CHAPTER VII

THE PRINCIPLE OF SOCIAL ORDER

I. UNIQUENESS OF ISLAM

In its social dimension, Islam is absolutely unique among the religions
and civilizations the world has known. In contrast to the religions of
the world, Islam defines religion itself as the very business of life, the
very matter of space-time, the very process of history — which it declares
innocent, good and desirable in itself because it is the creation, the gift
of God. The very business of life, the very matter of space-time, the
very process of history, are in turn declared by Islam to constitute religion.
They are piety and righteousness when well conducted, impiety and
unrighteousness otherwise. Hence, Islam sees itself relevant to all of
space-time, and secks to determine all of history, all of creation, including
all of mankind. What is of nature is innocent, good and desirable as
such. Neither piety nor morality can be based on its condemnation. Islam
wants humans to pursue what is of nature to eat and drink, to have lodg-
ing and comfort, to make of the world a garden, to enjoy sex, friend-
ship and all the good things of life, to develop the sciences and to learn,
to usufruct nature, to associate and build socio-political structures —in
short, to do all these things, but to do them righteously, without lying
and cheating, without stealing and exploiting, without injustice to self,
to neighbor, to nature, to history. Islam calls man the khalifah, precise-
ly because to do all these things well is to fulfill the will of God.

As we shall see in the sequel, Islam regards the aforementioned goals
as the natural objectives of all humans, their basic human rights; and
it seeks to guarantee them. On this purpose, Islam found its social theory.
The social order, it holds, is necessary if that purpose is to be realized
at all. Granting that human association is natural, Islam adds to this
quality that of necessity. The social order and its felicity, the ummah
or Dar al Salam (the House of Peace) is the ultimate goal of Islam in
space-time. The relevance of the religion of Islam to it is not only crucial,
but definitive. Only a tiny section of the law of Islam has to do with
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law deals with the social order. Indeed, even the personal aspects of
the law, those which concern the rituals of worship, and the rituals
themselves, acquire in Islam a social dimension so grave that denial or
weakness of that dimension is ipso facto invalidation of them. Some rituals
like al zakah and al hajj are obviously social in their nature and effect.
Others like al salah and al sawm are a little less so. But all Muslims
recognize that prayer which does not “imply the cessation of evil” on
the part of the worshipper is invalid;* and that pilgrimage which does
not “bring social benefits to the pilgrims” is incomplete.® The social order
is the heart of Islam, and stands prior to the personal. Indeed Islam views
the personal as a necessary prerequisite for the societal, and regards
human character as warped if it rested with the personal and did not
transcend it to the societal. It agrees with all the religions which cultivate
the personalist values, and recognizes those values (the fear of God,
faithfulness, purity of heart, humility, love for and commitment to the
good, charity, the whole galaxy of meanings expressed by the traditional
term la bonte chretienne, all that Immanuel Kant could have meant by
“the good will”) as absolutely necessary; indeed, as conditions sine gua
non of all virtue and righteousness. But it regards them and their pur-
suit as empty unless their cultivators effectively increase the good and
benefit of others in society.

A. UNLIKE THE RELIGIONS OF INDIA

In some religions, particularly Upanishadic Hinduism and Buddhism,
the world is regarded as evil, and salvation or felicity is understood as
its negation, namely, as freedom from the world. Moreover, these

'The larger portion of the corpus of Islamic law belongs to mu‘amalat which is obviously social
in its purport. If the portions concerning the state, the family, the judiciary and criminal law, which
are equally social, are added to mu‘amalat, they would consitute all but a small fraction of the
corpus, which deals with rituals and personal ethics.
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2The Salah prohibits the works of shame and evil, the sinful acts (29:43).
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sProclaim the pilgrimage a duty to all. People will come [to perform it] on foot or riding from
every corner of the world, that they may achieve benefits provided for them therein (22:27-28).
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religions hold salvation to be a personal, individualistic affair, since they
define it in terms of states of consciousness which can only be personal.
Interaction with the world, with a view to promoting it, and hence in
increasing it, intensifying the objectification process within it, is evil.
Interaction with the world is tolerated at all when its object is the op-
posite, namely, achieving total freedom from the world’s clutches, from
its karma (the law of its self-perpetuation), for the subject alone—in Hin-
duism, or for the subjects as well as others, and hence in missionary
activity—in Buddhism. In both cases, the personal dimension is not on-
ly primary but constitutive by itself of the whole process of ethics and
salvation. On the other hand, the social action of man, whether in the
political or the economic field, is essentially evil, for by nature, it is
meant to prolong or increase the world, i.e., the biological, material,
economic and political life, in short—the world.* If the Hindus have
developed a social order—a state, an empire, a civilization, a distinc-
tive human community persisting to this day, they did that in deviation
from their Upanishadic vision. If their social order has even found sanc-
tion in their religious tradition, it did so on sufferance, i.e., as a com-
promise with the inevitable, a tolerance of that which Brahman would
be better off without. The Buddhists, on the other hand, could affirm
and give positive support to the political effort of an Ashoka, for exam-
ple, as an attempt to help others achieve the desired release from the
world. In this regard, the Buddha has organized a social order in the
sangha, the first community of monks or persons in search of salvation.

B. UNLIKE JUDAISM

At the other end of the spectrum, and no less diametrically opposed
to Indian religiosity, is the case of the Hebrews. As they have seen
themselves, and had their vision recorded in their scripture, the Torah,
they constitute a people apart from mankind. They are God’s “sons and
daughters,” whose special relation to the Creator demands their differen-
tiation from the rest. The revealed law of God applies to them, not to
the others. The social order it enhances by its imperatives and prohibi-
tions belongs to them alone. Theirs was a tribalist religion which defined
good and evil in terms of tribalist benefit and harm. Their social order

‘Murti. The Central Philosophy... vol. 1, p. 19; Robert Zaehner. Hinduism (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1966}, pp. 125-26.
*John B. Noss, Man’s Religions (New York: Macmillan, 1974), 5th ed. pp. 126-27.
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had a biological base: only born-Jews are Jews, and conversion of non-
Jews to Judaism must be emphatically discouraged and kept at a
minimum. That is the racism of jahiliyah, without the cult of values,
muritah (courage, chivalry, generosity), attenuating its basic evil. For
Hebrew history, as idealized or simply sanctified by the Torah, the pro- |
phetic and other literature constituting the Old Testament is, as it is com-
monly known, full of the very opposites of these values.® Here, with
the Hebrews and their descendants, the Jews, survival of the tribe is pur-
sued at any price to honor or justice; and survival of the race, at any
price to piety or morality. Even Israel’s own boliest social laws —the laws
against incest and adultery—are not immune against breach, when con-
tinuity of “the seed of Abraham is in question™’

 C. UNLIKE CHRISTIANITY

Christianity began as a reaction to this terrible ethnocentrism which,
by the time of Christ, had fossilized into dispirited legalism. Necessari-
ly, the call of Jesus was universalist, and personalist or internalist. In-
deed, Jesus was so sensitive to the evils of Jewish racism that he got
angry at the slight suggestion that his own relatives deserve more because
they were his relatives.® This call of Jesus, whose essence is thoroughly
ethical (his God and his scripture being essentially identical with those
of the Jews) would have developed into a reform movement correcting
the exaggerations of the Jews had its adherents remained Semites, i.e.,
the Palestinians and their neighbors. But, taken over by the Hellenes,
the call was transubstantiated into another “mystery religion”® The
transcendent God of the Semites became a “father” in a trinity whose
second member was constructed in the image of Mithras and Adonis,
dying and rising to provide salvation through catharsis!® Jesus’ inter-

sIsmalil R. al Faruqi, Usal al Satyuntyah fi al Din al Yahidi, (Cairo: Mathad al Dirasat al ‘Arabiyah
al ‘Aliyah, 1963).

*The younger daughter also had a son, whom she named Benammi (Genesis 19:38).

sJesus was still talking to the people when his mother and brothers arrived. They stood outside,
asking to speak with him. So one of the people there said to him, “Look, your mother and brothers
are standing outside, and they want to speak with you.” Jesus answered, “Who is my mother? Who
are my brothers?” Then he pointed to his disciples and said, “Look! Here are my mother and my
brothers! Whoever does what my father in heaven wants him to do is my brother, my sister, and
my mother” (Matthew 12:46-50). This is also recounted in (Mark 3:31-35).

sFranz Cumont, Oriental Religions in Roman Paganism (New York: Dover Publications, 1956),
p- 210.
wIbid., pp. 117, 134: M. John Robertson, Pagan Christs (Secaucus, N.J.: University Books, 1911),

p. 108 ff; Carl Clemen, Primitive Christianity and Its Non-Jewish Sources tr. Robert (. Nisbet
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1912), pp. 182 ff.
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nalism was wedded to the morbid hatred of matter characteristic of
Gnosticism; and his critical attitude toward Jewish tribalist politics into
a totalist condemnation of the state as such, of all political life. The separa-
tion of citizens from slaves and the civil and political impotence of the
latter, was the beginning of the doctrine of separation of Church and
state. That the Christian Church has achieved political dominion, and
a “theory of the two swords” was at one period commonly accepted
political theory, but ran against the pristine Christian conscience. That
conscience rebelled in the person of Luther and pushed the Church back
into the cage its early doctrine had built around it. Today, hardly any
Christian subscribes to the Middle Ages theory. Hardly any Christian
would agree to give the Church a share in the political life, other than
that of the detached critict*

Christianity today has no theory of society!? Its condemnation of space-
time, of the political process, its holding of every worldly activity, the
social order itself, as futile and irrelevant to the salvific process, precludes
it from having a theory, apart from regarding the social order as necessari-
ly evil, standing outside the “order of grace” Even the Church, as far
as its worldly existence is concerned (not its eternal existence as body
of Christ which is neither of nor in this world) is a transient palliative
where charity and faith are the order of the day, but where neither pro-
grammatic action nor law are worth the effort; where history itself is
irrelevant and devoid of importance. We should recognize that since the
Industrial Revolution, Christian thinkers in Europe and North America
have increasingly asked for and worked out plans of higher measures
of social justice in the name of Christianity. But all their work so far
has not shaken Christianity out of its anti-worldliness. Though necessary
and highly beneficial to alleviate the miseries of the poor or to inject
a sense of morality and justice into the political system, intellectually,
their work has been worthless!* What is indeed a reform of the basic
premises of the faith which hardly anyone has yet dared to do; namely,
the nature of God, the purpose of creation, the nature and destiny of
man. Unless this is done, Christian thought will remain at contradic-
tion with itself, whatever advances it may make on blueprints for social
justice.

"Karl Barth, Against the Stream (London: SCM Press, 1954), pp. 29-31.
12Reinhold Niebur, Moral Man and Immoral Society (New York: Scribner’s, 1955).
1See this author’s Christian Ethics, pp. 219 ff,



D. UNLIKE MODERN SECULARISM

Evidently, the social system of Islam is the diametrical contrary of
modern secularism. The later seeks to remove the public affairs of society
from every possible determination by religion. Jts main argument, as
the history of secularism in the West has presented it, is that religion
is a vested interest of one section of society, the Church, over all others.
Since the internal structure and the decision-making process of the Church
are authoritarian, and since all society is not therein represented, deter-
mination of public affairs by the Church is tantamount to tyranny, a form
of exploitation and suppression of the nation by one group. This argu-
ment is certainly true of the West where the Catholic Church represented
a part of the population, and where religion, namely, Catholic Chris-
tianity, established itself as authoritarian, and developed vested interests
in competition with the people. Because the Catholic Church was for
many long centuries the wielder of the greatest political and economic
power in Europe, it was natural for any movement of social, political
and economic liberation to assume the form of a struggle against the
Church ,

More recently, secularism has presented its case as the opposition to
the determination of public affairs by values stemming from religion,
a source which it declares untrustworthy!® That source, it is claimed,
is irrational, superstitious and dogmatic —charges with which one can
sympathize when directed against Christianity and those religions which
based their doctrines upon dogma; or when directed against other
religions in certain decaying periods of their history. But it is irrelevant
to those religions endowed with a natural —i.e., rational —theology which
acknowledges the universal validity of the criteria of reason; or to those
religions seeking to out grow their period of stagnation and decay by
rational appeal to premises which they present critically, as embodying
real humanistic values. In most cases, however, secularism is pursued
of superficial grounds:claiming its identification with the age of science,
with realism and progress while religion is charged with the promulga-
tion of the opposite values —a claim at the farthest possible remove from
the truth. Indeed, the claim is in most cases hypocritical since no society

“For references to the long list of theories and theoreticians who analyzed the Reformation into
its social, economic, political, and ethnic components, see: The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia
of Religious Knowledge, sv. “Reformation” (I. Theories of the Reformation), vol. 9, pp. 417-418.
“Harvey Cox, The Secular City (New York: Macmillan, 1956).
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