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Publisher’s Note

LEASE NOTE that in referencmg the Holy Quran we

have counted verse pe > WS S In the

name of Allah, the Most Graczous ‘the Ever

Merciful as the first verse of the Chapter in which
it appears. Some publishers of the Holy Quran however
begin counting the verses after the verse r—» g u‘-" P! (....u
Should the reader not find the relevant verse under the
number given in the book, it would be found in the adjacent
lower number. For instance, the reader would find the
referred verse under 143 instead of 144.

Many translators add explanatory words in their
translation which is not found in the Quranic text. But they
see to it that the reader is not misled to consider them as the
words of the Quran. Maulawi Sher Ali Sahib has italicized
such words.

The name Muhammad or his titles — the Holy Prophet
or the Founder of Islam, is generally followed by the
symbol * for the salutation Sal-Lallaho ‘Alaihi wa Sallam
meaning May peace and blessings of Allah be upon him.

The names of most other prophets and Messengers of
God are followed by the symbol * for ‘Alaihis-Salam
meaning on whom be peace. The actual salutations have not
been set out in full, in most cases, for the sake of brevity.
Muslim readers should treat the full salutation as implicit.

System of Transliteration
In transliterating Arabic words, the system adopted by
the Royal Asiatic Society has been followed:
| at the beginning of a word, pronounced as a, i, u
preceded by a very slight aspiration, like 4 in the
English word ‘honour’.
& th, pronounced like th in the English word ‘thing’.
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PUBLISHER’S NOTE

T h, a guttural aspirate, stronger than h.

T kh, pronounced like the Scotch ¢ in ‘loch’.

> dh, pronounced like the English ¢4 in ‘that’, ‘with’.

° §, strongly articulated s.

° d, similar to the English A in ‘this’.

b ¢, strongly articulated platal t.

bz strongly articulated z.

¢ ‘a, a strong guttural, the pronunciation of which must

be learnt by the ear.

é_ gh, a sound approached very nearly in the r 'grasseyé’

in French, and in the German r. It requires the muscles of

the throat to be in the ‘gargling’ position whilst
pronouncing it.

& g, a deep guttural £ sound.

¢ a’, asort of catch in the voice.

Short vowels are represented by a for < (like u in ‘bud’); i

for — (like 7 in ‘bid’)’ u for=(like oo in ‘wood’); the long

vowels by @ for - or T (like a in “father’); 7 for s—- (like
ee in ‘deep’); ai fors—= (like 7 in ‘site’); # for 3= (like

0o in ‘root’); au for, 3 < (resembling ou in ‘sound”).

The consonants not included in the above list have the

same phonetic value as in English.

There are, however, some proper nouns that have not
been spelt according to the above rules of transliteration in
our earlier literature. We have left them unchanged. The
same applies to the titles like Hazrat. When a reference is
given to an earlier book, we always follow the
transliteration employed in that book. Many extensively
used proper nouns have been spelt differently by different
authors. We spell them as follows: the Quran, Muhammad,
Ahmad.

Since the word ‘Surah’ is now accepted in English to
indicate one of the 114 Chapters of the Holy Quran, we
prefer to use Surah when referring to the Quran and chapter
when referring to sections of this or any other book. We
hope this will avoid any possible confusion to the reader.
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PREFACE

T ALL BEGAN in Zurich in 1987 with a suggestion by the

late Masud Jhelumi, the then Missionary in charge of

the Ahmadiyya Mission Switzerland, to Professor Dr

Karl Henking, Professor of Ethnology, University of
Zurich. He requested the Professor to invite the Head of the
Worldwide Ahmadiyya Muslim Community to deliver a
lecture on Islam — a topic on which no religious scholar had
ever addressed the University.

The first response by the Professor was rather
negative. In his opinion the students of the University were
least interested in religion. In fact most took pride in being
atheists with scant respect for any religion. After a few days
however, the Professor himself suggested to Masud that if
the title were changed to Rationality as the main theme,
while Revelation could also be added by way of
comparison, to show how the two play a role severally in
leading to Knowledge and Eternal Truth, perhaps such a
topic could attract students. He was proved right by
subsequent events.

On Thursday, the 14 June 1987 at 8.15 p.m., the
proposed lecture was delivered under the title Rationality,
Revelation, Knowledge, Eternal Truth. The students,
evidently intrigued by the title, thronged Oule (the great
auditorium) which became filled to capacity so that
additional arrangements had to be made in another hall with
provisions for relaying the proceedings through television
screens and loudspeakers.

Incidentally, this was the same auditorium where Sir
Winston Churchill had delivered his historic address on 9
September 1946 entitled Let Europe Arise. It was this

- Xvil



PREFACE

lecture, in fact, which created the blueprint for the present-
day European Common Market. At that time he was no
longer the Prime Minister of Great Britain, but his greatness
did not lie in the office he had occupied, it was the office
which was made greater when he occupied it. His lecture
was epoch-making.

When the time for my address started on the fixed
date, I began with a few introductory remarks in English.
They were followed by the main address, originally written
by me in Urdu and rendered into excellent German by
Sheikh Nasir Ahmad. He took some seventy-five minutes
to deliver the written speech. Finally the audience were
invited to ask questions. As the questions were addressed to
me, Sheikh Nasir Ahmad began to perform the role of
interpreter. It was altogether a very refreshing experience.
The session had advanced to two and a half hours, yet the
interest of the students was still alive until the session had
to be closed at 10.45 p.m. because the hall had to be
vacated according to the University schedule.

That was how the seed of this book was first sown. It
was a mere seed, in the first place, because most of the
points covered by my notes could not be incorporated in the
article from which the translation was made. Again the
translation which Sheikh Nasir Ahmad had prepared could
not be read to the end, because of the shortage of time.

Many attempts were made during the subsequent
years to translate the full Urdu manuscript, which had been
much enlarged by me later, into English. It took some years
for these attempts to be exhausted and abandoned at last.
The topic was so varied that no single scholar could
translate all the subjects covered by it even to his own
satisfaction. Some groups of scholars also tried their hand
together but to no avail.
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Finally, despite my heavy engagements, it was
considered essential that I should myself dictate most of the
book anew. Basit Ahmad, currently on the Board of Editors
of the Review of Religions, volunteered his services for the
task. He managed to prepare many generations of dictated
material on his laptop computer, but none could satisfy us
because the time lapse between our meetings was often too
long so that a coherent work without repetitions could not
be produced. Moreover, every time a new dictation was
given, new ideas were inserted and quite a few amendments
were also made which required relevant changes in other
chapters as well. He had put in so much labour
continuously for two years, without complaint, that it began
to hurt me to see him suffer pointlessly. He had to be
relieved yet his highly precious service immensely helped
to advance the cause further. Every version displayed a
definite improvement on the previous one.

After Basit, a group of ladies opted for the resumption
of the work. Thus it continued to progress bit by bit but
could not develop into a coherent work with uninterrupted
flow.

I was left in the end with no option but to rewrite most
of the manuscript in my own hand, a task which took me
the better part of last year with many intervening breaks
because of other pressing engagements. In the end, all it
needed was a competent person to scrutinize it from the
beginning to the end in search of such lapses and repetitions
as may have remained undetected. This laborious but
highly essential task was excellently performed by Mrs
Farina Qureshi, assisted by a team of dedicated workers
with varied experience in literary work. With their
combined effort, under her exacting supervision, they
pointed out to me some discrepancies which had escaped
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my notice. Thus I was in a position to remove the wrinkles
and press the manuscript into its final shape.

The team consisted of Mrs Farida Ghazi, Mrs
Mansoora Hyder, Professor Amatul Majid Chaudhary, Mrs
Saleha Safi, Mr Munir-ud-Din Shams, Mr Mahmood
Ahmad Malik — the computer typist and Mr Munir Ahmad
Javed. These names have also been included in the long list
of extremely dedicated honorary workers to whom I owe
my most sincere gratitude.

HE Book was finally ready for publication after a

I seemingly interminable long wait of ten years since
its initial beginning at Zurich. But for Professor
Dawkins, an eminent British zoologist who authored the
famous book entitled The Blind Watchmaker this work
could have been published long ago. In his outstanding
work he has actually rewritten Darwin, overly advocating
his theories to disprove the existence of any deity other than
the blind principle of natural selection.

Unfortunately, my attention was drawn to this book
rather late, only after | had almost completed the task of the
final retouching of my book. All the same, I was compelled
by this information to delay its publication until such time
as I could read this book and examine his arguments in
depth. Having done so, | have now added a full new chapter
in this book on Professor Dawkins’ fantastic theory of
creation without a creator. Evidently, every creation
requires a creator. You cannot believe in the Mona Lisa and
deny Leonardo da Vinci. Yet this exactly is the blunder
which Professor Dawkins has committed. While believing
in creation he denies the existence of a Creator, clumsily
trying to replace Him with Darwin’s natural selection. That
is what is least expected of him as an eminent biologist. He
should have known that the Darwinian principles are not
creative principles.
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This discussion will be carried out in full in the
chapter The ‘Blind Watchmaker’ who is also Deaf and
Dumb. Here we only consider it appropriate to point out
that the title Professor Dawkins has given to his book
would perhaps be more relevant if it were changed into Mr
Bat, the Watchmaker par Excellence. The blind
watchmaker of Professor Dawkins’ book is evidently not a
man but only an idea. Mere ideas cannot make things,
particularly a clock. But bats, as described by Professor
Dawkins, are more worthy of and better equipped for
constructing clocks. They have minds, they can hear sounds
and voices in a manner which no other animal can. They
can virtually see in total darkness. They can distinguish
between infinitesimal sonar variations which even the most
sophisticated and advanced man-made sonar systems

cannot. ’
bat can hear the
slightest move-
ment of the cogs

and springs of a
watch which even
' the keenest ear of
a human watchmaker cannot.
Enough of titles. We
find ourselves at pains to strongly disagree with him, but
we should be pardoned to describe his theory as absolutely
devoid of substance. All the same Professor Dawkins
enjoys wide fame all over the world. It is so because most
of his fans are drawn from a new generation of scientists
who are atheists first and scientists after. They must have
always been perplexed at the colossal mysteries of nature
and wondered how they could have been created without a
conscious, intricate designer. In Professor Dawkins they
must have found their champion who twisted the issues so
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dextrously that even some advanced students of natural
science were also deceived into believing that their problem
was solved. But he deceived only those who wanted to be
deceived deep within. Had they examined Professor
Dawkins’ presentation of natural selection with
unprejudiced open minds, they could have most certainly
discovered the flaws, the discrepancies and the
contradictions which his thesis contained. Perhaps they
wanted to take refuge in the obscurities created by him
because in God they shall not believe.

We have had some experience of those who are
predetermined in their dogmas in all fields of faith and
belief. The present work is in fact not directly addressed to
them nor could we entertain a genuine hope in their
conversion. The address is to the general reader who is not
already committed to any scientific or unscientific dogma.
Professor Dawkins’ bit by bit theory is in fact no surprise
because even Darwin, as early as 1859, in his great work
The Origin of Species, mentioned this theory himself during
his discussion on the intricacies of an eye as an organ.
There he clearly confesses that the intricate mechanism of
an eye can in no way be explained by his own theory of
natural selection. Following is the confession of Darwin in
his own words:

‘To suppose that the eye, with all its inimitable
contrivances for adjusting the focus to different
distances, for admitting different amounts of light,
and for the correction of spherical and chromatic
aberration, could have been formed by natural
selection, seems, 1 freely confess, absurd in the
highest possible degree.”’

Having said that he carves a path of retreat by
building his bit by bit theory which has now become the
mainstay of Professor Dawkins’ arguments in favour of
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natural selection being the only creator. However, Darwin’s
bit by bit theory was based on such conjectures as have
already been proved absolutely wrong. If anything, they are
positively counter-productive. Thus Darwin continues after
his honest confession mentioned above:

‘Yet reason tells me, that if numerous gradations
from a perfect and complex eye to one very
imperfect and simple, each grade being useful to its
possessor, can be shown to exist; if further, the eye
does vary ever so slightly, and the variations be
inherited, which is certainly the case; and if any
variation or modification in the organ be ever useful
to an animal under changing conditions of life, then
the difficulty of believing that a perfect and complex
eye could be formed by natural selection, though
insuperable by our imagination, can hardly be
considered real.’'

Thus the much exaggerated bit by bit theory was
primarily suggested by Darwin himself, and that too,
specifically in relation to the eye. But how false he is
proved in the light of the most modern researches which
have revealed a highly advanced mechanism in the most
rudimentary and ancient specimens of eyes.

Their deep sea studies have revealed that the most
ancient specimens of eyes as found in the earliest species of
marine life are highly developed masterpieces of such
visionary systems as perplex the most modern manufacturer
of optical instruments. This is no place to go into another
detailed discussion but we refer the reader to the article
Animal Eyes with Mirror Optics® by Michael F. Land which
appeared in Scientific American about twenty years before
the publication of this book. We specifically draw the
readers’ attention to page 93 of that article which describes
the eye of the Gigantocypris. The miracle of the creation of
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its two unique eyes with two absolutely precision-made
reflectors, instead of the customary spherical eyes which
need lenses for focusing, is a marvel of the highest degree.
This is exactly what was needed in the dark world of
oceans at such depths where this animal dwells. It has to
put to maximum advantage the extremely dim light
bordering upon total darkness. This could not have been
made possible but for the pre-existence of a most
sophisticated designer with perfect know-how who could
conceive and manufacture this rudimentary yet absolutely
precise optical instrument. The entire article covers so
many real examples of some of the most ancient eyes which
are fascinatingly purpose-built. Each of these shatters to
bits and pieces the so-called bit by bit theories of Professor
Dawkins and those of his great master Charles Darwin. We
did not mention all this in our book which is already packed
with similar examples, but having referred here to Darwin’s
speculative argument in favour of his bit by bit theory
concerning the construction of an eye, this reference
becomes essentially contradictory to what he speculated. A
perusal of that article should convince even the most
sceptical of naturalists that there is more to the making of
an eye than actually meets the eye. But if scepticism is
based on a predetermined bias, nothing can be done for it!
We hope our chapter on Professor Dawkins’ much
celebrated book will help those who did not agree with him
yet were overawed by his image.

We beg the scientist as well as the non-scientist to
read not only the chapter on Professor Dawkins but our
entire work which was written before it. The reader would
discover that even without mentioning his book, our work
provided enough satisfactory answers to all the questions
specifically raised by the Professor. The main theme of the
book however, is far wider than the limited discussions we
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have referred to above. It relates to the Quranic treatment of
all the various issues the book contains — a treatment so
fascinating yet so rational that it dazzles the human
intellect. It is to this that the reader should concentrate his
attention. On his way he may also encounter the mysteries
of life and the solution to those mysteries which the Quran
offers.

We promise the reader that he will be amply rewarded
and that his study will assist him by ushering him into the
majestic presence of his Lord — the Creator, the Master of
the universe.
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INTRODUCTION WITH
A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

J/ HE STUDY of the history of religious and secular
thought reveals that throughout the ages great
philosophers, sages and religious leaders held
different views about the comparative values of

reason, logic and revelation. As such, they can be divided
into various groups.

There are those who emphasize the role of rationality
to a degree that they consider it as the only valid means of
discovering truth. For them, the only conclusion worthy of
acceptance is the one which can be derived through
dialectical logical reasoning based on observed facts.
Hence, they believe that truth (in whatever form they define
it) can only be reached through the faculty of reasoning.

There are thinkers who believe in the phenomenon of
Divine guidance which, according to them, plays a definite
role in enlightning the human mind, providing it with
answers to many unresolved questions.

Again there are those who believe that truth can be
reached entirely through inner experiences referred to as
‘inspiration’. They consider it to be attainable through a
deep search within oneself, as if its blueprint had been
imprinted upon every human soul. They delve deep within
themselves, and through an introspective study attain a
fundamental understanding of nature and how it works.

Another mode of reaching truth shared both by the
religious and secular schools of enquiry is mysticism.
Mystification of life seems to be a common tendency
shared by believers and non-believers alike. Mystics may
belong to all the categories mentioned above and their
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methodology could be philosophical or religious. Their
distinguishing mark is that they enjoy being cryptic.

Then there are pseudo-philosophers who use words
and phrases that are too elusive for the common man to
understand. Thus they hide their views behind the mystic
screen of their verbosity. There are others however, who
have truly scientific minds but are mystics all the same, as
were Pythagoras and Averroes. They burrow deep in search
of the seed of truth and do not remain content with
hovering on the surface of things. To keep track of them
with concentration of mind is always rewarding.

In religion, we find mystics of different hues and
colours. There are those who, whilst accepting and
fulfilling the outward observances required by the form of
religion, strive to find deeper meaning below the surface.
Also, there are some who overemphasize the inner meaning
at the cost of the external form, sometimes doing away with
the observances altogether.

But followers of religions founded upon revelation do
not always remain confined to discussions within the
boundaries of revelational truths. In the later stages of each
religion we also find such debates, as are difficult to be
defined as entirely religious in nature. The same age-old
questions are again revived within a new framework. What
is reason? What part does it play in human affairs, and
where does revelation stand in relation to logic and reason?

It is universally observed that the interplay of various
ideas at later stages of a religion’s history tends to revert to
the confusion which prevailed prior to their advent. It
happens because man’s influence on religion has always
been to break it into factions and to partially revert it to the
older mythical ideas and philosophies. It has seldom led to
a reunification of differing schools of thought born through
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the degenerating processes that divide and split religions.
This degeneration seems to be irreversible.

eLIGIONS which begin with the firm faith in the Unity of
RGod, gradually decay into numerous idolatrous schisms.

There are occasional attempts made by man to
reconstitute the unity of religious understanding among the
people and to re-establish the Unity of God. Alas, such
efforts gain only limited success. As a whole, the process is
never reversed, unless it is Divinely aided and guided.

We cannot discuss here in detail all the varying views
propounded by past philosophers and sages, but we shall
give a brief account of the assessment of revelation,
rationality and their interrelationship made by wvarious
prominent intellectuals of the past.

What is eternal truth, and what is knowledge? What is
the relationship, if any, between the two? Does revelation
provide knowledge which in turn leads to eternal truth, or
could both be attainable through rationality alone?

These, and many other similar questions have been
agitating the minds of philosophers, religious divines and
secular thinkers since time immemorial. But before we
begin a careful in-depth study, it would be appropriate
perhaps to further elaborate the nature of eternal truth as
understood by different thinkers.

All believers in God who advocate the cause of
eternal truth, understand it to be an unchangeable reality in
relation to the past, present and future. As such, primarily,
it is to God with His attributes that they refer as Truth
Eternal. However, when secular philosophers discuss the
same issue, they do not always discuss it in relation to God.
Their discussion generally revolves around certain values
such as truth, honesty, integrity, faith, loyalty etc. The
prime question which agitates the minds of the philosophers
is whether there exists any unchangeable reality even in the
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face of changeable circumstances. The merit of a given
truth itself is many a time challenged as such. One often
begins to wonder whether truth would not acquire different
meanings in different situations.

NOTHER ASPECT of the same question relates to the
Aconcept of truth as applicable to the hidden realities

behind the screen of what appears. For instance, if
we treat the light of the sun as an independent reality we
may be wrong. More than the light itself it is the causative
reality of radiation which works behind all its
manifestations, light being just one of them. The hidden
universal truth is the radiation which may or may not
vibrate at the spectrum which humans see as light. From
this angle, nothing seems to be eternal about the sun’s
luminosity. But if, as suggested above, the reason why the
sun radiates is perfectly understood, then wherever that
reason is found to be at work, it will produce the same
result and as such, it could be referred to as the ‘eternal’
truth which commands the laws of radiation and
luminosity. With this illustration it becomes quite evident
that the term ‘eternal’ does not always indicate a state of
unbroken, unceasing continuity. Here it only applies to a
causative phenomenon, which whenever present will
always produce the same results.

In this simple understanding of eternal truth, relating
to the external realities, the phenomenon of gravity could
be rightly referred to as eternal truth. However, it should be
well understood that any minute variation in the application
of gravitational pull does not in any way challenge the
unchangeable fundamental reality of gravity.

It becomes evident from the preceding discussion that
although all eternal truths give rise to certain knowledge, all
types of knowledge, however, cannot be defined as eternal.
Knowledge can be defined as a perception of something
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which is safely stored in the mind as a reliable piece of
information. All such pieces of information put together
build a storehouse of human knowledge. How can we gain
certain knowledge, and how can we determine which
specific knowledge is false and which is true?

Again, by what means can we categorize knowledge
as transient truth, substantial truth, eternal truth, conditional
truth etc.? It is only the human faculty of reasoning and
rationality which ruminates these facts as they are fed into
the brain, turns them over and over again and permutates
them into various possible combinations. This mental
process of sorting out the right from the wrong, the definite
from the indefinite, is the mechanism of rationality.

The question arises as to how far this method of
analysing the constituents of knowledge is reliable. When
we reach this stage of our comprehension of rationality,
other intriguing questions also begin to raise their heads.
We know, for instance, that the human mind has no
consistency in relation to its own findings. We know for
certain that whatever is considered rational in one age may
not necessarily be considered rational in another. We know,
without doubt, that the faculty of reasoning has been
progressively developing and maturing ever since man
emerged from the domain of the animal kingdom into the
world of humans. From that time onward, the collective
experience as it is amassed in the form of knowledge and
truth in the human mind continued to improve the faculty of
his reasoning and the quality of his rational appraisals.

As physical exercise improves muscle power, so also
the mental, rational and retentive faculties develop and gain
strength with mental exercise. It is this exercise perhaps
which may also have contributed to a progressive
evolutionary increase in the brain mass of animals.
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This realization of the progressive advance of our
mental faculties though welcome on one count, is rather
unwelcome on another. It puts to question the very
reliability of our mental rational deductions during different
stages of our development.

Is it not likely that the same facts fed to the human
brain at different stages of its development may have
resulted in different conclusions? If the objective realities
appear different when observed from different vantage
points, if the conclusions drawn by the unbiased human
mind also differ in different ages, then will it be justified to
adjudge them as only justified truths? With our faculties of
deductive logic and reasoning alone at any point in time,
we cannot pronounce any knowledge we possess to be
absolute truth.

The issues we are about to discuss are concerning the
instruments which may lead to knowledge and the manner
in which any knowledge could be ascertained as truth. If all
human vantage points are actually placed on a moving
platform, with constant change in the angle of vision, how
can any knowledge or piece of information we obtain be
declared, with any certainty, to be the truth? There is one
vantage point, that of God the Creator, which is eternal and
constant. Hence, if the existence of an Omniscient,
Omnipotent, Omnipresent God is proved and if He is
Eternal, Infallible, Transcendent, All-Powerful and
Possessor of absolute attributes — then and only then could
the possibility of gaining knowledge of eternal truth
through Him arise. But this hypothesis is only conditional
on the premise that not only does such a Supreme Being
exist, but that He also communicates with humans. It is this
communication of God with humans which is called
revelation in religious terminology.
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To discuss issues of such great import, purely on a
secular and rational basis is not an easy task. Add to this the
question of revelation as having played any significant role
in human guidance, and the task will become all the more
challenging. Yet this is the task we have undertaken, with
the full realization of all the complexities involved.

The reader is most humbly requested to make an
effort to remain alert. Once he familiarizes himself with the
intricacies of the philosophical and rational jigsaw, he will
be amply rewarded with the ultimate pleasure of watching
the pieces of this jigsaw fall into the right places.

In application to religion, this view has given birth to
a school of sociologists and modern thinkers who consider
the birth and development of religion to be a reflection of
man’s developing power of reasoning. The implication of
this is that man’s comparatively primitive intellect in the
remote past led to the creation of many godly images,
which, with the passage of time, gave birth to the idea of a
single deity, referred to as God, Allah, Parmatma etc. If
accepted, this theory would lead to the conclusion that the
development of religion at every cross-section of its history
corresponded to man’s changing intellectual capabilities.

This is a diametrically opposed view to the one held
by various religions of the world, who all believe in the
Divine origin of religion. According to this view, religion is
directly taught to man by the One, Eternal, All-Wise God.
They see polytheism, which dominates many periods of
human history, merely as a degenerative process — a
process which invariably follows monotheism after it is
established by the messengers of God. A further discussion
on these issues will follow later.

Nearly all major religions profess belief in an
invisible God Who can and does communicate with man.
They claim that God chooses human representatives and
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that the communication they receive from Him is the only
dependable means of attaining true knowledge. They
maintain that it is not possible to establish any truth with
complete certainty, if it is based solely upon man’s
experiences and his rational deductions.

All that has been briefly summed up above is
addressed more elaborately in the following chapters.
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REEDOM is a prerogative of all living things, man

being no exception. Liberty is the most cherished

fruit of life. Man is the epitome of liberty which is

ingrained in him. His very texture is woven with
the yarn of liberty. Yet, amazingly, we find all man-made
institutions shaped to work against the liberty of man in the
final analysis.

A careful study of the history of progressive growth of
traditions, customs and legislation is sufficient to prove this
assertion. The evolution of the state when viewed from an
unbiased, detached angle of perception will appear no more
than an institutionalized journey of man towards
progressive self-imposed slavery. To resolve this dilemma
requires a deeper understanding of the factors which are
responsible for this step by step transition from freedom to
bondage.

One thing must be noted at the outset, that man by
nature will bow to the authority of society only when he is
driven by selfish motives; otherwise he will have to be
coerced into submission. But to socialise is not a
prerogative of man alone. As the animal kingdom moves
from lower to higher orders, there appears to be a gradual
transition from a chaotic to a more disciplined, organized
and centralized animal society. Sometimes we notice it as a
trend, where necessity must have taught the animals to live
together in their common interest of survival. Sometimes,
to our utter amazement, we find social order and meticulous
discipline ingrained even in such animal species as are not
very highly placed in the ladder of evolution. No gradual
evolutionary influences can be traced in their highly
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disciplined order which seem to have erupted as such in
their final perfected form. All that we can infer from the
study of their institutionalized existence is that it is
naturally ingrained in them.

Take for example the case of certain insects. Where
would one place in the ladder of evolution the society of
honey-bees? What could possibly have preceded them if
they had slowly evolved step by step? Where would one
find the evidence of a gradual stage-by-stage development
of a long line of insects culminating in the creation of
honey-bees? Likewise, when we examine the case of
termites and some of the other species of ants belonging to
the order of insects, we experience similar problems.

Without any trace of gradual evolution, they are all
precisely made to perform specific functions with an
ingrained discipline which they follow meticulously. With
them it is an inviolable law etched upon their RNA and
DNA. By comparison they put to shame even the most
strictly regimented and disciplined communist societies.
They are all exceptional solitary cases of organized creative
wonders which show no traceable history of a crude
elementary beginning, gradually evolving into higher
complex societies.

We can safely conclude from this that life as such
offers two types of disciplines for us to study. One appears
to be spontaneous, as though born out of nothingness in a
sudden outburst of God’s creative wonders. The scientists,
however, may refer to it as a host of mutative changes all
taking place simultaneously in one single moment. This
hypothetical proposition is of course scientifically
unentertainable.

The second type of development of social orders in
the animal kingdom is much more generalized and
progressive in nature; though the results are not so dramatic
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as the previously mentioned examples. Even dogs and
wolves and wildebeests exhibit this positive trend of living
together in societies in the interest of class survival.
Whatever the reason, we also find a similar trend in the
flocking together of birds of the same feather. Likewise
shoals of fish, turtles and sea urchins display similar
tendencies. This bonding together, therefore, is common to
life.

With discipline, authority is born and leadership
emerges. A vague precept of crime and punishment begins
to creep into the society at every level. For man to have
evolved as a social animal, therefore, is not a solitary
accident but is in conformity with a predesigned plan of
behaviour shared equally by most other animals to a lesser
or greater degree.

ow the institution of society developed all over the
Hworld simultaneously is a question which requires a

lengthy discussion. We intend only to deal with a
few important features of social development among
humans which are directly related to the subject under
discussion.

Individual liberty has always been intrinsically at odds
with the restraints imposed by society. A deeper
understanding of the dilemma presented by this equation is
most essential for a better comprehension of the forces
which finally determine the boundaries of individual liberty
on the one hand and the rising power of the society on the
other. Individual-family relationship, individual-clan
relationship and individual State relationship are all
examples of how life can be studied in its institutionalized
conduct. If man is by nature free and loves freedom, then
why at all bow to any social authority is the prime question
which has to be addressed first.

13
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Whenever a social, racial, economic or political order
evolves, it always evolves around an unwritten
understanding of give and take between the society and the
individuals which collectively make the society. No
individual will ever readily surrender his freedom but only
on the understanding that in the bargain he gains more than
what he has lost.

Primarily, it is individual security which he bargains
for at the cost of some personal freedom. On the one hand
he surrenders some of his rights to whatever institution he
becomes a member of and, on the other, he gains some
guaranteed protection and such assistance as would make
his individual existence easier and more comfortable.

It is interesting to note that in the beginning of the
formation of society at all levels, individuals always
emerged as beneficiaries. This is what we find as a natural
trend in the animal kingdom. This is also true of human
societies at their rudimentary level. But human societies as
they grow more organized, tend to become lopsided in the
distribution of power between them and the individual. The
larger the ratio between the membership of the society and
the ruling few grows, the greater becomes the danger of
misappropriation and exploitation of power by the ruling
minority.

Although theoretically it is possible for the individual
to gain some value in exchange for every loss of his liberty,
it does not always happen in accordance with what should
normally be expected. The prime principle of individual
liberty is gradually and progressively sacrificed at the altar
of society. It often happens that the society as it grows,
becomes more authoritative and less mindful of the ultimate
interest of the individual.

On this subject we shall have a more comprehensive
discussion later, when we take up the issue of Marxism.
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Here the purpose is merely to determine the basic cause of
this degenerative process. Why should not an individual
feel more comfortable and better protected in a more
developed and powerful society? Among animals we never
come across a decadent and degenerative trend in their
social conduct. Why should human society alone fall short
of its expectations in relation to its responsibilities towards
the rights of the individual?

One dividing line between animals and humans which
distinctly separates them is the powerful tendency in man to
defraud, cheat and break the laws of nature. In this game
the humans outpace all other animals by a phenomenal
margin. Animals too, sometimes appear to cheat but it is
always a strategy on their part, and not a deception in the
criminal sense. There is no breach of trust in their case such
as we observe among the humans. They live a normal and
simple disciplined life within the gamut of natural laws
which control and command them. If they do ever seem to
cheat they do so only intuitively, as governed by their
genetic pulses which lie outside the definition of crime.

This in fact is a by-product of the gift of freedom of
choice. Animals are strictly governed by intuitive and
instinctive laws and have little choice in the matters of right
and wrong. In fact no right or wrong exists for them.

It is humans alone who can wilfully ignore their
responsibilities and usurp the rights of other members of
society knowing it to be wrong. So the individual freedom
in relation to the collective responsibility man owes to any
institution is undermined and sabotaged by his propensity
to break laws, commit frauds and act wrongfully, yet
hoping to run away with whatever he can. Hence when Karl
Marx observed that man is a corrupt animal, he was very
right indeed — only he had no right to exclude himself. Nor
had he any right to exclude the socialist leadership which
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was to be built upon the bricks of immorality. This has been
the tragedy of human society throughout the ages. No
institution is exempt from this. This inevitable built-in flaw
in the individual social relationship promotes the tendency
among systems towards ever increasing legislation.

Apparently, every new law is aimed at protecting the
right of the individual on the one hand, and the right of the
society on the other, from unjustified trespass into each
other’s exclusive domains of rights and prerogatives. But
unfortunately because of the corruption in man, the
legislators fail to remain loyal to the principles of absolute
justice. During the collective process of legislating, many a
time the individual will be deprived of his fundamental
rights at the hands of the very institutions which were
created to defend them.

We do not propose here to take up the issues of
religious societies at length, but from the secular viewpoint
of social philosophy, religion should also be briefly
mentioned. The sociologists as a class do not treat religion
as a Divine phenomenon. Hence, from their vantage point
religion is just another expression of the social behaviour of
man.

If their view of the development of the institution of
religion is right, then all religious societies should be
viewed as occupying a unique position among the human
social systems. They would be perceived as symbols
personified of fraud committed both against the society and
the individual. Evidently, in that case, all founders of
religions should be classified as prime crooks who wilfully
deceive the common masses in the name of gods of their
own creation as implied in the sociologist’s theory. Some
crooks indeed!

They, according to the sociologist’s view, legislate
themselves on behalf of God to keep the simple
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unsuspecting common people chained to the so-called
Divine laws. Thus, in the name of God it is a fraudulent
religious hierarchy which rules to its own advantage. This
is the sociologist’s perception of a religious society. Karl
Marx also seems to be in full agreement with this view of
religion as an opiate concocted to keep the labouring
multitudes forever doped, lest they should wake up to the
awareness of their merciless exploitation by the
bourgeoisie. The name of this potent opiate which keeps the
proletariat drugged is the code of morality advocated by all
religions. As such, morality is always linked to the idea of
God which commands and trims human behaviour in His
name.
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ISLAMIC SCHOOLS OF THOUGHT

HE ISLAMIC POINT OF VIEW can be presented from
two different perspectives: first by analysing
the work of wvarious Muslim thinkers, and

second by attempting to directly assess the
Quranic stance in the light of the Sunnah which comprises
both verbal instructions as well as the practice of the Holy
Prophet®. The authenticity of the former’s understanding of
Islam becomes more and more dubious with the passage of
time. It is so because they are inclined to turn progressively
more dogmatic in their inferences which may not always be
rational and justified. Otherwise what they call Islamic is of
course initially based on their study of the fundamentals of
Islam. Those who draw their inferences from the Quran and
the Sunnah can only be treated as a separate category if
they strictly adhere to the principle of rationality. Such an
analytical study of the major issues will be made later in
this book. Presently, we turn our attention to the former and
discuss the thought processes of early Muslim scholars,
sages and philosophers in the era that led to the formation
of many different schools of Islamic thought. Two
distinctive influences were at play during the early period
of Islamic history:

1) The most powerful and predominant was the
influence of the Quran and the Sunnah, which had
revolutionized the concept of knowledge and broadened the
horizon of study and investigation to unsurpassed
dimensions.

2) A growing interest in Greek philosophy and
sciences, as well as the study of classical philosophy of
India, Persia and China, had also a role to play in the
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development of Muslim thought. This paved the way for
various alien philosophers to become the focus of Muslim
attention independently or in conjunction with Islamic
teachings.

Because of this interest in various alien philosophies
and a desire to interrelate them with Quranic revelations,
new schools of thought developed. These schools are called
Islamic for the simple reason that Islamic thought,
education and beliefs had primarily cradled them. Hence,
the philosophies foreign to Islam interplayed with their
previously held views, founded solely on the basis of the
Quranic studies. Despite the fact that they were branded as
un-Islamic because of their flexible accommodating attitude
by some of the narrow-minded scholars, there is no shadow
of doubt that these great scholars remained essentially
Muslim. Their association with secular branches of
knowledge was seldom at the cost of their faith. In this
regard, everyone has the right to decide for himself
whether, after an appropriate study of the Holy Quran and
the Sunnah, any philosophical point of view presented by
such thinkers is to be accepted as Islamic or not. However,
the conclusions they draw always remain open to question.
Some may find them in accordance with the Islamic
teachings and some may not. Yet it does not give anyone
the right to suspect their intentions. It is the right of every
seeker of truth to form his own conclusions after sincerely
attempting to understand the Quran and the Sunnah in
depth. So also is the right of others to disagree with him,
but neither has the authority to deprive the other of his
fundamental right to believe in whatever he may and
believe himself to be true.

We will now briefly introduce a few of the varied
schools of Islamic thought which arose because of different
conclusions they drew from the study of the same sources.
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However, it should be remembered that every school that
claims to be based on the Holy Quran and Sunnah ought to
be carefully evaluated with direct reference to the evidence
they quote in their support. Of the various ideologies and
points of view thriving in the age of Muslim domination,
not all could be described as Islamic in character. Some of
them were partially contradictory or even diametrically
opposed to each other. This however does not divest them
of the right to be referred to as Islamic by their proponents.

Zshariyyah
The Ashdriyyah school of thought is indebted to
Imam Abul Hassan ‘Ali Bin Isma‘il Al-Ashérf (260-

330 an) for giving it its distinctive style among the other
prevalent schools of thinking. This was an era when some
Muslim scholars of the period were rapidly inclining
towards rationalism, a need was thus felt to react against
this trend. At the head of this reactionary movement was
the famous Imam Isma‘il Al-Ashari. It is ironic that Al-
Ashari’s own teacher, Al-Jubbaf (d. 303 aH), was one of the
leading rationalist scholars of the time. Imam Ashari not
only voiced his disagreement with the rationalist, but also
powerfully revealed the inadequacies of any system placing
total reliance upon rationality for the discernment of truth.

For the Ashdriyyah, rationality led neither to the
acquisition of certain knowledge nor to eternal truth, rather
they considered that it led to greater doubt and
contradictions. The Asha'irah stressed that real knowledge
applied only to the recognition and acceptance of revelation
as the only means to reach eternal truth because the
ultimate source of truth is God Himself. Therefore the only
way to attain it is through Divine revelation.

In their reaction against rationality, some Asha'irah
went to such extremes as to reject any explanation of
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Quranic verses supported by human logic. They went so far
as to totally deny any figurative interpretation of the Holy
Quran. Imam Ashéari himself was a skilled logician. The
arguments he forwarded against the use of rationality were,
interestingly, themselves based on rationality. One of his
famous public debates against his own teacher, ‘Allimah
Al-Jubbai, highlights this point.

‘What is your opinion about the salvation of three
brothers: a believer, a non-believer and a child?’ Ashari
questioned Al-Jubbai.

‘The believer will go to heaven, the non-believer will
go to hell, but the child will neither go to heaven nor to
hell, because none of his acts are worthy of reward or
punishment’, Jubbai replied.

Asharf commented, ‘The child could argue with God,
“If You had given me some time, I would have done some
good deeds. So why should I be deprived of heaven?”’

Jubbai retorted, ‘God could reply, “I knew that if you
had grown older you would do bad deeds. Thus your death
at this early age is really a favour, because you have been
saved from hell.”’

AsharT replied, ‘At this stage the non-believer will
interrupt and will blame God for not granting him death at
the same age as the child so that he could be saved from
bad deeds.’

It is worthy of note that Ashari while arguing against
rationality was himself employing all the weaponry of the
rationalists. Thus it is not correct to say that he was totally
against rationality. The followers of this school of thought,
such as Imam Ghazali and Imam Razi, relied heavily on
rational arguments to resolve their problems and establish
their beliefs. Possibly the excessive reaction against
reliance on rationality was due to a fear that new
philosophies, which were being introduced to the realm of
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Islam, might jeopardise the Islamic viewpoint. It was
suspected that the use of reason might lead to movements
that would ultimately deviate from the true Islam. Hence,
all such movements with rationalistic leanings were dubbed
as Ilhadr or innovative, which is a derogatory term because
it implies deviation from the right path. The concern of the
rigid orthodoxy was reflected in the terms they used to
describe the founders of the rationalist movements. They
referred to them as Mu‘tazilah or those who had strayed
from the true path and become l/hadi:

Another group known as Maturidiyya believed that
revelation should be first accepted as such and then logical
explanations required to support it should be sought. They
believed that revelation strengthened faith while logical
explanations provide further satisfaction to that faith. The
Ashdriyyah did not reject logical explanations entirely, but
considered them superfluous; if they were available, then
well and good, otherwise whatever was received through
revelation was quite sufficient, even without the props of
logic and rationality.

On the right wing of the Ashdriyyah movement
another sect came into being, known as Sulfia (the blind
followers of well-established scholars of old). According to
them, revelation should be accepted without question. No
philosophical or logical explanation was permitted as they
feared this would lead to deviation from the correct path.

u‘tazilah
%The Mu‘tazilahs on their part did not reject
revelation to be the most reliable instrument for
leading one to the truth. They, however, emphasized that
the real message of revelation could not be properly

understood without the use of reasoning. Thus they gave
reason preference over revelation only in the sense that
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whenever the two appeared to clash, rationalistic
understanding must prevail, not as an alternative to
revelation, but as a genuine clarification of the revealed
message. They held the view that it becomes very difficult
to get to the truth of the Holy Quran and the Sunnah
without rationally deciphering the wvarious similes,
metaphors and symbols that are extensively used therein.
For example they pointed out that expressions such as
God’s hand and face must be interpreted to mean His power
and grace and so on. Al- Asharl in turn stressed that such
references in the Quran represented real attributes of God
whose precise nature was not known, albeit he agreed that
no physical features were meant by such terms.

Although the Mu‘tazilah movement appears to
resemble in character the European schools of thought from
the ninth to the seventeenth centuries, it did not take the
Ilhadi (innovative) turn which European rationalism had
taken during its progressive decline. The Mu‘tazilah always
drew upon the original Islamic sources of the Holy Quran
and the Sunnah to support their arguments, always
remaining comfortably close to them — never permitting
themselves to drift far apart.

Today there is very little apparent difference between
Mu‘tazilah and Ashdriyyah viewpoints. Although the
historical perspective portrayed above has left its mark on
the scholarly pursuits of the contemporary generation of
Muslim scholars, the sharp divisions of the past are no
longer clearly defined. The scholars of today seem to
advocate their personal views more than the views of any
previous sectarian schools of thought. However, the
remnants of past conclusions are still discernible. They are
the product of a gradual compromise that developed
between the different schools over the ages. Among them
are those who are decidedly medieval in their attitudes but
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they do not quote exclusively from any previous school to
support their viewpoint. They jump from one to the other in
search of any scholar belonging to any school of thought
who can be quoted in their favour. For them the boundaries
between different medieval sects disappear but
medievalism itself continues to exist, guiding their path.
The same is true to a degree of the so-called modernists.
Whenever it suits their purpose they will not hesitate to
quote any of the earlier scholars in their favour but they feel
free to innovate in other areas of their personal views.

ufism
Sufism was quite popular in Turkey, Iran and in the

countries to the east of Amu Darya, an area
historically referred to as the Trans-Oxus. Many Muslims
from the former USSR were followers of Sufism, which has
played a very important role in keeping Islam alive in their
countries during the Tsarist as well as the Communist era.
The point most forcibly stressed by Sufism was that
beneath the form of religion, there operates an underlying
spirit of revelation which must be given preference over the
form. What the Sufis understood to be the underlying spirit
was simply the ultimate goal which all religions strive for.
The ultimate goal was identified as the love of God and
communication with Him. Hence, to them, if you reach this
goal somehow with or without adherence to the form, the
purpose will be served and that is all that is required. All
the Sufis however, did not abandon the form altogether and
kept subjecting their lives in accordance with the laws of
Islamic Shar7‘ah as they understood them. Yet they would
spend most of their efforts not engaged in formal worship
but repeating certain attributes of God day in and day out to
help focus their attention entirely to the memory of God.
Such practices, at times, drifted close to the yogic practice
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discussed in the section on Hinduism. Sometimes new ways
and modes of remembrance were innovated by different
Sufi saints, which, finally, got almost entirely divorced
from the well-established Sunnah of the Holy Founder® of
Islam. Yet the followers of such Sufi sects adhered to them
more passionately and vehemently than to the Quranic
teaching itself. Thus, new schools of Sufism cropped up at
different times and in different countries of the Muslim
world.

The purpose of this exercise is not to go into a
detailed account of the development of Sufi thought — or
the schisms which appeared among the Sufis later on — but
one thing which most clearly distinguishes Sufism in Islam
from all other similar practices is the unshakeable belief of
the Sufis in the continuity of revelation or their communion
with God. In fact, all the eminent Sufis in Islam have
claimed to be in constant communication with God and
many a revelation bestowed upon them has been recorded
in authentic books. Yet there are some among the Sufis
who have broken all ties with the fundamentals of Islam.
To them the purpose of religion is only to lead man to God
and the forms of worship have become redundant for those
who have already achieved this purpose. They introduced
certain mental and spiritual exercises with the claim that
they were sufficient to establish a sort of communication
between man and God which is sometimes described as an
awareness of oneness with Him. It did not take long for
music and drug addiction to find their way into this school
of Sufism, to break them loose from reality to drift
aimlessly into a world of delusion. However, all Sufi
movements did not start their journey with innovations,
though, very often they were led to them during their
decadence later on.
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There are four major well-established and highly
revered sects of Sufism which also deviated from the path
of Shari‘ah with the passage of time. Yet as for their
founders, their loyalty to the Holy Quran and the Sunnah
remained unquestionable and uncompromising. These
major sects are Chishtiyyah, Soharverdiyyah, Qadiriyyah
and Nagshbandiyyah — which are further divided into
many other sub-sects. They all stress the importance of
abstinence and austerity to facilitate the attainment of truth.
Initially, these practices were not a substitute for the
traditional Islamic observances, but were carried out in
addition to them.

Gradually the Sufi understanding of the creation-
creator relationship began to be influenced by such
philosophies as were alien to Islam. For instance, the
influence of classical Greek philosophy can be traced in
some Sufi sects. The Greek notion of pantheism was
adopted in a modified form by some Sufi sects, though
strongly opposed by others. The opponents of pantheistic
tendencies stress that there is a clear and distinct separating
line between God and His creation. According to them
though the creation bears a stamp of the Creator and
reflects Him, yet it is not diffused with His identity. By
contrast, some other factions believe that because the whole
universe is a manifestation of God, there can be no clear
distinction between the Creator and the creation. For them,
creation cannot be separated from God because His
attributes are inseparable from the nature of all that He has
created. No separating line can be drawn. Hence God is the
universe and the universe is God. Yet He has His own
independent Will, which works like the natural properties
in matter.

At first sight this view of the universe may appear to
be entirely pantheistic, in which God is everything and
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everything is God. But a significant difference should be
noted. The pantheistic notion of God is not one that
recognizes an externally existing Conscious Creator, a
Being who communicates with man through revelation,
who takes interest in their trials, tribulations and joys and
offers them guidance. The Muslim Sufis, in contradiction to
the classical pantheistic view continued to believe in the
independent identity of God who, though reflected in His
creation, was also the Creator.

As for the Sufis’ temperament, they were seldom
inclined to fierce, strongly worded debates. They often
practised moderation in their belief, while respecting and
tolerating views opposing their own. The same cannot be
said of the orthodoxy which grew progressively jealous.
Hence most sufi sects had to encounter extreme hostility at
the hands of the orthodox clergy. Very often there arose a
countermovement from among the orthodoxy. Every Sufi
sect had to encounter similar experiences of extreme
hostility from time to time. The Sufis who adhered to the
pantheistic concept of God were specifically targeted by the
mainstream clergy for their wrath. At times they were even
condemned to death and brutally murdered. Their
protestations that their pantheistic philosophy in no way
compromised the unity of an independent Supreme Creator
were of no avail and they were roundly condemned for
claiming to share godhead with God. Hence the orthodoxy
often resorted to perpetrating crimes of persecution against
them.

The case of the renowned Sufi, Mansoor Al-Hallaj,
would serve a befitting example of how such Sufis were
treated for their alleged proclamation of being God
themselves. He was condemned to hang by the neck for
shouting in ecstasy ‘Anal-Hagq, Anal-Haq’ (I am the Truth,
I am the Truth). The orthodoxy understood this to mean
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that he was claiming to be God himself, whereas he had
proclaimed in his sublime spiritual ecstasy, simply a total
annihilation of himself. What he meant was that he
mattered naught; all that mattered was He (God). Mansoor
Al-Hallgj climbed the gallows with his head held high, not
the least daunted by his imminent death. Nor could his
shouts be drowned in the tumult of abuses which were
hurled at him; they rose loud and clear and high ‘Anal-Hag,
Anal-Hag’ until his soul departed to the fountainhead of his
life on high.

Another Sufi sect was born on the issue of whether
the external universe was a fact or merely an impression of
the mind. This in fact was an age-old question which was
even addressed by Plato and Aristotle. It could not come to
a conclusion then, nor could it be concluded by the Sufis.
Still it is a live debate among philosophers. No
contemporary philosopher can ignore it because neither
time nor space can be visualized without the coming into
play of the human mind. A mad man’s imagination seems
as real to him as a scientist’s observation of the laws of
nature in action. Examined from such angles, these
problems appear to be insoluble.

Again, every person’s impression of the external
universe is different from that of others. However, some
perceived images of the elementary world around us and
the understanding of their properties are often shared by
most observers. For example, most people would agree
about the definition of an article as simple as a chair or a
table. Yet there are numerous other common things about
which people may not necessarily agree with each other.
For instance, the colour of things may appear different to
people with different eyesight. Similarly, all faculties which
we possess are not shared equally by everyone else. Sense
of smell differs, so also the sense of heat or cold varies with
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every person. Moreover, a change in the point of
observation will present a different visual percept to the
same observer. Hence the perception of the same thing by
the same observer will vary with the change in point of
perception. Add to this, different moods and different states
of health, the problem would be immensely multiplied. No
objective truth would seem to completely agree with the
subjective truth which people fathom within their brains. In
short, subjective impressions cannot always be related to
the outer world in exactly the same way. This, in the
opinion of some philosophers, deprives the viewer of the
possibility of ever achieving absolute certainty in relation to
whatever he perceives.

The aspect of uncertainty and unreliability of
impressions as mentioned above, gave birth to another Sufi
sect which totally denied the outer existence of things and
claimed that eternal truth was merely a subjective notion.
Those who were more extreme among them totally denied
the existence of any external physical form, including their
own. Thus, an intellectual movement that started with an
attempt at an extra fine discernment of detail and
perception of outside reality ended up in utter madness. Yet
there was a strange magic in this madness, that sometimes
spellbound the wisest of the logicians and the academics of
their time.

An interesting episode is related about a renowned
Sufi leader of this sect, who was summoned to the court of
a king to hold a debate with some of the outstanding
scholars of his time. But to the amazement and chagrin of
all, the outcome of the debate turned out to be exactly the
opposite of what they had expected. Within a few
exchanges of arguments and counter-arguments the great
academics were driven out of their depth, gasping for their
breath and groping for words. None could succeed in
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matching the intricacies of the
Sufi’s ethereal logic. At this
| ‘/\? _point, the king was struck with
*"a brilliant idea and ordered the
4’5 warden of the elephants’
house to have the most
ferocious of his elephants brought to the palace grounds.
This particular elephant happened to be stricken with a
madness no less than that of the Sufi. The only difference
perhaps was that in the Sufi’s mind the outer reality did not
exist. But the elephant wanted to destroy all outward reality
himself. From the one end the Sufi was pushed into the
open and from the other the elephant was let loose. The
Sufi without losing his breath, ran for his life forthwith.
Observing this, the king shouted from the balcony of
his palace, ‘Don’t run away O Sufi, from this phantom
elephant. He is only a figment of your imagination!’
‘Who is running away?’ shouted back the Sufi. ‘It is
only a figment of your imagination.’
Thus ended the predicament of the Sufi but not the
debate itself. It still rages on.

he Spanish School of Islamic Thought
’]rWe have already discussed the controversy

regarding the superiority of revealed truth, vis-a-
vis observational truth. Some thinkers give preference to
revelation over logic, and some others do the vice versa.
Ibne Rushd (known in the West as Averroes), one of the
greatest Muslim thinkers of all-time, proposed the idea that
the above views express parallel realities and should be
treated separately. Revealed truth should be accepted as
such and the knowledge gained from observation and
experiment should be accepted for what it is. For him, it
was not necessary to seek a correlation between the two,
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nor was there any need to search for contradictions and
attempts to resolve them.

This was the age when Muslim scientists were making
rapid progress in Spain in their pursuit of scientific
knowledge. They did so undeterred by the fact that some
religious scholars of the older schools were issuing edicts
of Ilhad (innovation) against them. Ibne Rushd may have
thought it better not to get involved in such controversies,
lest it should impede the progress of science.

What he evidently avoided was the danger of finding
contradictions between religion and science. A true believer
in Islam and a scientist dedicated to the truth without
prejudice as he was, this policy served the cause of both
religion and science in Spain admirably for a long time to
come. The danger of contradiction between the revealed
truth and the observed truth was never squarely confronted.
Hence the issue of preferences never arose seriously. This
‘no-conflict policy’ remained predominant in Spain for
many centuries, thanks largely to the prudence of Ibne
Rushd.

When we re-examine the possible issues of
controversy in the afterglow of what followed, we can say
with certainty that the age was not yet ripe for such issues
to be addressed. The possibility of defective or partial
perception or even a complete misunderstanding of the
observed facts could not be ruled out.

For example, in medieval times the ideas adopted by
Muslim scientists about the universe were not really based
on the Holy Quran or Hadith, but were, for the greater part,
influenced by the prevailing ignorance of that age. The
religious scholars as always happens, considered their own
views to be Islamic and as such final, while there was little
they could understand of the true Quranic views in the
context of the prevailing knowledge.
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On such a matter in Spain, there does not appear to
have been any dialogue between scientists and religious
scholars. There was no forum for the transfer of knowledge
between these two groups, nor any debates about the
comparative merits of their respective beliefs.
Consequently, there were no Galileos in Spain who had to
choose between life and truth. The scientists and their
contemporaries did not even attempt to explain to the
religious scholars their compulsion to call a spade a spade
when they saw one, nor did they find it necessary to prove
to them that their interpretation of the Holy Quran was
wrong because it contradicted the known scientific facts of
the time.

As a result, there developed two parallel movements
which gradually grew further apart with the passage of
time. It so happened at last that Islamic knowledge took a
completely different course from that of the philosophical
and scientific channels of thought, never to cross their path.
They were like two streams running in parallel without
interrupting each other’s flow.

Consequently, the Islamic nation of Andalusia (the
title of the Muslim Empire in Spain), outpaced other
Islamic countries in most fields of scientific research.
Further to its advantage, Spain enjoyed a long and seldom
broken period of relative peace, safe from the attacks of
invaders such as Ghengis Khan and Halakd Khan. This
period of Islamic history in Andalusia could be rightly
considered as the golden age of Rationalism. With the
expulsion of Muslims from Andalusia, the great era of
Muslim domination came to an end. All ties of Islam with
the Spanish people were severed. If ever a tragic
retrogression of intellectual and scientific advancement
took place anywhere in the world, it took place in the land
of Andalusia. And what a tragic retrogression it was. As the
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gates were opened at the southern end of Andalusia for the
exodus of Islam, out went along with it wisdom,
knowledge, fair play, truth and light in all its spectra,
perhaps for centuries not to return. But the light flooded out
not in the direction of the journey of the Muslim
expatriates. Spain was once again plunged into the utter
darkness of the pre-Islamic era. The world of Islam
elsewhere did not fare better either. There, the darkness was
to grow from within. It was the darkness of religious
prejudices, bigotry, narrow-mindedness, arrogance, egoism
and mutual jealousies, which began to rage like hellfire. It
began to rise like a column of smoke spreading far and
wide screening the light of heaven out. Thus the land
beneath was covered by progressive shadows of darkness
which grew and thickened over the years.

As for the inhabitants of northern Europe, it was a
different story altogether. That which was lost to the people
of Spain turned out to be their gain. And what a gain it was.
The same Queen Isabella and King Ferdinand who had
thrown the Muslims out of the country did not take long to
turn their wrath upon the Jews under the ever growing
influence of a bigoted, despotic Christian priesthood. As the
southern gates of Andalusia were opened to flood out the
Muslims, the northern gates were opened wide for a large-
scale exodus of the Jews. Among them were highly
knowledgeable people, great scholars, scientists and
intellectuals who excelled in many professions. They had
mastered many skills during the seven centuries of the
beneficent Muslim rule. They had gained excellence in all
fields of human occupation such as industry, trade,
scientific research, architecture, sculpture, surgery and
many other similar areas. A persistent well-organized
scheme of persecution banished the Jews out of the country,
after dispossessing them of all their belongings. It were
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they who carried the torches of knowledge all the way from
Muslim Andalusia to the South of France and beyond. The
philosophies of Aristotle and Plato began to reach Europe
through the Muslim philosophers of Spain. The healing
genius of Avicenna, the greatest physician ever known to
the world till his time, and the wisdom of Averroes who
combined in himself secular and religious philosophies and
sciences also began to dawn upon the European horizon.
Thanks largely to the exodus of the Jews, their great works
were transported across and translated into various
European languages by scholars. In fact, it was they who
laid the foundation of a new era of enlightenment in
Europe, known as the Renaissance.

he Plight of the Muslim World
r][1Tuming our gaze to the post-Spanish era we

observe the same gloomy view fraught with
tragedy hanging over the entire world of Islam. From then
on, Muslim countries other than Spain lost their interest in
the secular sciences and their quest for investigation and
research which they themselves had once promoted and
advanced to such high levels of excellence.

This unfortunate trend proved counterproductive not
only in the field of science, but also in the field of religion
itself. The Muslim Ummah (the Muslims as a people)
further split and broke into schisms and factions. The noble
doctrine of the unity of God became the victim of this
destructive suicidal trend. Cracks began to appear in the
image of God itself which began to be interpreted so
differently as though they were talking of different gods
rather than One. Their search for knowledge was not
quenched however, only their preferences were changed.

They continued to debate the issues of right and
wrong with the same vehemence as before while the subject
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of discussion had changed. Yet they remained engrossed in
the same questions which for centuries had agitated them.
Instead of the serious issues of fundamental practices, their
jurisprudence remained occupied by trivialities such as the
eating of the flesh of crows. Riots are reported to have
erupted on this issue between the supporters of the two
opposing views. The polemics which resulted grew
progressively more complicated and involved. It is a tribute
to their intellect that they could really build mountains out
of molehills — a tribute which at the same time was
reflective of an utter lack of common sense. Senseless
intellectualism is the name for what they did!

Some of the other so-called “highly important”
questions which kept agitating their minds also stirred their
blood to a pitch of high frenzy. Among them was a question
as banal as that the case of a dog which may have fallen
into a well. How many bucketfuls would have to be drained
out before the remaining water became clean for the
purpose of ablution, was the all-important question which
engaged the attention of great scholars of that time. Let
alone a dog, if a Mullah accused of heresy, by the clerics of
another school, fell into a well of theirs, the question would
acquire far more serious implications. How many buckets
would have to be hauled would become a complex
mathematical exercise. Many may have preferred that well
to be filled with earth, having turned into the burial pit of
the same Mullah. Such was the time and such were the tales
built on the realities of their mad intolerance.

Bizarre as they may appear, seldom were they
altogether false. The jurisprudence of that period must have
gone beserk! They were involved in such meaningless
debates as made as mockery of the holiest of the Muslim
religious practices such as “Salat” — the formal prayer.
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The Muslims always recite the
fundamental article of faith during the
sitting posture of the second Rak’at of
their prayers. During this declaration
some raise their index fingers and some
do not. But jurists of that period were
sharply divided on this issue. They
were bent upon punishing the finger
which had offended their sensibility.
Raised or not raised, the offending
wretch must be chopped off, was their unanimous
verdict. They differed on everything else but not on this.
To go to the wrong mosque was a grave risk indeed. The
entry was no problem of course but it was the exit which
posed real problems. They might have to walk out with
one finger less than the five Allah had bestowed upon
them!

A third small issue was related to the saying of
“Ameen”’, which is recited after the recitation of Surah
Fatihah by the Imam. The ‘vital’ point under discussion
was whether it should be said aloud or quietly. It was quite
likely for the ‘loudists’ to be beaten if they had blurted
Ameen loudly in a mosque where it was considered a
serious crime. A silent Ameen among the loudists was no
less provocative.

The most prominent among such doctrinal differences
which acquired deadly dimensions was concerning the
creation or the non-creation of the Holy Quran. The holders
of these opposite views had no doubt whatsoever that
disagreement on such vital issues was punishable by death.
But it all hung on the great dispenser of justice — chance.
If the king was on the side of eternalists, the holders of the
contrary doctrine were not only murdered, but even burnt
alive in their homes. When chance took the swing to the

37



ISLAMIC SCHOOLS OF THOUGHT

other side, the persecutors became the persecuted. Many a
time, the long dead and buried were not spared the
punishment either. They were dug out from their graves and
publicly hung, for the living to learn their lesson. But what
lesson could one draw anyway? Which side of the see-saw
was safer remained the unanswered question. For those
involved in these trivial broils with such seriousness, their
life upon earth was turned into hell. And the threat of hell
after death, hurled at them by their opponents, did not have
to wait to be reached till after death!

The centuries of darkness of the medieval ages began
to cast their deadly shadows far and wide, and the world of
Islam which had emerged from darkness to light as the sun
of Islam rose from the deserts of Arabia, was plunged once
again into the abyss of ignorance. The vision of Islam
began to flicker and change colours like distant stars seen
through dark, gloomy nights with the change in the vantage
point and the shifting of the angle of vision. The image of
Islam lost its lustre and constancy.

The two major channels of enlightenment which could
turn the darkness of ignorance into knowledge seemed to be
shut forever. Neither was there clarity or integrity of vision
left, nor was there any hope entertained for revelation from
on high. To them both windows were closed. What a tragic
end indeed.

However, some centuries later, the sun of secular
knowledge began to rise once again but this time from the
West. The transmitters of light from the East looked
westward hoping to catch a glimpse of that which they had
themselves bestowed upon the West some interminably
long centuries ago it seemed.
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HEN THE SUN of secular enlightenment

finally set upon Andalusia, its radiant face

rose from the horizon of France to smile

upon what lay of Europe beyond. It lit up
the entire Continent from South to North, and from East to
West. A glorious day of knowledge broke which was to
dominate Europe for centuries to come. The age of the
Renaissance had begun.

But few in Europe realize today how much they owe
to Muslim Spain for that great dawn of enlightenment
called the Renaissance. Many outstanding philosophers,
mathematicians, scientists, astronomers and physicians
from Andalusia are but obliterated memories for Europe,
buried in the forlorn graveyards of oblivion.

With the dawn of the Renaissance as the darkness was
dispelled, reason and rationality began to dispossess the
blind faith of the territories which it had long held under its
mighty sway. To keep a balance between the secular
philosophies on the one hand, and faith and belief on the
other was not an easy task. It was no trivial challenge for
the priest-ridden society of that age to defend their faith
against the new philosophical invasion by reason and
rationality. They had inherited an image of Christianity
which largely under Pauline influence had disintegrated
into mythical dogmas. It was no longer the same Divine
light which had illuminated Christ.

Even before the Renaissance, some FEuropean
intellectuals had attempted to maintain a balance between
reason and faith. E.J. Scotus in the ninth century ap had set
the noble example of bringing about a measure of truce
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between faith and reason. He maintained that truth cannot
be reached through reason alone, but reason and faith had a
part to play together. He suggested that in the beginning
religious beliefs were founded on rational grounds.
Convictions cannot be born out of mere conjectures. There
has to be some logical basis for the building of convictions.
Whether it is done advertently or inadvertently, for every
conviction, as it is born, there has to be some rational basis.
In short, Scotus believed that true faith should not be
equated with myth. It should be understood to have been
founded on some solid, rational platform. In the beginning
when faith took root in the human mind, it could not have
happened without some reason and logic to support it, he
assumed. Yet with the passage of time, that link must have
faded out and was no longer observable. From then on faith
appeared to be suspended in mid-air without the pillars of
reason to support it. Yet its firmness and tenacity which
have stood the test of time are indicative that it could not
have reached this high level of conviction altogether
without reason or logic.

In conclusion, Scotus advises that the validity of one’s
faith should be examined from time to time according to the
dictates of rationality. If the two appear to be conflicting
then one must follow reason. Thus reason will always hold
an edge over faith.

This attitude is best illustrated
in Newton’s (1642-1727) treatment
of the Trinity. As long as he did not
consciously and  scientifically
examine his inherited religious
views, he continued to remain a
devotee of the doctrine. But when
at a later stage he decided to put his
faith to the test of reason and

NEWTON
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rationality, he was left with no option but to reject the
dogma of Trinity which in his view had failed the test of
reason.

Thus he became the all-time greatest victim of the
prejudices of the Christian church sacrificed at the altar of
the cross. As a tribute to the genius of Newton, he was
elected as a Fellow of the “College of the Holy and
Undivided Trinity”, University of Cambridge, a post which
he held for many years. In 1675 however, he was given the
choice to either vacate his seat and keep his convictions, or
to compromise his convictions and assert his orthodoxy
under oath one last time in ordination.

But the “Holy and Undivided Trinity” itself stood in
his way. His stubborn refusal to subscribe to the doctrine of
Trinity cost him not only his fellowship, but also the
handsome stipend of £60 a year. No small amount indeed,
judging by the value of money in those days. He was
dispossessed of his fellowship and chair from the university
on the charge of heresy. The charge of heresy was levelled
against him only because in Newton’s eyes worshipping.
Christ was idolatry, to him a fundamental sin. R.S. Westfall
writes on Newton:

‘He recognized Christ as a divine mediator between
God and humankind, who was subordinate to the
Father Who created him.”’

“The conviction began to possess him that a massive
fraud, which began in the fourth and fifth centuries,
had perverted the legacy of the early church. Central
to the fraud were the Scriptures, which Newton
began to believe had been corrupted to support
trinitarianism. It is impossible to say exactly when
the conviction fastened upon him. The original notes
themselves testify to earlier doubts. Far from
silencing the doubts, he let them possess him.”*
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Hence, his faith in the Unity of God and rejection of
the Trinity was based on his unbiased, honest investigation
into the validity of Christian beliefs. There is many a note
written in his own hand on the margins of his personal
Bible:

‘Therefore the Father is God of the Son (when the
Son is considered) as God.”?

Thus concludes Westfall:

‘... almost the first fruit of Newton’s theological
study was doubt about the status of Christ and the
doctrine of the Trinity.” *

HEN during the Renaissance interest was
W renewed in this age-old question of faith versus

rationality on a wider basis, it fell to the lot of
Rene Descartes (1596-1650) to keep the flag of belief held
high. The issue with him was not Christianity versus
reason, it was a more straightforward issue of belief in the
existence of God in an age of philosophical wanderings of
the mind.

An exceptionally clear-headed logician as he was, he
not only believed in God but was the first amongst the
philosophers to boldly take up the issue of reason, leading
to God. Fortunately for him, he refused to be drawn into a
debate on the rationale of Trinity. What he proved was
simply the existence of one Supreme Being. Perhaps it was
this rejection on his part of the then prevalent Christian
dogma, which lost him an honourable place among the
believing intellectuals of that age. J. Gutman explains this
situation in his book Philosophy. Here Descartes is not
mentioned as a revelational theist, which he was, but he is
merely spoken of as one who is purported to be a
revelational theist. This treatment was meted out to him
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entirely because of his rationalistic disregard for
Christianity’s distinctiveness.

Unfortunately, a rebellion against God, as such, did
not hurt the sensibility of the Christian priests as much as
the public denouncement of Christianity. It is a great
tragedy that a philosopher and a mathematician of such an
exceptionally high status as Descartes was not paid the
homage due to him. It should be remembered that he was
not merely a theoretical philosopher, he was also an
outstanding geometrist who took the work of Pythagoras (c.
580-500 BC) on geometry to such heights as it had never
scaled before. His solid contribution to geometry which
comprised many pioneering works will always be
remembered with heads bowed to his greatness.

Another mark of his greatness lies in the fact that he
was the first to introduce the trend of mathematical
argumentation into philosophy. His concept of truth and
absoluteness begins with his journey of self-consciousness.
His test of truth is related to the first impression one
receives after hearing or observing something. He asserted
that anything which fails to pass the criterion of truth
immediately is worthy of doubt. In other words, anything
one could believe to be true without any dialectical
argumentation was acceptable as evident truth. Applying
this logic to self-consciousness, the following is a
paraphrase of his argument: because I think I am — and I
accept this simple statement without supporting it with any
logical deduction — so most certainly I am.

As such this becomes the first and the prime evident
truth. A simple and charming phrase he coined in this
regard was Cogito, ergo sum meaning ‘I think, therefore I
am.” The second truth which he recognized after the first
truth was the truth of the existence of God. He
mathematically calculated that the very idea of such an
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existence was enough evidence of His existence just as the
sum of the three angles of a triangle are most certainly
equal to the sum of two right angles.

Whether his philosophical proof of the existence of
God was acceptable or not to the generations of
philosophers who followed him, at least they were all
profoundly influenced by him. Thus, in the subsequent
generations of thinkers, logic was freely employed for or
against the belief in the existence of God. Dialectical
materialism was also born as a subsequent development of
the same trend.

This line of thinking continued into the seventeenth
century when John Locke, Berkeley and Hume demarcated
the boundary of phenomenon and reason as having no
common borders with faith and belief. While subscribing to
this philosophy, Locke did not specifically rule out the
validity of faith and belief but left them alone for the
believers to have faith in whatever way they chose. It was
left to a later generation of European philosophers to deny
the existence of God on the basis of logic — Rousseau and
Nietzsche being most prominent among them.

1ETZSCHE declared God to be dead in his own
Ndramaﬁc style. Rousseau, on his part, advocated the

synthesis of a new religion in place of revealed
religions. He stressed the need for a religion based on a
study of human nature and human experiences. He
proposed that the human mind itself should create a civic
code or rule of life. Rousseau seems to be among the first
of the European philosophers who openly rebelled against
the philosophy to have anything to do with the belief in
God. It was an age when religion was profoundly and
advertently affected by the rationalist movement.

This generation of philosophers was followed by
Utilitarians like Mill and Sidgwick. Essentially they
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believed in the choice of advantage. Whatever was to one’s
advantage, one should have free unrestrained access to it.
But when it came to a clash between egoism and altruism
they advised recourse to reason for arbitration between
them.

This means that during the pursuit of pleasure when it
comes to making a choice between extreme selfishness and
selfless sacrifice of one’s own interest, reason should
arbitrate between the two. A verbose philosophy indeed,
meaning nothing in substance. Those given to pleasure
would hardly need advice from Bentham, Mill, Sidgwick
etc. to stop short at the border of moderation and desist
from leaping into the domain of utter selfishness. For them
the choice between egoism and altruism would be out of the
question. Who would stand in need of arbitration of reason
in the area of his sensual desires? A person given to lustful
and carnal pleasures needs no counsel. He pursues this
course knowing full well the pros and cons of it.

HE UTILITARIANS were followed by a generation of
r]rphilosophers, who left a deep mark on the history

of European philosophy. Locke, Berkeley and
Hume known as Empiricists stand at the head of the
movement. Many a generation of philosophers was to be
influenced by them. Their philosophy can be summed up in
the simple statement: one should believe only in the
conclusion drawn from experimental observation which is
demonstrable. They believed that only pure reason and
signs gave birth to ideas which were worthy of acceptance
— the ideas which could be retried through scientific
experimentation with unfailing consistency. A better
definition of science cannot be visualized.

Hume was followed by Immanuel Kant (1724-1804)
who was deeply stirred and influenced by Hume’s realistic
philosophy. Hence the realism of Kant owes much to the
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empiricism of Hume. Agnostic as he was, he was wise
enough to realize the indispensability of morality. He was
perhaps the pioneer in the suggestion that morality should
be deduced from reason alone. He divided reality into
phenomenal reality and noumenal reality. He believed that
scientific investigation cannot go beyond phenomenon. As
such he ruled out that the existence of God could be proved
through the instrument of phenomenal investigation. His
system is usually referred to as a transcendental idealism.

This in turn gave birth to Hegel’s absolute idealism.
Many a new phrase was coined during this prolific period
of the growth of his philosophy, such as the logical
positivism, existentialism and objectivism. Yet no new
dramatic chapter was added to the philosophies of Plato and
Aristotle, who reigned supreme as the undisputed masters
till the end of time. Even the smart clichés of dialectical
materialism and scientific socialism were but other names
for what we find freely discussed in the works of Aristotle.
It should not be forgotten however, that the European
philosophers were no less indebted to their Muslim
forerunners of Andalusia and Baghdad, than they were to
their Greek masters. This was the period when Hegel’s
absolute idealism ruled supreme. Yet most of the
Europeans little realised the fact that it was no more than
the continuity of the idealism of Plato. If we understand
Hegel correctly, for him subjectivism was inseparably
related to the outside realities. This means that he did not
deny objective realities altogether, but laid emphasis on the
supremacy of ideas.

In the Islamic school of thought, the objectivist Sufis
were a different tale altogether. They carried their
subjectivism to such dizzy heights as the FEuropean
philosophers could not have dreamt of. These Sufis could
as well be referred to as illusionists.
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S FAR AS the issue of revelation leading to knowledge
% is concerned, no such discussion is found in the

works of European philosophers of any generations.
Among the believers in the existence of God, Descartes
continued to hold fast to his belief that reason must be
placed before faith. He believed in God because his reason
supported his belief, hence there was no contradiction in
him. Voltaire and Thomas Paine maintained that in the
development of human civilization, reason had played a far
more significant role than faith. In metaphysical
philosophy, abstract forms of existence beyond the material
world have been the subject of discussion, but the question
of revelation has never been examined with any
seriousness.

Despite the philosophical interest of that age, in
judging the comparative merits of faith versus rationality,
they somehow remained silent on the issue of revelation
having played any part in leading man to truth and
knowledge. At best, their interest remained revolving
around the existence of God, only philosophically. No quest
was ever made to find out any traces of evidence in the
universe which could lead to the proof of His existence.
The wvalidity of revelation from on high was never
examined seriously. By comparison, the modern attempts to
trace messages from aliens are taken far more seriously.
Such attempts are already institutionalized and funded by
great world powers.

As we get closer to the modern period, from the time
of Bentham, Mill and Sidgwick we find an ever increasing
reliance on rationality, while faith is gradually waived to a
position of lesser significance. The ultimate victim of this
emphasis on rationality has been the belief in God. Thus,
rationality gained dominance slowly and gradually, like the
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appearance of a long, northerly dawn interrupted only by an
occasional flurry of aurora.

The rationalists gave preference to reason over all
other means of attaining knowledge and truth. Yet among
the rationalists too, we find both believers in Christianity as
well as non-believers. It was the latter, however, who
consistently gained the upper hand. During the age of
rationalism, the Church had to defend Christianity
somehow with whatever logical arguments it could muster.
But this proved a strategic mistake on its part, to be lured
into the battleground of reason and rationality.

The most prominent theists of this period were
Kierkegaard, Jaspers and Marcel. Of them, it was
Kierkegaard who first rang the bell of alarm warning the
Church not to commit suicide by entering the arena of
logical debate between faith and reason. Referring to
Kierkegaard’s efforts to salvage faith from the onslaught of
reason, Coppleston writes in ‘Contemporary Philosophy’:

‘For Kierkegaard, however, this procedure was
simply a dishonest betrayal of Christianity. The
Hegelian dialectic is an enemy within the gates; and
it is not the business of any Christian writer or
preacher to dilute Christianity to suit the general
educated public. The doctrine of the Incarnation was
to the Jews a stumbling-block and to the Greeks
foolishness, and so will it always be. For the
doctrine not only transcends reason but is repugnant
to reason: it is the Paradox par excellence, and it can
be affirmed only by faith, with passionate
inwardness and interest. The substitution of reason
for faith means the death of Christianity.”®

What Kierkegaard did not further elaborate was that
the converse was also true. It nearly implied that the
Christian faith was completely empty of reason and
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rationality. It could be adhered to only if one withdraws
into the shell of obstinate rejection of reason. The moment
the tortoise dares to stick his neck out, his head would be
plucked by rationality, waiting for just such an opportunity.
Yet Kierkegaard believed that he could keep both his
Christianity and reason simultaneously. Perhaps he knew
how to have his cake and eat it too!

Berkeley and Hegel remained consistently adamant
that reason must be given preference over sensory
experience. God to them was mainly a description invented
to fill a void for a logical gap. Thus the debate continued to
rage among the believing European philosophers and the
non-believing ones. It raged on, until its fire was
extinguished by burning itself out. All that was left, were
the ashes of faith in caskets of agnosticism and atheism.

As for the believing Jewish philosophers, their
strategy was much less vulnerable. They believed in the
historicity of their faith. The victorious past of Judaism
over its Gentile antagonists was sufficient for them to keep
their cinders alive. To debate the issue between faith on the
one side and reason on the other, was just irrelevant.

Among the atheists, Nietzsche, Sartre, Merleau-Ponty,
Camus and Marx were a category in themselves. None
believed in generalizations. As such, it was not possible for
them to universalize subjectivity. The subjective experience
of each person has a uniqueness about it which cannot be
exactly shared by others.

We believe that here it is important to devote a sub-
section to Marxism. However much we may differ with
this philosophy, it cannot be denied that it has universally
earned for itself a permanent place which will always be
treated with respect by an enormously large number of
people all over the world.
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ARX (1818-1883), among the
atheist philosophers of the
inteenth century, should be

treated separately in his own right. To
him the denial of God is not merely
incidental, it is an integral component of
his philosophy, with which religion is
absolutely incompatible. With him,
humans are like elements interacting with each other under
the socio-economic laws which govern them. They must be
set free from the religious interference which distracts their
natural course. To Marx, revelation and inspiration lie
beyond the vocabulary of philosophical thought.

Next to him is Nietzsche, with his own special
domineering personality. His sabre-like pen impales God as
his prime victim, until he pronounces Him dead; or, so he
thought. In fact he knew no God, other than the God of the
Christian dogma and it was Him that his sword of reason
had murdered. Thus, Kierkegaard is proved so right in his
warning to the priests to maintain a sullen silence about the
divine mystery of Trinity; rather than invite trouble by
venturing to defend it with instruments of reason.

Most of the atheist European philosophers of that age
were, in fact, driven to the denial of God largely by the
Christian Church, which had mystified God’s image to the
extent of absurdity. Among other atheist philosophers,
Sartre (1905-1980) is perhaps the most interesting and
playful. He knows how to coin simple phrases with
profound ideas. At the helplessness of man in his freedom
to shift for himself in a Godless universe, he exclaims:

‘... man is condemned to be free.”’

By this he means that the responsibility to make
choices for himself, which lies on every human shoulder, is
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a challenge extremely difficult to meet. There is no one else
to help him or guide his steps in the dreary wilderness of
existence. Commenting on the episode of Abraham®, he
explains the presence of angels as a psychic phenomenon.
To him, that Divine revelation which the angels brought to
Abraham® was no more than the anguish of his soul. Wrong
as we may consider Sartre’s explanation, we must pay
homage to his fiery outburst of desperation and
vengefulness. This applies far more befittingly to Sartre
himself who may have suffered pangs of anguish and
exasperation in the emptiness of his Godless philosophy.
Revelation is the anguish of the soul, is indeed a profoundly
revealing statement from the vantage point of an atheist —
if atheists ever admit to possessing souls. Bernard Shaw is
close to Sartre, but not quite, when he defines revelation as
‘inner voices’ — at best, a smart remark of a dramatist
lacking the depth and force of Sartre’s reflection! All said
and done, Sartre fails to distinguish between inspiration and
revelation, terms that simply do not exist in his philosophy;
what does exist is the agony of soul — a tongue of fire that
leaps out in occasional outbursts of desperation. No
revelation descends from on high, whatever rises, rises
from the depth of human frustration.

Hegel (1770-1831) is another agnostic whose interest
in denial is not as strong and committed. His philosophy is
not directly related to religious issues. Among his
outstanding contributions is his attempt to create a bridge
between subjectivity and objectivity.

It was he who first presented the dialectical conflict
between the ideas of one generation and the ideas of the
following generation. This is the well-known Hegelian
theory of dialectical struggle between thesis and anti-thesis.
He simply believed in contrariety of ideas. This means that
ideas which are contrary to each other, but not
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contradictory, are constantly locked in a dialectical struggle
for supremacy.

This results in his thesis that superior ideas are
inevitably born out of the preceding dialectical processes.
This in turn results in the birth of another anti-thesis born
out of the preceding theses. Thus it goes on and on until a
stabilized thesis is ultimately reached which demonstrates a
positive and lasting understanding of the nature of objective
reality.

He used this method to establish the role of logic for
attaining knowledge. However, this dialectical method of
reaching truth is only possible within systems that are
factual and not abstract. The final outcome of this struggle
of ideas is what he referred to as the absolute idea. This was
Hegel’s concept of ultimate reality on universal truth. To
him history is nothing but the movement of thought, the
integration of theses and anti-theses into syntheses. In
Lenin’s words Hegel believed that:

‘Life gives rise to the brain. Nature is reflected in the
human brain. By checking and applying the
correctness of these reflections in his practice and
technique, man arrives at objective truth.”®

For him any ideological theory that was not related to
the realm of physical experience was not worthy of serious
consideration. Thus, any discussion of its significance was
only of academic interest.

Implementing Hegel’s philosophy, it was Marx who
experimented on giving man a new code of life based
purely on man’s reasoning. A purely secular exercise to
begin with, it soon began to demand respect from society.
A sort of man-made politico-economic religion was born,
founded on the denial of God. Marxist scholars were in
basic agreement with the Hegelian point of view, and
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rejected the notion of eternal truth. They did not accept the
objective truth to be absolute. It was always relative to a
particular time and circumstance.

Among the socialist thinkers,
Engels accepted the idea of absolute
truth, and thus met with Bogdanov’s
disapproval. By and large, to the
Communist philosophers, truth is the
name of knowledge obtained by
objective study, subject to a given time
and state of affairs. Within these
specifics, truth is knowledge, and knowledge is truth. As
such, knowledge could be defined as a constantly changing
objective  truth, corresponding to  ever-changing
environments.

It did not take long before this materialist philosophy
turned into an ordained way of life. Marx became the chief
apostle of this Godless religion as well as its oracle. To him
we must turn now for an in-depth study because it was the
stupendous power of his idea and not the mere mechanism
of dialectical materialism which was to change the face of
the earth.

In the spectrum of conflict of human ideas and beliefs,
religion stands at one extreme, with its emphasis on the role
of revelation as the most valid guiding principle. Marxism
stands at the other end with its total denial of revealed truth.
Between these two occur various philosophies — some
closer to one, some to the other. But negation of all that
religion stands for is never found so total and absolute
anywhere except in the Marxist philosophy of dialectical
materialism and scientific socialism.

Marx, among all the European philosophers, seems to
be the most clear-headed, matter-of-fact, yet idealistic
without confessing his idealism — extremely cunning in his

ENGELS
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philosophical strategy against God and religion. To him
neither God nor revelation mean anything, so also,
inspiration has no place in his philosophy. He would not
agree with Hegel’s idealism which precedes objective
realities and participates in their activation.

In Hegel’s philosophy, the idea is born first and
material changes are brought about later under its influence.
Thus, when they grow to a certain stage of maturity and
become pregnant with new ideas, they in their turn are
subjected to new trials of verification. Thus they move on,
wave after wave, transferring the subjective realities into
observable, demonstrable objective truths.

Marx is clever enough to suspect the tiger in the bush.
If the subjective ideas turn into objective realities as
Hegelian philosophy would require, then the subjective
ideas must precede the objective reality. This would create
a dangerous cause and effect chain. Ideas must require a
preceding consciousness which cannot be conceived
without life. As such, this would ultimately lead to God, as
the Prime Mover, who can bring about objective changes
with the instrument of idea. Perhaps it is for this reason that
Marx does not openly subscribe to the Hegelian idealism.
Yet, with a subtle twist in the sequence of cause and effect,
he transforms Hegelian philosophy into that of his own. He
puts matter before the idea. This dialectical struggle does
not begin with ideas, but with matter which is governed by
autonomous natural laws. As such, dialectical materialism
must reach its logical conclusion, with or without the help
of ideas. Sheer matter will carve its own course by working
upon life and shaping its destiny. This philosophy
preconceives the non-existence of God, Who has to be
dislodged from the driving seat of human affairs. It is only
man who is entitled to take command of his own affairs
with full responsibility.
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Thus Marx’s dependence on reason and logic is as
total as his rejection of God and Divine revelation.
Absolute idealism versus dialectical materialism are but
questions of arrangement. Which precedes which, is the
only issue to be determined.

This leads us to another important question which,
when properly resolved, will help us better understand
Marx’s hidden intentions. How could he ever envision the
smooth and flawless working of any system without
morality? He was far too intelligent to miss the point, but
he was also intelligent enough to be able to perceive the
link between morality and God. Man by nature is not a
moral animal. On the contrary he is the most corrupt animal
under the firmament of heaven. All attempts to make man
moral emanate from a belief in God, but Marx knew full
well that belief in God was incompatible with his
philosophy. Everything that leads or may lead to God was
taboo. He had to choose between the two options: either to
promote morality within Communism to safeguard its
interest and run the risk of leading the Communist world
back to God, or to shun the risk and accept instead the
possible threat to the system itself. Perhaps he hoped that
the impending terror of punishment would adequately
offset the absence of moral training among the custodians
of Communist rule.

In this, however, he has been proved utterly wrong.
Man is a corrupt animal, corrupt indeed
even beyond the reach of the merciless
retribution of a totalitarian regime to
straighten him.

The Marxist philosophy of
dialectical materialism leaves no room
for God. It was for the same reason that
Lenin launched a fierce campaign
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against those who dared to plead the cause of morality
albeit within the framework of Communism.

So in Marxism there is neither room for revelation
from on high, nor for any code of ethics based on
revelation. Marx must have deemed it essential to banish
morality from human affairs because of its implied
potential to lead to God.

Another potent reason why he may have rejected
morality could be the fear that morality would stand in the
way of uninhibited proletarian revolution. The proletariat
were tied to their bourgeois masters, in the name of moral
obligation. Such ties must be shattered and the masses must
be set free to do whatever they could to rebel against their
despotic usurpers. No moral obligation must be permitted
to stand in the way. They should feel free to kill, murder,
rob, burn and destroy to annihilate the bourgeois order of
economic and political domination. Thus he perceived
morality as an arch-enemy of his Godless system.

Despite this matter-of-fact level-headedness of Marx,
he is still full of inconsistencies. He lays the foundation for
his projected ideas so soundly and firmly on reason and
analysis, that it is hard indeed to suspect him of the crime
of inherent contradictions. Yet contradictions run deep in
Marxism. The total rejection of morality on the one hand,
and the launching of a revolutionary movement founded
entirely on the moral phenomenon of sympathy, on the
other, is one such example of inconsistency.

But that is not all. The sympathy for the cause of the
miserable, if carried beyond all boundaries of justice and
fair play leading to cruelty to others, is where the
contradiction becomes more glaring. If there is no justice in
human affairs and you start a movement in the name of
justice to rehabilitate it, you cannot violate the very
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principle upon which your movement is resting. It would be
like severing the very bough upon which one is perched.

Again, an advocate of a system which holds no brief
for sentiments and moral considerations, seems at odds
with himself when he expects total commitment of loyalty
to a system which is essentially amoral. There is another
contradiction in Marx which lies in his well-calculated and
well-planned scheme to help the proletariat topple the
despotic domination of the bourgeoisie. Call it scientific
socialism or dialectical materialism, if this philosophy is
correct then it should not require any outside assistance of
humans manipulating and guiding its steps.

Another important point to be observed is that Marx’s
dialectical materialism was clearly influenced by Darwin’s
monumental work The Origin of Species. In fact, a deeper
study reveals that dialectical materialism is merely another
name for Darwin’s struggle for existence, extended into
human affairs.

The supply of food and means of sustenance continue
to dominate the life of Homo sapiens as they had ever
dominated the earlier animal species before man. The same
principle of the survival of the fittest continues to operate as
it ever operated before. There is no choice or option for life
to take a different course, other than the one dictated by this
law. This is scientific. If Marxist philosophy does not
possess this equality of finality and precision, then his
doctrine cannot be entitled as scientific. Dialectical
materialism would lose its significance as an inevitable
natural phenomenon.

p XAMINE now how different the case of Darwinian
E evolution is from that of dialectical materialism. The
AA\Darwinian principle of evolution predominates
everything else in shaping life and carving its path. It needs
no ideological campaign in its favour or external assistance
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to advance its cause. On the contrary, it has the potential to
frustrate and destroy any outside attempt to obstruct its
passage. If Darwin had not been born, if none had
unravelled the mystery of evolution, the reality of evolution
would have remained unchanged. The absence of Darwin
could not make the smallest dent upon its inevitability.

The laws of nature do not depend upon the human
understanding of their implementation. The perception of
man has no part to play in the reality of their existence.
Whether anyone understands them or not, the gigantic
wheel of nature would continue to roll on.

How different is the case of dialectical materialism!
Had Marx and Lenin not been born, a Communist
revolution in Russia or anywhere else in the world could
not have taken place. At that point in Russian history, She
was ripe for revolution with or without Lenin. The only
difference that Lenin made was to ride the crest of the
imminent storm when it broke, loose, and exploited it to the
advantage of scientific socialism. In the case of the
Darwinian precept of evolution however, no advocate is
ever needed to further its cause, no designer is required to
assist the process of natural history.

When we compare Hegel’s philosophy with that of
Marx, the central question which emerges is this: Do ideas
precede objective changes in the material world, or is it the
objective changes themselves which give birth to ideas as
they roll on? If Marx is right, then he need not have
launched an intellectual and idealistic campaign to bring
about a Communist revolution. Anything contrary to the
inevitable scientific conclusion could not have taken place.

If Communism were indeed a law unto itself like the
law of evolution, then even the most powerful ideas
together would not have impeded the advance of
Communism even if they had colluded to do so. Here is the
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case of another contradiction in Marx. Apparently he pleads
in the precedence of dialectical materialism over the idea,
but in practice he leans entirely upon the power of idea to
make it work.

If his vision were based on sound scientific principles,
then it would bring about the inevitable transfer of
economic and political power from the hands of a few to
the hands of the numerous, as its logical conclusion. But the
circumstances which created Marx and which created Lenin
have no inevitability about them. For Marx to have been
born with just the right faculties of head and heart and to
win the support of a highly intellectual, influential and
wealthy friend like Engels was not a natural outcome of
dialectical materialism.

Again, his failure to bring about such a revolution in
Germany, which according to his philosophy was an ideal
arena with all the factors present to bring about a proletariat
revolution, is proof enough that dialectical materialism by
itself was not sufficient to change the political and
economic face of the world.

The success of Lenin on the other hand, in a
comparatively much less industrialised country than
Germany, is yet another proof to support the proposition
that the Russian revolution was merely coincidental and not
a direct consequence of Marxism. It was a misfortune of
Russian history that Lenin was available during that critical
period when reaction to the Tsar’s despotic, selfish and evil
rule, coupled with the frustration of defeat in the First
World War, created the opportune moment for Lenin to
pounce upon.

ussia was ripe for revolution anyway. Indeed,
2 Russia was ripe for any revolution. Had it not been
the Communist revolution, it could have been any
other. All that was needed was a leader of Lenin’s status. It
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was a mere accident that in Lenin, Russia found the
revolutionary leader who happened to be a scientific
socialist pupil of Marx. He, who condemns exploitation in
severest terms emerges himself as the worst exploiter of
Russian History. It was Lenin who dictated history in
Russia and not dialectical materialism.

Apart from contradictions, Marx can also be blamed
for at least one gross omission — his science of socialism
completely ignores the factor of the mind from its
computations.

Mind is the seat of ideas which has its own distinct
identity apart from that of the brain. The brain is the
material abode of mind, but the mind which occupies and
dwells in the abode is not material. If the brain can be
likened unto a computer, then the mind could be conceived
as its operator. A clever idea is born when the mind
manipulates the computeral brain. Even if any two material
brains were to be one hundred per cent alike, if different
minds operated them, the ideas thus born out of them will
not be identical.

All the human scientific, social, economic and
political progress is taking shape under the sway of the
mind. The powerful nations of the world exercise their
authority over the weaker nations merely because of their
accumulated superior power of the mind. It is the same
resources of the mind at the disposal of the bourgeoisie
which make them most formidable in their absolute
command of power. The doctrine of dialectical materialism
however, does not take this most powerful factor into
account.

It was a mistake on the part of Marx to believe that
the accumulated wealth in a capitalist system is the sum
total of conserved labour which the capitalists exploited.
This conserved energy, he believed, comes from the unpaid
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dues of the exploited labour and the interest accrued from
the idle capital deposited in the banks. Thus the proletariat
majority is robbed by the bourgeois few. Rut sheer labour
in itself cannot accumulate wealth without being wedded to
the superior power of the mind. This in fact is conveniently
ignored by Marx. The progressive scientific inventions
which have revolutionised the input-output ratio of labour
versus production are essentially the product of mind.

The labour in many a third world country continues to
toil and sweat, yet their output is nothing compared to that
of the labour in the highly developed industrial countries.
Superior tools and highly mechanised productive units and
modern technology, when wedded to labour, make all the
difference. It is this superior potential achieved with the
faculty of the mind which enhances productivity.
Otherwise, labour is labour, whether in England or in
Bangladesh, in the Pacific Islands or the African jungles;
why then is some labour rewarded far more than the labour
employed elsewhere? Evidently, it is the mind which plays
a decisive role in this unequal reward. It should be
remembered here that the power of the mind is a natural
factor which can be played for good or evil depending on
who employs it.

As labour aided by the mind becomes far more
productive, so also is the case of capitalism which when
rightly aided by superior mind becomes formidable. This
power of capitalism does not flow automatically from the
accumulation of wealth into fewer hands. The accumulation
of wealth in fewer hands can only be made possible if the
power of the mind is working on its side. If the power of
the mind is evil Mafias will begin to be created. Against
such Mafias the entire might of the proletariat will stand no
chance of succeeding.
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The number of such Mafias, once begun, forever
multiplies extending their domain over every territory of
human interests. In due time, they become ever more
powerful, dictating terms to the high and low alike. In
finance, in commerce, in politics, in business, in the
pleasure industry, in health and in sickness, in the
progressively expanding travel industry, in computers and
electronics, everywhere, these Mafias will cast their
evergrowing and deepening ominous shadows.

Hence it is the power of the mind, good or bad which
ultimately governs the material world. The mechanism of
dialectical materialism has no dominant role to play in
shaping the destiny of man. Alas, the mind which has
emerged to control world affairs is evil — an inevitable
consequence of the rejection of God.

It is not a distinctive feature of Marxism alone that
morality is denied any role in human affairs. That which
Communists do openly, the capitalists do with a masterly
hypocrisy. Their politics, trade and economics are no less
devoid of morality, rendering them equal partners in crime
with their counterparts across the border. The chance, that
the proletariat in Communist states stand against their
oppressors is as little as the one enjoyed by the multitudes
in the capitalist world.

The Mafias created by power of evil minds in
capitalism are no less horrendous then the ones operating
among the Communist world when the helpless have-nots
cross the path of their ruling class. It is this factor upon
which we must concentrate now. Why should the erstwhile
have-nots of a Communist hierarchy suddenly forget about
all their miseries and suffering of the past, and begin to
command the destiny of the masses with stony hearts and
iron claws? What morals would govern them? What pangs
of conscience would reproach them? When there is no
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morality, there are no pangs of conscience. It is this
heartless mechanism of a merciless system in operation
which is responsible for the ultimate failure of
Communism.

A deep, careful examination of all absolute regimes
would reveal a strange inherent paradox. It makes no
difference whether they are built around a totalitarian
philosophy of Communism or Fascism, or emerge as a
dictatorial expression of power by a capitalist despot. They
all have one thing in common: they cannot afford to be
moral, because without merciless oppression they cannot
survive, and morality cannot coexist with cruelty. Thus they
thrive on the absence of morality, yet it is the very same
absence of morality which brings about their ultimate
downfall.

Mere ruthlessness is not sufficient to protect any
totalitarian or despotic regimes. The power of cunning,
scheming, plotting, conspiring minds is no less essential for
their survival than ruthlessness is. It is the unholy wedlock
between corrupt minds and merciless hearts which gives
birth to all dictatorial regimes. It helps them to survive for a
while but always deserts them in the end. The same factors
of conspiracy and moral destitution become the ultimate
cause of their downfall. In fact nothing good or bad
happens in human affairs as a result of an inevitable inbred
system. The two most important factors which shape
human destiny are the factor of mind and the factor of
morality. Their strength or weakness, their virtue or vice,
decide the fate of every man-made plan. Hence, Marx is
wrong on both counts. Remove the factors of mind and
morality from scientific socialism and what is left is neither
scientific nor social. The proletariat, however massive they
may swell, are no match whatsoever when confronted with
the united might of evil minds. Woe for the age when the
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might of evil mind colludes with his ego to rule the world.
Hence little difference would it make whether the world
were ruled by the mindless, amoral mechanism of
materialism, or by the evil-minded immoral Mafia of
capitalism. Yet there is a difference, and a vast difference
for that matter which exposes the inadequacies and inherent
flaws of Marxism. In capitalism there is always a measure
of freedom which every individual of the society enjoys. It
is this freedom which promotes the ultimate cause of the
whole society as such. There is no freedom in Communism.
An ever-increasing depression of gloominess continues to
grow and penetrates every fibre of Communist society. It
depresses all their potentials except in the areas where the
state itself is compelled to promote them.

NOTHER DILEMMA which Marxism faces is that
% morality cannot be defined in partisan terms. A

society which is taught and trained in rejecting all
moral obligations with respect to others, is very unlikely to
fulfil its obligations to itself. Once given to immorality,
always given to immorality, is the general pattern of human
behaviour. The same applies to the Communist command
system. Immorality seems to strengthen the grip of the
corrupt upon the system which they operate. The more
corrupt they become, the more callous and merciless they
must grow to perpetuate their command.

Morality and immorality cannot be channelled
exclusively in any single direction. It is not possible for the
Communist hierarchy to treat the Communist world with
morality, even if they so decide, while they are trained to
treat the non-Communist world and non-Communist
interests without the least moral obligations. This single
factor was sufficient and powerful enough to bring about
the downfall of the Communist dictatorship in the long run.
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The popular cliché that ‘Dictatorship corrupts and
absolute dictatorship corrupts absolutely’ applies perfectly
to the Communist command. The immoral cannot survive
without having recourse to cruelty, oppression and a blatant
disregard of justice. As hatred begets hatred, so does
immorality breed immorality. This state of progressive
disregard of moral values at the highest level of Communist
hierarchy is bound to end up in an absolutely immoral
dictatorship. The absolute immoral dictatorship cannot
remain confined for long within a small selective circle of
their command. For their group survival, it is essential that
corruption must also prevail in all adjacent levels of
decision making. Thus the arid patches of immorality begin
to grow bigger and wider, spreading in all planes.

However, the case of the absolute authority of a
prophet of God, is vitally different from that of the
mundane authorities. The prophet’s authority is confined by
a strict moral religious code which even he cannot violate
otherwise the very edifice of his authority would crumble.
It should also be noted here that the Divinely revealed
moral code is always consistent and possesses the quality of
making its adherents consistent in their conduct. Hence, it
is the revealed truth alone which has the potential to cure
man of his intrinsic ills. No man-made code of conduct
based purely on human reason can work this miracle, even
when aided with merciless coercion. The main difference
between secular dictators and the absolute authority of a
prophet, is that while secular dictators are entirely free from
any obligation to a legislative code, the prophets are strictly
governed by a Divine Book of moral teachings which
simultaneously and equally applies to all their followers. It
is this difference which sets their roles poles apart.

Any Communist regime brought to power can never
be unsaddled by the revolt of the proletariat. The power
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they command is total and merciless. Mercy or mere moral
jargon has no place in the dictionary of Marxism. Stalin
was a paragon of the Marxist amoral code of conduct. Mass
murders of the proletariat themselves at the altar of
Marxism, during the absolute dictatorial regime of Stalin,
can be pronounced as pride of performance only from the
vantage point of Communist philosophy.

Alas the genius of Marx failed to identify the inherent
weakness of his dialectical materialism. The hand of
Communism even if it were mightier than the furies of a
desert would still not have succeeded in levelling the highs
and lows of the human society.

Every stormy sea is returned to calm after the
turbulent elements of nature have run their course,
presenting a picture of rippleless stability. So does a vast
duneless desert of sand create the illusion of perfect peace
and tranquillity. The Marxists’ concept of stability and
peace in the human society is closest to the scenario just
presented. But little do the Marxists realize that such scenes
of tranquillity in nature present no more than a picture of
death. Where there is absolute levelling there is no interplay
between the forces of nature, but what the Marxists also
forget is the fact that the perfectly calm sea or a deathly still
desert, do not share the human freedom of choice to cheat
or to defraud and to create artificial ups and downs when
there are no natural ups and downs left. Moreover, it is
impossible for man to propose a system which can remove
every element of high and low from human society. Drops
of water may look alike and particles of sand may also be
shaped as perfect facsimiles of each other, but humans are
not made like that.

In Marxist philosophy, it is the human particles which
make the Communist utopia of tranquillity. If each citizen
of a Communist state is provided equal economic
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opportunities, each is fed with the same quantity of bread,
butter and meat; if all that man lives for or desires is made
available to him, exactly in accordance with his
requirements, then no human vice born out of greed should
ever germinate. In such an economically levelled society
there seems no need left for anyone to rob, steal or cheat, or
to even attempt to accommodate wealth, which would not
be able to buy him anything beyond the provisions made by
the state. Such a society should ultimately be rid of all
crimes because greed, the most powerful causative factor of
crime, would seem to have been uprooted.

When this state of equal opportunities, equal needs
and equal fulfilment of needs is guaranteed, provided of
course, that each member of the society puts in his share of
labour to his capacity, only then the Communist dream of
perfect stability could possibly come true. Such a society
will need no state to govern its affairs. This, in short, is the
utopia of Marx’s materialism.

The latest trends of political and economic
developments in the world, however, have already
exploded this materialist myth. But no outside decree is
needed to destroy Marx’s garden of Eden. The rejection of
morality is in itself enough to guarantee its ultimate
destruction.

There are other inherent flaws in Marx’s
regimentational philosophy. Apart from the fact that it
provides no moral code for guiding its members to
discharge their responsibilities with honesty, an emphatic
denial of God and the assertion that there will be no life
after death hence no accountability, emboldens the
functionaries of the party to absolute indiscipline and
selfishness. An utter state of selfishness ensues where no
holds are barred in pursuance of one’s personal desires and
ambitions. One feels free to do whatever one may to satiate
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one’s greed. The corrupt always gang up to protect their
class interest. They can always find means to escape
exposure and consequent punishment, by joining hands
with others of the same ilk. Perhaps it is this inbred
propensity towards selfish behaviour in man which led
Marx to conclude that man is an immoral animal. But little
did he realize then, that it would be the same propensity
which would ultimately bring about the demolition of the
Communist empire.

The rejection of morality is not the only hurdle which
prevents the realization of Marx’s dream of a stateless
society. Equal access to opportunities is not enough to
achieve the goal of a stateless society, nor are the greeds
confined only to the fulfilment of economic requirements.
Where is the answer to the greed for capturing the source of
power which runs supreme in every dictatorial system?
Again, where is the scientific guarantee in the system for
blocking the passage of jealousies, hatred and revenge in
relation to the capturing of power? Marx’s scientific
philosophy does not even touch this issue.

To reach the utopia, one has to pass through the
hazards of a society which knows no morals and no mercy.
Long before a stage of perfect levelling of economic and
political society is reached, the immorality in man would
have demolished the very edifice of the Communist vision
of life.

In the light of this, when we reinvestigate the
problems leading to the collapse of the Communist empire,
we cannot fail to identify the moral failure of its
functionaries to be the main culprit. It was the corruption of
the Communist world which is largely to be blamed for the
downfall of the Communist empire of the U.S.S.R. Thus,
the failure of the system was underwritten in the
Communist charter when morality was banished from it.
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On the one hand there is the revealed truth and on the
other, the so-called truth reached entirely through the
agency of human reason. The merits of the two
philosophies are not too difficult to examine. The Divine
proclamation invariably claims that justice and fair play in
human affairs cannot be established without their
absoluteness. Moral corruption and a code of ethics based
on absolute justice cannot go hand in hand. Absolute truth
is the essence of all morality, and absolute morality is the
essence of all truth. Hence without the rehabilitation of
absolute values in man, no dream of a heaven upon earth
can be envisioned. This has always been the universal
pronouncement of all ages.

Marx rose to defy this age-old philosophy founded on
revelation. He rejected it outright and made the
counterclaim that man stands in no need of Divine guidance
— nor according to him, does any God exist. Hence it is
for man to carve his own path to the ultimate realization of
his dream of heaven upon earth. Thus, he carved a path
guided entirely by his own intellect, completely devoid of
Divine guidance.

Looking at the Marxist vision of a stateless society
once again, another fundamental flaw which has already
been hinted at comes to light. It is assumed without
foundation that if the society is economically levelled, the
root cause of crime will be destroyed; hence no state power
will be needed to combat crime. The greed in man,
however, is certainly not limited to the area of his economic
activity. Even if the objectives of Marxism are entirely
achieved there is much more to the greed of man than
meets the Marxist eye.

Human psyche gives birth to so many desires and
ambitions that any solution proposed to solve problems
without taking them into account would be inadequate.
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Inequalities in man are not only economic. They may
belong to his physical or mental aptitudes and other
faculties of head and heart. His innate desire to rule, to
conquer, to govern, to dominate, to love and to be loved,
are but a few areas which provide a fertile soil for the seed
of greed to take root in.

Beauty is one thing that cannot be shared equally by
all men and women, nor can physical fitness and health be
doled out to them in equal measures. The faculties of
hearing and sight, of taste and touch; the likes and dislikes,
cravings and aversions, even artistic aptitudes, the taste for
music and passion for art, the literary pursuits and the lack
of interest in what bookworms would relish and devour, are
but a few examples of variants which nature has itself
produced over a long course of evolution. No proponents of
scientific socialism can ever do away with them. They have
to be accepted as fait accompli. The problem is that it is this
diversity itself which is the ultimate root cause of all the
corruption in human society. All social maladies are born
out of them. The only valid solution to discipline such
tendencies lies in the Divinely revealed moral codes, which
in turn cannot work without the belief in God. Remove God
and revealed truth from human affairs and there will be no
peace left whatsoever.

This in-depth comparison between the Godless
philosophy of Marxism and the belief in revealed truth
serves to clarify the case in point. On the one hand there is
man’s reason alone, unaided by Divine guidance, striving to
resolve all human problems by itself. On the other, there is
the Divinely revealed truth which emphasizes the role of
absolute moral measures to combat immorality in man.

A critical review of the former leads one to the only
logical conclusion, that reason by itself is totally inadequate
for guiding human steps to peace and tranquillity. A study
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of religious history reveals that peace and tranquillity were
only achieved when Divine messengers fought heroic
battles against the immorality in man. It was through a
course of toil, sweat and blood, that islands of a near
peaceful human society were ever created in the midst of
the raging ocean of crime and sin. No doubt they were
always reclaimed by the seas of temptation. But even so,
the level of human morality was invariably raised a notch
or two. Had it not been so, and had there been no Divinely
generated movements for the moral rearmament of man,
society would be a hundred times worse than it is today.
There is no doubt left, therefore, in the indispensability of
revelation and revealed truth.
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GREEK PHILOSOPHY

N MATTERS OF REVELATION AND RATIONALITY, it is difficult
to find many Greek philosophers fitting into the
genuine description of a prophet who combines in him

a perfect balance of the two. Socrates is an exception.

Socrates, (470-399 Bc) being a class unto himself,
occupies a unique position in the history of Greek
philosophy which fails to mention anyone other than him to
belong to that class. There must have been prophets before
and after him but of them we can only infer from some
oblique references by Socrates himself. For instance, he is
known to have said that he is not the only one from God
who has been the recipient of revelation; there have been
great men before who did the same to serve the cause of
goodness. Again, he warns Athenians not to put him to
death otherwise they would never see the like of him again,
except if God so desires to teach the right path to the
Athenians by sending someone else.

This chapter is largely devoted to Socrates and what
he stood for, because he manifests a perfect balance of
revelation and rationality; but it is impossible not to
mention Plato and Aristotle when one talks of Greek
philosophy. It is indeed they who pioneered a new mode
which has become almost eternal, but they certainly owed
their greatness to their revered master.

It was Socrates who had introduced into philosophical
discussions of the time, the elements of knowledge, truth
and rationality with emphasis so powerful that some
biographers describe him as having brought high-flown
ethereal philosophies from the heavens down to earth. We
believe that the converse is true; the philosophical babble of
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the sophists before him were the acts of earthly men. It is
knowledge, truth and rationality which lift human thoughts
to sublime loftiness. That is why though Plato and Aristotle
left a most profound and rich heritage for us concerning all
philosophical discussions, there is nothing like the lasting
noble influence of Socratic integrity which went largely
into the making of Plato and Aristotle. The philosophies of
Plato and Aristotle are but briefly dealt with, just by way of
introduction.

Both Plato and Aristotle give priority to rationality in
the understanding of the universal scheme of things. What
is the relationship between rationality and the external
world? How is knowledge attained and what is eternal
truth? On these questions, the two great philosophers offer
divergent views.

With Plato it is incorrect to consider the perceptions
of the external world as the ultimate truth because a
superficial study of any external matter is not sufficient to
gain true knowledge of its inner nature. Plato believes that
hidden within every external phenomenon is a deeper,
invisible world of meaning that cannot be reached by mere
superficial analysis.

Plato accepts the existence of an
unseen realm, governed by a Supreme
Conscious Being with numerous
other subordinate agents working
under Him for the maintenance of the
whole system of creation. However,
he does not appear to believe that

s

PLATO revelation plays any role in providing
knowledge of the unknown. For him,

it is through an interaction between rationality and
intellectual inspiration alone that true knowledge is
acquired. This interplay of intellect and inspiration can
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sometimes result in fascinating or even strange
consequences. The outcome of this process may result in
leaps of knowledge rather than step by step advancement.
New ideas may be created but they are always related to the
thought processes of man. Their value, according to Plato,
depends on the quality and level of rationality of the
perceiving mind.

For Plato, rationality demands an intensive search
being carried out to penetrate into the deepest recesses of
all categories of natural phenomena. By arranging the data
thus gained into an intellectual orderly form, man is able to
attain truth. According to him:

‘Because of the presence in him of something like a
divine spark, he can, after suitable preparation, fix
his intellectual gaze on the realities of the unseen
world and, in the light of them, know both what is
true and how to behave. He will not attain this result
easily — to get to it will involve not only immense
intellectual effort, including the repeated challenging
of assumptions, but also turning his back on
everything in life that is merely sensual or animal.
Yet, despite this, the end is attainable in principle,
and the man who arrives at it will exercise the most
important part of himself in the best way that is open
to him.”’

Thus for Plato, knowledge can be attained merely
through the faculties of observation and rationality, aided
sometimes by the faculty of inspiration and intuition. Truth
is the knowledge gained as a result of this exercise. In
short, Plato held that the apparent world is only a fagade
while the truth, which lies hidden behind, could be quite
different from what is observed. This means that however
hard we may try, we cannot completely comprehend the
nature of any external fact, because all external facts or
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objects are constantly changing. Thus an observation made
at any given time could differ from that made at another.

‘Plato held that the idea is an ideal, a non-sensible
goal to which the sensible approximates; the
geometer’s perfect triangle “never was on sea or
land,” though all actual triangles more or less
embody it. He conceived the ideas as more real than
the sensible things that are their shadows and saw
that the philosopher must penetrate to these invisible
essences and see with the eye of his mind how they
are linked together. For Plato they formed an orderly
system that was at once eternal, intelligible, and
good.”

In contrast to Plato, Aristotle gives priority to the
external observable reality. For him
any understanding gained by man at
any particular moment is to be taken
as the truth. It seems as though for
Aristotle the external world was
itself the eternal truth. Aristotle was
also persuaded of the existence of
ideas towards which all the ‘various ARISTOTLE
physical forms’ are moving. In sharp
contrast to Plato, he perceived matter to be an independent
eternal reality and presents a view of continuous evolution
in which no External Conscious Being has a hand to play.
He considers this evolution to be dependent only upon the
natural propensities latent within matter itself.

That should not be taken to mean that Aristotle does
not believe in God, the Creator. On the contrary, he
believed in a Supreme Being Who was responsible for the
entire chain of cause and effect and could be referred to as
the Ultimate First Cause. However, as we trace the idea of

76



GREEK PHILOSOPHY

God discussed by Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, we see a
gradual change in relation to their concept.

SOCRATES seems to have a very personalized and
Wy intense relationship with the Supreme Being. His
—i_) very personality is built on the pattern of the
messengers of God. Plato represents the first generation of
his pupils, who are also charged to a substantial degree with
the Socratic spirit. In their philosophic and scientific
discussions there is an inevitable stamp of spirituality. But
in the transitional period, from Plato to Aristotle, we notice
a perceptible decline in the idea of God playing a live and
active role in the phenomena of nature. In Aristotle we do
not detect any evidence that he believed in any form of
communication between God and man.

Although the idea of eternal truth is not explicitly
mentioned or explored in Aristotelian philosophy, an
analysis of his work allows us to attribute a notion of
eternal truth to him. This notion is linked to the constant
motion of matter and its natural propensity to evolve
towards an ideal state. According to this philosophy, matter
progresses to an ideal form towards which it has always
been evolving.

It becomes clear that to Aristotle, whatever one
observes at any given time can be classed as a fact at that
particular moment. The conclusion derived from such facts,
as compiled by reason, can be called knowledge. This
knowledge, when verified from different angles of
observation, should be considered the truth.

Among the early philosophers Aristotle stands out
because of the unbroken continuity of his influence over
many an era of philosophical thought. Even today, there is
no branch of philosophy which is altogether free from the
influence of his dominating intellect.
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We may conclude by pointing out that among most
Greek philosophers, even when they believed in God,
revelation was not specifically mentioned as an essential
instrument for the transfer of knowledge from God to man.
Rationality wedded to observation and human examination
is all that is accepted as the most reliable means of gaining
knowledge and truth.

This brief reference to Greek philosophy does not
cover all the major Greek philosophers who have made an
indelible mark on the history of human thought. The main
purpose of this exercise is to present a brief review on the
concept of rationality, revelation and truth, as found in the
works of Greek philosophers whose words and fame have
become eternal. It is here that we must introduce Socrates
in his full image.

Socrates, the noblest of all Greek philosophers who
presents no contradiction between his ideas and personal
righteous deeds, is portrayed by many modern writers in a
strange dusky light of contradiction. An outstanding moral
teacher, largely seen today through the reflective mirror of
Plato, Xenephon and some others of his contemporaries,
Socrates is not as yet placed where he truly belongs. Of
Xenephon it must be said, that being himself a believer in
the polytheistic mythology of the Athenians, he was largely
responsible for attributing to Socrates the belief in many
gods. That is why in all that is written on Socrates today,
one repeatedly finds contradictory references to him as
believing in many gods as well as in One, Who is the
Creator of the universe. Every fibre of his monotheist
personality throbs with the life and spirit of a devotee to
One God.

His belief in the Unity of God was unshakeable; his
defiance of the plurality of Greek mythology was
uncompromising. Virtue, knowledge, truth and eradication
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of all contradictions from one’s person, were the subjects of
his lifelong dedication. His whole life was in itself a holy
war against evil, ignorance, arrogance, and duality in man.
He believed in absolute justice and answerability; he
believed in life after death and the consequent punishment
or reward. Readily he gave up his life with such peace of
mind and tranquillity of soul, on the altar of his conviction
in the Unity of God, as behoves any great prophet of God.

But that was not all that there was to his supreme
sacrifice. To compromise with falsehood — even with the
faintest of its shades — was not in the grain of Socrates. He
would have smilingly given up his life, rejecting any
unjustified pressure upon him by society to change even the
smallest of his convictions under the threat of death. It is
this great Greek philosopher of a prophet, who is
paradoxically described as ‘the father of Western
Philosophy’.

Whatever was there common between him and the
philosophical pursuit of the western philosophers, is
prominent only by its total absence. Virtue, humility,
absolute justice, firm belief in the Unity of God,
accountability of humans both here and in the hereafter can
be summed up as the main body of his philosophy. Could
he be the father of the philosophies of Descartes, Hegel,
Engels and Marx? If so, all genetic marks of his paternal
stamp must have been totally wiped out by the passage of
time. Could their negation of morality be traced back to
him with any sense of justice? No — certainly not.

His was a different world. His was a world of
Prophets. He believed in Divinely revealed dreams; he
believed in revelation; he believed in knowledge to be truth,
and truth to be knowledge. He believed that no knowledge
is trustworthy but that bestowed upon man by God Himself.
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He was charged with the mission of delivering a
Divine message to the people of Greece. To him this life
was only a preparatory stage for the life to come. It was the
human soul which mattered to him. It was this soul which
was decreed to be delivered and transferred to the hereafter.
This was his philosophy, call it Divine wisdom if you will,
but certainly not a secular philosophy as portrayed by
modern intellectuals.

Repeated attempts have been made to pluck him away
from the comity of prophets to that of mere philosophers.
Many modern writers, great as they may be in their
learning, are miserably confused about his true identity.
They have wasted bookfuls of material on him to try to
place him where he does not belong.

Some renowned scholars have seriously attempted to
remove an imaginary contradiction in him which actually
did not exist. For them the contradiction was between his
belief in Divine revelation and his profession of rationality.
If rationality and Divine revelation ever posed a paradox, it
was always posed by all the prophets of God, Socrates
being no exception. Every true prophet and all the founders
of great religions simultaneously believed in Divine
revelation and rationality, holding fast to both with absolute
tenacity. They saw no contradiction between the two. Had
they seen any, true as they were, they must have rejected
either the idea of God or the idea of rationality, or both
perhaps. To them, the idea of rationality and God could not
belong to opposite camps. Hence those who see a parallax
in Socrates’ beliefs and his rationality must be suffering
from diplopia themselves. Let them read Socrates once
again and all that is written of him by authentic sources.
They are bound to discover a new person in him who can
never simultaneously be separated from his adherence to
God and his rational philosophy. They must notice the fact
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that central to all the important material on him is his
obsession that people do not pay proper attention to the
importance of virtue and do not understand its real
meaning.

The dilemma of contradiction is between the real
image of Socrates and the unreal one — which is being
transposed upon him — and is largely responsible for the
distortion of some significant terms used in the source
material. Whether one such term arete really means virtue
or whether it has a secular connotation, is one of the
questions which needs to be addressed. In the view of
W.K.C. Guthrie:

“We know now that the word “virtue” attaches false
associations to the Greek arefe, which meant
primarily efficiency at a particular task.”

It is this, according to Guthrie which jarred the
sensibilities of the ‘practical’ Athenians. The word
‘practical’ reveals a glaring contradiction in Guthrie’s
understanding of arete because if his definition is correct
then it is Socrates who emerges to be the most practical
man in Athens, not his critics: who were interested only in
‘political ability’ and ‘moral obligations’.

‘One of the things about Socrates which irritated the
sensible, practical Athenian was that he would insist
on turning the talk to such humble and apparently
irrelevant people as shoemakers and carpenters,
when what they wanted to learn about was what
constituted political ability or whether there was
such a thing as moral obligation.”

It 1s evident from this statement that in the eyes of
Guthrie, Socrates was not at all interested in ‘virtue’ as a
moral term. All that he was really interested in was a
common artisan’s know-how of his trade and a clear
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understanding of the purpose for which he was working. He
must understand for instance, what a ladder stands for and
to serve what purpose a ladder is to be built. This is the
secular philosophy of Socrates as seen by Guthrie. The only
theme which occupied him was the purpose and trade of an
artisan. That is how he visualized Socrates roaming the
streets of Athens, addressing the common people and
teaching them how to achieve excellence in arts and crafts.
He completely misses the main thrust of Socrates’
philosophy, whom he would allow no interest in virtue and
piety.

One thing is certain about Socrates — whatever he
indulged in was arete. So if at the same time he is
condemned by society for not discussing morality it can
only mean that according to them arete had no connotation
of moral sense. We protest against this allegation of the
author which is most certainly wrong. Athenian society
never blamed Socrates for not discussing morality. Quite to
the contrary, the Athenians condemned him of overmuch
indulgence in his brand of morality which they considered
tantamount to corrupting the youth of Athens. Thus, by
ridding arete of any moral sense, Guthrie denies Socrates
his status as a moral teacher. By this rather devious method
he has attempted to change the facts of history. But all that
he succeeds in is the creation of a parallax between an
imaginary personality of Socrates, which the author himself
imposes on him, and the real one that he possessed. Anyone
who knows Socrates presented by the writings of Plato and
some of his other contemporaries, cannot accept this
baseless conjecture of the author. It is but common
knowledge that what irritated Athenian society was not
what the author proclaims. Socrates pleaded the Unity of
God and waged a holy war against immorality. That was all
the mission of Socrates and all that arefe meant to him.

82



GREEK PHILOSOPHY

These are the facts which must be understood in relation to
the meaning of arete.

GAINST GUTHRIE, arete is rightly translated by many
% other scholars as ‘virtue’ with all its connotations.

When Socrates talks of such small things as the
nature of the instruments of arts and crafts, and the manner
in which they work, and further speaks of a clearly defined
purpose that every art and craft must fulfil, he is most
certainly talking in cryptic terms referring all the time to
humans. Otherwise he would not deny the artisans the
knowledge of their own trade and would not condemn them
of utter ignorance. What he in fact describes is the human
ignorance to discern the nature of Divine knowledge which
lies deep beneath the surface of every human occupation,
yet humans remain oblivious to it. With this ignorance no
human is entitled to be called human, just as an artisan is
not worthy of being called an artisan if he does not possess
the know-how of his trade or the purpose of building an
artifact. It is to this human ignorance that Socrates strives to
draw the attention of man.

It is the Divine purpose of their creation which
Socrates believes humans cannot attain merely with their
own efforts. They do not know how to carve their lives to
suit the purpose for which they are created. Of that they
know nothing, claiming all the same that they are all-
knowledgeable. This is what he considers to be utter
ignorance. This exercise of discovering the purpose of
one’s existence is what arete stands for. But this cannot be
achieved without perfect humility and absolute admission
of one’s ignorance. Only then is man ready to be helped by
God with step by step guidance from ignorance to
knowledge. The only knowledge known to Socrates is that
which is revealed by Him; the rest is ignorance.
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This exactly is also the message of the Quran, which
attributes all knowledge to God so that even the angels
admit their ignorance before him. They beseech:

*("::,i-;‘j‘ ;%j\ ol ;‘,lff\:ﬁ’; G \T/&ﬁ {,ig N
2:33

... Holy art Thou! No knowledge have we except
what Thou hast taught us; surely, Thou art the All-
Knowing, the Wise.*

The Quran repeatedly reminds humans that no
knowledge of the right path can be granted them unless
they profess total dependence upon Him and implore His
help to guide their steps:
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Thee alone do we worship and Thee alone do we
implore for help.
Guide us in the right path.’

It is this same lesson in humility which is so
forcefully delivered by Socrates, indicating that man cannot
acquire knowledge without admitting his ignorance and
realizing that he needs Divine help to show him the path.

Thus, cryptically, he is alluding to man all the time
while he speaks apparently of a hypothetical artisan. He
sees man as suffering from the conceit that he is
knowledgeable while as long as he considers himself to be
knowledgeable, he cannot ever become conscious of his
need to learn. This symbolism helps Socrates to fulfil his
prophetic mission which was to awaken his fellow
countrymen to an awareness of moral, spiritual and Divine
purpose of human creation which cannot be understood or
pursued without succour from Him.
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Most humans move like pawns, not aware of why
they move and who the Mastermind is, behind the hand that
moves them. Such oblivious men can neither know their
obligations to their Creator nor to their fellow human
beings. To impress upon man the gravity of this situation,
Socrates reminds him of life after death when he will be
finally held accountable for all his deeds during his life on
earth. This, the life after death, is certainly not what the
secular philosophers talk about. This is the main mission
and occupation of the prophets of God. We only wish that
Guthrie had remembered what he himself had written about
the character of Socrates in the same book. Of particular
significance are the following words he claims that Socrates
uttered just before his death:

‘It is probable that many, if not most, of those who
disapproved of him had no wish to see him die, and
would have been more than content if he could have
been persuaded to leave Athens...”

He rejected this suggestion point blank and responded
by saying:

‘...that he had all his life enjoyed the benefits which
the laws of Athens conferred on her citizens, and
now that those same laws saw fit that he should die,
it would be both unjust and ungrateful for him to
evade their decision. Besides, who could tell that
he was not going to a far better existence than
that which he had known hitherto?’®

Many other highly competent scholars have also
researched the true and full translation of arete. One of the
most prominent among them is Gregory Vlastos who
strongly rejects attempts to treat it merely as an artisan’s
term. Explaining the original Greek word in its various
possible connotations, he emphasizes that, in Socratic usage
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the word arefe must be equated with piety and virtue in
every form of goodness that they may refer to:

‘Any lingering doubt on this point in my
readers’ mind may be resolved by referring
them to the fact that whenever he brings the
general concept under scrutiny — as when he
debates the teachability of areté in the Protagoras
and the Meno — he assumes without argument
that its sole constituents or “parts” (udpia,
uépn) are five qualities which are, incontestably,
the Greek terms of moral commendation par
excellence: andreia (“manliness,” “courage”),
sophrosyne (“temperance,” “moderation”),
dikaiosyne (‘“‘justice,” “righteousness™), hosiotes
(“piety,” “holiness™), sophia (“wisdom™).”’

Thus Vlastos is very rational in his stance that it is far
more important to search aretes’ intended central meaning
which Socrates himself consistently portrays and
highlights.

To this intended meaning of arete another great
scholar, Christopher Janaway, refers when he states that
Socrates:

‘...was concerned with questions of ethics, in
particular with defining the virtues (justice, wisdom,
courage, piety, temperance). This is how Socrates is
portrayed by Plato in the early dialogues, and is how
he makes Socrates describe himself in the Apology.”®

‘Central propositions in Socrates’ ethics are: virtue
is knowledge; all the virtues are one; virtue is
happiness...

‘Socrates also believes that no one who has
knowledge of good and bad can lack any of the
virtues — with such knowledge one must also be
courageous, holy, temperate, and just. Finally, he
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thinks that the perfectly virtuous person is bound to
be happier — to have greater well-being in fact —
than someone who lacks virtue.”

We fully accept Janaway’s understanding of Socrates’
ethics.

What Socrates is describing is a law which relates
profoundly to human psyche and has to be accepted in its
totality. The knowledge that a thorny bush could be the
only safe place against a vicious beast would certainly
make a sensible man accept the comparatively lesser evil of
thorny pricks and, as long as he is protected, the suffering
which the thorns cause will, by comparison appear to him
as pleasure. While Socrates does not deny the physical
suffering of a truly knowledgeable person, what he
emphasizes is that whatever action is deemed suitable by a
truly knowledgeable person is the only action in which he
will find peace. It is as true today as it was then. It explains
the optional acceptance of suffering, by godly people, in
which they find happiness. For them the converse of losing
God’s favour is unbearably painful. Likewise, dignified
men who prefer to die in ‘pain’ rather than live in comfort
by sacrificing their principles, certainly die ‘happily’ with
the realization of their moral victory. They smilingly accept
physical suffering rather than the spiritual disgrace which to
them is far more punishing.

Vlastos has dedicated a long chapter, Socratic Piety,
to resolve an imaginary contradiction in Socrates’ views
and his experience. It is a scholarly yet an apologetic
attempt on his part to prove that in reality no such
contradiction exists. His philosophy is thoroughly rational
throughout, as Vlastos sees it, but his experience of
revelation and his belief in a Superior Being Who guides
his life is the contradiction which must be removed. Thus,
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he quotes Socrates himself to bring this point home. Of his
perfectly rational attitude, Socrates is known to have said:

‘Not now for the first time, but always, I am the sort
of man who is persuaded by nothing in me except
the proposition which appears to me to be the best
when I reason (AoyiGopépg) about it.”*°

Despite his emphasis on reason he appears to Vlastos
to be a superstitious man when it comes to his personal
experience. Thus he writes:

‘And yet he is also committed to obeying commands
reaching him through supernatural channels.’*°

To support his contention, Vlastos quotes Socrates
during his trial:

‘To do this has been commanded me, as I maintain,
by the god through divinations and through dreams
and every other means through which divine
apportionment has ever commanded anyone to do
anything.’"’

Having postulated this, Vlastos has written a long
discourse on absolving Socrates of what he himself admits
of his spiritual experience. Through an involved logic, he
finally assumes that Socrates did not genuinely believe in
what appears to be his personal confession. Yet despite all
his scholarly effort, Vlastos fails to achieve this purpose.
Read again for instance the above quoted passage by
Vlastos beginning with the words

“To do this has been commanded me, ...""°

and note that the word God used by Socrates is in the

singular, yet the author prefers to write it with a small ‘g’.
This statement of Socrates, concerning his personal

experience of Divine dreams, revelations and specific
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commands in other forms, is so powerful and so completely
at one with the universal experience of Divine prophets that
it leaves no room for doubt that he means exactly what he
says. A large number of Quranic verses fully support
Socrates when they speak of all the prophets before the
Holy Founder of Islam® having shared with him all the
different modes of Divine revelation.

Vlastos further builds his contradiction theory by
raising the question:

‘Should this incline us to believe that Socrates is
counting on two disparate avenues of knowledge
about the gods, rational and extra-rational
respectively, yielding two distinct systems of
justified belief, one of them reached by elenctic
argument, the other by divine revelation through
oracles, prophetic dreams and the like?’"!

NE IS AMAZED to note how imaginary contradictions
@can be built between what Socrates believed and

what he actually experienced. He is known, of
course, to have criticized the so-called Greek gods and
disparaged the reliability of their revelation through
oracles, but whenever he spoke of his personal experience
he never ridiculed, even once, his own Divine revelation or
dreams. The author has done no justice to him by adding
‘through oracles’ after ‘divine revelation’. The personal
Divine revelation of which Socrates has spoken, as quoted
above, has no mention whatsoever of any ‘oracles’.
Invariably when he speaks of his personal experience he
speaks of ‘God’ in singular, with capital G, and not of
‘gods’. When he mentions the poets’ visions, as though
they were god-given, he only uses such expressions as a
figure of speech, not meaning them to be actually ‘God-
given’:
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‘Yes, what the inspired poet puts into his poem is a
wonderful, god-given thing; but it isn’t knowledge
— it can’t be knowledge for it is mindless.”"?

His criticism that ‘it is not knowledge — it can’t be
knowledge for it is mindless’, is absolutely in accordance
with the common practice of poetic expressions. No doubt
there is a sort of magic in some poetry as though God were
speaking through the poet’s tongue, but a sensible man
would not take this too seriously. For Socrates to speak of a
poet as ‘god-possessed,” may also have referred to the
Athenians’ superstitious views of people being possessed
by ‘gods’. Such expressions are poles apart from the
language which Socrates uses for himself. He is never
God-possessed but is only addressed by Him as a humble
servant of His.

He makes it clear that the poetic experiences which
may seem Divine are certainly not so. Whatever their
import, they can at best be described as inspiration, not
Divine Revelation:

‘I soon perceived that it is not through knowledge
that poets produce their poems but through a sort of
inborn gift and in a state of inspiration...”"

However, the conclusion drawn by Vlastos from the
same passage drives the reader out of his mind, rather than
the poet he refers to as being driven ‘out of his mind’:

‘...when the god is in him the poet is “out of his
mind,” &oepov...”"

Again he absolves Socrates of irrationality by
declaring:

‘Socrates has disarmed the irrationalist potential of
the belief in supernatural gods communicating
with human beings by supernatural signs.’"
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We respectfully yet strongly disagree with him when
he assumes that the same applied to Socrates’ own
experiences. Only two pages after what he has concluded
about the nature of the supernatural commands of others,
the author has to admit that the God of Socrates was
different:

‘Because, as we saw earlier, unlike their gods,
Socrates’ god is invariantly good, incapable of
causing any evil to anyone in any way at any time.
Since to deceive a man is to do evil to him, Socrates’
god cannot be lying.’"?

Further, in the same chapter, he rightly attributes a
concept of worship to Socrates which was distinctly
opposed to the so-called worship of the Athenians. The
worship of Athenians according to him was:

‘...an art of commercial exchanges between gods
and men.’'

Their worship had to be rebuffed because they, the
Athenians, make gods appear dependent on them by
whatever is offered at their altar, but the God of Socrates
— who is wrongly referred to as “gods” by the author:

3

.. stand in no need of gifts from us, while we are
totally dependent on their gifts to us...”'

Evidently, Socratic treatment of Athenian worship is
with reference to their polytheistic godhead which may be
referred to in plural, but it should be remembered here that
the word ‘god’, whenever used in plural by Socrates, does
not always indicate the Athenian gods which were just a
product of their fancy. A careful study of Socrates reveals
that by the term ‘gods’, he sometimes refers to angels or
any other spiritual form of life above men and under God.
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However when he speaks of his own experience, he totally
discards the plurality and begins to refer to one God.

‘I believe that no greater good has ever come to you
in the city than this service of mine to the god.”"’

(Note the singleness of God in relation to the mission
bestowed to him.)

His religio-political philosophy was always at one
with the universal trend of Divine teachings. No prophet of
God is recorded in history to have risen in revolt against the
law of the land, but when the state interfered with his
obedience to God, he unhesitatingly rejected the state
power without fear and followed the dictates of God.

The same was the philosophy of Socrates. He was
absolutely loyal to the state but when loyalty to the state
contradicted his loyalty to God, the only conclusion he
drew for himself was to discard the lesser loyalty for the
sake of the higher one which was due only to the Creator.
Addressing the senate which was about to convict him to
death, he spoke of this with unperturbed composure and
dignity:

‘... Men of Athens, I honor and love you; but I shall

obey God rather than you, and while I have life and

strength I shall never cease from the practice and
teaching of philosophy ...” '®

(Note that Jowett always writes ‘God’ with a capital
‘G’ when he relates Him to Socrates.)

When the Athenians offered him release from the
death penalty on the condition that he should stop
‘corrupting’ the youth of Athens by instigating them to
defy the Athenian gods and obey his own, Socrates refused
them outright. There is a long discourse on this issue
between him and Meletus, his chief prosecutor. During
this, Meletus insists that his defiance of Athenian gods,
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despite his assertion that he believed in one God, is
tantamount to absolute atheism and as such he must be
condemned to death. Socrates’ obedience to God stood
higher than his obedience to the law of Athens. He stood by
it and was felled for it, but before his death delivered to the
people of Athens this prophetic warning in the following
words:

‘... you may think, but for yours, that you may not
sin against the God, or lightly reject his boon by
condemning me. For if you kill me you will not
easily find another like me,..."”"”

Having said that he goes on building the case of his
innocence with incontrovertible logic, clinching the issue
finally by an argument which will for ever pay tribute to his
greatness. Jowett quotes him as saying:

‘...not even the impudence of my accusers dares to
say that I have ever exacted or sought pay of any
one; they have no witness of that. And I have a
witness of the truth of what I say; my poverty is a
sufficient witness.”"’

He also invokes his past conduct to stand witness by
his side and to bear testimony to the truth of his present
behaviour.

Then referring to a past incident which singled him
out as the only person who dared to oppose the might of the
entire senate he declared:

‘...1 cared not a straw for death, and that my only
fear was the fear of doing an unrighteous or unholy
thing. For the strong arm of that oppressive power
did not frighten me into doing wrong...’”

Socrates, would not demean himself like many so-
called nobles in his place might have done. So he goes on
to elaborate:
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‘I have seen men of reputation, when they have been
condemned, behaving in the strangest manner: they
seemed to fancy that they were going to suffer
something dreadful if they died, and that they could
be immortal if you only allowed them to live; ...”*!

‘Do not then require me to do what 1 consider
dishonorable and impious and wrong, especially
now, when [ am being tried for impiety on the
indictment of Meletus.””'

What follows indicates that despite his unshakeable
belief in Unity, he also believed in some god-like figures to
whom he attributes a different and nobler sense, which
does not apply to the so-called gods of Athenians. He
speaks of them exactly in the same sense as ‘angels’ are
referred to in other Divinely revealed religions. Thus his
belief in gods in the sense of angels was certainly not
contradictory to his belief in one God. When he commits
his cause finally, it is not to them — the gods of Athens —
that he commits it. He commits his cause to the people of
Athens and to God:

‘And to you and to God I commit my cause...’”

Even to the minutest detail, Socrates is just like any
other Prophet mentioned in the Holy Quran and other
scriptures. He condemned suicide as an offence against
God because he treated life as His gift of which He
remained the sole Master. In Phaedo, he is reported to have
spoken at length with powerful arguments against the
legality of suicide which he considered absolutely
unpardonable. Thus, he pronounces his judgment on the
issue of suicide:

‘...there may be reason in saying that a man should

wait, and not take his own life until God summons

him, as he is now summoning me.’*
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His discourse continued until he was interrupted by
Crito from whose gestures he understood that he wanted to
say something. He dismissed him and all that he wanted to
say on behalf of the attendant who was to administer him
the poison. The attendant had suggested that if he talked
too much it would weaken the effect of the poison and he
would be obliged to drink it two or three times. He showed
scant respect with regards to the suggestion and the
discomfort which his discourses could have caused him.
‘Let him mind his business’ answered Socrates ‘and be
prepared to give the poison two or three times.’

‘And now I will make answer to you, O my judges,’

— here he only refers as judges to those of his

admirers who had gathered around him during his

last moments — ‘and show that he who has lived as

a true philosopher has reason to be of good cheer

when he is about to die, and that after death he may

hope to receive the greatest good in the other
world.”*

Thus he continued to teach the Divine philosophy to
the people of Athens until he put the opiate to his lips.
Even as life was slowly ebbing out, as long as he had
strength to speak, he continued to discharge his Divine
commission never ceasing, before death silenced him at
last.

Thus came to an end the life of one of the most
glorious prophets of God who lived in the fifth century Bc
(a contemporary of Buddha®). Like Buddha, he never wrote
his scriptures but they were recorded by his contemporaries
and committed to writing later in the form of his
Dialogues. Buddha too was accused of atheism because he
denied the gods of the Brahmans.

The greatest service he did to philosophy is summed
up by Chambers Encyclopaedia in the following words:
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‘Socrates, in bringing down philosophy from the
skies to the common life of men (as Cicero put it),
was only carrying out in a conspicuous and earnest
way one of the new intellectual tendencies of his
age.””

‘He was indifferent to luxury and even to ordinary
comfort; but he was by no means an ascetic.”®

As for the nature of his Divine Revelation, the author
of the above-quoted article, states:

‘There has been much discussion about the “divine
sign” (doupdviov) of which Socrates used to speak
as a supernatural voice which frequently gave him
guidance, according to Xenophon telling him to act
or not to act, according to Plato only restraining him
from action, never instigating. Later writers,
especially in Christian times, speak of it as a
daemon, genius or attendant spirit. For this there is
no authority whatever in Plato and Xenophon.””

‘... he seems to have had certain vivid presentiments
which he took for special divine monitions; and it is
possible, as has been suggested, that he was subject
to occasional hallucinations of hearing, such as may
occur even in quite sane and healthy persons.’®

Socrates’ revelation is thus respectfully dismissed as
hallucination.

In reality, there is no contradiction in Socrates.
Whatever contradiction there is, has to be in the mind of
the author who apparently defended Socrates by suggesting
that his hallucinations were not all that bad as those of
psychic people suffering from mental aberrations.
Hallucinations can also sometimes be experienced by sane
healthy persons as in the case of Socrates.

What sympathy, what a condescending attitude to
Socrates by some modern writer who has faith in Socrates
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but has no faith in his belief in God. However
condescending that remark may be, it is no tribute to the
greatness of Socrates who does not stand in need of any
apology. Did not the same misfortune befall all the
prophets of God before or after him? Each of them was
accused of hallucination by the society he addressed
though not as politely as the author of the said article has
treated Socrates. All such accusers knew full well that the
prophets they accused of such mental aberrations were
neither frail in mind nor weak of moral health. They were
the wisest people of their time, sound of head and heart,
respected as such by the society in which they grew from
the age of their childhood to that of full maturity. None of
them is accused of behaving in any manner like a
soothsayer prior to their claim to prophethood; none is ever
reported even after that to act as though he were
hallucinating. Hallucinations are always unpredictable,
disjointed and incoherent. The voices that some
hallucinators hear do seem to address them as though they
were from God but they never reveal to them any
philosophy or way of life which can be shared and
practised by others. There is no logic in what they hear and
no logic in what they say. Hallucinations never give birth
to rationality.

To mix up hallucination with prophecy is but a
morbid attempt to discredit Divine revelation. The
experience of the prophets of God is essentially different!
Truth, wisdom and rationality are their distinctive features
while the hostile society they confront symbolizes dogma,
falsehood and superstition. The message that the prophets
deliver is always based on sound moral code. They breathe
wisdom, they exude piety, they advocate rationality, they
preach morality, justice, moderation, understanding,
kindness, patience, service and sacrifice. Is this the

97



GREEK PHILOSOPHY

prophetic message delivered to them during their maddest
moments of ‘hallucination’? What hallucination indeed!
One only wishes that their accusers had remembered their
own hallucinatory experiences while they were stricken, for
instance, by a severe attack of septic fever or typhoid. Do
they ever remember a wise code of life bestowed upon
them during those temporary derangements which could
stand the test of time and deliver a new message to
mankind to be taken seriously by them?

Rationality and hallucination never cohabit healthy
minds. How we wish that whoever accused him of
hallucination had further elaborated his statement by
quoting from his own experience. Had a sane person ever
learnt an exceptionally sound philosophy of life through his
occasional outbursts of delusion? How we wish the author
had remembered that all the wisdom and all the piety and
all the rationality and faith, which Socrates displayed, he
had learnt from the so-called voices of his ‘hallucination’!
If his faith in revelation is to be rejected as based on
hallucination, then all his philosophy of life, and all his
wisdom must also be rejected by the same token. He can
never be separated from his rationality.

We accept the whole of Socrates. Noble was his
character, noble his vision, noble was the life he led. Such
as he are never forged by hallucinations. Peace was with
him when he was born, peace was with him while he lived,
peace was with him when he died smilingly — while the
throng of his admirers bitterly wailed and cried and sobbed
around him. Athens had never seen the departure of a soul
as noble as that of Socrates.

Allah be pleased with him! May He shower His
choicest blessings upon him; but woe to his murderers.
Athens will never see the like of him again!
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HINDUISM

INDUISM 1S a class in itself in the comity of

religions. To find in Hindu literature evidence of

revelation as understood in traditional Divine

religions is a difficult task. This is so, mainly
because on the one hand the concept of revelation is wholly
confined to the Vedic teachings, while on the other, God is
mentioned to have manifested Himself in human form to
instruct mankind.

Though in Christianity too, Jesus® is described in a
manner somewhat similar to that of Krishna®, the similarity
however is superficial. In the personification of Jesus
Christ, God the father remains in command of the universe,
and a manifestation of His sonship somehow displays itself
in the human image of Jesus. Again in the case of
Christianity, there is a third person entitled the Holy Ghost
who is neither Christ, nor God the father, but is an integral
part of the Trinity in its own right.

Hinduism however, is not clear concerning the
manifestation of Brahmi in the person of Krishna. Did he
rule the heavens and the earth from his heavenly seat even
when Krishna remained on earth, or was it Krishna who as
God personified governed the universe during his human
phase? Or was Krishna merely an apparition or icon while
God remained in command in the heavens like He ever
was? Questions such as these remain unanswered.

Again as far as revelation is concerned, Christianity is
completely at one with the belief of traditional religions
concerning the nature of revelation from on high. In
Hinduism, however, the mode of revelation is not shared by
traditional religions. To fulfil the role of an exemplar, God
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manifests Himself in human form. He does not have to
employ a messenger to fulfil this task.

The case of the ancient rishis who are said to be the
recipients of the Vedas is different. “Rishi” is a Hindu term
for a religious divine who severs all ties with the material
world and submits completely to the will of God. Despite
the fact that the Vedas are believed to be Divine teachings,
there is no clear account of the rishis having received
revelation as a well-defined verbal message. The question
whether the inspiration of rishis can genuinely be entitled
as revelation will perhaps forever remain moot. What we
know from Hindu sources is based entirely on their belief.
Although different ages are mentioned by different
scholars, they are unanimous in their claim that the rishis
are the most ancient of all human beings.

This description of Hinduism is in all probability born
out of human fancy. Man always interpolates, misconstrues
or misappropriates Divine teachings after the prophets have
come and gone. No wonder then that the messages of the
Hindu prophets were also distorted by the future
generations of those who followed. When we suggest that
the Vedas must have been interpolated, we do not mean
that all the Vedic teachings underwent a complete man-
made transformation. This is never permitted to happen to
Divine scriptures by God. There is always retained some of
the original truth, untouched and unadulterated. It is in the
light of this that a careful study of every religion at its
source is always rewarding. A careful scrutiny of the source
material of Hinduism reveals it to be no different from
other Divinely revealed religions in fundamentals.

With a slight twist in the kaleidoscope, the perception
changes dramatically. Enough evidence can be presented
from the Mahabharat and Bhagavad Gita that Krishna®
never claimed Godhead for himself, nor did he ever claim
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immortality. Krishna® can easily be identified as just
another prophet of God, no different from those who
appeared before or after him throughout the recorded
history of religion.

As portrayed in his authentic biographies, Krishna® is
known to have been born on earth, around 1458 Bc, like any
other human child, to Basudeba and his wife Deboki. They
named him Kinai (Kinhai). The name “Krishna” was given
to him later, meaning “the enlightened one”. He is known
to have led an ordinary child’s life with an exceptional flare
of the supernatural (which is also related concerning many
other prophets of God by their followers). He lived like
humans, acted like humans and attended the call of nature
like humans. During his childhood, he occasionally took
childish licences, like stealing a kilo or two of butter, or at
least that is what is claimed by the Hindu analysts. We
believe however that it was no crime on his part, children
who are kind of heart do similar things in their own right
for the sake of their poorer playmates. Such a child in the
circumstances described generates love rather than
abhorrence. All this is but human, in no way different from
the birth and lifestyle of other prophets of God. He grew up
to a strong adulthood and acquired and displayed
outstanding qualities of leadership. In the battlefield he led
great armies to epoch-making victories. In ordinary life, he
rose to the exalted position of a great spiritual exemplar and
performed his role as a reformer, the like of which had
seldom been seen in India. He admonished people to
become righteous and to eschew evil. To him it is important
to destroy evil-minded people who want to wipe out
religion and to promote Godlessness.

As far as his physical description goes, we do find
some oddities. The image of Lord Krishna as portrayed by
Hindu artists depicts him as having four arms instead of
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two and is also shown bearing wings. He is often portrayed
standing with a flute pressed against his lips. Again, some
comely maidens rather colourfully dressed are shown to
throng around him. These are gopis. Gopi is a term applied
to such womenfolk who tend the cows. It is a term similar
to that of a shepherdess. It should be remembered here that
the title of Krishna himself was that of Gao’pal which
means “the tender of cows”. This, when read together with
the Biblical accounts of Israelite prophets as shepherds
tending the sheep of the house of Israel, makes the
similarity between the two abundantly clear. As India was a
country of cows instead of that of sheep, the common
people are referred to as cows. Hence for Krishna to be
entitled a tender of cows, is quite understandable. Likewise,
reference to his disciples as gopis presents no mystery
either.

Other episodes woven around the image of Krishna
can also be read as parables and allegories rather than
matter-of-fact statements. As regards the image of Krishna
possessing four arms and wings, it can be symbolically
interpreted to mean that highly ranked servants of God are
gifted with extra faculties. The Holy Quran too, mentions
wings in relation to the Holy Prophet® of Islam. He is
enjoined by God to lower his wing of mercy over the
believers. Similarly, when angels are mentioned as bearing
different numbers of wings, it is their attributes which are
referred to, and not physical wings.

But it often happens that religious allegories and
parables are taken too literally by the followers of religions
and thus their underlying significance is altogether missed.
The image of Lord Krishna and what is shown to be around
him, is no exception.

Krishna is also called Murli Dhar which means a flute
player. The flute here, is evidently a symbol of revelation
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because the tune that the flute emits is not emitted by the
flute itself. It only transmits that which is being breathed
into 1it. Hence, it was Lord Krishna himself who has been
depicted as a flute played by God. Whatever tune God
played into him he most faithfully transmitted to the world.
Thus the reality of Krishna can be seen as no different from
that of any other messenger of God who, as a faithful
custodian of Divine messages, passes them on to the world
unchanged. The flute thus becomes a most expressive
symbol of the integrity of prophets assuring the world that
they say nothing from themselves, other than what has been
revealed to them from on high.
ET US NOW TURN to another fundamental feature of
‘2 Hinduism, which is shared only by a few other
religions, the most well-known among them being
Buddhism. We refer to the doctrine of reincarnation. This
doctrine is entwined with two other Hindu beliefs relating
to the eternity of the soul and that of the matter on the one
hand, and the eternity of the Supreme God and other lesser
gods on the other. According to this philosophy, life on
earth is not generated as a completely new creation. Every
living thing that exists, though not eternal in itself, is
composed of eternal constituents. The mother earth to them
is only a mixing laboratory where soul and parts of matter
are moulded together to give birth to a myriad of living
forms. Thus they believe in the creative faculties of God
only as those of an apothecary or a pharmacist. He does not
possess the power of a Creator who can create something
out of nothing.

Their vision of the universe envisages three levels of
existence. The first and the highest is occupied by Brahma
the chief god, along with many other lesser ones. They
perform various functions in the universe for which they
are suitably equipped. Some are responsible for maintaining
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the raising of clouds or the creating of thunderbolts. Some
others are responsible for the administration, maintenance
and command of natural phenomena. They enjoy a measure
of comparative freedom within their own respective
domains and seldom come to clash with each other. But
when they do, woe to the universe. Storms are raised in
heaven and furies are let loose upon the earth. It always
pays to be on the right side of these gods or goddesses,
otherwise their displeasure could cost the mortals most
dearly. There are gods and goddesses of wealth, there are
gods and godesses of fertility, there are gods and goddesses
of health, longevity and what not. The mythical gods who
occupy this level enjoy eternity.

The second, or the middle order of existence
comprises soul and matter. It is they who, when combined
together, make the lowest order of existence which relates
to life on earth. According to this Hindu philosophy, it is
Brahm4, the supreme among gods, who alone possesses the
power to bind souls to matter for the creation of life on
Earth.

How and when this exercise began and to what
purpose, is discussed at length in the Hindu philosophical
literature with reference to the Vedic teachings. They
believe that the beginning of life on earth did not take place
in the manner as prescribed by the modern scientists. It did
not originate with the appearance of the most rudimentary
organisms and bio-units, in the primordial soup of the
oceans or upon the surface of rocks a billion years ago.
Thus writes Professor J. Verman, in his book The Vedas:

‘... those scholars whose minds have been fed with
the spurious Darwinian theory of evolution, find it
difficult to understand this secret of revelation.
However, we have overwhelming evidences to show
that man’s earlier stage was a better one, and there is
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no ground to believe that the pre-historic men were
necessarily primitive. The Vedic rishis were not
simple minded people. They were poets, visionaries,
and spiritualists, all the three in one. Their students
who too were rishis by their own rights, were
capable of understanding the real import of the
mantras the moment they heard them... we are also
told that there was a gradual deterioration of the
psycho mental powers of the people. The generation
of the seers also started disappearing.”’

Thus according to his understanding of the Divine
scheme of things, the earth is created eternally, again and
again and yet again, so also is the life on earth. At the birth
of every new earth, a new world is born. In the beginning of
the creation of the world, Brahma reveals the Vedas, the
constitution of the universe, to the rishis, on the basis of
which they prepare laws to govern the actions of other men
on earth. So life began with the human beings rather than
with other forms of life preceding them.

Another passage from the same book further
elaborates the role of the four rishis sitting on the roof of
the world and what they were to bequeath to the future
generations of man:

<

four seers, viz. Agni, Vaayu, Soorya and
Angiraa, who were really men of great intellectual
excellence and spiritual eminence, being moved by
the soothing and enchanting scenes of the creation,
while looking around from the roof of the world,
from the holy region of the celebrated
Maanasarovara lake in Trivishtapa (modern Tibet),
the land of the gods, across the Himalayas, the prime
source of the great rivers like Ganga, Sindhu,
Shatadru and Brahmaputra, surrounded by the
majestic snow-capped peaks and the fascinating
natural phenomena, their hearts filled with ecstasy
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and rapture, their senses sublimated, their souls
elevated and exalted, their minds filled with quest
for knowledge, in a poised receptive state of
awareness, went deep into meditation and exerted
themselves. Then they saw into the spheres of
reality, different from the physical universe and
heard the divine eternal, speech-potent sound from
within, and had simultaneously, the vision of the
truth...”?

Thus, the Vedic teachings as understood by the Hindu
pundits, would have us believe that life did not evolve, but
devolved. Human generations which were to be born in a
distant future from the time of the great four pioneer rishis
were destined to deteriorate in all their faculties in
comparison to the earliest men. This declining graph in
human faculties also covers their moral behaviour. In the
Hindu philosophy of Karma and reincarnation, it certainly
augers ill for the future of the human race. According to
Professor Verman:

‘Destroying future life means, preparing to be born
among species of living beings inferior to human
beings. This is the fruit of action, this is the
punishment for bad actions. The punishment comes
in the form of deprivation of the various human
faculties and organs of sense and actions. This is the
doctrine of karma, and this is the system how the
divine jurisprudence functions; this is called the rule
of law in nature.”?

We believe that by attributing this doctrine to the
Vedic teachings, the Hindus have done no justice to the
honour of the Vedas. If such statements are to be taken
seriously, the story of the origin of life will have to be
rewritten altogether. In the new vision of the origin of
species, Karma would certainly play the most pivotal role.
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The struggle for existence, survival of the fittest and the
genetic mutations which the evolutionists so fervently talk
about, would be rejected outright as mere figments of
science fiction without an iota of substantial evidence to
support it. The only key that would remain to unlock the
riddle of life would be Karma.

Following this cue we can safely infer that life began
its journey with the creation of holy men of the highest
order, but as future generations were born, they began to
deteriorate mentally, physically and spiritually. It did not
take them very long to fill the earth with sin. With sin,
comes Divine punishment and they rapidly began to lose
their human status. They must have been deeply dismayed
and shocked to watch the transformation of humans into
animals of the lower order, but they had only to blame their
own sins. The law of Karma must operate and the sins must
take their toll. Hence it should not have been an uncommon
experience with them to witness the birth of numerous new
animal species instead of normal human babies during the
course of reproduction.

But perhaps this is not how the Hindu religious
scholars envisage the origin of species and how Karma
operates. In the absence of a clear-cut statement on this
point, one can only attribute to them some possible
interpretations within the framework of their overall belief.
Perhaps they envision the unfolding of the mysteries of life
on earth in a different pattern. As man began to deteriorate
during his journey away from the time of the four rishis, his
reproductive faculties began to dwindle and an epidemic of
sterility broke out. Rapidly the number of humans began to
reduce and surprisingly a myriad of various animal species
began to spring forth from the surface of earth.

The earth split open here and there, as the elephants
and the lions erupted. So also appeared the cats, the dogs,
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the hyenas and the wolves. From water emerged the fish in
all shapes and colours, in multiple measure and sizes while
the turtles did not lag far behind. Suddenly the insects
invaded the animal kingdom, like locusts appearing from
nowhere. Underneath such visible forms of life, the
invisible kingdom of bacteria and viruses must have
proliferated far more rapidly. But alas, despite all the
attempts and warnings of the four rishis, man refused to
submit and continued to rebel against the Vedic teachings.
As a natural consequence of their sin, reincarnation of
humans into lower forms of animal species must have run
amok as if with a spirit of vengeance.

Finding no more space on the flat surface of the earth
or in the depth of oceans, man began to be born within the
human gut as well. What of the roundworms, the
flatworms, the tapeworms and the threadworms — who
would not even take pity on infants — there were an untold
number of other viral or bacterial guises in which the
erstwhile humans must have invaded the human body in the
blood stream, in the capillaries, in the cellular tissue of
flesh and the vital organs. The lymph would not be spared,
or the bone marrow for that matter. What an ingenious plan
to have man punished by his own hands. Yet, he would not
see.

An extremely interesting scheme of things no doubt,
in support of which Professor Verman claims to possess
‘overwhelming evidence’! The only little snag we find in
this scheme is the fact that humans continue to become
more sinful with the passage of time, yet they are not
diminishing in number. On the contrary, their population is
exploding.

This takes us back to the ancient time when life just
began with the creation of four rishis and a myriad of
common men. [f man was at his best in spiritual and social
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conduct at the time, then there was no question of his
transmigration into the lower species after that generation
had died. The scheme of Karma guarantees that as long as
this state of piety was maintained by man, no animal
species could have been created. They could only be
created as a result of punishment to a sinful generation of
humans.

ROFESSOR VERMAN seems to have an answer to this

dilemma. Human generations, as they moved away

from the pious generation of the rishis, began to
disintegrate in their character. Evidently therefore, the
moment man became sinful, the gates for the creation of
other animal species were flung wide open. From then on,
there was no dearth of sinful human souls to be condemned
to the rank of subhuman species during their reincarnation.

But such a scheme could only work if the total
population of humans at that time were a billion or more
times greater than their number today. The total number of
animals belonging to all the species of life runs into trillions
upon trillions upon trillions. Hence, it can be safely inferred
that all these animals from bacteria upwards must have
been human once. That being so, the human population, at
the time of the great holy rishis must have been
astronomical, defying all calculations. In such a case, this
earth had to be a billion times more massive than it is today
to accommodate the entire human populace of God-fearing
ancient followers of Vedic Dharma.

Incidentally, scientists also inform us that the land of
Tibet, where the four great rishis are related to be sitting at
the beginning of time, was not yet created. It came into
being much later — a billion years ago, as a result of
continental drift and the subsequent collision between their
plates. This clash of claims, between the geologists and the
Vedic authorities, casts some shadow of doubt on the
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scenario of the four rishis, serenely watching the world go
by from their lofty post on the Tibetan high planes. But of
course the Hindu scholars, like Professor Verman, have a
right to dismiss this geological yarn to be as hollow and
devoid of sense as the theory of evolution. This too, should
be chucked into the rubbish bin of scientific hallucinations
into which the theory of evolution had been earlier dumped.
Turning again to the issue of the human populace,
which sprang from the holy loins of the great rishis, it must
have swelled to enormous dimensions because it was they
who were to be the great-forefathers of all the animal
species to follow. It would be their sinful souls who would
be demoted to the rank and file of the lower animal
kingdom. The size of the human population at that time had
to comprise the total number of animal species which were
to be born after. One is indeed confounded to visualize such
a colossal number of humans squirming, wiggling-
waggling like mountains of worms on the surface of this
tiny planet Earth. All that could be surveyed from any
rooftop anywhere, call it Tibet or the Himalayas, would be
humans, humans everywhere, and not a morsel to eat.
Re-examining the issue of Karma, let us now return to
a purely academic discussion. The fate of every generation
of life hinges entirely upon the Karma of its previous
generation. The soul in itself is a neutral entity; so also is
the matter to which it is bonded. As such the real question
which Hindu sages try to resolve, relates to the wisdom
behind the creative policy of God. If He is a just God, they
argue, why should He display partiality to some over
others? It is to answer this apparently unanswerable
question, that they present the philosophy of the eternal
unending circle of deeds and corresponding rewards or
punishments. For the transmigration of souls it is this
priniciple which works as an ongoing circle of cause and
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effect, crime and punishment, goodness and reward. As
against this view, the image of God perceived by other
major religions of the world is that of an All-Powerful
Supreme Being, who can create at His own Will whatever
He pleases. As such, He is the Supreme proprietor of all
creation, enjoying absolute liberty to dispose of them as He
pleases. His hands are free. He can make whatever He
likes. The principle of justice in relation to the choice of
His creation does not apply. However, by virtue of being
All-Wise, All-Fair and All-Powerful, He provides to
perfection all that is needed by any animal species,
internally and externally. Thus an amoeba could be as
happy and content within his tiny insignificant domain as a
great king sitting on his majestic throne.

Such is not the freedom which can be justifiably
enjoyed by the supreme god of Hindu mythology. Not
being their creator, he has no right to interfere with the
freedom of the soul and matter subjecting them to his
slavery. There is also the question of choice at every act of
creation. Why should one be made better than another, or
placed higher in the order of creation? Why should one be
born in the stately palace of a king or be delivered in the
gloomy emptiness of a pauper’s shack?

It is this dilemma which necessitates the provision of
some manner of justification for God in relation to His
multifarious scheme of creation. The Hindu philosophy
resolves this question by suggesting that God never takes
an arbitrary decision in His capacity as a Creator. Contrary
to the rest of the world’s religions, they see the earth as a
place of punishment and reward. The conduct of life on
earth, according to this philosophy, will directly bear upon
the future shape to be granted to it in its next incarnation.
The supreme god Brahm@8 adjudges every act of life during
its sojourn on earth. The future rests upon its own Karma.
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Life and death are interwoven as parts of an eternal
scheme of goodness and reward, crime and punishment.
But the problem is that, when the soul is picked by God
from its abode in space and brought down to Earth to be
bonded with matter in the form of some species of life, it is
at that instant that a term of imprisonment is imposed upon
it without a previous Karma. It is this first imprisonment
which constitutes a glaring violation of justice and fair play
on the part of God Himself, justly warranting His own
incarnation into the lowest forms of animal species.

Returning to the discussion of how Karma works, it
should be understood that it is an extremely intricate
scheme which takes into account even the minutest
variations in the good or bad conduct of life on earth. These
variations could help God to pronounce a punishment to be
harsher or milder or a reward to be lesser or greater.

Every crime would not necessarily result in the
transformation of every sinful human into another animal.
A person who was a king during his previous incarnation
for instance, could be turned into a poorly beggar during
the next. Likewise, a beggar could be transformed into a
Royal Highness during his next incarnation, all depending
upon their respective bad or good conduct in the sight of
God, during their previous term of life on earth.

As already explained, depending on the merit of each
case a species can be transmigrated into any other during its
reincarnation. A human in his previous incarnation could as
well be turned into a worm in his next. An unpleasant
surprise indeed, but one should thank one’s own sinful stars
for that.

Where does the chain begin? That is the real question
— an insoluble eternal enigma. If every reincarnation
requires a previous incarnation then how would the chain
begin? Surely, it cannot be done by simply pushing the
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cause and effect chain further back in time. This would
require all life forms with their respective Karmas to be
eternal. A proposition which even the most zealot of the
Hindu pundits could not endorse because the eternity of
animal life would render the act of creation redundant and
meaningless. The only other alternative is to perceive
Karma, and its consequences in the form of a chain which
is linked together in a circle. But this is not possible either,
because even such an unending circle of Karmas and their
resultant reward or punishment, cannot be possible without
a beginning and an end. An eternal circle of cause and
effect can only be logically entertained if it comprises
identical links. If there is a change in the nature of links, the
beginning and the end can immediately be identified. Links
which show for instance, a downward or upward trend of
deterioration or improvement cannot be organized into an
eternal circle.

Let us return our gaze once again to the Vedic
scenario of the beginning of life and the origin of species. If
it is a circular chain, as the Hindu theologians insist, then
after the deterioration has reached its maximum, the chain
must become unidentifiable from the links which mark its
beginning. After the human species has been wiped out
from the face of the earth, all that is left is the animal life of
lower order, constantly sliding down the scale because of
their persistent sinfulness. The only task left now would be
to link them to a new beginning of life on earth, so that the
circle is completed. Life on earth according to the Vedic
teachings, as we have already seen, always begins with the
four rishis reclining on the Tibetan roof of the world. How
on earth could the vermin and insects and centipedes and
rats and skunks (the end products of the sinful humans), be
hooked on to the lofty start of life in the holy personages of
the four rishis to complete the circle! The circle of
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transmigration we have just described, can neither be linked
onto its beginning nor can it be described as eternal,
because eternity demands an unbroken continuity.

If the end of the chain has to be linked on to this
beginning, the consequences are too horrendous for anyone
to visualize. Imagine a serpent sitting coiled with its tail
held in its mouth. No sane observer can call it an eternal
circle with no beginning, no end. A tail is a tail, even if
securely pressed under the teeth. This circle will have a
head and it will have a tail; it will have a beginning and it
will have an end. No man with the slightest respect in his
heart for the great rishis (four in number) would permit
himself to envision their rebirth out of a tail made up of the
lowliest forms of animal existence.

We do sincerely hope that no Hindus, educated or
uneducated, subscribe to this bizarre fantasy of an eternal
circle. Nature debunks this notion absolutely. There is not
the least evidence to support it.

The issue of Karma should also be examined from
another angle. The term Karma applies to all actions for
which the actor is answerable, i.e. he will be rewarded if the
action is good, and punished if it is bad. This requires that
the Divine Will must be clearly expressed, regarding the
goodness or badness of actions, otherwise no one can know
as to what God approves or disapproves. It is for this
specific purpose that the four great rishis are placed in the
beginning of mankind. If Vedic teachings had not been
revealed to them, humans could not learn what was good or
bad for them, hence they could not be held accountable for
their Karmas. Thus the principle of Karma can only be
applicable to humans alone, who are provided with a clear
charter of do’s and don’ts by the pioneer four rishis.

When it comes to animals, other than humans, the
problem becomes rather complicated. Do all species have
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their own well-defined books based on Divine law? If not,
how would they conduct themselves and how could their
Karma be adjudged? Will their intuitive behaviour replace
the Divine teachings? If it is the intuitive behaviour which
fills the void of Divine teaching among animals, then how
can they exercise any free choice?

Again, in humans, the Divine teachings are vouched
through the human agency (the four rishis were no doubt
human). But it is somewhat difficult for one to perceive the
office of prophethood being discharged by animals. Every
species has its own limited sphere of understanding, with a
specific ingrained way of life. If prophets are to be sent to
them, they must be sent separately to each species. If
animal rishis are to be born among them they have to be
born equally among the lions, the brown bears, the white
bears, the hyenas, the reptiles, the fishes of all sorts and the
birds of all feathers. Can one imagine for instance a prophet
crow or a rishi wolf?

But that is not all. If instincts replace the Divine
teachings and works as the animal code of life, then the
same question of choice in relation to the instinctive animal
behaviour will have to be raised and answered. Can they
accept or reject instinctive trends? It is instinctive to a horse
to eat grass or grain, could a horse possibly defy this Divine
injunction? In case he chooses to be wicked, can he
possibly change his diet from vegetable to flesh, thus
blatantly violating the Divine law of instinct? In such a
case, of course that horse could justifiably be punished by
God for being a wicked horse. Perhaps the most likely
punishment for him during his next incarnation would be a
transformation into a donkey or a dog. What if that donkey
also persists in the misconduct which was responsible for
his degenerate birth and chooses to remain carnivorous,
relishing dog meat more than green grass. What would be
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his next incarnation one wonders — maybe he would be
turned into a dog, left at the mercy of other wicked donkeys
— God knows best.

We are building this hypothetical scenario, only to
bring to the surface the underlying absurdities in the
philosophy of reincarnation, based on the current Hindu
understanding of Vedic teachings. It is farthest from our
intention to hurt anyone’s sensibilities.

The same hypothetical illustration applies to the entire
animal kingdom. If a lion, for instance, will be adjudged
goody-goody and noble only if he remains true to his
instinct, then his disregard for the sanctity of life will be a
sure sign of his nobility. If on the other hand he abandons
eating flesh, showing a wanton disregard of his noble
instinct, then such a beastly vegetarian lion is likely to be
demoted during his reincarnation to, maybe, a carrion
eating vulture. Thus the beasts of the jungle could only be
adjudged gentlemen by God, if they continue to follow their
ungentlemanly instincts.

It should have become apparent by now, that in no
way can intuitive animal behaviour be treated as a Divine
code of life, as long as the animals are deprived of the
freedom of choice. If, however, the advocates of The Vedas
insist that the instinctive animal behaviour is a substitute
for a Divine law, then all animals must be promoted to the
human rank during their next reincarnation because they
follow their instincts meticulously — much better than
humans ever follow Divine laws. It is an extremely
dangerous proposition. It would lead inevitably to the total
extinction of non-human life, culminating in a most
gigantic explosion of human population, pushing man back
to the beginning of time. Will there be any food for them to
survive, or will they turn to cannibalism as a last resort?
Allah knows best.
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To the good fortune of the human race, however, no
plan of Karma can conceivably work among the non-human
animals. Once condemned to be animals, souls can in no
way regain their lost human heights ever again. Thus the
scheme of Karma would swing the fate of man from one
extreme to another. Which of the two would he opt for if
ever he were to make a choice? Neither, of course, if he has
an iota of wisdom. Not to be is the only sensible option.

We consider it proper to observe here that the Hindu
doctrine of transmigration of the soul also offers a third
option, but only for the insignificant few. Such humans as
lead a life of perfection, like the four ancient rishis for
instance, are not recycled immediately, but there is a long
intervening period of relief for their souls. This is the vision
of Hindu Nirvana or heaven. But this period of rest, even if
it runs into millions of years, must come to an end. At last,
such souls having enjoyed their Nirvana must return to
earth for reincarnation.

But this critical appraisal of Hindu mythology has
been carried too far afield. The Hindu religious scholars
may claim the right to divorce their faith from reason as has
been often done by the followers of some other religions. In
that case, despite anything proved to the contrary, they
would still maintain that somehow a balance is juggled by
God between various animal species, and they are all
judged by some invisible system of Karma.

Each individual belonging to any species of life is
judged in accordance with its Karma. If a man misconducts
himself, he would also be transmigrated into an animal of a
lower order during his next visit to earth. Likewise, an
animal with good conduct could be raised to the status of a
human in his next incarnation. A well-behaved dog for
instance, could be born into the house of his earlier master
as the master himself, while the wicked master could be
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reborn in his own house as a dog to his new human master
(ex-dog).

It is evident that this philosophy has its internal logic.
Although God appears to be an absolute dictator Who
despite having no right subjugates free soul and free matter
to an eternal chain of slavery, He does so on the basis of a
system of justice. He presses soul and matter together,
always as a reward or a punishment for their Karma in their
previous earthly sojourn. Also as already mentioned, there
remains a chance, however thin, for a soul to gain Nirvana
which is a temporary deliverance from material bondage.
Hence what we despise as death could in fact be a great
benefactor which liberates the soul from body, its corporal
partner. For how long shall the separated couple enjoy their
deliverance from each other, is a question which will be
decided in relation to their conduct during their wedded life
on earth. If they had conducted themselves ideally — the
physical body taking good care of the soul and the soul
discharging its responsibilities to the physical body — the
longer would be their reward of separation. No different
would be the fate of married couples. The noblest among
them who have the ideal relationship as husband and wife,
most satisfied with each other’s pleasant loving company,
would no doubt be awarded the Nirvana of the highest
order. This means that their souls will be separated not only
from their bodies but also from each other for an extremely
long time bordering on eternity. The sinful couples,
however, may be despatched to earth soon after they both
finally die, to yet another even longer spell of each other’s
company of sinful carnal pleasures! Good Heavens! What a
Hell on Earth and what a Heaven in heavens!

0 A SCIENTIST, the Hindu philosophy of life, death, and
I eternity may appear devoid of sense and reason, yet
it cannot be denied that this philosophy has a special
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charm about it which keeps many a modern man and
woman enchanted by it, without bothering about its
rationale. The most powerful attraction it possesses lies in
the hope that one would return to this miserable earthly life
again. Man is the strangest of all the living paradoxes. All
his life he continues to complain against the strings of
miseries attached to life, hoping for death to sever them, yet
how he longs to return to the same earthly dungeon again!

The imprisonment of life and the bondage of sorrow
are in fact one and the same thing. How can deliverance
from sorrow be possible without death? Yet how he yearns
at the same time to pay an unlimited number of visits to the
same wretched abode. Evidently, the charm of this
philosophy lies in the universal love of life ingrained in the
fibre of the living.

Yet, those infatuated by this promise of another
tomorrow, should not forget that human society as a whole
has substantially deteriorated in moral and religious
conduct. For such as these to entertain the hope to be reborn
as humans yet again, is a dream most unlikely to be
fulfilled. If the Vedic philosophy of Karma is right then
most probably the majority of the humans of today will be
reborn tomorrow as monkeys, wild boars, crocodiles or
mere worms. To live again is good indeed but will it be
worth the risk at such a price?

Returning to the issue of the four rishis — the
recipients of the Vedas — if one accepts the time scale in
which they are fitted, they must have been born aeons
before life began on earth, in an age when the earth’s
atmosphere was empty of oxygen. What Karma preceded
their promotion to the rank of rishis, is the question. Who
could survive in an oxygen-free atmosphere generation
after generation after generation and what did they feed
upon is no less an important question. All that polluted the

123



HINDUISM

oceans and the air was rudimentary forms of viruses and
bacteria. Either the first generation of these holy men
survived on this staple food or maybe human life began on
earth not with holy men but with holy viruses and pious
bacteria. If the time calculations regarding the appearance
of the four rishis or other holy men on earth is erroneous, if
they did not appear on earth as early as maintained by some
scholarly pundits then the beginning of life on earth and the
Vedas had to have happened much later. Their appearance
upon earth could not be possible before the Tibetan
archipelago came into being. In fact the entire Indian
subcontinent was shaped similar to what we find it today,
some time between twenty million and forty million years
ago. Although India had been carved into a sub-continent
around one hundred and sixty million years ago it had yet
to begin its merger with the rest of Asia. It was this merger
which in fact was responsible for the eruption of the
Himalayas and other great mountains including the Tibetan
archipelago. It matters little when exactly Tibet was created
within this time scale. The evidence of fossil remains
proves beyond a shadow of doubt that life had begun some
eight hundred million years before the creation of the
Indian subcontinent. Whoever and whatever they were who
sat on the top of the Tibetan plateau could not have been
human because humans appeared on earth much later. At
that time the most advanced form of life that had evolved
was dinosaurs. Evidently one cannot conceive a dinosaur
rishi by any stretch of one’s imagination. Hence, if the
Vedic teachings in their interpolated form as we find them
today are to be taken literally, then the rishis and their holy
companions must have landed on earth from some alien
planet. But this solution, if at all worthy of being called a
solution, would create a far more intricate and utterly
absurd problem to solve. The story of Karma will have to
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begin not with the four rishis but with the weird and varied
forms of life emanating and evolving from the first bio-
units on earth a billion years ago.

An unprejudiced appraisal would clearly reveal that
the doctrines of Karma and reincarnation are the products
of a decadent age of Hindu philosophy. It must have
happened when the Hindu theologians attempted to find
answers philosophically to the enigma of life and death,
reward and punishment, by themselves, without
enlightenment from on high. Still, it is not impossible to
trace the elements of Divine revelation in the Vedas. The
elements of ignorance which we find therein today must
have been the product of human interpolation from that
which was interpolated into the Vedas by the human hand.

Before ending this discourse, we would like to
examine the nature of yoga, and where it fits into the vast
intricate network of Hindu philosophy. It is of special
interest to the main subject of discussion, because it is
widely claimed that through deep contemplation, a yogi can
reach the fountainhead of knowledge and truth within
himself. However, it is not at all easy to determine with any
measure of certainty whether the yogic system is Hindu in
origin or Buddhist. It is an instrument of learning which at
least Lord Krishna is never reported to have employed.

But that is not all there is to yoga. Apart from its
meditational value, yoga is also a highly developed
physical science, which attempts to promote the latent
qualities of human physique to their maximum. Miraculous
deeds are reported to have been performed. It is even
claimed that through yoga one can reach a state of almost
perfect hibernation, whereby the metabolism is brought to a
near standstill and life seems to hang by its finest thread.
Some yogis, having mastered the art of yoga, are said to
have lived for days submerged under water. Some reports
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even speak of their uncanny ability to de-materialise at one
place and materialise at another. Some exaggeration
indeed!

Yet some other special powers developed through
yogic practices, cannot be waived off as mere exaggeration.
For instance, some yogis are known to have held their
breath for so long, that an ordinary man would die many a
death during the same period without breathing. Again,
yoga is a form of exercise which helps to improve the
quality of human physique in every sphere of its functions.
It is also acclaimed as an excellent remedy for the
alleviation of physical and psychic tensions. We have
briefly discussed the yogic potential for improving the
physical qualities of man and developing some latent
possibilities in him, which otherwise would remain
dormant. The same can also be spiritually enhanced by
disciplining the human ways and conduct of life.

Now we explore these possibilities with reference to
the yogic system. The yogis claim that they can reach the
fountainhead of inner truth merely through the instrument
of contemplation and inspirational yogic practices. How far
they are right or wrong, is only a matter of opinion. Unless
an inner truth, discovered with the help of yogic practice, is
presented to the world as a solution for human problems,
one is not in a position to accept or reject this claim. The
maximum that can be granted in this regard is the fact that
yoga in itself is an excellent code of exercise.
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BUDDHISM

HE GENERAL IMPRESSION that prevails in the world
about Buddhism is that it is a philosophy of life
which, though counted among religions, does

not prescribe to the existence of God. This
impression is only partially correct. Even in contemporary
Buddhism, it is wrong to say that none of the Buddhists
believe in God or gods. Although the predominant sects,
Mahayans and Theravadins, are known to believe only in
the ultimate inherent wisdom in man which Buddha®
perfected, they too believe in many superstitions and
demonic figures which substitute God for them. This
impression of the Buddhists’ negation of God is also wrong
on another count. An exploration of early Buddhist sources
as we shall demonstrate, reveals ample proof that
Buddhism began like any other Divinely revealed faith with
its emphasis on the Unity of God.

As for the position of Buddha
(563-483 BC) among the Buddhists,
although he is not directly
worshipped as a deity, there is very
little difference  between the
veneration shown to the Buddha by
sy the Buddhists and the manner of
=2 worship of God found in other
religions. They revere him and pay
homage to him, bow to his images
and statues and prostrate before them like the adherents of
any other idolatrous religion in the world.

In fact, despite the denial of God by most Buddhists,
deep within their hearts there seems to be lurking a desire

BUDDHA - As presented
by the Buddhist religion
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to worship something. It is this which is manifested in their
veneration of Buddha. The same unquenchable innate thirst
for God etched deep upon the human soul urges them to
worship Him, or something, if not Him. So it is to fill this
void that the Buddhists worship the Buddha without
formally recognizing him to be a god.

It must also be mentioned here that in the Tibetan
form of Buddhism not only is the existence of superhuman
deities or demons a part and parcel of their faith, but also
they certainly believe in communication with them. The
selection of a new Panchen Lama for instance, requires
many rites and rituals to be performed, to obtain guidance
from gods as to which one of the newborn Tibetan children
should be the future Panchen Lama.

Among the so-called atheistic Buddhist sects, it is
commonly alleged that Buddha himself denied the
existence of God. They support their claim by pointing at
the hostility shown to Buddha by the contemporary Hindu
pundits. That hostility, they maintain, was largely due to the
contempt shown by Buddha to their gods. The Buddhists in
general do not bother to analyse the real factors at work
which generated misunderstandings leading to the
persecution of Buddha. It is quite sufficient for them to
believe that Buddha must have rejected the idea of God in
totality.

However, as we shall presently establish by re-
examining some facts of history and some important
relevant passages in the Buddhist sacred literature, it can be
clearly shown that Buddha® is absolved from all such
allegations. Yet it must be said, at the very outset, that the
historical evidence to which the adherents of both view
points refer, is in itself meagre. This difficulty, however,
can be offset to a large degree by having recourse to other
circumstantial evidence.
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The Buddhist philosophy, teachings and practices
remained to be transmitted only verbally for almost five
hundred years after Buddha, except in the case of
inscriptions on the rocks and stupas made during the
illustrious reign of Ashoka (273-232 Bc). Ashoka, it should
be remembered, appeared some three hundred years after
his spiritual master, Buddha®. This fact in itself is of vital
importance because these writings can certainly serve the
purpose of judging Buddha’s philosophy and way of life
from the vantage point of Ashoka. Moreover, at a time
when nothing of Buddhism was committed to writing, it
was Ashoka alone who left behind a written account of
what he understood to be Buddha’s teachings. Again, his
authority as a true representative of Buddha has never been
challenged. What remains therefore, is simply a case of
different interpretations.

As far as the story of Buddha is concerned, although it
too was committed to writing many centuries after his
demise, it has been unanimously accepted by all researchers
without serious disagreement. This knowledge seems to
have been passed on from generation to generation. Hence
the personality of Buddha and his lifestyle appear to have a
continuity, beginning from Buddha himself to the present
day.

From this, it is reasonable to conclude, that an
understanding of Buddha and Buddhism which accords
with these two sources i.e. the life of Buddha and the
writings on the stupas, should have the stronger claim to
acceptance. Against this, such views as are clearly at
variance with them may safely be rejected. However, if the
early sources seem to contradict each other, caution has to
be applied in accepting one and rejecting the other.

A close examination of Buddha’s biography reveals
that in his lifestyle, he was not any different from other
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prophets of God, who appeared in different parts of the
world. There is a universality about the character and style
of prophets which can also be discerned in the life of
Buddha.

Coming to the issue of the fundamental beliefs of
Buddhism, the problems begin with different interpretations
of what he is known to have said or done. We disagree with
the commonly held view that Buddha was an atheist. We
maintain that Buddhism was a Divinely revealed religion.
We emphasize the fact that the founder of Buddhism was
certainly not an atheist, but was a man commissioned by
God Himself, to deliver His message in the style that all
other messengers were raised.

Most scholars who write about Buddhism are out of
their depth in trying to justify the placing of Buddhism
among the great religions of the world. To do that they have
to change the universally accepted definition of religion so
that it also accommodates Godless philosophies and
religions. Why should a code of conduct which starts its
journey with a denial of God be admitted into the comity of
religions, is the question. As far as our view is concerned,
no such objection can be raised on this count. We on our
part reject the premise that Buddhism had no Divine origin.
To support our contention we shall have recourse to the
same well-established sources as the Buddhists themselves
rely on and demonstrate that our interpretations have a
stronger basis for acceptance. We repeat that Buddhism is
no oddity among religions; on the contrary, its fundamental
characters are at one with the rest of the Divinely revealed
faiths.

The erroneous popular belief in the Godless origin of
Buddhism was spread largely by the Western scholars of
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Their knowledge of
Buddhism was largely based on the translations of Buddhist
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literature from the Pali language by Buddhist scholars who
had permitted their own biased, godless philosophy to
influence their translations. Few among them understood
the Pali language, which is the language of the source
material. Moreover, instead of drawing their own
inferences directly from a study of reliable Buddhist
sources, they leaned entirely on the beliefs about Buddhism
prevailing among the major Buddhist sects.
C/ONTRARY To this general trend of Western scholars, a
( solitary voice in India was raised by Hazrat Mirza
Ghulam Ahmad®* of Qadian (1835-1908), who
presented a diametrically opposed view. He maintained that
Buddha®* had firm belief in the existence of God who
Himself had raised him as His messenger with a specific
mission to perform. He demonstrated that Buddha®, like all
other prophets of God, also believed in the existence of
Satan, as well as in heaven and hell, in angels and in the
Day of Resurrection. Hence, the allegation that Buddha®
did not believe in God is pure fabrication. What Buddha
rejected was Vedanta (i.e. doctrines and beliefs found in the
Hindu sacred books, the Vedas). He rejected the belief in
corporeal manifestations of gods as found in Hinduism. He
was severely critical of the Brahmans and regarded them to
have corrupted their Divine teaching through their distorted
interpretation.

The voice of Hazrat Mirza Ghulam Ahmad®* was not
to remain solitary for long. Soon, other voices from among
the second generation of Western scholars and researchers
on Buddhism began to follow suit. The most prominent
among them was the great French scholar Dr Gustav Le
Bon (1841-1931) who writes:

Unfortunately, the study of Indian monuments has
been completely neglected by European scholars.
The specialists of Indian studies, through whom we
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have come to learn of Buddhism, had never visited
India. They had only studied this religion in books;
an unfortunate twist of fate made them chance upon
the works of philosophical sects written five or six
centuries after the death of Buddha, these being
absolutely alien to the religion practised in reality.
The metaphysical speculations which had so
astonished Europeans by their profoundity were in
fact nothing new. Ever since the books of India have
been better known, these have been found in the
writings of philosophical sects which had developed
during the Brahmanic period.*"

So far, Dr Le Bon seems to be perfectly right in his
criticism, but as is apparent from the following text, he
himself committed the same mistake of not deriving the
concept of true Buddhism, strictly as it is presented by the
writings on the stupas — which never mention Buddhism
as polytheistic. In the words of Dr Le Bon:

It is not in the books, but in the monuments that one
should study what Buddhism used to be. What the
monuments tell us differs strangely from what
certain books teach us. The monuments prove that
this religion, which modern scholars want to see as
an atheistic cult, was, on the contrary, the most
polytheistic out of all the cults.” >

It is this last part of his statement which is false as
will be presently shown.

After Dr Le Bon, another renowned scholar, Arthur
Lillie drew a completely different conclusion from his
careful study of the inscriptions on Ashoka’s stupas. He
amply quotes them in his book, India in Primitive

* Both these passages have been faithfully translated from Dr
Le Bon’s original book which is in French.
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Christianity. It should be noted that these inscriptions were
not etched solely on the stupas which were specifically
built for this purpose, they were also discovered upon the
faces of huge rocks situated on highways and trade routes.
We present below two examples of such inscriptions from
Lillie’s translations.

On the Eastern bank of the river Katak, twenty miles
from Jagan Nath, there is a rock by the name of Pardohli
upon which is written:

‘Much longing after the things (of this life) is a
disobedience, 1 again declare; not less so is the
laborious ambition of dominion by a prince who
would be a propitiator of heaven. Confess and
believe in God (Is’ana) who is the worthy object of
obedience. For equal to this (belief), I declare unto
you, ye shall not find such a means of propitiating
heaven. Oh strive ye to obtain this inestimable
treasure.”

Is’ana, mentioned in this inscription is the name of
ShivDevta — God. (See The Sanskrit/English Dictionary by
Shivram Apte).

On the seventh Stupa the same writer quotes:

‘Thus spake Devanampiya Piyadasi: “Wherefore
from this very hour, I have caused religious
discourses to be preached, I have appointed religious
observances that mankind, having listened thereto,
shall be brought to follow in the right path, and give
glory to God* (Is’ana).” **

From these references it becomes obvious that the
early sources portray Buddha® as a dedicated believer in
God (may He bless his soul).

* The usage of the word God in singular is highly significant.
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The second source material in order of credibility and
authenticity, is such Buddhist literature as came into being
five hundred years after Buddha. This too contains enough
evidence to indicate that Buddha was neither an atheist nor
an agnostic but was indeed a believer in God. We
specifically refer to the Theravada texts known as Tripitaka
(Three Baskets), which as the name suggests, are divided
into three sections. The first part is called Vinaya-Pitaka
(Rules of Conduct), the second is called Sutta-Pitaka
(Discourses on Truth) and the third is called Abhidhamma-
Pitaka (Analysis of Religion).

In Sutta-Nipta there is The Chapter on Going to the
Far Shore,” in which the goal of conquering death is
expressed. Buddha explains that birth and death do not
mean anything to those who have overcome their ego thus
becoming at one with God. These passages may have been
misunderstood and confused with the Brahman concept of
Mukti (redemption), but it is not right. Buddha clearly
speaks of only those who have already reached the other
side of the barrier here on earth before their death. This
simply means that according to him, no man could have
access to the hereafter, unless he had experienced it during
his life here on earth, a teaching close to the Quranic
precept. He preached that by being at one with God, man
rises above life and death and becomes eternal.

At the end of the chapter, Pingiya, a follower of
Buddha describes the excellence of his master which
becomes instrumental in converting him to Buddhism.
Having already expressed that he was enfeebled by old age
and close to dying, Pingiya concludes his discussion with
the following statement:

‘Assuredly I shall go to the immovable, the
unshakeable, the likeness of which does not exist

136



BUDDHISM

anywhere. I have no doubt about this. Thus consider
me to be one whose mind is so disposed.”®

This illustrates the hope and expectation of a disciple
of Buddha, that after his death he will meet his Lord, who is
described as immovable, unshakeable and without likeness.
This is a description of God in full agreement with that
found in other scriptures.

There is another interesting account giving further
information about Buddha’s beliefs found in Sutta-Pitaka
—the second part of the Tripitaka texts, subdivided into
five books containing many of the Buddha’s dialogues. The
president of the Pali Text Society of London, Mrs T.W.
Rhys Davids has translated some of these dialogues into
English and her translation can be found in a series of
books entitled Sacred Books of the Buddhists. Dialogue
number thirteen of the second volume entitled Tevigga
Sutta, deals specifically with the question of how man can
be led to God.

In response to this question, Buddha first rejects the
suggestion that anyone among the Hindu clergy of his time
was capable of leading man to God, then he answers the
question as he understood it himself. The background of
how and where this dialogue took place is quite interesting.

It is said that once upon a time there used to be a
famous Brahman village by the name of Manasakata. This
village was situated at a most scenic spot of the country
beside a beautiful river. Its fame had reached far and wide
because it was the centre of Brahmanic religious
controversy. Five of these Brahmans were especially
distinguished and led the school of their respective religious
ideology. It so happened that Buddha also alighted by the
same river along with his chosen disciples. The news
spread and people began to pay him visits to enlighten
themselves on Buddha’s doctrine and hear about Buddhism
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from his own lips. Once, Vasettha and Bharadvaga of the
same village, while taking a walk after their bath in the
river, began to debate a religious doctrine. Neither of the
two could convince the other of the correctness of the
opinions of their respective gurus. Vasettha, the young
Brahman, suggested that it should be taken to the court of
Buddha. This agreed upon they proceeded to present the
issue to Buddha seeking his wise council. During the
meeting, Bharadvaga, the young Brahman, remained silent
and Vasettha asked the questions. Before responding to the
question, Buddha posed some counterquestions.

First he asked, ‘Did any Brahmans versed in the Three
Vedas, ever see Brahmi face to face?’ The answer was
‘No’. Then Buddha asked Vésettha if any of the Brahmans
or their pupils of the previous seven generations had seen
Brahm3, and the answer was again, ‘No’. Then Buddha
asked them if they themselves claimed that they had ever
seen Brahma. Again the answer was, ‘No’. Then he asked
Vasettha that if a man, born and brought up in Manasakata
was asked the way to Manasakata, would that man be in
any doubt or difficulty in answering that question. Visettha
answered:

‘Certainly not, Gotama! And why? If the man had
been born and brought up in Manasékata, every road
that leads to Manasakata would be perfectly familiar
to him.’

At this point Buddha expounded:

‘That man, Visettha, born and brought up at
Manasakita might, if he were asked the way to
Manasakita, fall into doubt and difficulty, but to the
Tathdgata,” (the fully enlightened one, meaning
himself), ‘when asked touching the path which leads
to the world of Brahma, there can be neither doubt
nor difficulty. For Brahma, I know, Visettha, and
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the world of Brahma, and the path which leadeth
unto it. Yea, I know it even as one who has entered
the Brahma world, and has been born within it!”’

Buddha’s argument was that the residents of
Manasakata should clearly know the roads leading to
Manasikata. Any claimant belonging to God, must also
know the path leading to Him, but it would only be possible
if he had come from God and had known Him personally.
But the answers to the counter questions of Buddha clearly
showed that none of the gurus had either seen God or had
any personal knowledge of Him. Hence, the identity of God
was completely outside and beyond their understanding. Up
to this point of the dialogue, Buddha’s arguments may have
been misunderstood by some to mean that Buddha was
declaring there was no God because nobody had met Him.
Indeed, the translator in her introduction has suggested that
the whole line of argument followed in this discourse is:

<

.. only an argumentum ad hominem. If you want
union with Brahmd — which you had much better
not want — this is the way to attain to it.”®

But this analysis of the discourse shows a total failure
on the part of the author to understand what Buddha
positively proves. It illustrates how some researchers have
been influenced by the beliefs of the Buddhist monks who
had misread Buddha’s heroic campaign against his
contemporary order of the Brahmans. What he categorically
rejected were their superstitious beliefs in godlike figures,
which they had neither seen nor heard from. But Buddha’s
answer did not end there. He went on to claim that for the
Tath3gata, there could be no such difficulty in pointing out
the way to God. He went on to claim that he himself was
the one who could lead man to God because he had been in
communion with Him and had come from Him.

139



BUDDHISM

It should by now have become obvious that Buddha
did have faith in the existence of one Supreme God and it
was from Him that he claimed to have come. He knew Him
better than the villagers of Manasikata knew their own
village or the roads leading to it. Here Buddha asserts for
himself a life of constant communion with God, a state
which stands higher in order of nearness to Him than mere
revelation. Many great prophets have made similar claims
of witnessing a life of eternity with Him here on earth, even
before death transports them to the otherworldly life. They,
all the Divine messengers, share this eternal state of
communion with Him, Buddha being no exception. Buddha
referred to God as Brahma, because this was a familiar term
to the Hindus, who applied it to the Supreme God among
their gods. As the dialogue continues, the position is made
even clearer.

‘When he had thus spoken, Visettha, the young
Brahman, said to the Blessed One:

‘So has it been told me, Gotama, even that the
Samana Gotama knows the way to a state of union
with Brahma. It is well! Let the venerable Gotama
be pleased to show us the way to a state of union
with Brahm3, let the venerable Gotama save the
Brahman race!”’

Having heard Visettha, Buddha does not reject his
prayer and aspirations with reference to Brahmé as unreal
and meaningless; a definite proof of his approval of
whatever he spoke of the Brahma and His communion with
His chosen ones.

For people who respond to the call of God,
irrespective of their caste, the path to God is made easy for
them. For one who fears God, all human passions such as
anger, jealousy, prejudice etc., cease to dominate him.
When one transcends them, one is likely to imitate Godly
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attributes and acquire them. This whole dialogue is worthy
of special attention by those who want to understand
Buddha’s attitude towards Him.

So why should Buddha have been misunderstood by
his own followers? An answer to this question may lie in
earlier Buddhist history and the conflict between the newly
emerging religion of Buddha and the older religious order
of Brahmanism. They attributed to Buddha their own
views, not a rare phenomenon with religious clergy, or they
might have misunderstood him in good faith. When Buddha
waged war against the prevalent idolatry, to which the
Brahmans of the time were entirely dedicated, he was
accused of denying the existence of God. This propaganda,
carried out by a powerful class of Brahmans, was so loudly
proclaimed that the voice of Buddha was drowned in their
tumultuous antagonism.

Considering the difficulties of communication and
lack of writing facilities, it is not at all unlikely that this
propaganda not only found favour with the Hindus, but also
influenced the followers of Buddha. Ultimately, they
themselves began to believe that Buddha’s rejection of the
Hindu gods was total. Thus Gotama Buddha’s denial of the
gods of the Brahmans was overgeneralized and led many to
maintain that he did not believe in any God.

As far as their allegiance to Buddha is concerned, it
remains untouched. They had accepted Buddha as an all-
wise teacher, so kind, so loveable, so humane. We are
talking of an age when literacy was at its lowest level. The
common people would often make their decisions on
hearsay, hence the followers of Buddha themselves could
have been carried away by this Brahmanic propaganda. But
it created little effect upon their loyalty to him. For them it
was sufficient that Buddha was the perfect source of
wisdom. As such they revered him and continued to follow
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him with all their heart, as their beloved and all-wise
master. Slowly and imperceptibly, however, this so-called
Godless master of theirs began to be revered as God
himself.

It had not happened for the first time in the history of
religions. How often oracles had been transformed into
gods and humans raised to the level of deities! In the case
of Buddha however, all the forms of their love and attention
remained centred upon Buddha as a human paragon of
perfection and he was not literally raised to the mythical
concept of godly figures. For them, it was sufficient to
place the Brahmans on one end of the spectrum and Buddha
on the other. To them the Brahmans stood as oracles of
legends and myths, while Buddha personified truth,
wisdom and rationality. Thus, gradually Buddhism acquired
a character where the belief in a legendary god had no role
to play. Whatever the urge in human nature there is for
believing in God, it was progressively filled with the image
of Buddha. So Buddha, who in the eyes of his followers of
the fourth century, had started his journey as just a source
of absolute wisdom, began to rise to a status much higher
than can be filled by an ordinary secular philosopher. In his
case, he did not remain a mere symbol of mundane wisdom
for long, but began to command such high respect and
veneration as is commanded by God, or gods, among
religions.

We are not talking here of a short period of a few
years. It might well have taken centuries for the shadow of
atheism to have cast its ominous spell over a large part of
the Buddhist world. Again, it may also have taken centuries
for the Buddhists to ultimately build a god out of Buddha,
without naming him so. The manner in which we suggest
the transformation of Buddhists took place from believing
in God to a Godless people, is not merely conjecture. A
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study of Buddhist sources, as we have demonstrated, fully
supports the view that Buddha® was a believer in One
Supreme Creator. What he rejected was polytheism. This is
the true image of Buddha which survived untarnished for
the first three centuries despite the best efforts of his
enemies. Here we take the reader’s mind once again to the
age of the great Buddhist monarch Ashoka, who ruled a
vast Buddhist empire which extended beyond the
boundaries of India covering the whole of Afghanistan. It is
he who possesses the most authentic and unquestionable
authority on the teachings and the ways of Buddha’s life.
There is no shadow of doubt that what he portrayed Buddha
to be was simply a messenger of God who founded his
teachings upon Divine revelation. Whatever he conveyed to
mankind was only what he was commissioned to, by their
Supreme Creator. It is this verdict of Ashoka which is
indelibly etched upon the rocks of history.

sceticism or Escapism
Renunciation of the world and the severing of

worldly ties is considered as the ultimate means in
Buddhism for the complete liberation of self from anguish
and misery. It takes an ascetic to understand the problems
associated with the conflicts between the soul and the
mundane temptations of life. Unless one is endowed with
exceptional qualities of patience and resolution, this
challenge seems insurmountable. But in this lies the only
hope offered by Buddhism. A total renunciation of all that
life is made of and a total withdrawal from the allurements
of life is the only path to Nirvana, the eternal peace.

The complete denial of all passions is therefore
claimed by the Buddhists to be the absolute truth. The
greed for material wealth, for power, or even for the love of
others, when unfulfilled, results in the agony and frustration
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of the deprived. Similarly, hatred also plays havoc with
one’s peace of mind. All these forces weaken the spiritual
powers of man. This also emphasized that because man’s
intrinsic nature cannot be changed and his lust for evermore
cannot be stilled, full contentment and satisfaction can
never be achieved without severing all ties with matter.

This for the Buddhists is a starting point upon a long
Journey of denial to reach the ultimate goal of redemption.
He has to deny all that life requires for its comfortable
existence in a material sense. It is a struggle of denial
relating to all the five senses. A denial of what the eyes
require, and what the ears crave for, a denial of touch, taste
and smell, a denial of all which agitates human hearts. They
seek to avoid all dangers of addiction by avoiding all
situations in which there is a threat to man becoming
involved and enslaved by material influences. In short, the
Buddhist concept of peace through denial is simply another
name for escapism. To live is the problem, to die is the
solution.

Rather than attempting to struggle and conquer the
baser motivations and to bring them under the command of
the soul, the soul is advised to beat a retreat and vacate the
arena of life on earth. All that is born out of desire to satisfy
one’s ego, is lowly, materialistic, ignoble and should be
sacrificed for the sake of the ultimate good of the same ego.
The peace achieved through such an escape amounts to
little more than death i.e., the negation of life.

Peace can be of two types. Death can also be classed
as peace; to draw a line between peace and death is not an
easy task. For instance, a compromise with defeat and
resignation to a state of dishonour can serve as a case in
point. The contentment of victory and the calm of
surrender, though similar, are in reality poles apart. One is
life and the other is death. The identification and
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classification of religions, at times, becomes difficult
because of this attendant confusion. Each religion
seemingly invites to the same ultimate goal of peace and
contentment. Yet there are some which prefer a peaceful
surrender to death rather than to die for a noble cause and
there are those who raise the banner of a holy war to be
fought against evil at all costs. All challenges to absolute
morality are taken on bravely and roundly defeated. The
calm that ensues is the true Nirvana.

Religions such as the decadent form of Buddhism
admonish their adherents to find peace in the haven of
escape. They teach escapism from all temptations which
may lure them to their natural desires, urges and cravings.
A Buddhist would withdraw to the safety of his inner self —
a state described vaguely by some as an emptiness — by
others as something which is eternal and possesses the
qualification of being without substance. Are they talking
of God? One may wonder! But opinions differ. Most
believe that it is a state shared and understood only by those
who reach it. If it is not an ultimate return to God, and most
Buddhist scholars will refrain from admitting the existence
of God in any form, then the only valid definition for this
emptiness is absolute annihilation and total death.

In short, all natural urges related to the five senses
which constitute life are denied with a finality for gaining
absolute peace or Nirvana. Of course, all the adherents
cannot reach that goal simultaneously, but all true adherents
are required to continue to endeavour to achieve it step by
step, as they advance to the precipice of annihilation.

To illustrate this point further, let us relate an episode
which we find so befitting in helping the reader to
understand the specific point we are raising. There used to
be a beggar in Kashmir, who was half mystic and half
beggar. He begged for the barest necessities of his life and
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no more. He was often found lost in contemplation and
reverie, delving deep into his own self in search of
something. Once a sage walked past him and suddenly
noticed that he was no longer the same person, because he
was bubbling with joy and dancing with ecstasy.

‘Baba why this great transformation? You do not
seem to be the same pauper any more. Whatever have you
achieved?’ were the questions. ‘Have you chanced upon a
treasure?’

‘Yes,” was the answer. ‘A priceless, peerless treasure!
Why should not one exult at the fulfilment of all one’s
desires?’

Having received this reply, the sage inquired, ‘You
are clothed in the same rags and tatters, covered from head
to foot in dust like you ever were, how then can you claim
that all your desires are fulfilled?’

The beggar dismissed him with a wave of his hand,
staring at him with a gaze of profound wisdom and said,
‘Remember this, that one’s desires are only fulfilled when
he is left with no desires. Such is my great moment of
liberation. Off you go and leave me to dance.’

A beautiful answer, leaving the sage absolutely
nonplussed. But looking at it once again, one is bound to
admit that the answer of the beggar was as beautiful as it
was empty. No change had taken place beyond the confines
of his limited personal world. The world around was the
same miserable world of sorrow, suffering and pain. The
world around him was the same world of tyranny,
oppression and despotism. He still needed something to live
by — food, water and air were as indispensable to him as
they ever were. Of desires one may get rid, but not of
needs.

Whatever change was brought, was brought about
within himself. But who knows whether it had come to stay
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forever. Maybe it was just a brief moment of triumph.
Maybe on a chilly night with freezing cold, he would desire
to have some warmth around, some clothes, some shelter,
some hearth. Maybe if he fell ill, he would feel the need of
a healer and pray for one. With what surmounting resolve
would he conquer such challenges of the hard realities of
life? Only a Buddhist sage would know the answer. It was
only a subjective feeling of fulfilment and no more. In truth
it was an absolute resignation to the state of helplessness —
call it peace or call it death, by whatever name you mayj, it
is not entitled to be called true Nirvana.

The search for peace through complete denial of all
that relates to life and supports it, seems to have taken hold
in both the major Indian religions, Hinduism and
Buddhism. This is tantamount to denying the struggle for
existence and the survival of the fittest. In application to the
human pursuit of peace, this can only mean surrender and
acceptance of defeat.

Here we are not discussing the teachings of the
founders of Hinduism or Buddhism, but are merely
examining the philosophies that have resulted after
thousands of years of decadence. Both have moved far
away from their Divine origin. In fact they have followed
the same course as is followed by mysticism or Sufis in
other major religions of the world. In their case, the latter
do not break their ties with a belief in God; instead within
the framework of a Divine religion, they carve their own
domain of subjective spiritual experiences which result
from inspiration rather than revelation.

In the case of yogic philosophy in Hinduism and
Buddhism, both are completely broken away from their
traditional teachings without a trace of the original to be
found in them. As against revelation, which was the
ultimate source of enlightenment of Buddha, the emphasis
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during the later ages kept shifting from revelation to
inspiration, contemplation and reverie. In a strange way,
despite the fact that Buddhism at its beginning was at
complete odds with Hinduism, both joined forces later in
the philosophy and practices of yoga.

It is amazing that the first mention of yogic teachings
is only found in the Tantras, the so-called religious
documents, which were compiled at least five hundred
years after Buddha®. These documents were only for the
eyes of a few who comprised the supreme Buddhist
hierarchy and were kept under strict secrecy from the
common people. To doubly reassure their secrecy they
were written in such cryptic language and terminology as
would be impossible for an ordinary person to understand.
Much later, the contents of the Tantras became accessible
to scholars who were horrified to find this so-called sacred
literature to be extremely profane and indecent. There are
mentions of demons and frightful phantom images. They
are also full of vulgar language speaking of obscene and
sexual desires in a manner as jars the human sensibilities.
As such, the yogic teachings as contained in the Tantras
have no connection whatsoever with the holy words of
Buddha®.

Maybe all the talk of demonic nonsense and sexual
vulgarity are symbols and allegories. Perhaps no living
monks share the secret of such cryptic language. Maybe the
Buddhist hierarchy of two thousand years ago were the
only people who invented this jargon and understood its
meaning. But they are long dead and with them has died the
age of the Tantras. Yoga however, has outlived the cryptic
in the Tantras. There are scholars who still understand and
implement the subtle science of yoga contained in the
Tantras.
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It is hard indeed to draw a clear-cut line between the
yoga as understood and practised in Hinduism and the yoga
as understood and practised in Buddhism. If there are any
minor differences, they merely belong to nomenclature.
Call them Hindu hermits or Buddhist ascetics, the reality of
their withdrawal from the world, for the sake of God, will
not change. Give them any name possessing the same
meaning, it would not make the slightest difference to their
holy identity. Whatever they find and whatever they
consider enlightenment to be, neither has ever been able to
change the face of the world with their subjective
experiences. It is a dishonour for Buddha® and Krishna* to
be counted in this category. They were revolutionaries —
like all other prophets of God, whose philosophy of the
spiritual and moral revolution sprang forth from the
fountainhead of revelation. They gave a call for a noble
struggle against falsehood and evil. They sounded the bugle
for a heroic strife in life which was not just subjective. It
was an outward, outgoing holy war, which came into
headlong clash with the forces of darkness. A dire struggle
for the survival of the fittest ensued. The life histories of
Buddha® and Krishna® clearly present them as belonging to
this category. They are only warriors, not suicidal escapists.
Their faiths were products of revelation. Their teachings
gave birth to inspirations, but were not born out of them.

The understanding of the majority of present day
Buddhists appears to be that their religion is just a wisdom,
budhi, discovered by Buddha through meditation. All that is
claimed of their philosophy is that it was an inspiration of
Buddha.

From the vantage point of those who believe in God,
inspiration is nothing but a psychic experience in which
many a time one feels spiritually elated. During this phase
of elation, one experiences a sense of peace which seems to
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be the very ultimate of tranquillity. Returning from this
ecstatic state to normal life, one has a strong impression of
having gained something which might well have been the
very purpose of life — the goal which mankind is striving to
reach.

This psychological experience is all that they can
boast of as spiritual enlightenment and redemption from the
bondage of matter. Even at its very best, it cannot change
any objective realities or reform the wicked people. It
cannot transfer a jot from the world of the unknown to the
world of the known — it cannot change darkness into light.
Never has inspiration been able to retrieve the unknown
events buried in the graves of history, nor has it ever been
able to leap into the future to catch a glimpse of events to
come.

If the philosophy of absolute self-negation is followed
to its logical conclusion, it will inevitably lead to the
extinction of the human race. To ascribe this inspirational
jibberish to the Divinely enlightened wisdom of Buddha®
does him no honour; this is not the Divine cup of revelation
from which he drank deep and became immortalised!
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CONFUCIANISM

ONFUCIANISM is a treasure house of profound
wisdom. A study of this religion reveals that
rationality, revelation and knowledge go hand in
\Jhand in leading man to truth. Although many
Chinese consider it to be a religion on the pattern of other
Divinely revealed religions of the world, there are others
among them who view it as a mere philosophy. In Japan,
for instance, Confucianism has no geography of its own.
The followers of Taoism, Shintoism and Buddhism equally
believe in Confucianism as a philosophy compatible with
their own. Hence they coexist in a diffused form, unheard
of in the case of other religions of the world.

When we speak of Confucianism being treated as a
mere philosophy, we particularly have in mind the question
of the existence of God. Few followers of Confucius (550-
478 BC) today have a clear belief in any Divine existence.
Yet they believe in the world of spirits and souls, and some
even practise ancestor worship. However we believe that a
reappraisal of the currently popular understanding of
Confucianism is vital.

Examining the early texts upon which Confucianism
is founded, there is no doubt that this religion too is
squarely built on a sound belief in the existence of God. It
owes much of its philosophy and wisdom to revelation,
rather than to the contemplations of wise men.

The extent to which this religion has deviated from its
original course can be measured by the currently popular
spirit-worship, so commonly found among the adherents of
Confucius today. In the source material of Confucius
however, there is not the slightest hint of any such
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superstitious beliefs and practices. Evidently therefore, as
happened in the case of other religions, Confucianism also
drifted away from its original sources with the passage of
time. Many superstitions and erroneous practices crept into
it at the cost of the belief in one Supreme God. A tragedy,
alas, which is repeated only too often.

As for ancestral worship, they do not treat them as
gods or saints, yet, many beg favours from them. But in
Japan this worship does not have the same meaning as
understood elsewhere. It is merely an expression of respect
and loyalty to the memory of the dead. Not everyone begs
for things from the souls of the dead, and do not treat them
as independent gods. A perfect symmetry and coordination
in the laws of nature prove beyond a shadow a doubt that if
this universe is created, it must have been created by a
single Supreme Being. There is not an iota of trace of two
or three creative hands at work in nature. It is quite logical
to conclude from this that the deep innate desire to believe
in something must have been created for the purpose of
creating a linking bridge between the Creator and the
creation. When this communion is not established the
absence of Divine revelation leaves a void which must
somehow be filled by that fundamental urge. It is that urge
that creates gods for itself whether they are souls, spirits,
ghosts or other ethereal beings. Hence to believe in
superstitions is not accidental. The phantom figures of gods
found among the superstitious people are like the images of
ghosts born during the absence of light.

This decadent trend gradually pushes the image of
God out of the arena of religious beliefs. The belief in God
requires reformation in one’s conduct and consequent
accountability, while the spirits, ghosts and other ethereal
beings demand no submission to any moral religious code.
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J/RoM an in-depth study of classical Confucian
| literature, it is not difficult to prove that

Confucianism is not a man-made philosophy at its
origin. It did embrace the idea of one immortal God, from
Whom its teachings originated and Who is believed to
govern the universe. “Heaven” is a manifestation of that
God, and as such sometimes He Himself is referred to as
Heaven. Confucianism considers true knowledge to consist
of understanding the attributes of God and adopting them in
one’s own conduct. This brings man closer to eternal truth
and serves as a source of knowledge for his benefit.

The history of Confucianism and Taoism goes as far
back as the time of Fu Hsi, (pronounced as Foo She)
(c. 3322 BC), who was both a king and a great sage. Once,
in a vision, he saw a horse dragon rising from the Yellow
River which had a diagram on its back. This is not the only
incident of Chinese history regarding a prophet learning
things through his vision. Prophet Yu (c. 2140 BC) is also
recorded benefitting from Divine revelation. In the vision
of Fu Hsi he had the opportunity to study the diagram. The
diagram consisted of eight sets of three male and female
lines. The combination of these trigrams into upper and
lower pairs provides sixty-four hexagrams. The
significance of each hexagram is depicted by its name and
is related to the particular arrangement of male and female
lines. It is reported of a sage, King Wan (c. 1143 Bc), that
he was the first to write down the interpretations of these
hexagrams. His son, Cheu Kung (c. 1120 BC), added to
these explanations and later Confucius added his
commentary to it in the form of appendices. This was the
development of Fu Hsi’s vision into the Book of Changes
known as I Ching (or Yi King).

An understanding of the principles of this theory (the
theory of the eight trigrams) influenced the growth of many
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a science and discipline in Chinese life pertaining to all
fields of human interest. It is said that in China this
philosophy played a vital role in the development of
agriculture, industry, medicine, economy, politics and many
other fields of knowledge. One Chinese scholar, Chou Chih
Hua, writes in his book Acupuncture and Science', that the
theory of eight trigrams has the same relationship with
Chinese medicine as mathematics has with European
science. According to the book History of Medicine of
Chind’, Fu Hsi, the prophet who formulated the theory of
the eight trigrams through revelation, also discovered the
science of medicine and acupuncture. However, some
believe that this knowledge was developed in a later period
by the sage King Huang Ti, who in turn had derived his
knowledge from the I Ching.

Master Sun’s Art of War, which also uses the I Ching,
is famous in the military world. Military people throughout
the ages have given importance to this book, which has
been translated into six different languages. Chinese
logicians and the various ancient classical schools of
thought also based their theories on the principles outlined
in the Book of Changes. To a minor degree the Book of
Changes has also influenced the Western world, where the /
Ching has gained in popularity, although some use it only
as a kind of oracle for fortune telling.

According to Confucianism, formal academic study is
not essential for the attainment of truth. God Himself is
Truth, so whatever He creates He blesses it with this same
quality central to His own identity. Thus human nature and
eternal truth have become synonymous in Confucianism.

Mencius (372-289 Bc) was a Chinese philosopher,
theorist and educationalist. He was also a very religious
man and a prominent personality among the followers of
Confucius. He left a great impression on Chinese
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philosophy, so much so that some consider him to be a
prophet. Explaining a way of reaching eternal truth, he is
reported to have said:

‘Benevolence, righteousness, propriety, and
knowledge are not infused into us from without. We
are certainly furnished with them. And a different
view is simply from want of reflection. Hence it is
said, “Seek and you will find them. Neglect and you
will lose them.””

Here, the external source being denied by Mencius is
not revelation. Rather, he points out that our moral
qualities, which are an essential element of our being, do
not come to us from outside. Mencius expressed the view
that sensory experience does not give us a new message by
itself. In the mirror of sensory experience, the human mind
can see the external images of its inner nature. Thus he does
not deny the benefit of objectivity, what he denies is its
independent potential in leading man to truth. All the same
he admits that objective experience can be greatly helpful
in guiding us to the innate fountainhead of eternal truth.
Mencius further expounded that nature, by which he means
the entire cosmos, itself is not eternal but created for us by
“Heaven” and “Heaven” is a sensible Creator. Explaining
this, Mencius said:

‘It is said in the ‘Book of Poetry

“Heaven, in producing mankind,

Gave them their various faculties and relations with
their specific laws.

These are the invariable rules of nature for all to
hold,

And all love this admirable virtue.” >*

The term “Heaven”, as understood by Mencius is a
Conscious Being and it is interchangeable with our term of
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God. Heaven may be seen to symbolize the active and
conscious creative principles of God. Thus he says:

“This is illustrated by what is said in the ‘Book of
Poetry,” —

“Be always studious to be in harmony with the
ordinances of God,

So you will certainly get for yourself much
happiness;”

Classical Confucianism, undoubtedly, presents man as
a creation of God rather than just a product of unconscious
nature. For Confucius, the ultimate goal in attaining
knowledge of one’s own nature is to attain harmony with
God, and this is the ultimate of man’s vision of heaven.
This belief is quite similar to the Quranic teaching in
presenting man as having been created according to God’s
attributes.

3031 (e 8 b 1 ke

... and follow the nature (attributes) of Allah after
which He fashioned all mankind...%

Confucius further propounded that man has to make a
conscious effort to first gain knowledge of this image of
God, latent within his nature, and then to develop within
himself attributes that accord with this image. If he does not
make this conscious effort, then there is no guarantee that
man’s moral development will, as a matter of course, be in
the image of God.

According to Confucian understanding, knowledge as
an entity does not exist in isolation from man’s actions and
character (his virtue, dignity and propriety). The two are
deeply linked, as the following reference reveals:

‘The Master (Confucius) said,
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“When a man’s knowledge is sufficient to attain,
and his virtue is not sufficient to enable to hold,
whatever he may have gained, he will lose again.
When his knowledge is sufficient to attain, and he
has virtue enough to hold fast, if he cannot govern
with dignity, the people will not respect him.

When his knowledge is sufficient to attain, and he
has virtue enough to hold fast; when he governs also
with dignity, yet if he try to move the people
contrary to the rules of propriety:- full excellence is
not reached.” *’

It is also evident that Confucius was convinced that
man’s Creator has great influence over him and that He
alone was worthy of his worship. This is revealed by the
following tradition:

“Wang-sun-Chia saying, (to the Master Confucius):
“What is the meaning of the saying, It is better to
pay court to the furnace than the southwest corner?”
The Master said, “Not so. He who offends against
Heaven (God) has none to whom he can pray.” *®

To offend against the creative principles of God is to
act contrary to the inner nature of man, which God has
designed to be a reflective mirror of His own attributes. The
one who turns away from God has none else to turn to.

The above quotes serve to illustrate that at its source,
Confucianism cannot be treated as a man-made philosophy.
At its core, it contained the essential belief in an externally
existing Creator, whose ways are to be revered and
emulated. They further illustrate that mere knowledge,
devoid of the essential ingredients of seeking God and
putting into practice His ordinances, was considered to be
of no value.

Furthermore, as will become evident from the quotes
furnished below, Confucianism presents God (or Heaven)
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as a Being Who takes an active interest in the welfare and
development of mankind. The necessity of upholding the
value of Truth is established by God, through His choice of
suitable people to establish truth for the guidance of man.

The Chinese sages can be considered to be the
equivalent of prophets as mentioned in the Quran or the
Bible, i.e. men who are representatives or messengers of
God. We find this similarity expressed in a statement
attributed to Confucius.

‘The Master was put in fear in K‘wang.

‘He said, “After the death of King Win, was not the
cause of truth lodged here in me (Confucius)?

If Heaven had wished to let this cause of truth
perish, then I, a future mortal, should not have got
such a relation to that cause. While Heaven does not
let the cause of truth perish, what can the people of
K‘wang do to me?” *°

Here Confucius expresses his complete conviction
that the eventual transcendence of truth was assured by an
unchanging decree of God in whose safe hand he was a
mere instrument. God does not allow those He has directly
guided to perish without having accomplished their task of
establishing truth, even though they may stand alone
against seemingly all-powerful odds. This is exactly the
picture given of the prophets in the Bible and the Quran.
Those who are worthy to be chosen for such tasks are men
who have excelled in emulating God’s attributes.

‘Confucius said, “Great indeed was Yaou as a
sovereign. It is only Heaven that is great, and only
Yaou corresponded to it. How vast was his virtue!
The people could find no name for it.” '
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In other words, through emulating God, his qualities
became so great that people could not find adequate words
to describe him:

‘Chang said, “I presume to ask how it was that Yaou
presented Shun to Heaven, and Heaven accepted
him; and that he exhibited him to the people, and the
people accepted him.” *!!

Again these verses make it clear that Heaven is not
the cosmos, nor the inner micro-universe of a person, but an
active and conscious being, synonymous with the term
God. As Heaven chooses sages according to certain criteria,
so God chooses the prophets. Our proposition that Chinese
sages are considered to have the same qualities as those of
the prophets of the Bible and the Quran, has been well
served by the references presented above.

A further study of the Confucian text illustrates that
revelation was not only a means of establishing the true
philosophy of life, but was also of practical value in
guiding man’s actions in everyday life. We have already
mentioned Fu Hsi’s vision and its application in a practical
way to many aspects of Chinese civilization — an influence
that lasted for many millennia. Below we present some
other examples where revelation played a role in
influencing the material well-being of a nation:

¢ “... When the king speaks, his words form the
commands for them; if he do not speak, the ministers
have no way to receive their orders.” The king on
this made a writing, and informed them, saying, “As
it is mine to secure what is right in the four quarters
of the empire, | have been afraid that my virtue is not
equal to that of my predecessors, and therefore have
not spoken. But while I was respectfully and silently
thinking of the right way, I dreamt that God gave me
a good assistant, who should speak for me.” He then
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minutely described the appearance of the person, and
caused search to be made for him by means of a
figure throughout the empire. Yué, a builder in the
country of Foo-yen, was found like.

On this the king raised and made him his prime
minister, keeping him also at his side.

He charged him, saying, ‘Morning and evening
present your instructions to aid my virtue...” >!?

Here, it is claimed that the King had no way of
knowing how, or by whom, his difficulties of government
could be overcome, but he was granted an answer by God
through a dream.

Again it is related of the great Sage, king Wan:

‘God said to king Wan,

‘Be not like those who reject this and cling to that;
Be not like those who are ruled by their likings and
desires;”

So he grandly ascended before others to the height
[of virtue].

The people of Meih were disobedient,...”

‘God said to king Wan,

“I am pleased with your intelligent virtue,

Not loudly proclaimed nor pourtrayed,

Without extravagance or changeableness,

Without consciousness of effort on your part,

In accordance with the pattern of God.”

‘God said to king Win,

“Take measures against the country of your foes.
Along with your brethren,

Get ready your scaling ladders,

And your engines of onfall and assault,

To attack the walls of Ts‘ung.” "

This illustrates the process by which God chooses His
servants, who are to represent His cause. First, God guided
and instructed King Wan, who responded by putting His
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advice into practice and thus rose in status in the eyes of
God.

The concluding verses of the above quote are
reminiscent of David in the Bible who was also a prophet
and a king. Just as David was given permission to attack his
enemies, who sought to wipe out the cause of truth, so too
was King Wan. A comparative study of religious history
reveals other similarities between the experiences of King
Win and the Prophet King David®, but we shall not enter
into this lengthy discussion here.

With the help of the references quoted above, it
should become amply clear that in the Chinese religions
and philosophies, revelation has a significant place and is
an important means of attaining the truth. Many other
examples from the Chinese classics also demonstrate that
Confucianism cannot be considered merely a man-made
philosophy of life, which has no belief in an external God.
On the contrary, God is an intrinsic part of this faith and
whatever was received through dreams and visions, is most
definitely attributed to communication from God.
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TAOISM

LL CHINESE RELIGIONS are derived from the same

ancient source of spiritual and religious

experiences of the great Chinese sage prophet Fu

Hsi. In the subsequent ages, many a great sage
and thinker pondered over the works of Fu Hsi and studied
them in-depth. Based on their study they presented to the
Chinese people new philosophies, sciences, religions and
moral teachings. Among them are King Wan, his son Cheu
Kung and Lao-tzu, all held in great esteem by the Chinese
people of all ages. The way of life presented by Lao-tzu (6"
century BC), a contemporary of Confucius, is known as
Taoism.

In Taoism, eternal truth is embodied in a being known
as Tao whose attributes are spiritual and holy rather than
material. Tao can be aptly defined as a personification of
eternal virtues. They are precisely the same attributes as
ascribed to God in Islam and other Divinely revealed
religions. Taoism teaches man to completely submit to
Truth (Tao), and to strive to modulate Tao. Tao is the
model, and Taoism is the way to gain nearness to this
model.

The same is the treatment in the Holy Quran regarding
the relationship between God and man:

*. 0 “/“'./‘}.;.70 Y, - J/o’o//ZT-' lze
2:139 05 4 oy Aro A'Mc.'f:  pon| Y ) dnp

The hues of God! And who is more beautiful in hues
than God? — and Him alone do we worship.’
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In Islam God is described and introduced through His
attributes and the goal set for Muslims is to emulate them to
modulate their lives. The description of Tao, presented by
Lao-tzu, is quite similar to the attributes of God mentioned

in the Quran. He writes:

‘The great Tao is vast. He is on the left and He is on
the right. All creatures depend upon Him, and the
care of them tires Him not. He brings creation to
completion, without seeking reward. He provides for
all His creation, but requires nothing for Himself, so
He may be considered small. All creatures turn to
Him for their needs, yet He keeps nothing for
Himself, thus He may be named ‘the Supreme’. He
does not consider Himself great and because of this
He is truly Great.’ 2

Again we have another description:

‘Looked for but not visible, such a Being may be
colourless. Listened for but not heard, such a Being
may be called Silent. Grasped for but not caught,
such may be called Concealed. No one can
comprehend the ultimate source of these three
qualities, but they are found in one Being. Though
not luminous yet below Him there is no darkness.
Being infinite He cannot be described. All His
shapes keep returning to nothingness, thus we can
say He is Shapeless; His image is without form. He
is beyond comprehension (being the rarest of
things). Try to reach His beginning, no beginning
can be seen. Seek His end, no end can be perceived.
Therefore, follow the ancient ways and improve
your present.’

Also, in another verse the description of Tao runs as

follows:

166



TAOISM

‘He is indivisible and His true nature cannot be
grasped. All creation originates from Him. He
existed before heaven and earth were created. He is
One and alone without form or sound. He exists
independently without any support. Nothing changes
in Him. He is in constant motion, but never tires. He
can be called the Begetter of the universe.™

The description of Tao given in the above passages is
also found in different verses of the Quran, which when
read together, reproduce everything covered by the above
quotes. The image of God thus described in the Holy
Quran, is summed up by the founder of the Ahmadiyya
Muslim Community, the late Hazrat Mirza Ghulam
Ahmad® of Qadian (India), in the following words:

‘He is near yet far, distant yet close... He is highest
of high, yet it cannot be said that there is anyone
below Him farther than He. He is in heaven, but it
cannot be said that He is not on Earth. He combines
in Himself all the most perfect attributes and
manifests the virtues which are truly worthy of
praise.”

It is pertinent to note that Chinese philosophy had its
roots in religion, but with the passage of time its religious
origin was obscured. Its followers adhered to the
philosophy itself but thought it unnecessary to have any
direct link with the source which had nourished it in the
past. Consequently, the image of God was gradually
impersonalised and the followers of Tao ceased to cultivate
a personal relationship with Him as a Supreme Conscious
Living Being.

N sHORT, like Confucianism, Taoism too at its source
[believed undoubtedly in a living, personal God to be the
Eternal Truth. In the original works of Taoism or
Confucianism, it was not considered sufficient just to gain
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an intellectual understanding of Tao, but the entire goal of
life was set to mould one’s character and actions according
to the concept of Tao.

However, in the source material of Taoism, as quoted
above, the belief in Tao as an eternal intelligent creator has
over the ages been obscured. But the idea of revelation
itself is still retained, though only under the guise of
inspiration. A conspicuous shift from Divine revelation to
inspiration without a Divine origin, marks the trend among
the spiritual thinkers of the later ages until no trace of
Divinity is left in their writings. Inspiration to them became
purely an internal phenomenon, which through deep
contemplation and meditation could lead to the
fountainhead of truth within oneself.

To delve deep into one’s nature can of course lead to
the discovery of inner truth, but the Tao experience of
inspiration as quoted in the authentic Taoist works is not
entirely internal. With them inspiration has its own
limitations — it cannot lead to objective truth which lies
beyond the reach of the person who undergoes an
inspirational experience.

The very foundation of Taoism is based on the great
vision of Fu Hsi. The definition of inspiration however
extended, can in no way be applied to that vision. When
interpreted, it comprises such fountainheads of knowledge
as were to give birth to many highly evolved and complex
Chinese philosophies and sciences much later in time.

This is sufficient to illustrate the case in point.
Inspirations cannot give birth to prophecies; no way can
they lead to such future events as stand witness to the
existence of an All-Knowing Supreme God by their
realizations.
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ZOROASTRIANISM

N PERSIAN HISTORY, the most noteworthy contribution to

religious philosophy is made by Zoroastrianism.

According to this philosophy, not only are truth and

goodness eternal, but falsehood and evil also share
eternity with them. Both have separate gods who have their
own independent orders of management. There is a god of
goodness, Ahura Mazda, also known as the god of light and
there is a god of evil, Ahraman, also known as the god of
darkness; each has his own well-defined role to play. All
activity within the universe results from the collision and
interaction of these two combatant gods, who are eternally
locked in a grim battle of survival and supremacy.

The powers of the god of goodness are constantly
endeavouring to dominate those of the god of evil. Like a
see-saw, the outcome of this struggle is always changing
sides sometimes in favour of goodness and sometimes in
favour of evil. Thus Zoroastrian philosophy presents a
simple explanation for the coexistence of evil and suffering,
goodness and happiness, by attributing their origin to two
different sources. All the ills in the world — pain, grief,
distress, ignorance and suffering — are believed to ensue
when the god of evil gains the upper hand.

It should be noted that what Zoroaster™* (c. sixth
century BC) really taught was that the force of good and evil

* Zoroaster, a great Prophet of Persia, is understood by many
Zoroastrians to be a dualist. Many others insist he was a monotheist.
His name is spelt and pronounced differently. We have adopted
Zoroaster, the English version, with which most people are familiar.
Nietzsche, however, refers to him as *Zarathustra’. In this context we
have used his term with his spelling but the person is the same.
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coexist to enable man to exercise his free will. Thus, man
would ultimately be judged in accordance with his good or
bad intentions and deeds. Zoroaster® also taught that the
universe was created by the god of light and that the forces
of good will ultimately prevail.

One can safely deduce from an in-depth study of
Zoroastrianism that what was later referred to as an
independent God of darkness, was only identical to the
concept of a devil found in traditional religions like
Judaism, Christianity and Islam. It seems that at some stage
the followers of Zoroaster® began to misunderstand his
philosophy of good and evil, and took them to be the
manifestation of two independent, conscious supreme
beings who coexisted eternally. This is the essence of the
Zoroastrian concept of dualism. A second glance at
Zoroastrian philosophy can lead a careful observer to the
conclusion that it is only a matter of different terminology
which creates a false parallax between them.

The role ascribed to Satan in other religions is
ascribed to Ahraman in Zoroastrianism. Most likely the
adherents of Zoroastrians of later ages got the concept of
Satan mixed up with the idea of an independent god of evil,
believed to be the supreme master of the forces of darkness.
This one blunder on their part led to yet another blunder.
Ahraman, the ‘God of Evil’, is portrayed as sharing eternity
with the One and Only Supreme Creator.

It is hard to identify the age when this erroneous
belief crept into Zoroastrian doctrines but one thing is
certain that Cyrus (c. 590-529 Bc), an exemplary pupil of
Zoroaster™, was far from being a dualist. The lofty position
he held in Zoroastrianism was even higher than that held by
Ashoka in Buddhism.

To judge Zoroastrianism through the mirror of Cyrus,
therefore, would be no less reliable than judging Buddhism
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through the mirror of Ashoka. The monotheism of Cyrus
can be proved from the tribute paid to him in the Old
Testament (Isaiah 45:1-5). It is impossible to conceive “the
God of Israel” to have praised Cyrus in such high terms if
he were a dualist. Thus spoke prophet Isaiah:

“Thus says the LORD to His anointed,
To Cyrus, whose right hand I have held—
To subdue nations before him

And loose the armor of kings,

To open before him the double doors,
So that the gates will not be shut:

‘I will go before you

And make the crooked places straight;

I will break in pieces the gates of bronze
And cut the bars of iron.

I will give you the treasures of darkness
And hidden riches of secret places,

That you may know that I, the LORD,
Who call you by your name,

Am the God of Israel.

For Jacob My servant’s sake,

And Israel My elect,

I have even called you by your name;

I have named you, though you have not known Me.
I am the LORD, and there is no other;
There is no God besides Me...”"

Cyrus the great is also remembered in the Cyrus
legend as a tolerant and ideal monarch who was called
‘father of his people’ by the ancient Persians. In the Bible
an outstanding homage is paid to him as the liberator of the
Jews captive in Babylonia.

In short, the figure of Cyrus has survived throughout
history as a man of exceptional qualities. He built a vast
empire the like of which was seldom created by other
warriors of heroic fame. Among the emperors, he is the
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only one who escaped censure by all the historians who
ever wrote about great men of history. None could ever find
a speck of a blemish in his character as a man or in his
conduct as a monarch. He became the epitome of the
greatest qualities expected of a ruler. In wars he was bold
and dauntless, in conquest magnanimous. His unshakeable
belief in the Unity of God must have sprung from
Zoroaster® himself.

Zoroastrianism in all its features is closest to Judaism
and Islam. Hence its precept of goodness and evil, light and
darkness had to be the same as it was in Judaism and Islam.
‘Ahraman’ is very likely therefore, another name for Satan
and no more.

HE ONLY QUESTION which remains to be resolved is,
’]thy do the Zoroastrians find the idea of duality so

fascinating that once it took root into their doctrine,
it continued to flourish securing a permanent place for
itself? It must have happened during the phase of intense
philosophical activity when the question of evil and
suffering specifically bothered their thinkers. This is a
problem which has been plaguing man since time
immemorial. Many religious intellects in different ages
have offered different explanations to justify their belief in
a good God. In Athens too, during the same general age,
this question had engaged the attention of many ethical,
religious or secular thinkers. For them it was not too
difficult to resolve the question, because the majority of
Athenians believed in mythical gods for whom it was not
rare to tell lies or play tricks upon humans or even gods.
The concept of such trickster gods is fully endorsed by the
Illiad of Homer.

Yet among them, there was born in 470 Bc a
monotheist philosopher whose name was Socrates. He was
a prophet among philosophers and a philosopher among
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prophets. He believed in the unshakeable Unity of God. Of
His absolute goodness he did not entertain the slightest
doubt. This is what he pronounced during his last speech
before the Athenian senate. He believed in God, the
possessor of absolute goodness, not merely through his
intellectual and metaphysical exercise, he believed because
he had personally known Him as such, right from the early
days of his childhood. Nay, he was brought up in the very
lap of God with His personal love and care. This was
Socrates who also tackled this question with profound logic
but it is a logic largely spent on proving the impossibility of
any evil originating from God. When it came to the issue of
evil and suffering in the world, he dismissed them as
human errors, logically impossible to have emanated from
Him. He had to be good, He was good and He could not be
anything but good. Hence, evil must have been generated
by earthly people, God having no share in their defiled
practices. His answer was simple but left room for others to
assail him philosophically so that ultimately he could be
driven to an indefensible position. The Zoroastrian thinkers
in Iran however, could not be satisfied with this answer.
They probed the question and further enquired as to who
those evil men were and who had created them. If it were
God, He had to be ultimately responsible. Thus to break His
ties with evil altogether, the Zoroastrian intellects must
have devised the existence of another creator beside Him.
One was referred to as the god of goodness and the other as
the god of evil; both enjoyed their godhead in their
exclusive areas of light and darkness.

Incidentally, it should also be mentioned here that all
Zoroastrians do not subscribe to this so-called Zoroastrian
doctrine of duality. There are those, though small in
number today, who strongly defend the cause of Unity
within Zoroastrianism. Most of these unitarians must have
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been powerfully pulled towards Islam as it entered Persia. It
should be remembered that apart from duality and the
consequent fire worship, the rest of the Zoroastrian faith is
much closer to Islam than to any other faith.

In Zoroastrianism, God - referred to as Ahura Mazda
— is described exactly in the same terms and with the same
attributes as in all other major religions. Thus by blaming
all the evil and suffering upon the scapegoat Ahraman, the
Zoroastrian thinkers thought they had ultimately resolved
the dilemma. But it was not to be so. Socrates, also a
contemporary of theirs, might have heard of it or thought of
it himself, yet he rejected it and faithfully adhered to the
Unity of God. This Zoroastrian excuse, though it seems to
solve one problem, creates an even more defiant one. To
that we shall turn later but presently it must be remembered
that evil in itself has no independent existence which needs
to be created.

In reality however, evil is only another name for the
absence of goodness. Its absence only becomes
conspicuous when light and shade play hide and seek. Yet
shade is not a substantial thing. It is only light that matters
and seems to create shadows. Shadows however are not
created by light but are the name for its absence. They are
born whenever light is obstructed. There was no need
therefore for the Zoroastrians of later ages to create a devil
of their own by the name of Ahraman. Likewise it is
goodness alone which needs to be created, sin will by itself
appear whenever goodness is eschewed. Thus if Ahraman
is the god of darkness, he himself is the outcome of the
negation of light and virtue, and not a creator of them.

In the light of what has passed, we can safely
conclude that Zoroaster” believed in the God of goodness
and in Him alone. He was a recipient of revelation from
Him. For him knowledge and eternal truth were directly
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bestowed by revelation, not merely deduced through logic
or inspiration.

Returning once again to the Zoroastrian solution of
the dilemma of the existence of suffering and evil, let us
examine this philosophy once again in depth. How did
suffering come into being? Whatever is the meaning of
suffering? If there was a separate god who contrived evil
and another who fashioned goodness, then what will be the
final outcome of their strife to gain victory over the other?
Who will win and why? Although the Zoroastrians seem to
entertain the hope of a final victory of goodness, their
philosophy does not offer any explanation as to why the
power of goodness must prevail. If the two gods are
independent, but one is weaker than the other, then the
powerful God must have annihilated the weaker since time
immemorial. Thus with the passage of time goodness
should have finally prevailed over the forces of evil. Since
this is not the case, both the gods could have been equally
balanced in their respective powers, engaged in an endless
game of see-saw. In that case the hope for the ultimate
victory of goodness over evil is impossible to entertain.
Another important question to which we feel the need to
return, is the question of suffering. As has already been
demonstrated, the dualist philosophy of Zorastrianism
despite its apparent advantage fails to resolve the dilemma.
Dualism when examined in depth is found to be absolutely
inadequate in solving the mystery of suffering in the
scheme of creation by a Benignant Creator. This question
we propose to take up in the following chapter
independently on its own merit.
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THE QUESTION OF SUFFERING

HEN WE EXPLORE the history of evolution in

search of the causative factors which gave

birth to the sensory organs as life evolved,

we can safely conclude that right from the
beginning they have always been the sense of loss and gain.
We identify the journey of evolution to be a long
procession of some obscure realisation of gains and losses
which gradually evolved the sensory organs to register the
presence of pleasure and pain, comfort and suffering. If we
look back at the lower forms of life, at the first few rungs of
the ladder and compare them with the higher forms of life
near the top, it is not difficult to recognize that in real terms
the evolution is the evolution of consciousness. Life is
constantly spiralling up from a lesser state of consciousness
to a higher state with continuously sharpening faculties of
awareness.

The awareness of gain and loss is rather vague and
obscure in the beginning, and we cannot locate a definite
seat for this awareness in the anatomy of rudimentary
organisms. But we know from their reactions to the
surrounding elements and situations that they do possess
some defused sense of awareness. It is this diffused
inexplicable sense which is employed somehow by the
Creator to initiate the sense of perception in life. This sense
of perception gradually developed and created its own seats
in the organism of life. It is these seats which got
precipitated ultimately into what we know now as sensory
organs. The creation of the brain was not a separate and
unrelated incident. No development of sensory organs
could be meaningful without a corresponding development
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of a central nervous system and a simultaneous evolution of
the brain, which could decipher the messages transmitted
by the sensory organs. Evidently therefore, the brain
developed as an essential counterpart of the system of
perception. The more evolved the consciousness becomes,
the more intense grows the sense of loss and gain felt by
specific nerve centres which translate the awareness of loss
as suffering, and gain as pleasure, to the mind through the
brain.

The less developed the consciousness, the smaller is
the awareness of suffering. The same goes for happiness.
Thus, the sensory provisions for the recognition of
suffering and happiness are indispensable to each other. It
is quite likely that if the level to which suffering can be
experienced is reduced, its opposite number, the capacity to
feel pleasure and happiness, will also be lowered to the
same degree. The two seem to participate equally in
propelling the wheel of evolution; both possess equal
significance. One cannot be done away with alone without
the other, thus nullifying the entire creative plan of
evolution.

We understand from the Holy Quran, that God did not
create suffering as an independent entity in its own right,
but only as an indispensable counterpart of pleasure and
comfort. The absence of happiness is suffering, which is
like its shadow, just as darkness is the shadow cast by the
absence of light. If there is life, there has to be death; both
are situated at the extreme poles of the same plane, with
innumerable grades and shades in between. As we move
away from death, we gradually move towards a state of life
which is happiness; as we move away from life, we move
away with a sense of loss and sorrow towards death. This is
the key to understanding the struggle for existence, which
in turn leads to a constant improvement in the quality of life

180



THE QUESTION OF SUFFERING

and helps it to achieve the ultimate goal of evolution. The
principle of the “survival of the fittest” plays an integral
role in this grand scheme of evolution.

This phenomenon is mentioned in the Holy Quran in
the following verse:

N TN Vi ¥ O PR SV

A

- J/b/,// )/o/o‘ 6‘/0,/‘0/: P /-ozo /’//’
}_Ajwys f—i—i\(fjlftj,°)l‘.’d‘j urj\ub-
E @
67:2—3 *)o 7 ‘ ;o}'.“
Blessed is He in whose hand is the kingdom, and He
has power over all things;
It is He Who has created death and life that He might

try you — which of you is best in deeds; and He is
the Mighty, the Most Forgiving.'

The answer to the question ‘Why is there suffering?’
is clearly implied in this verse in its widest application.

The profound philosophy of life and death, the
innumerable shades in between, and the role they play in
shaping life and improving its quality are all covered in the
above verse. It 1s the very scheme of things that God
discloses here. We know that life is only a positive value,
and death merely means its absence, and no sharp border
exists separating one from the other. It is a gradual process,
the way life travels towards death and ebbs out, or from the
other direction we view death travelling towards life
gaining strength, energy and consciousness as it moves on.
This is the grand plan of creation, but why has God
designed it so? ‘That He might try you — which of you is
best in deeds’, is the answer provided by the Holy Quran.

It is the perpetual struggle between life and death that
subjects the living to a constant state of trial, so that all who
conduct themselves best survive and gain a higher status of
existence. Herein lies the philosophy and the machination
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of evolution as described in the verses above. It is this
constant struggle between the forces of life and the forces
of death which provide the thrust to the living to
perpetually move away from death or towards it. It may
result either in the improvement or deterioration in the
quality of existence in the wide spectrum of evolutionary
changes. This is the essence and spirit of evolution.

Suffering could only be considered objectionable if it
were created as an independent entity with no meaningful
role to play in the scheme of things. But without the taste of
suffering or an awareness of what it means, the feeling of
relief and comfort would also vanish. Without an encounter
with pain and misery, most certainly, joy and happiness
would lose all meaning. Indeed the very existence of life
would lose purpose, and the steps of evolution would stop
dead in their tracks.

Thus in the evolution of our five senses, the
awareness of loss and gain has played an equally essential
role like the two wheels of a wagon; remove one, and the
other would also lose its meaning. The very concept of the
wagon would be grounded. The struggle between life and
death, which produces suffering, is also the means of
creating pleasure. It is the primary motivating force which
fuels the carriage of evolution to move forward eternally.

During the long history of evolution, disease has
arisen from various causes, directly or indirectly related to
developmental changes. Environmental variations, the
struggle for existence, mutations and accidents, have all
jointly or severally played their part. Disease, defects and
shortcomings all have a role to play in effecting
improvement. This is how various animal species went on
evolving unconsciously it seems, but certainly with a
direction, which appears to follow a consciously designed
course towards greater consciousness.
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element of suffering is set aside by the application of a

hypothetical rule: all forms of life must be equally
provided with an equal share of happiness with no portion
of suffering at all. Perhaps then we shall be able to
eliminate suffering altogether from afflicting life. There
would be absolute equality and everyone would be placed
on a level platform, but how and where should we
introduce this new scheme? Alas! Wherever we attempt to
introduce it in the long chain of evolution, we are bound to
come across insurmountable problems. These new rules
either have to be introduced at the very beginning of
creation or not at all. To apply absolute equality at any
following stage would be impossible without creating
insoluble contradictions. We shall thus need to return to the
point where life started.

We must go back all the way in the history of life; all
the way to the very beginning and start to build the ladder
of evolution anew, rung by rung. But try as we may, we are
bound to get stuck at the very first step, the starting point of
life. We would not be able to take a single step forward
because an equal distribution of happiness and total absence
of suffering would entirely eliminate the impetus for
evolution. There would be no struggle for existence, no
natural selection, no survival of the fittest. Not a single
progressive step would be taken by the first, most
rudimentary forms of life.

Picture the stage of life represented by the three
earliest life units known to man, i.e. bacteria with nuclei,
bacteria without nuclei and pyro-bacteria (born by the
energy of fire). In this imaginary system there would be no
competition for food or survival, because all are equally
provided for; there would be no suffering either. As a
consequence, in that hypothetical revised plan of creation,

LET US Now try to conceive another scheme in which the
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life would certainly remain stationary and stagnant, forever
fixed at its earliest rudimentary form. The creation of man
would remain a far cry from the point of its ancient
beginning. Therefore the real question is whether to choose
a system with suffering as its integral part, perpetually
spiralling evolution in the greater interest of life, or to
abandon the plan altogether for the fear of unavoidable
suffering. In the final analysis therefore, the only question
we are left with is, ‘To be or not to be’?

The rudimentary forms of life, if they had a brain to
think, would much rather wish ‘not to be’ than ‘to be’ in
such meaningless drudgery of existence.

Suffering is also associated with the idea of
retribution and punishment. Glimpses of retribution can be
witnessed in the animal kingdom only in a narrow and
limited application. They can be observed in the behaviour
of many animals of land, sea and air. Elephants and
buffaloes are notorious for their propensity towards
revenge. This gradually developing trait of life is inevitably
linked up to the gradual synthesis of choice. To do
something or not to do something can either be an intuitive
compulsion or a calculated decision of mind. We are not
yet certain about how far the element of choice plays a role
in animal conduct, but we know that choice begins to play a
vital role in the decision-making process of humans.
Whether one moves towards light or darkness, towards life
or death, is most often a conscious decision on the part of
man. If therefore, as a natural consequence of man’s wilful
actions, a reward is provided or penalty exacted, none else
is to be blamed but man himself.

Sometimes people may suffer without realizing that
they themselves are to be blamed — that there is a general
principle of retribution operative in nature known as
nemesis. They may have earned that suffering advertently
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or inadvertently, without identifying the cause. It is so
because every fault does not result in an immediate punitive
consequence. It often happens that nature executes justice
against transgression imperceptibly.

However this is not the whole problem. It is far too
complex, vast and intricate and needs to be further
illustrated with the help of specific scientific examples,
hypothetical or real. There are some very difficult cases to
explain, like those of children born with certain congenital
defects. Why are they made to suffer? It cannot be said that
it is through any fault of theirs. If there is any fault it might
have been of their parents, yet that may not have been
intentional on their part. In this context the term ‘“fault”
should be understood in its widest application, covering
even accidental occurrence of congenital diseases. Such
faults are far from being conscious crimes. Whatever the
nature of the particular cause of some defect, one thing is
certain that the poor innocent child who is born with any
disadvantage is not responsible for the cause of this
suffering in any way.

The solution to the understanding of this problem lies
in the realization that all suffering cannot be categorized as
punishment, nor all happiness as reward. There is always a
small percentage of individuals who will seem to suffer as
though without justification. However, a closer more
careful examination of such cases would reveal that there is
no question of wilful injustice involved. They are merely an
unavoidable by-product of the wide plan of creation, but
they also play a meaningful role in the general
advancement of human society.

One must not forget that ‘cause and effect’ is one
thing and ‘crime and punishment’ is quite another, however
closely they may seem to resemble each other. It is correct
to say that a crime may work as a cause and every
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punishment that may ensue would be an effect of that
causative crime. But it is not correct to claim that every
suffering is a punishment of some crime committed before.
It is wrong to say that all healthy babies are healthy because
they are rewarded for some act of goodness of their parents.
So also it is wrong to maintain that every unhealthy baby is
punished for an unidentified crime of its parents or
forefathers. Health and disease, ability and disability,
fortune or misfortune, congenital advantages or
disadvantages are themselves but indispensable to the grand
scheme of things, in which they play a causative role. They
are distinctly apart from the phenomenon of crime and
punishment, goodness and reward. As we have discussed
above, suffering, like happiness, is an essential prerequisite
for life to evolve and in the course of evolution it is not
related to the phenomenon of crime and punishment at all.
Suffering in its causative role produces a wide spectrum of
useful effects which amply justify its existence.

Suffering has been a great teacher, cultivating and
culturing our conduct. It develops and refines sensibilities,
teaches humility and in more than one way, prepares
humans to be able to turn to God. It awakens the need for
search and exploration and creates that necessity which is
the mother of all inventions. Remove suffering as a
causative factor in developing man’s potential and the
wheel of progress would turn back a hundred thousand
times. Man may try his hand at altering the plan of things,
but frustration would be all he will achieve. Thus, the
question of apportioning blame for the existence of
suffering upon the Creator should not arise. Suffering, to
play its subtle creative role in the scheme of things, is
indeed a blessing in disguise.

The secret of all scientific investigation and discovery
lies in a constant quest for the relief of pain and discomfort.
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The motivation behind scientific exploration and discovery
is based less on a desire to gain luxuries than on a need to
escape pain. Luxury itself is, after all, a further extension of
the same tendency to move away from a state of discomfort
to a state of comparative ease.

Let us once again examine the scenario of the
‘innocent sufferers’, the newborn babies with congenital
defects or those falling ill at a later age with typhoid or
some other disabling disease, rendering them blind, deaf
and dumb, or even partially or totally paralysed for life.
Worse still may be the case of those, whose central nervous
system is damaged by mishaps during birth, resulting in
mental disorders. Is the question valid: Why this particular
child, A or B? Why not another, say for instance C or D?
Would not the same question repeat again and yet again:
Why C or D? Why not E or F and so on? The only valid
question therefore, would be: Why anyone at all? Hence the
only option the Creator is left with is either to create all
babies equally healthy or equally unhealthy. This leads us
to the realization that the health of a baby itself is merely of
relative value. Perhaps it is hard to find any two babies
equally gifted with the health of mind and heart and all the
physical organs alike. To resolve the question of suffering,
there is another valid question to be raised against the
Creator. If one child is born with pinhole eyes and a large
ugly nose and other disproportionate features, will he not
suffer all his life comparing his disadvantages with the
advantages of other more fortunate fellow human beings?

Inequality of health and looks will continue to irritate
most individuals and will even agonise some at finding
themselves to be at a disadvantage in comparison to others.
Does it not warrant in the name of absolute justice and fair
play that God should create every human exactly alike in
health and looks? Widen the area of comparison by
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bringing into play the faculties of head and heart and
disposition and the contrast between those who have
advantages and those who have disadvantages will become
even more pronounced. In the absence of extreme cases
even the mild cases will appear offensive to the sense of
justice. One has to begin somewhere to create variety and
diversity to break the monotony. Wherever there is variety
and diversity, comparative suffering and happiness are
bound to be generated. To object against the plan of things
in the name of compassion for disabled children is one
thing, but to replace the plan with a more just and
compassionate viable plan is quite another. One may try
one’s hand at altering the scheme for aeons of time but one
will still not be able to replace the plan of God’s creations
for a better one. In other words, we shall be again reverting
to the question of why any disease and suffering at all; why
should they be inevitable? One answer to this question, we
have already given above.

ET US EXAMINE the same question from yet another
Lperspective: from the viewpoint of an atheist as well

as from the viewpoint of a believer in God.

For the atheist, strictly logically speaking, there
should be no problem to be resolved — there should be no
question to be answered. They do not owe their existence to
any creator, and no creator is accountable before them if
they find any distortion in the random unrolling of creation.
For every suffering, every misery, every unequal
distribution of happiness, nothing but chance is to be
blamed and that realization ends the age-old debate. Chance
being the creator, or nature, as we may call it, being
unconscious, deaf and dumb, blind and chaotic cannot be
blamed for any flaw in what is born out of chaos. The
outcome of chance, without a creator, has to be blind and
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disorderly, without reason, without design, without
direction.

For those who believe in God, the Creator, there
should be no problem either, because they see enough
direction, balance and purpose in creation, to submit to the
wisdom of the plan in its totality. An odd thorn jutting out
here and there from a most artistically arranged, colourful
and fragrant bouquet of flowers will not provide sufficient
cause for the rejection of the bouquet, or will it?

If the atheist’s scepticism is correct, then death seems
to be the only solution for the drawn out misery of the
innocent sufferers. If the believer’s scenario of creation is
right, then death again acquires the role of a redeemer, but
in a completely different way. For them, death acts only as
a gateway to the life after death, which will usher the
innocent sufferers into an era of unlimited reward. If they
could only dream of what rewards were waiting for them in
the Hereafter as compensation for their transient misery on
earth, they would smilingly jog along despite suffering as
though it were mere pinpricks or an odd thorn on the way to
an eternal life of comfort and happiness.

Some people may not accept this and may still insist
that they are not satisfied because there is no God and no
life of reward or punishment after death. For them there is
no value in this answer. If so, then the question should not
be discussed at all. The question, they should remember,
can only be discussed in relation to the role of God as
Creator. The question of morality, the right and wrong of
something, arises only with the belief in the existence of
God. If there is God, then the suggestion of a possible
compensation presented above cannot be dismissed merely
with a scornful chuckle. If there is no God, then we cannot
blame Him or anyone else for any chance suffering that we
may encounter. We must then take life and all that pertains
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to it merely as an accident without meaning, without
direction, without goal. Suffering has to be accepted as a
part of nature, as something that cannot be done away with
and cannot be run away from. Either way, one must learn to
live with suffering.

Of course, suffering is a vital constituent of the
motive force of evolution. However the question of balance
between suffering and the pleasure derived from the
consciousness of existence, remains to be decided. If, in
this simple equation, suffering offsets the deep-rooted
satisfaction born out of the awareness of one’s existence,
then most people would rather die than live to suffer. If
most of those who suffer would much rather lose conscious
identity of existence than compromise with unhappiness,
then the very wisdom of such a plan would be called into
question. But that, which we actually observe in real life, is
exactly the opposite of what is suggested above. Life dearly
clings to the very awareness of its existence, sometimes
even at the price of immense misery and unhappiness. That
is the predominant rule with minor exceptions too
insignificant by comparison.

Again we should remember that the perspective of
suffering is variable. It constantly keeps changing when
viewed from different angles of observation. Those who are
healthy themselves perceive the state of a subnormal child
as that of extreme suffering, but those who are placed at an
even lower level of deprivation than the subnormal child in
question may look up to him with envy.

N A MUCH WIDER CANVAS, each form of life is either
(O) superior or inferior to the forms of life below or
above it respectively. Throughout the process of
evolution our awareness of values has kept changing as
they evolved from lower to higher orders. The stages that
occur in the upward spiralling course of evolution, when
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looked down upon from a higher vantage point, appear to
be at a disadvantage. The higher forms of life cling dearly
to the greater awareness of values which they have gained
over millions of years of evolution. Any reversal or loss of
such values and faculties would inevitably result in
suffering, which by itself is indispensable for the promotion
of the same values. Consider the state of worms in
comparison to some higher forms of life, and compare yet
again the state of those higher forms of life in comparison
to the more advanced animal species placed even higher in
the ladder of evolution. They all are certainly not equally
gifted. The worms that thrive on the product of organic
decay and filth could not by any means perceive themselves
to be at par with the freely roaming wild horses, grazing in
prairies on tender grass. Yet they cannot perceive
themselves at a disadvantage either. Theirs are two
different worlds, different faculties, different requirements
and different aspirations — if aspirations could be
attributed to worms at all!

Thus this imbalance does not suggest that they have
been the target of any injustice. Visualize, for instance, the
case of a few happy healthy worms. They all seem to be
perfectly adjusted to their environment which in turn is well
adjusted to them. They are fully content with the faculties
they are provided with, and are incapable of yearning for
things beyond the scope of their senses. Yet, if a human
child were to be offered to exchange his suffering state of
life with that of a happy contented worm, would he not
rather die than to accept this option of living the lowly
existence of a worm?

The very awareness of one’s life and the higher status
one occupies in the grades of life is sufficient in most cases
to offset the disadvantage of suffering. It transpires that
suffering is after all a relative state. The source of suffering
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is embedded in the sense of deprivation. It is the awareness
of loss of some familiar cherished values which generate a
sense of pain. It can only happen when one has already
tasted the pleasure of such values or has observed others
enjoying them. The loss of such values once enjoyed or the
knowledge of others possessing them, while one cannot, are
two powerful factors which generate pain. But the lack of
such values, the nature of which one does not perceive
cannot cause suffering. What is pain after all, if not mere
signals of a variety of losses? Despite the fact that we
cannot always relate all our varied encounters with pain to
specific bereavements, an in-depth study would always
reveal that every sense of pain is inseparably connected
with a corresponding sense of loss.

The creation and evolution of sensory organs owe
their existence to interminably long encounters with loss or
gain. They are the two most potent creative factors created
by God. All the five senses which we possess are the
products of our awareness of them, as discussed before,
which during a billion years of our evolution, gradually
materialised into sensory perceptive mechanisms. Suffering
and happiness could not by themselves have created the
mechanism of consciousness. To register their presence
without such mechanisms, they themselves would cease to
be. How then can nothingness create anything?
Unconsciousness cannot design and create consciousness
even in trillions of years. It has to be a conscious Creator to
endow death with consciousness and create life out of it.
The Most Masterly Creator seems to have employed pain
and pleasure in an, as yet, unknown manner to create the
very organs which perceive them. Remove the pain as an
instrument in the making of this masterpiece of creative
wonder and life will be rendered into a senseless mass of
vegetation, not even aware of itself. Are a few odd cases of
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misery and deprivation too big a price to pay for the
prodigious marvel of consciousness?

Let us remind the reader that Islam defines evil only
as a shadow created by the lack of light. It is not a positive
existence in itself. We can imagine a source of light (a lamp
or the sun), but we cannot imagine any object as a source of
darkness. The only way in which an object becomes a
source of darkness is through its ability to obstruct light.
Likewise, it is only the absence of goodness that constitutes
evil. The grades of evil are only determined by the opacity
of the obstructing medium.

Likewise, it is the awareness of possession which
constitutes happiness. Any loss or threat of loss to
possession constitutes pain or agony. But they must coexist
in an equation of positive and negative poles. Remove one,
and the other will disappear. Hence no one on earth can
interfere with the creative design of pain, pleasure,
goodness and evil and succeed in altering the plan of
things. It is beyond the reach of human compassion to
efface suffering without effacing life itself.
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SECULAR VIEWPOINTS EXAMINED

HE THEORY OF religious development presented by

sociologists and their concept of how belief in God

developed, is primarily based on their understanding

of social psychology. Having observed the general
tendency of man in his social behaviour, they seem to have
concluded that man reveres whatever he fears and also
adopts a controlled, respectful attitude to what he likes or
stands in need of. Their understanding of the ‘give and
take’ motives behind social order is extended to their
understanding of religion, incorporating within it the
motives of fear and greed.

They believe that ancient man in his naivety, as he
stood just a step beyond the dividing line between
humanoid and human being, confused and bewildered by
all that he saw around him. Thus he failed to comprehend
the true nature of things as he ventured to find answers to
many a puzzling question. In the hazy light of the dawn of
man’s intellect, nature’s wondrous powers so impressed
him that he presumed natural phenomena to be
manifestations of superpowers which were beyond his
comprehension, yet were capable of influencing his life.

Consequently, he assigned to such forces the status of
deities. Seeing the devastating effects of storms and
hurricanes, he bowed to them in fear, lest they should strike
him down. Yet again, when he saw the light of day and
experienced the creative powers of the sun, he formed a
beneficent impression of gods of his imagination. Seeing
these manifestations through the reflective mirror of natural
phenomena he could conceive them either as fearsome or
benign. Thus, the dark forces of nature appeared hostile and
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scary such as the tidal waves and tempests and the
rainstorms which brought lightning, thunder and floods in
their wake.

The dangerous animals did not lag behind either, and
the beasts of the jungle, the wildcats, the serpents and the
scorpions also claimed their share among the assembly of
the imaginary gods with evil powers. Benign manifestations
of nature such as cool gentle breeze and winds laden with
moisture, bringing pleasant life-supporting rains appeared
on the other hand to be controlled by benign gentle deities.
To the early man in his primitive thinking, they all
appeared to be gods or agents of gods with differing
temperaments, moods and characteristics. All such gods of
his fancy were to be paid homage to, lest one should earn
their wrath or lose their favour. The celestial wonders, the
glorious sun, the moon and the stars with their mysterious
constellations, won even more profound reverence from
them in due course. Thus his rudimentary ideas of gods
began to spiral upwards and gods were classified and
arranged in ascending or descending order.

Although today one may criticize early man as over-
credulous, the sociologists maintain that this credulity on
his part was a natural outcome of his befogged mental
faculties as yet unperfected. This in short, is the widely held
view of the origin of religion and its subsequent evolution
by most of the eminent sociologists.

It is further argued that this primitive thought process
eventually evolved to produce the idea of a single Creator.
They insist that the image of one God was gradually
evolved out of the belief in many gods, but not at their cost.
They coexisted in an uneasy equation, struggling for
supremacy, permanently locked in a grim battle. Gradually,
as the universal clock ticked on, various religions came into
being, developing around one concept or another,
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worshipping one God or many. Little did they realize in
their ignorance that they were in effect, worshipping, mere
conjectures. It were they who created gods — no God
created them. Thus a simple primitive thought process
developed, multiplied and proliferated, growing in
complexity and generating much bewilderment and
confusion around a myriad images of superhuman masters.

This atheistic view of religion has gone one step
further in imputing to the founders of religion the act of
deliberate falsehood and deception. They claim that at a
later stage of its growth, religion no longer remained a
jumble of superstitions of the common people. An
organized clergy began to evolve. At this stage, the idea of
revelation was deceitfully introduced, as a contrivance to
further abet the deception of the priestly class. This elite
group of religious hierarchy claimed for themselves a
special status as the chosen recipients of messages from on
high and acquired the exclusive role of the channel of
communication between god/gods and men. Many such
claimants arose in time, each claiming a close relationship
with the powerful supernatural forces shaping the destiny of
man.

This is what the sociologists saw reflected in Greek
mythology and in the beliefs and practices of many a
primitive religion. The genuine search by early man for the
solutions to the complex mysteries of nature surrounding
him, thus ended in a conscious attempt on the part of the
religious hierarchy to deceive and defraud people in the
name of god/gods.

Man’s evolving consciousness also took another
simultaneous and parallel course. According to the
soctologists, as his understanding of the surrounding
physical world improved, so his treatment of the images of
God began to exhibit revision and adjustment. The
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inanimate objects like idols and statues, which were
previously treated as gods themselves, now began to be
conceived only as channels leading to real gods who dwelt
in the skies. Thus, they were gradually turned into vehicles
through which the gods from on high expressed their
varying moods of wrath and pleasure. The concept of
‘gods’ was thus slowly lifted from a commonplace physical
palpable entity to a rare rarefied and abstract idea. The
same process developed further to give birth to a more
complicated system of divine hierarchy in which each god
was given a particular place in relation to others, and was
assigned a specific role to play in the cosmos. It was this
categorization and classification of gods which culminated
in the creation of one Supreme God, held to be above all
others. This is how the sociologists visualize how God
could have been created by human mind. In other words,
were they to be assigned the task of manufacturing God,
this is how they would go about it, given of course, the vast
span of time required for it.

They founded their theory on the presupposition that
no God exists, hence their conjecture is not based on any
real investigation, but is a natural expression of an atheist’s
mind. It is this pre-fixed judgement of theirs which they
proclaim to be an impartial intellectual enquiry. They
somehow fail to notice the flaws and contradictions in the
manner they theorize and co-relate the imagined facts of
history. The history of the human thought of the early
period of man’s development is unrecorded, obscure and
virtually non-existent. We are only entitled to call ‘history’
whatever we find as evidence from the relics of the past,
indicating the lifestyle of that age. This history began as
early as some two hundred or more thousand years in the
past, while the actual history of religious development
began hardly some thousands of years ago. Thus all they
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have to build their theories upon are suppositions. Their
attempted projection into the minds of the ancients is no
more than a fictional leap upon the wings of fancy. The
orientation of this leap is prefixed in the direction of
atheism. Their inferences are not corroborated by the
evidence of human nature — the only reliable instrument for
assessing thought processes.

0 WE REALLY worship what we fear? And does greed
D invariably make us inclined to fall prostrate to

objects in an act of worship? Neither of these two
factors can build even the most rudimentary religion. Fear
simply makes one run away from the object of terror. One
can imagine of course, such helpless miserable targets of
torture who can not run away beseech their tormentors,
begging them for mercy but not worshipping them. The
same when released would abuse their erstwhile tormentors
in the foulest terms and vilest language. The concept of
worship would not even remotely cross his mind. We have
yet to read a spy tale in which an MIS agent is motivated by
terror to begin to worship his KGB tormentor. The fear of
God which we find mentioned in Divinely revealed
religions has nothing to do with the idea of terror related to
beasts and other fearsome objects. The threat of Divine
punishment is merely used as a deterrent against crime,
preventing people from transgression against themselves. In
the primitive society of man, no promise of such
punishment could be born merely out of their fear of the
beasts of the jungle or the thunderstorms. No such fear or
threat of punishment from the beasts of jungle or
tempestuous forces of nature is ever known to have stayed
the hand of ancient societies from committing aggression.
Police officers, traffic wardens and magistrates are feared
and hated, but never worshipped! In the most ancient times
too, the fear of a vicious lion would make a savage run for
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his life rather than to fall prostrate before him, begging for
mercy and extolling him for
his grandeur and majesty.
The bolts of lightning,
torrents of rain, or the
blazing radiation of hot J7E%
summer sun could only © i
motivate early man to run for shelter or devise protective
measures. Can a sociologist really believe that during a
severe thunder storm the ancient man instead of seeking
cover would jump out of his cave to fall prostrate to the
angry forces of nature in spate. The mention of sun-worship
and star-worship does not in any way relate to a gradually
developing idea of worship through fear or greed. There is
no evidence whatsoever of a course of evolution leading
man from worship of small earthly objects to a gradually
developing form of worship related to more powerful and
loftier imaginary beings.

The sociologists merely talk of evolution without
adopting scientific methods to prove their hypothesis.
When the scientists talk of evolution, they trace the entire
course of stage by stage advancement of life, through a
traceable trail extending back to a billion years. Is there an
iota of proof that similar evolutionary processes did take
place in relation to the development of the image of God?
Which superstitious idolatrous societies ever evolved into
monotheistic religions? None whatsoever.

Yet the sociologists would insist that it was the
rudimentary faculty of perception in man which culminated
in the creation of God. As mentioned before they doggedly
persist in maintaining that the fear of the unknown did play
its part in building godly images; darkness played its tricks,
and the dangers lurking under the cover of ignorance began
to command respect. The ancients began to worship the
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snake, the scorpion, the puma, the tiger and the lion.
Earthquakes shook the earth, lightning rent the trees
asunder and the storms raged wild and merciless, so the
idea of God started to evolve. It evolved from the worship
of natural phenomenon to the worship of material objects
that struck terror in their hearts. It evolved from the
worship of the inanimate to the worship of the animals,
from the worship of scorpions and snakes to the worship of
cats and other beasts of the jungle. Even monkeys were
turned into gods. They could not reach the lofty cradles of
lightning, and could not understand the nature of forces
which created them, but they were terrified of them all the
same.

They must have viewed every mighty phenomenon as
an expression of the wrath of some god of terror sitting
behind the curtains of clouds. So their rudimentary minds,
simple as they were, began to weave the yarn of
superstitions. They invented teachings and rules of conduct
to please despotic gods, or to escape their wrath at least.
Temples were built, sacrifices were offered and the ideas of
right and wrong began to take shape. A host of rituals and
rites cropped up and finally scriptures were compiled. An
over-inflated tribute, indeed, to their rudimentary primitive
understanding! Or more aptly perhaps a tribute to the
intellect of sociologists who built such lofty Divine castles
in the air on behalf of the primitive men of rudimentary
understanding.

They have failed to discern the marked differences
between the pagan faiths and the Divinely revealed
religions of the world. They have also failed to notice that
the high priests, priestesses and oracles found among the
ancient mythical cults never claimed to have received a
new code of life based on revelation. Likewise, the validity
of their claims to mediumship was never put to question,
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because their authority was traditionally handed down to
them by their predecessors and was accepted as such by the
society. They were never challenged to produce Divine
signs in support of their claim, and felt free to concoct
gimmicks in their support. Thus the credulous were further
impressed by their supposed access to gods, which was no
more than a ruse. The false gods were thus supported by
false claimants.

The following points are worth noting about the above
category of seers, which contrast with the case of the
Divinely appointed founders of the world’s great religions.
Their distinctive features can be summed up as follows:

1) The idolatrous priests are recognized within an
already established temple.

2) They do not introduce a new religious doctrine
which is controversial to the old established order and
challenges its validity. Nor do they endeavour to change the
values and conduct of the society. They always support
beliefs and practices of the old system and never oppose the
popular myths and superstitions.

3) Most often they are an accepted part of the
prevailing political system and do not challenge the
religious ideologies of the rulers. One may find, however,
exceptional instances of rebellion by religious leaders
against the monarchs of their time. In such cases it is
necessitated by an urge for revenge against their excessive
interference in their affairs. Sometimes it is motivated by
their ambition to assume greater political control. Yet these
are exceptions. The rule is that the corrupt idolatrous
leadership most often serves the cause of a popular myth
and philosophy firmly rooted in a strong power base.

How essentially different is the case of the Divinely
appointed prophets, the upholders of the Unity of God who
founded great religions of the world such as Judaism,
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Christianity, Islam and Zoroastrianism etc. If we examine
the lives of Moses®, Jesus® or Muhammad® and other
similar prophets who claimed Divine origin, we shall
invariably discover that none among them ever represented
a well-established and popular religious order. Theirs was a
lone voice of revolution. Invariably they based their claims
on revelation and advocated a new philosophy demanding a
completely different way of life. They preached values
which were at odds with the prevailing customs and
practices. They always emerged as harbingers of a new
order and dared to challenge the prevailing religious
authorities of the time. They appeared at a time when the
dominant religions of the age had already split into sects
and schisms, and fought among themselves for gaining
greater domination over the ignorant masses. In such an
age, as described, it was the emergence of a new Divine
messenger which resulted in a state of forged unity among
his opponents, who for the time being forgot their own
differences and mustered their forces to put up a joint
colossal resistance against the newly introduced Divine
order. They presented a united front of opposition,
exhibiting violent hostility. The Divine messenger on his
part had no human support whatsoever. He was backed
neither by the bulk of the common folk nor by any power
group of the society. He was not championed by any
political power. He was left alone, abandoned and rejected.

Such were the men who arose to confront the
adulterous societies which always grow out of a wild
proliferation of superstitious trends. The ushers of the new
order always pleaded belief in the Unity of God and
attempted to stamp out idolatry in every form, under every
guise. Whatever unity their opponents could forge among
themselves was only forged in opposition to the prophets,
while within themselves they remained as deeply split as
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they ever were. If the upholders of the Unity of God were
mere fabricators then theirs was an impossible task. No
fabricators can ever persist in pursuance of such goals as lie
visibly beyond their reach. The faith of such as these has to
be deeply founded on the reality of God, or they must
perish and be wiped out of existence. If there is no God
then claimants like them should simply have been
dismissed by society as raving mad. There is no third
option. If not insane, how could they hold on to their beliefs
so tenaciously as to sacrifice all they had for an unreal
unfruitful cause. But they cannot be waived off as insane
because the insane keep moving hither and tither in their
ravings. As for the prophets, the society shows a violent
reaction as though the ground under their feet had erupted.
No human support by the rich or the poor, the powerful or
the weak is ever known to have come to their aid against
the united wrath of their violent opponents. The nobility of
their message, the dignity of their conduct and their
unshakeable faith in their final victory at the hour of utter
desolation always stood witness to their truth.

Theirs was a case of extreme sacrifice, not of greed.
Whatever they possessed, they lost in the cause of their
noble goal. Not only they, but also those who continued to
join them crossing all the hurdles, treading the same path of
absolute sacrifice. Accusing fingers could not discourage
people such as these.

The theory that ascribes the creation of imaginary
gods to man’s ignorance, may be partially true in certain
phases of human history of ignorance and immaturity. The
exploitation of the ignorant masses by the priestly classes is
not denied at all. But to suggest that this process generated
a continuous evolutionary flow of ideas, leading eventually
to the belief in One God, is what we categorically deny.
The facts of history do not support the evolution of Unity
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from the growth of idolatrous superstition. It is a figment of
the sociologists’ wayward fancy.

History does not produce any evidence to support the
theory of progressive transformation of polytheism to
monotheism. No transitional stages are witnessed in which
communities moved from worshipping many gods to the
worship of One. On the contrary, it is the sudden and abrupt
appearance of one great man which sets into motion a train
of events causing great upheavals and tribulations,
requiring enormous sacrifices from those who chose to
follow him.

JHE HOLY QURAN rejects this hypothesis. It categorically

Il proclaims the opposite to be true. All the major

religions of the world invariably began their journey

with belief in Unity. The proposition of evolution can

neither be proved with reference to history nor to the
working of human psyche.

The character of prophets is like an open book which
defies allegations of hidden intentions and secret designs.
There is no phase in their earlier life before their claim to
prophethood which could justify the accusation that they
had planned to fake their prophetic claim at a later stage.
No such evidence is at all found in the lives of the great
advocates of God’s Unity, like Abraham®, Moses® and
Prophet Muhammad®.

By the time of Abraham®, the lofty belief of Noah® in
the Unity of God was already degenerated by his distant
progeny into the earthly myths of many gods. Abraham®
once again launched a gigantic struggle for the restoration
of Unity. It prevailed at last, and the torch of Unity was
held aloft by his progeny and others who followed him for
many a generation to come.

The old fateful trend of decadence set in eventually
with the same disastrous consequences. Within a few
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hundred years from the time of Abraham®, the House of
Israel reverted to the evil practice of idol worship. This
continued until the time of Moses®. Although Moses® was
an outstanding champion of the cause of Unity among
prophets, idolatry kept infiltrating and defiling the faith of
his followers during the subsequent centuries. This again
proves beyond a shadow of doubt that to move away from
Unity is a downhill task. Left to himself, man would always
slide down the ladder to the lowly ground of idolatry — a
ground which breeds the vermin of superstition and
polytheism.

Another example quoted by the Holy Quran is that of
‘Baitul Haram’( ¢+ < ) in Mecca, the House of God
built by Abraham®, dedicated only to the cause of His
Unity. But alas, it did not take the idols very long to re-
enter this illustrious House of God. Except for the name
everything else was changed. It was ultimately occupied by
no less than three hundred and sixty idols representing each
day of the lunar year, filling its chambers from wall to wall.
There was room for all of them, but no room for God.

Is this the evolutionary process the sociologists talk so
much about? Is this the way they believe idolatry evolved
into the idea of a single Supreme Being? Is this how the
image of God is ultimately created by man as he advances
from his primitive mental state to a more developed one?
Nay, certainly not! The history of religions unanimously
rejects this arbitrary sociologist conclusion. It clearly
demonstrates that belief in the Unity of God always
descends from Him. It never ascends to Him through a
natural upward spiralling trend of progressive idol worship.

If a transition from many gods to one did ever occur,
then the history of religion should have attested to it. But
not a trace of it is found in the established history of world
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religions. Monotheistic societies do slowly degenerate into
the polytheistic ones; the opposite never occurs.

T is extremely difficult for pious people to bequeath
[their piety to subsequent generations for a long time.

Seldom does it happen that the righteousness of the
forefathers runs deep and long into the following
generations. A vast majority of the first generation, ushered
into light, never returns to the previous state of darkness.
Faith however, gradually weakens over successive
generations. [t does not happen overnight. It is a long slow
process of decadence set in after the demise of a prophet
which ultimately erodes the hard-earned belief in the Unity
of God. Whenever belief dwindles, superstitions begin to
encroach and take over. Firm faith in a single Omnipotent
God splinters into fragments of a shattered image of
Godhead. Oracles begin to be concocted from temple to
temple and a dishonest religious clergy feels free to deceive
the common masses.

Without exception, all religions emphasize the role of
morality in human affairs. They may differ in other
features, but not with regard to their stress on morality. It is
a universal trend found everywhere in all ages. To accuse
religion of siding with the rich and the powerful, may be
justified to some extent only in the context of a decadent
age. In the light of the early history of religion as it is
unfolded with the advent of a prophet, this accusation is
simply not entertainable. Morality as taught by the
prophets, always works on the side of justice and fair play,
waging a noble war against immorality and the exploitation
of the weak and the destitute. It always strengthens the
hands of the oppressed against the oppressor and those of
the hunted against the hunter.

Where on earth did religious morality ever support the
cause of the exploiter against the exploited? Search the
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entire early history of the dawn of religions and you will
not find a single such example. It always legislated in
favour of the weak and the poor. Genuine implementation
of this legislation is guaranteed and impregnated by belief
in an All-Knowing God. The believer can never escape His
knowledge of whatever He does or intends to do. No man-
made law enjoys this advantage in relation to its
implementation. It invariably fails to protect the system
which they legislate, because of the absence of awareness
in the mind of the criminal that he is being watched by the
law-makers. Legislation alone, however much fortified with
the threats of punishment, cannot stay the hand of the
criminal. Its influence does not reach the breeding ground
of crime — the hidden soil of secret intentions. The
criminal always seeks shelter in his hope that like his
intentions, his act of crime will also escape the eye of the
law. To seek protection in the lap of falsehood is another
major abettor of crime. Man’s propensity and impetuous
tendency to commit crime is directly proportional to his
hope of escaping detection. Hence, legislation alone can
never succeed in uprooting social evils, because it lacks the
vital prerequisite of reaching the dark abysses where crimes
are nurtured. Most evils are perpetrated behind the
smokescreen of imagined invisibility and unaccountability.
However advanced the techniques of detection may
become, they can never shake the confidence of the
criminal in his calculated hope of escaping detection
because he plans and plots safely hidden from the sight of
law, couched in the secret chambers of his heart.

It is only a sound belief in the existence of God and
accountability, which can frustrate and defeat all crimes in
the offing. This and largely this, has been the purpose of
moral legislation on the part of religion. Morality, in fact, is
virtually essential for the survival of religion itself. When
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moral standards are lowered, religion is the first to suffer.
Dishonesty and immorality corrode even the most powerful
man-made edifices of law and constitution. The spiritual
edifices of religion are likewise corroded and turned to dust
by the dry rot of immorality. Like termites, it razes to the
ground the lofty moral structures of great religions.

This is the key to the understanding of decadence at
all levels of religious beliefs and practices. The Unity of
God is split and continues to be splintered because of the
lowering standards of morality. Idolatry begins to replace
the Unity of God, and idols occupy the houses of God
turning them into temples. Deep below such destructive
phenomenon, one will always find the worms of dishonesty
at work. Dishonesty becomes a deadly poison when it
works at the level of leadership, but no deadlier poison can
be conceived than dishonesty when it works at the level of
religious leadership. In the name of God, they play havoc
with the peace of His creation. God ceases to play any
substantial role in the affairs of men. His emptied throne is
occupied by the pseudo-gods of religious hierarchy.

It would be much wiser therefore, to judge religions at
their nascent stage rather than later, when through human
interpolation they become mere ruins of their noble
beginning. Their beginning is noble but also humble. The
attitude of the society towards religions when they are
found in their pristine purity is that of extreme hostility and
rejection. The noblest living example of religious teachings
are the prophets themselves. It is they who are rejected and
ridiculed and made the target of merciless hostility.

The same goes for the early believers whose integrity,
dedication and willing sacrifice in the cause of truth finds
no parallel in the later period. How ironical it is that noble
men such as these are not acceptable to a society as long as
they live. After they have departed the arena of life on
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earth, they are revered, even beyond the status they actually
occupied. They are raised to the status of godlike figures;
even their graves are worshipped. This strange
inconsistency in the attitude of the society gradually grows
among those who inherit their faith without paying the
price of sacrifice. They corrode the noble values of religion
surreptitiously and work beneath the surface like worms.
Unity of God always works in two planes. All advocates of
His Unity are inseparably bound to Him, as well as among
themselves, together. Again, on the other plane, Unity
exists between the Creator and His creation.

In the established history of prophethood, no prophet
is ever found to reject and malign the prophets before him.
The same attitude of oneness is extended into the future. Of
course warnings are issued against ‘false prophets’ who are
clearly recognizable, by their ungodly character, but the
advent of genuine Divine messengers is always mentioned
with love and respect. This applies invariably to all
upholders of Unity belonging to all ages. Unity of God
forges them into one brotherhood. Corrupt religious
patriarchs do not possess this distinctive feature. They
preach division while beating the drum of Unity. The love
of Unity binds His prophets so powerfully together that to
offend one is tantamount to offending the other. It becomes
the strongest symbol of Unification between God and His
chosen servants on the one hand, and between the chosen
servants, mutually, on the other.

Unity also manifests itself as a universal link between
Him and every other form of existence. The Unity of the
Creator unites Him with His creation, unifying them in
apparent or subtle ways. Alas, that in relation to both these
integrals of Unity, disintegration begins to take place with
the passage of time. This eventually prepares the soil upon
which the Tree of Evil thrives.
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The first signs of disruption appear when the arrogant
priesthood of later periods begins to raise the status of their
human prophets beyond the inviolable line of Unity,
assigning to them some of the exclusive Divine attributes,
which they never, ever, claimed for themselves. An over-
exaggerated love of the past prophets becomes the new
faith of this degenerate religious society. Hyperbolical
eulogies are showered upon them, new human gods are in
the making, new mortals are immortalised. Little do they
realize that they and the entire society which follows them
must pay heavily for this blatant inconsistency. Blind love
of past prophets becomes the soul and spirit of their religion
but only after the soul and spirit of the prophet’s message is
completely destroyed and shattered by this new class of
their pseudo-devotees. Prophets always come to destroy sin
but their love is exploited to promote it. This, they trust,
would absolve them of whatever sins they may have
committed. The same love of a dead prophet will enliven
them to a life worse than death. They feel safe with God,
whose Unity they offend, as long as they continue to bow
their heads to the godliness of His human partners. This
opens such floodgates of moral corruption which once
opened can never be shut again by human efforts. Sin is
invariably emboldened by the love of sinless prophets.
T/HE saME decadent clergy shamelessly advocate

hatred, bloodshed, terrorism and destruction of

fundamental human rights in the name of their love
of God. They create a chasm between God and humans thus
securing for themselves a position of command in His
absence. From them on, it is they who issue decrees without
receiving them from on high. They virtually capture
godhead without admitting it in so many words. To them
God matters not; what matters is they themselves. It is their
wrath which society must fear; from then on, it is their
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pleasure they must always seek. This becomes the new
criterion for punishment and reward. Whoever dares to
disagree with the pseudo-gods is condemned to hell,
whoever agrees is rewarded with eternal paradise. God
must dispose what they propose. About the morals of the
common people they care not. All they care for is their own
ego and the authority with which they command the
masses. Courtesy, culture, a sense of justice and fair play
are all mercilessly slaughtered at the altar of their rigid
dogmas. This is the price the societies must always pay
whenever they violate the Unity of God in one sense or
another.

Like an injured serpent, they begin to raise their
vengeful head against Divine interference. Their virtual
worship of past prophets is a ruse of course; their real
intention hidden behind this facade has always been the
worship of their own egos. But the dilemma is that such a
Godless society abounds in pseudo-gods like them. There
can be no unity without the Unity of God. Petty rivalries
among the priestly class begin to take their toll. They divide
and split into new sects and schisms holding the banners of
ideological differences.

An atrocious struggle for gaining ascendancy over the
masses ensues. All they really care for is the number of
their flock. As for the morals of the people they lead, they
could not care less. They exercise no positive influence
over their daily life and moral responsibilities to the
society. They only know how to excite their emotions to a
state of frenzy in generating hatred against the rival sects
but they never till and turn the soil of their hearts to sow the
seeds of love and sacrifice. A society such as this offers an
ideal ground for idolatry to take root therein. Unconditional
submission to their authority in matters of faith and
doctrine is all they demand. The submission to the will of
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God with regard to the life they lead is of no consequence.
They may rob or steal, they may maim or kill, they may
hoard wealth or build castles with lies, deception, cheating
and fraud. They may do whatever they will, as long as they
do not change their loyalties to their own priests and do not
prostrate to their rivals; everything else about them is just
fine and acceptable. The centre of their worship shifts from
God to prophets, from prophets to their own wretched egos.
Thus the corrupt mortals emerge in their new role of
demigods.

The case of the ignorant masses who follow them is
no less pitiable. All they know on earth is that God is priest
and priest is God. They are incapable of challenging his
authority in the matter of faith. A diametrical change in the
orientation of submission takes place. It becomes
impossible for them to know the difference. The will of the
priest, to them, becomes the will of God. It remains so only
as long as the priest does not cross the path of their self-
interest. The moment he ventures to do so he loses his
authority over them and is no longer treated as an object
worthy of submission. In the domain of his personal
interests, no member of an immoral society such as this
knows any God other than himself. Homage is paid to the
pseudo-gods of priests only as long as they do not clash
with the egos of those they lead. Thus the journey from
monotheism to polytheism turns a full circle. Ego worship
is the only logical destination of a religious society in
decadence.

In all promiscuous societies, as mentioned above, the
sudden appearance of a Divine Warner, is always treated as
a most annoying interference. Such exactly was the
treatment meted out to Jesus® when he appeared among the
sheep of the House of Israel. But in their attitude to him,
they should be referred to as wolves rather than sheep.
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However, his attitude to them was like that of a loving
shepherd who cares for each sheep of his flock.

One can easily visualize how deceptively their
passage is eternally blocked. The virtual idolization of
prophets works as the most formidable stumbling block in
the path of later prophets who must always appear as
humans. Even without idolization, the hyperbolical praises
showered upon them and attributions to them of
supernatural powers should be sufficient cause for the
rejection of all genuine prophets who will never come in
this grand style. Hence, a crisis of identity will always
block their passage.

Without prophets, faith in God is but another name for
atheism. Their daily pattern of behaviour and conduct of
life reflects everything but God. He seems to have
abandoned them, like a nest from which the bird has flown
away forever, never to return.

Such also were the challenges confronted by Jesus
Christ*. The Jewish society of his time was passing through
a similar spiritual and moral crisis. The rabbis and the
Pharisees and the Sadducees had all become pseudo-gods
and no room was left for accommodating the Divine. It is
no small wonder, therefore, that the lone, humble voice of
Jesus® raised in the name of God, was not drowned in the
tumultuous uproar of the hostile protests.

This, in short, is the tale of the origin, rise and fall of
religions. But a new beginning is always made after every
fall to rehabilitate the Unity of God yet again. It always
originates in Heaven, and descends with revelation. It never
erupts from the earth below, rising heavenwards like curly
columns of smoke of human confusion ultimately resolving
into a belief in Unity. Instead the Unity of God only
descends from on high to raise the fallen man yet again to
the celestial heights of nearness to Him.

216



THE CONCEPT OF GOD AMONG
THE ABORIGINES OF AUSTRALIA

0 FAR we have attempted to disprove the currently

popular theories of Western sociologists, who by

a strange logic of their own, have tried to prove

that the idea of God is a creation of man rather
than man being His creation. Their so-called evidence in
support of their theory is nothing but mere conjecture. How
far the study of the evolution of mind over a billion years of
biotic evolution would support this bizarre hypothesis is a
subject of inquiry in itself and requires an in-depth study.
On the other hand, an unbiased study of the history of
religions reveals that belief in God is not a product of
human superstition. Was it God Who created man, or was it
man who created God, is the vital question we have already
discussed with reference to the history of some major
monotheistic religions.

Now, we propose to critically examine the
sociologists’ concept of a gradual evolution of the idea of
God, with reference to the Aborigine religions of Australia.
This study will further demonstrate the inherent flaw in the
sociologists’ manner of enquiry. Their enquiry invariably
begins with the preconception that there is no God. No fair-
minded person can adjudge such an enquiry as scientific,
where the verdict is already passed before the enquiry has
begun. It is this inherent contradiction which becomes
manifestly exposed when the sociologists come face to face
with the irrefutable reality of Australian evidence. Before
constituting any enquiry, its principles have to be clearly
laid down. But no such attempt has ever been made by the
sociologists to define them and the purpose of the enquiry.
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The only principle they know is their conviction that there
is no God. The purpose of their enquiry is simply to
investigate why people worship God or godly images while
they do not exist. Hence the growth of superstitions
culminating in the creation of gods is the only subject of
their enquiry.

Having said that, let us now draw the attention of the
reader to the history of religion in Australia. It is a
continent whose culture, social and religious history can be
traced back to at least twenty-five thousand years. Many
scholars extend it to forty thousand years or beyond.
According to some researchers, however, this period could
extend even to a past as remote as one hundred and thirty
thousand years of unbroken, unadulterated and undisturbed
growth of religion.

The Australian continent is not only unique in having
been completely broken off from the rest of the world, it is
also unique in containing within it hundreds of social
islands, each comprising tribes that remained entirely
isolated from each other. It is known that between five
hundred to six hundred such tribal units had their own
independent history of social and religious development,
throughout an age of twenty-five to forty thousand years, in
complete isolation from each other except for occasional
marginal contacts at the boundaries of their territories.

Such contacts were not only brief, but also ineffectual
in transferring their ideologies, beliefs, myths and
superstitions to each other. It was not only the language
barriers which stood in the way, but also their traditional
aversion to socialize and communicate with outsiders,
which had created an impassable barrier in the way of
transfer of information from one to the other.

If the sociologist’s view which begins with the
negation of God has any substance in it, then in each of the
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Aboriginal tribes we should have discovered the same
universal trend of worshipping objects of nature gradually
evolving into belief in one Supreme God. What we
discover, however, to the utter chagrin of the sociologist is
a completely different story.

In all the tribes of Australia, without exception, there
exists a belief in one Supreme Power, who is the first cause
of all creation. Their descriptions differ on minor points and
their terminology varies slightly, but according to the
consensus of the sociologists and anthropologists, they all
invariably believe in the existence of that ultimate first
cause called ‘High Gods’ — another name for Allah, God,
Brahma and Parmatama etc.

The central idea of one eternal Supreme Creator
remains unadulterated by whatever other superstitions they
may have entertained. The superstitions change from tribe
to tribe, but not their belief in one God. Nowhere in
Australia could the sociologists find any evidence of a
gradual evolution of the idea of God. The views prevailing
among the different tribes differ only in description. The
Wiimbaio tribe, for instance, believed that while engaged in
the process of the creation of earth, God remained close at
hand but having finished His work He ascended back to the
loftiness of the constellations. Similarly, the Wotjobaluk
tribe believed Bunjil to be a Supreme Being, who once
lived on the earth as a great man but eventually ascended to
the sky.'

The sociologists, when referring to these beliefs, very
often forget to inform the reader that these and all the other
five hundred or more tribes, did believe in the eternity of
the Creator; whether He took human form or not is only
incidental and not central to the issue. Again, what is
central to their belief is the fact that the earth and whatever
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it contained did not eternally coexist with the Supreme
Creator.

Many anthropologists dispute the origin and purpose
of the concept of God amongst the Aborigines. They doubt
that the Australian High Gods*, is the same as the Supreme
Being known elsewhere among traditional religions,
because it is difficult for them to believe that savages or
inferior people, as the primitive Australians were, could
hold such advanced conceptions.

The utter absurdity of their position is self-evident.
Because they could not believe something to have
happened, so it could not have happened, is the crux of
their argument. This further exposes their prejudicial
attitude. If a society as primitive as the Aborigines of
Australia is found to have believed in one God, right from
the beginning of their history, then there is nothing left for
sociologists but to admit ideas of God did not evolve from
primitive superstitious myths. Instead all we have from
them is a childish sulky response: we cannot believe
because it could not have happened.

In an attempt to avoid this embarrassment, E.B. Tylor
has discovered another evasive excuse to discredit the
Australian evidence. In his article Limits of Savage Religion
in the Journal of Anthropological Institute (1891), he
proposes the novel idea that High Gods is the product of
influences from the Christian missionaries on Australian
religion. An absurd proposition, as it is, it is completely
belied by the facts of history.

A.W. Howitt, another evolutionist, roundly disproves
Tylor’s claim pointing out that in some tribes in the South-

* The term ‘High Gods’ is not plural as it appears. In Aborigine
terminology it invariably refers to a Single Supreme Creator. It is out
of respect perhaps that He is referred to in plural.
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East of Australia, the belief in One Eternal God certainly
preceded the arrival of any missionaries or indeed any
Western settlers, among them. Strangely, even he fails to
notice that the bizarre idea of Christian missionaries sowing
the suggestion of the Unity of God should have been
dismissed outright because no trace of Trinity is found
anywhere in the entire continent of Australia in the image
of God which the Aborigines universally revere.

Nevertheless, despite the range and extent of Howitt’s
empirical studies, Howitt himself seems reluctant to push
his own research to its logical conclusion. While he can
readily admit in his book, published in 1904, that the
Aborigines believed in an All-Father who was:

‘...evidently everlasting, for he existed from the
beginning of all things, and he still lives. But in
being so, he is merely in that state in which, these
Aborigines believe, everyone would be if not
prematurely killed by magic.”

Thus Howitt attempts to escape the inescapable
evidence of Divinity in their belief by confusing the issue.
He claims:

‘It cannot be alleged that these Aborigines have
consciously any form of religion.”

Here is another example of a desperate attempt on the
part of the evolutionists to escape the inevitable. The points
Howitt has raised are not only inconclusive but are also
irrelevant to the subject of discussion. The simple question
which any sociologist must have addressed was: how could
a primitive society, like that of the Aborigines, which was
split into hundreds of sub-tribes with no means of
communication among them, conceive the same idea of
One Supreme Eternal Being independently? Again, they
should have answered the question as to what legitimacy is
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left, in view of this, to their theories of an evolutionary
development of the idea of God.

As for Howitt, even if we accept his tall claim that all
Aborigines believed that if they were not killed by magic
they could have evolved into something like the Creator
Himself, it offers no haven of escape to him. In no way
does it support the sociologists’ myth of evolution of the
idea of God. One is amazed how a scholar of Howitt’s
reputation could confuse the two distinctly separate issues.
The theory of ultimate evolution of belief in one God, from
the primitive superstitious beliefs in many gods, has
nothing whatsoever to do with the hypothetical discussion
of the possible evolution of men into gods, had death not
terminated their span of life. At best this Aboriginal view
could be likened unto a similar discussion in the Old
Testament in relation to the story of Adam and Eve and the
Serpent. God, according to the serpent, had denied Adam
and Eve access to the fruit of the forbidden tree, lest they
should become like the Creator Himself, sharing eternity
with Him. This similarity between the primitive
Aborigines’ view with the Judeo-Christian beliefs brings
their faith even closer to the comity of traditional religions.
One really wonders how Howitt could fail to register this
evident similarity.

Obviously, it is the Aborigine way to draw a clear-cut
line between the Creator and the created. The message
delivered is simply this: the Creator is not only Eternal in
relation to the past, He is also Everlasting in relation to the
future. He is the only One who possesses these attributes.
No man can ever achieve eternity in relation to the future
because every man is mortal. This brings them in line with
all the Unitarian religions which share the same belief that
God alone is Eternal and Everlasting.
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In his enthusiasm to discredit the Aborigines of
having any religion at all, he further argues that there are no
signs of worship or sacrifice among them. This observation
of Howitt has no relevance to the contention under review.
Whether he calls their faith a religion or not, when he
admits that they did believe in the existence of a Supreme
Eternal Creator, he succeeds only in discrediting the
sociologists’ theory of gradual evolution of the idea of God.

As for the validity of his claim that there is no
evidence of the Aborigines offering worship or sacrifice in
any form to the High Gods in whom they believed, it
cannot be accepted at its face value. It should be noted here
that some of their religious practices have been completely
misunderstood by most Western scholars. What they refer
to as the habit of dreaming by the Aborigines, is not what
the Aborigines themselves believe them to be.

E AUTHOR has had the opportunity of meeting one of
T:‘heir knowledgeable leaders to verify from them the

real significance of their dreams. It is important
because one finds dreams mentioned in almost all Western
literature written on Aborigines. It took some effort on the
part of the author to ultimately persuade that leader to
discuss matters of faith, which he was obviously reluctant
to share with a non-Aborigine. This reluctance, it
transpired, was largely due to the misunderstanding and
misrepresentation of their beliefs by many a foreigner who
had probed into this area of Aborigine life and history. This
is what the author gathered from his conversation with him
after a favourable rapport was established.

Dreams to them are merely a means of
communication from God. Through dreams they are
foretold of many important events in their lives. They have
a system of religious hierarchy, comprising leaders who are
well versed in the science of interpretation of dreams. Such
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leaders have no outside contact and access to them by the
non-Aborigine is barred. When the dreams are presented to
them, the dreamer himself has often no idea as to the
message they carry. The interpreter however can read the
underlying message and, most often than not, he is proved
right. It is the subsequent events which testify to his truth as
well as to the validity of the institution of dreams.

Thus, a clear line has to be drawn between their
religious beliefs and practices on the one hand and their
rituals and superstitions on the other, which are of no real
significance anyway. Superstitions and superstitious
practices vary from tribe to tribe and there is no common
heritage found among all the Aborigines. The issue of
dreams is radically different. Like their belief in one God,
their reliance on dreams as a means of Divine instruction is
shared by all invariably. The dreams very often follow their
contemplation on matters of grave importance. Hence, it is
not unlikely that this contemplation is just another name for
prayers. It has to be so because their contemplation, unlike
that among the Buddhists, results in such dreams as are
answers to them. In relation to their dreams the Aborigines
also have a strong and well-defined discipline, the breach of
which is punishable.

To dub them as a religionless people therefore is far
from justified. As far as their belief concerning death
‘caused by magic’ is concerned, in this context, it does not
have the same meaning as understood elsewhere in the
world. There are no theatrical magicians among the
Aborigines, like those who operate elsewhere in the world.
They certainly do not believe that every death which occurs
among them, occurs because of a spell cast by an evil
person through magical chanting. In this case magic is far
more likely to refer to satanic influences, which symbolize
darkness as against light in the spiritual sense. For magic to
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mean sin in Aborigine terminology is so apparent that it is
hard to understand how the anthropologists and sociologists
fail to recognize it. Death is considered to be the result of
magic which works in the case of every mortal without
exception. Only ‘High Gods’ is an exception to this rule.
None else shares eternity with Him. By no means does it
signify that death is caused in every case only by the acts of
some magicians casting their spell on the living. Death is a
universal phenomenon applicable to all living forms alike,
everywhere in the world, Australia being no exception.
Aborigines knew it well and however naive one may
consider them to be, it is impossible to attribute to them the
utter stupidity of considering every death to be the outcome
of sorcery.

In view of this, the significance of magic can only be
understood in two possible ways. First it may refer to sin as
the ultimate cause of all spiritual death, as understood in
other Divine religions elsewhere in the world. If this is the
case, then they must have received the idea from the same
source that enlightened the People of the Book to the
existence of an Eternal God.

Alternatively, a second simpler meaning of magic
which could reasonably be attributed to them would be that
whatever they found to be inexplicable, for which they had
no answer, was relegated to the realm of magic, meaning
simply a mystery. Hence, the universality and inevitability
of death, which marks the demarcation line between the
finite and infinite, the Creator and the created, is a mystery
spoken of as ‘magic’ by Aborigines. However, the term
magic is not confined to this connotation alone. Whatever
else they found to be inexplicable in their day-to-day
experience was also referred to as magic.

Again, the eternal conflict between light and darkness,
as depicted in somewhat material terms in the Zoroastrian
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religion, could as well be the underlying philosophy in the
so-called superstitious practices of the Aborigine. Their
well-established practice of trying to shun the shadow of a
moving object may have the same significance as darkness
representing sin or Satan.

But the dreams and whatever they understand by
them, have nothing to do with their superstitions; they are
two unrelated phenomena. The dreams are a part of the
central core of their belief in God and the means of
receiving communication from Him. According to them,
from time immemorial, they have been witnessing the signs
of an All-Knowing Supreme Being who takes a live interest
in the affairs of what He creates. Thus the Aborigines have
a genuine cause of complaint against the Western
researchers who dismiss their religious experience as
unworthy of being called religious because they deem them
too primitive and ignorant. Their efforts to distort the image
of the Aboriginal faith must have stemmed from the fear
lest this recognition should discredit their own previously
held theories.

One Aborigine who particularly impressed the author
was a highly educated gentleman who had converted to
Christianity, or so it seemed, before his access to higher
education. By profession he was an engineer. In the
beginning of the dialogue, he was evidently reluctant to
share his knowledge of the religious beliefs and practices of
the Aborigine. Surprisingly, despite his conversion to
Christianity, he still remained Aborigine deep at heart.
After a long persuasive effort on the part of the author
when he became convinced of his sincerity and genuine
concern for the cause of the Aborigine, he gradually began
to thaw. The sorrow in his eyes was as deep and profound
as the ancient history of Aborigine civilization. He told the
author that it was seldom that outsiders could actually gain
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communication in any form was strictly avoided. Yet in each tribe the

concept of One God remained common.
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access to the elite hierarchy of the Aborigines. The
knowledge they have acquired is mostly peripheral. He
showed particular disgust at the manner the Aborigines’
experience of dreams was treated and portrayed by the
Western researchers.

A tradition of the Holy Prophet®, is worthy of note
here because it speaks of Divine dreams to be one-fortieth
part of prophethood. Though this profound observation
indicates that universally it is true dreams with which
prophethood begins, they ultimately pave the path for
verbal revelation from God, which may, when He so
pleases, commission the recipient to be His Messenger.

Returning to the subject of the conclusion drawn by
the Western researchers, one must admit that all are not
alike in their negative attitude to the spiritual experiences of
the Aborigines. Among them are scholars who possessed
the clear vision and boldness to admit that Aborigines did
have a well-defined faith in a Single Supreme God. Andrew
Lang in The Making of Religion’, argued that ‘High Gods’
was an authentic Aborigine idea, and because there were
very few myths around the ‘All-Fathers’, Lang justifiably
concluded that the myths were born after the idea of the
‘High Gods.’

Peter Wilhelm Schmidt, a German Roman Catholic
priest, in his twelve volume Ursprung der Gottesidee,
written between 1912 and 1925, also supported Lang and
asserted that myth came after the idea of ‘High Gods’.
Schmidt’s work was first published in French between 1908
and 1910 in Anthropos, a new journal founded by Schmidt
himself. A reprint was circulated separately under the
heading, L origine de Dieu. Etude Historico-Critique et
Positive. Premiere Partie. Historico Critique (Vienna
1910), a second enlarged German edition appeared in 1926.
Here, Schmidt explained the coexistsence of myth and
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religion in the concept of the High Gods, by arguing that
the original idea of High Gods had become mixed up with
the later growth of superstitious gibberish.

However, there are some anthropologists who
continue to insist that the idea of High Gods was the
product of myths. Among them is the leading figure of
Raffaele Pettazzoni in Dio, (1922) but it is surprising to
note that his argument is not at all supported by the
evidence consistently found in all the main Aboriginal
tribes. For him to extend his conclusions drawn from the
mythical traditions of only one particular tribe to all the
Aborigines of Australia is neither honest nor logical.®

Most Aboriginal tribes do not share the same myths as
mentioned by him. As for their belief in God, they all
subscribe to the idea of One Supreme, Conscious, Eternal
Cause of creation. Moreover, despite the great name of
Pettazzoni as an anthropologist, his insistence that the
coexistsence of myths and the idea of One Supreme Creator
must mean that the superstitions preceded the more highly
developed idea of God — is unentertainable without the
least evidence to support it. He has not even attempted to
connect the development of their myths to the idea of a
Supreme God through an evolutionary process.

The theory of the evolutionary growth of the idea of
God from myths and superstitions is simply not relevant to
the Australian evidence. There is no evidence whatsoever
of nature worship under the influence of awe and wonder.
No such step by step worship practices can be traced in the
Aboriginal religious practices, ultimately leading to the
more advanced belief in God. One has to agree therefore
with Andrew Lang that the myth definitely followed and
did not precede the idea of One God.

The myths among Aborigines are scattered unrelated
pieces of superstitions which can be justifiably related to
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the simple wanderings of the mind of a primitive unlettered
people to discover some meaning in what they observed.
This attempt on their part is no different from the universal
human trend.

Man has always been wondering about the nature of
the heavens, the sun, the moon and the constellations. Many
a time this wonderment has resulted in the creation of
myths. Among the idolatrous people, their imaginary gods
are ultimately dressed in the robes of myths. This, however,
is not the case with the Aborigines. Their myths are neither
related to the idea of worship, nor are they built around the
figures of gods, as we find elsewhere. According to them
the idea of God is separate and independent, the images of
other forms of existence occupying the heavenly bodies and
constellations are not gods. Hence it is made more difficult
to agree with Pettazzoni when he argues that the High Gods
is a product of mythological imagination.

The problem with the rationalist anthropologists and
sociologists is basically the same as shared by all other
secular scholars. If they accept the Australian evidence,
they would ultimately have to admit that the idea of a
Supreme Eternal Creator had not evolved, hence it must
have descended in its perfected form from God Himself.
Otherwise it could not be possible for the most primitive
simple-minded dweller of Australia to conceive that idea
with such unanimity without any inter-communication.
Hence the denial of this evidence by some sociologists and
anthropologists, merely because it does not agree with their
concept of things, is no compliment to their scholarly image
and their integrity. It is a relief however to learn that among
them there are many happy exceptions. There are certainly
some who exhibit enough maturity and honesty of purpose
to accept the evidence as fact. Yet they too continue to
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explore some avenues of escape to hide behind the mist of
obscure, shady explanations.

Such is the case of F. Graebner. While accepting that
the ‘great god” was certainly a Creator for the Aborigines
and a

3

. first cause of, at least, everything which is
important for men ...,

he goes on to argue:

‘But Preuss is perhaps right in doubting that so
abstract an idea as the first cause could have been
capable, among primitive men, of producing a figure
which is always so full of life.”’

Like Howitt, Graebner is reluctant to commit himself
to the view that the Aborigines could have perceived the
attributes of a Supreme Being all by themselves, yet he
lacks the moral strength to draw the inevitable conclusion.
A prefixed atheistic bias is evident.

In some tribes of Australia, the idea of one High Gods
is found intermixed with some mythical figures around him
such as wives, children etc. This does not cast any doubt on
our claim that the image of High Gods of the Aborigines is
no different from that of God elsewhere in the conventional
monotheistic religions. The scholars who discovered the
prevalence of such myths have highlighted some of their
distinctive features, which help the reader to draw a clear
line of demarcation between them and God, with whom
they are claimed to be related. It is a mistake to ascribe the
same meaning to the so-called Aboriginal myths as
normally related to the word ‘myth’ elsewhere in the world.
Elsewhere, the myths are always created around the figures
of gods in idolatrous religions, while among the Aborigines
no such ‘gods’ are either worshipped or revered. Whatever
myths the sociologists may refer to were certainly not
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created around the figure of their High Gods. For only a
few tribes to entertain such myths is in itself a proof that
their existence is not indicative of a universal belief among
the Aboriginal tribes. No creative power is ever attributed
to them nor are they believed to share eternity with Him.
They are all creations none of which has ever created
anything. They have to be created themselves because they
are not eternal. It is likely that these myths were conceived
haphazardly by some religious elders of later ages.

Speaking of the same, Eliade, while paraphrasing
T.G.H Strehlow, takes up the case of another tribe of the
Western Aranda and shows that according to them:

‘... the earth and the sky had always existed and had
always been the home of Supernatural Beings. The
western Aranda believe that the sky is inhabited by
an emu-footed Great Father (Knaritja), who is also
the Eternal Youth (altjira nditja). He has dog-footed
wives and many sons and daughters. “They lived on
fruits and vegetable foods in an eternally green land,
unaffected by droughts, through which the Milky
Way flowed like a broad river...”.”®

They have an Eden-like place where only trees, fruits
and flowers flourish. All these sky-dwellers are seen as
ageless and beyond death.

Despite the fact that these sky-beings display two
essential characteristics of supremacy, that of immortality
and chronological precedence (i.e. they came before the
totemic heroes), Strehlow rightly refuses to acknowledge
their significance in the development of Australian religion.
He cannot accept these sky-beings as supreme because they
did not shape or create life themselves.’

Strehlow’s argument is irrefutable because the
mythical forms referred to are described as immortal but
not eternal in their relation to the past, while the High
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Gods, is both eternal and immortal. Moreover, no power of
creation whatsoever is attributed to these mythical figures,
hence they cannot be perceived as sharing Divinity with
High Gods, the only Creator. Again it is quite likely that
this belief may have been wrongly categorized as mythical.
It may well have been a slightly changed version of the
paradise concept common to all major Divinely revealed
religions. The description of the Supreme Dweller of
paradise being emu-footed and that of His wife and
children as dog-footed are the only foreign elements to the
concept of paradise found elsewhere, otherwise the same
Eden-like gardens, eternally green, abounding in fruits and
vegetables, with no fear of drought etc., are very close to
metaphoric description of paradise presented by the Holy
Quran.

The complete absence of animals other than the
‘Children of God’ is also significant. The concept of
paradise in other major religions is likewise empty of
animal life. The dwellers are only the pious people who are
also described metaphorically as ‘Children of God’. Had it
been a myth created by the simple minds of Aborigines, it
is unlikely that they should have altogether excluded the
animals from their vision of paradise. In other areas of the
world we often find mythical concepts involving the
presence of some animals. Yet, in the image of paradise
common to the major religions, animals are conspicuous by
their absence.

HE HISTORY of evolution of society and religious ideas is
Tnot shaped by any single factor. It is far too intermixed

and the mutual flow of ideas from one region to the
other is so frequent that it becomes difficult to disentangle
one from the other and determine the direction of influence
with any certainty. To trace a single thread of thought
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process from beginning to end in a sequential order is
indeed an extremely challenging task.

The debate as to who influenced whom goes
unabated. Was it Buddhism, for instance which mothered
Christian ideology or was it Christianity which influenced
Buddhism, is one of the many unresolved questions. But
what we find in Australia is a completely different story of
a unique singularity. If evidence of the Australian religious
experience had supported the sociologists’ view, one
wonders what their attitude would have been. Would they
not have raised a storm and shouted ‘eureka’ at the top of
their voice in exultation and pride! But with the hard
realities of the unadulterated religious history of the
Aborigines staring them in the eye, it is deplorable to watch
how desperately they still struggle to escape the inevitable.
We particularly speak of such naturalists as are in a state of
shock because they had no faith in God the Creator. As
such they were absolutely certain that the history of the
Aborigines would support their convictions and testify to
their theories that the idea of God had gradually evolved
over thousands of years. But what they have dis<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>