, the life-transaction with The Real or
Islam  - will outlive all secular pseudo-religious ideologies.

Yet how are we to make sense of the impulse to deify? Fernández-Armestro maintains that “religion is an inescapable part of
being human.” (p.9) According to Mohamed (1996), “it is a universal phenomenon that individuals search for meaning in life ..
This universal phenomenon, where faith persists even in a secular society, can be explained by the notion of fitra, the
primordial nature of man.” (pp.7-8) Thus, there appears to be something essential or intrinsic about religion or the religious
impulse. Although some thinkers have referred to this as a religious ‘instinct’, it is more accurate to refer to it as an innate
tendency towards the recognition of an eternal, transcendent reality - that is, Allah (swt), The Real (Al Haqq). In the Islamic
worldview, this capacity is called fitra and, crucially, it is not unique to man (3:83) (13:15) (17:44) (41:11). According to The
Qur’an,

(30:30) The correct course of life is that you should leave aside all misleading ways and fully
concentrate on the Divine Order, which is the very exigency of Allah’s Law of Creation
(fitratAllahi) , according to which He has created man ( fataran-naas). This Divine Law of 
Creation cannot be replaced. (Likewise, the life-transaction given to mankind through revelation 
cannot be replaced.) This irreplaceable life-transaction is the pivot for maintaining correct balance
and order among human beings. However, most people have no knowledge about this reality.

If the tendency towards recognising ‘God’ is innate, then how do we explain secularism and, ultimately, atheism? According to
The Qur’an, atheism is, in fact, a very rare phenomenon if it o ccurs at all . In reality, what happens is rejection of The Real
God and substitution with a false god. According to The Qur’an, all of creation recognises God and man is no exception in this
regard. However, while the rest of creation functions so as to effect the glorification of God (that is, the promotion of beauty in
the world through requisite action), man is distinct in that he is capable of kufr, that is, concealment or ‘covering up’ (Arabic
ka-fa-ra) the recognition of God.

But what is the practical difference between the ‘religious’ and the secular? According to Fernández-Armestro, “religious
behaviour differs from secular behaviour not because it involves belief but because it is linked with committed attitudes to
transcendence … The sense of transcendence distinguishes the sacred from the profane.” (p.14) He goes on to state that,

We should not expect religions to be unaware of the world. The sense of transcendence is an

addition to a worldly perspective, not a substitute for it … When religions become absorbed
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with the world, they cease to be religions. When they ignore it, they cease to be effective.

(pp.14-15)

 

The Qur’an on Secularism
In the previous section, it was maintained that atheism is a rare, rather a non-existent, phenomenon and that, in reality, what
happens is rejection of The Real God and substitution with a false god . Before we examine the various ways in which this
takes place, it is worthwhile briefly noting with Al-Attas (1985) that

Islam totally rejects any application to itself of the concepts secular, or secularisation, or

secularism as they do not belong and are alien to it in every respect; and they belong and are

natural only to the intellectual history of Western-Christian religious experience and

consciousness. (p.23)

On his view,

The nearest equivalent to the concept secular is connoted by the Qur’anic concept of al-hayaat 

ad-dunya: ‘the life of the world’, or ‘the worldly life’. The word dunya, derived from dana,

conveys the meaning of something being ‘brought near’; so that the world is that which is

brought near to the sensible and intelligible experience and consciousness of man. By virtue of the fact

that what is brought near - the world - surrounds us, as it were, and overwhelms us, it is bound

to distract us from consciousness of our final destination which is beyond it, what comes after it:

al-aakhirah or the Hereafter. Since it comes at the end, al-aakhirah is felt as ‘far’, and this

accentuates the distraction created by what is ‘near’. (pp.38-39)

 

Yet it is crucial to appreciate that The Qur’an “does not derogate the world itself, or dissuade from contemplation and reflection
and interpretation of its wonders; it only warns of the distracting and ephemeral nature of the life of the world. The warning
emphasis in the concept of ‘the life of the world’, or ‘the worldly life’ (al-hayaat ad-dunya) is the life of it, so that the world and
nature is not demeaned as in the concept of the secular.” (p.39)

Consider the following verses:

(18:45) And coin for them the similitude of the life of the world as water which We send down from
the sky, and the vegetation of the earth mingles with it and then becomes dry twigs that the winds
scatter. Allah is Able to do all things.

(18:46) Wealth and children are an ornament of life of the world. But the good deeds which endure
are better in your Sustainer’s sight for reward, and better in respect of hope.

(29:64) This life of the world is but a pastime and a game. Lo! the home of the Hereafter that is
Life, if they but knew.

(57:20) Know that the life of this world is only play, and idle talk, and pageantry, and boasting
among you, and rivalry in respect of wealth and children; as the likeness of vegetation after rain,
whereof the growth is pleasing to the farmer, but afterward it dries up and you see it turning yellow
then it becomes straw. And in the Hereafter there is grievous punishment, and (also) forgiveness
from Allah and His good pleasure, whereas the life of the

world is but a matter of illusion.

One of the principal characteristics of the secular view is that it concerns itself exclusively with the life of this world, to the
exclusion of any other. According to The Qur’an, such a view is based on a flawed understanding of the nature of existence.
Consider the following verses:

(6:29) And they say: There is naught save our life of the world , and we shall not be raised 
(again).

(6:30) If you could see when they are set before their Sustainer! He will say: Is not this real? They
will say: Yea, verily, by our Sustainer! He will say: Taste now the retribution for that you used to
disbelieve.

(23:37)   There is naught but our life of the world ; we die and we live, and we shall not be raised
(again).

(45:24) And they say: There is naught but our life of the world ; we die and we live, and naught
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destroys us save time; when they have no knowledge whatsoever of (all) that; they do but guess.

Can we prove that there is no life after death? Or is this merely something that we believe? And if the latter, then where has
this belief come from? Who gave us this belief?

(15.39) He (Satan) said: ‘My Sustainer! Because You have tempted me, I will certainly make
decorations for them on earth , and I will certainly cause them all to deviate’.

(31:33) O mankind! Keep your duty to your Sustainer and fear a Day when the parent will not be
able to avail the child in aught, nor the child to avail the parent. Lo! Allah's promise is the very truth.
Let not the life of the world beguile you, nor let the deceiver beguile you, in regard to Alla h.

(35:5) O mankind! Lo! the promise of Allah is true. So let not the life of the world beguile you, and
let not the (avowed) beguiler beguile you with rega rd to Allah .

(35:6) Lo! the devil is an enemy for you, so treat him as an e nemy . He only summons his 
faction to be owners of the Earning Fire.

(35:7) Those who disbelieve, theirs will be an awful doom; and those who believe and do good
works, theirs will be forgiveness and a great reward.

It is crucial to appreciate that the above verses are addressed to people who believe in God (Allah), yet do not believe in life
after death and, thereby, any kind of accountability beyond that which exists in the world.

In The Qur’an, Allah (swt) says

(2:200) … And of mankind is he who says: ‘Our Sustainer! Give us good in the world’ and he has
no portion in the hereafter.

 (2:201) And of them (also) is he who says: ‘Our Sustainer! Give us good in the world and  good in
the hereafter, and protect us from the torment of the Fire.’

It is interesting to note that, in the first verse of the above verses, a worldly prayer is made to ‘Our Sustainer’, whereas, a
worldly-and-otherworldly prayer to ‘Our Sustainer’ is made in the second verse. In both instances, there is recognition of the
existence of God; however, this has no deep implica tions for the former, secular or ‘worldly’ orientat ion . Commenting 
on these two verses, Parwez in his Exposition of The Qur’an (1990), maintains that

You will find two kinds of people in the world: the first kind’s sole aim of life is to find

prosperity in this world and they do not think about the Hereafter; the other kind, however,

yearn not only for bliss in this world but also to be protected from disaster in the Hereafter. Both

kinds shall have what they have worked for. According to Allah’s Law of Requital, every

human action produces its result although the latter may not be perceptible for some time.

Secularism is belief in God, but His exclusion from our earthly affairs. It is, therefore, a worldview which is strongly dualistic ,
and denounced in the strongest terms by The Qur’an, which seeks to return man to a unified  form of existence. Consider the
following verses:

(16:48) Have they not considered any of the things that Allah has created - how their (very)
shadows turn right and left, prostrating themselves before Allah submissively in the humblest
manner?

 (16:49) For before Allah prostrates all that is in the heavens and all that is on earth - every beast
that moves and the angels (also); and they are not proud.

 (16:50) They fear their Sustainer high above them, and they do all that they are commanded to do.

 (16:51) Allah has said: "Take not (for subservience) two gods: He is the One and Only God. So

fear Me, and Me alone.”

(16:52) To Him belongs whatever is in the heavens and on earth and to Him [alone] obedience is
always due; then will you fear other than Allah?

Commenting on (16:51), Muhammad Asad, in The Message of The Qur’an (1980), states that “the double dual in ilāhayn
ithnayn (‘two gods’) serves to emphasise the prohibition of worshipping [that is, serving] ‘more than one god’ - i.e. anything but
the One God.” (p.401) The Qur’an describes a number of false gods including:

·        Love or Wadda (71:23)

·        Want or Laat (53:19)

·        Longing or Manaat (53:20)

·        Honour or Uzza (53:20)

·        Help or Ya-ghoos (71:23)
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·        Exploitation or Nasr (71:23)

·        Procrastination or Ya-ooq (71:23)

·        Time or Soowa (71:23)

However, the real import of (16:51) in relation to secularism only makes itself felt when viewed in the light of verses such as the
following:

(12:40) The rule is for none but Allah ; He has commanded you that you serve none but him ; 
that is the way of life that is stable.

(51:54) I have created men, civilised and uncivilised, only to serve me

The Qur’an goes on to shatter the secular thesis by stating explicitly that, “He is God in heaven and God on earth” (43:84) In
order to understand the implications of this assertion, we need to consider the following verses:

 (3:82) Do they seek other than the life-transaction (deen) of Allah while all creatures in the
heavens and the earth submit (to Him) willingly or unwillingly and (ultimately) all come back to
Him?

(3:84) If anyone follows a way of life other than submission (to Allah), never will it be accepted of
him ; (He may gain the pomp and glory of the present) but he shall be the loser in the end.

The political  implications of statements such as the above are clear:

 

The dualism of Church and State has no place in Islam.

The monastic withdrawal from the world is the logical conclusion of such a separation of existence into sacred (or
‘other-worldly’) and profane (or ‘this-worldly’) spheres. In The Qur’an, Allah (swt) says: “But the monasticism which they
invented, we did not prescribe for them.” (57:27)

 

So much for secularism, in which the existence of God is accepted, but His relevance to how we live our lives is denied. What
about atheism ? According to The Qur’an, atheism is, in reality, impossible because in the absence of The Real God, Allah
(swt), from worldly affairs, a false substitution is made. We have already briefly encountered some of these (love, honour, time
etc). However, the most dangerous false god is the baser human self or lust (hawa, 25:43) about which The Qur’an states:

 

(45:23) Have you seen such a one who takes his own lusts as his god ? Allah has, knowing (him
as such) left him astray and sealed his hearing and his understanding and laid a covering over his
sight. Who then will guide him after Allah has withdrawn guidance? Will you not then receive
admonition?

(28:50) And who is more astray than one who follows his own lusts , devoid of guidance from
Allah?

(5:80) Do not follow the lusts of people who went astray in times gone by , who misled many and
strayed (themselves) from the even path.

(6:116) Were you to follow the common run of those on earth , they will lead you astray from the
way of Allah. They follow nothing but conjecture, they do nothing but lie.

According to The Qur’an, the consequences of the secularism, in which man renders unto Caesar what is due to him – the
governance of Earth - and renders unto God what is due to him – the governance of Heaven – are chaos and disorder
(economic, political and otherwise) in both:

(3:29) Nay those who upset the balance of things  (merely) follow their own lusts, being devoid
of knowledge. But who will guide those whom Allah leaves astray? For them, there are no helpers.

(21:22) If there were in the heavens and the earth other gods besides Allah, there would have been
chaos  in both.

(17:22) Devise not another god alongside Allah, lest you sit down despised, forsaken .

 (39:29) Allah coins a similitude: a man belonging to many partners at variance with each other and
a man belonging entirely to one master: Are those two alike?  Praise be to Allah! But most of them 
have no knowledge.

 

The Implosion of Secularism
Perhaps the most devastating aspect of secularism, at least from a philosophical perspective, however, is that it culminates in
self-refutation. In the West, Nietzsche’s dictum, “God is dead” was meant to signal the end of the theistic era and mark the
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beginning of a new, a-theistic one. However, post-modernism, with its ‘deconstructionist’ programme of calling into question all
values (including, necessarily, Nietzsche’s proposal for a ‘transvaluation of all values’) on subjectivist grounds, has not ushered
in the era of the superior Übermensch (or Overman). On the contrary, it has led to the re-emergence of a spirit of scepticism,
culminating in doubts about the validity of the very process of secularisation that gave rise to it. In short, secularism has
engendered radical doubt and, in the process, ended  up by becoming subject to such doubt . One of the fruits of this 
poisoned tree of doubt issuing forth from secularism is relativism, which the Danish philosopher Kierkegaard foresaw would
have the effect of ‘levelling’ all things. As an example of this, consider the veneration of kitsch (that is, cultural mediocrity or
shit), reaching what must be one of its low points in the near deification of ‘stars’ from the worlds of football (such as Rinaldo
and ‘Becks’) and soap opera (such as Eastenders’ Sharon and Phil).

Another, perhaps even deadlier fruit of the crisis in meaning engendered by the secular implosion is the worship of 
technology , a form of idolatry that in this age of biotechnology, virtual reality, nanotechnology, and robotics is assuming
worrying proportions. One of the consequences of secularism is the falling prey to Satan’s false secular (that is, worldly)
promise of immortality and a kingdom that will never decay:

(7:20) Then Satan whispered to them that he might manifest unto them that which was hidden from
them of their shame, and he said: Your Sustainer forbade you from this tree only lest  you 
should become angels or become of the immortals .

(4.119) … And surely I (Satan ) will command them to alter the creation of Allah ; and whoever 
takes Satan for a guardian rather than Allah, he indeed shall suffer a manifest loss.

 (4:120) He promises them and stirs up desires in them , and Satan promises them only to fool.

According to Mohamed (1996), “the satanic promise of a kingdom that never decays is as much a tenet of evolutionary theory
[with its myth of eternal, material progress] as of any other secular worldview.” (p.154) One of its manifestations is the
technological control of behaviour (through a combination of chemical and electronic means). Mohamed maintains that “it is
again satanic pride and arrogance, offering man the false promise of a kingdom that never decays, in the form of a technology
of evolving cultures.” (pp.175-176) More recently, there have been ‘transhumanist’ proposals for affording a form of

evolutionary immortality to human beings by ‘downloading’ consciousness into machines[2] and the creation of cyborgs, that 

is, man-machine hybrids[3].

Is there any escape from such a world? According to Fernández-Armestro,

Religion was most threatened for a brief period in the West in the eighteenth and nineteenth

centuries, when science purported to make God an ‘unnecessary hypothesis’. Now that new or 

resurgent forms of scepticism have made all claims incredible - including those of science

and secular rationalism - belief is relicensed and all things, visible and invisible, herded

together into the corral of uncertainty … Paradoxically, perhaps this looking-glass world is one

in which faith can thrive. Of all traditional sources of certainty, faith is, perhaps, the only one

which is immune from its annihilating viruses. (p.40)

There are certain flaws with the above view. For one thing, that “the scientific counter-revolution of the twentieth century has
overthrown the ordered model of the universe we inherited from the past and substituted the chaotic, contradictory model we
live with today, of incoherent data, imperfectly resolved into partial images” (p.40) does not thereby lend credence to just any
sort of belief. Contrary to Fernández-Armestro and others, such as the anarchist philosopher of science, Paul Feyerabend, we
are not condemned to return to a veneration of the gods, thereby lending support to Nietzsche’s myth of the ‘eternal cycle’ in a
spirit of “anything goes”. Certain facts established on the basis of the scientific method are not up for grabs. For example, that
the earth is more-or-less spherical; that the universe is expanding; that the universe came into existence in a singular event (or
‘Big Bang’) etc. Any religion, belief or way of life claiming to be true must be reconcilable with such factual evidence.

In this respect, Islam is perhaps unique in that not only are the statements of its fundamental source, The Qur’an, consistent 
with all established scientific facts , but also, these statements were made at least one thousand years prior to the onset of
the modern scientific method. (It is crucial to appreciate this point because The Qur’an, unlike The Bible, contains numerous
statements on subjects considered to fall within the purview of science, thereby apparently leaving itself wide open to attack.)
For example, that the earth is ellipsoidal in shape (79:30); that the universe is expanding (51:47); that the universe came into
existence in a singular event (21:30). However, The Qur’an goes much further to call into question radical doubt (Arabic rayba)
itself, by maintaining that it is “that book which is free of doubt” (2:2) and laying down challenges such as the following:

(2:23) And if you are in doubt (raiba) concerning that which We reveal unto Our servant
(Muhammad), then produce a sura or the like thereof, and call your witnesses beside Allah if you
are truthful.

(2:24) And if you cannot do it not - and you will never be able to do it  - then guard yourselves 
against the fire prepared for disbelievers, whose fuel is of men and stones.

(10:35) Say: ‘Is there of your partners (whom you ascribe unto Allah) one that leads to the Truth?’
Say: ‘Allah leads to the Truth. Is He Who leads to the Truth more deserving that He should be
followed, or he who does not find not the way unless he (himself) is guided (to it). What is the
matter with you? How do you judge?’

(10:36) Most of them follow nothing but conjecture (zann). Assuredly conjecture can by no means
take the place of truth. Lo! Allah is Aware of what they do.

(10:37) And this Qur’an could not possibly have been devised by  anyone other than Allah ; 
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on the contrary, it is a confirmation of that which was before it and an exposition of that which is
decreed for mankind - Therein is no doubt (raiba) - from The Sustainer of the worlds.

(10:38) Or say they: ‘He has invented it?’ Say: ‘Then bring a sura like unto it, and call (for help) on
all you can besides Allah, if you are truthful.’

(10:39) Nay, but they deny that, the knowledge whereof they cannot compass, and whereof the
interpretation (in events) has not yet come unto them. Even so did those before them deny. Then
see what was the consequence for the wrongdoers!

Crucially, not one of these challenges has been met in the las t fourteen hundred years .

 

Towards a Post-Secular World
 

(39:53) Say: My slaves who have been prodigal to their own detriment! Despair not of the mercy of
Allah, Who forgives all sins. Lo! He is the Forgiving, the Merciful.

(39:54) Turn unto Him repentant, and surrender unto Him, before there comes unto you the doom,
when you cannot be helped.

(39:55) And follow the better of that which is revealed unto you from your Sustainer, before the
doom comes on you suddenly when you know not,

(39:56) Lest any soul should say Alas, my grief that I was unmindful of Allah, and I was indeed
among the scoffers!

(39:57) Or should say: if Allah had but guided me I should have been among the dutiful!

(39:58) Or should say, when it sees the doom: O, that I had but a second chance that I might be
among the righteous!

According to Fernández-Armestro (1997), society “has to be saved from the worst effects of secularism” (p.54), from “secular
solutions, which are riven with contradictions and lack the power to command assent.” (p.53) We would go further and argue
that society has to be saved from secularism as such, since it is not only its effects and solutions that are contradictory - these
are merely the fruits of a poisoned tree; rather, the ideology itself is flawed in all respects. Its roots are baseless and the soil
from which grew is barren.

May Allah (swt) guide and protect those who serve Him. May He aid them in their struggle to make His word and His life-transaction

uppermost. May He forgive any errors that appear in this work. Any mistakes that it contains are my own, while that which it contains of

truth is from Allah (swt).
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Appendix
 

What is Secularism?

‘Secularism’ implies that the Divine Guidance, worship of God, and obedience to Him, should

be confined to the personal life of each individual and except for the small sphere of a person’s

private life, all other affairs of this world should be settled purely from the worldly viewpoint,

according to our own wishes and expediency. In such matters it is out of the question to think of

what GOD may have commanded, what His Guidance consists of and what the Divine Books

may lay down. This attitude owes its origin to the reaction that set in among the Western

peoples as a result of their hatred of the man-made theology of Christian missionaries, a

theology which had become a curse for them and which forged their shackles. Gradually,

however, this attitude developed into an independent theory of life and then became the

foundation of ‘modern civilisation’.

 

One often hears the utterance, ‘religion is a private affair between GOD and man’. This brief

sentence is in fact the creed of ‘modern civilisation’. It implies that if a man’s conscience bears

witness to the fact that there is a GOD Who should be worshipped, he is welcome to do so in his

individual and personal life. But GOD should have nothing to do with this world and its

collective affairs. The system of life built upon the foundation of this creed seeks to disassociate

from the influence of GOD and Religion all the relations between man and man and between

man and this world. Culture, education, economics, law, parliament, politics and administration

of public affairs and international relations are all to be divested of this influence. Whatever is

done in all these numerous aspects of life should be regulated by one’s own whims and

knowledge. It would be irrelevant, indeed wrong in principle, and even a sign of the utmost

ignorance to say that GOD has prescribed certain principles and laid down some

commandments for us for the regulation of such matters. (Zidan, 1992, pp.93-94)

 

The theory that GOD and Religion are concerned only with the individual life of man is

completely meaningless, having nothing to do with reason and argument. It is perfectly obvious
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that the relations of man and GOD cannot lie beyond either of two alternatives. Either GOD is

The Creator of man and the world in which he lives as well as being its Master and Sovereign,

or He is not. If He is neither The Creator nor The Master, nor again The Sovereign, then it is

entirely unnecessary to have any relations with Him. It is utterly absurd to worship [that is,

serve] a being entirely unconcerned and having nothing to do with us. But if He is in reality our

Creator, Master, and Sovereign and so also of this universe, then it is equally meaningless that

His jurisdiction should be limited to the private life of an individual and from the very point

from which the contact of one person with another commences, His jurisdiction should cease

and come to an end.

 

If this limitation has been imposed by GOD Himself, then there should be some authority for it.

But if man has assumed this independence himself and discarded GOD from his collective life,

then this constitutes an open rebellion against his Creator, Master, and Sovereign . And only a

lunatic can claim to combine with this rebellious attitude, the claim that he accepts GOD, His

Religion, Guidance and directions in his individual life. There can be nothing more absurd than

that each person should claim individually to be the servant and slave of GOD, but when these

separate individuals collectively form themselves into a society, they should cease to be servants

of GOD Almighty; that each component in a society should constitute GOD’s servants. But the

composite whole of these parts should not be His servants. Surely it is a proposition which a

madcap alone can conceive of.

 

Again it passes our understanding completely that if we do not need GOD and His Guidance

and direction in our family affairs, in the affairs of our town and city, in our schools and

colleges, in our bazaars and markets, in our parliaments and government houses, in our high

courts and secretariat offices, in our cantonments and police lines, and in our battlefields and

peace conferences, then what other sphere of life is left in which He should be needed at all?

Why should such a GOD be accepted and believed in or worshipped, Who is either so useless

that He does not give us any guidance in the affairs of our life or (we seek the refuge of GOD in

saying so) that He is so foolish that none of his directions to regulate our affairs appear to us to

be reasonable or practicable?

 

So much for the intellectual side of this question. But when we look at it from the practical

viewpoint, the consequences are extremely serious. The fact of the matter is that whichever

aspects of mans’ life are divested of relationship with GOD, will be contacted by the devil

himself. Truly speaking, the private life of an individual is nothing but a mere name. Man is a

social being and his whole life is collective and social. To start with, he is born as a result of the

social contact of a mother and a father. On coming into this world, he opens his eyes in a family

and as soon as he comes of age he comes into contact with society, a brotherhood, a township, a

nation, a cultural system, a social system, an economic system, and a political system.

 

All these numerous contacts which bind him to others and the other people to him, on the

rectitude of them all indeed depends the welfare and success of each individual and of all the

human beings as a whole. And GOD Alone is capable of vouchsafing to man stable, enduring,

equitable and correct principles, and to prescribe proper limits for the regulation of human

contacts. Whenever man acts independently of Divine Guidance, nothing is left of the

permanent and firm principles of truth and justice. This is because after depriving himself of

GOD’s Guidance, no other source is left to seek guidance from except man’s own passions,

imperfect knowledge and experience.

 

That is why in a society based on the secular system, or irreligiousness, principles are made and

unmade every now and then due to the shifting passions of the people. You can see how in
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every aspect of human relations have entered the evils of injustice, oppression, faithlessness,

unbelief and lack of mutual confidence. Individual, class, tribal and racial selfishness have

overshadowed all human affairs. Starting with the relations between any two persons and right

up to the relations between nations, there is no aspect which is intact and free from evil and

crookedness. Every individual, group, class, nation and country within its own sphere of

jurisdiction has whenever possible evolved laws, principles and regulations to secure its own

particular ends and objectives and none of them cares in the least what effect or influence this

will have on other individuals, groups, classes and nations. The only thing for which they care is

power and force.

 

Whenever and wherever there is the fear of force they retract their hands and feet which are

otherwise spread out beyond all limits. But it is obvious that force is not a conscious and

equitable thing. It is nothing more than blind power; hence, it has never been able to bring about

a proper balance and equilibrium in human affairs. Whoever possesses greater force does not

merely squeeze others to the extent desirable but thinks more and more about expanding

himself. Hence, irreligiousness or secularism implies nothing more than this: That whoever

adopts it as his creed and attitude in life will reduce himself to an irresponsible and unbridled

of his own self, be it an individual, a group, a country, a nation, or a group of nations. (Zidan,

1992, pp.97-100)

 

The Origins of Secularism

There is no doubt that economic necessities occasioned the Protestant revolt against Papal

authority and yet this is only one aspect of the matter. The main cause of the Protestant revolt

and the particular form it assumed lay in the weakness of the Christian doctrine itself and not in

the external changes or social forces which led to the break-up of the feudal society and the

appearance of the bourgeois class with distinct economic interests.

 

The main weakness of Christianity lay in two directions, resulting, as time went on, in the

increasing inability to control the material forces of life. Firstly, Christianity never made an 

attempt to conduct a state on the basis of its religious principles and, therefore, furnished no

tradition to its followers in the art of government and the practical management of social and

economic affairs. Further, it failed to define with clear precision its attitude toward political

authority … This explains why the early Christians, even in the heyday of their power and

glory, did not attempt to wrest political power from the hands of the pagan emperors of Rome,

the reason being that they had no alternative political theory and no tradition of government

based on religious principles. And even after the conversion of Constantine, no demand was put

forth by his Christian subjects to alter the basis of the Roman state so as to make it accord with

the moral and religious teachings of Jesus Christ (peace be upon him). The Christians were

satisfied with the personal conversion of Constantine and the official recognition of Christian

worship. This shows that Christianity had never been a socio-religious doctrine like Islam

and in this lay the seed of the future divisions among the Christians about the temporal and

spiritual aspects of life and the complete secularisation of politics in a yet later period which

reduced religion to sheer impotence. (Siddiqui, 1991, pp.85-86)

 

Primitive Christianity was founded, not as a political or civil unit, but as a monastic order in a

profane world, having nothing to do with civil affairs, and obeying the Roman authority

practically in all matters. The result of this was that when the State became Christian, State and

Church confronted each other as distinct powers with interminable boundary disputes between

them. Such a thing could never happen in Islam; for Islam was from the very beginning a civil
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society, having received from the Qur’an a set of simple legal principles which, like the twelve

tables of the Romans, carried, as experience subsequently proved, great potentialities of

expansion and development by interpretation. (Iqbal, 1981, pp.155-156)

 

For the first three centuries, the Christians were just the proletariat of the Roman Empire which

constantly persecuted them. Christianity then consisted in safeguarding Christian values in a

hostile environment. Martyrdom was against the state. Later Constantine accepted Christianity

and labelled Christian the Roman Empire which had all the necessary structures. There was no

synthesis, no permeation of the state structure by Christian values. The two stood close but

apart. That is why Christendom could throw up a Machiavelli. Later, Voltaire and others

evolved a content for secularism. In Islam, sovereignty belongs to God alone. He cannot be

replaced by a man or a human institution in matters which belong to Him alone. In addition, the

Prophet himself headed the state and used it as an instrument for organising society on Islamic

principles. His rule serves as a model for Islamic governments to ensure welfare of the people …

The  sovereignty of God is intended to safeguard the sanctity of the human personality. It is

a device to deny the state divine privileges and to prevent the emergence of a pharoah. For

instance, and Islamic state cannot set up concentration camps, tolerate racism or deny other

fundamental human rights . It has to remain subject to the principles laid down in the Qur’an.

(Siddiqui, 1981, pp.122-123)

 

Secularism, Socialism and Capitalism

Both the liberal-democratic and the socialist systems are essentially secular and materialistic

and, as a consequence, lack the spiritual anchorage necessary for developing the two ingredients

crucial for raising human life above an animal existence - that is, first, the will to resist and fight

evil, and second, a genuine compassion and honour for fellow beings. The only foundation for

the first is faith in one God, in the life hereafter, and the ultimate reckoning; and for the second,

a world view which, for spiritual advancement, makes human society a field for moral

endeavour. (Ishaque, 1986, p.29)

 

Secular philosophies are considered successful to the degree that they keep their populations

happy and materially well-off. People prefer immediate satisfactions to long-term programs of a

shared future with others because life is short and fleeting. Seen from this point of view, another

individual, if he is not a source of satisfaction, becomes a nuisance because he also seeks to

obtain society’s limited resources. [In other words, it is ‘the law of the jungle.’] Without genuine 

compassion and regard for human dignity, charity through bureaucracy is nothing but a

distribution of crumbs by a faceless machine . It does not bind but divides, hurting the 

recipients in their very souls. (Ishaque, 1986, pp.29-30)

 

It is the prophetic approach alone which gives an abiding strength to the idea of putting one’s

obligations before one’s rights, and the will to sacrifice immediate gains for a better tomorrow.

The inner logic of a secular approach to life compels people to insist on their rights first, but it is

common knowledge that the edifice of human civilisation is built on the efforts of those who

have willingly given more to mankind than have taken of it. By the same token, communities

which have collectively remained aware of the priorities of their duties and obligations over

their rights have done better than those who have insisted on their rights first. The body

develops through acquisitiveness, the soul through willing sacrifice. (Ishaque, 1986, p.30)

 

Secularism, Law and The Abuse of Power
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Once elected, the ruling elites in a secular democracy are not answerable to anyone (except the

voter in the next election several years away). So long as they act within a façade of legality, they

can legitimately use their office for advancing their personal careers. Laws favouring some and

discriminating against others are passed. Lobbies of hidden persuaders continue to cause

distortions in priorities. A realistic assessment of contemporary elected legislators’ conduct

leads one to agree with Marx that the law is a tool of the ruling elite - that is, those who are

economically powerful. (Ishaque, 1986, pp.34-35)

 

The Repeal of The Law on Usury

In 1571, the Act of 1552, which had prohibited all interest ‘as a vyce moste odyous and

detestable, as in dyvers places of the hollie Scripture it is evydent to be seen’, had been repealed,

after a debate in the House which revealed the revolt of the plain man against the theorists who

had triumphed twenty years before, and his determination that the law should not impose on

business a utopian morality . (Tawney, 1969, p.183)

 

[1] However, as Thompson and ‘Ata’ur-Rahim (1996) have shown, this patronage was far from benevolent to the Unitarian
factions within Christianity.

[2] Ironically, this transhumanist proposal finds advocates among theists such as cosmologist, Frank Tipler, author of The
Physics of Immortality: Modern Cosmology, God and The Resurrection of The Dead (1995), as well as atheists such as robotics
expert, Hans Moravec, author of Mind Children: The Future of Robot and Human Intelligence (1988).

 

[3] Lesbian gender theorist, Donna Haraway, a central player in recent cyborg theorising, maintains that she is “resolutely
committed to partiality, irony, intimacy, and perversity” as well as being “oppositional, utopian, and completely without
innocence.” (Haraway 1991, p.151). Her cyber-hedonistic attack on boundaries (Arabic hudud) includes both the sacred - “I’d
rather be a cyborg than a goddess” (Haraway 1991, p.181) - and the profane - “I have always preferred the prospect of
pregnancy with the embryo of another species.” (Haraway 1989, p.377)
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